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Foreword 
 
 By producing Moral Theories and Moral Obligations, we are attempting to 
provide a long-needed explanation of moral theories from which moral obligations are 
derived.  Because Lincoln-Douglas debate centers on moral values and ethical 
standards, it is important that every Lincoln-Douglas debater has an in-depth 
understanding of the basics and backgrounds of multiple different theories of morality.  
In addition to understanding the basics, debaters should also know how to apply these 
theories in debate rounds to support their argumentation.  This book would be best for 
students in their second or third year of debate. 
 Other companies that sell forensics materials have produced briefs or files 
explaining philosophers and their ideas.  While these explanations may help students 
learn more about philosophers, they may not be sufficient in supplying debaters with 
the knowledge of how to apply those philosophers’ ideas in an actual debate, especially 
because many of these philosophers do not have explicit moral theories.  Also, it may 
look like our book is lacking some great moral philosophers such as Aristotle and 
Hume.  However, these moral philosophers do not have philosophies of moral 
obligations that are very useful because of the nature of the resolutions.  In many of 
these philosophers’ theories, they argue that there is moral obligation to strive for 
excellence, but this type of moral obligation is difficult to use under many resolutions.  
In this book we have provided several chapters on a wide variety of philosophers with 
theories of moral obligation including Socrates, Plato, Kant, Mill, Rousseau, Rand, 
Hobbes, Locke, Rachels, and existentialist and postmodern philosophers.  Each chapter 
is complete with biographical and background information on the author, an in-depth 
discussion of their work(s) on moral philosophy, instructions and examples of how to 
apply those philosophies in cases, cards on the moral philosophy and a list of other 
works.  
 We saw a need for this book when judging debate rounds, especially on topics 
that require the affirmative to prove a moral obligation exists.  Frequently affirmatives 
are simply proving that affirming achieves some type of utility and simply assumes this 
utility somehow then morally obligates the government or the individual (the agent of 
action within the resolution) to act.  We also noticed that too frequently, negatives 
allow affirmatives to get away with this.  Considering the affirmative has a duty to 
present a prima facie case, this assumption should not be allowed to go unchallenged.   
 Besides the issue of failing to prove the resolution true, glossing over the moral 
obligation means that debaters are missing out on one of the vital educational aspects of 
Lincoln-Douglas debate; namely, the study of normative philosophy.  There exists a 
great debate within philosophy over whether moral obligations exist, what a moral 
obligation is, what warrants such an obligation, and what to do if obligations conflict.  
Learning about these theories is important to debaters for their debate career and for 
their future as ethical individuals.   
 We think debaters will enjoy learning about these philosophies, especially when 
they see how these philosophies can be used strategically.  Depending on the 
philosophy chosen, these perspectives can allow debaters to sidestep questions of 
efficacy, practicality, rights, and conflicting moral concepts.  If the affirmative (or 
negative depending on the resolution) constructs their moral framework clearly and 
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effectively, he or she can quickly make their opponent’s case and subsequent arguments 
irrelevant.  Many times the debater need only win the framework to win the round.  
This is quite effective for affirmatives who have only a four minute 1AR to answer 
everything the negative argues in his or her constructive.  Imagine only having to win 
1-2 arguments instead of 10-20 in that short speech.   
 In Moral Theories and Moral Obligations, The Forensics Files is aiming to give 
debaters an edge when it comes to arguing for or against different values and criteria by 
including not only biographical information, but explanations of the philosophers’ ideas 
and arguments and cards from specific philosophers that could actually be utilized in a 
debate.  By providing biographical information, it will help debaters understand why 
certain philosophers thought the way they did; explanations of philosophers’ ideas and 
arguments will give debaters a more encompassing understanding of how to use those 
ideas and arguments in debate rounds.  Because many of the Lincoln-Douglas debate 
resolutions involve a moral conflict between the individual and a collective (usually 
society), we have divided Moral Theories and Moral Obligations, into four main 
sections: (1) introduction to moral philosophies (2) individual moral obligations, (3) 
societal/governmental moral obligations, (4) arguments against moral obligations.  The 
first section is to help introduce the several different types of moral philosophies and 
how to use the different types on different topics.  The second section is dedicated to 
philosophers who claim that individuals have certain moral obligations, either to 
society, each other, or even to themselves.  The third section includes philosophers who 
argue that society has a moral obligation to act in certain way towards its citizens as 
whole, individuals, or other societies.  The fourth section is for debaters who want to 
take an alternative approach and try to prove that moral obligations do not exist on the 
individual level, the societal level, or both.  We hope that debaters can use the guidance 
provided in this book to help them become better debaters, more successful, and 
smarter individuals. 
 
 

The Forensics Files, LLP 
Publishers since 2004 
PO Box #895 
Round Rock, Texas, 78680 
 
Moral Theories and Moral Obligations 
First published in 2005 
Written by Michael J. Ritter 
Edited by Michael J. Ritter and Richard J. Colling 
 
© The Forensics Files 2006 
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Chapter 1: Moral Theories 

Chapter Objectives 
 
 

-Learn the two main types of moral theories  
 
-Understand the difference between the two types  
 
-Learn several examples of both theories  
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Key Terms 
 
Theories of the good       Experiential theory   Teleological 
Theories of the right       Non-experiential theory  Deontological 
Deist theories        Intrinsic good   Consequentialist 
Welfare theories       Instrumental good 
 

 

 
Over time, many ethical theories have developed.  Ethical theories can be separated into 
two main categories: one category includes theories of the good the other category 
includes theories of the right.  The distinction between these two categories is that 
theories of the good attempt to explain what is worthwhile in life, while theories of the 
right explain what a morally correct course of action is.  Both of these categories can be 
divided into sub categories.   
 
 

 
                 
 

 
Theories of the Good 

 
Theories of the good attempt to explain what is worthwhile in life, 
such as beauty, justice, or human happiness.  Two types of theories of 
the good include theories of welfare and the will of a deity.  Deist 
theories of the good suggest that what is good or worthwhile is what 
God, gods, or deity, whatever the case may be, say(s) is good, even if 
it is harmful to life.  Welfare theories of the good suggest that what is 
good promotes the welfare of life, as opposed to what a deity says.  
Welfare theories of the good can be broken further into two more 
categories: experiential and non-experiential.  An experiential theory 
argues that good is pleasurable which is known from prior 
experiences; this theory is also known as pleasure theory, or hedonism.  
A non-experiential theory suggests that what is desired is good; non-
experiential theory is also called desire theory.  Even though something is desired, it 
does not mean that it is pleasurable.  However, the fulfillment of desires is what non-
experiential theories account for.   

Moral Theories 

Theories of the 
Good 

Theories of the 
Right 
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 It is also important to note the difference between 
intrinsic good and extrinsic, or instrumental good.  The 
intrinsically good are concepts which are good in and of 
themselves and not for any other reason or for what they 
achieve.  For example, the pleasure theory argues that the only 
good in and of itself is pleasure.  However, several 
instrumental goods can be used to achieve pleasure, such as 
food, working out, and leisure activities, but food, working out, 
and leisure activities are not good in themselves because they 
are only instruments to achieving pleasure, and to some, may 
not bring pleasure at all.  The distinction between the two can 
easily be understood as the difference between the means and the ends.  The means are 
the instrumentally good things, and the end is the intrinsic good. 
 

Theories of the Right 
  
Theories of the right, as opposed to the good, describe actions that should be taken that 
are in accordance to a general rule.  There are two major categories of these types of 
theories: teleological and deontological.  Teleological theories apply a general rule that 
should be followed to all possible courses of action and determine morality based on 
the end result of that action.  However, under a teleological theory, one action could be 
considered moral and immoral at different times under different circumstances.  For 
example, lying may be justifiable and the right thing to do under certain circumstances, 
and morally bad in other circumstances.  Most teleological theories are considered 
consequentialist.  Conversely, deontological theories describe actions which are 
always good or always bad; they usually construct a set of rules for morally right and 
morally wrong courses of action.  Deontological theories judge actions based on the 
means, not on the ends.  Some examples of teleological theories are ethical hedonism, 
utilitarianism, virtue, and welfarism, each of which apply a different rule to certain 
actions.  Examples of deontological theories include universalized duty, rights, theism, 
and existentialist subjectivism.   

Theories of the 
Good

Welfare Deity’s Will 

Preferences Ideals 

Experiential 
(Pleasure)

Non-experiential 
(Desire)
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Conclusion 

 
The change of resolutions every two to six months provides Lincoln-Douglas debaters 
with the opportunity to use several different moral philosophies on an array of topics.  
Because the nature of the moral conflict in the resolutions differs it is important that 
debaters carefully consider the resolution, and the nature of the two sides’ (affirmative 
and negative) arguments when choosing a moral philosophy for their cases.  The same 
moral philosophy may not be able to be used in every case on both sides of all topics.  
The depth of some moral philosophies can be so overwhelming that some choose not to 
explore them at all.  However, if one were to read the summarized version of the moral 
philosophies discussed in the following sections, understanding these philosophies will 
not seem as difficult.  Debaters should know and understand the moral theory they 
choose to apply in their cases so that they do not contradict their own argumentation 
and so that they are able to answer questions sufficiently during cross-examination.  
Chapter 2: The Use of Moral Theories in Lincoln-Douglas Debate introduces the basics 
of presenting a moral theory or philosophy in an LD debate. 

Theories of the Right

Teleological Deontological

Ethical Hedonism 

Utilitarianism 

Virtue 

Welfarism 

Universalized Duty

Theism 

Existentialist 
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Chapter 2: The Use of Moral Theories in  
Lincoln-Douglas Debate 

Chapter Objectives 
 
 

-Learn how to apply moral theories to a topic  
 
-Get familiar with the different types of topics  
 
-Learn how to select a value and criterion  
 
-Learn about what a moral framework is  
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Key Terms 
 
Standard     Individual moral obligations   
Moral framework     Governmental/societal moral obligations 
Impact back to     Value 
Criterion 

 
Several Lincoln-Douglas debate topics ask the debaters to resolve whether or not a 
certain action should or ought to be taken, usually in prioritizing one concept over 
another conflicting concept; other topics center the debate on whether or not a certain 
action is just, or justified; and some include proving a moral obligation.  Resolutions 
that have the words ‘should’ or ‘ought’ in them are asking whether or not an agent has a 
duty or obligation to take a certain action.  Some examples of should/ought resolutions 
from the National Forensics League (NFL) from previous years include:  

 
 

1. When in conflict, the letter of the law ought to take priority over the spirit of the law. 
2. When in conflict, a business' responsibility to itself ought to be valued above its 
responsibility to society. 
3. When in conflict, globalization ought to be valued above national sovereignty. 
4. In the U.S. judicial system, truth seeking ought to take precedence over privileged 
communication. 
5. Rehabilitation ought to be valued above punishment in the U.S. criminal justice system. 
6. In Constitutional conflicts, the "establishment of religion" clause should be given priority 
over the "free exercise" clause. 
7. A just government ought to value the redistribution of wealth over property rights. 
8. Individual claims of privacy ought to be valued above competing claims of societal 
welfare.  
9. A government's obligation to protect the environment ought to take precedence over its 
obligation to promote economic development. 
10. A just society ought to value the legal rights of people with mental illness above its 
obligation to protect itself.  
11. When in conflict, public health ought to be prioritized over intellectual property rights. 
12. To better protect civil liberties, community standards ought to take precedence over 
conflicting national standards. 
13. The pursuit of scientific knowledge ought to be constrained by concern for societal 
good. 
14. A just government should provide health care to its citizens. 
15. Gender categorization ought to be deemphasized in schools 
16. The US should accept the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court 
17. Juveniles charged with violent crimes should be tried and punished as adults. 
18. In matters of family planning, the autonomy of the adolescent should outweigh the 
competing interests of the parent/guardian. 
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Examples of moral justification topics include: 

 
  
Lastly, some examples of specific moral obligation topics include: 
 

 
  
All of these resolutions invite different interpretations for what the morally correct 
standard for what the right course of action would be.  This is also what differentiates 
Lincoln-Douglas debate from policy debate, in that generally, policy debate assumes a 
utilitarian standard for a right policy action.  Unless both debaters agree on a standard 
for good or right action, there are often competing moral standard in the debate that the 
debaters must argue for and against. 
 Resolutions that question whether or not an action should or ought to be taken 
require debaters to set a standard for good/right; topics that question the justness of a 
concept also require debaters to support a moral standard for justness.  Lastly, topics 

1. In the US, the use of race as a deciding factor in college admissions is just. 
 2. Civil disobedience in a democracy is morally justified.   

3. A just society ought to value the legal rights of people with mental illness above 
its obligation to protect itself. 
4. In the United States, jury nullification is justified. 
5. The welfare of employees justifies government regulation of business in a free 
market economy. 
6. Progressive taxation is just. 
7. On balance, government censorship of sexually explicit material is justified. 
8. A just government should provide health care to its citizens. 
9. In matters of collecting military intelligence, the ends justify the means. 
10. The use of the state’s power of eminent domain is unjust 
11. A victim’s deliberate use of deadly force is a just response to repeated abuse 
12. School administrators are justified in exercising editorial control over  
secondary school publications for reasons other than legal liability. 

1. The United States has a moral obligation to mitigate international conflicts. 
 2. A society has a moral obligation to redress its historical injustices. 

3. As a general principle, individuals have an obligation to value the common good 
above their own interests.  
4. The United States has a moral obligation to promote democratic ideals in other 
nations. 
5. A government's obligation to protect the environment ought to take precedence 
over its obligation to promote economic development.   
6. Even if a disclosure is legally permissible, journalists have an ethical obligation 
to limit material released to the public.   
7. A just society ought to value the legal rights of people with mental illness above 
its obligation to protect itself.   
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that consider moral obligations to take a certain action are divided into two categories: 
individual moral obligations and societal/governmental moral obligations.  Both of 
these categories require that affirmatives prove the moral obligation according to some 
moral standard and that negatives disprove the moral obligation according to that same 
standard or provide a different moral standard. 
 In order to set up a moral framework for evaluating the resolution, each 
debater should thoroughly explain the framework in his/her case for a couple reasons.  
The first reason is to make it absolutely clear to the judge what the argument is; the 
second reason is to have it developed in a way that it is more difficult to refute.  This 
can be done by explaining in detail the moral argumentation.  A good place to explain 
this moral framework is where it makes most sense logically in the case; typically this 
is before or after establishing the criterion, or as the criterion itself.   
 In explaining the moral framework, the debaters should explain the thesis of the 
moral framework.  After the thesis, grounding for the thesis should be explained to 
where it clearly states the benefits of using that moral system whether it be providing 
the greatest benefits to society, a balance of certain values, or simply because it is the 
most logically valid.  Then, it is important to argue for its preference to other moral 
systems and give a few reasons why other moral systems should not be used.  Lastly, 
throughout the case, the contentions or main arguments should impact back to the 
moral framework so the judge knows how to evaluate each of the arguments made.  
 Selecting a value and criterion should also be related to the moral philosophy 
that the debater decides to use.  The previous chapter describes the difference between 
an intrinsic good and extrinsic, or instrumental, good.  In a debate, the intrinsic good 
should be the value.  Many debaters give justifications for their values, which is 
important, but may result in uncertainty as to what the real value should be.  In a case 
that values morality that also gives reasons why morality should be valued are really 
arguing that the reason(s) why the value should be valued.  To illustrate this concept, 
one might argue that his/her value is morality and then contend that morality should be 
valued because it protects human life, or acts as a guide for human action.  The real 
value the debater has is the protection of life/or guide for human action; morality is 
only the instrument by which that life is protected and thus is only an instrumental 
value.  It might be useful to use values that are mutually agreed upon by both debaters 
inherently by just being in the debate activity (such as fairness) or values that are 
inherent to the resolution being debated (justice, morality, and often democracy).  The 
justification for valuing the value should be self-evident or intuitive.  The only instance 
in which this would be disputable would be if the negative was critiquing the value 
inherent in the resolution. 
 The criterion, on the other hand, should be clearly linked to the 
value.  The job of the debater in a Lincoln-Douglas debate is to prove 
that affirming or negating achieves the value via a certain standard of 
good (the criterion).  The criterion should be an instrumental/extrinsic 
good, as opposed to an intrinsic good, that, when used provides for the 
value (intrinsic good).  Take the value of justice defined as “equity; the 
upholding of what is just, especially fair treatment and due reward in 
accordance with honor, standards, or law” (The American Heritage 
Dictionary 2000) and the criterion of fulfillment of agreements; the 



 14

value justice can be defended on the terms that it is commonly used in resolutions as 
the inherent value.  Fulfillment of obligations achieves justice because it ensures that 
both parties of the agreement are meeting standards in their agreement that both sides 
have concurred on.  Here, the value of justice is the intrinsic good that both affirmative 
and negative have agreed on (if the negative takes a traditional approach) that is 
implicit in the resolution; and the criterion of fulfillment of agreements is the 
instrumental good that acts to achieve. 
 Further, if the debater chooses to explain a moral framework 
for evaluating the moral obligation of the resolution, then this should 
also be included prior to the first observation or contention.  A moral 
framework is similar to a contention that connects the criterion to the 
rest of the case, or acts as a second criterion.  If used as the second 
criterion, the debater should link the first criterion to the second criterion/moral 
framework.  The moral framework should also explain the criterion at a deeper level to 
where it warrants the first criterion. 
 The way the a moral framework should be presented is as follows: (1) explain 
the moral framework, the main arguments and premises; (2) give reasons why this 
moral perspective is best for evaluating the resolution and the arguments in the round; 
(3) explain why the moral framework proves the moral obligation in the resolution; (4) 
argue through contentions that affirming/negating achieves the criterion of that moral 
obligation.
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 Chapter 4: Immanuel Kant 
  
 Chapter 5: Utilitarianism 
  
 Chapter 6: Thomas Hobbes 
  
 Chapter 7: Jean-Jacques Rousseau 
 
 Chapter 8: John Rawls 
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Chapter 3: Plato/Socrates 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of Socrates  
 
-Learn about Plato’s relation with Socrates  
 
-Learn Socrates’ arguments for moral obligations in Crito  
 
-Learn Socrates’ arguments for moral obligations in Apology  
 
-Learn how to applies these arguments in a case  
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Key Terms 
 

Apologia     Cards 
 

 
Biography/Background 

 
Plato, a student of Socrates, had recorded most Socratic 
dialogues.  However, it is understood that these dialogues 
were not recorded exactly, but were very similar to the 
actual Socratic dialogues.  As a student of Socrates, Plato 
was greatly influenced by Socrates’ teaching and moral 
arguments, which Plato expanded upon in his later 
writings.  To better understand Platonic morality, more 
background information about the main character of his 
dialogues, Socrates, is necessary. 
 

Socrates, one of the poorer members of Athenian society, 
desired to learn from some of the wisest men of Greek 
society.  To find out who was the wisest man, Socrates 
visited the Oracle of Delphi, whom, in Greek mythology, 
was visited by many to have their future described to 
them.  The Oracle of Delphi informed Socrates that he, in 
fact, was the wisest.  Out of what many suspect to be 
disbelief, Socrates ventured to find someone who was 

wiser than he.  In this quest, Socrates encounters many men who are supposed to have 
great wisdom of morality.  However, by posing several questions, Socrates was able to 
unveil contradictions and uncertainty in many of these men’s beliefs.  Socrates 
discovers in his series of dialogues that humans have some built-in conception of 
morality, of right and wrong, but much uncertainty surrounds the question as to why 
certain actions were considered to be right or wrong. 
 
  During his pursuit of wisdom, Socrates concludes that the 
reason the Oracle of Delphi told him that he was the wisest man 
must be because he claimed to know nothing; whereas, other 
proclaimed wise men were uncertain and contradictory in their 
wisdom.  Because Socrates stirred up a lot of people, he later had 
many charges brought against him.  These charges included 
being a sophist (using rhetorical methods of persuasion, and 
selling argumentation), teaching these practices to others, 
naturalism (atheism), impiety (denying the existence of the city’s 
gods), inventing new gods, and corrupting the youth.  When in 
court Socrates delivers a speech, included in Plato’s Apology, to 
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the jury denying and/or justifying all of these accusations.  However, the jury still 
convicts Socrates by a narrow margin and sentences him to death.  While imprisoned, 
Socrates discusses with one of his friends Crito, whether or not it would be moral to 
escape from prison; which is recorded in Plato’s Crito.  The Apology and Crito, both 
considered to be some of Plato’s Early Dialogues, provide a basis for many of Socratic 
moral argumentations for obligations of the individual. 
 

Apology 
 
The Apology is the dialogue that Plato records during Socrates’ trial, where Socrates 
gives his defense.  The Greek word ‘apologia,’ from where the modern English word 
apology comes from, actually means ‘defense.’  The Apology was not an apology by 
any means, but rather a justification and defense against the several charges made.  
While giving justifications for his actions, Socrates outlines several duties, 
responsibilities or moral obligations that individuals have. 
 The first point he makes is that an individual must take responsibility for his or 
her own actions.  He states “wherever a man has taken a position that he believes to be 
best…there he must I think remain and face danger” (28d).  This would imply that if 
one acts in such a way that could be construed to be against the law, even if it seems to 
be in accord with the laws of society, that individual must accept the responsibility for 
engaging in those actions.   
 Secondly, Socrates declares, “…I have no adequate 
knowledge of things in the underworld…I do know, 
however, that it is wicked and shameful to do wrong, to 
disobey one’s superior, be he god or man” (29b).  To 
determine the implications of this argument, it is important 
to determine who is ‘superior’ to whom.  It would be safe 
to assume that in Socrates’ time, the government/laws were 
considered superior to the citizen, and that the gods were 
considered superior to the government and the citizen.  If 
this is true, then a citizen has a moral obligation to not break the law of a society set 
forth by the government or the gods.  It would also be true that it is wrong for the 
government to make a law that was inconsistent with the will of the gods. 
 Third, in giving examples of when he had almost faced death for standing up for 
what he believed was right (when the Greek Council was intending to take an action 
contrary to the law) Socrates explains, “my whole concern is not to do anything unjust 
or impious.  That government, powerful as it was, did not frighten me into any 
wrongdoing.”  In making this statement, Socrates suggests that the government did not 
persuade him that it was morally justified to do something against the law and against 
the gods’ will.  Similarly, Socrates argues that law and justice should be evaluated 
above what citizens think the proper action to take is.  “I thought I should run any risk 
on the side of law and justice rather than join you, for fear of prison or death, when you 
were engaged in an unjust course” (32b-c).  It could be interpreted that Socrates was 
arguing that the individual has a moral obligation to obey the laws of a society that are 
in accordance to some higher law. 
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Crito 
 
The Crito is the Socratic dialogue in which Socrates is visited by his friend Crito who 
attempts to persuade him to escape from prison.  In the Crito, Socrates makes other 
arguments pertaining to moral obligations of individuals.  The first argument that he 
makes in the Crito is that “one must never do wrong” (49b) and that “Mistreating 
people is no different from a wrongdoing” (49c).  He deduces from this premise that 
one should not do wrong in the instance where wrong has been done to that individual, 
in attempt to condemn retaliatory action such as revenge.  This is similar to the modern 
saying that “Two wrongs don’t make a right.”  He continues this point in asking, “if we 
leave here without the city’s permission, are we mistreating people whom we should 
least mistreat?”  If one must never do wrong or break a law, and escaping from prison 
would break the law, then escaping from prison would be wrong, which one should 
never do.   

The second argument that Socrates makes is that 
breaking a law by escaping from prison abridges an 
agreement.  He explains this agreement in his 
personification of “the laws and the state” when, from the 
laws and the state’s point of view he asks, “Do you not 
by this action…intend to destroy us, the laws, and indeed 
the whole city, as far as you are concerned?” (50b) and 
“Did we not, first, bring you to birth, and was it not 
through us that your father married your mother and 
begat you?”  Because the laws and the state provided for 
the situation in which a citizen was aloud to exist, that 
citizen should have respect for those laws and those laws 
should determine how he should live and when he should 
die, unless one could persuade the state that the laws should be changed.  This is similar 
to a social contract theory in that there is an unwritten agreement between an individual 
and society where the society provides benefits for the individual and so the individual 
has an obligation to not harm society.  The rationale behind this second argument is that 
if a person decides to break a law, then the institution of laws is undermined; thus, 
breaking one law, as Socrates argues, is breaking all the laws.  Socrates also uses 
another analogy to explain this argument.  He gives an example of a father punishing 
his child, or a master punishing his slave to show the relationship between an individual 
and the government.  According to Socrates, if a parent punishes his/her child, it is not 
legitimate for the child to punish the parent back; similarly, if the state punishes and 
individual, than the individual should not seek revenge, or punish the state in return. 

 
How to use this in a Lincoln-Douglas debate 

 
Because of the format of the dialogues, it is somewhat difficult to actually cut cards, or 
quotes, directly from the text that could be used in a debate, because they involve 
multiple participants in a discussion, which could become quite confusing if used in a 
debate.  However, as for most philosophers, literature that explains the arguments being 
made can more easily be cut and used in a debate.  Socratic arguments are probably 
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best used for resolutions dealing with legal questions.  The best topic in the past that 
Socratic moral obligations could have been used was the 2004 NFL Nationals’ civil 
disobedience topic.  However, other topics that Socrates could be used under would 
include subjects such as jury nullification, letter of the law, and lethal retaliation.   
 One way that to prove an individual moral obligation using Socratic 
argumentation could be on a topic involving individual, or nongovernmental action 
such as “A victim’s deliberate use of deadly force is a just response to repeated abuse” 
or “School administrators are justified in exercising editorial control over secondary 
school publications for reasons other than legal liability.”  Then, one should research 
whether or not these actions are legal; for example, whether or not it is legal to respond 
with deadly force for repeated abuse.  If the action the resolutions specify is illegal, 
then this could operate as the main contention of the case.  Prior to this contention, the 
debater might want to include the following: 1) a quote or quotes from one of the 
pertaining Socratic dialogues, 2) a statement and justification of a Socratic value such 
as justice, 3) a statement and justification of a Socratic criterion such as fulfillment of 
contractual obligations, 4) an observation or framework explaining Socrates’ arguments 
as to why a citizen individual has an agreement with the state not to break its laws, and, 
lastly, 5) the contention that the nongovernmental action in the resolution either breaks 
or upholds the law.  This all proves why affirming or negating would achieve the value, 
depending on what the resolution is. 
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Cards on Socratic/Platonic Individual Moral Obligations 

 
Breaking the law breaches an agreement that contributes to destroying all laws. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 75, 1980 
The premise that things agreed to are to be done when they are just is central to the 
argument of the Laws of Athens which is to follow.  The Laws will maintain that 
Socrates, by continuing to live as a citizen, has entered an implied agreement to abide 
by the decisions of courts.  They will also allow that the particular verdict under which 
Socrates lies condemned may well be unjust, in that he is innocent of the charge of 
which he was found guilty.  If this is so, it is an easy inference that the binding claim of 
agreement has been loosed: when a man sings on to sail on the ship of state, he does not 
thereby contract to be thrown overboard at the whim of the other passengers, and there 
is no apparent justice in abiding by agreements which carry the consequence of 
innocent death.  But it will be found that agreement is not used to provide an 
independent reason for refusing to escape.  Rather, it establishes the authority of law 
over Socrates as a citizen.  The wrongfulness of escape will be found to consist, not in 
breach of agreement, but in the fact that such breach implies injury to the legal order, 
the Laws of Athens, by denial of its authority.  In short, the wrongfulness of escape 
derives from the primacy of justice.  
 
 
Individuals have a moral obligation to not retaliate with injustice for injustice. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 76, 1980 
 
One must never do injustice – the must here, as in English, is equivalent to an ought.  
Since one must never do injustice, one must never return injustice for injustice, because 
to return injustice for injustice is to do injustice.  Put as a piece of elementary moral 
mathematics, two wrongs don’t make a right.  But if one must never return injustice for 
injustice, one must never work injury or do evil to anyone in return for having suffered 
it, since there is no difference between doing evil to men and doing injustice. The 
proposition that one must not return evil for evil is present, in the most emphatic terms, 
as a paradox which the Many will never accept (49c).  One may well ask where the 
paradox lies.  
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Retaliation relies on past events, which don’t change the morality status of the 
retribution. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 79, 1980 
 
The account Socrates offers in the Crito contradicts the rightfulness of retribution, not 
by refuting it, but by making the constellation of concepts on which it depends 
irrelevant to the moral issue with which it is meant to deal.  Retribution is backward-
looking: the justice of inflicting present harm is conditioned by the fact and extent of 
past wrongdoing.  But if justice has to do with the good of the soul, then the criterion 
for determining whether action is right or wrong is benefit or harm to the soul, and the 
existence of past wrong done or suffered is irrelevant to this except as it conditions the 
present state of the soul.  
 
Punishment should be aimed at correction of habits, not as retaliation. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 79, 1980 
 
The aim of just punishment is to make bad men better, to increase the measure of their 
human excellence, and thereby the measure of their happiness or well-being.  
Therefore, as it is better to suffer injustice than to do it, so it is also true that the unjust 
man, if he knew what is in his own interest, as he does not, would seek punishment for 
himself because of its medicinal value, for its effect of purifying the soul from the 
disease of wickedness.  Punishment is imposed, when it is imposed rightly, not simply 
because of past wrongdoing, but for the sake of the soul of the wrongdoer – or if he is 
beyond cure, for the sake of himself and his fellows. This theory is distinct from the 
retributive theory in that it does not place positive as distinct form the instrumental 
value on human suffering as such, and does not measure the wickedness of an agent by 
the wickedness of his act.   
 
Injustice should never be done to the state. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg  79, 1980 
 
On Socratic principles, then, there is no ambiguity between harm and wrongful harm, 
for to harm a man is to make him worse as a man, to diminish his human excellence.  
Retribution is injustice.  To injure or harm something, to corrupt it, is to make it worse 
with respect to its own proper excellence.  Harm, of course, involves bodily harm: but 
there is an issue of priority, for soul is more valuable than the body.  In a similar way, it 
may be just to put men to death, if their souls are corrupted beyond cure, or run the risk 
of wounds and death in battle, or inflict them, when Laws and the City require – or in a 
different sort of battle, at another soldiers’ station, to suffer execution by reason of an 
unjust verdict, if the alternative is to do injustice to the Laws. 
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Escaping punishment from the law denies judicial authority and, thus, is 
destructive to the institution of laws. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 85, 1980 
 
The key lies in the nature of judicial authority.  To escape is to deny, not by word but 
by deed, not by uttering negative statements, but by positive breach, the authority of the 
verdict and sentence.  That sentence was rendered according to law and, as legal, owes 
its authority precisely to that source.  To deny the authority of a given sentence so 
rendered is to deny authority to any sentence rendered; but this is to deny authority to 
law itself, since it is to deny authority to its application.  Since the application of law is 
essential to the existence of law, to act in breach of a given application is – by so much 
– destructive of all law.  Since law without application is not law, and a city without 
law is not a city, the Laws of Athens claim that Socrates, if he escapes, will attempt so 
far as in him lies to destroy the City and its laws.  Aristotle remarks, presumably with 
the Crito in mind, “Judicial decisions are useless if they take no effect; and if society 
cannot exist without them, neither can it exist without the execution of them.”  This 
account of judicial authority rests, then, on a universalization argument, found nowhere 
else in ancient philosophy.  It explains why, if this judgment as judicially rendered is 
not authoritative, then no judgment as judicially rendered is authoritative.  This 
principle, it is claimed, is fundamental to the existence of a legal system. 
 
 
The State has a paternal authority over the individual- it would be wrong to 
punish authority in return for punishing the individual in the same way it would 
be wrong for a child to retaliate against a parent for punishing him/her. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 89, 1980 
 
The Laws, therefore, in claiming authority superior to that of Socrates’ own parents, are 
stating a fact, since paternal authority is derived from law.  Furthermore, their inference 
form that fact is accurate.  Where a relation of authority exists, whether that of a father 
or a master or that of the law itself, those over whom authority is exercised do not have 
a right to do as they are done by.  Authority confers rights and imposes duty 
asymmetrically, or as the Laws put it, uneven or unequally (50e-51a).  If A has 
authority over B, then A has rights in respect of B which B does not have in respect of 
A.  This is specifically true of the authority of courts in respect of punishment.  Thus, 
even if it were true that Socrates has been wronged at the hands of the Laws by the 
imposition of an unjust sentence, it would not in the least follow that he thereby has a 
right by escaping to return evil to those who may rightfully punish him, any more than 
he has a right to evade the duties of military service and its attendant dangers.  
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A voluntary agreement exists between citizen and the law.  
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg 93, 1980 
 
The Social Contract theory of government rests law on the will of the parties, on an 
agreement between man and man.  But the agreement contemplated in the Crito is not 
between man and man, but between man and the law itself.  It consists in voluntary 
acceptance of the status of citizenship, a status which implies an agreement to abide by 
the decisions of courts.  It implies nothing about the origins – moral, analytic, or 
historical- of law.   
 
[Answer to (A/T): Laws can be misapplied because humans are fallible.] 
The agreement between citizen and laws includes the agreeing to the possibility 
that the laws may be misapplied. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg  94, 1980 
One might argue that this too is an implication of the agreement to live as a citizen.  
Laws, to be laws, must be applied.  To be applied they must be applied by men, who 
are always fallible and often prejudiced.  To accept citizenship, to enter an implied 
agreement to abide by the decisions of courts, is to accept the fact that law will 
sometimes be wrongfully applied, that given decisions may be marked by the specific 
kind of injustice which issues from falseness to fact or mistake in its classification.  
Because this is so, wrongful conviction provides no ground for claiming a right to 
escape.  
 
Individuals have a moral and legal obligation to obey the law. 
R. E. Allen, Department of Philosophy and Classics, Northwestern University, Socrates 
and Legal Obligation, pg (111-112), 1980 
 
To conclude, the Crito maintains that legal obligation rests essentially neither on force 
nor on a set of rules fixed in the nature of things or the mind of God.  It maintains that 
fidelity to the legal order is a moral obligation, and of such weight as to require 
Socrates to abide by an unjust sentence of death.  This conclusion is defended by 
argument, an argument which rests on the tow premises that one ought not return 
injustice for injustice or injury for injury, and that one ought to abide by agreements, 
given that they are just.  These two premises are combined with an account of legal 
authority which assumes, first, that Socrates by voluntarily assuming the status of 
citizenship has thereby entered into an implied agreement to abide by the decisions of 
the courts, and second, that escape would constitute an injury to the law and the 
common constitutions of Athens.  The latter claim rests on a universalization principle: 
to act in breach of any given verdict is by so much to act in breach of all law, and 
thereby to injure the laws and encompass the destruction of the City.  The premises of 
the Crito, however, imply a restriction in the following respect: the authority of law 
extends only so far as agreement binds, and though agreement will bind to the 
sufferings of injustice, it cannot bind to the doing of it.  
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Sensory pleasure should not be a standard for good because it is faulty in several 
ways. 
George Rudebusch, Socrates, Pleasure, and Value, 1999 pg 86 
 
Socrates asserts that this faculty of sensation can do the following: 
a. Mislead the soul in its actions and choices concerned with magnitudes.  It is for this 
reason, as Mooradian points out, that such visions and felt pleasures can be categorized 
as false in the Philebus. 
b. Disorient the soul. The faculty of vision can cause the sun, for example, to appear 
bigger, brighter than many stars in relation to which it is in fact smaller and dimmer. 
The faculty that senses pleasure can make slumping in a chair seem a greater pleasure 
than good posture. 
c. Cause the soul to be constantly accepting and rejecting the same things.  As 
Nussbaum has pointed out, this condition of the soul is well illustrated by the Sentry’s 
first speech in Sophocles’ Antigone: he vaciilated between bearing self-incriminating 
news to Agamemnon and being derelict in his duty to bring it. 
d. Produce appearances that rule our choices and actions.  I interpret these appearances 
to include the raw feel of particular pleasures and pains that, by being present or 
expected, can cuase us, say, to take more than our share of the ice cream bombe or pull 
an arm out of the fire, as Mucius, remarkable, did not. 
e. Make life unsafe.  The possibility disastrous consequences of a life guided by the 
mere capacity to sense pleasures and pains are obvious. 
The above examples illustrate the range of objects represented by sensate pleasure and 
pain: slumping in a chair or sitting with good posture; bearing self-incriminating news 
to one’s king or being derelict in one’s duty to bring it; taking more than one’s share of 
something like ice cream or pulling away from something like an arm-burning fire.  
Socrates draws a contrast between the receptive faculty, which produces sometimes 
misleading appearances of magnitudes, and the soul’s skill of measurement of the 
magnitudes represented by those appearances.  
 
Modal pleasure is a better standard for good than sensory pleasure because it is 
less deceptive. 
George Rudebusch, Socrates, Pleasure, and Value, 1999 pg 95-96 
 
The intrinsic value in all of the above cases turns out to be in their modal rather than 
sensory aspect, that is, as actualizing a human capacity rather than as raw qualitative 
experience.  For the value is indicated not by the particular character of a qualitative 
feeling, but the motive of the one engaging in the activity.  And the value is best 
explained not as a brute fact of the qualitative experience but by understanding the 
activity as expressing and completing the nature of the agent as, in our examples, a 
weaver or perceiver.  In the case of representational experience – whether the 
representation is through vision, pleasure or pain – the activity may be connected to the 
human function as rational animal.  Both vision and pleasure play roles – which are 
often played for their own sake – in our theoretical grasp of the world, and also in our 
practical exercise of our capacities in the world.   
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Escaping state sanctioned punishment would break a prior agreement and destroy 
the state. 
A. D. Woozley Law and Obedience: The Arguments of Plato’s Crito, pg 42-43, 1979 
 
The argument in the Crito is that it would be wrong for Socrates to escape from gaol 
(jail) because that would be to nullify the court’s judgment, when it found him guilty 
and sentenced him to death.  Two different kinds of reason are given in support: (a) no 
state can survive in which court judgments have no force but are cancelled out and 
destroyed by individuals (50b); (b) there is a law of Athens declaring that all court 
decisions are valid; and that is a law which Socrates has agreed to abide by (50c).  In 
the Crito the case is that Socrates is morally bound to accept to the finding of the court, 
because he has agreed in advance to abide by the law which declares court decisions to 
be binding.  
 
Humans should never do an injustice, no matter the consequences. 
A. D. Woozley Law and Obedience: The Arguments of Plato’s Crito, pg 49 1979 
 
That a man should never do what is unjust no matter what the refusal costs him 
personally, even the loss of his life, is one of the main themes of Socrates’ defence in 
the Apology.  And by an ironic, but not inconsistent, twist to the argument he cited that 
as the reason which made him stay out of political life in Athens: if he had entered, his 
principle would have required him to do everything he could to oppose and prevent the 
many injustices and illegalities perpetrated in any democracy; and he would have been 
done away with long before he could have achieved any good either for the city or for 
himself.  The only way for a man who really wants to fight for justice, if he proposes to 
survive even for a short time while doing it, is to lead a private life and keep out of 
public life.  
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Chapter 4: Immanuel Kant 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about Kant’s life  
 
-Learn Kant’s arguments in the Grounding  
 
-Understand and learn how to use the Categorical Imperative  
 
-Know the difference between acting in conformity with duty and 
acting out of duty  
 
-Learn how to use the categorical imperative in a case   
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Key Terms 
 
Good will     Interests    Autonomy 
Means     Categorical imperative  Maxim  
Ends     Perfect moral obligations   Inclination 
Duty     Imperfect moral obligations 
Acting out of duty   A posteriori 
Acting in conformity with duty A priori 

 

 
Biography/Background 

 
Immanuel Kant was born in Königsberg, 
East Prussia (now known as Kaliningrad) in 
the early 18th century to a rather religious 
family.  His family’s religion, Pietism, was 
similar to that of Quakerism.  Early in his 
life, Kant was sent to study at the Collegium 
Friedericianum, which was run by his 
pastor.  This religious upbringing probably 
had an influence on Kant’s beliefs and 
philosophy which he developed later in his 
life.  Kant attended the University of 
Königsberg to study philosophy starting in the year 1740.  Following the death of both 
of his parents, Kant became employed as a private tutor to support himself until he was 
able to return the University of Königsberg as a lecturer, and, eventually, served as 
dean eight times.  Three years after the death of his father, Kant wrote and published 
his first book, Thoughts on the True Estimation of the Living Forces. At the university, 
Kant became a very popular lecturer because of his enthusiastic, witty, and well- 
delivered speeches.  He lectured on several different topics including logic, ethics, 
sciences, and metaphysics.  After developing such a reputation, Kant became a 
professor of logic at the university.  Between the years of 1770 and 1781, Kant did not 
write or publish much; these years are referred to as the “silent years.”  Kant ended the 
“silent years” with the publication of his book The Critique of Pure Reason during the 
month of May in the year 1781. 

In the late 1700’s, Kant wrote most of his books.  Most famously was his 
Critique of Pure Reason, in which he argues for the basis of his categorical imperative, 
the method for determining the morality of an action.  A few years later, Kant wrote the 
Metaphysics of Morals (also known as the Grounding/Groundwork for the Metaphysics 
of Morals) which attempts to further explain his moral system.  Because of his 
background in mathematics and logic, Kant tried to prove systematically, that the 
foundations of the moral system are evident and logically deductive.  Due to censorship 
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under Frederick the Great, and the resistance to his religious ideas, publishing his works 
became increasingly difficult for Kant, until he died in 1803. 
 

Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals 
 

The Good Will is the Only Intrinsic Good 
Kant begins the first section of the Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals 

with the proposition that the only good, in and of itself, is a good will.  This is the only 
quality of a human that cannot be used for evil, definitionally.  Other qualities such as 
intelligence, wit, courage, and perseverance, have the possibility to be used for good, 
but could also be used for harmful purposes.  A good will is necessary to guide the use 
of those qualities for only good. 
 After this argument, Kant argues that the good will is an intrinsic good.  The 
discussion in Chapter 1 about the difference between intrinsic and instrumental good is 
helpful in understanding this argument.  The good will is good in itself, not for what it 
has the potential to achieve, or what the effects of having a good will are.  Even if a 
good will was deficient in its ability to actually do good, this does not make it any less 
valuable.  It is not a means to an end, but an end in itself. 

 
The Purpose of Reason is to Determine Morality 

 The next proposition in this chapter is that human reason is used to 
determine morality.  He supports this proposition by analogizing reason to 
organs in the body.  Organs in the body are used for what they are best 
suited for; the heart is used to pump blood to the rest of the body because it 
is the organ in the body that is best suited to do so; the lungs are used for the 
intake of oxygen and the expulsion of carbon dioxide.  Kant’s argument is 
that the lungs do not pump blood to the rest of the body because it is not the 
best organ to do so, the heart is.  Similarly, because humans have the faculty 
of reasoning, it also must have a function that it is best at performing.   

It is evident that reason can be used by an individual to provide for his own 
happiness; this is why humans do not stand in the middle of the road or ingest 
poisonous substances.  Humans can reason that doing so would result in death, or pain, 
and thus reason that it would be best to not stand in the middle of the road or drink 
poison, unless it was his intent to harm himself.  However, the use of reason can also 
result in pain, as many who have a refined sense of reason, use that reason to come to 
awful truths about their own existence which may bring unhappiness.  Thus, human 
instinct would be much better suited to guide a person’s actions to bring him happiness, 
because reason is not best suited for bringing happiness, and reason has a higher 
purpose than to bring happiness.  This higher purpose is that of guiding the will to 
being good in and of itself. 

 
Acting Out of Duty vs. Acting In Conformity With Duty 

 Kant then introduces the concept of duty.  A good will is one that acts out of 
duty, not simply in conformity with duty.  This is a distinction that may be difficult to 
understand at first.  The idea is that when faced with a moral choice, a person can 
choose to do the right thing, or choose to do the wrong thing.  However, according to 
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Kant, choosing the right thing is not the only requirement for that choice to be 
considered morally praiseworthy.  He explains that the reason why someone chooses 
the right thing is important.  The reason why someone chooses to do the right thing 
should be because it is the right thing to do, not because they like to do it.   
 

 
        
 
 A person confronted with a moral choice can either choose to do the right thing 
or the wrong thing.  If a person chose to do wrong, then that would not be considered 
acting out of duty.  In fact, choosing to do the wrong thing would be considered 
ignoring duty.  Moreover, when deciding to do the right thing, the person is confronted 
with another choice which is the reason why they chose to do the right thing.  There are 
three different reasons, according to Kant, why someone could choose to do the right 
thing.  The first reason why people could choose to do the right thing would because 
they thought it was in their long term interests; the second reason would be because 
they enjoy that activity (inclination); the third reason why they chose to do the right 
thing is because it is the right thing to do.   
 

 
 
 The only choice that would be acting out of duty is choosing to do the right 
thing because it was the right thing to do.  Doing the right thing because you like to do 
it or because it is in your best interests, is still doing the right thing, but not for the right 
reasons, and is thus not morally praiseworthy.   

To illustrate this point, Kant uses an example of a merchant who is faced with 
the moral choice of charging different customers, different prices, for the same goods.  
In this example, the right thing to do is to charge all customers the same amount for the 
same goods.  If the shopkeeper chose to charge different prices, then he would be doing 
the wrong thing and ignoring his duty.  If the shopkeeper chooses to charge all of his 
customers the same amount, then he would be doing the right thing.  Assume then that 
the shopkeeper does choose to charge everyone the same price for the same goods; 
then, his motivations for taking that action must be examined.  If the shopkeeper chose 

Moral Choice 

Right Thing Wrong Thing 

I chose the right 
thing to do 
because… 

…it was the 
right thing to do.

(Duty) 

…I like to do it.
(Inclination) 

…it was my best 
interest to do it. 

(Interest) 
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to charge everyone the same price because he thought that he 
might get a bad reputation and lose customers, then he would be 
acting only in conformity with duty, because it was in his best 
interests to take that action.  Even though he was doing the right 
thing, he was doing it for the wrong reason.  Also, if the 
shopkeeper were to charge everyone the same price because he 
liked his customers and wanted to treat them well because he 
liked them, then this would also not be morally praiseworthy.  If, 
and only if, the shopkeeper chose to charge everyone the same price because it was the 
right thing do would that action be considered morally praiseworthy. 
 

The Free Will (Autonomy) 
 Kant argues that the free will is one that will choose to do the right thing 
because it is the right thing to do.  This is different from other conceptions of a free will 
because many people typically think that a free will consists of doing whatever one 
wants to do.  On the other hand, Kant argued that considerations of long term interests 
and acting on inclination, or impulse, are constraints on the free will.  The will wants to 
do what is right, but it is constrained by interests and inclinations.  Only when the 
individual can ignore his or her interests and inclinations and acts out of duty, is the 
will truly free.  Kant refers to this as ‘autonomy of the will.’ 
 

A Priori vs A Posteriori 
 The term a priori, in debate, is often used to refer to an argument that should be 
evaluated before all of the other arguments in the debate round.  However, the Latin 
meaning of this phrase, which Kant uses, is “by reason alone.”  Kant also uses the 
phrase a posteriori, which is Latin for “from experience alone.”  He argues that 
universal moral laws can be determined a priori, by reason alone, without experience.  
Because the nature of experience is subjective and limited to a great degree, the use of 
reason is sufficient in determining the morality of action.  For example, different people 
have different experiences in their lives.  One person may experience being trapped on 
a deserted island for the majority of their life while another person may not have that 
experience.  Even if two people experienced the same thing, there is still a possibility 
that they perceived that experience differently.  An example of this 
would be if two people were to visit an amusement park together 
and one enjoyed the experience being out in the warm weather 
among many friendly people with several activities, while the 
other disliked the hot weather, overcrowding and waiting in long 
lines to ride roller-coasters.  They both would have experienced 
the same happenings, but have different perspectives.  Because 
experiences are perceived differently by different people, and 
some people do not have several experiences that other people do 
have, then morality should not be determined a posteriori (based on experiences alone). 
 The best way to determine morality should be on an objective scale.  Reason, 
Kant argues, is the objective way to determine morality because it is mathematical, 
logical, and does not vary from individual to individual.  People can make mistakes 
when using reasons and come to false conclusion about morality in the same way that 
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people can make mistakes when working out a math problem; there is a right answer, 
but some get lost or make a mistake when determining what the answer is.  No matter 
what, there is a correct answer to moral question just as there is always a correct answer 
to mathematic equation. 
 

The Categorical Imperative (Universalized Duty) 
 Categorical imperatives are the universal duties that exist independent of 
human desires, feelings, or actions.  The first part of the term ‘categorical’ simply 
means ‘absolute;’ the second part of the term ‘imperative’ means ‘obligation’ or ‘duty.’  
Thus, a categorical imperative is an absolute obligation or duty.  These duties are 
distinct from hypothetical imperatives, which are subjective and depend on individuals’ 
needs, wants, or desires.  It is Kant’s contention that categorical imperatives can be 
determined a priori, using reason alone.  Kant’s Categorical Imperative is the basis for 
his argument for individual moral obligations.   
 The formula of Kant’s Categorical Imperative is ‘act as if the maxim of your 
action was to become through your will a universal law of nature.’  A maxim is a 
general rule of conduct or action such as, “I should not kill other humans” or, “I ought 
not to steal from others.”  A maxim could also be, “I should make promises I do not 
intend to keep.”  Kant uses the phrase ‘universal law of nature’ to refer an objective, 
never-changing moral law that can be applied in every instance without contradiction. 
 Many people get Kant’s Categorical Imperative confused with the Judeo-
Christian ‘Golden Rule’ that “you should do unto others as you would have them do 
unto you.”  While similar, they are, in fact, not the same thing.  The Golden Rule tends 
to be subjective because one person might partake in an action, such as stealing, if they 
did not personally mind that someone else stole from them.  Additionally, the Golden 
Rule can not be universalized; if someone did decide that it was okay to steal because 
they did not mind having their belongings stolen, then the maxim, ‘it is okay to steal’ 
would have to be universalizable, meaning that everyone would be okay with having 
their belongings stolen, which clearly is not true. 
 The categorical imperative works in a series of steps demonstrated by the 
following figure: 
 

Categorical Imperative Formula 
Step 1 Take a maxim (a subjective principle) 
Step 2 Make it universal (imagine a world in which all acted for this 

maxim) 
Step 3 Ask if the universalized maxim is consistent with the first maxim. 
Step 4 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to not take that 

action 
 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to take that 

action 
          
 
The maxim of false promising is tested in the following figure:  
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Step 1 Maxim: I can break a promise I have made. 
Step 2 Universalized: Everyone can break all promises they make 

whenever they want. 
Step 3 Contradiction: There’s no reason to make a promise in a world 

where everyone can break every promise made because no one will 
trust the promise I make, nor will I be bound to keeping the promise. 

Step 4 I have a duty to not break a promise I have made. 
          
 
The maxim of stealing is tested in the table below. 
 

Step 1 Maxim: I should steal what I need. 
Step 2 Universalized: Everyone should steal everything they need. 
Step 3 Contradiction: If I steal from someone else, and everyone else 

steals from me, there’s no reason to steal because what I steal will 
be stolen from me. 

Step 4 I have a duty to not steal what I need. 
          
 
The maxim of telling the truth is tested as follows: 
 

Step 1 Maxim: I should tell the truth. 
Step 2 Universalized: Everyone should always tell the truth. 
Step 3 No Contradiction: if everyone told the truth, and if I told the truth, 

then there is any contradiction. 
Step 4 I have a duty to tell the truth. 

          
 
If the maxim can not be universalized, the maxim in Step 1 will be inconsistent with the 
universalized maxim in Step 2.  In this way, reason alone can be used to determine the 
morality of an argument.  Kant gives four examples of duties: to sustain one’s own life, 
to reimburse people for money borrowed, to cultivate talents, and to help others in a 
time of need. 
 Many people get confused on Step 3 because in order to determine whether the 
maxim and the universalized maxim are consistent, the consequences of the 
universalized maxim must be considered.  Because Kant’s theory is a deontological 
theory (one which does not use consequences to determine morality), confusion arises 
when you have to consider the consequences of the maxim.  The answer to this problem 
is that the morality of the action is not determined by the consequences, but whether or 
not the consequences of the universalized maxim are logically consistent with the first 
maxim.  If they are logically contradictory, then it is an immoral action.  Another 
corollary of the Categorical Imperative is that humans should never be treated as a 
means to an end, but only as an end in themselves. 
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Perfect vs. Imperfect Moral Obligations 
 Once a maxim has been tested using the categorical imperative, there are two 
categories of obligation that the action could fall under.  These categories are perfect 
moral obligations and imperfect moral obligations.  Perfect 
moral obligations are those duties that an individual must follow in 
every instance, such as telling the truth, not breaking promises, etc.  
Imperfect moral obligations are duties that have to be followed, 
but the individual can determine to what extent they are followed.  
For example, Kant agues that individuals have an obligation to 
help others.  A modern example of helping others includes 
donating money to charities.  Kant’s argument is that, as an 
imperfect duty, one can decide how much they donate and how 
often, as long as they are doing it because it is the right thing to do. 
 

How to Use Kant in a Lincoln-Douglas Debate 
 Kant’s theory of the Categorical Imperative is one of the more widely used, and 
most often misapplied, theories in Lincoln-Douglas debates.  It is the purpose of this 
section to illustrate how Kant’s theories can be applied and explained in a debate round. 
Because Kant’s argument is mostly aimed at individual moral obligations, resolutions 
that examine individual action might be better to use the Categorical Imperative.  Some 
resolutions which involve the ends justifying the means, such as the NFL 2006 military 
intelligence topic (“Resolved: In matters of collecting military intelligence, the ends 
justify the means.”) are also topics that Kant can be applied. 
 Because of the deep nature of Kantian ethics, it is highly suggested that, if one 
were to use a Kantian moral framework, that a large portion of the case was dedicated 
to establishing and explaining that moral framework.  Kant’s theory is different from 
other moral obligation theories in that it is very difficult to understand (and often 
misunderstood), and even more difficult to explain in short time frame allotted to the 
debaters.   
 To exemplify how Kant should be used in a debate, the topic Resolved: A 
victim’s deliberate use of deadly force is a just response to repeated abuse, will be the 
topic for our sample Kantian framework: 
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: A victim’s deliberate use of deadly force is a just 
response to repeated abuse.  In order to clarify my position as the negative I offer the 
following definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000. 
 
Deliberate- Intentional 
Deadly - Causing or tending to cause death 
Force- The use of physical power or violence to compel or restrain 
Just- Consistent with what is morally right 
 
Negating achieves the value of justice defined by the American Heritage Dictionary as 
“Conformity to moral rightness in action or attitude”.  Justice is an intrinsic value that 
both sides must agree to in order to debate this resolution because the resolution is 
asking either side to prove the justness or unjustness of a victim’s deliberate use of 
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deadly force in response to repeated abuse.  Because justice means conformity to moral 
rightness in action, a moral framework is needed to determine the morality of use of 
deadly force. 
 
For my moral framework, I offer Immanuel Kant’s Categorical Imperative.  Immanuel 
Kant explains the categorical imperative in the Grounding for the Metaphysics of 
Morals, “act as if the maxim of your action was to become through your will a 
universal law of nature.”  This means that you should evaluate an action on whether or 
not it can be universalized.  Universalization means that the action has to make sense in 
a world where everyone could act on that action, regardless of the situation.  For 
instance, if the action taken were to be done by everyone, would taking that action still 
make sense?  Thus, my criterion for the round is the adherence to universal moral 
duties.  The use of adherence to universal moral duties as a criterion achieves my value 
because it proves a universal moral obligation that achieves conformity to moral 
rightness in action, i.e. justice, and thus should be the criterion in the round. 
 
This is the best moral framework to use in the round for a three reasons: 

1. It is the most logically consistent moral philosophy- this is important because 
debate is an activity that centers on the proper use of logic. 
2. It is the easiest to use to determine the morality of an action- other moral 
theories require you to consider the past events, or future possibilities which are 
impossible to completely explain in a debate round. 
3. The categorical imperative is the only standard by which either side can truly 
prove a universal moral obligation.  Any other theory would allow for the use of 
deadly force to be morally right in one instance, but morally wrong in another 
instance.  This would mean that if the affirmative uses any other theory he/she is 
only conditionally affirming. 

 
My only observation is that simply because the use of deadly force is in response to 
repeated abuse, does not change the morality of the action of use of deadly force.  An 
action is either always right, or always wrong.  If an action isn’t always right or always 
wrong, then it becomes conditional, and then the affirmative is only conditionally 
affirming which gives you sufficient reason to negate.  Even if repeated or even one-
time abuse is wrong, that act does not change the morality of any other act, like use of 
deadly force. 
 
My sole contention is that the deliberate use of deadly force in response to repeated 
abuse cannot be universalized and thus does not meet my standard of a universalized 
moral law. 

 
A. The deliberate use of deadly force is definitionally equivalent to killing someone.  
This means the action that needs to be evaluated is murder in response to repeated 
abuse.  Remember that conditions or situations do not matter, because, if they did, 
we could only conditionally affirm or negate because an action could be both morally 
right and morally wrong at different times. 
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B. The maxim of killing someone else cannot be universalized.  Take the maxim, “I 
can kill other people.”  When universalized, the maxim becomes “Anyone can kill 
everyone else.”  This suggests that in a world where someone killed everyone else, 
the person that killed everyone would be the only person still living.  The maxim, “I 
can kill other people” would no longer make sense in that world, because he would 
be the only person still living.  The conclusion is that killing other people cannot be 
universalized and does not meet the standard of universalization of a maxim. 

 
I have proven that the deadly use of force in response to repeated abuse is equivalent to 
killing someone else and can not be universalized, which does not meet the standard of 
a moral action and therefore, does not achieve justice.” 
 

In this case, the moral framework is set up as the criterion.  Remember that it is 
important to justify the moral framework; the above sample case gives three 
justifications for using a Kantian system of morality.  If a debater were to use the 
categorical imperative, it is important that the contentions argue the action in the 
formula for the categorical imperative using the four steps included in the previous 
section.  It is also necessary that the categorical imperative is explained in such a way 
that the contention will make sense, as was done in the sample case above. 
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Cards on Kantian Individual Moral Obligations 
 

A good will is the only good in itself. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 9 
 
Nothing in the world can possibly be conceived which could be called good without 
qualification except a good will. Intelligence, wit, judgment, and the other talents of the 
mind, however they may be named or courage resoluteness, and perseverance as 
qualities of temperament, are doubtless in many respects good and desirable.  But they 
can become extremely bad and harmful if the will, which is to make use of these gifts 
of nature and which in its special constitution is called character, is not good. 
 
 
A good will is needed to guide the use of character traits. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 9 
 
Power, riches, honor, even health, general well-being, and the contentment with one’s 
condition which is called happiness, make for pride and even arrogance if there is not a 
good will to correct their influence on the mind and on its principles of action so as to 
make it universally conformable to its end.  It need hardly be mentioned that the sight 
of a being adorned with no feature of a pure and good will, yet enjoying uninterrupted 
prosperity, can never give pleasure to a rational impartial observer.  Thus, the good will 
seems to constitute the indispensable condition even of worthiness to be happy.  
 
 
All useful things, excluding a good will, are only instrumental goods, and can be 
used for bad. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 10 
 
Some qualities seem to be conducive to this good will and can facilitate its action, but, 
in spite of that, they have no intrinsic unconditional worth.  They rather presuppose a 
good will, which limits the high esteem which one otherwise rightly has for them and 
prevents their being held to be absolutely good.  Moderation in emotions and passions, 
self-control, and calm deliberation not only are good in many respects bet even seem to 
constitute a part of the inner worth of the person.  But however unconditionally they 
were esteemed by the ancients, they are far from being good without qualification.  For 
without the principle of a good will they can become extremely bad, and the coolness 
of villain makes him not only far more dangerous but also more directly abominable in 
our eyes than he would have seemed without it.  
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The good will is not good because of what it accomplishes, but good in itself. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 10 
 
The good will is not good because of what it effects or accomplishes or because of its 
adequacy to achieve some proposed end; it is good only because of its willing, i.e., it is 
good of itself.  And, regarded for itself, it is to be esteemed incomparably higher than 
anything which could be brought about by it in favor of any inclination or even of the 
sum total of all inclinations. Usefulness or fruitlessness can neither diminish nor 
augment this worth.  Its usefulness would be only its setting, as it were, so as to enable 
us to handle it more conveniently in commerce or to attract the attention of those who 
are not yet connoisseurs, but not to recommend it to those who are experts or to 
determine its worth. 
 
 
Reason’s purpose is not for happiness because instinct is the best faculty to 
provide happiness. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959 pg 11 
 
In the natural constitution of an organized being, i.e., one suitably adapted to life, we 
assume as an axiom that no organ will be found for any purpose which is not the fittest 
and best adapted to that purpose.  Now if its preservation, its welfare were the real end 
of nature in a being having reason and will , then nature would have hit upon a very 
poor arrangement in appointing the reason of the creature to be the executor of this 
purpose.  For all the actions which the creature has to perform with this intention, and 
the entire rule of its conduct, would be dictated much more exactly by instinct, and that 
end would be far more certainly attained by instinct than it ever could be by reason.  
And if, over and above this, reason should have been granted to the favored creature, it 
would have served only to let it contemplate the happy constitution of its nature, to 
admire it, to rejoice in it, and to be grateful for it to its beneficent cause.  But reason 
would not have been given in order that the being should subject its faculty of desire to 
that weak and delusive guidance and to meddle with the purpose of nature.  In a word, 
nature would have taken care that reason did not break forth into practical use nor have 
the presumption, with its weak insight, to think out for itself the plan of happiness and 
the means of attaining it.  Nature would have taken over not only the choice of ends but 
also that of the means, and with wise foresight she would have entrusted both to instinct 
alone.  And, in fact, we find that the more cultivated reason deliberately devotes itself 
to the enjoyment of life and happiness, the more the man falls short of true 
contentment.  From this fact there arises in many persons, if only they are candid 
enough to admit it, a certain degree of misology, hatred of reason.  
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Reason’s purpose is to determine morality. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959 pg 12 
 
But reason is given to us a practical faculty, i.e., one which is meant to have an 
influence on the will.  As nature has elsewhere distributed capacities suitable to the 
functions they are to perform, reason’s proper function must be to produce a will good 
in itself and not one good merely as a means, for to the former reason is absolutely 
essential.  This will must indeed not be the sole and complete good but the highest good 
and the condition of all others, even of the desire for happiness. 
 
 
Actions that are not done out of duty are not morally praiseworthy, even if they 
are the right actions to take. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 13-14 
 
For it is easily decided whether an action in accord with duty is performed from duty or 
for some selfish purpose.  It is far more difficult to not this difference when the action 
is in accordance with duty and, in addition, the subject has a direct inclination to do it.  
For example, it is in fact in accordance with duty that a dealer should not overcharge an 
inexperienced customer, and wherever there is much business the prudent merchant 
does not do so, having a fixed price for everyone, so that a child may buy of him as 
cheaply as any other.  Thus the customer is honestly served.  But this is far from 
sufficient to justify the belief that the merchant has behaved in this way from duty and 
principles of honestly.  His own advantage required this behavior; but it cannot be 
assumed that over and above that he had a direct inclination to the purchaser and that, 
out of love, as it were he gave none an advantage in price over another.  Therefore the 
action was done neither from duty nor from direct inclination but only for a selfish 
purpose.  
 
 
Preserving one’s life is a universalized moral duty. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 14 
 
On the other hand, it is a duty to preserve one’s life, and moreover, everyone has a 
direct inclination to do so but for that reason the often anxious care which most men 
take of it has no intrinsic worth, and the maxim of doing so has no moral import.  They 
preserve their lives according to duty, but not from duty.  But if adversities and 
hopeless sorrow completely take away the relish for life, if an unfortunate man, strong 
in soul, is indignant rather than despondent or dejected over his fate and wishes for 
death, and yet preserves his life without loving it and form neither inclination nor fear 
but from duty – then his maxim has a moral import.  
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Actions must done out of duty to have intrinsic moral worth. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 15 
 
Thus the first proposition of morality is that to have moral worth an action must be 
done from duty.  The second proposition is: An action performed from duty does not 
have its moral worth in the maxim by which it is determined.  Its moral value, 
therefore, does not depend on the realization of the object of the action but merely on 
the principle of volition by which the action is done, without nay regard to the objects 
of the faculty of desire.  From the preceding discussion it is clear that the purposes we 
may have for our actions and their effects as ends and incentives of the will cannot give 
the actions any unconditional and moral worth.  
 
 
The morality of an action is not determined by the effects it has, but rather 
whether or not it conforms to a universalized moral duty. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 17 
 
Thus the moral worth of an action does not lie in the effect which is expected from it or 
in any principle of action which has to borrow its motive from this expected effect.  For 
all these effects could be brought about through other causes and would not require the 
will of a rational being, while the highest and unconditional good can be found only in 
such a will. Therefore, the pre-eminent good can consist only in the conception of the 
law itself (which can be present only in a rational being) so far as this conceptions and 
not the hoped-for effect is the determining ground of the will.  
 
 
The word ‘ought’ (or ‘should) in the resolution indicates the existence of a moral 
obligation.   
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959 pg 30 
 
The conception of an objective principle, so far is it constrains a will, is a command (of 
reason), and the formula of this command is called an imperative.  All imperatives are 
expressed by an “ought” and thereby indicate this relation of an objective law of reason 
to a will which is not in its subjective constitution necessarily determined by this law.  
This relation is that of constraint.  Imperatives say that it would be good to do or to 
refrain from doing something, but they say it to a will which does not always do 
something simply because it is presented a good thing to do.  Practical good is what 
determines the will by means of the conception of reason and hence not by subjective 
causes but, rather, objectively, i.e., on ground which are valid for every rational being 
as such.  It is distinguished from the pleasant as that which has an influence on the will 
only be means of a sensation fro merely subjective causes, which hold only for the 
senses of this or that person and not as a principle of reason which holds for everyone.  
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Actions that are only good as means to an end are hypothetical imperatives, not 
categorical. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959 pg 31 
 
Since every practical law presents a possible action as good and thus as necessary for a 
subject practically determinable by reason, all imperative are formulas of the 
determination of action which is necessary by the principle of a will which is in any 
way good.  If the action is good only as a means to something else, the imperative is 
hypothetical; but if it I thought of as good in itself, and hence as necessary in a will 
which of itself conforms to reason as the principle of this will, the imperative is 
categorical.  
 
 
Rational beings are an end in themselves and should never be treated as a means 
to and end. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 33 
 
There is one end, however, which we may presuppose as actual in all rational beings so 
far as imperatives apply to them, i.e., so far as they are dependent beings; there is one 
purpose not only which they can have but which we can presuppose that they all do 
have by necessity of nature.  This purpose is happiness.  The hypothetical imperative 
which represents the practical necessity of action as means to the promotion of 
happiness is an assertorical imperative.  We may not expound it as merely necessary to 
an uncertain and a merely possible purpose, but as necessary to a purpose which we can 
a priori and with assurance assume for everyone because it belongs to his essence.   
Skill in the choice of means to one’s own highest welfare can be called prudence in the 
narrowest sense.  Thus the imperative which refers to the choice of means to one’s own 
happiness, i.e., the precept of prudence, is still only hypothetical; the action is not 
absolutely commanded but commanded only as a means to another end.  
 
All universalized moral duties can be derived from the Categorical Imperative. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 39 
 
There is, therefore, only one categorical imperative.  It is: Act only according to that 
maxim by which you can at the same time will that it should become universal law.  
Now if all imperatives of duty can be derived from this one imperative as a principle, 
we can at least show what we understand by the concept of duty and what it means, 
even though it remain undecided whether that which is called duty is an empty concept 
or not.  The universality of law according to which effects are produced constitutes 
what is properly called nature in the most general sense (as to form), i.e., the existence 
of things so far as it is determined by universal laws.  [By analogy], then, the universal 
imperative of duty can be expressed as follows: Act as though the maxim of your action 
were by your will to become a universal law of nature.  
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The maxim of taking one’s own life cannot be universalized as a moral imperative. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 39-40 
 
A man who is reduced to despair by a series of evils feels a weariness with life but is 
still in possession of his reason sufficiently to ask whether it would not be contrary to 
his duty to himself to take his own life.  Now he asks whether the maxim of his action 
could become a universal law of nature.  His maxim, however, is: For love of myself, I 
make it my principle to shorten my life when by a longer duration it threatens more evil 
than satisfaction.  But it is questionable whether this principle of self-love could 
become a universal law of nature.  One immediately sees a contradiction in a system of 
nature whose law would be to destroy life by the feeling whose special office is to 
impel the improvement of life.  In this case it would not exist as nature; hence that 
maxim cannot obtain as a law of nature, and thus it wholly contradicts the supreme 
principle of all duty.  
 
 
The maxim of not paying back borrowed money cannot be universalized as a 
moral obligation. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 40 
 
Another man finds himself forced by need to borrow money.  He well knows that he 
will not be able to repay it, but he also sees that nothing will be loaned him if he does 
not firmly promise to repay it at a certain time.  He desires to make such a promise, but 
he has enough conscience to ask himself whether it is not improper and opposed to duty 
to relieve his distress in such a way.  Now, assuming he does decide to do so, the 
maxim of his action would be as follows: When I believe myself to be in need of 
money, I will borrow money and promise to repay it, although I know I shall never do 
so.  Now this principle of self-love or his own benefit may very well be compatible 
with his whole future welfare, but the question is whether it is right.  He changes the 
pretension of self-love into a universal law and then puts the question: How would it be 
if my maxim became a universal law?  He immediately sees that it could never hold as 
a universal law of nature and be consistent with itself; rather it must necessarily 
contradict itself.  For the universality of a law which says that anyone who believes 
himself to be in need could promise what he pleased with the intention of not fulfilling 
it would make the promise itself and the end to be accomplished by it impossible; no 
one would believe what was promised to him but would only laugh at any such 
assertion as vain pretense.  
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When disregarding duty, our actions cannot be universalized. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 42 
 
When we observe ourselves in any transgression of a duty, we find that we do not 
actually will that our maxim should become universal law.  That is impossible for us; 
rather, the contrary of this maxim should remain as a law generally, and we only take 
the liberty of making an exception to it for ourselves or for the sake of our inclination, 
and for this one occasion.  Consequently, if we weighed everything from on and the 
same standpoint, namely, reason, we would come upon a contradiction in our own will, 
viz., that a certain principle is objectively necessary as a universal law and yet 
subjectively does not hold universal, but rather admits exceptions. 
 
Duty should guide our actions. 
Kant, Immanuel, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Lewis White Black,  
Professor of Philosophy, University of Rochester, 1959, pg 42-43 
 
We have thus at least established that if duty is a concept which is to have significance 
and actual legislation for our actions, it can be expressed only in categorical 
imperatives and not at all in hypothetical ones.  For every application of it we have also 
clearly exhibited the content of the categorical imperative which must contain the 
principle of all duty (if there is such).  This is itself very much.   
 
 
Actions can be done from inclination, self-interest or for the sake of duty. 
H. J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative, 1967, pg. 47 
 
In the case of actions which accord with duty Kant recognizes three main types: (1) 
those done form immediate inclination; (2) those done, not from immediate inclination, 
but from self-interest; and (3) those done not from immediate inclination or self-
interest, but for the sake of duty.  He thinks that actions done from self-interests are not 
likely to be confused with actions done for the sake of duty; but that actions done from 
immediate inclination are. 
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Despite desires or interests, individuals should follow their moral obligations 
(categorical imperatives). 
H. J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative, 1967, pg 133 
 
An unconditioned objective principle is one which every rational agent irrespective of 
his particular desires for particular ends would necessarily obey if reason had complete 
control over his passions, and one which he ought to obey if he is irrational enough to 
be tempted to do otherwise.  The categorical imperative formulates the obligation or 
command to obey this unconditioned principle; and a principle excluding reference to 
particular ends can be only the form of a principle, or a formal principle, or universal 
law, as such.  What the categorical imperative bids us to do is to act for the sake as 
such; and this means that the maxim of our action (whatever else it may be) should be 
to obey universal law as such.  There is thus only one categorical imperative; and we 
may call it ‘the categorical imperative.’  
 
Duties must be the same for all individuals, i.e., universal, and exceptions should 
not be made.  Otherwise, it contradicts the universality of morality. 
H. J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative, 1967, pg 135 
 
Kant’s insistence on the duty to act for the sake of universal law as such is repugnant to 
many people; but when we remember that he is here concerned only with the form of 
moral obligation, we shall see that a great deal of what he says is common to most, if 
not all, moral philosophy which does not regard duty as purely subjective or as a matter 
of self-interest.  He is assuming, as we all must, that there are, or at least may be, other 
rational agents besides ourselves, and he is saying that the principle or moral action 
must be the same for every rational agent.  No rational agent is entitled to make 
arbitrary exceptions to moral law in favor of himself or even in favor of his friends.  To 
say that the ultimate moral law must be universal is to say that every particular moral 
law must be objective and impersonal, that it cannot be determined merely by my 
desires, and that it must be impartial as between one person and another.  In this there is 
surely nothing to cavil at, even if we believe that we have a direct intuition of an 
unanalysable quality of goodness (or obligation) and a direct intuition of the kinds of 
action in which such an unanalysable quality is necessarily manifested.  
 
Individuals have an obligation to other individuals to treat them in a way that can 
be universalized. 
H. J. Paton, The Categorical Imperative, 1967, pg 135 
 
Perhaps we may add that the universality of moral law already implies reciprocity of 
obligation between person and person.  It implies that I am not morally entitled to treat 
you on one principle and yet to claim that you should treat me on another; or again that 
if I can claim to be treated by you in one way, I must be prepared to treat you in the 
same way.  The importance of this for morality can hardly be exaggerated.  It is made 
more explicit by Kant in his later formulae. 
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Individual actions should be taken only if they can be universalized according to 
the categorical imperative. 
H. B. Acton, Professor of Moral Philosophy, Kant’s Moral Philosophy, 1970 pg 21 
 
Kant states that the supreme formal principle of the will in the following terms: ‘Act 
only on that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it should become 
universal law.’ A maxim, Kant says, is ‘a subjective principle of action.’  By this he 
means a rule of action a man follows as part of his own policy of living, whatever rules 
of living other people may have. Maxims are contrasted by Kant with laws, which are 
objectively valid for all rational beings.  A maxim is mine or his, a law applies to 
everyone.  A man may make an objective law his own subjective maxim by deciding 
that he will always follow it.  The principle we have just quoted, then, means that 
people should only adopt as rules of living for themselves rules that they can will 
should always be followed by everyone.  
 
Morality can be determined with reason alone- experience is not necessary. 
H. B. Acton, Professor of Moral Philosophy, Kant’s Moral Philosophy, 1970 pg 60 
 
The Categorical Imperative gives expression to this Law by indicating its applicability 
to all persons, its equal recognition of all persons and its free acknowledgment by all 
persons.  It is not in itself a prescription for particular actions, but violations of 
particular moral rules can be shown to go against it.  The cheat and the misanthrope act 
on principles that could not be applied to all persons, do not recognize all persons as 
ends in themselves and could not be freely acknowledged by all persons as rules it 
would be reasonable for them all to conform to it.  The a priori character of the Moral 
Law is contrasted by Kant with the empirical character of the rules for obtaining 
happiness.  These are learned from experience and do not lay an inescapable obligation 
upon everyone.  
 
Actions are only morally praiseworthy when they are done out of duty. 
Aune, Bruce, Princeton University, Kant’s Theory of Morals, 1979, pg 9 
 
Kant belives, as we shall see, that actions or choices are morally commendable, when 
and only when, they are done or made for the sake of duty.  Since the goodness of a 
person’s will is shown by the choices he makes (or the actions he wills), anyone whose 
will is morally good will be disposed to the act (or choose) for the sake of duty.  As I 
have just explained, such a person will also, as a matter of fact, be disposed to make 
various choices that are not motivated by the thought of duty, but these contingent 
choices must accord with his view of what duty requires in the sense that hey are not 
contrary to, or forbidden by, that view. 
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Further Readings/Kant’s Works 
Thoughts on the True Estimation of Living Forces, Universal Natural History and 
Theory of the Heavens, The Use of Metaphysics in Combination with Geometry in 

Natural Philosophy, Reflections on Optimism, Critique of Pure Reason, Critique of 
Practical Reason, Metaphysical Principles of Moral Philosophy 
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Chapter 5: Utilitarianism 
John Stuart Mill/Peter Singer 

Chapter Objectives 
 

-Learn about the life of John Stuart Mill  
 
-Understand and know how to apply the Greatest Happiness 
Principle (GHP)  
 
-Understand the basis for utilitarian ethics  
 
-Know the objections and responses to the objections of 
utilitarianism  
 
-Learn about the different types of utilitarianism  
 
-Understand how utilitarianism applies to animals  
 
-Learn how to use the GHP in a case  
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Key Terms 
 
Moral instinct    External sanctions  Rule utilitarianism 
Greatest Happiness Principles  Internal sanctions  Government 
Utility     Perfect obligations      utilitarianism 
Utilitarianism    Calculus   Sanction 
Imperfect obligations 

 
Introduction 

 This section discusses both John Stuart Mill’s philosophy Utilitarianism, and 
Peter Singer’s extension of the philosophy to the inclusion of consideration for animals.  
This section has been added because of the possibility that animal rights topic may be 
selected.  However, John Stuart Mill and his moral philosophy, Utilitarianism, is the 
main focus of this chapter. 
 

Biography/Background 
 John Stuart (J.S.) Mill was born on May 20, 1806, in 
London, England.  His father James Mill, a philosopher 
along with Jeremy Bentham, founded the original philosophy 
of utilitarianism.  Because his father was a utilitarian, and 
because he was educated by his father at home, it was likely 
that John Stuart (J. S.) Mill would be greatly influenced by 
this theory.  At a very young age, his father taught him 
several different subjects including various languages, such 
as Greek and Latin, and philosophy.  As J. S. Mill grew 
older, he became increasingly interested in the utilitarian 
philosophy.  In his late teens, he formed the Utilitarian 
Society, which was a group for discussing utilitarian ethics.  
While learning more about utilitarianism, J. S. Mill noticed 
several weak points of contention in the theory, which he 
discusses at the beginning his own book Utilitarianism.  To make a living, he wrote for 
the Westminster Review, which was a journal established by his father and Jeremy 
Bentham, and assisted his father in office work at the India House.  In his early 
twenty’s, J. S. Mill became overwhelmed physically as well as mentally and had a 
nervous breakdown, which he recovered from several months later. 
 In 1833, J. S. Mill met Harriet Taylor, with whom he became close friends, and 
romantically interested.  However, Harriet Taylor was married, and her husband 
refused to divorce her, but in 1849, her husband John Taylor died.  Two years later, J.S 
Mill and Harriet Taylor were married.  Together, they wrote for the Westminster 
Review and the London Review.  Probably because of his relationship with Harriet, 
John Stuart published The Subjection of Women which argued out against the common 
thought that women were inferior to men, along with lobbying for women’s rights. 
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 During his life, John Stuart Mill wrote several pieces of literature that were seen 
as great contributions to the field of philosophy.  The first, published in 1859, was On 
Liberty, which argued for the freedom of speech and the liberty of the individual.  In 
1863, he published the book Utilitarianism, which is the basis for his moral philosophy.  
For the most of his life, Mill continued to work at the India House for thirty-eight years.  
On May 8, 1873, John Stuart Mill died. 
 

Utilitarianism 
 

Moral Instinct and the Greatest Happiness Principle 
 After commenting on the status of moral philosophy, in that it had not 
progressed much since Socratic times, Mill initiated a discussion about whether or not 
humans have a moral instinct, that is, an instinct to know what is right or wrong and 
why.  He first states that the idea that a moral instinct is “one of the matters in dispute,” 
but does not give a reason as to why the idea of this moral instinct is disputable.  
However, he does go on to argue that even if this moral instinct did exist, it does not 
provide, in every circumstance, the answer to what the morally right (or wrong) course 
of action would be.  It simply would only provide us with a general principle that we 
had to apply in certain circumstances to determine for ourselves, independent of the 
moral instinct, what is right and what is wrong.  Mill then argues that the general moral 
principle that we should act on is the Greatest Happiness Principle, which is the basis 
of utilitarianism.  This is, essentially, that one has the moral obligation to act in a way 
that maximizes happiness. 

 
Objections to Utilitarianism 

 Over the years, Mill had noticed several weak points, objections and common 
misconceptions that prevented Utilitarianism from becoming an accepted moral 
philosophy.  These objections fell into two different categories: (1) criticisms of 
Classical Utilitarianism, which was Bentham’s theory, and (2) general criticisms of the 
theory of utilitarianism.  In the first category, there were four main criticisms; (1) 
classical utilitarianism is too demanding of an individual; (2) pleasure is brutish; (3) 
absolute utility is incomputable; (4) and the idea that individuals do no count in a 
utilitarian calculus.   
 

 
         
 

Criticisms of 
Classical 

Utilitarianism 

Too Demanding 
of the Individual 

Pleasure is 
Brutish 

Absolute Utility 
is Incomputable

Individuals 
Don’t Count in a 

Utilitarian 
Calculus 
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 In the second category of criticisms of utilitarianism included (1) the reduction 
of morality to expediency, (2) happiness is impossible (3) the Dickens objection (that it 
would make men emotionless and cold), (4) and the atheistic nature of utilitarianism.  
Mill responds directly to several, but not all of these objections; and he responds to all 
of them indirectly with two other arguments. 
. 

 
          

 
1. Criticisms of Classical Utilitarianism 
 
A. “Utilitarianism is too demanding of an individual.”  
This argument can be interpreted in two different ways.  The first 
is that utilitarianism requires that an individual at every point in 
his/her life calculates all the probabilities of possibilities of the 
consequences of each and every one of his/her actions.  This might 
be overwhelming to an individual because it could take quite a 
while to determine if basic actions such as taking the dog for a 
walk, or taking a shower, would result in the greatest happiness 
for all people world wide. 
 The other way that it could be too demanding of an 
individual is in its requirement of self-sacrifice.  For example, if 
one calculated that it would be best to end his/her life to maximize 
the happiness of everyone on the planet, then, according to 
utilitarianism, it would be the moral thing to commit suicide. 
 

 
 
B. “Pleasure is brutish.” 
This argument is simply that when pleasure becomes the only standard 
for good, it reduces life to simple, animalistic pleasures, when there is so 
much more to life than eating, drinking, mating, and having one’s own 
way. 
 

 
 
C. “Absolute utility is incomputable.” 

General 
Criticisms of 

Utilitarianism 

Reduction of 
Morality to 
Expediency 

Happiness is 
Impossible. 

Dickens 
Objection 

(Makes men 
emotionless) 

Utilitarianism is 
Atheistic 
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 This is similar to the first argument that utilitarianism is too demanding of an 
individual in that a person would have to calculate all the probabilities and possibilities 
of the consequences of all his/her actions.  This argument is different in that it means 
that there is not a way to really know what all the potential consequences of one’s 
actions could be.  Therefore, the resulting happiness would never be able to be 
computed from calculating the consequences of an action.  The second part of this 
objection is that humans will naturally tend to favor themselves in a calculation because 
they do not experience other people’s pain as a result of their actions.  This means that 
errors are inevitable in utilitarian computations. 
 Mill’s direct response to the second part of this objection is that individuals will 
always err on the side of self interest when making moral decisions; that this problem is 
not a problem of the utilitarian doctrine alone, but to all moral philosophies. 
 
D. “Individuals don’t count in a utilitarian calculus.” 
 This argument is that because of the size of the human population (around six 
billion people), the happiness of an individual is minimal compared to that of the entire 
population.  Therefore, when calculating what action would be the best, individuals do 
not count, only massive populations. 
 
 
2. Criticisms of Utilitarianism as a moral philosophy 
A. “Utilitarianism reduces morality to expediency.” 
 In this objection, people argue that utility is equivalent to expediency.  
However, expediency has a connotation of meaning acting against what is morally good 
for a personal gain.  Mill’s direct response to this argument is that causing pain to other 
people is not expedient and condemns expediency as being anti-morality. 
 
B. “Happiness is impossible.” 
 This is an objection which assumes that the true state of happiness is not 
achievable by humans because, even if someone was happy a majority of the time, 
there would still be times when they were unhappy.  It is also possible that people can 
live without being happy; happiness is not a requirement for life.  Lastly, many people 
have sacrificed their happiness to be virtuous. 
 Mills direct response to this objection is that it is in the human capacity to ‘be 
happy,’ but many choose to not be happy because of the values that they hold, such as 
selfishness.  His response to the argument that people have sacrificed their happiness to 
be virtuous is that they have sacrificed their happiness in a way that has resulted in 
more people’s happiness, which is in accord with utilitarian principles. 
 
C. Dickens Objection. 
 This argument is similar to the argument above that individuals do not count.  It 
is different in that it argues from another perspective.  It turns the person who is making 
all these calculations for utility numb to what their effects might have on other people 
in that people are reduced to numbers or units of happiness; these people’s happiness 
are truly valued in utilitarianism. 
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 Mill’s direct response to this is similar to his response to the argument that 
happiness is not achievable.  This is not a problem only with utilitarianism, but an 
objection to every moral philosophy because it is the fault of the individual who is 
applying the philosophy, not the utilitarianism itself. 
 
D. “Utilitarianism is atheistic.” 
 The objection that utilitarianism is atheistic comes from the basis of good being 
human happiness, and not God’s will, because God’s will can be contrary to what 
makes many people happy. 
 Mill’s direct response to this argument is that God loves everyone and desires 
that they are happy; so, in effect, someone could choose to not be happy, like a martyr, 
for the happiness of everyone else, and still be in accord with God’s will.  Secondly, he 
argues that in order to truly understand God’s will, we need an ethical principle by 
which to guide our actions. 
 

General Responses to These Objections 
 
In response to many of these objections, Mill tweaks the idea of utilitarianism in two 
ways: the conception of what is good and the focus of utilitarianism.  Mill’s new idea of 
utilitarian good is different from Bentham’s old conception in that Bentham viewed 
pleasure as something you could compute in units.  The problem with 
this conception was that pleasures such at the basic necessities of 
eating and drinking and sustaining one’s survival would be equated 
with pleasures such as reading, learning, and the enjoyment of 
aesthetics.  This would mean that the pain of someone starving for a 
day would be weighed equally with the lack of not being able to learn 
for a day.  This accounted for some of the objections against 
utilitarianism, such as the harsh-sounding and brutish nature of utility, 
and the objection that utilitarianism was too demanding of an 
individual.  However, Mill distinguished two different types of 
pleasure, higher order pleasures and lower order pleasures.  Lower 
order pleasures consist of things like eating, drinking, and other every 
day activities that are necessary for basic survival.  Higher order pleasures are things 
like learning and the enjoying of esthetics. 
 Mill also changed the focus of utilitarianism.  One of Mill’s novel ideas was 
the idea of separating the duties of determining true utility.  This was done through the 
development of two different kinds of utilitarianism: (1) rule utilitarianism and (2) 
government utilitarianism.  Rule utilitarianism is the idea that certain individuals 
should follow a certain set of rules which generally result in the greatest happiness.  
These rules include telling the truth, keeping promises, not stealing, etc.  This is 
different from deontological theories in that rule utilitarianism would be okay if 
someone broke one of these rules if they knew that it would result in the greatest 
happiness.  On the other hand government utilitarianism is the idea that the government 
and intellectuals who have time to determine and calculate all the consequences should 
do so.   
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Sanction Utilitarianism 
 J. S. Mill starts the third chapter of Utilitarianism with the argument that a good 
moral philosophy should have a way to reprimand those who did not follow the ethical 
principles of the philosophy.  The word ‘sanction’ refers to a punishment of some sort 
for having done something wrong.  For example, the United Sates has sanctions on 
other countries because they have engaged in practices that are antithetical to what the 
United States desires, such as obtaining nuclear materials or engaging in unfair market 
procedures.  Similarly, sanctioning in the utilitarian sense is a punishment for not 
complying with the moral obligation of having to promote the greatest happiness.  Mill 
delineates two different types of sanctions: external sanctions and internal sanctions.  
External sanctions are sanctions that are applied from outside the individual, such as 
punishment through peers or the government.  Internal sanctions are applied from the 
inside of person, such as having a guilty conscience for not pursuing the right course of 
action.   
 Mill argues that sanctions should be applied, predictably, as they are likely to be 
the most effective in promoting the greatest happiness.  For example, if government 
punishment of an individual who failed to comply with the promoting the greatest 
happiness resulted in the greatest happiness for everyone, then this should be the proper 
sanction used.  On the other hand, if the greatest happiness would be promoted by an 
internal sanction, then, according to utilitarian ethics, the internal sanction should be 
used.  Even in some extreme cases, if the greatest happiness was promoted by not 
sanctioning at all in some cases, then not sanctioning an individual would be the right 
thing to do.  The purpose of these sanctions is to instill in everyone’s minds that 
utilitarianism is the correct moral system, which will foster the utilitarian system to a 
further extent. 

 
Utility and Justice 

 In the last chapter of Utilitarianism, Mill responds to the idea that utility and 
justice are incompatible.  After attempting to develop a coherent theory of justice, Mill 
creates a distinction between perfect obligations and imperfect obligations.  Imperfect 
obligations are actions that we cannot expect or demand of other individuals to do.  
Perfect obligations are actions that we can expect or demand other individuals to do.  
Justice is an example of a perfect obligation; it establishes that individuals have basic 
human rights.  Mill argues that the concept of justice can be linked to the idea of utility.  
According to Mill, there are two major parts to justice.  The first part is a person who 
has wronged someone; the second part is the person who has been wronged.  The 
person who was wronged has the right for the society or government to seek retribution 
on the person who did wrong.  The link between utility and justice is that utility and 
happiness are maximized when justice is served.  Therefore, promoting justice 
promotes the greatest happiness. 
 

Peter Singer and Consideration of Animals in Utilitarian Ethics 
 
Peter Singer, a modern utilitarian, has elaborated on some of Jeremy Bentham’s and 
John Stuart Mill’s ideas of including animal suffering into utilitarian calculations.  In 
one of his articles Peter Singer argues that animals which have the capacity to feel pain 
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should be included in a utilitarian calculus because the Greatest 
Happiness Principle is neither specific to humans, nor excludes 
animals.  As discussed before, utilitarianism is concerned with 
the promotion of the greatest happiness; being happy is also as 
morally good as being absent from pain.  Singer’s argument is 
that if animals are capable of feeling pain, then they should have 
a right to consideration in the same respect that humans have a 
right to consideration in utilitarian ethics.  An extension of this 
argument is that animals should only have rights that make 
sense.  For example, animals cannot vote.  Therefore, animals do 
not need or have the right to vote. 
 Many people disregard the theory of animal rights 
because they believe only humans can have rights.  However, these people, according 
to Singer, fail to realize that there is no one common feature of humans that would give 
them all the right to be free from pain.  For example, some people argue that only 
rational animals can have rights.  Humans are the only rational animals.  Therefore, 
only humans have rights.  However, this argument is flawed because some humans 
completely lack, or have a limited rational faculty.  But still, some would argue that 
these people still have rights because they are humans.  Singer argues that there is no 
one common bond that every human has that grants them rights; and if there was, other 
animals would also have that bond, which would grant them rights too.  Similarly, any 
similarity between humans that did not include animals would inevitably exclude a 
certain group of humans.   
 

How to use this in a debate 
 
Surprisingly, Mill’s utilitarian theory is probably much easier to explain as moral 
framework in a debate than Kant or any other moral philosopher because of the natural 
inclination that whichever achieves most good should win the round.  The theory is 
somewhat inherent in a debate.  In fact, in many rounds, a utilitarian moral framework 
is just assumed by both of the debaters because neither of them offer a distinct moral 
framework. 
 As opposed to Kant, Mill’s theory or a moral obligation probably does not need 
as much explaining.  On the other hand, the proving of the moral obligation under a 
utilitarian framework, is much more difficult than proving the moral obligation under a 
universal moral framework.  One of the major objections to utilitarianism is that it is 
difficult to determine all the possible consequences and the probability that those 
consequences have of occurring.  This means that, if the debater is not careful, the 
debate could unintentionally become very similar to a policy debate.  However, if the 
debater did want to prove that the resolution was a policy question, a utilitarian moral 
theory might be more applicable.  The following sample framework suggests a good 
way to use utilitarianism as a moral framework in a debate round.  The NFL corporate 
responsibility topic (Resolved: When in conflict, a business' responsibility to itself 
ought to be valued above its responsibility to society.) will be used for this sample 
framework. 
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“I negate the resolution, Resolved: When in conflict, a business' responsibility to itself 
ought to be valued above its responsibility to society.  To clarify my position, I offer 
the following definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Business- A commercial enterprise or establishment   
Responsibility- Something for which one is responsible; a duty, obligation, or burden 
Valued- To rate according to relative estimate of worth or desirability 
Society- A group of humans broadly distinguished from other groups by mutual 
interests, participation in characteristic relationships, shared institutions, and a common 
culture. 
 
I value the fulfillment of one’s most important moral obligation above auxiliary 
obligations.  This should be the value for the round because in order for either of us to 
win, we have to prove that one of the obligations in the resolution is more worthy than 
the other.  However, in order to determine which obligation is more worthy than the 
other, a weighing mechanism is needed.  This weighing mechanism should be the 
following moral framework:   
 
One’s greatest moral obligation is to act in a way that maximizes the greatest amount of 
happiness and minimizes the greatest amount of pain.  The resolution grants that both 
obligations to itself and to society exist.  My moral framework offers the clearest way 
to simplify what these obligations are.  A business has a moral obligation to maximize 
happiness within its establishment; a business also has a moral obligation to maximize 
happiness in society.  Therefore, the way to decide between the two obligations is to 
determine which obligation fulfills the moral requirement to maximize happiness.   
 
This should be the moral framework of the round because: 

 
1. It offers the clearest way to determine which of two obligations should be 
valued above the other one.   
2. It is the easiest to be proven in the round: whichever side results in the 
greatest happiness should win the debate. 

 
Therefore, my criterion for the round is fulfilling the obligation that maximizes the 
most happiness. 
 
My first contention is that making society happy results in a greater happiness then 
making persons within the business establishment happy.  …” 
 In the sample framework provided above, the philosophy behind the principle is 
briefly discussed and justifications for the moral framework are given.  Another good 
way to justify just using a moral framework is to define the words in the resolution a 
way that requires that moral framework be provided.  Utilitarianism is good moral 
philosophy to use on this topic because the resolution grants that both of the obligations 
exist.  In this situation, it is important that there is a way to determine between the two 
moral obligations.  This would have not been accomplished in a universalized duty 
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moral framework, because that kind of framework does not provide a way to prioritize 
two duties.   
 



 58

Cards on Utilitarian Individual Moral Obligations 
 
Acts that promote the greatest happiness are morally right. 
M. P. Strasser, Moral Philosophy of John Stuart Mill, 1991, pg 1 
 
As a utilitarian, Mill believes that actions are right insofar as they promote happiness 
and wrong insofar as they promote unhappiness.  However, his view is much ore 
complex than that.  For example, he denies both that one must maximize utility in order 
to act rightly and that one’s merely promoting utility will morally suffice, and instead 
offers a position which is in compromise between the two.  People who act rightly will 
promote significant amounts of utility (especially if they live in progressive societies).  
At the same time, since they will not need to maximize utility in order to act rightly, 
they will not feel that their moral system imposes unfair and unreasonable demands on 
them.  
 
 
Higher order and lower order pleasures are accounted for in the utilitarian theory 
M. P. Strasser, Moral Philosophy of John Stuart Mill, 1991, pg 1 
 
Mill defines utility in terms of happiness which, in turn, is defined in terms of pleasure.  
However, not all pleasures are of equal worth.  His attempt to distinguish between the 
higher and the lower pleasures has sparked much debate, both about whether such a 
distinction is tenable and, if so, about what the ramifications of such a distinction are.  
Mill can make a qualitative distinction between pleasures in a way which will both 
promote his utilitarian ideals and which will give the appropriate weight to the mental 
pleasures. By distinguishing between intrinsic and extrinsic superiority, he can maintain 
that intellectual pleasure have greater intrinsic worth than bodily pleasures, while 
nonetheless valuing them morally and politically only insofar as their pursuit will 
promote the general good. 
 
 
Happiness is the pleasure, as well as the absence of pain. 
M. P. Strasser, Moral Philosophy of John Stuart Mill, 1991, pg 2 
 
Mill defines happiness as pleasure and the absence of pain; unhappiness as pain and the 
absence of pleasure.  However, this definitions does not address the distinction between 
pleasures.  Mill argues that while utilitarians “have fully proved their case” by placing 
“the superiority of mental over bodily pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency, 
safety, uncostliness, etc. of the former – that is, in their circumstantial advantages rather 
than in their intrinsic nature,” they could in addition have claimed that the mental 
pleasures are qualitatively better than the bodily pleasures.  It is “quite compatible with 
the principle of utility to recognize the fact, that some kinds of pleasure are more 
desirable amore valuable than others. 
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Higher order pleasures have intrinsic value. 
M. P. Strasser, Moral Philosophy of John Stuart Mill, 1991, pg 2 
 
Mill talks about the greater intrinsic value of the mental pleasures because he may 
thereby permanently lay to rest any notions that utilitarianism is a doctrine worthy only 
of swine.  He offers a method by which to determine which of two pleasures is 
intrinsically superior.  Suppose that one of two pleasures “is, by those who are 
competently  acquainted with both, paced so far above the other that they prefer it, even 
though knowing it to be attended with a greater amount of discontent, and would not 
resign it for any quantity of the other pleasure which their nature is capable of.”  In that 
case, Mill claims that we would be “justified in ascribing to the preferred enjoyment a 
superiority in quality, so far outweighing quantity as to render it, in comparison, of 
small account. 
 
 
Morality and expediency are different in that expediency does not involve duty. 
M. P. Strasser, Moral Philosophy of John Stuart Mill, 1991, pg 115 
 
Morality and simple expediency are distinguishable in that the former involves duty 
whereas the latter does not.  An agent can appropriately be punished for failing to fulfill 
her duty; however, as long as she is not ignoring one of her obligations she can at most 
be exhorted to act differently.  Whether a person who has failed to perform an act can 
appropriately be “compelled” or, instead, “only persuaded and exhorted” is “the 
characteristic difference which marks off…morality in general from the remaining 
provinces of Expediency and Worthiness. 
 
 
 
Rule utilitarianism judges action according to whether or not they adhere to social 
rule and whether that rule promotes the greatest happiness. 
J. Harrison, “Rule Utilitarianism and Cumulative-Effect Utilitarianism” New Esays On 
John Stuart Mill and Utilitarianism, pg 22 
 
Rule utilitarianism is the view that the morality of an act is to be judge in two stages.  
We do not assess whether an action is right or wrong by considering whether or not it 
itself has good consequences.  We determine whether or not it is right or wrong by 
determining whether or not it conforms to a social rule, and it is the ‘morality’ of the 
rule, not that of the act falling under it, which is decided by answering the question 
whether its consequences are good.  From this it follows that it is right to perform 
actions which themselves do no good, or even do harm, because, thought they 
themselves are not beneficial, they are performed in accordance with a rule, and the 
rule does good.  
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Rule utilitarianism appeals to common sense moral laws. 
J. Harrison, “Rule Utilitarianism and Cumulative-Effect Utilitarianism” New Esays On 
John Stuart Mill and Utilitarianism, pg 22 
 
Rule utilitarianism, as I have defined it, has certain very great merits, not the least of 
which is that it conforms more than act utilitarianism to the morality of common sense.  
It accommodates itself to the fact that most people think we should keep our promises 
and pay our debts, even when we could do more good by breaking them than by 
keeping them.  It may explain why we ought to care for our own children, when we 
could do more good by caring for other people’s needier children.  And it may explain 
why it is not the case that we ought, and is the case that we ought not, to kidnap elderly 
men and women, and remove both their kidneys, in order to give them to younger 
people whose need for them is greater.  
 
 
Rights are based on utility. 
J. Harrison, “Rule Utilitarianism and Cumulative-Effect Utilitarianism” New Esays On 
John Stuart Mill and Utilitarianism, pg 139 
 
With these preliminaries in mind, we now move to the question of how rights-talk fits 
into the utilitarian view.  There are two general lines we can take on this, one a good 
deal more useful than the other.  First, one can maintain that everybody (animals too, 
perhaps) has one basic right, namely the right to have one’s utility counted equally with 
all others.  Second, and much more usefully, one can produce a schedule of more 
concrete rights which is to be grounded on the utility of having those rights recognized 
and adhered to in practice. 
 
 
The Greatest Happiness Principle is the ultimate end. 
John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism, 1861 http://www.utilitarianism.com/mill2.htm 
 
According to the Greatest Happiness Principle, as above explained, the ultimate end, 
with reference to and for the sake of which all other things are desirable (whether we 
are considering our own good or that of other people), is an existence exempt as far as 
possible from pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments, both in point of quantity and 
quality; the test of quality, and the rule for measuring it against quantity, being the 
preference felt by those who in their opportunities of experience, to which must be 
added their habits of self-consciousness and self-observation, are best furnished with 
the means of comparison. This, being, according to the utilitarian opinion, the end of 
human action, is necessarily also the standard of morality; which may accordingly be 
defined, the rules and precepts for human conduct, by the observance of which an 
existence such as has been described might be, to the greatest extent possible, secured 
to all mankind; and not to them only, but, so far as the nature of things admits, to the 
whole sentient creation. (Mill) 
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Further Readings/Mill/Singer Works 
Mill:  On Liberty, Utilitarianism, Principles of Political Economy, The 

Subjection of Women, Autobiography 
Singer:  Animal Rights, Animal Rights and Human Obligations  
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  Chapter 6: Thomas Hobbes 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of Thomas Hobbes  
 
-Know the arguments for individual obligation in Leviathan  
 
-Learn Hobbes’s theory of natural laws  
 
-Understand Hobbes’s theory of the social contract  
 
-Understand the incentive to enter the social contract  
 
-Learn how to apply Hobbes’s theory in a debate case  
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Key Terms 
 
State of nature          Social contract    Principles 
Treatise          The Laws of Nature   A priori 
 

 
Background/Biography 

 
On April 5, 1588, Thomas Hobbes was born in 
England to Thomas Hobbes Sr., a priest in 
Westport.  At the early age of four Thomas Hobbes 
began school, learning arithmetic and reading.  
After his third year in school, his father had 
abandoned him attempting to avoid the 
ramifications of a physical fight with another clergy 
member.  This left Thomas Hobbes to be raised by 
his father’s brother, Francis Hobbes.  Thomas had 
learned Greek and Latin by the time he was 
fourteen, when he finished school in Westport.  
When he turned fifteen, he was enrolled at 
Magdalen Hall in Oxford where he studied 
philosophy and geography.  Unfortunately for 
Hobbes, most of the teaching at Magdalen Hall was 
mostly about Aristotelian theory, which he greatly 
disagreed with. 
 After graduating, Hobbes became the private tutor for the Cavendish family, 
when he mentored William Cavendish, who was slightly younger than Hobbes.  During 
this time, Hobbes’s interest in philosophy grew as he began studying classical 
philosophy and history.  Almost two decades later, William Cavendish died which 
ended Hobbes’s employment with the Cavendish family.  Later on in his life, Hobbes 
became interested in the political scene in Europe and developed his treatise, 
Leviathan, which argued for the morality of individual and government action.  This is 
where the majority of Hobbes’s moral thought is explained.  Hobbes died about 25 
years after the publication of Leviathan. 
 

Leviathan 
 

Hobbes’s State of Nature 
 Thomas Hobbes argues that in the ‘state of nature’, that is, the state when men 
are not ruled by laws, society, government, or form of civilization, now rules guide 
human behavior.  It could be thought of as ‘every caveman for himself.’  No laws guide 
anyone’s actions and humans just act in ways that ensure their own survival.  In 
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ensuring their own survival, men, in the state of nature, are power hungry animals who 
kill and annihilate others to obtain power.  Hobbes claims this state is the “war of all, 
against all.”  The only ‘laws’ that govern actions of individuals in the state of nature are 
the laws of nature.  In this state, men have the right to do whatever, to whomever, to 
achieve power and self-survival. 
 

The Laws of Nature 
 The majority of Hobbes’s theory for individual moral obligation written in 
Leviathan is in Book I, Chapter 15 entitled, “The Laws of Nature.”  In the previous 
chapters, Hobbes builds up his theory of psychology and of the state of nature of 
humans.  The chapter “The Laws of Nature” discusses general principles humans can 
discover using their reasoning faculty.  Laws of nature are different from societal law 
because they are not written down or developed by humans, but exist and must be 
discovered, as Kant says, a priori.  One such example of a law of nature is self-
preservation; that the act of preserving the self is good and the act of harming oneself is 
bad.  Hobbes argues that self-preservation can only be accomplished through mutual 
peace and self-defense.  As a corollary of the law of self-preservation, the law of self-
defense would also exist.  Because humans desire self-preservation they would, and 
should, be willing to give up their right to kill in exchange for others doing the same.  
In a way it is similar to the Judeo-Christian Golden Rule: “I will not kill you because I 
do not want you to kill me.”  Altogether in Chapter 15, Hobbes deduces 19 laws of 
nature.  Each of these laws of nature builds of the one before it and adheres to the 
Golden Rule principle.  Some of the laws of nature are listed below. 
 

 
 

Hobbes’s Social Contract 
 A human in a state of nature can enter into a social contract with other humans 
to give up mutual rights, such as the right to kill each other.  The only reason for this 
contract is self-preservation, without the contract, self-destruction is more likely.  If it is 
every man for himself, and, if a man allies with another person, then that person is both 
one less person to worry about killing, and one less person to worry about being killed 
by.  There is an inverse relationship between the number of people who give up the 
right to kill in this contract and the likelihood of one’s demise.  Essentially, this 
contract (alliance) makes self-preservation more likely.  The figure below shows the 
mathematics of this. 

      Hobbes’s Laws of Nature 
1 Right to self preservation. 
2 Right to self-defense. 
3 Make and abide by contracts to escape the state of nature. 
4 Respect/Reward adherence to contracts. 
5 Help others keep their terms of the contract. 
7 Reprimands for breaking the contract should be aimed at correction 
8 Showing hostility towards others should be prohibited. 
10 Recognition of others’ rights. 
11 Public resources should be accessible to all. 
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 The graph suggests that, hypothetically, there are 100 people in the state of 
nature all trying to kill each other for power. The blue line shows the number of people 
in the contract and the red line shows the remaining number of people in the state of 
nature.  If no one is in the contract, then 1 person has 99 other people kill off for power 
and self-preservation.  However, if 2 people enter the social contract, then those 2 
people only have to worry about 98 other people trying to kill them.  If 4 people enter 
into the social contract, there are only 96 people left in the state of nature.  If 32 people 
are in the social contract, then only 68 people remain in the state of nature.  However, a 
person that remains in the state of nature despite the increasing number of people in 
social contract still has to worry about everyone else trying to kill him, including those 
in the social contract.  The graph makes it easy to see how the social contract makes 
self-preservation an easier task.  Such a contract can be made when any two people 
decide to renounce their rights to harm each other in a certain way (i.e. murder, theft, 
battery, etc.).  However, the right to self-preservation is one that could never be given 
up within a contract because that, according to Hobbes, would contradict the purpose of 
the contract. 

 
Hobbes’s Theory of Justice 

 Because contracts can be made between men in the state of nature for self-
preservation, there exists both an incentive to adhere to the terms of the contract (which 
is self-preservation) as well as an incentive to break the contract and kill the other 
person in the contract (the achievement of power).  Another law of nature which 
accounts for these competing desires is the natural law of justice.  This suggests that 
humans who enter the social contract should be bound to its terms; upholding the 
contract is just; breaking the terms of the contract is unjust.  This also means that 
individuals who enter the social contract have a moral obligation to abide by its terms.  
The basis for this moral obligation stems from the natural law that intrinsically values 
self-preservation of humans. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 Hobbes’s theory of individual moral obligation is based on self-preservation, 
and this, as he argues is deduced from natural law. When using Hobbes’s theory for a 
moral framework it is important to make self-preservation the value and the warrant for 
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the obligation.  The individual moral obligation that Hobbes claims exists is to obey the 
laws of nature, including the obedience to terms of a contract.  These laws of nature are 
listed in the previous section entitled, “Laws of Nature.”  Topics that Hobbes’s theory 
of individual moral obligation can be used include self-defense topics such as Domestic 
Violence, and other individual moral obligations topics like Journalism Ethics. 
 A sample framework for using Hobbes’s theory as a moral framework could be 
used on a resolution such as, Resolved: When in conflict, individuals ought to value 
their contractual obligations over their own self-interests. 
 
“Affirming achieves the value of morality.  Morality is a self-evident value that both 
sides can agree to because, in order for anything to valued, as the resolution requires of 
us to prove, there must be humans that are capable of making moral evaluations.  
Because the resolution posits the value conflict of contractual obligations and self-
interests, there must be an external weighing mechanism to determine which is more 
valuable.  Therefore, I offer the following moral framework as a criterion and weighing 
mechanism for the two competing values. 
 
The resolution grants that an obligation to comply with contracts exists, but asks 
whether it is more valuable than self-interests.  Without contractual obligations, humans 
exist in a state of nature where they are not neither morally obligated to do anything, 
nor obligated to not do something.  Therefore, in a state of nature, every human is 
alone, with the right to kill others as he/she wishes.  It is only after individuals enter 
into a contract that they give up this right to kill others and gain the right to live under 
protection of the contract from other parties.  All protections of rights are outlined in 
some form of contract in some form or another.  In order to preserve our own lives, it is 
necessary that everyone minimizes external threats.  These threats can come from 
nature or from other individuals.  If we do not preserve our own lives, than moral 
evaluations become impossible because we cannot make moral evaluations when we 
are dead.  Therefore, the criterion for the round should be the minimization of threats to 
self-preservation.  This means that whichever side minimizes threats more, should be 
the side that wins the debate.” 
 
 This framework is only part of what should be included in such an affirmative 
case.  It is also important to provide definitions, justifications for the moral framework, 
and contentions.  The above sample demonstrates how Hobbes’s theory of the state of 
nature and contractual obligations can be used under a given resolution.  After this 
sample framework, the debater would have to prove that contractual obligations ensure 
self-preservation in a real case.  The analysis for this is in Hobbes’s argumentation for 
contractual agreements.  Beyond this, the debater might want to argue against the other 
side, self-interests, suggesting why it does not always lead to self-preservation. 
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Cards on Hobbes’s  Theory of Individual Moral Obligations 
 
Covenants/Contracts result in moral obligations to fulfill their terms. 
Warrender, Howard, Lecturer in Political Philosophy, University of Glasgow, 
Philosophy of Hobbes , 1957, pg 31 
 
Taking the argument in the order presented in Leviathan¸ we learn in the first place that 
obligations may be incurred by covenant.  Covenants, which have a technical meaning 
in Hobbes’s writings, arise when individuals make a promise to, or an agreement with, 
each other, when there is a consideration or matter of benefit involved for both parties, 
and where one or both parties are to perform in the future and are to be trusted in the 
meantime.  Any agreement which showed a deviation from these requirements would 
not be regarded a covenant by Hobbes and would play a very different part in his 
theory.  Covenants impose a prima-facie obligation upon the party or parties who have 
been trusted to carry out their pledges – an obligation which holds whether the original 
agreement was made from fear or from some more agreeable motive.  
 
 
All human actions in the state of nature are for self-preservation, but also invite 
threats from other humans. 
Herbert, Gary B. Thomas Hobbes: The Unity of Scientific & Moral Wisdom, 1989, pg 
88 
 
 Because of the conative character of every human act – cognitive, perceptual, and 
emotional as well as merely locomotive – all human behaviour whatsoever is 
necessarily reflexive.  There is no action that does not somehow express the endevour 
of man to preserve his own life or to augment his own well-being, that is to say, to 
preserve and augment those motions which in human beings we call “life.”  Man’s 
endevour to preserve himself necessarily takes him beyond the satisfaction of his 
immediate needs, since beings endowed with foresight tend to be interested in the 
conditions necessary for assuring their well-being even in the distant future, and even in 
an “imaginable” future that may never actually come to pass.  Unfortunately, the effort 
spent to “assure the power and weans to live well” unavoidable jeopardizes the life of 
him who seeks such power because it arouses the suspicion and envy of others who, 
concerned for their own safety, will also be concerned about actions undertaken by 
others that hint at possibly hostile intentions.  Thus, Hobbes writes, “Competition of 
riches, honor, command, or other power inclines to contention, enmity, and war, 
because the way of one competitor to the attaining of his desires is to kill, subdue, 
supplant or repel the other.”  
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The state of nature is an endless fulfillment of desires for power. 
Herbert, Gary B. Thomas Hobbes: The Unity of Scientific & Moral Wisdom, 1989, pg 
88 
 
In this competitive interplay of man with man, no man acts intelligently without taking 
“himself” as the key to rational behaviour.  What this implies is that rational behaviour 
(reason itself) is the precondition of war in the state of nature, the rational pursuit of 
felicity in that condition mirrors the inexhaustible restlessness of nature, “a general 
inclination of all mankind,” which Hobbes describes as “a perpetual and restless desire 
of power after power that only ceases in death.”  
 
 
In the state of nature, man seeks to preserve himself but also is self-destructive. 
Herbert, Gary B. Thomas Hobbes: The Unity of Scientific & Moral Wisdom, 1989, pg 
88 
 
Man’s restlessness is an extension of the restlessness of nature itself.  And the necessity 
of this in human nature is nothing other than the dialectical character of human 
endeavour.  Man cannot but desire his own preservation if he is a rational being, and 
cannot but jeopardize his preservation in the very process of successfully acquiring 
those powers which would assure it.  Preservation and augmentation, if pursued as 
finite objectives, are simultaneously self-affirming and self-destructive modes of the 
objective implicit in the endeavour of every natural body.  As we have already hear 
Hobbes say, they are objectives “found even in the embryo; which while it is in the 
womb, moveth its limbs with voluntary motion, for avoiding of whatsoever troubleth it, 
or for the pursuing of what pleaseth it.”  
 
 
Men are all equal in that they are all mortal. 
Herbert, Gary B. Thomas Hobbes: The Unity of Scientific & Moral Wisdom, 1989, pg 
136 
 
That such agencies are required to establish the vulnerability of every man in the state 
of nature affirms rather than refutes the fact that there is a difference between men in 
strength.  The argument proves no more the fact that men are mortal and, therefore, 
vulnerable.  Men can be killed.  From this Hobbes infers that they are all equal.  
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Obligations exist in to follow the laws of nature insofar as fear compels man. 
Herbert, Gary B. Thomas Hobbes: The Unity of Scientific & Moral Wisdom, 1989, pg 
152  
 
The obligatory character of moral law extends throughout the state of nature in foro 
interno, that is, in the conscience of every man.  However, it is not actually obligatory, 
that is, in foro externo, except when certain “validating conditions,” specifically, 
“security and belief in God,” exist.  In short, we are obliged in foro externo, that is, 
actually obliged, to obey the laws of nature only when we as believers in the existence 
of God (assuming we are believers) find it safe to do so.  In the absence of fear of our 
fellow man, our believe in (and fear of) Divine Power will determine what we will do.  
It will make us conscientious.  
 
 
The state of nature pits every person against every other person.  The fear of 
death drives people to abandon this state of nature. 
Shelton, George. Morality and Sovereignty in the Philosophy of Hobbes, 1982, pg  24 
 
Getting back to the argument of Leviathan, we find that having delineated in the 
starkest terms the horrors of a condition in which ‘every man is enemy to every man’ 
Hobbes is prepared to show us the way out.  ‘The passions that incline men to peace, 
are fear of death; desire of such things as are necessary for commodious living; and a 
hope by their industry to obtain them.’  Although fear of death is first on the list this 
time, it is still just one of three reasons for abandoning the state of nature.  Since, in the 
previous paragraph he had noted that in such a situation ‘there can be no propriety 
[property], no dominion, no mine and thine distinct’, the need for laws to establish and 
preserve property rights is a major factor in making this decision.  Thus we are driven 
by our passions to seek peace and ‘reason suggesteth convenient article of peace’.  
These are the laws of nature.  
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Man’s primary objective is self-preservation; he cannot give up his right to self-
defense. 
Shelton, George. Morality and Sovereignty in the Philosophy of Hobbes, 1982, pg  52 
 
The reason for this caveat is to protect the foundation of Hobbes’s theory.  Man’s 
primary goal is self-preservation which is threatened by the anarchy of the state of 
nature.  The motive for surrendering his unlimited right of nature in exchange for others 
doing the same is to enhance his chances of survival.  Now if the rights he renounces 
include the right to defend himself against violence, he is undermining the purpose of 
the whole exercise.  The point is made clear later when Hobbes says: ‘A covenant not 
to defend myself from force, by force, is always void.  For, as I have showed before, no 
man can transfer, or lay down his right to save himself from death, wound, and 
imprisonment, the avoiding whereof is the only end of laying down any right… For 
though a man may covenant thus, unless I do so, or so, kill me; he cannot covenant 
thus, unless I do so, or so, I will not resist you, when you come to kill me.’  Therefore it 
is essential that the theory retain for the individual his ultimate right of self-defense.  
This is some significance, as we shall see, for his political philosophy.  
 
 
All covenants are obligatory, even if made out of fear, except those that require a 
future action is taken in exchange for an action that cause fear to arise after the 
covenant is made. 
Shelton, George. Morality and Sovereignty in the Philosophy of Hobbes, 1982, pg  53 
 
Covenants of mutual trust are obligatory where there is a common power capable of 
compelling performance but they are void on reasonable suspicion in a state of nature.  
‘For he that performeth first, has no assurance the other will perform after… And 
therefore he which performeth first, does but betray himself to his enemy; contrary to 
the right, he can never abandon, of defending his life, and means of living.’  However, 
it should be noted that the cause of fear, which initiates such a covenant must arise after 
the covenant is made; otherwise the covenant, even though made in the state of nature, 
is not valid.  ‘For that which could not hinder a man from promising, ought not to be 
admitted as a hindrance of performing.’  This is one of numerous instances of 
something that many of Hobbes’s commentators are not prepared to accept, which is 
that the law of nature is operative in a state of nature under the right circumstances.  
Another example follows shortly thereafter: ‘Covenants entered into by fear, in the 
condition of mere nature, are obligatory.’  As he puts it in The Elements: ‘For there 
appeareth no reason, why that which we do upon fear, should be less firm than that 
which we do for covetousness.’  
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Covenants are binding unless it is made in opposition to the laws of nature. 
Shelton, George. Morality and Sovereignty in the Philosophy of Hobbes, 1982, pg  54 
 
Thus it appears that a covenant made in the state of nature in full knowledge that there 
are risks involved, is binding and therefore the grand covenant which establishes the 
body politic is not impossible, by definition, as some have felt.  This is all that it is 
necessary to demonstrate for the hypothetical state of nature, since nay further details 
are irrelevant for a situation which is only imagined.  However, they are important for a 
real state of nature, such as the relations between sovereign states.  They are also 
consequence for agreements which, although they occur in a commonwealth, are not 
legally enforceable.  Sometimes an attempt is made to strengthen mere words by 
swearing an oath which invites the wrath of the deity if it is broken.  But, notes Hobbes, 
this adds nothing to the obligation. ‘For a covenant if lawful, binds in the sight of God, 
without the oath, as much with it: if unlawful, bindeth not at all; though it be confirmed 
with an oath’.  The law referred to here, of course, is the law of nature.   
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Chapter 7: Jean-Jacques Rousseau 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of Rousseau  
 
-Understand Rousseau’s theory of the social contract  
 
-Understand the individual’s obligation in the social contract  
 
-Learn how Rousseau’s theory extends to topics like privacy  
 
-See how a moral framework needs to be explained in a case  
 
-Understand how to use Rousseau’s theory in a case  
 
-Learn how to combine different philosophers’ arguments to 
support a moral obligation  
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Key Terms 
 
Civil society    State    Property rights 
Sovereign    Common good    Collective 
General will 

 
 

Background/Biography 
On June 28, 1712, Jean-Jacques Rousseau was born in Geneva, Switzerland.  Shortly 
following his birth, his mother died as a result of child labor.  Ten 
years later, Rousseau’s father left Geneva to avoid imprisonment, 
leaving Jean-Jacques with his mother’s relatives.  When he turned 
16, Rousseau left Geneva and traveled between the countries of 
Switzerland, Italy, and France.  Rousseau converted to Catholicism 
as he was traveling.  During this time Rousseau made his living by 
tutoring, as a musician, and assisting others with their studies. 
Between the years of 1731 and 1733, Rousseau had come under 
the care of a widow named Madam de Warens; they eventually 
became romantically interested in each other.  After their 
relationship ended, Rousseau moved to Paris, France, in 1741.  
Shortly after his relationship with Madam de Warens, Rousseau met Therese Le 
Vasser, with whom he had five children. 
 The first composition that Rousseau had published was Discourse on the 
Sciences and the Arts in 1751, which received much attention because of his claims of 
how modern society corrupts the soul of the individual.  When man pursued sciences 
and arts, Rousseau argued, he became idle and less politically active, resulting in the 
rise of corrupt government power. Even while Rousseau was developing his philosophy 
he found time to still write music, producing an opera entitled The Village Soothsayer 
in 1752.  Eventually, Rousseau wrote and published his Social Contract in 1762, in 
which he argued that in the state of nature men would be competitive brutes, which 
laws and morality were necessary to correct.  The Social Contract was the basis for 
Rousseau’s theory of moral obligation. 
 

The Social Contract 
 

Civil Society, Social Contract, and Rousseau’s State of Nature 
 Rousseau’s Social Contract is very similar to Hobbes’s theory of the social 
contract in Leviathan.  Many of the terms and concepts discussed below were 
developed and originally used by Hobbes.  There were several areas of disagreement 
between Rousseau and Hobbes, however, the focus of this book is only the bases for 
moral obligations.  The Social Contract begins with Rousseau’s famous saying, “Man 
was born free, but he is everywhere in chains.”  Rousseau argues that before entering 
‘civil society’ men exist in a state of nature in which they are naturally free, with no 
laws restraining their actions.  Upon entering ‘civil society,’ a person makes an 
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informal agreement with the state.  This informal agreement is referred to as a ‘social 
contract.’  This social contract includes the restraining of individuals’ behaviors in 
order for all individuals to coexist peacefully in civil society.  However, if individuals 
were to violate the social contract, civil society could not exist.  It is Rousseau’s 
contention that humans can only be truly human (free, moral and rational), distinct from 
other animals, in a civil society because he must learn to restrain his own actions and 
think rationally to abide by the social contract.  Because this social contract provides 
for civil society which is essential to humanity, the social contract and civil society is 
more valuable than the individuals which agree to it.  The individual is less valuable 
than civil society because without civil society, the individual could not flourish.  This 
provides the basis for the individual’s moral obligation to abide by the social contract.  
Because of the social contract the government has legitimate authority over its citizens. 

 
Freedom as a prerequisite to Morality 

 Along with other philosophers such as Aristotle, Rousseau argues that in order 
for an act to be judged morally, the person who chooses the act must be free to make 
the choice.  Rousseau argued that if we lost our freedom, we would lose our morality in 
the sense that our choice would no longer be a moral choice, because it was forced 
choice.  Essentially, freedom is necessary for any morality.  A way to acquire this 
freedom, and thus the status as a moral being, is by agreeing to the social contract and 
putting the constraints of reason on our animalistic instinct. 
 

The Moral Obligations of the Social Contract 
 Rousseau defines the social contract which exists between the individual and 
civil society as the individual always, no matter what, submitting to civil society.  This 
means that individuals cannot have any rights that conflict with civil society’s interests.  
On the other hand, he argues that civil society could not have any interests that were 
counter to the interests of its citizens because harming its citizens would be harming 
civil society.  In being morally obligated to not harm civil society, individuals are also 
morally obligated not to harm other individuals as part of the social contract.   

 
Property Rights under the Social Contract 

 On the issue of owning property, or property rights, 
Rousseau suggests that individuals have the moral obligation to only 
use the minimum amount of land that they need to sustain their 
survival.  The social contract both negates and promotes the idea of 
property rights.  It negates property rights because when an individual 
enters the social contract, he/she submits himself, along with their 
property, to the civil society.  Conversely, the social contract protects 
property rights in that, if an individual uses that property for his own 
survival, then other individuals in civil society cannot violate that 
individual’s property, because he needs it to survive.   
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The ‘Common Good’ and Privacy  
 In order for civil society to operate appropriately, there must be a general 
interest among the sovereign; the sovereign is the totality of the people that live in civil 
society.  The overall objective of civil society is to protect the common good, which is 
determined through the political vote of the sovereign, that is, what all of the people of 
the civil society desire as a collective; this collective desire is termed the general will.  
The sovereign express the general will through political means.  Once the general will 
has been expressed it should become the law of civil society.  The general will is 
usually what protects the common good; however, it is possible for political vote and 
deliberation to be in opposition to general will, by reflecting only a part of the general 
will.   
 Even though Rousseau argues that the individual should always be subject to 
the civil society, he does argue for some degree of privacy, but in a way that would 
never be contrary to the general will.  Similar to his conception of private property, that 
the individual should only have property that he/she needs to survive, civil society can 
only claim from the individual what civil society needs of the individual.  An individual 
has a right to privacy as long as the individual does not use his privacy to harm civil 
society or other individuals. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 Many of Rousseau’s arguments create the basis for individual moral obligations.  
His idea of the social contract provides at least two moral obligations that individual’s 
have.  The first being that the individual has the moral obligation to obey the laws of a 
state, given it has legitimate authority.  The second is that the individual has a moral 
obligation to submit to society.  These individual moral obligations could be useful on 
several topics, especially the topics pitting the individual and the collective against each 
other, such as the privacy, care for the mentally ill and redistribution of wealth topics. 
 When using Rousseau in a debate for a moral framework, it is important to 
explain the rationale behind Rousseau’s arguments for these individual moral 
obligations.  The first moral obligation listed above is very similar to the 
Socratic/Platonic individual obligation that one should never break the law, however 
they are supported for similar, but distinct, reasons.  Because the moral obligation is 
quite similar, debaters could use the different reasons from different philosophers to 
support the moral obligation.  For example, one could argue that a citizen should never 
break the law of his society because it would be destroying the institution of laws, 
while fostering disrespect for them (the Socratic argument) and because the citizen had 
already agreed to obey the laws through the social contract (Rousseau’s argument).  In 
this way, philosophers with similar moral arguments can be combined to give more 
support for the existence of the moral obligation.  Yet one should be careful, in general, 
when combining philosophers’ arguments because it could be that the reasons for 
supporting the argument come from contradictory viewpoints. 
 An example of moral framework for using Rousseau would be very similar to 
that of using Socrates/Plato’s arguments for a moral obligation to not break the law.  If 
a debater wanted to prove the existence of an individual’s moral obligation to submit to 
society, then the framework may be different.  Take the NFL 2004 privacy topic, 
Resolved: Individual claims of privacy ought to be valued above competing claims of 
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societal welfare. A moral framework from Rousseau’s perspective could resemble the 
following:   
 “Thus, my criterion for the round is fulfillment of contractual obligations.  In 
order to determine what contractual obligations exist, I offer the following moral 
framework: Rousseau’s theory of the social contract.  Rousseau’s contract theory is 
that, by entering society from the state of nature, individuals are agreeing to live by set 
of rules, in exchange for true freedom.  Living life in a state of nature, using instinct to 
guide our decisions, is not living freely because survival instincts do not allow the 
individual to use reason or any other faculty to determine his/her actions.  Only living 
in civil society, where laws and reason guide our actions are we truly free. 
 In order for an action to be considered moral, it has to be made freely by an 
individual.  If it is not made freely, and is a forced choice, than a person is neither 
morally blameworthy nor praiseworthy for taking that action because they were forced 
to do it.  It is essential that the morality of a decision is considered because without 
morality, nothing can have value and thus, it would be impossible to determine the 
value of either claims of privacy or claims societal welfare.  If there was a standard to 
value them, morality would exist, and therefore freedom would exist.  Because the only 
place we can truly be free is civil society, then the individual has agreed to this social 
contract. 
 The social contract requires that the individual submits to society, because 
living in civil society is intrinsically more valuable than living in the state of nature.  
Society is providing the individual with the benefits of protection from others, as well 
as freedom and morality, which does not exist in a state of nature.  This submission 
includes claims of privacy if they conflict with claims of societal welfare.  However, 
this is only when the two claims conflict; negating does mean that privacy goes away, 
only that claims of societal welfare should be valued above claims of privacy. Hence, 
the individual has contractually agreed to submit to society.” 
 It is important to note that a value, definitions, and justifications for this 
framework were not included in the sample above.  The previous sample was to 
illustrate how a moral framework should be explained in-depth in support of itself.  
Moral frameworks need to have the essential parts included for at least a preliminary 
understanding of the moral philosophy that supports the framework, so that the judge 
and other debater understand the argument.  Providing this support for your framework 
will also make the moral framework more complete and sound, which gives the judge 
to prefer your moral framework over the other debater’s.   
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Cards on Rousseau’s Theory of Individual Moral Obligations 
 
Moral obligations (duty) can be reconciled with interests through the social 
contract. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 6 
 
Rousseau speaks of becoming aware of a “great maxim of morality” which is “the only 
one, perhaps to be of practical use.”  The maxim is “to avoid situations which place our 
duties in opposition to our interests and which show us our good in another’s harm.”  
According to Rousseau, those who find themselves in such situations, “however sincere 
a love of virtue” they may be animated by, and even if they possess a “strong soul,” 
will “weaken sooner or later without realizing it” and will “become unjust and wicked 
in deed without ceasing to be just and good in their soul.”  We propose to linger briefly 
over this maxim because Rousseau claims to have presented it in all of his most recent 
writing – the reference clearly encompasses the Social Contract – and he complains of 
all the public’s failure to perceive it in them.  In embracing this maxim, Rousseau 
plainly is not prepared to settle for a life consisting of noble intentions and base acts.  
That is precisely what the maxim is intended to prevent.  The maxim reflects a concern 
with duty that is irreducible to a concern with one’s advantage, but it also reflects an 
appreciation of the power that one’s advantage will have over one’s life.  Rousseau 
praises the maxim as highly as he does – “Now that, according to me, is good 
philosophy, the only one truly suited to the human heart.  Every day I become more 
fully convinced of its profound solidity.” – because it indicates how the requirement of 
duty can be reconciled with the exigencies of human practice.  
 
 
There is a moral obligation to make the sovereign the priority. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 7 
 
Rousseau imagines himself being asked how he can claim to pronounce on who should 
rule and who should not.  In response, affirms himself, without fanfare, to be something 
higher than either prince or a legislator: he is, if not the sovereign by birth, still a 
member by birth of a sovereign body.  What follows in the work is mean t to be useful 
to citizens of free states who, like himself, are aware of the duty to make a wise use of 
their sovereign authority.  Rousseau’s answer quietly foreshadows the most important 
teaching of his work.  
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Humans will always be constrained; but the social contract legitimizes those 
constraints. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 9 
 
Chapter 1 opens with a famous and startling assertion.  If one were asked to state in one 
word what the end of a political society is according the Social Contract, the word one 
would most likely choose would be “freedom.”  Yet the Social Contract opens with the 
denial that there can be any freedom in political society.  “Man is born free and 
everywhere he is in chains,” even, apparently, in the “free” state where Rousseau just 
told us he was born.  The reader who expects Rousseau to say he will show men how to 
overcome his calamity is promptly undeceived.  Rousseau does not promise to show 
men how to win release from their political bonds and regain their original freedom.  
He promises to show them how their chains can be made legitimate.  Whether men are 
rulers or are rule, legitimate slavery is the best that political society has to offer them.  
 
 
Acting as one wishes is not compatible with civil society. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 9 
 
The very possibility of the social contract will prove to rest on its ability to supply a 
solid substitute for natural freedom as a means to self-preservation, a substitute that 
Rousseau calls conventional freedom.  There can, for Rousseau, be no substitute for 
natural freedom as an ingredient of happiness, however. And natural freedom, or acting 
as one pleases, is not compatible with life in society.  
 
 
There is not a moral obligation to form political societies. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 10 
 
For a people to have any choice regarding whether to form a political society is unusual 
in the Social Contract. The typical condition under discussion there is one which the 
alternative to forming a political order would be extinction.  In cases where a choice 
exists, however, Rousseau unequivocally prefers the condition in which men are certain 
to be happier to the condition which leaves open some possibility of their becoming 
better.  Rousseau does not recognize a moral obligation for men to form political 
societies.  
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Men are transformed when the enter the social contract by being required to use 
reason and to obey the laws of civil society. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 10 
 
The contrast between freedom and slavery with which the first chapter of the Social 
Contract opens brings to mind the well-known thesis of the Discourse on Inequality 
according to which the savage condition of mankind in the state of nature was happier 
than the condition of “men as they are” or that of political man.  Contrary to the 
impression some have received, Rousseau’s description, later in the Social Contract, of 
the transformation man undergoes as a result of becoming a member of political society 
is not an unequivocal retraction of that thesis.  After describing the impressive moral 
development that man undergoes as a result of that transformation, Rousseau remarks 
that “if the abuses of this new condition did not often degrade him beneath that which 
he left he would have to continually bless the happy moment that tore him from it 
forever and that made a stupid and limited animal into an intelligent being and a man.”  
The understanding of this sentence depends on seeing that it contains a very important 
“if.” Once one has noticed this, one will not be surprised to find Rousseau, later in the 
Social Contract advising a people that has a genuine choice regarding whether or not to 
form a political order to remain as it is: “remain barbarian and ichthyophagous; you 
will live a more tranquil, possibly a certainly a happier life.”  
 
 
Man’s happiest state, the state of nature, is not his most moral state, being in civil 
society. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 11 
 
In the “first” or “primitive” state of nature the human race attains its moral peak, or at 
any rate, its peak as regards to goodness.  That peak is presented as a mean equally 
distant from two extremes.  Immediately thereafter Rousseau proceeds to describe a 
different mean.  This time the mean is a peak not of goodness but of happiness.  The 
men enjoying this happiness are precisely the men described above, who created the 
false impression that man is by nature cruel.  The presence of jealousy, the desire for 
recognition and revenge, so far from transforming the period in the state of nature in 
which they appear into a condition of misery, fail to prevent that period from becoming 
man’s happiest one.  
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Political freedom under the social contract makes peace its end. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 12 
 
For Rousseau, political freedom replaces peace as the end.  Political freedom, in turn, is 
justified by the “preservation and prosperity” it produces.  What makes for a secure and 
thriving population, or “what makes the [human] species truly prosper is less peace 
than freedom.”  For the present, we must leave it at the remark that “prosperity”, in 
Rousseau, points to the abundant and secure presence, for all, of the necessities of life, 
and not to luxuries and riches.  
 
 
Man has no obligation to obey superiors in the state of nature. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 13 
 
The contrast between freedom and bondage in the first chapter assumes that man is by 
nature free and that a condition under which men had no obligation to obey any of their 
fellows antedated their present condition.  Rousseau makes it his first order of business 
to dispose of an important rival view according to which men are not by nature free, 
because natural superiority confers on those who possess it the natural right to rule 
those who do not, at the same time that it imposes on the inferior the natural obligation 
to obey those superior to themselves.  
 
 
Political society should operate on obligations of a permanent family  
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 17 
 
The father’s natural superiority to his small children is far more obvious than is his 
natural superiority to his grown sons and daughters.  The family as a natural society is 
of limited duration.  It therefore cannot serve as a model for the lasting association that 
political society is intended to be.  Rousseau proceeds to discuss the family not as a 
temporary but as a permanent association: it now includes children after they have 
become adults.  It is still governed by the father, but the children no longer obey him 
because of his natural superiority to them.  They obey him because the family governed 
him.  They have consented to a “convention” or agreement by which they have 
“alienated their freedom.”  They have done so, however, “only for their utility.”  The 
permanent family, understood in this way, can serve as a paradigm for political society. 
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The social contract fosters survival of the individual by creating restraints on 
actions that would be harmful to the individual by others. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 29 
 
Once men need the help of others in order to survive, they must find a way to join 
forces, a way which will guarantee that their united strength will be used for the same 
ends for which they had previously employed their own strength and freedom.  
Rousseau’s solution will attempt to find a substitute for natural freedom which will 
serve the same end natural freedom would have served but have at its disposal a power 
far greater than one’s individual power.  This substitute – conventional freedom – will 
only be able to come into being through the alienation of natural freedom.  
 
 
Both sides of a contract must benefit for a contract to be valid. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 32 
 
For a contract of the seriousness of the one under discussion to be valid, according to 
Rousseau, each of the parties to it has to derive some advantage in return.  The earlier 
agreements violated this requirement.  The social contract does not.  Under the social 
contract, all are equally subject to the obligations it imposes and all enjoy the rights it 
confers.  The social contract is therefore valid or legitimate.  
 
 



 83

A contract of slavery is invalid because both sides cannot benefit. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 25-26 
 
Finally, Rousseau brings forward considerations which withdraw all the concessions he 
had made to the opposing view for purposes of argument.  He new denies that slavery 
based on agreements can ever be just under any condition, whether for individuals or 
peoples, whether temporarily or permanently: To renounce one’s freedom is to 
renounce what makes one a man, the rights of humanity, [and] even its duties.  There is 
no possible compensation for anyone who renounces everything.  Such a renunciation 
is incompatible with the nature of man; and to take away all freedom from one’s will is 
to take away all morality from one’s actions.  Finally, a convention which stipulates 
absolute authority on the one hand and limitless obedience on the other is vain and 
contradictory.  It is not clear that one is committed to nothing towards someone of 
whom one has the right to demand everything, and does not this condition alone, 
without equivalent, without exchange, nullify the act?  For what right can my slave 
have against me, since everything he has belongs to me and, his right being mine, this 
right of mine against myself is an expression which has no meaning?:  The agreement 
to become a slave is incompatible with the rights and duties of man or with morality.  It 
cannot possibly be advantageous to make such an agreement.  In addition to this, 
Rousseau claims that such an agreement contradicts the very notion of a compact or a 
contract and that it therefore cannot be valid.  
 
 
The social contract pertains to everyone in civil society.   
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 36 
 
Rousseau’s formulation of the social contract immediately follows his analysis of its 
content: Each of us puts in common his person and all his power under the supreme 
direction of the general will; and as a body we receive each member as an indivisible 
part of the whole.  The second portion of the contract draws attention to the fact that no 
one is left out of the social order it establishes; that social order will not consist of 
“insiders” and “outsiders.”  The social contract, to return to the question that preceded 
Rousseau’s analysis of it, first creates a people in the political sense of the term, a 
people with a common self, a common life, and above all, a common will with the right 
to make political decisions that are legitimately binding on all its members.  Moreover, 
it first creates, according to Rousseau, something that deserves to be called a state, a 
sovereign, citizens and subjects in the strict and normative sense of these terms.  Where 
the social contract has been violated, for example, there can only be a so-called state, 
not a genuine state constitute by a genuine obligation to obey those who rule. 
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The social contract fosters freedom that does not exist in the state of nature. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 46 
 
Finally, the contract is limited to considerations of self-preservation, security and 
prosperity.  To the extent that freedom is an indispensable means to the foregoing, one 
can say that the social contract leaves man not only as free as he was before but even 
more free.  If freedom were viewed in its relation to happiness, the entire issue would 
have to be reopened on a broader basis.  
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Further Reading/Rousseau’s Works 
Confessions, Discourses on the Sciences and Arts, Discourse on the Origin of 

Inequality, The Social Contract, Discourse on Political Economy, Emile 
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Chapter 8: John Rawls 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of John Rawls  
 
-Understand Rawls’s concepts such as: 

1. The veil of ignorance  
2. The original position  
3. Natural Duties  
4. Justice Principles  
 

-Learn how to use Rawls in a case  
 
-Understand how to link the moral framework and criterion  
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Key Terms 
 
Original position  Veil of ignorance  Principle of Fairness 
Natural duties   Natural positive duty  Natural negative duty 
Linked    Impacted 

 
Background/Biography 

 Unlike the philosophers discussed in previous 
chapters of this book, John Rawls was a 20th century 
American philosopher.  He was born on February 21, 1921 
in Baltimore, Maryland, to William and Anna Rawls.  He 
began school in Baltimore when he was young, but 
transferred to a private Christian school in Connecticut, 
The Kent School, shortly thereafter.  Following graduation, 
Rawls attended Princeton University in New Jersey.  It was 
at Princeton where Rawls became interested in philosophy.  
A few years later after receiving his B.A., Rawls joined the 
military; this was during the time of the Second World 
War.  This allowed Rawls to travel around the world, 
mostly in East Asia with the Army.  In 1946, Rawls retired 
from the Army and returned to Princeton and then he enrolled in the doctorate program 
in moral philosophy.  Rawls ended up becoming a professor at Princeton, but left 
Princeton for Oxford University in 1952.  He later became professor at both Cornell 
University and M.I.T.  Rawls finally settled down at Harvard, where he taught for 
almost four decades.  During this time he not only got married to a Margaret Fox, but 
also wrote his very famous book, A Theory of Justice.  Recently, on November 24, 
2002, John Rawls died at the age of 81. 

 
A Theory of Justice 

Objection to Utilitarianism 
 Rawls wrote A Theory of Justice, to propose a moral theory as an alternative to 
utilitarianism, which dominated moral thought in the previous century.  Rawls’s major 
objection to utilitarianism is that it does not provide for an adequate account of justice.  
Utilitarianism justifies the infringement of rights of individuals if it results in the 
greatest happiness.  Because he does not agree with this idea, Rawls developed a theory 
that is based on the idea of fairness. 

 
Rawls’s Social Contract 

 As opposed to social contract theorists before him, Rawls recognizes that the 
state of nature is not an actual state of affairs or something that naturally occurs, but 
rather a hypothetical situation.  He uses this conception of the state of nature as the 
basis for his ‘original position’ theory.  ‘Original position’ refers to the state of 
humans before they enter society.  In the original position humans would not know 
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their skin color, religion, sexual orientation, or social status.  It is in this state that 
everyone should be able to enter into a social contract that all members of the society 
could agree to.  Rawls uses this as a thought experiment, not as an attempt to describe a 
historical event, or how society first started.  In order to imagine a just society, we must 
imagine it with terms that everyone could agree to, before they knew how their personal 
characteristics would affect their social standing.  Rawls calls this inability to know 
how personal characteristics and social status in a just society as a veil of ignorance. 
 

Principle of Fairness 
 The Principle of Fairness is one of Rawls’s bases for individual moral 
obligation.  This principle is derived from contractual agreements where two or more 
parties agree to certain courses of action that benefit all parties.  Rawls points out that 
all obligations are derived from voluntary acts; people must voluntarily enter into 
contracts for them to be obligated to comply with its terms.  This contract should be 
explicit as to what the individual agrees to do and who exactly is involved in the 
contract.  Rawls also argues that it is impossible to have obligations to an unjust form 
of government or institution; these institutions would have gained their power in an 
unjust way that was not agreed upon.  In a just political society, Rawls states that he 
does not believe that citizens have a necessary political obligation if they do not hold 
office, but does not argue why this obligation does not exist.  The obligation to fulfill 
promises exists because it is something that individuals voluntarily promise.  
Individuals are not obligated to promise to do certain actions, but are obligated to do 
those actions if they promise to do so.  The reason for making promises, according to 
Rawls, is to foster cooperation, which is conducive to the functioning of society 

 
Natural Duty 

 In addition to obligations that arise from the Principle of Fairness, Rawls 
believes that humans have natural duties, or obligations that exist naturally.  These 
obligations are different from obligations that stem from the Principle of Fairness in 
that they are not agreed to by humans in a contract and exist regardless of the 
relationship between the two individuals.  Rawls makes a distinction between positive 
natural duties and negative natural duties.  He states that humans have the natural 
positive duty to help others and the natural negative duty to not harm others and a duty 
to not cause ‘unnecessary suffering.’  Negative natural duties should be prioritized 
above positive natural duties in the case that the two conflict.  Rawls develops the idea 
of natural duty to support his theory of right: “natural duty and obligation…are an 
essential part of a conception of right” (Rawls, 293).   
 

Two Principles of Justice 
 In A Theory of Justice, Rawls develops two principles that he feels would be 
agreed to in the original position.  The first of these principles is as follows from 
Rawls’s Theory of Justice: “First: each person is to have an equal right to the most 
extensive scheme of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar scheme of liberties 
for others.”  These freedoms, he explains, includes political freedoms, such as the right 
to vote and to hold office, freedom of expression (speech, press, assembly), freedom of 
thought, freedom of personal integrity (freedom from being physically assaulted or 
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maimed), and the right to have private property.  These freedoms can be given equally 
to everyone.   
 The second principle is as follows: “Second: social and economic inequalities 
are to be arranged so that they are both (a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s 
advantage, and (b) attached to positions and offices open to all.”  This second principle 
applies to social and economic inequalities such as the distribution of wealth and 
income.   
 

How to use this in a debate 
 In A Theory of Justice, Rawls explains that individuals have two sets of moral 
obligations, as explained above.  Altogether, individuals have the moral obligation to 
fulfill promises they make, an obligation to help others, to not intentionally harm 
others, and to not cause unnecessary suffering.  These obligations exist because 
individuals, or parties to the contract, have voluntarily agreed upon their terms. They 
are based on the principle of fairness, which is Rawls’s standard for morality.  His 
principle of natural duties is based on rules that would be made in the original position.  
Remember that this means that these are duties that everyone would agree to if they 
existed prior to the existence of a hypothetical society.   
 On the other hand, individuals do not have the obligation to keep promises 
made to unjust institutions and are not obligated to take actions that they have not 
promised to take; they are not obligated to fulfill promises made under compulsion.  
This is similar to Rousseau’s idea that in order to hold someone morally accountable 
for their actions, they must have had the freedom to choose that action. 
 Like some of the philosophers discussed in the previous chapters, such as 
Rousseau and Hobbes, Rawls would also be useful on topics that concern contractual 
obligations.  In addition to contractual obligation topics, Rawls could be used on topics 
that involve the issue of individuals helping each other, possibly the redistribution of 
wealth topic and progressive taxation.  One topic that Rawls would be especially useful 
on would be that of affirmative action.  Under the NFL 2004 affirmative action topic, 
“Resolved: In the United States, the use of race as a deciding factor in college 
admissions is just," Rawls’s theory of the original position could be used in a moral 
framework as follows.  
 
“I affirm the resolution, Resolved: In the United States, the use of race as a deciding 
factor in college admissions is just.  To clarify my position, I offer the following 
definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Race- A group of people united or classified together on the basis of common history, 
nationality, or geographic distribution” 
Deciding- To settle conclusively all contention or uncertainty about 
Factor- One that actively contributes to an accomplishment, result, or process 
College- An undergraduate division or school of a university offering courses and 
granting degrees in a particular field. 
Admissions- The act of admitting or allowing to enter 
Just- Honorable and fair in one's dealings and actions 
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Affirming achieves the value of justice.  Justice is the inherent value in the resolution 
that both debaters must concede to in order to debate the resolution because it asks 
whether using affirmative action is just.  In order for justice to be achieved, individuals’ 
and institutions’, as well as the government’s, actions must be just; if they regularly 
take unjust actions, then injustice is done to society as a whole, and justice has not been 
achieved.  Because justice is based on fair actions, as my definition suggests, the 
criterion for the round should be being fair in one’s action.  
 
In order to determine what would be a fair course of action, I offer Rawls’s Principle of 
Justice as Fairness, as a moral framework.  This principle is that if social inequalities 
are to exist, they should be beneficial to all members, creating a fairer society.   This is 
a principle that, Rawls argues could be agreed to in the original position, which is when 
no one knows their race, sex, gender, national origin, talents, etc.  The original position 
is the idea that if people were to create a new society and did not know what their social 
standing would be they could, with other members of that new society, agree on certain 
laws and codes of behavior.  In this thought experiment, people can see what the 
situation is in society and what the situation of that new society would be like, and then 
take actions that are necessary to make their current society more like their new ideal 
society.  Thus, being fair in one’s actions would mean that they could address current 
inequalities by making policies that addressed those inequalities to where they could be 
beneficial for all.  If social inequality can be ameliorated, it would be just to take 
actions now that correct those inequalities in the future.  Therefore, actions that can be 
taken to address current social inequalities that benefit all members of society are just 
actions.   
 
My first contention is that using race as a deciding factor in college admissions would 
be a positive step institutions could take to correct current social inequalities to benefit 
all.  
…” 
 It is important to note that in this case the rest of contention is not complete, 
but would be completed, in a real case, with quotes that support the argument of how 
affirmative action could ameliorate social inequalities in the status quo.  Justifications 
for the moral framework should also be provided to give reason why the moral 
framework is superior to other frameworks.  This sample case shows how Rawls’s 
theory of justice can be applied under a particular resolution.  It also shows how the 
moral framework can be linked to the criterion, and that contentions can impact back 
to the moral framework. 
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Cards on Rousseau’s Theory of Individual Moral Obligations 
 
Utilitarianism justifies the violations of basic rights such as the right religion and 
could support slavery. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 26 
 
Hence if we were to ask a utilitarian why society should recognize basic liberal rights, 
such as rights to free speech, assembly and religious practice, the utilitarian would 
respond that a society which acknowledges such rights tends to generate more overall 
satisfaction among its citizens than any alternative form of society.  This reply may 
seem at first thoroughly reasonable.  However, the utilitarian defense of liberal policies 
and liberal political rights raises significant difficulties.  As utilitarians endorse liberal 
basic rights as means to the production of what they conceive as good, their 
commitment to those rights is ultimately contingent upon existing social conditions.  
Were we to pose circumstances under which average utility across society would be 
maximized if some individual’s or small group of individuals’ basic rights were 
violated, the utilitarian would have to endorse policies designed to violate those rights.  
We could, for example, imagine a vast majority that is especially opposed to the views 
of a small religious group.  If it could be shown that the suppression of the group would 
maximize general utility, the utilitarian would have to endorse policies designed to 
suppress the unpopular religion.  To raise another example, suppose that it would make 
a great majority extremely happy if some few persons were enslaved; suppose further 
that this majority is so great that their collective pleasure outweighs the collective pain 
of those to be enslaved.  Under such conditions, the utilitarian would have to endorse 
slavery.   
 
 
Utilitarianism could justify obviously unjust actions and violate freedom of 
religion. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 27 
 
Because it places the good prior to the right, utilitarianism will sometimes endorse 
actions that will seem to us obviously unjust.  Returning to our example, we are likely 
to think that policies which aim to suppress a particular religion violate the rights of 
those persons who subscribe to it, and are hence unjust, even if it is the case that such 
policies result in a greater sum of aggregate satisfaction.  Indeed, we are likely to think 
that precisely what it means to have a right to free religious practice is to be entitled to 
practice the religion of our choice regardless of how it affects the general sum of 
satisfactions.  
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Utilitarianism cannot accommodate a system of rights. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 27 
 
It thus seems that utilitarianism cannot accommodate a robust sense of political rights; 
consequently, utilitarianism fails to coincide with some of our considered judgments.  
Specifically, we tend to believe that “each member of society has an inviolability 
founded on justice which even the welfare of society cannot override” and that “a loss 
of freedom for some is not made right by a greater sum of satisfactions enjoyed by 
many”; utilitarianism, it seems, cannot accommodate these judgments.  On the 
utilitarian view, there is nothing which is intrinsically unjust, and there is no moral 
principle which is valid in itself; all moral principles and judgments regarding justice 
depend upon existing conditions in society and how they might be manipulated to 
produce the maximum aggregate of satisfaction.  Put more generally, “[Utilitarianism] 
is incapable of explaining the fact that in a just society the liberties of equal citizenship 
are taken for granted and the rights secured by justice are not subject to political 
bargaining nor to the calculus of social interests.”  
 
 
Utilitarianism reduces people to subjects of satisfaction. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 28 
 
Rawls states the difficulty succinctly: “utilitarianism does not take seriously the 
distinction between persons.”  That is, because it “adopts for society as a whole the 
principle of rational choice for one man, utilitarianism cannot acknowledge any 
difference between person.”  It understands all individuals to be simply subjects of 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction; consequently, individuals have no moral value in 
themselves. If we accept the judgments that “the rights secured by justice are not 
subject to political bargaining or to the calculus of social interests”, and that distributive 
concepts such as desert and fairness have a moral value that is not reducible to the 
concept of “satisfaction,” then “We shall have to look for another account of the 
principles of justice.”  
 
Contract Theories account for why and what kind of states should exist. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 30-31 
 
Traditional contractarians explain and defend the existence of the state by an appeal to 
the natural, pre-political condition of humans.  Since the alternative to living in political 
society is living in a state of nature in which one’s liberties, life and property, are 
insecure, it is in every individual’s best interest to live within a state.  But what kind of 
state should there be?  On the contract view, a state is just only if its policies and 
institutions have won (or able to win) the consent of its citizens.  Without consent of 
those it governs, the state is illegitimate and may be dissolved.  Hence the social 
contract theory is not only an account of why there are states, it also is a test of political 
legitimacy.   
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Answer to (A/T): The advantaged will manipulate others in the original position. 
The Veil of Ignorance accounts for all individuals in that they have no conception 
about themselves. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 34 
 
As its influence on society is far-reaching, the agreement made in the original position 
is monumental.  The conception of justice that is chosen will affect the lives of all 
parties, and, we may suppose, the lives of their ancestors.  Here we might want to 
consider an objection often brought against traditional contractarian theories: won’t the 
principles of justice chosen in the original position simply reflect the interests of most 
powerful or otherwise advantaged parties?  To meet this traditional objection, Rawls 
introduces a concept new to contractarianism.  On Rawls’s view, the principles of 
justice are not chose from a Lockean state of nature in which self-interested individuals 
bargain for social arrangements agreeable to their own interests; Rawls builds into his 
conception of the original position a feature which he calls the “veil of ignorance.”  The 
veil of ignorance deprives the contracting parties of information about themselves and 
their particular interests and desires.  More specifically, in Rawls’s original position, 
“No one knows his place in society, his class position or social status, nor does any one 
know his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his intelligence, 
strength, and the like.”  
 
 
Behind the Veil of Ignorance, no one knows what their situation in society will be. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 34-35 
 
Rawls additionally stipulates that the veil of ignorance deprives the parties of 
information about their “conception of the good” and their “special psychological 
propensities”.  In this way, the veil of ignorance corrects for the “the arbitrariness of the 
world” by guaranteeing that “no one is advantaged or disadvantaged in the choice of 
principles by the outcome of natural chance or the contingency of social 
circumstances”.  Although the parties in the original position are rational and self-
interested, the veil nullifies “the effects of specific contingencies which put men at odds 
and tempt them to exploit social and natural circumstances to their own advantage.”  
Since the veil of ignorance ensures that “no one knows his situation in society nor his 
assets,” none of the parties is “in a position to tailor principles to his advantage”; hence 
there is “no basis for bargaining” in the original position.  Therefore, the conception of 
justice that emerges from the original position is the “result of a fair agreement.”  
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Both positive and negative natural duties exist outside the obligations of the 
fairness principle. 
Rawls, John.  A Theory of Justice Revised Edition, 1999, pg 98 
 
Whereas all obligations are accounted for by the principle of fairness, there are many 
natural duties, positive and negative.  I shall make no attempt to bring them under one 
principle.  Admittedly this lack of unity runs the risk of putting too much strain on 
priority rules, but I shall have to leave this difficulty aside.  The following are examples 
of natural duties: the duty of helping another when he is in need or jeopardy, provided 
that one can do so without excessive risk or loss to oneself; the duty not to harm or 
injure another; and the duty not to cause unnecessary suffering.  The first of these 
duties, the duty of mutual aid, is a positive duty in that it is a duty to do something good 
for another; whereas the last tow duties are negative in that they requires us not to do 
something that is bad.  The distinction between positive and negative duties is 
intuitively clear in many cases, but often gives way.  I shall not put any stress upon it.  
The distinction is important only in connection with the priority problem, since it seems 
plausible to hold that, the distinction is clear, negative duties have more weight than 
positive ones.  But I shall not pursue this question here.   
 
 
Natural duties exist independent of contractual or societal situations. 
Rawls, John.  A Theory of Justice Revised Edition, 1999, pg 98-99 
 
Now in contrast with obligations, it is characteristic of natural duties that they apply to 
us without regard to our voluntary acts.  Moreover, they have no necessary connection 
with institutions or social practices; their content is not, in general defined by the rules 
of these arrangements.  Thus we have a natural duty not to be cruel, and a duty to help 
another, whether or not we have committed ourselves to these actions.  It is no defense 
or excuse to say that we have made no promise not to be cruel or vindictive, or to come 
to another’s aid.  Indeed, a promise not to kill, for example, is normally ludicrously 
redundant, and the suggestion that it establishes a moral requirement where none 
already existed is mistaken.  Such a promise is in order, if it ever is so, only when for 
special reasons one has the right to kill, perhaps in a situation arising in a just war.  A 
further feature of natural duties is that they hold between persons irrespective of their 
institutional relationships; they obtain between all as equal moral persons.  In this sense 
the natural duties are owed not only to definite individuals, say to those cooperating 
together in a social arrangement, but to persons generally.  This feature in particular 
suggests the propriety of the adjective “natural.”  One aim of the law of nations is to 
assure the recognition of these duties in the conduct of states.  This is especially 
important in constraining the means used in war, assuming that, in certain 
circumstances anyway, wars of self-defense are justified.   
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Voluntary agreements contractually bind individuals. 
Rawls, John.  A Theory of Justice Revised Edition, 1999, pg 301 
 
Whereas there are various principles of natural duty, all obligations arise from the 
principle of fairness.  It will be recalled that this principle holds that a person is under 
an obligation to do his part as specified by the rules of an institution whenever he has 
voluntarily accepted the benefits of the scheme or has taken advantage of the 
opportunities it offers to advance his interests, provided that this institution is just or 
fair, that is, satisfies the two principle of justice.  As noted before, the intuitive idea 
here is that when a number of persons engage in a mutually advantageous cooperative 
venture according to certain rules and thus voluntarily restrict their liberty, those who 
have submitted to these restrictions have a right to a similar acquiescence on the part of 
those who have benefited from their submission.  We are not to gain from the 
cooperative efforts of others without doing our fair share.  
 
 
Individuals are obligated to fulfill the restrictions in their voluntary agreements. 
Rawls, John.  A Theory of Justice Revised Edition, 1999, pg 302 
 
It must not be forgotten that the principle of fairness has two parts: one which states 
how we acquire obligations, namely, by doing various things voluntarily; and another 
which lays down the condition that the institution in question to be just, if not perfectly 
just, at least as just as it is reasonable to expect under the circumstances.  The purpose 
of this second clause is to insure that obligations arise only if certain background 
conditions are satisfied.  Acquiescence in, or even consent to, clearly unjust extorted 
promise are void ab initio.  But similarly, unjust social arrangements are themselves a 
kind of extortion, even violence, and consent to them does not bind.  The reason for this 
condition is that the parties in the original position would insist upon it.   
 
 
The principle of fidelity is the principle that individuals should follow up on their 
contractual obligations. 
Rawls, John.  A Theory of Justice Revised Edition, 1999, pg 303 
 
Now the principle of fidelity is but a special case of the principle of fairness applied to 
the social practice of promising.  The argument for this begins with the observation that 
promising is an action defined by a public system of rules.  These rules are, as in the 
case of institutions generally, a set of constitutive conventions.  Just as the rules of 
games do, they specify certain activities and define certain actions.  In the case of 
promising, the basic rule is that governing the use of the words, “I promise to do X” in 
the appropriate circumstances, one is to do X, unless certain excusing conditions obtain.  
This rule we may thing of as the rule of promising; it may be taken as representing the 
practice as a whole.  It is not itself a moral principle but a constitutive convention.  In 
this respect it is on a par with legal rules and statutes, and rules of games; as these do, it 
exists in a society when it is more or less regularly acted upon.   
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Each person should have freedoms that don’t interfere with other people’s 
freedoms 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 41 
 
First Principle of Justice 
Each person has an equal claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic rights and 
liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme for all; and in this scheme 
the equal political liberties, and only those liberties are to be guaranteed their fair value. 
 
 
Social inequalities should benefit all. 
Talisse, Robert E., Hunter College, On Rawls, 2001, pg 41 
 
Second Principle of Justice 
Social and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions: first, they are to be 
attached to positions and offices open to all under conditions of fair equality of 
opportunity; second, they are to be to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged 
members of society.   
 
(NOTE: John Rawls’s theories of justice and fairness can also be applied to 
governmental obligations.  The same arguments apply.) 
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Chapter 9: Kant 

Chapter Objectives 
 

-Learn how to apply Kant’s theory to governmental obligation  
 
-Understand how to use the Kingdom of Ends formula  
 
-Learn how to use Kant’s governmental theory in a case  
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Key Terms 
 

Kingdom of Ends 
 

 

 
Background/Biography 

(see Chapter 4) 
 

Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals 
 

Kingdom of Ends Principle 
 Towards the latter part of the Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals Kant 
briefly discusses the formula for the Kingdom of Ends, in which a society can be just.  
In a just society everyone would abide by the rules set out previously in his book, such 
as the categorical imperative (that a person should take actions that he/she could, at the 
same time, will that it become universal law) and the ends principle (one should never 
treat another human as a means to an end) (Chapter 4).  Kant uses Kingdom of Ends 
refers to a legal society (kingdom), with laws and punishments, composed of humans 
(ends).  In order to achieve this just society, people (including those in governmental 
positions) should only act on universal principles out of duty.  The Kingdom of Ends 
formula is simply that one should act in a way that they could also will that that action 
would become enacted as a law in the Kingdom of Ends.  Kant goes on to explain how 
this principle, along with the means principle and the categorical imperative, make up 
the foundation for morality.  In the formula for the categorical imperative there are the 
following four steps: 
 

Categorical Imperative Formula 
Step 1 Take a maxim (a subjective principle) 
Step 2 Make it universal (imagine a world in which all acted for this 

maxim) 
Step 3 Ask if the universalized maxim is consistent with the first maxim. 
Step 4 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to not take that 

action 
 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to take that 

action 
          
 
In the formula for the Kingdom of Ends principle, a fifth step can be added. 
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Kingdom of Ends Formula 

Step 1 Take a maxim (a subjective principle) 
Step 2 Make it universal (imagine a world in which all acted for this 

maxim) 
Step 3 Ask if the universalized maxim is consistent with the first maxim. 
Step 4 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to not take that 

action 
 If it is compatible with the first maxim, a duty exists to take that 

action 
Step 5 If the two maxims are compatible, one could will that a law was 

made to require that action at all times. 
 If the two maxims are incompatible, one could will that a law was 

made to prohibit that action at all times. 
          
 
Take the maxim of having an abortion for example and apply the categorical 
imperative.   
 

Step 1 Maxim: I can have an abortion 
Step 2 Universalized: Everyone can have abortions all the time. 
Step 3 Contradiction: If all women had an abortion every time they were 

pregnant, then eventually, the human race would die off.  If there are 
no humans left, then no one can have an abortion.  The action of 
having an abortion, if universalized is self-defeating. 

Step 4 I have a duty to not to have an abortion. 
          
 
If the Kingdom of Ends principle was applied to the issue of abortion, then it would be 
formulated as follows. 
 

Step 1 Maxim: I can have an abortion 
Step 2 Universalized: Everyone can have abortions all the time. 
Step 3 Contradiction: If all women had an abortion every time they were 

pregnant, then eventually, the human race would die off.  If there are 
no humans left, then no one can have an abortion.  The action of 
having an abortion, if universalized is self-defeating. 

Step 4 I have a duty to not to have an abortion. 
Step 5 Society could have a law that prohibited abortion. 

          
 

How to use this in a debate 
 Even though the Kingdom of Ends principle is founded upon individual moral 
obligation, as other Kant’s other principles of duty, it can be used to imagine a just 
society and even a just government.  A just society would always follow all of the 
Kantian principles for morality.  Whenever a resolution is questioning the moral values 
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of a society, then this conception of a society could be used.  Because governments 
consist of individuals, a universal individual obligation such as the categorical 
imperative would extend to governmental actions, especially if the Kingdom of Ends 
Principle is used. 
 Now that it has been explained how the categorical imperative can be applied to 
governmental actions and society as a whole, it is important to review the moral 
obligations that the government or a society would have in order for it to be just.  
Remember that the Kingdom of Ends principle requires that individuals will the maxim 
of their actions to become law in society.  Because of Kant’s means principle, a 
government has a moral obligation to never treat it citizens or any other citizens of the 
world, as means to an end.  Similarly, society has the moral obligation to only value 
things that treat humans as an end in themselves.  Secondly, the government and 
society has an obligation to only make laws that adhere to universal principles.  These 
can be determined by using the formula for the categorical imperative.  These are 
obligations that the government and society has because they can be universalized and 
are logically consistent. 
 This theory of governmental/societal obligation could be used on several topics, 
including those that ask whether or not a certain action a government or society could 
take would be just or moral, or that require that the debaters prove or disprove a moral 
obligation.  Such topics include the mental illness, military intelligence and eminent 
domain topics (listed in Chapter 2).  The military intelligence topic would probably be 
the easiest to use the Kingdom of Ends principle on. 
 
“I affirm the resolution, ‘Resolved: In matters of military intelligence, the ends justify 
the means.’ In order to clarify my position I offer the following definitions from the 
American Heritage Dictionary: 
 
Ends- A result; an outcome 
Justify- To demonstrate or prove to be just, right, or valid 
Means- A method, a course of action, or an instrument by which an act can be 
accomplished or an end achieved. 
 
Affirming achieves the value of an objective morality.  Morality is an intrinsic value 
that the affirmative can agree to because the resolution requires that he/she prove that 
the ends justify the means by some moral standard.  To deny this value would be to 
negate the resolution in that morality should not be valued, therefore, we can’t prove 
the resolution to be true or false.  In order for morality to be achieved, individuals must 
adhere to objective universal moral principles.  If the moral principles are not universal, 
then they are conditional.  This would mean that the affirmative is only conditionally 
affirming if he/she uses a moral standard that is not universal. 
 
For my moral framework, I offer Immanuel Kant’s Categorical Imperative.  Immanuel 
Kant explains the categorical imperative in the Grounding for the Metaphysics of 
Morals, “act as if the maxim of your action was to become through your will a 
universal law of nature.”  This means that you should evaluate an action on whether or 
not it can be universalized.  Universalization means that the action has to make sense in 
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a world where everyone could act on that action, regardless of the situation.  For 
example, if the action taken were to be done by everyone, would taking that action still 
make sense?  
 
My criterion for the round is the adherence to universal moral duties.  The use of 
adherence to universal moral duties as a criterion achieves my value because it proves 
universal moral obligations which can be used in all instances, and thus, achieves my 
value of an objective morality. 
 
This is the best moral framework to use in the round for a three reasons: 

1. It is the most logically consistent moral philosophy- this is important because 
debate is an activity that centers on the proper use of logic. 
2. It is the easiest to use to determine the morality of an action- other moral 
theories require you to consider the past events, or future possibilities which are 
impossible to completely explain in a debate round. 
3. The categorical imperative is the only standard by which either side can truly 
prove a universal moral obligation.  Any other theory would allow for the ends 
justifying the means to be morally right in one instance, but morally wrong in 
another instance.  This would mean that if the affirmative uses any other theory 
he/she is only conditionally affirming. 

 
My first observation is that collecting military intelligence is an action that is taken by 
the government.  This means that the affirmative has the burden to prove that the ends 
justify the means from the governmental standpoint. 
 
My first contention is that using ends to justify means violates the categorical 
imperative’s ends principle… 
 
My second contention is that it violates the categorical imperative’s Kingdom of Ends 
principle…” 
 

This moral framework shows how the Kingdom of Ends principle can be used 
in a Kantian moral framework to prove the immorality from a government’s standpoint, 
as opposed to and individual’s.  In a real case, the debater would want to fill the 
contention with analysis explaining (1) what the principle is, (2) how the principle 
relates to the categorical imperative, and (3) why affirming violates that principle. 

 
 

Cards on Kant’s  Theory of Moral Obligations 
   (see Chapter 4) 

 
Further Reading/Kant’s Works 

(see Chapter 4) 
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Chapter 10: Utilitarianism 
James Mill and John Stuart Mill 

Chapter Objectives 
 

-Learn how utilitarianism can be applied to the government  
 
-Understand how utilitarianism extends to social topics like 
censorship and rights protection  
 
-Learn how to use governmental utilitarianism in a case  
 
-Learn how to explain the warrants in evidence used in a case 
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Key Terms 
 

Censor 
 

 
Background/Biography 

 As stated in Chapter 5 on John Stuart Mill, he was the son of one of 
the founders of the utilitarian philosophy, James Mill.  Together they had 
significant contributions to the utilitarian philosophy.  Specifically, James 
Mill wrote an essay concerning government and utilitarianism; what John 
Stuart Mill wrote in Utilitarianism could also be applied to governmental 
ethics.  (see Chapter 5 for additional information) 

 
James Mill’s Essay On Government and John Stuart Mill’s Utilitarianism 

 In his Essay on Government, James Mill argues for a system of government 
which was representative and maximized aggregate happiness among its citizens, but 
argued against monarchies and oligarchies because they are too risky in terms of abuse 
of power.  James Mill attempts to more fully describe the philosophy of utilitarianism 
and just forms of government in terms of size.  However, not much of the essay goes 
into the obligation a government has to create the maximum happiness for the greatest 
number of people.  James Mill does say that a democracy is mostly likely to represent 
and foster this greatest happiness.  The Greatest Happiness Principle discussed in J.S. 
Mill’s book Utilitarianism, can be applied to not only individuals’, but the 
government’s actions as well.  The government should act in such a way that promotes 
the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people.  On the other hand, J.S. Mill 
argues at the end of Utilitarianism that individuals do have liberties and he addresses 
the conflict between utility and liberties.  He states that protecting liberties tends to 
increase utility and the greatest happiness, and thus they are compatible. 
 

John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty 
 Prior to his publication of Utilitarianism, J.S. Mill published his essay On 
Liberty, which explains how protecting the liberty of individual people maximizes 
utility and promotes the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people.  In the 
introduction to On Liberty he discusses some of the origins of the concepts of rights and 
liberties. 
   

Three Types of Liberties 
Mill explains that there are different kinds of liberty.  The first kind of liberty 

includes those that involve the freedom of thought and expression.  This would be 
freedom of speech, freedom of the press, and freedom of religious beliefs.  The second 
group of liberty is based on autonomous decision making of choices in one’s life.  This 
might include deciding what clothes to wear, where to go shopping, and what food to 
eat.  The third and final category of liberty includes those that involve mutual 
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relationships with other people, such as friendships or romantic relationships.  
According to J.S. Mill each individual should be free to practice those liberties as much 
as they wish, as long as the practice of those liberties does not harm other people.  If in 
the case a person harms another person or group of people, society and/or the 
government has the right to punish the person who harmed others.  This all coincides 
with the general utilitarian principle that harm causes pain, the opposite of pleasure, and 
is thus immoral. 

 
Censorship 

 Mill first addresses the first category of freedoms, the freedom of thought and 
expression, and whether or not it is legitimate for society, or the government, to prevent 
individuals from ideas.  He argues that it is immoral to censor people’s ideas and 
speech because freedom of speech and thought is essential to the well-being of society.  
In this sense, freedoms are the means to the end of societal welfare.  Mill supports this 
claim by pointing out the fact that all humans are imperfect and can make mistakes.  
This means that even a majority of people have the possibility of having a wrong 
opinion.  That is why it is important to not silence the minority opinion because the 
minority opinion may be correct.  The second reason he gives to support his claim that 
freedom of thought and expression is good for society is that even if the minority 
opinion is wrong, it may be partially true, or reaffirm truths that have already been 
established.  The third reason is that if dissent is censored, then the accepted opinion 
becomes accepted by everyone and people start to forget why they have that opinion; 
the opinion becomes groundless.  The reasons for supporting this opinion might be 
forgotten because there no counter-opinion to challenge its reasoning.  Lastly, if there 
are no counter-opinions, then the accepted opinion loses support because fewer people 
understand why it exists, and eventually becomes something held in contempt.  
Because freedom of speech and thought have all these benefits to society, it is essential 
that they are not censored by the government or society. 
 

Society’s and the Individual 
Mill goes on to argue that the individual should have the freedom to decide the 

matters that only affect the individual.  Similarly, society should have the freedom to 
decide matters of the individual that affect society as a whole.  Society should promote 
individuals’ uses of their freedom and not try to influence individual behavior that does 
not affect the rest of society.  Society should not make the individual uncomfortable 
with his/her own personal choices.  The only time in which society should morally 
condemn the individual is if they do not fulfill the agreements they make.  Thus, society 
has the obligation to avoid condemning individuals for choices about their personal 
lives. 
 

Government’s Self-Protection of the Individual 
 The last chapter of On Liberty gives examples of political issues that Mill’s 
theory could be applied to.  One of the main issues discussed was that of the 
government’s laws that protect individuals from harming themselves.  Such laws would 
include the prohibition of drugs.  Mill argues that these laws are unjustified for a few 
reasons.  The first reason is that the individual who is making the choice is the most 
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knowledgeable of their own situation and should be able to determine for themselves 
what the proper course of action is.  The second objection is that people should explore 
potentially dangerous activities in order to learn more about themselves from those 
activities and determine what they like and dislike, as opposed to someone else 
deciding for them.  The last objection is that allowing the government to determine 
individuals’ behaviors would give the government too much power, which would result 
in harming all of society.  Therefore, it is immoral, according to Mill, for the 
government to make laws that protect the individual from his/her self. 

 
How to use this in an LD debate 

 All in all, James Mill and John Stuart Mill give a detailed account of the goal of 
the government in regards to respecting the freedoms of the individual.  There are 
several duties or moral obligations that the government and society have.  To begin, 
society has a moral obligation to avoid pressuring individuals to change their personal 
behavior if it does not affect society.  The government has the obligation to not censor 
people’s speech or ideas, and the obligation to protect these freedoms.  Lastly, the 
government has the obligation to not pass laws that protect the individual from him/her 
self.  The ultimate reason why all of these obligations exist according to James and 
John Stuart Mill, is because fulfilling these obligations promotes the greatest happiness 
and utility.  Thus, the government’s ultimate obligation is to promote the greatest 
happiness because it was established and was entrusted with power by the people in 
society. 
 The obligation of the government to promote the greatest happiness can be used 
on pretty much any topic that involves the justness of a governmental action.  All the 
debater has to do is prove that affirming or negating results in the greatest happiness for 
the greatest number of people to win that the governmental action in question is just.  
Other topics that the theories of James Mill and John Stuart Mill can be used on are 
censorship topics or resolutions that deal with laws that protect the individual from 
himself such as drugs prohibition, the illegality of suicide, etc.  A great topic to use J.S. 
Mill’s censorship arguments would be on the NFL censorship of sexually explicit 
materials topic.  This will also be the topic for the sample framework in this chapter. 
 
“I negate the resolution Resolved: On balance, government censorship of sexually 
explicit material is justified. In order to clarify my position, here are definitions from 
the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Balance- A state of equilibrium or parity characterized by cancellation of all forces by 
equal opposing forces 
Government- The office, function, or authority of a governing individual or body 
Censorship- To examine and expurgate (remove erroneous, vulgar, obscene, or 
otherwise objectionable material from (a book, for example) before publication) 
Sexually-Implying or symbolizing erotic desires or activity 
Explicit- fully and clearly expressed; leaving nothing implied 
Material- Something, such as an idea or information, that is to be refined and made or 
incorporated into a finished effort 
Justified- To demonstrate or prove to be just, right, or valid 
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Negating achieves the value of justice.  This is an inherent value in the resolution that 
the affirmative can agree to because the resolution is asking each debater to prove or 
disprove the justness of censorship of sexually explicit material.  The resolution clearly 
states government censorship of sexually explicit materials, therefore the affirmative 
must prove why it is just for the government, specifically, to censor this material.   
 
A moral framework is needed to determine what is just for the government to do.  A 
just government will only act in a way that promotes the greatest happiness for the 
greatest number of people.  This is just because the government was created for this 
purpose by its citizens.  It is just for the government to maximize the greatest happiness 
for the majority of its citizens, and unjust for the government to maximize pain for the 
majority of its citizens.   
 
This should be the moral framework because: 

1. It allows both sides to weigh the benefits and the disadvantages of censorship 
fairly and objectively. 
2. It’s based on the purpose of the government which has been established by 
individuals to promote the greatest happiness. 

 
In order to achieve this greatest happiness for the greatest number of individuals, the 
government should maximize the benefits to society in its actions.  Therefore, the 
criterion for the round should be the maximization of societal benefits. 
 
My only observation is that ideas can be expressed through publications of any form of 
literature, film, and multimedia.  Even if sexually explicit material is bad, that does not 
change the fact that the released material is still an expression of one’s ideas. 
 
My sole contention is that freedom of expression promotes the greatest happiness in 
society.  John Stuart Mill explains in On Liberty in 1869,  
“We have now recognized the necessity to the mental well-being of mankind (on which 
all their other well-being depends) of freedom of opinion, and freedom of the 
expression of opinion, on four distinct grounds; which we will now briefly recapitulate.  
First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught we can 
certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibility.  Secondly, 
though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very commonly does, contain a 
portion of truth; and since the general or prevailing opinion on any object is rarely or 
never the whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse opinions that the remainder 
of the truth has any chance of being supplied.  Thirdly, even if the received opinion be 
not only true, but the whole truth; unless it is suffered to be, and actually is, vigorously 
and earnestly contested, it will, by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner 
of a prejudice, with little comprehension or feeling of its rational grounds. And not only 
this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in danger of being lost, or 
enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the character and conduct: the dogma 
becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the ground, 
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and preventing the growth of any real and heartfelt conviction, from reason or personal 
experience.”  The implications are as follows: 
 

A. The ideas in sexually explicit materials can be a benefit to society because 
they might promote ideas that should be released in society. 
 
B. Even if the material promotes bad ideas, then they still contain some portion 
of truth, which benefits society. 
 
C. If sexual explicit material is bad, then there still needs to be people to express 
those ideas because people will begin to lose understanding as to why sexually 
explicit material should be censored.  In this way, negating achieves all the 
benefits of affirming. 
 
D. If we lose the grounds for why sexually explicit material is bad, it becomes a 
dogmatic idea that no one understands.” 

 
The sample framework shows how the contention should be linked back to the 
standards and the moral framework.  The case also demonstrates that the moral 
framework should be linked to the value and the value should be linked to the 
resolution.  The last part of the case shows how debaters can explain the warrants of 
their evidence that they use in the case to impact the arguments made in their quotes.  
This allows the debater to convey to a judge how the judge should evaluate the 
arguments made in the debate.  Without this clarification, judges of debate rounds may 
choose to view the argument any way they please or completely disregard the 
argument, if they do not understand why it was made. 
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Cards on Mill’s and Mill’s  Theory of Governmental/Societal Moral Obligations 
(see Chapter 5 for more cards) 

 
Democracy is needed to avoid the evils of a monarchy or an oligarchy. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 40 
 
How then was the interest of the community to be made for the actual end of 
government?  The answer in Bentham’s words was through ‘Democratical ascendancy, 
or Ascendency of the people.’  This is a major them of Mill’s ‘Essay’ too.  If one or few 
men hold political power, government will serve a ‘sinister’ personal or group interests.  
Only if the whole community can check government through a representative 
democracy will the general interest become the actual end of government.  Mill states 
this as a self-evident, but, given the meaning which Benthamites attached to ‘the 
general interest’, it is by no means so.  The conclusion might follow if ‘the greatest 
happiness of the greatest number’ was identical to ‘the greatest happiness of the 
majority.’  For, if the majority are rational egoists and the majority decide on the 
composition and direction of government, the government will attend to the interests of 
the majority.  
 
 
The government needs to use various means to achieve the greatest happiness. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 55 
 
The question with respect to government is a question about the adaptation of means to 
an end.  Notwithstanding the portion of discourse which has been bestowed upon this 
subject, it is surprising to find, on a close inspection, how few of its principles are 
settled.  The reason is that the ends and means have not been analyzed; and it is only a 
general and undistinguishing conception of them, which is found in the minds of the 
greatest number of men.  Things, in this situation, give rise to the interminable disputes; 
more especially when the deliberation is subject, as here, to the strongest action of 
personal interest.  
 
 
Government is derived from the consent of the people to protect, not to abuse, 
power of the people. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 57 
 
One mode is sufficiently obvious; and it does not appear that there is any other: The 
union of a certain number of men, to protect one another.  The object, it is plain, can be 
attained when a great number of men combine, and delegate to a small number the 
power necessary for protecting them all.  This is government.  
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The purpose of government is to promote the greatest pleasure among the most of 
it citizens. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 56 
 
We may assume it as another principle, that the concern of Government is with the 
former of these two sources; that its business is to increase the utmost the pleasures, 
and diminish to the utmost the pains, which men derive from one another.  Of the laws 
of nature, on which the condition of man depends, that which is attended with the 
greatest number of consequences, is the necessity of labour for obtaining the means of 
subsistence, as well as the means of the greatest part of our pleasures.  This is, no 
doubt, the primary cause of Government; for, if nature had produced spontaneously all 
the objects which we desire, and in sufficient abundance for the desires of all, there 
would have been no source of dispute or of injury among men; nor would any man 
have possessed the means of ever acquiring authority over another.  
 
 
Governments should not abuse their power, but use it to protect its citizens 
interests. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 58 
 
All the difficult questions of Government relate to the means of restraining those, in 
whose hands are lodged the powers necessary for the protection of all, from making bad 
use of it.  Whatever would be the temptations under which individuals would lie, if 
there was no Government, to take the objects of desire from others weaker than 
themselves, under the same temptations the members of Government lie, to take the 
objects of desire from the members of the community, if they are not prevent from 
doing so.  Whatever, then, are the reasons for establishing Government, the very same 
exactly are the reasons for establishing securities, that those entrusted with the powers 
necessary for protecting others make use of them for that purpose solely, and not for the 
purpose of taking from the members of the community the objects of desire.  
 
 
Government was established to protect people from natural human desires of 
dominance. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 63 
 
That one human being will desire to render the person and property of another 
subservient to his pleasures, notwithstanding the pain or loss of pleasure which it may 
occasion to that other individual, is the foundation of Government.  The desire, 
therefore, of that power which is necessary to render the persons and properties of 
human beings subservient to our pleasures, is a grand governing law of human nature.  
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Power should be the means to the end of the greatest happiness. 
James Mill, ‘Essay on Government’ Utilitarian Logic and Politics, Ed. Jack Lively and 
John Rees, 1978, pg 64 
 
Power is a means to an end.  The end is, every thing, without exception, which the 
human being calls pleasure, and the removal of pain.  The grand instrument for 
attaining what a man likes is the actions of other men.  Power, in its most appropriate 
signification, therefore, means, security for the conformity between the will of one man 
and the acts of other men.  This, we presume, is not a proposition which will be 
disputed.  The master has power over his servant, because when he wills him to do so 
and so, -in other words, expresses a desire that he would do so and so, he possesses a 
kind of security that the actions of the man will correspond to his desire.  The general 
commands of his soldiers to perform certain operations, the King commands his 
subjects to act in a certain manner, and their power is complete or not complete 
between the actions willed and the actions performed.  The actions of other men, 
considered as means for the attainment of the objects of our desire, are perfect or 
imperfect, in proportion as they are not certainly and invariably correspondent to our 
will.  There is not limit, therefore, to the demand of security for the perfection of that 
correspondence.   
 
 
Censorship of speech and ideas harms society as a whole. 
John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, 1859 http://www.utilitarianism.com/ol/three.html 
 
We have now recognized the necessity to the mental well-being of mankind (on which 
all their other well-being depends) of freedom of opinion, and freedom of the 
expression of opinion, on four distinct grounds; which we will now briefly recapitulate.  
First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught we can 
certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibility.  Secondly, 
though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very commonly does, contain a 
portion of truth; and since the general or prevailing opinion on any object is rarely or 
never the whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse opinions that the remainder 
of the truth has any chance of being supplied.  Thirdly, even if the received opinion be 
not only true, but the whole truth; unless it is suffered to be, and actually is, vigorously 
and earnestly contested, it will, by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner 
of a prejudice, with little comprehension or feeling of its rational grounds. And not only 
this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in danger of being lost, or 
enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the character and conduct: the dogma 
becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the ground, 
and preventing the growth of any real and heartfelt conviction, from reason or personal 
experience.  
 

Further Reading/Mill’s and Mill’s Works 
(see Chapter 5) 
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Chapter 11: Machiavelli 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of Nicollo Machiavelli  
 
-Understand the arguments in the Discourses of Livy  
 
-Understand how to use Machiavelli in a case  
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Key Terms 
 

Principality 
 

 
Background/Biography 

 On the 3rd day of May, in 1469, Niccolo Machiavelli was 
born in Florence, Italy, the son of a jurist.  During his childhood, 
Machiavelli had paid close attention to Girolamo Savonarola, who 
was a poet as well as a preacher in Florence.  Savonarola 
condemned immoral life and the ways of Paganism.  It is possible 
that this was where Machiavelli’s interests in morality and ethics 
began.  Savonarola was executed on May 22, 1498.  Following his 
execution, Machiavelli began his career in government as a 
secretary in Florence.  Because of his hard work, Machiavelli was 
promoted and took on several other governmental jobs, such as 
undertaking diplomatic assignments in Germany and France.  
Unfortunately for Machiavelli, the Republic collapsed and he lost 
his job.  This was around the time when the wealthy Medici family 
took informal control in Florence.  As a result of this loss, 
Machiavelli started writing about politics.  However, his career as a political writer was 
only a means to achieve his goals of returning to political power.  As a result, his 
infamous book The Prince was written for the Medici family, who practically ruled the 
region.  The Prince was Machiavelli’s attempt to describe how to maintain ruling 
power.  The book could be seen as just a way to get on the Medici family’s good side to 
increase Machiavelli’s chances of becoming a politician again.   
 Ever since his publication of The Prince, Machiavelli has received a bad 
reputation for supporting corrupt government and immoral policies.  After the decline 
of the Medici family’s power in Florence, the Republic was reestablished, which gave 
Machiavelli the opportunity to run for office again.  However, his book The Prince 
gave the populous the idea that his ideas were similar to that of the Medici family, 
which they were hesitant to vote for.  His bad reputation resulted in the loss of the 
election.  In addition to The Prince Machiavelli also wrote Discourses Upon the First 
Ten Books of Titus Livy, which explained more of his ideas on Republics, as opposed to 
his ideas on principalities in The Prince. Later, in 1527, Machiavelli died. 
 

The Prince 
 The Prince is dedicated to discussing how to maintain power in a principality, 
which is essentially a territory governed by a monarchy.  He first launches a discussion 
about the types of principalities, such as new, hereditary, or mixed.  Each of these has 
their potential difficulties for rulers.  Throughout The Prince, Machiavelli’s aim is to 
advise a ruler on how to maintain his power.  His main thesis could be correlated to the 
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idea that the ruling government has an obligation to sustain itself.  Princes, or rulers of 
principalities, should use any means possible to sustain their leadership. 

 
Discourses Upon The First Ten Books of Titus Livy 

 Because The Prince is based solely on the maintenance of principalities, which 
very few exist, it is not the most useful book for finding moral obligations for just 
governments.  In the Discourses, Machiavelli explains how a government should be 
more just.  The Discourses is a very long book with over one hundred chapters that 
discusses the Roman Empire at length and is filled with historical remarks.  At various 
points in between his discussion about the greatness of Rome, Machiavelli writes about 
what a just government should do.  The main theme of the Discourses is to explain how 
a Republic (government) can become great and strong. 
 

A Judicial System 
 In chapter seven of the first book of the Discourses, 
Machiavelli explains why a Republic should have a judicial system.  
His major claim is that a judicial system, a system of accusing, is 
necessary to protect the freedoms of individuals.  The first reason 
that Machiavelli gives is that the threat of accusations against 
individuals will deter them from committing crimes.  The second 
reason is that a judicial system allows the persons who have been 
victimized a way to vent their feelings, to prevent the victims from 
seeking out a revenge that could be detrimental to the government.  
He extends on this second reason in Book II: Chapter XXVIII in that 
if the government or society does not avenge the harm done to 
individuals by others, then those individuals will seek retribution 
against all of society.  It is because of this fact that society itself 
should not seek to harm the individual. 
 

The Importance of Religion 
 Machiavelli writes in Book I: Chapter XII (12) that religion is necessary for the 
maintenance of a strong society.  It provides society with the necessary foundations for 
moral actions.  Machiavelli attempts to demonstrate this point by pointing out that 
societies have fallen as a result of not having strong religious institutions.  It is his 
contention that the government should foster strong religious institutions in its society 
for it to remain strong. 
 

Rewards and Punishments 
 In Book I: Chapter XXIV (24), Machiavelli explains that a strong society needs 
to have a system of rewards for people who do good and a system of punishments for 
those who misbehave, or break the law.  He believes that every act that breaks a law 
contributes to the weakening of the society; this harm is even more devastating if the 
act is not punished because it gives the rest of society the impression that misbehavior 
is acceptable.  Conversely, every act that helps others contributes to the strengthening 
of the society.  Rewarding this behavior, even if it is a small reward, fosters sentiment 
towards strengthening society.   
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 In addition to rewards and punishments for certain acts, the laws that are made 
by the government should be very specific so that everyone knows exactly what is 
permissible and impermissible under the laws.  If the laws are not specific then they 
would allow citizens to get away with unacceptable behavior that was not explicitly 
illegalized.  This ambiguity also contributes to the delay of justice being served, which 
contributes more to the detriment of society. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 Machiavelli claims that government and society has one major obligation: to 
sustain itself through whatever means possible.  If the government is a principality, then 
even “corrupt” actions such as killing, stealing, and lying would be appropriate if it 
sustained the government.  On the other hand, in a Republic, where citizens have some 
sort of freedom guaranteed by the government, the government still has the obligation 
to sustain itself and society, but through preferable measures.  As discussed above these 
measures include providing a judicial system, providing rewards and punishments as 
necessary, and to foster religion in society.   Because Machiavelli does not base his 
obligations on a very strong moral grounding, his arguments are best used as 
establishing and justifying a criterion. 
 Machiavelli’s arguments can best be used on judicial topics such as the letter vs. 
spirit of the law, and privileged communication.  Other topics that Machiavelli could be 
useful on are religious topics such as the freedom of religion topic and the separation of 
church and state, which will be the topic for the sample case provided below. 
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: Democracy is best served by a strict separation of 
church and state.  In order to clarify my position I offer the following definitions from 
the American Heritage Dictionary 2000. 
 
Democracy- Government by the people, exercised either directly or through elected 
representatives 
Best - In a most excellent way; most creditably or advantageously.  
Served - To meet requirements or needs; satisfy:  
Strict - Complete; absolute  
Separation - The place at which a division or parting occurs  
Church - Ecclesiastical power as distinguished from the secular  
State - A body politic, especially one constituting a nation  
 
Negating achieves the value of a democracy.  A democracy is an inherent value in the 
resolution because it is asking the debaters to resolve what would be best for 
democracy.  In order for democracy to flourish, there needs to be a strong societal 
infrastructure that allows for the democratic practices.  A strong societal infrastructure 
can only be achieved if the society is powerful enough to prevent obstructions to 
democratic practices.  Without proper democratic practices, democracy is not best 
served.  Therefore, the criterion for the round should be the strengthening of society. 
 
My first contention is that a strict separation of church and state hurts society.  Niccolo 
Machiavelli writes in Discourses On Livy in 1517, “Those Princes or those Republics 
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that want to maintain themselves uncorrupted, have above everything else to maintain 
uncorrupted the servances of Religion, and hold them always in veneration. For no one 
can have a better indication of the ruin of a province than to see the divine institutions 
held in contempt. This is easy to understand, when it is known upon what the Religion 
of the fatherland is founded; for every Religion has the foundation of its existence on 
some one of its principal institutions.” 
…” 
 As demonstrated in this sample case, Machiavelli can be used to prove that 
religion is necessary for a strong society and thus democracy.  This case also shows 
how the value of the philosopher, in the case Machiavelli, can be linked to the 
resolution.  For example, Machiavelli valued the survival of government; Democracy is 
a form of government; therefore, Machiavelli would support the survival of democracy 
through a strong society.  Analysis is also given as to how a strong society promotes 
democracy.  It should be noted that this is not an entire case, and should have more 
contentions, observations, or sub-points, if it were to be a complete negative case. 
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Cards on Machiavelli’s Theory of Governmental Moral Obligation 
 
Governments should have a judicial system for disputes. 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm  
 
No more useful and necessary authority can be given to those who are appointed in a 
City to guard its liberty, as is that of being able to accuse the citizen to the People or to 
any Magistrate or Council, if he should in any way transgress against the free state. 
This arrangement makes for two most useful effects for a Republic. The first is, that for 
fear of being accused, the citizens do not attempt anything against the state, and if they 
should (make an) attempt they are punished immediately and without regard (to 
person). The other is, that it provides a way for giving vent to those moods which in 
whatever way and against whatever citizens may arise in the City. And when these 
moods do not provide a means by which they may be vented, they ordinarily have 
recourse to extra ordinary means that cause the complete ruin of a Republic. And there 
is nothing which makes a Republic so stable and firm, as organizing it in such a way 
that changes in the moods which may agitate it have a way prescribed by law for 
venting themselves. 
 
 
Religion is necessary for a strong society 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm  
 
Those Princes or those Republics that want to maintain themselves uncorrupted, have 
above everything else to maintain uncorrupted the servances of Religion, and hold them 
always in veneration. For no one can have a better indication of the ruin of a province 
than to see the divine institutions held in contempt. This is easy to understand, when it 
is known upon what the Religion of the fatherland is founded; for every Religion has 
the foundation of its existence on some one of its principal institutions.    
 
 
The government should foster religion. 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm  
 
The Princes of a Republic or a Kingdom ought therefore to maintain their Republic's 
religions, and in consequence well and united. And therefore they ought in all things 
which arise to foster it (even if they should judge them false) to favor and encourage it: 
and the more prudent they are, and the more they understand natural things, so much 
more ought they to do this. And because this practice has been observed by wise men, 
there has arisen the beliefs in the miracles that are celebrated in Religion, however 
false; for the prudent ones have increased (their importance) from whatever origin they 
may have derived and their authority gives them credence with the people. 
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Governments should have a system of punishments and rewards to strengthen 
society. 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm  
 
Which thing, to whoever should consider it only superficially, would seem to be an 
example of the ingratitude of the people. None the less, whoever should examine it 
closer, and with better consideration will look for what the orders of the Republic ought 
to be, will blame that people rather for having absolved him than for having wanted to 
condemn him: and the reason is this, that no well-ordered Republic ever cancels the 
misbehavior of its citizens by their merits; and having rewarded one for having acted 
well, if that same one afterwards acts badly, it castigates him without having regard to 
any of his good actions. And if these orders are well observed, a City will exist free for 
a long time; if otherwise, it will quickly be ruined. For if to a citizen who has done 
some eminent work for the City, there is added to his reputation of that which he 
acquired, and audacity and confidence of being able to do some wrong without fear of 
punishment, he will in a short time become so insolent as to put an end to all civil law. 
But wanting that the punishment for evil actions be feared, it is very necessary to 
observe rewarding good, as is seen was done by Rome. And although a Republic may 
be poor and can give only a little, it ought not to abstain from giving that little, because 
every little gift given to someone in recompense for a good deed, no matter how big 
(the deed), will always be esteemed very greatly by whoever receives it as an honorable 
thing. 
 
 
Society and the government should not harm the individual because he will seek 
retribution against society. 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm 
 
It is to be considered, therefore, how much every Republic and every Prince ought to be 
careful in making a similar injury, not only against an entire people, but even to an 
individual. For if a man is greatly offended either by the public or by a private citizen, 
and is not avenged according to his satisfaction, if he lives in a Republic he will seek to 
avenge himself even with their ruin, if he lives under a Prince and has any courage 
within himself, he will never remain quiet until in some way he should have revenged 
himself against him, even though he may see in it his own ruin. 
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Laws should be specific and not ambiguous, otherwise society as a whole is hurt. 
Machiavelli, Niccolo, Discourses On Livy, 1517 
http://www.constitution.org/mac/disclivy_.htm  
 
In connection with this same matter and with the origin of the war between the Latins 
and the Romans it can be noted, that in all deliberations it is well to come to the point 
of what it is to be decided and not to be always ambiguous, nor to remain uncertain of 
the matter.  These words without doubt are very true, and ought to be of benefit to 
every Prince and every Republic; for words are not made to explain the ambiguity and 
incertitude of that which is to be done, but once the mind is fixed, and that which is to 
be done decided, it is an easy thing to find the words. I have the more willingly noted 
this part, as I have known many such indecisions to interfere with public actions, with 
damage and shame to our Republic: And this will always happen that in doubtful 
proceedings and where spirit is needed in making decisions, this ambiguity (indecision) 
will exist when these deliberations and decisions have to be made by weak men. Slow 
and late decisions are also not less harmful than ambiguous ones, especially when they 
have to decide in favor of some friend, for no person is helped by their lateness, and it 
injures oneself. Such decisions so made proceed from feebleness of spirit and strength 
or from the malignity of those who have to decide, who, moved by their own passion to 
want to ruin the State or to fulfill some desire of theirs, do not allow the deliberations to 
proceed, but impede and thwart them. For good citizens ((even though they see a 
popular fad turning itself into a perilous course)) never impede deliberations, especially 
when those matters cannot be delayed. 
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Further Reading/Machiavelli’s Works 
The Prince, Discourses on Livy, The Art of War 
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Chapter 12: Hobbes 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-See Hobbes’s social contract theory applied to government  
 
-Understand Hobbes’s argument for governmental obligations in 
Leviathan  
 
-Learn Hobbes’s theory of the Rights of Government  
 
-Understand how Hobbes’s can be applied in a case  
 
-Learn how to use a moral framework to link contentions to the 
criterion  
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Key Terms 
 
Civil society    Social contract   State of nature 
Sovereign    Natural laws   Deterred 
Body politic     

 
Background/Biography 

(see Chapter 6) 
 

Leviathan 
 In Leviathan, Hobbes points out that human desires and interests always 
threaten the social contract because an individual’s interests may differ greatly than that 
of society.  Even though people live in a civil society after the social contract, they 
still have state of nature desires, such as the accumulation of power through harmful 
acts.  Therefore, there needs to be a check on the individual to make sure that he/she is 
complying with his or her agreement.  Hobbes suggests that the way to enforce the 
contract is a sovereign entity who executes the contract.  This entity should be 
established by the people living under the contract and have the full support of the 
people in order for it to have legitimate authority.  This entity would have the power to 
make laws that represent the will of the people, to enforce the natural laws, and to 
punish those individuals who broke the laws or the social contract.  Hobbes believes 
that the creation of the entity will work because individuals will be afraid of the power 
it possesses to punish, and will be deterred by the fear of punishment. 
 

The Power and Rights of the Sovereign 
 The sovereign, the total of the people living in society, need to come together 
and grant some entity, which Hobbes refers to as the sovereign (or a representation of 
the sovereign), the power it needs to protect civil society.  The sovereign can be thought 
of as a form of government.  Hobbes feels that a monarchy would be the best form of 
government (preferable to democracy and oligarchy) based on a few reasons.  The first 
is that if the monarch is the governing sovereign and he is part of the people, then 
he/she will act in the best interests of the people because the monarch also has to 
comply with the legislated rules and laws of nature.  The second reason why a 
monarchy is preferable is that the monarch can pick and choose his/her own advisors 
who would inform him of the general will.  A third reason is that because a monarch is 
one entity, there is less of a chance that certain regions will disagree with another 
regions’ policies because they would all have the same law under a monarch.  Lastly, 
Hobbes states that once a successor was needed, the monarch could choose who and 
how the next ruler would take power. 
 In any case, a body politic needs to exist and have the power to execute the 
laws of nature and the social contract.  The way for this governing body to acquire this 
power is through the people giving up their rights to this sovereign body.  If people give 
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up their rights to the government, then the government has all the power it needs to 
protect civil society.  The protection of civil society is the government’s duty.   
 The sovereign, as its own entity, has several rights, which Hobbes lists out.  
These rights, Hobbes argue, match the principles of the laws of nature.  Eight of these 
rights are included in the table below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         Figure 13.1 
 

 
 
 

Liberty under Hobbes’s Social Contract 
 Hobbes’s conception of liberty is that individuals are able to complete the tasks 
they wish without harming others and without restraints.  He believes that under a 
sovereign entity or government in a civil society, everyone has these freedoms.  He also 
addresses the opposing argument that the laws of the state are a restriction on certain 
actions, and thus, individuals are not totally free.  Hobbes’s response is that because the 
individuals chose to exit the state of nature and enter civil society was a choice made 
freely by those individuals.  Therefore, because the individuals consent to these laws in 
exchange for safety that does not exist in the state of nature, the laws are not a 
restriction on their freedom.  Hobbes then contrasts this with the idea of freedom in the 
state of nature.  While technically, every person is free to do what they want in the state 
of nature, their actions are still regulated by the constant state of fear.  The fear used in 
civil society is something that the individual’s agreed to through the social contract; this 
fear does not restrict their freedom because the fear was freely chosen. 
 The fear that exists in civil society, as mentioned before, is the fear of 
punishment for breaking the social contract or the laws of nature.  The sovereign 
(government) is responsible for carrying out these punishments, but only do so by 
consent of the people.  Because individuals compose the people of a society, each 
individual is ultimately responsible for the actions the sovereign (government) takes. 
 The government has the right to punish individuals, but the laws of nature state 
the individual has the right to protect himself from harm.  This means that the 
individual has a right to resist the government when it attempts to punish him.  Hobbes 
believes that this is the only time when an individual can choose to disobey the 
sovereign.  However, individuals must obey in every other circumstance; if they do not, 
then the sovereign begins to lose its power to govern civil society.  When the 
government loses this capability, then the social contract has been broken, because 
there is no longer anyone to ensure that the terms of the social contract are fulfilled.  

The Rights of the Sovereign (Government) 
1 The right to require obedience from citizens. 
2 Citizens must keep their obligations to the government. 
3 The government has the right to reward or punish its citizens. 
4 The government should have a militia and can appoint people to this 

militia. 
5 The government should have executive, judicial and legislative powers. 
6 The government cannot be unjust. 
7 The government can determine which ideas are good and can censor 

threatening ideas. 
8 The majority of agreeing citizens should determine the government. 
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This returns all in civil society back to the state of nature, where their freedoms are 
then, again, lost.  
 

How to use this in a debate 
 According to Hobbes, the sovereign entity entrusted with the job of enforcing 
the social contract and the laws of nature (i.e. the government) has some obligations.  
The first obligation of this government is to enforce the social contract, the laws of 
nature and the laws of its society.  The second obligation is to use any means necessary 
to protect the civil society from harm.  A third obligation of the government is to 
reward and punish its citizens accordingly.  These obligations exist, according to 
Hobbes, because they are necessary for the government to function to uphold the social 
contract.  If the contract is not protected, then the terms of the contract have not been 
fulfilled and the contract becomes void.  This results in the returning of all in civil 
society to the state of nature, where they lose their freedoms.   
 These obligations can be used on a variety of topic, such as areas that deal with 
a nation’s right to self defense from other nations.  Some topics under this genre that 
have been selected in the past couple years include, the military intelligence topic, the 
International Criminal Court (ICC) topic, and the democracy promotion topic.  The 
sample case for this chapter will use the military intelligence topic. 
 
“I affirm the resolution, Resolved: In matters of collecting military intelligence, the 
ends justify the means.  In order to clarify my position, I offer the following definitions 
from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Matters- A subject of concern, feeling, or action 
Collecting- To accumulate as a hobby or for study 
Military Intelligence- Information relating to the armed forces of a foreign country 
that is significant to the planning and conduct of another country's military doctrine, 
policy, and operations 
Ends- A result; an outcome 
Justify- To demonstrate or prove to be just, right, or valid 
Means- A method, a course of action, or an instrument by which an act can be 
accomplished or an end achieved. 
 
Affirming achieves the value of morality.  Morality is defined as “a system of ideas of 
right and wrong conduct.”  This is an inherent value because the resolution is asking 
either side to justify the means or ends of collecting military intelligence morally.  A 
moral framework is necessary to determine what is a right action and what is a wrong 
action.  It is my observation that the resolution specifies, ‘in matters of military 
intelligence’ which is an action taken by the government.  Therefore, a moral 
framework is needed to determine what is morally right for the government to do.   
 
Hobbes’s theory of the social contract would be best to determine what is morally right 
for the government to do.  According to this social contract theory, men enter into 
society from the state of nature, where anarchy exists.  In this society they agree not to 
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harm each other, and agree to establishing a government which upholds the terms of the 
contract.   
 
It is only in this society in which men can be free because in the state of nature they are 
continuously controlled by being in a state of fear.  In order for this society to exist, the 
government is entrusted with the obligation of protecting its citizens.   If the 
government did not protect its citizens, then the social contract would cease to exist 
because people would be harming each other and the terms of the contract would be 
violated; this means that everyone would lose their freedom.  Freedom is essential for 
morality, because, if a person does not choose their actions freely, they cannot be held 
morally accountable for what they do.  Thus, the criterion for the round should be 
protection of freedom.  Whatever upholds freedom is morally just and whatever 
destroys freedom is immoral.  The means to evaluate protection of freedom should be 
the protection of the society from dissolving, which would most likely happen in a state 
of war.  Freedom can only be protected if a society is protected from external threats. 
 
This should be the moral framework for the round because: 

1. It gives the most specific account of governmental obligations, which is what 
the resolution is inquiring about. 
2. It is based on the concept of freedom which is essential to morality.  If I am 
forced to take a certain action, then I should not be held morally accountable for 
those actions.  Because my framework gives the best account of freedom and 
morality, it should be the framework used for the round. 

 
This brings me to my first contention.  Collecting military intelligence is aimed at 
protecting society from external threats, which protects society from dissolution, and 
therefore protects morality.  …” 
 
 This sample case and framework illustrates how the moral framework can be 
used to link the criterion and the contentions.  The logical argument is as follows:  C 
causes B which causes A, Affirming causes C; therefore affirming causes A.  C stands 
for the moral framework in this sample case.  C is protection of society from external 
threats.  B is the criterion which is the maintenance of freedom.  A is the value which is 
morality.  If C causes B (if protection of society from external threats allows for 
freedom) and if B causes A (if freedom is necessary for morality), then C causes A 
(protection of society is necessary for morality).  If affirming protects society from 
external threats, then affirming causes C, which links back to the value A (morality).  
 The sample also shows how to give justifications for the moral framework 
which are necessary because without them, the judge has no reason to prefer one moral 
framework over the other.  The rest of contention one should be filled in with quotes 
supporting the fact that collecting military intelligence is required for protection of a 
society.  This evidence would not be difficult to find.   
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Cards on Hobbes’s Theory of Governmental Moral Obligations 
 
Monarchy is the only practical of government. 
Leo Strauss, The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, 1963, pg 59-60 
 
At all stages in his development Hobbes considered hereditary absolute monarchy as 
the best form of State.  In the introduction of the translation of Thucydides he certainly 
considers the formally monarchic government of Peisistratos and the nominally 
democratic but de facto monarchic government of Pericles as equivalent.  But likewise 
in all three systematic expositions of his political philosophy he recognizes the 
possibility of elective monarchy, which he compares with the Roman institution of 
dictatorship, and under which the people is ‘sovereign in property’, but not ‘in use.’  As 
he asserts the legal equivalence of democracy and monarchy in principle, one may say 
that he regarded absolute monarchy and dictatorship as the only practical forms of 
government.  Hobbes maintained this position form the time of the translation of 
Thucydides until the Leviathan.  In that respect also his opinion never changed, that 
while esteeming dictatorship he recognizes absolute monarchy as the superior form.  
 
 
Monarchy operates with a legitimate paternal authority. 
Leo Strauss, The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, 1963, pg 70 
 
Hereditary absolute monarchy is the best form of state; the factual and legitimate origin 
of monarchy is paternal authority; the fathers voluntarily delegated to the monarch and 
his issues the absolute power which nature granted them over their own families.  The 
monarchy thus legitimized is fundamentally different from all usurped power; it is the 
duty of the monarch by natural law, which has its foundation in the order of nature, in 
the intelligence of God, who is the First Cause of all existing things, to care not only 
and not primarily for the physical well-being of his subjects, but above all for their 
moral well-being.  Prudence advises him to surround himself with an aristocratic or a 
democratic council, in order to unite the advantages of a monarchy with those of an 
aristocracy or democracy.  If for any reasons hereditary absolute monarchy is 
impossible in a State, actual monarchic direction of State affairs is indispensable.  A 
democratic tendency which has not been systematically overcome is in conflict with 
this fundamentally monarchist conviction.  
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Men in a state of nature will seek a government for protection. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg 179 
 
Rational forward-looking and predominantly self-centered parties in a state of nature 
will seek a form of social organization that can “defend them from the invasion of 
foreigners, and the injuries of one another, and thereby to secure them in such sort, as 
that by their own industry, and by the fruits of the earth, they may nourish themselves 
and live contentedly.”  The first two parts of the Hobbesian argument against anarchy, 
considered in Chapters 3 and 4, are designed to show that neither non-State defense 
groups nor a system of individualist anarchy can reliably perform these functions.  To 
complete the argument, it remains to show that the state, or some type of states, can 
carry out these functions, and do so without imposing yet worse deprivation on citizens.  
 
 
Giving the government power is necessary for it to enforce laws. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg 179-180 
 
And we have already seen how a substantial concentration of power enables a group 
possessing it to carry out these protective functions.  In particular, we noted that the 
credible threat of sufficient penalties by a common power deters domestic aggression 
and agreement-breaking by making offensive violations unprofitable and defensive 
violations necessary.  Hence, to complete the Hobbesian argument against anarchy, it 
remains only to demonstrate that, and how, a sufficient concentration of power to carry 
out these various protective functions (a government by our definition) could come 
about and be sustained, without likely imposing on its citizens worse costs and harms 
than they would suffer in the state of nature.   
 
 
In the social contract, individuals give up their right to self-rule. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg 180-181 
 
This State creating pact, or social contract, is pictured by Hobbes as having complex 
structure.  It is not really a single agreement, but a set of bilateral agreements linking 
each contractor with every other.  Hence, a single party can rightly demand fulfillment 
of the agreement by each of the others.  Each of these bilateral agreements surrenders 
the individual’s right to self-rule to, and authorizes all the actions of, a sovereign person 
or assembly to be elected later by the parties by majority vote.  In this two-stage 
process, the actual sovereign is selected only after the parties are joined into a social 
union by overlapping mutual agreements.  The parties bind one another to confer on 
whoever is elected their combined power and authority, in hopes thereby of achieving 
protection against foreigners and one another.  The sovereign, is not, qua sovereign, a 
party to the social contract and is therefore not constrained by it.  He in effect receives 
sovereignty as a free gift.  
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Hobbes uses the contract theory to discover how a government can have legitimate 
political authority. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg 182 
 
It is important to notice, however, that Hobbes’s version of hypothetical contract theory 
differs from the version of contemporary writers such as John Rawls and David 
Gauthier in at least one vital respect.  While these writers seek to derive principles of 
social justice from the hypothetical contract, Hobbes uses the device for a more modest 
purpose: to identify the conditions that a political system or State must satisfy in order 
for its citizens or inhabitants to be obligated to obey its rules, rulings and officials.  In 
other words, Hobbesian social contract theory seeks to identify necessary and/or 
sufficient conditions for political obligation.  The conditions so identified will be too 
weak to insure social justice, attainment of the ideal society, or similar lofty goals, but 
in a world in which the moral legitimacy of various States is frequently disputed or 
called into question they are still well worth knowing.  
 
 
The government has a duty to help the poor according to the social contract. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg  210-211 
 
Though it is rarely noticed, Hobbes is a bit of an economic liberal, that is, he believes in 
some form of the welfare state and in the redistributive taxation needed to support it.  In 
his discussion of the fifth law of nature requiring mutual accommodation, he exhibits 
his attitude toward those who would not aid the desperately needy: “A man that by 
asperity of nature, will strive to retain those things which to himself are superfluous, 
and so others necessary; and for the stubbornness of his passions, cannot be corrected, 
is to be left, or cast out of society, as cumbersome thereunto.  For seeing every man, not 
only by right, but also by necessity of nature, is supposed to endeavor all he can, to 
obtain that which is necessary for his conservation; he that shall oppose himself against 
it, for things superfluous, is guilty of the war that thereupon is to follow.” And he 
clearly states that it is the duty of the State to insure that those in need are cared for: 
“Whereas many men, by accident inevitable, become unable to maintain themselves by 
their labour; they ought not to be left to the charity of private persons; but to be 
provided for, as far forth as the necessities of nature require, by the laws of the 
commonwealth.”  These passages indicate that the idea of guaranteed economic 
minimum is not inimical to Hobbes’s own views. 
 
 
Absolute governments are unlikely to abuse their citizens. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986 pg 228 
 
Having established that life in the state of nature is insecure and undesirable, he 
attempts to show that absolute governments are unlikely to treat their citizens badly.  
He claims that a sovereign’s interests coincide with those of the people, since his (or 
their) wealth, power and glory are dependent on the prosperity and strength of the 
people.  
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Individuals have several freedoms in civil society. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, pg 232 
 
We turn finally to substantive limits on government action designed to protect the 
personal liberty and well-being of subjects.  Here there are four [three] points that we 
can accepts, or adapt, from what Hobbes says.  First, it is a responsibility of the 
government to enforce the laws of nature – moral laws protecting individuals from 
murder, assault, robbery, cheating on contracts, and so on.  Second, there is a 
requirement of equal status among citizens; each possesses the same fundamental 
rights, including equal treatment under the law.  Third, individuals possess freedom of 
action in matters permitted by the government because they do not infringe on the 
interests of the community.  Hobbes lists as example the freedoms to contract, to 
choose a profession, diet, and place to live, and to raise one’s children as one sees fit.  
 
 
Censoring freedom of expression can result in revolutions. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, pg 233-234 
 
It is true that publicly expressed religions, ideological and political differences can 
spark rebellion and civil war, but so too can their suppression.  People’s ideas and 
beliefs are highly valued, often as much or even more than material well-being and 
physical liberties such as the freedoms to travel, to choose an occupation, and so on, so 
when certain ideas or beliefs (or related practices such as forms of religious worship) 
are prohibited, and their expression is banned, a high level of dissatisfaction will be 
experienced among many holding those ideas and beliefs.  These people will form a 
core of political revolutionaries.  In the political sphere especially, freedom of 
expression has a triply beneficial function.  It provides a nonviolent outlet for people’s 
discontents, it increases government accountability by opening the activities of officials 
to public scrutiny, and it paves the way for an educational clash of ideas.  Rights of 
political participation serve the same functions in essentially the same ways, as well as 
being virtual prerequisites of maintaining government accountability to the citizenry in 
the long run. 
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The government should settle disputes over the interpretation of laws. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, pg 246 
 
The enforcement power of government facilitates internal security in a further way that 
Hobbes recognizes.  Even if individuals sincerely try to follow the laws of nature, and 
other laws laid down by government, disagreements and disputes may arise because of 
different interpretations of what the laws in question mean or what they imply in a 
particular case.  The government, as the author of civil laws and the one body in the 
State with sufficient power to physically enforce its rulings when necessary against any 
domestic party, is in a position to settle disputes by providing umpires who can offer 
authoritative interpretations, and applications to specific cases, of natural and civil 
laws. Thus, private disputes can generally be settled by hearings and ruling backed by 
the threat of force, rather than by actual fighting, as might well occur in the state of 
nature.  
 
 
Civil laws protect individuals from other individuals in civil society. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, pg 248 
 
Individuals are protected in civil society by the enforcement of civil laws by means of 
penalties for breach.  Civil laws are rules of behavior publicly commanded by the 
sovereign.  Civil law thus contrasts with natural law, which is a body of moral rules 
discoverable by reason that exists already in the state of nature and is independent of 
any proclamations, conventions, agreements, or contracts.  Despite this contrast, 
Hobbes claims that civil and natural law “contain each other.”  This mutual 
containment thesis, as we shall call it, requires comment before we turn to the problem 
of enforcing civil law.  
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Rights can be given up or transferred to others for mutual benefit. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, 302 
 
The concept of a right is central to Hobbes’s entire scheme of moral concepts in that he 
defines many of these other concepts- obligation, contract, covenant, justice- in terms 
of rights.  The basic notion that he employs is the idea of laying down a right, and the 
kinds of rights he has in mind in characterizing his notion are permission rights derived 
from the right of nature.  To lay down a right, for Hobbes, is to give up the liberty of 
interfering with certain another’s exercise of what we earlier labeled a competitive 
right.  It is to place oneself under a normative constraint not to interfere with certain his 
possible actions.  Rights can be laid down in either of two ways.  One transfers a right 
when one accepts a constraint for the benefit of a certain party, and one renounces a 
right in taking on the constraint when one “cares not to whom the benefit of a certain 
party, and one renounces a right in taking on the constraint when one “cares not to 
whom the benefit thereof redoundeth.”  Not that this account works fairly well if we 
imagine everyone starting from a state of nature position with permission rights to all 
things.  To lay down a right is to surrender the permission to interfere with some 
possible acts of others, thereby giving these others the benefit of freer, less costly, or 
more effective action.  If you give up the permission to interfere with certain classes of 
action by anyone, you have renounced your right, and the benefit of your 
noninterference may fall on anyone.  If you only surrender your permission to interfere 
with certain particular parties, but retain it with respect to others, you have transferred 
your right to the former, and they in particular will benefit.  
 
 
Obligations are come from voluntary agreements. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, 306 
 
To summarize all this, we may say that an obligation is created by the voluntary act of 
laying down a right, which may take the form of a free gift or a contract, some of the 
latter of which are covenants.  A person has due to him what another is under an 
obligation to provide him, and injustice is done when an obligation is not fulfilled, and 
never otherwise.  The main idea that filters through this set of definitions is that the 
moral relations among people described by such terms as “obligation,” “due,” “free 
gift,” “contract,” “covenant,” “justice,” and “injustice” are created by those people’s 
actions.  As Hobbes puts it, “There is no obligation on any man, which ariseth not from 
some act of his own.”  Thus Hobbes adopts a purely voluntarist account of moral 
obligation and justice- one’s moral obligations and duties of justice are limited to those 
things to which one has, in some sense, agreed or consented.  This idea will seem less 
outrageous when we come to see that the relevant sort of agreement may be purely 
hypothetical and that duties of justice and moral obligations are not the only kinds of 
moral requirements that constrain our behavior. 
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An obligation exists to defend civil society from external threats. 
Gregory S. Kavka, Hobbesian Moral and Political Theory, 1986, pg  425 
 
Rather than provide a general answer to this question, Hobbes suggests, that when the 
commonwealth is threatened from abroad, individuals’ rights vary according to 
circumstances.  In particular, he seems to hold that these rights are a function of the 
actual needs of the State and the specific commitments undertaken by individuals.  
Consider first the needs of the State.  Hobbes claims, in effect, that an individual is 
obligated to risk his life fighting external enemies of the State if and only if the State 
needs, and would benefit from, his specific contribution.  Thus, a landowner whose 
estates fall to the enemy may switch allegiance and pay taxes to the invader, since 
resistance would only lead total confiscation of the property, with greater benefits 
accruing the invader.  
 

Further Reading/Hobbes’s Works 
(see Chapter 6) 

 
Bibliography 

(see Chapter 6)
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Chapter 13: Rousseau 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-See how Rousseau’s theory can be applied to government  
 
-Understand Rousseau’s main concepts such as: 

1. The Sovereign  
2. Civil Society  

 3. Natural Justice  
 
-Learn the differences between the various kinds of laws  
 
-Understand Hobbes’s overpopulation and death penalty 
arguments  
 
-Learn how Hobbes’s can be used in a case  
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Key Terms 
 
Natural justice    Binding   Sovereign 
Political law    Civil law   Criminal law 
Morals     Civil religion 

 

 
Background/Biography 

(see Chapter 7) 
 

The Social Contract 
 In addition to his theory of individual moral obligations in contractual 
agreements, Rousseau also felt that the other party in agreement, the sovereign should 
have to be held to its obligations as well.  The way that the sovereign fulfills this 
obligation is by creating a system of government to ensure that the terms of the social 
contract are met.  Rousseau suggests that the geographic location may have an affect on 
which type of government is more successful.  For example, he states that warmer 
climates which foster more resources may be better for suited for monarchy or 
dictatorship because resources would be easily accessible to all.  He also states that in 
these climates people tend to be more spread out, making it easier to govern.  However, 
in cold climates where resources are few, democratic forms of government can be 
supported. 
 

Laws and the General Will 
 In a society that has been formed out of the state of nature (in which humans 
were ‘noble savages’ and inherently good) by the social contract, laws are needed to 
ensure that the terms of the social contract are fulfilled; essentially, they help perpetuate 
the government and civil society.  As discussed earlier in Chapter 7, laws should reflect 
the general will of the population.  This means that the laws should protect everyone’s 
interests.  Rousseau explains the concept of natural justice.  Natural justice is the will 
of God, but, because many people do not believe in a God or do not follow his will, 
then natural justice is not binding.  Because natural law is not binding, the government 
of a civil society must enact another set of laws that endorse a justice that is binding.  
Without laws a civil society cannot function, because it lapses back into the state of 
nature where anyone can do whatever they wish.  Therefore, the government has the 
obligation to make laws.  These laws must be agreed to by the sovereign in a civil 
society as a whole.  If the government starts to act in opposition to the general will of 
the sovereign, then it becomes a state of anarchy because the government has broken 
the social contract. Individuals are no longer bound by the social contract if it is broken 
and would be returned to the state of nature. 
 Rousseau goes into the difficulties of writing laws that would be acceptable to 
civil society as a whole.  These difficulties include getting everyone in civil society 
together to write up a set of laws.  Another difficulty arises when considering how to 
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get people to obey the laws that have been made.  Rousseau’s suggestions to solve 
these problems include having a non-biased person outside of a civil society to work to 
make laws for the society.  He also suggests that the laws made be enforced by 
incorporating ideas of supernatural powers, such as the will of God.  Historically, 
people have been more likely to follow laws if the lawmakers indicated that they were 
supported by some supernatural force.  In order for the government and state to remain 
strong, the laws must be followed.  If the laws are not followed then people lose respect 
for the law.  If they are consistently followed then a tradition of following the law is 
established, reinforcing norms of abiding by the law. 
 

The Size of the Population and Government 
 Rousseau argues that a government should attempt to rule over only a limited 
number of people, and should be proportional to the size of it population.  He fears that 
if a population under a government becomes too large then governing becomes more 
difficult in a few ways.  First, government becomes more costly.  Secondly, if the 
population is large, there will need to be multiple levels of government.  This might 
become a burden on citizens who have to pay taxes to each level of government.  The 
last way a large population is difficult to govern is that the execution of the laws might 
take too long and will be less accurate in carrying out the laws.  The reasons for this 
delayed governance include the variances of laws from place to place and that different 
climates might affect the government’s performance.  Another reason why having a 
large population under one government is difficult might be the limited size of the land.  
Overcrowding can harm a government by increasing the chances of an invasion from 
another country.    
 Another harmful effect of having a large population is that individuals will be 
more likely to follow their self-interests instead of the will of the sovereign because 
they are only a small part of the sovereign and might think they are unlikely to be 
noticed.   If the population is too large, then the government will need to have more 
power to exercise its authority.  However, this could possibly tempt lawmakers to abuse 
the power that they have for their own self-interests, too.  The way to counter this threat 
of abuse of governmental power is by having a strong sovereign to check the 
government.  Another way to solve this problem is to keep the number of lawmakers 
relatively small. This way the government would not be so powerful that the sovereign 
can check self-interests. 
 Conversely, if the size of the population and government is too small, it runs the 
risk of being overtaken by a more powerful government nearby.  Like a large 
population should not live in a small land area, a small population should not try to 
govern a large territory.  A small population might not be able to defend such a large 
territory. 
 

Freedom and Equality and the 4 Types of Laws 
 Rousseau suggests that each government should make laws that protect freedom 
and equality.  Unlike many other philosophers, Rousseau does not give a detailed 
account of what freedom or equality is, but rather, suggests that each government will 
need to adjust its own policies in different ways to address its specific needs.  He feels 
that freedom is not achievable in every civil society. 
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 Rousseau divides up the laws a state can make into four categories.  In the first 
category is the political law.  Political laws are policies that determine how the 
government and state is basically ordered.  The second category consists of civil law.  
These laws dictate how individuals should act (or not act) in regards to other citizens.  
One such law might include the prohibition of murdering other people.  The third 
category is criminal law.  Criminal laws address the procedural issues of convicting 
people who have broken the law.  The fourth and final category includes laws 
governing the morals of the citizens. 
 

 
Religion and the Government 

 Rousseau believed that there are various types of religion and that people living 
under the social contract should be free to practice their religion insofar as the practice 
does not harm others in civil society.  On the other hand Rousseau believed that a form 
of civil religion should exist.  This means that everyone living under the social contract 
must agree to a set of beliefs that include the existence of a God, the belief in life after 
death, tolerance of other people, and the belief that the social contract and laws of civil 
society are sacred.  The reason for having this civil religion is to promote the adherence 
to the social contract. 

 
The Death Penalty 

 Rousseau supports using the death penalty as a punishment for anyone who 
broke a law of civil society.  The sovereign would have the right via the social contract 
to determine the penalty for breaking a law; if the sovereign chose sentencing violators 
to death, then that would be legitimate.  Violating the laws of civil society would be 
equal to breaking the social contract and thus the ultimate offense.  Therefore, the 
ultimate punishment, the death penalty, might be suitable.  If the laws are not followed, 
then this contributes to the weakening of the state of the civil society.  A strong society 
needs laws that are followed consistently. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 According to Rousseau the government has several obligations.  The first 
obligation is to represent the will of the people in society.  The second obligation is to 
make laws that express the will of the people in society to make sure that the terms of 
the social contract are fulfilled.  A third obligation the government has is to make sure 
that the size of the population does not become too large.  The fourth obligation is to 
require that individuals have certain beliefs, but not require them to have a specific 
religion.  These obligations exist to uphold the social contract.  Without the 
government, there would be no legislation of laws.  Without these laws, a civil society 
cannot exist.  Therefore, the government is needed to maintain civil society. 
 Rousseau’s theory of governmental obligations can be used on several topics 
that are concerned with democracy, religion, legislation, and even immigration.  Such 
topics include separation of church and state, the letter vs. spirit of the law, immigration 
reform, the death penalty and democracy promotion.  In order to demonstrate 
Rousseau’s theory of governmental obligation a similar resolution to that of the 2005 
NFL immigration topic will be used. 
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“I affirm the resolution, Resolved: In a democracy, the government’s restriction of 
immigration is just. In order to clarify my position I offer the following definitions from 
the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Democracy- Government by the people, exercised either directly or through elected 
representatives 
Government- The agency or apparatus through which a governing individual or body 
functions and exercises authority 
Restriction- To keep or confine within limits 
Immigration- To enter and settle in a country or region to which one is not native. 
Just- Consistent with what is morally right 
 
Affirming achieves the value of morality.  Morality is an intrinsic value because the 
resolution requires that we determine what is just.  What is just is what is consistent 
with what is morally right.  Morality is defined as “A system of ideas of right and 
wrong conduct.”  Because the government is the actor in the resolution, all the 
affirmative has to prove is that restricting immigration is a right action to take.   
 
The way to determine what is a right and wrong action for the government to take 
should be based on a moral framework.  The moral framework that should be used is 
Rousseau’s theory of the social contract.  The social contract theory is that individuals 
enter voluntarily into civil society through a social contract with other individuals.  A 
government is then created to make sure the terms of the social contract are fulfilled.  
The government is necessary to enforce the contract.  Therefore, whatever fosters the 
governmental power to execute the laws of civil society is a just, or morally right 
course of action for the government to take.   
 
This should be the moral framework to use in the round for a couple reasons: 

 
1. It accurately describes what a morally correct action for the government to 
take is and the basis for that obligation. 
 
2. The moral framework is justified by the resolution because of the phrase ‘in a 
democracy.’  This justifies my framework because in the social contract theory, 
a government is supposed to represent the will of the people.   

 
Because government is needed to enforce the terms of the social contract, whatever 
allows the government to function better and enact and enforce laws more efficiently is 
a just action to take.  Therefore, the criterion for the round should be the promotion of 
governmental efficiency.  This means that whatever allows the government to operate 
better, within the confines of the social contract, is just.  Whatever results in 
inefficiency in the government is unjust. 
 
My first contention is that immigration increases the population of a society. 
… 
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My second contention is that large populations make it more difficult for a government 
to function. 
…” 
 
 It is important to note that cards and quotes from qualified sources that support 
the contentions should be placed in the appropriate contentions.  This sample case 
demonstrates how a moral framework can be used to link an intrinsic value to a 
criterion.  It also demonstrates how Rousseau’s arguments about the size of a society 
can hurt the government’s ability to fulfill its obligation to society.   The case also 
shows how to justify the framework within the case. 
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Cards on Rousseau’s Theory of Governmental Moral Obligations 
 
The expression of the general will, which results in society’s laws under the social 
contract, would be to protect the freedoms of the individual. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 89 
 
So, there are two strings to Rousseau’s bow here.  The first is that the general will 
guarantees a right to equal freedom and, hence, ensures that no individual becomes 
subject to the command of any other individual.  The second is that insofar as the public 
power is wielded against individuals in the form of general regulations or laws limiting 
property rights, it is essential that this public power genuinely belongs to everyone: that 
it be mine as much as yours.  If, in obeying the general will, I were, in fact, subject to 
the particular selfish will of some other person or group of persons, then I would be 
unfree.  Much of the rest of the Social Contract is devoted to explaining the nature of 
sovereignty and the general will and the contrast between particular and general wills, 
so it would be wrong to anticipate here whether Rousseau succeeds in his claim that the 
general will is necessarily non-oppressive.  His basic thesis, that the general will is 
compatible with freedom, is well set out in the following unpublished fragment: “One 
is free, although subject to laws, and not when one obeys a man, because in the latter 
case I obey the will of another but in obeying the Law I only obey the public will which 
is as much mine as it anyone else’s.  Besides, a master can permit to one person 
something that he prohibits to another, whereas the law, in making no exceptions 
renders equal the condition of all and in consequence there is neither master nor 
servant.”  In obeying the law, I obey a will that is my own and which ensures that I am 
subject to the same restrictions as anyone else.  My right to equal freedom with all other 
private persons is guaranteed.  
 
 
The government should be subordinate to the sovereign. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 148 
 
Book 3 of the Social Contract is largely devoted to an exploration of the distinction 
between these two bodies and the relationship between them.  He argues that although 
sovereign power is always vested in the people, the power to execute, administer and 
interpret the laws should be placed in a special body, the government, composed of 
figures he calls ‘magistrates.’  The proper relationship between sovereign, government 
and individual is central to the well-ordering of political society and is one of the 
objects of the lawgiver’s art.  
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The government should be the institution that remain impartial in execution of the 
laws. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 149 
 
As we shall see, the carrying out of this executive power does not, strictly speaking, 
require a separate body.  All the citizens could, should they so choose, be the agents 
executing their own will.  Rousseau worries, though, that in attending to particular 
cases the citizen body will become corrupt. ‘Hard cases make bad law’, the saying 
goes, and if they fail to start from the standpoint of generality but, rather, seek to frame 
laws to deal with particular cases and interests, citizens will lose the capacity for 
detachment and impartiality.  Rousseau’s sharp separation between the business of 
legislation and matters of interpretation and enforcement would seem, though, to be 
indefensible and naïve.  It is commonplace that judges make law in the process of 
interpreting it and, indeed, it is hard to see how any body charged with implementation, 
interpretation and enforcement could do otherwise.  
 
 
The government should work on behalf of the sovereign to execute the law. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 150-151 
 
The government ‘serves as a means of communication between the State and the 
Sovereign’, it is the agent which unites and puts to work the public force ‘in accordance 
with the directives of the general will’, it is ‘an intermediate body established between 
subjects and Sovereign’.  Its tasks include the execution of the laws and the 
maintenance of both the exercise of political liberties by citizens and their individual 
liberty vis-à-vis the state and one another.  In addition to the government, the specific 
body which undertakes these tasks, Rousseau also writes the task of government which 
he defines as the ‘legitimate exercise of the executive power’.  The government, which 
Rousseau also calls the Prince, is composed of individuals who bear the title 
‘magistrate’.  Rousseau is clear that they are merely the agents of the sovereign, they 
are doing a job on the sovereign’s behalf and the sovereign can dismiss them or alter 
the terms under which they do their jobs.  To that extent, their relationship to the 
political community is similar to that of Locke’s government in his Second Treatise, it 
is a relationship of trust which can, in principle be revoked.  
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When the population increases, each individual loses the amount of influence they 
have in the general will. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 151-152 
 
Rousseau tries to explain the application of this idea by means of a numerical example.  
If we take a state with 10,000 citizens, we can consider those individuals persons under 
two aspects.  On the one hand, they are members of a sovereign collective body to 
which we can assign a force equal to that of the population as a whole (10,000).  On the 
other hand, as individuals subject to the law that they themselves have passed, they 
each count as one.  If we increase the population tenfold, the individual remains just as 
subject to the law, but it is a law that he has a greatly (tenfold) diminished role in 
making.  In other words, as the state increases in size, the individual has a greatly 
diminished sense of ‘ownership’ of that state, his vote has increasingly less chance of 
affecting the outcome of a vote, and the laws appear more and more to him as an alien 
power outside of his control rather than as the expression fo what heh as willed in 
common with his fellow citizens.  This growing sense of dissociation and alienation 
form the collective means that citizens are less and less likely to spontaneously to 
comply with the common good, and general will appears to them more and more as an 
abstraction, divorced from their immediate interests.  Accordingly, to get them to 
comply with the law, more repressive force and the threat of such force is needed, and 
governments must be given more power. 
 
 
The Death Penalty is legitimate for those who break the social contract. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 115-116 
 
Since each person is willing as a condition of their own security that others risk their 
lives for him, Rousseau claims that reciprocity requires that he be willing to risk his life 
for them.  He then claims that a parallel argument applies in the case of the death 
penalty which the citizen consents to as a means of preserving their own life and not 
with the aim of losing it.  Both cases are presented as rational gambles that may turn 
out badly.  He then goes on to present a second argument whereby criminals may be 
considered as having placed themselves outside the state or even at war with it so that 
they may be killed by the right of war.  
 
 
Increased size of the state increases the temptations of officials. 
Christopher Bertram, Rousseau and The Social Contract, 2004 pg 152 
 
But the increased size, and hence power, of the state also places new temptations in the 
hands of magistrates who make up the government.  Accordingly, Rousseau tells us that 
the relative force available to the magistrates to enforce the law on the individual 
subject increases, the more relative force the people as sovereign also has to have to 
keep the magistrates from exceeding their proper power.  
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The government should be superior to the individual, but the collective society, the 
sovereign, should be superior to the government. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 92-93  
 
Rousseau compares government as he understands it to the middle term B of a 
proportion in which A is to B as B is to C; the sovereign is to the government as the 
government is to its subjects.  The sovereign commands but does not obey.  The people 
are taken as subjects should obey but not command.  The government must both obey 
the people as the sovereign and command the people as subjects.  Rousseau’s 
interpretation of this proportion is the political rather than mathematical even though 
some of its mathematical consequences furnish him with apt metaphors.  Each of the 
three terms of the proportion signifies an essentially different function: legislation, 
execution, and obedience.  When, in keeping with Rousseau’s instruction, one 
substitutes numbers for these terms, the meaning of the ratios that result will depend on 
the terms whose relations to each other is being considered.  As we will see, 10,000 to 1 
will mean one thing when it represents the relation of sovereign to subject and 
something entirely different when it represents either of the relations of which that 
relation I composed.  
 
 
The power of the government should be equal to the amount of the power of the 
people. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 93 
 
The first application Rousseau makes of this proportion reads as follows: “The 
Government receives from the Soveriegn orders which it issues to the people, and if the 
State is to be well balanced, there must be equality, everything adjusted, between the 
product or power of the Government taken by itself and the product or power of the 
citizens, who are sovereigns on the one hand and subjects on the other.”  
 
 
The more power the government has, the more power the sovereign needs to check 
the government. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 95 
 
The greater the disparity between morals and the general will, the less one can expect 
conformity to the general will to take place spontaneously and the more coercive power 
must be granted to the government for carrying out the general will.  The very fact, 
however, that this power must be placed in hands other than those of the sovereign lays 
that power open to abuse.  Only of the sovereign did Rousseau say that by the mere fact 
that it is, it is always what it ought to be.  Accordingly, the greater the power of action 
of the government becomes the greater the power of the sovereign over the government 
must become in turn in order to hold the government in check. 
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If the power of the government is greater than the power of the people, it could 
become corrupt.  If the power of the people is greater than that of the government, 
the government could lose its power to execute the laws. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 96 
 
The people must be too weak distributively to disobey the government and too strong 
collectively to be disobeyed by it.  The power of government must exceed the power of 
the people and it must in turn be exceeded by it.  That the proportion is destroyed 
unless each of its terms does its proper work needs no further comment.  Finally, the 
proportion metaphor brings out, for Rousseau, the great variety of governments which 
are good for different peoples and for the same people at different times.  Almost every 
change in the extreme terms brings about a change in the middle term.  It is at this point 
that Rousseau seeks to make clear what different kinds of relations can be found to 
obtain between the extreme terms. 
 
 
The government is needed to protect the general will from the interests of 
individuals. 
Hliail Gildin, Professor of Philosophy, Queens College, Rousseau’s Social Contract: 
The Design of the Argument, 1983, pg 130 
 
Government is necessary because the will of private individuals and the general will are 
not the same.  Yet the very waywardness of the particular will that makes government 
necessary reappears within government itself.  It would be a mistake, as we have 
already have argued, to conclude from this that Rousseau thinks good government is 
therefore impossible.  Love of country and love of freedom, if embodied in the 
customary life of a people, can reinforce the general will sufficiently to make good 
government possible, if proper political means are taken.  What he concludes form the 
foregoing is that sooner or later good government will become impossible because 
sooner or later the particular wills embodied in government will succeed in oppressing 
the sovereign.  The efforts of those who govern to usurp sovereignty are said to be 
always present and to be always ready to take up any slack that results from any 
decrease in the resistance to them. 
 

Further Reading/Rousseau’s Works 
(see Chapter 7) 

 
Bibliography 

(see Chapter 7) 
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Chapter 14: Locke 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn about the life of John Locke  
 
-Understand Locke’s argument for the obligation to protect 
individual rights to property  
 
-Understand Locke’s idea of the social contract  
 
-Learn how to use Locke in a case  
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Key Terms 
 
State of war   Social liberty   Individualist  anarchism 
Property of the person  Reciprocal  
 

 
Background/Biography 

 John Locke, on August 29, 1632, was born in 
Wrington, Somerset, in England.  Locke’s father was an 
attorney/lawyer, and was previously in the army during the 
English civil war.  His mother died shortly after his birth.  Due 
to his father’s military connections Locke was able to start his 
education at the early age of 15.  At first John Locke’s father 
had wished that John become a minister, but John decided to 
study medicine instead.  It was at this time when John Locke 
enrolled in the Westminster School in London.  At 
Westminster, Locke was a ‘King’s Scholar’ which meant that 
he and only a few others were selected to study and stay at the 
school; admission to Westminster was very competitive.  After 
finishing school at Westminster, he then became a student at Christ Church, Oxford in 
1652, where he studied for 30 years.  The Dean of Students, at Christ Church, Oxford 
during the period was named John Owen.  Owen had a great influence on some of 
Locke’s political ideas such as the freedom of religion.  Instead of following the 
curriculum of the school, Locke found reading modern philosophy, such as Descartes’ 
work, much more interesting.  It is possible that it was at this time when Locke became 
interested in learning philosophic ideas.  Even though he had this new interest he still 
graduated from college with a Bachelor of the Arts (B.A) degree in medicine.  Because 
he had this degree, he was still able to do medical procedures. 
 At one point, Locke was asked to perform a medical procedure for Anthony 
Ashley Cooper who was the first Earl of Shaftesbury (also known as Lord Ashley, 
Cooper and Lord Shaftesbury) was having liver difficulties.  Because Locke was able to 
effectively operate on Lord Ashley, Locke was asked to become part of the Earl’s 
group of attendants.  Specifically, Locke worked at Lord Ashley’s residence as the 
family physician and counseled Lord Ashley on many political issues.  Soon thereafter, 
Lord Ashley’s liver situation began to worsen and Locke performed an operation to 
remove a cist in Lord Ashley’s liver, saving his life.  Later, in 1672, Lord Shaftesbury 
was promoted to the position of lord chancellor, and Locke was appointed as a 
government official.  This began Locke’s political career in England.  During the years 
of 1684-1689 Locke spent much time in France and Holland completing political tasks 
for Cooper.  At the end of this period of five years, Locke published one of his most 
influential books, Two Treatises of Government, along with several other publications 
over the years.  On October 28, 1704, Locke died. 
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Second Treatise on Civil Government 
 

State of Nature and State of War 
 Like other philosophers, Locke also gives an account of the state of nature, 
which employs similar concepts such as natural law, civil society and the social 
contract.  Locke argues that in a state of nature, humans are free to do what ever they 
wish as long as their actions do not break the laws of nature and the social contract.  
This is different from other philosophers’ views of the state of nature when they 
believed that it was a free-for-all, in that anyone had the right to do whatever they 
wanted, even if it harmed other people; Locke believed otherwise.  Other philosophers 
argued that individuals, or groups of individuals could gang up on another in the state 
of nature, and have the right to harm him in any way.  Locke refers to this state as the 
state of war.  In his theory of the state of nature, all humans were equal in that no one 
person had political or social power over another.  This state of nature is similar to 
individualist anarchism.  This means that there is a high respect for the individual, but 
in order for the laws of nature to be enforced, individuals must do it themselves.  Only 
through a social contract, or social agreement, can individuals leave the state of nature.  
People seek a social contract to escape the state of nature and live under a government 
because the risks of returning to a state of war from a state of nature are higher than the 
risks of going to a state of war under a government.  Entering a social contract is taking 
a measure to more effectively protect oneself and one’s property from others 

 
Social Liberty and Property 

 Social liberty is the idea, similar to the one in the United States Constitution, 
that an individual has the right to not be governed by a government he or she did not 
consent to.  The way that a person would agree to be governed might be through a 
social contract that grants a person’s consent to a governing body.  The government 
derives its power from the consent of the governed.  In order to survive, each person 
must have their body be their own property; Locke refers to this as property of the 
person.  This means that each person owns him or herself and is not born a slave to 
anyone else.   
 After this, Locke discusses his concept of property.  The purpose of property, as 
he suggests, is to help further the survival of the individual.  Without the right to 
property, which allows people to make shelter and have food and water, surviving 
becomes difficult.  In order to build shelter and find food, humans must have the right 
to use land that is not being used by other people to provide food and shelter.  
Whenever an individual puts effort into developing land for these or other purposes, 
their effort makes that land theirs, if it is not in use by another person; this is a law of 
nature.  He gives an analogy of a person picking an apple from a tree.  Because he has 
put effort into taking the apple from the tree, he has the right to eat the apple.  Locke 
thinks that a person should only produce that which he or she needs to benefit him.  
Taking too much is abusing the right to acquire food from nature, because it might be 
depraving others from using land or cause the land to go to waste.   
 Along with his discussion of property, Locke includes how money can solve the 
problems of cumulating one’s efforts.  This means that if someone puts effort into 
picking apples, instead of running the risk that the apples might rot before he can trade 
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them, selling them for money to others who could use the apples then, could allow him 
to trade money for other goods or services in the future.   
 

Reason and Freedom 
 Locke contends that reason is necessary for freedom.  He gives an example of 
how people are born to families who have power over them to decide what they should 
or should not do.  This power exists because the newborn person can not decide for him 
or herself what the best course of action is because he or she has not developed a strong 
sense of reason yet.  Once a person has developed their use of reasoning they gain 
freedom to make their own choices.   In society, this is also when people gain their 
political rights and freedoms. 
 

The Purpose of the Government 
 The reason that individuals enter the social contract and civil society is to form 
a government that can protect his or her property rights and freedom from being 
harmed by other individuals, without having to take on this task by themselves.  This 
contract gives the government the right to legislate laws to govern the behavior of the 
individuals, prohibiting them from hurting other people or taking their property.  The 
government’s purpose then, is to protect its citizens from harm from internal or external 
sources, and protect their rights to property.   
 Because the government needs the consent of the people living under the 
government (the governed), Locke thinks that the monarchy is not the best form of 
government because the monarch is not responsible to the people in a way that people 
are to themselves.  Therefore, the power of the government should not rest in one 
person’s hands but in a governing body of several people.  Along with this idea, Locke 
argues that once a person enters a social contract, they are agreeing to the rule of the 
majority of the people because it would not be practical for laws to be made at the 
whim of any individual.  Thus, the will of the majority should be the determining factor 
in regards to laws. 
 The government has several rules by which it must operate in civil society.  The 
first rule is that it must preserve civil society.  This means that it must protect society 
from threats from its own citizens as well as foreign societies.  In order to do this, the 
government must have the absolute power to make laws to prevent harm from being 
done in its society.  It has the legitimate power to do this because the people who have 
established the government have given it the power to do so.  He briefly discusses the 
government’s use of taxes as an example of how the government should not raise taxes 
without the consent of the people, because this would violate the concept of the 
majority-rule system. 
 In regards to international (intersocietal) relations, the government and its 
citizens act as an individual.  This body is regulated by the laws of nature, given that 
another social contract is not developed between two nations.  If a society is taken over 
by another entity, and the members of that society do not consent to this new 
government, then they are not entitled to abide by the contract because the government 
has dissolved.   
 

How to use this in a debate 
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 As explained above, according to John Locke the government has several 
obligations.  One of its obligations is to preserve its society by protecting it from 
external and internal threats.  Another obligation it has is to protect the property of its 
citizens.  Lastly, it has the obligation to not exercise power that it is not given by the 
consent of the governed in that society.  These are obligations of the government, as 
Locke would argue, because they are all derived from the social contract.  Like 
individuals have the obligation to abide by the laws of the government, the government 
also has reciprocal obligations to it citizens.  These obligations exist because it was the 
purpose of establishing the government in the first place.  If the government does not 
fulfill these obligations, then it is not acting for the purpose that it was created.   
 Because Locke was adamant that the government protect property rights, 
especially money, his theory could be used on several topics including those that center 
on property rights or economics.  Some resolutions that Locke could have been used 
under in the past few years include redistribution of wealth, progressive taxation, 
universalized health care, intellectual property rights, employee welfare, economy vs. 
environment, and scientific knowledge.  The topic for the sample framework using 
Locke’s theory is the redistribution of wealth topic.   
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: A just government ought to value the redistribution 
of wealth over property rights.  In order to clarify my position I offer the following 
definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language 2000: 
 
Just- Consistent with what is morally right 
Government- A governing body or organization 
Ought- Used to indicate obligation or duty 
Value- To rate according to relative estimate of worth or desirability 
Redistribution- To divide and dispense in portions 
Wealth- All goods and resources having value in terms of exchange or use 
Property Rights- the right of ownership 
 
Negating achieves the value of a just government.  This is an inherent value in the 
resolution because it is asking us to determine what actions a government ought and 
ought not to be taken.  Because the word just in the resolution refers to consistence with 
what is morally right, then what would be the morally right action for a government to 
take must be determined.  Thus, I give the following moral framework from John 
Locke’s theory of governmental obligation. 
 
A government ought to take actions that are in accord with the purpose for which it was 
originally established.  Governments are established among people to protect them 
from other individuals who might harm them in any way.  In society, it is just for an 
individual to act however he or she pleases as long as it does not interfere with other 
individuals’ rights.  It is the purpose of the government to protect these rights.  The 
rights that exist are the rights to life, freedom, and to the pursuit and holding of 
property. These are all rights because they can be universalized and given to everyone 
equally without contradiction.  Because these rights exist, and the government was 
made to protect these rights, then it is just for the government to protect these rights.   
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This ought to be the framework for the round because: 

1. The resolution asks for what ought to be done, which is defined in terms of 
obligations and duty.  This framework gives a sound account of 
governmental obligation. 

2. This theory of rights can be universalized in a non-contradictory way.  This 
is best because it is the most logical. 

 
Because a government’s duty is to protect the rights of its citizens, in order for it to be 
just, it must protect those rights.  Therefore, the governmental protection of rights to 
pursue property should be the criterion for the round.  This means, whichever side can 
prove affirming or negating would result in the government’s protection of the right to 
pursue property should win the round.   
 
My first contention is that redistribution of wealth inhibits individuals’ capabilities to 
pursue property.  
… 
My second contention is that valuing property rights fosters the capability to pursue 
property. 
… 
It is because protecting property rights fosters the capability to pursue property and 
distributing wealth hurts that capability, that only negating achieves a just government.” 
 
 It is important to note that in this sample case and framework, the contentions 
were not complete.  In a real case, the contentions should be completed with quotes 
(cards) that support the argument being made in each contention.  This framework 
shows how a debater can use Locke’s theory of governmental obligation on a property 
rights topic.  It also demonstrates how Locke’s theory can be justified.  Additionally, 
this framework shows how to link a criterion to the moral framework in a debate, and 
how that moral framework can be linked to the value.  And lastly, it shows how 
definitions of the main terms in the resolution can be used to support the value, 
criterion, and moral framework in the round. 
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Cards on Locke’s Theory of Governmental Moral Obligations 
 
The right to property is a divine right. 
John Dunn, Fellow of King’s College, The Political Thought of John Locke, 1969, pg 
64-65 
 
The origin of government must be identical in nature to the present basis of 
government.  Its origin as described in the scripture was the direct providence of god.  
This providence continues indefinitely.  No subsequent human state can be worse 
provided for than the Adamic state.  No subsequent human state can be differently 
provided for.  God’s gift of property were a single act.  All authority is property and all 
property depends upon authority.  Hence authority must be thought of as a transferable 
object, a good distributed in a system in which the only autonomous agent is God.  
 
 
The government is indivisible because it represents the people has a whole. 
John Dunn, Fellow of King’s College, The Political Thought of John Locke, 1969, pg 
65 
 
Since authority is a matter of will, of the right to make choices for, and command the 
obedience of, others, it must be unitary – ‘an indivisible beam of majesty, cannot be 
divided among, or settled upon a multitude.’  The indivisibility of government and the 
fact that there can be no lawful criterion on earth for the exercise of supreme authority 
means that the idea of tyranny is without content. 
 
 
The duty of the government is to preserve life. 
John Dunn, Fellow of King’s College, The Political Thought of John Locke, 1969, pg 
72 
 
God’s intentions in creating government, the grounds of the obedience which the 
populace owe to a usurper (even the grounds for the legal fiction that the rightful 
monarch authorizes the commands of the usurper), and the source of the duties of 
usurper himself can all be expressed as instances of the duty to preserve life.  However, 
this axiom of the law of nature does not imply either natural hostility or the anarchic 
rights which Hobbes has ascribed to the human race.  Rather, it is its direct sanction 
upon constituted human social life, which binds that authority more strongly than it 
does any private individual, and which confers specifically religious status on the 
judgment of the sovereign.  
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Inheritance of property amounts to the inheritance of legal rights. 
John Dunn, Fellow of King’s College, The Political Thought of John Locke, 1969, pg 
134-135 
 
Because the inheritance of property is an inheritance of legal rights within a legal order 
men may not normally enjoy it without accepting the legal duties implied in that order.  
Macpherson sees the significance of the passage as lying in the fact that it treats the 
inheritance of property (presumably in Locke’s unextended sense) as the sole potential 
motive (and consequently the sole potential opportunity?) for entry into political 
society.  But this is a little partial. All that the passage says is that since governments do 
not normally permit the territories to be dismembered, inheritance of land in a given 
country normally commits the filial inheritor to the political obligations of his father 
simply because the government requires such a commitment in return for its 
recognition of the inheritance.  
 
 
Pursuing property is a right. 
John Dunn, Fellow of King’s College, The Political Thought of John Locke, 1969, pg 
214-215 
 
At the individual level the effect of this is to make property a pure private right, excised 
form the context of social responsibility implied by the medieval understanding of duty 
of charity.  It reduces rationality to appropriation and sets out as the apt project for each 
individual life an endless traverse of accumulation directed not to consumption, ease, or 
happiness to its own relentless perpetuation.  The poor are consigned to a convenient 
ignorance, made palatable by their comprehensive credulity in the Christian faith, and 
the ends of the rich are embellished by their proclaimed superior rationality.  In the 
internal politics of the country the propertyless are expelled from the political 
community and turned into a vast labor gang under the discipline of the rich and bereft 
of any protection of against the most brutal exploitation except for the obligation of the 
replete not to permit human beings actually to starve to death.  In foreign politics, its 
effect is to consign the political community to a career of self-conscious and unceasing 
territorial expansion and the population growth of the classic mercantilist tradition.  
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Humans have freedom because of their rationality.   
John Marshall, Assistant Professor of History, Denver, John Locke: Resistance, 
Religion, and Responsibility, 1994, pg 217 
 
It is, of course, true that the Two Treatises advocated liberty for all individuals by 
advocating the limitation of political authority.  One of its central arguments was that 
men were supposed to be free because that was appropriate to their status as rational 
individuals.  It is this combination of the assertion that individual men are responsible 
for their own actions and should be free because of their capacity to reason, with the 
limitation of political authority to the preservation of individuals’ property, including 
liberty, that gives rise to the classic view of Locke as a founder of liberalism.  God was 
said to give to men their ‘understanding’ in order to direct their actions, and a ‘freedom 
of Will and liberty of Acting according to his own will.’  It was the capacity to know 
the law which made men’s freedom appropriate; it was the same capacity that made the 
exercise of their reason in search into their duties rational and a duty.  By having 
reason, men were ‘presumed’ to know how far they were to be guided by the law, how 
far they could use their freedom and ‘so’ they came to have freedom to act for 
themselves and not to be guided in their actions by other men.  
 
 
The mixing of labor with goods results in the right to property. 
John Marshall, Assistant Professor of History, Denver, John Locke: Resistance, 
Religion, and Responsibility, 1994, pg 268 
 
The Second Treatise argued, in direct reply to Filmer’s ridicule of the allegedly Grotian 
account of private property as derived from consent and occupation, that property in 
things was legitimately gained from a grant of all things in common by the mixing of 
labor with the goods of the world.  Locke was particularly clear in showing how 
significantly different levels of property ownership could thereby be gained in the 
things of the world: due to different levels of industry men quite legitimately 
accumulated different levels of possessions in the state of nature, limited only by the 
obligations not to destroy unnecessarily God’s property and to leave enough and as 
good – but no enough and as much – to others.  The invention of money, accepted by 
consent, then made these differences in ownership substantial but still legitimate.  The 
transmission through time of enormously unequal amounts of material property by 
inheritance was then legitimate.  The central thrust of this argument showed that 
enormously different levels of property were legitimately now held in society despite 
property having begun through appropriation of the world given by God in common.  
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Governments were created in civil society to protect property. 
John Marshall, Assistant Professor of History, Denver, John Locke: Resistance, 
Religion, and Responsibility, 1994, pg 269 
 
Men had set up political society in order to protect their property (their lives, liberty, 
and estate).  Political society regulated such property, but property was not surrendered 
to it and then partly returned.  For Locke, government was instituted precisely to 
protect property in markedly different levels of possessions, as well as property in life 
and liberty. Through inheritance these different levels would be transmitted down to 
following generations, and often increased.  Although Locke did not accept that the 
practice of primogeniture was divinely necessary he also did not argue that unequal 
inheritance was illegitimate practice as long as children gained the necessities of life 
and perhaps conveniences too, a requirement that could be fulfilled without much 
property being removed from the inheritance of the eldest son.  
 
 
The majority cannot dissolve the government. 
John Marshall, Assistant Professor of History, Denver, John Locke: Resistance, 
Religion, and Responsibility, 1994, pg 270 
 
Although for Locke government was instituted for the welfare of the people, the 
government could not legitimately be dissolved by the people at large for a majority 
conception that the betterment of their economic condition required the alteration of the 
pattern of holdings of private property.  The government could best serve their interests 
but only when it dissolved itself by acting beyond trust or unjustly – that is, by 
arbitrarily taking property, or by removing or corrupting the legal processes by which 
such arbitrary action could be prevented an thus directly threatening the people.  
 
 
The government has the obligation to protect property holdings. 
John Marshall, Assistant Professor of History, Denver, John Locke: Resistance, 
Religion, and Responsibility, 1994, pg 280 
 
Locke had managed to combine in the Two Treatises arguments from individual 
consent and natural rights that were necessary to resistance to government with 
arguments showing both how a government established through individual consent was 
obligated to protect widely differing levels of property-holding (unless the 
representative body of the propertied in that society could be thought to be one that 
would consent to redistributive taxation), and that it could not be resisted or have its 
authority revoked in order to overthrow the property-holdings in that society.  
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Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Two Treatises of Government, A letter 
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Chapter 15: Capitalism 
Adam Smith and Ayn Rand 

Chapter Objectives 
 

-Learn about the lives of Adam Smith and Ayn Rand  
 
-Understand the basis for capitalism  
 
-Learn the obligations the government has under capitalism  
 
-Understand the Capitalist peace theory  
 
-Learn the capitalist arguments against taxation  
 
-Learn how to use capitalist theory in a debate case  
 
-Understand the difference between economic and governmental 
power  
 
-Learn how the government can protect rights  
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Key Terms 
 
Capitalism    Objectivism   Economic power 
Statism    Individual rights  Inalienable 
Positive rights    Negative rights  Competition 
Regulation    Anti-trust laws   Legitimate 
Taxation             monopoly 

 

 
 

Background/Biography 
 Capitalism is ‘an economic system in which the means of production and 
distribution are privately or corporately owned and development is proportionate to the 
accumulation and reinvestment of profits gained in a free market’ (American Heritage).  
This system was first explained in depth by Adam Smith, in his book entitled The 
Wealth of Nations, in 1776.  More recently, a modern philosopher, Ayn Rand has 
expanded the economic theory capitalism to a system of politics and individual ethics, 
which is now known as objectivism.  Similar to Locke, Adam Smith and Ayn Rand 
were supporters of the government’s obligation to protect the right to property. 
 

Adam Smith 
 Adam Smith was born in 1723 (exact date unknown) in Kirkcaldy, Scotland.  At 
the early age of four Smith was kidnapped by a band of gypsies, 
but was shortly thereafter rescued by his uncle and returned to 
his mother; his father had died during his wife’s pregnancy with 
Adam.  At the age of fifteen, Smith enrolled in the University of 
Glasgow where he studied moral philosophy.  Not being able to 
learn about what he was interested in, economics, Smith entered 
the Balliol College at Oxford.  In his mid-twenties, he began 
developing his theory of capitalism.  Later, in 1751, he returned 
to the University of Glasgow where he was a lecturer on several 
subjects including moral philosophy, economics, and rhetoric.  
In 1778, Smith moved back to Scotland where he died 12 years 
later on July 17, 1790. 
 

Ayn Rand 
 About 215 years later, Ayn Rand was born St. Petersburg, Russia; her birth 
name was Alissa Rosenbaum.  Her father was a chemist who owned his own shop in St. 
Petersburg where above, the Rosenbaums resided.  Very early in her life she decided to 
become a writer.  Because the Russian Revolution left her family in poverty due to the 
nationalization of their family-owned business, her family decided to move to the 
Crimean Peninsula.  At the age of 16, she graduated from high school and entered the 
University of Leningrad.  After her graduation from the University of Leningrad, Ayn 
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Rand enrolled in the Cinema Institute where she developed a love for 
film and theater.  Due to the poor conditions of Russia at the time, 
Ayn Rand decided to move to Chicago to stay with her relatives.  
Shortly after her arrival in Chicago, she moved to Hollywood to 
pursue a career.   She began her career as a movie extra when she met 
her future husband Frank O’Connor.  During this time Rand had 
developed a couple novels including We the Living and The 
Fountainhead.  Moving away from fiction novels, she published 

several articles discussing political and economic issues that amounted to the 
philosophy, Objectivism.  Because of her negative experiences with communism it is 
easy to understand why she was such an advocate of the capitalist system.   
 

Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal 
 

Statist Power v. Economic Power 
 Ayn Rand argues that statism, governmental interference in private matters, is 
what has resulted in many of the atrocities committed throughout world history.  She 
gives the example of Nazi Germany; it was because the government had too much 
power that so many people died.  Because the government can choose to do practically 
whatever it wants in modern society, private individuals must fight to gain political 
power.  Since the government has so much power, individuals that work in 
governmental offices are so tempted to abuse that power and take immoral actions to 
gain more power.  The more power the government has, according to Rand, the more 
dangerous it is to all of civilization. 
 Economic power, on the other hand, is held by people who have started 
businesses or engaged in commerce and have gained the power of money.  Rand argues 
that this power is more likely to be legitimate because it has been earned.  A company 
can not exist if it does not has customers.  In a free market, a company will not have 
customers if it practices immoral policies because customers will not trust that 
company.  Therefore, private companies and individuals have an incentive to do what is 
right and earn the money that gives them economic power.  The government seizes its 
power by force by compelling its citizens to support it and then threatening those who 
dissent.  Therefore, economic power is more legitimate than political power. 
 

Capitalist Peace Theory 
 Rand believes that statist power will inevitably lead to wars between countries 
who are fighting over resources and compete for power.  Since the government does not 
work for the power and money it has in a statist society, then it has nothing to lose if it 
goes to war.  If the state loses lots of money and land, the government can just more 
from its citizens unjustly.  In addition to having nothing to lose by going to war, the 
state is also in a position, if its citizens let it, to control commerce.  Free trade is 
essential to lasting peace between nations; if a government puts up protectionist 
barriers, than it has no incentive to remain on good terms with other nations.  
Protectionist measures make states more likely to initiate the use of force against other 
nations to force them to open their markets or to steal their resources.  If free trade was 
fully promoted, nations would have fewer incentives to go to war with each other.  The 
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logic behind this thinking is that if one person benefits from a partner’s existence, then 
that person would not support the downfall of their partner because it would result in 
harm to both partners. 
 

Individual Rights: Positive v. Negative 
 Ayn Rand is huge advocate of the protection of individual rights.  Individual 
rights are defined as the entitlements to which everyone could exercise without 
preventing other people from exercising those rights.  These rights would include the 
right to life, the right to freedom, the right to seek and hold property, and the right to be 
left alone.  The individual can exercise each of these rights without preventing any 
other individual from exercising those rights.  For example, if one man lives in society, 
it does not, by itself, cause another man to die.  Everyone can live without causing 
someone else to die or be harmed.  This is not to be confused with people who decide to 
kill others.  In killing others, someone has consciously chosen to do more than to just 
live; they have chosen to live and they have chosen to kill someone else.  One person’s 
existence does not prevent another person from existing.  Similarly, everyone can seek 
property.  If one person owns a car, for instance, that does not prevent someone else 
from buying another car.   
  This is not to be confused with the right TO property.  The right TO property 
would mean that everyone has the right to a car, which is not the same argument.  All 
of these rights are negative rights.  Negative rights are entitlements to be free from 
certain actions.  The right to life is the freedom to not be killed by another person.  
Property rights are negative rights because it is the freedom to have your own earned 
property, and the freedom to not have it stolen by someone else.  Negative rights are 
inalienable.  They exist always in all places at all times, but with one exception.  
Individuals can lose their rights if they violate another person rights.  For example, if an 
individual kills another person, they are violating his/her right to life.  It is then morally 
acceptable for the government to punish that individual by putting him/her in prison 
and restricting his/her right to freedom. 
 Rand disagrees with the idea of people having positive rights.  Positive rights 
are entitlements to something.  A lot of people claim that there is a universal right to 
health care, the right to a good education, or a right to enough money to live off of.  
The argument that positive rights do not exist is that a positive right conflicts with 
negative rights.  For example, if everyone has the right TO health care, then someone 
must be forced to provide that health care so that everyone can have it.  That means 
some people’s right to be left alone (the right not to be forced to give other people 
health care) is being violated.  Positive rights and negative rights contradict and cannot 
coexist without one being sacrificed for another.   

 
The Proper Role of Government 

 Because negative rights exist, such as the right to life, property, and freedom, 
they must be protected. The question is then, who should protect these rights?  One 
might suggest that individuals protect their own rights.  However, this is not practical.  
If 100 other people dislike one person, then the chance that that person has of living if 
those people decide to kill him, is very small without some other form of rights 
protection.  Therefore, it would be almost impossible for individuals to protect their 
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own rights because mobs of people could outnumber that individual.  In order to make 
sure each individual has their rights protected, a government must exist.  The 
government, if created among men, has the obligation to protect the rights of its 
citizens.  The way that a government would protect rights would be through three 
necessary methods.  The first method would be to establish a police force.  A police 
force could use power that it received from the citizens to make sure individuals were 
not violated by mobs of people living in the same territory.  A second method is to 
establish a military force to protect the citizens living under the government from 
foreign threats.  The last method to protect rights is to establish a court system, which 
would settle disputes between two or more individuals.  If the government does 
anything more than this, it is taking power away from its citizens illegitimately.   
 

Public Property, Public Education, and Competition 
 One example of the government going outside of its legitimate bounds is the 
government’s ownership of public property.  If the government owns land, then it 
belongs to a group of people, its citizens.  If a group of people owns something, it does 
not belong to any one person solely.  Therefore, the government has no incentive to 
make the most of the property it has.  Conversely, individuals would have an incentive 
to make the most of the property so that they can gain a profit that could help sustain 
their lives.  Another factor of competition enters the picture.  Competition exists when 
two people or private institutions offer similar products or services.  Both institutions 
have the incentive to provide a better product than the other in order to gain more 
customers.  This would result with both choice and high quality for the customers.  
Unfortunately, when the government owns a good or a service, there is the potential 
that they could make laws that prevent other people from competing with the 
government’s service.  There is an incentive for the government to do this because 
without competition they would make more money.  The downside is that there is no 
competition to force the government to provide a good service and take away choice 
from the consumer. 
 Providing public education and forcing kids to go to school is one area that the 
government has violated individuals’ rights.  Because the government funds the 
schools, then the government gets to decide what the schools teach the students.  
Students are forced to go to school, and thus the government forces the students to learn 
what the government wants the students to learn.  This is very dangerous according to 
Rand.  It would force political, religious, and other beliefs on students, that the parents 
may not want their children to learn.  It is a double injury because the parents of 
students are forced to pay for this education that they may or may not agree with 
through taxation.   One might argue that parents could choose to send their students to a 
private school but, the parents are still forced to pay for public education whether or not 
their child attends; secondly, taxation may take away so much money from a family 
that they cannot afford to send their child to a private school.   
  

Regulations, Anti-Trust and Taxation 
 Another area in which the government has the potential to seize illegitimate 
power is in the regulation of businesses and individual behavior.  As long as this 
behavior does not violate other people’s rights, then there is no reason why the 
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government should regulate it.  Regulation violates property rights because the 
government is telling individuals how to use their property.  This means that the 
property is not really the individual’s, but rather the government’s because the 
individual loses all choice over how to use the property.   
 One form of regulation is anti-trust laws.  These laws prevent any one business 
or company from having a monopoly on a good or a service.  This is a regulation 
because it forces one business to modify its practices so that other companies can 
compete with it.  While Rand believes competition is a good thing, she argues that 
forced competition is harmful.  Rand states that a monopoly would only exist under two 
circumstances: (1) either the government requires it or (2) if consumers allow it.  The 
second circumstance is legitimate, according to Rand.  In order for that company to 
have received a monopoly in the first place, consumers would have to continue buying 
from it.  It was stated previously that a business cannot survive without customers (or 
government grants) and that a business will not have customers if it has immoral or 
unpopular practices.  Hence, the business’s monopoly on the good or service is a 
legitimate monopoly.   
 The last issue is that of taxation.  Taxation is when the government forces its 
citizens to pay money to the government so that it can function.  Rand argues that taxes 
are immoral because they are a violation of property rights.  Money is a person 
property.  When the government takes an individual’s money by threat of force 
(threatening individuals with imprisonment for tax evasion), then the government is 
violating its citizens’ property rights.  Another reason why taxation is illegitimate is 
that individuals do not get to decide how their money will be used. The government is 
then doing the opposite of what it is supposed to be doing, violating property rights 
when it is supposed to protect them.  Therefore taxing its citizens is an unjust action for 
the government to take.  Rand feels that if citizens really value their property then they 
would voluntarily give money to the government so that it could hire a military and 
police force and carry out its basic functions to be a legitimate entity. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 As stated several times above, the government has the obligation to protect the 
rights of its citizens.  It also has the obligation to not violate the rights of its citizens.  
These obligations exist because the government exists solely for the purpose of 
protecting the rights of its citizens.  If the government does more than this, then 
inherently it is violating someone’s rights.  Because the government has the obligation 
to protect people’s right to life, liberty, and property, it thus has the obligation to not tax 
its citizens, regulate businesses in its society, and to not provide public goods or 
services, including education.   
 This is probably one the few theories that could be used on almost every 
governmental topic.  Such NFL topics from the past few years include redistribution of 
wealth, environment v. economy, intellectual property rights, scientific knowledge, 
universal health care, employee welfare, censorship, eminent domain, and democracy 
promotion.  The topic used for the sample case and framework is the universal health 
care topic. 
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“I negate the resolution, Resolved: A just government should provide health care to its 
citizens.  In order to clarify my argumentation, I offer the following definitions from 
the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Just- Consistent with what is morally right 
Government- A governing body or organization 
Should- Something, such as an order, promise, requirement, or obligation 
Provide- To make available 
Health Care- The prevention, treatment, and management of illness and the 
preservation of mental and physical well-being through the services offered by the 
medical and allied health professions. 
Citizens- A resident of a city or town, especially one entitled to vote and enjoy other 
privileges there. 
 
Negating achieves the value of a just government.  This is an inherent value in the 
resolution because it is asking us to determine what actions a government ought and 
ought not to be taken.  Because the word ‘just’ in the resolution refers to consistence 
with what is morally right, then it must be determined what would be morally right 
actions for a government to take.  Thus, I provide a capitalist moral framework. 
 
According to the economic theory of capitalism, the government has the obligation to 
protect the rights of its citizens.  These rights include the right to life, liberty and the 
pursuit of property.  These are rights because everyone can have them equally; if one 
person has a right to life, it does not prevent another person from having and exercising 
the right to life.  Pursuing property is a right because one person pursuing property does 
not prevent others from pursuing property.  The moral framework for a government of 
protecting rights achieves a just government because a just government fulfills its 
obligations to its citizens.  A government has the obligation to protect rights of it 
citizens because it was the purpose for which the government was established.  Without 
the consent of its citizens, the government does not have the legitimate authority to 
govern its citizens.  Only passing laws that protect rights are just and amount to a just 
government.  Passing laws that do not protect rights does not achieve a just 
government.  Therefore, the criterion for the round should be the governmental 
protection of rights.   
 
Contention One: Providing universal health care to its citizens violates the property 
rights of other individuals. 
…” 
 
 It is important to note that in the above sample case and framework, contention 
one is not complete.  In a real case, it is important complete contention one with quotes 
the support the argument that the government’s providing health care to its citizens 
violates the rights of some citizens.  This sample case demonstrates how the framework 
can be used to explain and establish the criterion.  A logically consistent framework is 
important so that it is more difficult to refute.   
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Cards on the Capitalist Theory of Governmental Moral Obligations 
 
Statism is responsible for wars. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The roots of war”, 1967 pg 35 
 
It is said that nuclear weapons have made wars too horrible to contemplate.  Yet every 
nation on earth feels, in helpless terror, that such a war might come.  The overwhelming 
majority of mankind – the people who die on the battlefield or starve and perish among 
the ruins – do not want war.  They never wanted it.  Yet wars have kept erupting 
throughout the centuries, like a long trail of blood underscoring mankind’s history.  
Men are afraid that war might come because they know, consciously  or 
subconsciously, that they have never rejected the doctrine which causes wars, which 
has caused the wars of the past and can do it again – the doctrine that it is right or 
practical or necessary for men to achieve their goals by means of physical force (by 
initiating the use of force against other men) and that some sort of “good” can justify it.  
It is the doctrine that force is a proper or unavoidable part of human existence and 
human societies.  Observe one of the ugliest characteristics of today’s world: the 
mixture of frantic war preparations with hysterical peace propaganda, and the fact that 
both come from the same source – from the same political philosophy.  The bankrupt, 
yet still dominant, political philosophy of our age is statism.  
 
 
Capitalist societies have less of an incentive to go to war. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The roots of war”, 1967 pg 38 
 
Laissez-faire capitalism is the only social system based on the recognition of individual 
rights, and therefore, the only system that bans force from social relationships.  By the 
nature of its basic principles and interests, It is the only system fundamentally opposed 
to war.  Men who are free to produce, have no incentive to loot; they have nothing to 
gain from war and a great deal to lose.  Ideologically the principle of individual rights 
does not permit a man to seek his own livelihood at the point of a gun, inside or outside 
his country.  Economically, wars cost money; in a free economy, where wealth is 
privately owned, the costs of war come out of the income of private citizens - there is 
no overblown public treasury to hide that fact – and a citizens cannot hope to recoup his 
own financial losses (such as taxes or business dislocations or poetry destruction) by 
winning the war.  Thus his own economic interests are on the side of peace.  
 
 



 164

In a statist society the government has no incentive to avoid war. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The roots of war”, 1967 pg 38 
 
It is the statist economy, where wealth is “publicly owned,” a citizens has no economic 
interests to protect by preserving peace – he is only a drop in the common bucket – 
while war gives him the (fallacious) hope of larger handouts from his masters.  
Ideologically, he is trained to regard men as sacrificial animals; he is one himself; he 
can have no concept of why foreigners should not be sacrificed on the same public altar 
for the benefit of the same state.  
 
 
Free trade promotes positive relations among nations. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The roots of war”, 1967 pg 39 
 
The essence of capitalism’s foreign policy is free trade – i.e., the abolition of trade 
barriers, of protective tariffs, of free international exchange and competition among the 
private citizens of all countries dealing directly with one another.  During the 
nineteenth century, it was free trade that liberated the world, undercutting and wrecking 
the remnants of feudalism and the statist tyranny of absolute monarchies.  
 
 
Economic power is gained through gathering the trust of the people for good 
values. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The roots of war”, 1967 pg 47-48 
 
What is economic power?  It is the power to produce and to trade what one has 
produced.  In a free economy, where no man or group of men can use physical coercion 
against anyone, economic power can be achieved only by voluntary means: by the 
voluntary choice and agreement of all those who participate in the process of 
production and trade.  In a free market, all prices, wages, and profits are determined – 
not by the arbitrary whim of the rich or of the poor, not by anyone’s “greed” or by 
anyone’s need – but by the law of supply and demand.  The mechanism of a free 
market reflects and sums up all the economic choices and decisions made by all the 
participants.  Men trade their goods or services by all the participants.  Men trade their 
goods or services by independent, uncoerced judgment.  A man can grow rich only if he 
is able to offer better values – better products or services, at a lower price – than others 
are able to offer.  Wealth, in a free market, is achieved by a free, general, “democratic” 
vote – by the sales and the purchases of every individual who takes part in the 
economic life of the country.  Whenever you buy one product rather than another, you 
are voting for the success of some manufacturer.  And, in this type of voting, every man 
votes only on those matters which he is qualified to judge: on his own preferences, 
interests, and needs. No one has the power to decide for others or to substitute his 
judgment for theirs; no one has the power to appoint himself “the voice of the public” 
and to leave the public voiceless and disfranchised.  
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The government should not force competition. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “America’s Persecuted Minority”, 1967 
pg 54-55 
 
There is no way to legislate competition; there are no standards by which one could 
define who should compete with whom, how many competitors should exist in any 
given field, what should be their relative strength or their so-called “relevant markets,” 
what prices they should charge, what methods of competition are “fair” or “unfair.”  
None of these can be answered, because these precisely are the questions that can be 
answered only by the mechanism of a free market.  
 
 
Protection of individual rights is the cornerstone of capitalism. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 320 
 
If one wishes to advocate a free society – that is, capitalism – one must realize that its 
indispensable foundation is the principle of individual rights.  If one wishes to uphold 
individual rights, one must realize that capitalism is the only system that can uphold 
and protect them.  And if one wishes to gauge the relationship of freedom to the goals 
of today’s intellectuals, one may gauge it by the fact that the concept of individual 
rights is evaded, distorted, perverted and seldom discussed, most conspicuously seldom 
by the so-called “conservatives.”  “Rights are a moral concept – the concept that 
provides a logical transition from the principles guiding an individual’s actions to the 
principles guiding his relationship with others – a social context – the link between the 
moral code of a man and the legal code of a society, between ethics and politics.  
Individual rights are the means of subordinating society to moral law.  
 
 
Rights morally protect individuals in society. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 321 
 
The principle of man’s individual rights represented the extension of morality into the 
social system – as a limitation on the power of the state, as man’s protection against the 
brute force of the collective, as the subordination of might to right.  The United States 
was the first moral society in history.  All previous systems had regarded man as a 
sacrificial means to the ends of others, and society as an end in itself.  The United 
States regarded man as an end in himself, and society as a means to the peaceful, 
orderly, voluntary coexistence of individuals.  All previous systems had held that man’s 
life belongs to society, that society can dispose of him in any way it pleases, and that 
any freedom he enjoys is his only by favor, by the permission of society, which may be 
revoked at any time.  
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Rights are negative. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 322 
 
Thus, for every individual, a right is the moral sanction of a positive – of his freedom to 
act on his own judgment, for his own goals, by his own voluntary, uncoerced choice.  
As to his neighbors, his rights impose no obligations on them except of a negative kind: 
to abstain from violating his rights.  
 
 
The government’s function is to protect individuals from the use of physical force.  
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 331 
 
If physical force is to be barred from social relationships, men need an institution 
charged with the task of protecting their rights under an objective code of rules.  This is 
the task of a government – of a proper government – its basic task, its only moral 
justification and the reason why men do need a government.  A government is the 
means of placing the retaliatory use of physical force under objective control – i.e., 
under objectively defined laws.  The fundamental difference between private action and 
governmental action – a difference thoroughly ignored and evaded today – lies in the 
fact that a government holds a monopoly on the legal use of physical force; and for that 
very same reason, its actions have to be rightly defined, delimited and circumscribed; 
no touch of whim or caprice should be permitted in its performance; it should be an 
impersonal robot, with the laws as its only motive power.  If a society is to be free, its 
government has to be controlled.  
 
 
Protection of individual rights is the only proper function of the government. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 332 
 
The nature of the laws proper to a free society and the source of its government’s 
authority are both to be derived from the nature and purpose of a proper government.  
The basic principle of both is indicated in The Declaration of Independence: “to secure 
these [individual] rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent of the governed…”  Since the protection of individual rights is 
the only proper purpose of a government, it is the only proper subject of legislation: all 
laws must be based on individual rights, and aimed at their protection.  All laws must 
be objective (and objectively justifiable): men must know clearly, and in advance of 
taking an action, what the law forbids them to do (and why), what constitutes a crime 
and what penalty they will incur of they commit it.  
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The government should only have a police force, military, and court system. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 334 
 
The proper functions of a government fall into three broad categories, all of them 
involving the issues of physical force and the protection of men’s rights: the police to 
protect men from criminals – the armed services, to protect men from foreign invaders 
– the law courts, to settle disputes among men according to objective laws.  
 
 
Antitrust laws contradict good values.  
Alan Greenspan, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “Patents and Copyrights” 1967, pg 
70 
 
To sum up: the entire structure of antitrust statutes in this country is a jumble of 
economic irrationality and ignorance.  It is the product: (a) of a gross misinterpretation 
of history, and (b) of rather naïve, and certainly unrealistic, economic theories.  As a 
last resort, some people argue that at least the antitrust laws haven’t done any harm.  
They assert that even though the competitive process itself inhibits coercive 
monopolies, there is no harm in making doubly sure by declaring certain economic 
actions to be illegal.  But the very existence of those undefinable statutes and 
contradictory case law inhibits businessmen from undertaking what would otherwise be 
sound productive ventures.  No one will ever know what new products, processes, 
machines, and cost-saving mergers failed to come into existence, killed by the Sherman 
Act before they were born.  No one can ever compute the price that all of us have paid 
for the Act which, by including less effective use of capital, has kept our standard of 
living lower than would otherwise be possible. 
 
 
The government should not provide education – it forces individuals to pay for 
what they might not want to pay for. 
Nathaniel Branden, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “Common Fallacies About 
Capitalism”, 1967, pg 89 
 
There are no moral ground whatever for the claim that education is the prerogative of 
the State – or for the claim that it is proper to expropriate the wealth of some men for 
the unearned benefit of others.  The doctrine that education should be controlled by the 
state is consistent with Nazi or communist theory of government.  It is not consistent 
with the American theory of government.  The totalitarian implications of state 
education have in part been obscured by the fact that in America, unlike Nazi Germany 
or Soviet Russia, private schools are legally tolerated.  Such schools, however, exist not 
by right but only by permission.  Further, the facts remain that: (a) most parents are 
effectively compelled to send their children to State schools, since they are taxed to 
support these schools and cannot afford to pay the additional fees required to send their 
children to private schools; (b) the standards of education, controlling all schools, are 
prescribed by the State; (c) the growing trend in American education is for the 
government to exert wider and wider control over every aspect of education.   
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The poor education system is a result of public education. 
Nathaniel Branden, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “Common Fallacies About 
Capitalism”, 1967, pg 91 
 
The disgracefully low level of education in America is the predictable result of a State-
controlled school system.  Schooling, to a market extent, has become a status symbol 
and a ritual.  More and more people are entering college – and fewer and fewer people 
are emerging properly educated.  Our educational system is like a vast bureaucracy, a 
vast civil service, in which the trend toward a policy of considering everything about a 
teacher’s qualifications (such as the number of his publications) except his teaching 
ability; and of considering everything about a student’s qualifications except his 
intellectual competence.  The solution is to bring the filed of education into the 
marketplace. There is an urgent economic need for education.  When educational 
institutions have to compete with one another in the quality of training they offer – 
when they have to compete for the value that will be attached to the diplomas they issue 
– educational standards will necessarily rise.  When they have to compete for the 
services  of the best teachers, the teachers who will attract the greatest number of 
students, then the caliber of teaching – and of the teachers’ salaries – will necessarily 
rise.  When the economic principles that have resulted in the superlative efficiency of 
American industry are permitted to operate in the field of education, the result will be a 
revolution, in the direction of unprecedented educational development and growth.  
 
 
The government gets its power from the people, but they cannot give the 
government more power than they have. 
Leonard Peikoff, Professor of Philosophy at New York University, Objectivism: The 
Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 1993, pg 389 
 
The consent of the governed is the source of a government’s power, since government 
is an agent of its citizens.  But this does not mean that the citizen can delegate powers 
they do not possess.  It does not mean that anything to which the governed consent is 
thereby proper or a proper function of government – which would be pure subjectivism 
and collectivism.  In a republic, the governed may not rightfully strike down an 
innocent fellow-citizen, not in any form, even if the nation consents to it without a 
dissenting voice.  
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Chapter 16: Socialism 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Learn socialism’s theory of economics  
 
-Understand the history and background of socialist thought  
 
-Learn the socialist objections to capitalism: 

1. On democracy  
2. On equality  
3. Rational Actors Objection  

 
-Understand what the poverty cycle is  
 
-Learn how to use socialist theory in a debate case  
 
-Understand the difference between a valid & sound argument  
 
-Understand the profit motive   
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Key Terms 
 
Socialism    Communism   Altruism 
Capital     Exploitation   Material inequality
Poverty cycle    Valid    Sound 
Rational actors   Profit motive 

 
Background 

 Socialism, defined by the American Heritage Dictionary, is “any of various 
theories or systems of social organization in which the means of producing and 
distributing goods is owned collectively or by a centralized government that often plans 
and controls the economy.”  By definition under this theory, the government has the 
responsibility for producing and distributing goods and controlling the economy.  The 
opposing theory is the theory of capitalism because capitalist theorists believe that the 
government should not be involved in the economy at all.  The idea of socialism 
originated from the works of Charles Fourier, Henri de Saint-Simon, and Robert Owen 
around the mid to late 1700’s.  In the mid-1800’s Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels wrote 
and published The Communist Manifesto explaining the theory of communism.  
Communism is an extension of the 
socialist theory; Marx and Engels 
believed that socialism was a 
transitioning stage between capitalism 
and communism.  Communism is a 
“theoretical economic system 
characterized by the collective 
ownership of property and by the 
organization of labor for the common 
advantage of all members.”  In this 
form of government, everyone owns 
all property and people are assigned to 
do certain tasks for the benefit of everyone else. 
 The under-riding philosophy of socialism is the idea of collective welfare, or 
altruism, the idea that individuals should sacrifice themselves for the greater good or 
the good of others.  Some philosophers would agree to this system of government on 
utilitarian grounds.  Because individuals exist to help others, the system of government 
is based on facilitating the greatest benefit to the collective whole.  Some famous 
advocates of socialism and similar philosophies include John Stuart Mill, Jurgen 
Habermas, and G.W. F. Hegel.   
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Socialist Theory 
 

The Restriction of Freedom by Private Property 
 The foundation of capitalism is the protection of private property and the 
protection of freedom and individual rights.  Some socialists argue that the protection 
of private property actually restricts individual’s freedom; in this way, the bases for 
capitalism contradict.  The first reason given for how the two concepts contradict is that 
according the capitalist philosophy, people are not free to violate property rights.  
Beyond this first reason for restricting freedom, according to proponents of socialism 
and communism, only the owner of property is free because other people cannot use 
that property and thus all non-property owners are not free.  For example, if one person 
owns a land strip between two countries, then no one else would be allowed to cross 
that land without the owner’s permission in a capitalist society.  Because the owner has 
the right do with that land whatever he/she wishes, then he/she is not required to let 
people pass through.  This means that individuals’ freedom of movement is restricted 
by the private ownership of land.  The second reason why private property, in a 
capitalist system, restricts liberty is that even owners of private property are not 
allowed to do as they wish on their property.  The owner can neither use that private 
property to violate other people’s rights, nor use that land to break the law.  In this 
sense, private property restricts freedom in some ways, even if they are small 
restrictions. 
 

Socialism For Democracy 
 Another argument against the capitalist system made by socialists is that 
democracy can only function properly when there is publicly owned property.  In a 
purely capitalist system, there would not be any public property.  No public roads, 
parks or buildings would exist because all property would be privately owned.  In order 
to function properly, a democracy requires several activities that a capitalist system 
would interfere with.  The first activity of a democracy that capitalism would hinder is 
the voting process.  The voting process would be hurt in several ways in a capitalist 
society.  In order to vote on policies, individuals must meet in a common area or use a 
common method by which to vote.  If the rich own all the property in a society, the rich 
can exclude the voice of the poor from voting.  If the voting occurred on private 
property, the owner could exclude anyone from coming on to his or her property, 
including those who have a different opinion.  If the voting occurred through a mailing 
process, the owner of the mailing system could choose to send some votes and not 
others.  There could not be restrictions on these owners in a capitalist society because 
that would involve the government controlling the economy to some extent, which is 
inherently socialist. 
 A second reason why democracy, or any form of government, would be difficult 
to run is because there cannot be any governmental property in a purely capitalist 
economy.  This means that the government could not meet to vote on policies in a 
public area.  It would all have to be done on private property (because only private 
property would exist).  This private property is subject to the whimsical decisions of the 
owner, which could include deciding not to let the government on his or her property 
the day they are to vote on a policy the property owner did not want to pass. 
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 A third reason why capitalist values inhibit democracy is that the emphasis on 
productivity and accumulation of money (capital) would prevent people from 
becoming politically active.  Because people, especially the poor working class, have to 
spend most of their time working, they may not be able to attend government functions 
(assuming there is an affordable way to get there) as a result of their employers 
mandating that they work all day and all night or else lose their job.  There is a forced 
choice between not participating in political decisions and losing one’s job.  This is 
known as exploitation in a capitalist society.  The capitalist values of production would 
emphasize not being politically active.  If a person is so poor that they need a job to be 
able to eat and feed their family, the choice is then either not being politically active or 
death by starvation.  Humans’ survival instinct would emphasize not being politically 
active.   
 Because a capitalist society inhibits democracy for all these reasons it is 
important that the government have public property on which to operate and to allow its 
citizens to become politically active.  If democracy and government, which are both 
necessary to protect freedom, are valuable in a capitalist society, then some form of 
socialism must exist. 
 

Material Inequality Results in Inequality of Opportunity (The Poverty Cycle) 
 Another objection to capitalism is that its promotion of material inequality, 
that is the disparity between the amounts of property people in a society own, results in 
the inequality of opportunity.  For example, if a person is born into a rich family, he or 
she is going to have more of an opportunity to be successful in life than a person born 
into a poor family.  A rich family can afford sending its children to the best schools and 
colleges of their choice; a poor family will not be able to afford to send their children to 
the same educational institutions as a rich family can.  The best schools tend to educate 
their students the best while the worst schools tend to provide a minimal amount of 
education.  The rich family will have the most educated children and the poor family 
will have the least educated children.  The highest paying jobs in society tend to favor 
those people who have had the best education.  People who could not afford a college 
education tend to obtain the lowest paying jobs in society; the poor members of society 
usually hold the lowest paying jobs.  This is called the poverty cycle.  The poor in 
society are not provided the same opportunity as the rich and then are put in the same 
position as their impoverished parents.  While it is not impossible for people to break 
out of the poverty cycle, it takes much more effort on their part than it does on the part 
of child born into a rich family.   
 

Rights and Capitalism 
 The theory of rights is central to the idea of capitalism.  Like the argument that 
freedom and capitalism contradict each other, socialists make a similar argument that 
capitalism rests on a faulty notion of rights.  Socialists question where rights come from 
and why they exist.  Because there is no persuasive account for why rights exist or how 
humans have rights and other animals do not, it is not a good basis for government and 
society.  In a world where rights existed, the capitalist system would be valid.  
However, because there is no way to prove the existence of rights, then there is no way 
to prove that the capitalist system is sound.  Validity implies that an argument is 
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logically consistent.  For example, if the sun is pink, and all pink objects are cold, then 
the sun is cold.  Both of the premises (“the sun is pink” and “all pink objects are cold”) 
and the conclusion (“the sun is cold”) are false, but the argument is valid because, 
assuming both premises are true, the conclusion must follow necessarily from the 
premises.  However, a valid argument does not mean that the argument is true.  A 
sound argument is an argument that is both true and valid.  An example of a sound 
argument is as follows: Socrates was a human.  All humans are mortal.  Therefore, 
Socrates was mortal.  Both premises (“Socrates was a human” and “all humans are 
mortal”) are true.  The conclusion follows necessarily from the two premises.  
Socialists claim that there is no way to prove the fact that rights exist.  Therefore, the 
statement ‘humans have rights’ cannot be proven true.  Because the theory of 
capitalism rests on rights, it can at best be valid, but not a sound system.   
 Socialists feel that if rights exist, and if they are inalienable rights, then they 
cannot be bought or sold or taken away.  In a capitalist society, these inalienable rights 
can be bought sold and taken away.  The purpose of rights, as many people agree, is to 
protect the dignity of the human individual.  When individuals lose their dignity to 
employers who require them to work in an unsafe work environment as a term of 
employment, then the function of rights is not being fulfilled. 
 

Rational Actors, Profit Motive and Discrimination 
 The theory of capitalism assumes that all individuals will be rational actors.  A 
rational actor is one that will always act based on the best possible reasoning.  
Capitalism theorists assume that most people will act out of their self-interests in a 
capitalist society.  For example, they will assume that producers will produce safe 
products for consumers out of self-interest because if they sell an unsafe product, they 
will eventually lose trust of the consumers.  However, some producers could produce 
an unsafe product and get rich off of it quickly.  When people find out the product 
unsafe, then it will not matter any more to the provider because they have already made 
a fortune.  Similarly, capitalists believe that owners of businesses will not discriminate 
against customers on the basis of race, nationality, sex, sexual orientation, or social 
status because they will lose profits.  This would be done out of the motive to make 
profits (also known as the profit motive).  However, a person who is racist probably 
believes it is best not do business with someone of a certain race, and that motive will 
overwhelm the profit motive.  In a capitalist society, this type of discrimination is both 
morally legitimate and legal.   
 

Socialism as the Cure to Capitalism 
 As stated before, capitalism would allow for the degradation of human integrity, 
racism, discrimination, and the poverty cycle.  Socialists believe that the answer to this 
is to have the government control and plan the economy.  In a socialist system the 
government has every right to regulate how and when businesses are operated.  The 
government can pass laws that require businesses to act in a fair way towards all 
customers and to provide a safe working place for their employees.  The government 
can tax individuals to raise money to help the poor break out of the poverty cycle and 
distribute the social benefits equally to all people.   
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How to use this in a debate 
 The theory of socialism views the government as having the obligation to plan 
and control the economy in a way that would be beneficial to all in society.  The 
socialist government is based on fair and equal distribution of the benefits in society to 
all of its citizens.  These obligations exist because leaving market motives and 
capitalism to promote the economy will result in injustice to several people, when they 
could be helped.  Like the theory of capitalism, the theory of socialism can be used on 
several topics such as any economic and governmental topics.  Some examples of 
topics put out by the NFL in the past few years are redistribution of wealth, privacy, 
environment v. economy, intellectual property rights, scientific knowledge, affirmative 
action, mental illness, censorship, eminent domain and reparations.  The topic for the 
sample case and framework is the NFL redistribution of wealth topic. 
 
“I affirm the resolution, Resolved: A just government ought to value the redistribution 
of wealth over property rights.  In order to clarify my position I offer the following 
definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
 
Just- Consistent with what is morally right 
Government- A governing body or organization 
Ought- Used to indicate obligation or duty 
Value- To rate according to relative estimate of worth or desirability 
Redistribution- To divide and dispense in portions 
Wealth- All goods and resources having value in terms of exchange or use 
Property Rights- the right of ownership 
 
Affirming achieves the value of a just government.  A just government is an inherent 
value in the resolution because it is asking what a just government should do.  Because 
just is defined as what is morally right there must be a moral framework to determine 
what is right and what is wrong for the government to do.  Therefore, I offer a socialist 
framework for a just government. A just government values and seeks to promote 
equality, which is also defined by the American Heritage Dictionary as “Having the 
same privileges or status.”  This means that the government will take actions that 
promote the same privileges, status, and rights of its citizens.  A just government 
promotes equality because it is established to benefit everyone in society equally.   
 
Thus, the criterion for the round should be fostering equality among citizens in society.  
This achieves a just government by promoting equality, which is what is morally right 
for the government to do.  The resolution is a question of what economic system is best, 
capitalism (protecting property rights) or socialism (redistribution of wealth). Thus, 
whichever system promotes equality the most should win the debate. 
 
My first observation is that a capitalist economy requires that the government stay out 
of economic affairs.  A socialist government is one that controls and plans its economy 
to the benefit of all of its citizens.  Only a socialist government can redistribute wealth. 
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My first contention is that fostering of equality can only be done in a socialist society 
because a capitalist society cannot have the government facilitate equality of privileges. 
 
A. Capitalism creates material inequality.  The rich in society will stay rich because 
they have the resources to create and invest in new production, where the poor does not 
have the capital to do this.  This means that the rich will stay rich, and the poor will stay 
poor resulting in giant material inequality. … 
 
B. It creates inequality of opportunity.  The rich can afford better education.  As a result 
they will get the better jobs whereas the poor in society cannot afford the best schools 
and will get jobs that will not get them out of poverty.  … 
 
C. It allows for discrimination.  Because the government cannot interfere with a 
capitalist system because of the valuing of private property, businesses have the 
capability to discriminate against individuals of a certain race, nationality, or gender.  
This does not create equality because people are not being treated the same. … 
 
D. In a socialist system the government can regulate and control the economy and 
business practices to create this equality.  This is something that the government can do 
without violating people’s freedom such as the freedom of speech, religion, or 
expression.  People also still have the right to property, but the right to public property 
under this system. 
 
My second contention is that the existence of rights cannot be proven.  In a world 
where rights existed, the capitalist system would be valid.  However, because there is 
no way to prove the existence of rights, then there is no way to prove that the capitalist 
system is sound.  Validity implies that an argument is logically consistent.  A sound 
argument is one that can both be proven true and valid.  Because there’s no way to 
prove that rights exist objectively, then a system of government should not be based 
solely on them.” 
 
 This sample moral framework shows how a debater can use the theory of 
socialism as a moral framework in the debate.  It also demonstrates the use of 
definitions to support the moral framework and to support the observation that framed 
the rest of the case.  Cards, or quotes, that support the arguments in each of the sub-
points have been left out.  In a real case it is important that the quotes are included. 
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Cards on Socialist Theory of Governmental Moral Obligations 
 
If people value liberty, the government must have a small role 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 25 
 
At its origin, then, liberty was a forward-looking value – both for its role in articulating 
a new, scientific vision of reality, but even more for supporting the demise of feudalism 
and for encouraging capitalism, its historic successor.  Where liberty is a value, other 
things being equal, we should seek to have as much of it as possible.  We should 
therefore aim at optimal levels of liberty; or, equivalently, minimal social or political 
interference with individuals’ lives and behaviors.  Other things being equal, advocates 
of liberty should therefore support the traditional political liberties central to the liberal 
tradition – freedom of speech, assembly, religion and so on.  In principle, of course, 
other things might not be equal.  Political liberties might conflict with rival values, 
necessitating trade-offs.   
 
 
Some liberties need to be restricted for the sake of liberty. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 27 
 
There plainly are circumstances in which some liberties need to be restricted, strictly, 
for liberty’s sake.  The liberty of those who would dominate others, or otherwise 
coercively restrain them from the pursuit of their ends, cannot be given free rein by 
those who would optimize liberty.  But it is not only citizens’ behaviors that may be in 
need of constraint.  As traditional liberals were wont to insist, above all, citizens need 
protection from state officials.  Laws promulgated in states are instrumental for these 
purposes for establishing a framework within which individuals can freely pursue ends, 
without threatening the liberties of others.  But this consideration by no means exhausts 
the liberal of others.  But this consideration by no means exhausts the liberal rationale 
for states.  
 
 
States that govern the least tend to protect liberty the most. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 28 
 
Proponents of liberty ought, therefore, to advocate states, though state necessarily 
restricts liberty – but only minimal states.  The best state is the state that governs least; 
that restricts liberty only to the extent necessary to insure optimal levels of liberty – 
and, above all, to maximize capacity-freedom.  Any greater state would restrict liberty 
unnecessarily, and therefore diminish freedom in general.  
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A state that redistributes wealth could be minimalist. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 29 
 
Most importantly, in the Lockean tradition, the minimal state does not transfer wealth 
from those who gain through market arrangements to those who lose; and still less does 
it proscribe the economic liberties that constitute capitalist property relations.  But, 
again, there is no reason in principle why the minimal state must have the character 
commonly ascribed to it.  A state that redistributes what the market has allocated or 
even one that bans “capitalist relations between consenting adults” altogether could be 
a minimal state – should such prohibitions turn out to maximize capacity-freedom.   
 
 
The capitalist account of property rights is unsupportable.  
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 29-30 
 
Capitalist private property is a human institution, of changeable character and transient 
duration.  It is hardly “natural” or immutable.  Nor is it supported by any sustainable 
normative theory of property rights.  But once capitalist property relations are in 
question, the appeal of an a prior case for capitalism with respect to liberty collapses.  
There is of course still a prima facie case for economic liberties, in the sense that any 
restrictions on freedom require justification.  But there is no longer a clear parity 
between political and economic freedoms.  No general reason, of even moderate 
plausibility, can be given for restricting political freedoms for freedom’s sake, except 
perhaps the marginal categories of persons whose use of liberty might diminish the 
freedom of others. A case against traditional political freedoms, if it can be bade at all, 
would have to appeal to values other than freedom.  But it is quite different with the 
freedom to engage in capitalist relations.  Commitment to liberty does imply 
commitment to a minimal state in the sense of the Hobbesian argument.  But that state 
will be a Lockean minimal state only if, in fact, capacity-freedom is best served under 
such arrangements.  
 
 
Socialism better protects political liberties. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 43 
 
What can be said on behalf of socialism in general does not unequivocally carry over to 
forms of socialism that replace private property in means of production with state 
bureaucratic domination.  Political liberties particularly have fared badly in actually 
existing socialism, to the detriment, surely, of capacity-freedom; but this shortcoming 
of existing socialism is, I would hazard, mainly a consequence of conjunctural political 
and historical factors. With an important reservation to be noted presently, the failure of 
existing socialist societies to uphold political liberties cannot be ascribed to their 
socialism.   
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Property rights systems inhibits feedoms. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 30 
 
In comparing political economic arrangements, it is precisely systems of property that 
are in question.  All systems of property restrict liberty.  We are unfree to violate 
property rights, whatever they may be.  If an asset is privately owned, as means of 
production are under capitalism, no one but the owner is free to use it, exchange it, 
destroy it, except of course with the owner’s permission.  And even owners of property 
are not entirely free to do as they please with that they own.  They cannot violate the 
law with it; nor can they infringe other people’s rights, including their property rights.  
In short, private ownership restricts everyone’s liberty somewhat, though non-owners 
are generally much more severely restricted than owners.  In modern capitalist 
societies, private ownership is often severely regulated too; and hardly anyone, except 
perhaps the most ardent libertarians, would dispute the right of political communities, 
say, to pass zoning regulations or to regulate income derived from such forms of private 
property as patents or licenses.  Thus the system of property relations in force in 
actually existing capitalist societies, like any system of property conceivable – 
including what would follow from the abolition of private property in means of 
production – restricts liberty, in varying degrees, for everybody.  To declare property in 
or over anything else is to declare a system of rules regulating access and use.  These 
rules, in so far as they are recognized and enforced, limit liberty.   
 
 
Capitalism doesn’t provide a hedge against tyranny. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 45 
 
Countervailing powers work to promote freedom.  To the extent power is concentrated, 
individuals find themselves at the mercy of the powers that be.  At the limit, were there 
only one employer, to run afoul of that employer would be to incur trouble indeed; 
worse trouble by far than where effective power is less concentrated.  The less 
concentrated power is, the easier it is for “troublemakers” and dissidents of all sorts to 
avoid the effects of “blacklisting” or outright proscription.  Thus capacity-freedom and 
also liberty are advanced by institutional arrangements where countervailing powers 
exist.  Countervailing power are hedges against tyranny.  Capitalism may not provide 
much of a hedge, particularly if there is a tendency for capital to concentrate and to 
dominate the state; but some resistance to tyranny is built into the capitalist system in 
virtue of the “space” capitalism provides for civil society.  
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Capitalism promotes dangerous concentrations of power. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 46 
 
Capitalism too promotes concentrations of power, precisely by according individuals 
ultimate control over productive assets.  Capitalist markets characteristically exacerbate 
power inequalities by generating substantial material inequalities and by facilitating the 
formation of monopolies.  At the same time, capitalism supports the existence of 
countervailing powers.  Even if those tendencies supporting concentration dominate, 
capitalism, at its worst, can only approach the situation realized systemically in state 
bureaucratic socialism.  For this reason – conjunction with what has already been noted 
about the likely prospects of autonomy – it is fair to conclude that with respect to 
prevailing views of freedom, capitalism – which fares worse than socialism in general – 
is likely preferable to state bureaucratic socialism.   
 
 
Material inequalities result in exclusion. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 59 
 
In a socially stratified society, with gross material inequalities, there are groups of 
individuals that can be identified by irrelevant characteristics that turn out to be 
correlated with, and causally connected to, characteristics that are, by most accounts, 
legitimate grounds for exclusion or selection in competitions.  There is a familiar 
correlation, for example, between academic promise or disability and family wealth and 
race.  A causal link is easy to discern.  Those who are already privileged are able to 
pass on advantages to their offspring that contribute substantially towards academic 
achievement.  They provide books and leisure, opportunities for cultural enrichment, 
travel and so on.  The underprivileged cannot pass on these advantages, and are very 
often also immersed in cultural norms that, whatever their other merits, do not foster 
academic excellence.  Suppose these causal connections in fact hold.  Suppose, in other 
words, that remediable social conditions – not “natural” abilities and disabilities – 
account for observable correlations between, in our example, social position and race 
and qualifications for medical studies.  We may then ask: is equality of opportunity 
realized when admission to medical schools is unrestricted competition?  In unrestricted 
competitions, we can safely suppose that the privileged will do overwhelmingly better 
than the underprivileged.   
 
 
Socialism better promotes democracy 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 127 
 
With regard to democracy, my claim is that, in general, socialism fares better than 
capitalism, though the area of indeterminacy that plagues comparisons of political 
economic systems at this level of abstraction is, in this case too, substantial.  As already 
noted, capitalism is necessarily non-democratic in crucial respects, while socialism is 
not.  
 



 181

Most advocates attack state bureaucratic socialism, not democratic socialism. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 64 
 
A desire to distribute societal benefits and burdens more equally is, historically, an 
important motive of socialists of all sorts, including the leaders of existing socialist 
countries.  No corresponding desire motivates pro-capitalist positions, though some 
pro-capitalists my in fact value material equality.  In any case, in so far as political will 
is decisive, there is nothing to impugn socialism’s advantage in theory.  The requisite 
political will is more likely under socialism than under capitalism, even if it is not 
always more evident.  State bureaucratic socialism is, in this regard as in so many 
others, more problematic than is the democratic model.  But it is not so problematic as 
to require significant qualification of the general case.  We will find that democratic 
socialism enjoys an overwhelming advantage over both capitalism and the state 
bureaucratic model, not only for having fewer mechanisms for generating material 
inequalities, but also for generating the requisite political will for achieving equality.   
 
 
Capitalist exploitation is morally unjustifiable. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 72-73 
 
There is plainly no moral justification for exploitation that is socially necessary in this 
sense.  To the degree capitalist exploitation is indeed necessary for maintaining 
production levels, it is in virtue of a motivational structure capitalism promotes, 
according to which people work mainly for material advantages that are awarded 
differentially.  There is, I should think, no significant strain of though in the dominant 
political culture that would consider this situation desirable.  However, it is easy to lose 
sight of the moral irrelevance and even reprehensibility of what might make capitalist 
exploitation socially necessary.  A conceptual advantage in focusing on exploitation is 
precisely to underscore the morally problematic character of socially necessary 
exploitation.   
 
 
Socialism eliminates capitalist exploitation. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 73  
 
Socialism eliminates capitalist exploitation.  Therefore, socialist societies – including 
state bureaucratic socialisms – have one less form of exploitation than do capitalist 
societies.  Inasmuch as political economies are better the less exploitative they are, 
there is a case for socialism and against capitalism that follows immediately from the 
elimination of capitalist exploitation.  By eliminating capitalist exploitation, socialism 
is less exploitative.   
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The poor have little influence, even if they come together. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 133 
 
To some degree, inequality of power is potentially offset by the formation of interest 
groups of the sort pluralist democratic theory describes and advocates.  In principle, an 
organization of poor people could serve as a countervailing force to an organization of 
bankers or industrialists.  But, again, the poor, even if numerous and organized, are not 
likely to have the resources commanded by the well-off, and will therefore likely not 
exercise comparable influence.  Inequalities of income and wealth need not lead 
directly to oligarchy.  But the tendency towards oligarchy is ever present, even where, 
formally, all individuals count equally.  In so far as material inequalities pose problems 
for democracy, socialism, by faring better than capitalism with respect to equality, can 
likely do better than capitalism in this regard too.   
 
 
Rights are supposed to protect human dignity, socialism can protect them in this 
way. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 144-145 
 
Under capitalism, labor supplied by human beings is, like all other factors of 
production, subordinated to the requirements of capital accumulation.  To this extent, 
there is no difference between person and things.  Each is only a commodity, a 
determinant exchange value, to be used instrumentally as the accumulation process 
requires.  In capitalist societies, capital accumulation is the principal business of civil 
society; and civil society is, in turn, the sphere where our deepest aspirations for sel-
realization and fulfillment are enacted.  Our sense of fundamental human worth is 
therefore put in jeopardy by the requirements of capital accumulation.  For in this very 
central arena of human life it seems that, as Kant would have it, persons are treated as 
“mean only,” and not as “ends-in-themselves.”  The importation of the juridical concept 
of right into moral and social philosophy provides a means for countering the tendency 
of capitalist markets to transform economic agents into “means only.”  Rights serve, 
among other things, to articulate a claim for human dignity.  For rights – of the sort 
political economies may be praised or blamed for protecting or failing to protect – limit 
markets.  They set off an area in which markets exigencies – including even the 
requirements of capital accumulation – may not intrude.  Of course, not all rights 
claims function this way.  Many specifically legal rights, and others as well are 
exchangeable.  There can be a market in rights too.  Thus, if I have a right to build a 
structure on my property, I can surely sell that right – say to a neighbor who wants a 
guarantee that no building will obstruct his view.  The rights against which socialism 
and capitalism are compared are not these rights, however, but the sort of rights the 
dominant tradition deems “natural” or, more aptly, “inalienable.”  Many putative 
“human rights” fall in this category.   
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Inalienable rights can’t be bought or sold, as capitalism promotes. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 145-146 
 
By definition, inalienable rights cannot be bought or sold.  Nor are they subject to other 
market criteria.  They are distributed equally.  And in general their exercise involves no 
monetary charge.  If, as is common among writers in the dominant tradition, we 
suppose people to be generally self-interested, we can imagine circumstances in which 
it would be advantageous for individuals to exchange some of their “inalienable” rights.  
Thus I might seek to sell, say, my right to vote; for there is surely some monetary 
payment I (and nearly anyone else) would prefer voting.  However, where rights are 
inalienable, this is precisely what I cannot legitimately do.  I may be self-interested and 
acquisitive and I may find it in my interest to “alienate” some of my inalienable rights.  
But much as my nature and circumstance may incline me, I cannot rightfully do so.  
Thus by claiming that there are inalienable rights, liberal democrats counter the threat 
posed to human dignity by human nature, as they understand it, in the context of 
capitalist market arrangements.  Rights establish a sphere of inviolability; an area of 
human life that cannot legitimately be subordinated to instrumental requirements.  
Taking capitalist social relations as given, rights save us from ourselves and each other.  
They function as a corrective to our tendency to subordinate everything, even our 
essential humanity, to the requirements of capitalist markets.  
 
 
Socialism protects rights in a way capitalism can’t. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 146 
 
Rights therefore are inextricably linked to capitalism, but not in the sense that one 
furthers or nurtures the other.  Rights function instead to correct what capitalist market 
relations tend to bring about. If left unchecked by inalienable rights, capitalist markets 
threaten human dignity, and therefore impugn the vision of pro-capitalist writers in the 
dominant tradition seek to advance.  Rights are necessary to provide a “human face” for 
capitalism. Without rights, capitalist society would consist of just individual 
instrumentalities, all bearing no overriding concern for their own or for each other’s 
fundamental dignity.  
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State power is exercised through the domination of a social class. 
Andrew Levine, Arguing For Socialism, 1984, pg 200 
 
It is for this reason that in Lenin’s view, the question of state power is the fundamental 
question, the pivot, upon which his central focus, the question of revolutionary strategy, 
turns. In Lenin’s view, consonant with what historical materialism suggests, state 
power is always the power of a single dominant class; for the sate is, again, the 
organization through which the dominant class exercises its domination.  State power 
can never, therefore, be held by an individual or group of individuals, by a social 
stratum nor even by a particular class fraction.  State power, for Lenin, is always the 
power of a class, of bearers of social relations of production.  The state is the arena in 
which the power of the dominant class is concentrated and exerted.   
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Chapter 17: Ayn Rand 
Chapter Objectives 

 
-Understand Rand’s arguments against individual moral 
obligations  
 
-Learn how to use this theory in a negative case  
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Background/Biography 
(see Chapter 16) 

 
Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal 

 Even though Chapter 16 discusses Ayn Rand’s philosophy of governmental 
moral obligations, she does not believe that individuals have duties to act in a certain 
way towards other individuals.  Rand’s conception of ‘duty’ is that individuals are 
morally obligated to do something for no other reason than that it is the right thing to 
do.  No moral obligations exist between individuals that extend beyond the obligation 
to not violate others’ individual rights.  Individuals do not have an obligation to help 
one another in a time of need, nor protect another individual from harm.  All interaction 
between individuals is done on a voluntary basis; they are not morally obligated to 
interact with each other.  The reason why moral obligations do not exist between 
individuals is because the idea of acting out of duty towards another person prevents 
individuals from using reason to determine their actions.  Instead of reasoning and 
determining for oneself which action would be the best, individuals are forced to follow 
a set of proclaimed moral rules, under other moral theories.  The importance of reason 
to an individual is indispensable: it is necessary for an individual’s survival.  Without 
reason, individuals do not instinctually know how to build shelter or grow food.  It is 
something that must be figured out, through the use of reason. 
 The only circumstance in which an individual would have a moral obligation to 
another individual is if that individual contractually agreed to do something.  Rand’s 
theory is different from other contract theories in that contracts between individuals are 
explicit and not assumed.  If one party did not fulfill their terms of the agreement, then 
the contract becomes void. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 Individuals do not have moral obligations, or moral duties, to provide anything 
for other individuals, or even to interact with them.  All interaction should occur on a 
voluntary basis.  Individuals are only required to do is to not violate another person’s 
rights.  The reason why moral obligations do not exist, according to Rand, is because 
they contradict the function of reason in guiding individuals’ actions.  If individuals did 
not determine their actions based on reason, then their very survival is at stake.  At this 
point, morality is pointless to the individuals because they would not be able to use 
reason to survive.   
 This argument against moral theories can be used on topics that center on 
whether individuals have a certain moral obligation or duty to act in a certain way 
involving his/her affairs or with others.  One such topic selected in the previous years 
by the NFL, and the topic for the sample case, is the common good v. self-interests 
topic.   
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: As a general principle, individuals have an 
obligation to value the common good above their own interests.  In order to clarify my 
position I offer the following definitions from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000: 
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General- Affecting or characteristic of the majority of those involved 
Principle- The collectivity of moral or ethical standards or judgments 
Individuals- A single human considered apart from a society or community 
Obligation- The act of binding oneself by a social, legal, or moral tie 
Value- To rate according to relative estimate of worth or desirability 
Common Good- the good of a community 
Interests- Regard for one's own benefit or advantage 
 
Negating achieves the value of human survival.  Human survival is an inherent value in 
the resolution because without human existence morality cannot exist, and the act of 
valuing the common good or self-interest could not occur.  Additionally, it is a value 
the affirmative can agree to because in denying that human survival is important, the 
affirmative would be contradicting the value of his/her own existence.  In order for 
humans to survive, they must use their reason and rational faculty.  Leonard Peikoff, 
teacher of philosophy at New York University, argues in Objectivism: The Philosophy 
of Ayn Rand, “The conclusion is evident.  Epistemology tells us that reason is man’s 
faculty of knowing reality.  When conjoined with the observed fact that man is an 
organism who survives by means of his knowledge (and consequent action), the 
inference must be that reason is man’s basic tool of survival.”  Because reason is 
necessary for human survival, the criterion for the round is the promotion of the 
individual’s use of reasoning.   
 
My first contention is that a moral obligation that requires an individual to act for the 
common good prevents the individual from using reason.  Acting out of obligation 
restricts the individual’s use of reason. 
Peikoff continues, “Real life, however, remains a fact.  It continues to demand a 
specific course of action – of rational, selfish action – which the duty advocates not 
only ignore but seek to countermand.  The result is a moral code that is worse than 
useless, a code that dooms man to an unendurable dichotomy: virtue versus pleasure, 
one’s character versus one’s welfare, the moral versus the practical, ethics versus 
survival.  It would be difficult to imagine a greater assault than this on man’s life, or a 
greater negation of morality.” 
 
My second contention is that acting out of duty results in a disrespect for the obligation. 
Peikoff continues, “Although most people pay lip service to the duty approach, they 
know enough to resent it.  Hence, the bad name which “the good” now has – the odor 
of boredom, pain and senselessness that permeates the subject of morality in the public 
mind.” This means that people develop a hatred for the good and are less likely to act 
out of obligation when they can use reason to determine whether or not acting in 
regards for the common good is preferable to acting out of one’s own self-interests.” 
 
 This case shows how Rand’s philosophy of negative obligations and the 
argument that individuals do not have a duty to act toward each other in a certain way 
can be used in a debate.  It also demonstrates how the objectivist arguments can be used 
in contentions to impact back to the standard. 
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Cards on Rand’s Arguments Against Moral Obligations 
 
Obligations lead to resentment. 
Leonard Peikoff, teacher of philosophy at New York University,  Objectivism: The 
Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 1993, pg 246 
 
Although most people pay lip service to the duty approach, they know enough to resent 
it.  Hence, the bad name which “the good” now has – the odor of boredom, pain and 
senselessness that permeates the subject of morality in the public mind.  
 
 
Morality is negated when individuals act against their own self-interests. 
Leonard Peikoff, teacher of philosophy at New York University,  Objectivism: The 
Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 1993 
 
Real life, however, remains a fact.  It continues to demand a specific course of action – 
of rational, selfish action – which the duty advocates not only ignore but seek to 
countermand.  The result is a moral code that is worse than useless, a code that dooms 
man to an unendurable dichotomy: virtue versus pleasure, one’s character versus one’s 
welfare, the moral versus the practical, ethics versus survival.  It would be difficult to 
imagine a greater assault than this on man’s life, or a greater negation of morality. 
 
 
Reason is man’s basic tool of survival. 
Leonard Peikoff, teacher of philosophy at New York University,  Objectivism: The 
Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 1993 
 
The conclusion is evident.  Epistemology tells us that reason is man’s faculty of 
knowing reality.  When conjoined with the observed fact that man is an organism who 
survives by means of his knowledge (and consequent action), the inference must be that 
reason is man’s basic tool of survival. 
 
 
Men are not obligated to deal with others in a free society. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 332-333 
 
In a free society, men are not forced to deal with one another.  They do so only by 
voluntary agreement and, when a time element is involved, by contract.  If a contract is 
broken by the arbitrary decision of one man, it may cause a disastrous financial injury 
to the other – and the victim would have no recourse except to seize the offender’s 
property as compensation.  But here again, the use of force cannot be left to the 
decision of private individuals.  And this leads to one of the most important and most 
complex functions of the government: to the function of an arbiter who settles disputes 
among men according to objective laws.   
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Not fulfilling terms of contracts is an indirect use of physical force. 
Ayn Rand, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, “The Right of Man”, 1967, pg 333 
 
A unilateral breach of contract involves an indirect use of physical force: it consists, in 
essence, of one man receiving the material values, goods, or services of another, then 
refusing to pay for them and thus keeping them by force (by mere physical possession), 
not by right – i.e., keeping them without their owner’s consent, under false pretenses or 
false force: it consists of obtaining material values, not in exchange for values, but by 
the threat of force, violence or injury.  
 

 
Further Reading/Rand’s Works 

(see Chapter 16) 
 

Bibliography 
(see Chapter 16) 
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Chapter 18: Cultural Relativism 
James Rachels 

Chapter Objectives 
 
-Learn what cultural relativism is  
 
-Understand the cultural differences argument  
 
-Learn the benefits of cultural relativist theory  
 
-Understand the consequences of cultural relativist theory  
 
-Learn how to use cultural relativism in a case  
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Key Terms 
 
Cultural relativism    Infanticide    Amoral 
Cultural differences argument  Anti-Semitic    Critique 

 

 
Background/Biography 

 It is first necessary to point out that James Rachels is not a 
cultural relativist, but did write an article outlining how the theory 
of cultural relativism can be useful and what the potential dangers 
of the theory are.  The theory of cultural relativism and objections 
to the theory will be discussed after a brief introduction to the life 
of James Rachels.  Rachels was born in Columbus, Georgia, and 
graduated from Mercer University.  He taught at the University of 
Alabama at Birmingham for twenty six years, until his recent death 
in 2003.  He wrote several influential pieces on the subjects of 
euthanasia, homosexuality and bioethics.   
 

The Challenge of Cultural Relativism 
 

Cultural Relativism Defined 
 Cultural relativism is defined by the American Heritage Dictionary as, “the 
concept that the importance of a particular cultural idea varies from one society or 
societal subgroup to another, the view that ethical and moral standards are relative to 
what a particular society or culture believes to be good/bad, right/wrong.”  Because 
several different cultures throughout history of human civilizations have had various 
values and codes of ethics, cultural relativists argue that universal morality is a myth 
and impossible to prove.  The way to determine what is right and what is wrong, 
morally, depends on the culture’s values.  Because different societies have different 
moral codes of ethics, then there is no way to prove that one code of ethical behavior is 
any better than another.  Therefore, the American society has values, but they are not 
the best values, according to cultural relativism, they are just like every other society’s 
values.  Because one society cannot prove that their code of ethics is any better than 
another society’s, people should be tolerant and accepting of other societies’ values.  
Values differ from society to society based on historical practices and, usually, 
religious beliefs. 
 

The Cultural Differences Argument  
 Rachels gives two examples of societies that hold completely contradicting 
values.  The first example he gives is that of the Greeks and of the Callatians.  The 
Callatians believed that the proper course of action to take when a member of their 
society died was to eat the dead body.  The Greeks on the other hand, similar to most 
cultures today, believed that the proper way to respect a person who had died was to 
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bury him or her.  The second example is that of the Eskimos and Americans and the 
issue of infanticide, the killing of infants.  The Eskimos believe that killing infants was 
important (or at least amoral) because sustaining a large population is difficult in 
colder climates.  It was important that there was not overpopulation or their whole 
society would collapse from starvation.  Modern-day Americans believe that the killing 
of new-born children is morally wrong. 
 The cultural relativist uses these examples to show that different societies, in 
fact, do have different sets of moral values.  What is acceptable to one society may not 
be acceptable in another.  Because there is no objective, true way to prove that either of 
these action is immoral, then societies should be tolerant of each other’s rituals and 
values.  This is known as the cultural differences argument. 
 

The Common Values of All Societies 
 Even though all societies’ values will differ in some way, they also have some 
values in common.  For example, almost all societies have a prohibition against murder 
and morally condemn lying.  Rachels points out that a prohibition on murder and an 
intolerance of lying is essential to the functioning of society.  The question then 
becomes whether these societies have these values because they are the right values or 
that they have these values in order to function as a society.  It would be impossible, 
according to relativists, to prove that they were morally right simply because all 
societies had those values.   
 

The Benefits of Cultural Relativism 
 The first benefit of cultural relativism according to Rachels, is that the theory 
helps us realize that some of the values that our society has are unique to our society.  
People living in other societies feel as adamant about their values as Americans do 
about theirs.  Thus, the theory reminds us that other cultures have different values.  The 
second benefit is that cultural relativism helps individuals keep an open mind about the 
practices of other societies, and encourages not condemning those practices simply 
because that individual’s society holds different values.   

 
The Consequences of Cultural Relativism 

1. “We could no longer say that the customs of other societies are morally inferior to 
our own.”  This consequence is considered inevitable by cultural relativists because 
there is no objective way to determine that anyway.  However, this would prevent 
people from condemning acts such as the Holocaust.  It was the German’s values at the 
time that were anti-Semitic, and resulted in the loss of millions of people’s lives.  
Other examples would include slavery, or the random initiation of war for empire 
expansion.  These could no longer be morally condemnable because they are morally 
determined by the values of society. 
 
2. “We could decide whether actions are right or wrong just by consulting the standards 
of our society.”  This argument is essentially that the theory of cultural relativism 
prevents people from determining not only the policies of other societies, but the 
policies of their own society.  If the policies reflect the general values of an individual’s 
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society, the individual could not call them in to moral question because they are part of 
society’s values. 
 
3. “The idea of moral progress is called into doubt.”  Because people cannot judge their 
own society’s policies, then the idea of progressing morally does not make sense.  For 
example, the work of Martin Luther King, Jr. for equal application of civil rights would 
have meant nothing in a cultural relativist world because there no way to determine if 
equal application of civil rights is a good thing, other than asking if it reflects the values 
of the society.  The idea of progress becomes senseless.   
 

How to use Cultural Relativist Theory in a debate 
 If a debater were to use cultural relativist argumentation in their case, it might 
best to use it as a critique of the resolution that centers on a moral obligation, or 
morality, which is in most resolutions.  The strength of cultural relativism can be really 
taken advantage of in the cross-examination (CX) period.  During this time, the debater 
critiquing the resolution (usually the negative), should ask the other debater why their 
value should be valued.  When the response to the question is given, continue to ask 
why that is important.  Take the following cross-examination for example: 
 
Negative: “Why should justice be valued?” 
Affirmative: “Justice should be valued because it allows for society to be fair in its 
dealing with its citizens.” 
N: “Why is society’s fairness towards its citizens a good thing?” 
 
 It is important for the negative to continue this type of questioning to try to get 
the affirmative to respond with something to the effect of, “because it is” or “because 
it’s intuitive.”  This means that they cannot give a reason for the intrinsic goodness of 
the value, which supports the negative’s cultural relativism arguments about how there 
is no basis for morality, and that it is only reflective of a particular society’s values.  
Cultural relativism, as stated before can be used on almost any topic that deals with 
moral obligations or morality.  Such topics include the resolutions that have the words 
‘ought’ or ‘should’, ‘moral obligation’ or ‘just’ in it.  It could also be used for 
international topics that center on one society influencing the policies of another, such 
as the democracy promotion topic.   
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: ….  In order to clarify my position, I offer the 
following definition from the American Heritage Dictionary 2000. 
 
Moral Obligation- an obligation arising out of considerations of right and wrong 
 
Negating achieves the value of all societies’ values.  All societies’ values should be 
respected because they all have the same basis.  It is irrelevant to morally condemn or 
support values or moral obligations because there is no standard by which to judge one 
set of values over another.  The affirmative stated in cross-examination that the reason 
to value his/her value was a value was because it was intuitive, or that it just should be 
valued.  In order to be valued, there must be a reason why it should be valued.  If there 
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is not a reason to value it, then there is no reason to affirm.  In order to achieve all 
societies’ values, fostering respect for different societies’ values must be the criterion.  
This is only a standard for good insofar as it offers a way to weigh to the arguments in 
the debate, not as a standard for what is right or wrong.  Therefore, whichever side 
promotes the most respect for all societies’ values should win the debate. 
 
My first observation is that different cultures have different societies.  James Rachels, 
in The Challenge of Cultural Relativism explains, “The first thing we need to notice is 
that at the heart of Cultural Relativism there is a certain form of argument.  The strategy 
used by cultural relativists is to argue from facts about the differences between cultural 
outlooks to a conclusion about the status of morality.  Thus we are invited to accept this 
reasoning: 1. The Greeks believed it was wrong to eat the dead, whereas the Callatians 
believed it was right to eat the dead. 2. Therefore, eating the dead is neither objectively 
right nor objectively wrong.  It is merely a matter of opinion, which varies from culture 
to culture.”  This means that there is no objective way to determine right or wrong. 
 
My second observation is that because negating achieves all societies’ values, then 
negating achieves the affirmative’s value, because his/her value is included in all 
different societies’ values.  This is true because the only reason why his/her value is a 
value is because our society has assigned some worth to that concept. That means that 
all the benefits of the affirmative are achieved by negating. 
 
My third observation is that in order to prove that the moral obligation really exists, the 
affirmative has the burden to prove that the obligation exists in every instance in every 
society.  If he/she does not prove this, he/she is only conditionally affirming, which is a 
reason to negate. 
 
My first contention is that claiming every society has a moral obligation that exists in 
every instance fosters disrespect for differing values among societies.   Rachels 
continues, “To many thinkers, this observation – ‘Different cultures have different 
moral codes’ – has seemed to be the key to the understanding of morality.  The idea of 
universal truth in ethics, they say is a myth.  The customs of different societies are all 
that exist.  These customs cannot be said to be “correct” or “incorrect,” for that implies 
we have an independent standard of right and wrong by which they may be judged.  But 
there is no such independent standard; every standard is culture-bound.”  This has two 
implications: (A) the affirmative’s in-round argumentation that there is an objective 
moral standard fosters disrespect for a society’s culture, and (B) this also means that 
rejecting the idea that one universal set of morals exists promotes respect for all 
societies’ values.  
 
It is because claiming a universal moral obligation exists to act a certain way fosters 
disrespect for some societies’ values that I negate.” 
 
 This sample case shows how to critique moral obligations from a cultural 
relativist perspective.  It also shows how observations can be used to place burdens on 
the affirmative as well as to support the negative’s case. Lastly, it shows how the 
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contention should be linked back to the criterion.  The criterion is only important in this 
round as a way to weigh the arguments in the round because when the debater is 
arguing that morality is relative, there cannot be an objective standard for good.   
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Cards for the Cultural Relativist theory of Moral Obligations 
 
Different cultures have different moral codes. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
To many thinkers, this observation – ‘Different cultures have different moral codes’ – 
has seemed to be the key to the understanding of morality.  The idea of universal truth 
in ethics, they say is a myth.  The customs of different societies are all that exist.  These 
customs cannot be said to be “correct” or “incorrect,” for that implies we have an 
independent standard of right and wrong by which they may be judged.  But there is no 
such independent standard; every standard is culture-bound. 
 
 
Because society’s have different cultures, objective morality is impossible to 
determine. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
The first thing we need to notice is that at the heart of Cultural Relativism there is a 
certain form of argument.  The strategy used by cultural relativists is to argue from 
facts about the differences between cultural outlooks to a conclusion about the status of 
morality.  Thus we are invited to accept this reasoning: 1. The Greeks believed it was 
wrong to eat the dead, whereas the Callatians believed it was right to eat the dead. 2. 
Therefore, eating the dead is neither objectively right nor objectively wrong.  It is 
merely a matter of opinion, which varies from culture to culture. 
 
 
Because of the way our values are instilled, confrontation with another culture 
leads to the condemnation of their values. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
To the general public, these were disturbing revelations.  Our own way of living seems 
so natural and right that for many of us it is hard to conceive of others living so 
differently.  And when we do hear of such things, we tend immediately to categorize 
those other peoples as “backward” or “primitive.”  But to anthropologists and 
sociologists, there was nothing particularly surprising about the Eskimos.  Since the 
time of Herodotus, enlightened observers have been accustomed to the idea that 
conceptions of right and wrong differ from culture to culture.  If we assume that our 
ideas of right and wrong will be shared by all peoples at all times, we are merely being 
naïve. 
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There is no objective standard for morality, it is determined by culture. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
As a beginning, we may distinguish the following claims, all of which have been made 
by cultural relativists:  
1. Different societies have different moral codes. 
2. There is no objective standard that can be used to judge one societal code better than 
another. 
3. The moral code of our own society has no special status; it is merely one among 
many. 
4. There is no “universal truth” in ethics – that is, there are no moral truths that hold for 
all peoples at all times. 
5. The moral code of a society determines what is right within that society; that is, if the 
moral code of a society says that a certain action is right, the that action is right, at least 
within that society. 
6. It is mere arrogance for us to try to judge the conduct of other peoples. We should 
adopt an attitude of tolerance toward the practices of other cultures. 
Although it may seem that these six propositions go naturally together, they are 
independent of one another, in the sense that some of them might be true even if others 
are false. 
 
 
Because different cultures have different values, neither of them are right or 
wrong. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
Clearly, these arguments are variations of one fundamental idea.  They are both special 
case of a more general argument, which says: 1. Different cultures have different moral 
codes. 2. Therefore, there is no objective “truth” in morality.  Right and wrong are only 
matters of opinion, and opinions vary from culture to culture. 
 
 
Customs determine social values. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
The general point is this.  Many factors work together to produce the customs of 
society.  The society’s values are only one of them.  Other matters, such as the religious 
and factual beliefs held by its members and the physical circumstances in which they 
must live, are also important.  We cannot conclude, then, merely because customs 
differ, that there is a disagreement about values.  The difference in customs may be 
attributable to some other aspect of social life.  Thus, there may be less disagreement 
about values than there appears to be. 
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All societies have some rules in common, but those are so that the society can 
function. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
There is a general theoretical point here, namely, that there are some moral rules that all 
societies will have in common, because those rules are necessary for society to exist. 
The rules against lying and murder are two examples.  And in fact, we do find these 
rules in force in all viable cultures.  Cultures may differ in what they regard as 
legitimate exceptions to the rules, but this disagreement exists against a background of 
agreement on the larger issues.  Therefore, it is a mistake to overestimate the amount of 
difference between cultures.  Not every moral rule can vary from society to society. 
 
 
Our values are not the only values; cultural relativism reminds us of this. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
Cultural Relativism warns us, quite rightly, about the danger of assuming that all our 
preferences are based on some absolute rational standard.  They are not.  Many (but not 
all) of our practices are merely peculiar to our society, and it is easy to lose sight of that 
fact.  In reminding us of it, the theory does a service. 
 
 
Cultural relativism helps people keep an open mind. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
The second lesson has to do with keeping an open mind.  In the course of growing up, 
each of us has acquired some strong feelings: we have learned to think of some types of 
conduct as acceptable, and others we have learned as simply unacceptable.  
Occasionally, we may find those feelings challenged.  We may encounter someone who 
claims that our feelings are mistaken.  For example, we may have been taught that 
homosexuality is immoral, and we may feel quite uncomfortable around ay people and 
see them as alien and “different.”  Now someone suggests that this may be a mere 
prejudice; that there is nothing evil about homosexuality; that gay people are just 
people, like anyone else, who happen, through no choice of their own, to be attracted to 
others of the same sex.  But because we feel so strongly about the matter, we may find 
it hard to take seriously.  Even after we listen to the arguments, we may still have the 
unshakable feeling that homosexuals must, somehow, be an unsavory lot.  Cultural 
Relativism, by stressing that our moral views can reflect the prejudices of society, 
provides an antidote for this kind of dogmatism.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 200

Cultural conditioning has resulted in our opposition to other values. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
Realizing this can result in our having more open minds.  We can come to understand 
that our feelings are not necessarily perceptions of the truth – they may be nothing more 
than the result of cultural conditioning.  Thus when we hear it suggested that some 
element of our social code is not really the best and we find ourselves instinctively 
resisting the suggestion, we might stop and remember this.  Then we may be more open 
to discovering the truth, whatever that might be. 
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Cards against the Cultural Relativist theory of Moral Obligations 
 
 
Cultural relativism means that the Holocaust and slavery aren’t condemnable 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
We could no longer say that the customs of other societies are morally inferior to our 
own. This, of course, is one of the main points stressed by Cultural Relativism.  We 
would have to stop condemning other societies merely because they are “different.”  So 
long as we concentrate on certain examples, such as the funerary practices of the 
Greeks and Callatians, this may seem to be a sophisticated, enlightened attitude.  
However, we would also be stopped from criticizing other, less benign practices.  
Suppose a society waged war on its neighbors for the purpose of taking slaves.  Or 
suppose a society was violently anti-Semitic and its leaders set out to destroy the Jews.  
Cultural Relativism would preclude us from saying that a society tolerant of Jews is 
better than the anti-Semitic society, for that would imply some sort of transcultural 
standard of comparison.  The failure to condemn these practices does not seem 
“enlightened”; on the contrary, slavery and anti-Semitism seem wrong wherever they 
occur.  Nevertheless if we took Cultural Relativism seriously, we would have to admit 
that these social practices are also immune from criticism. 
 
 
Cultural relativist theory would prevent the moral evaluation of an individual’s 
own society’s laws. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
We could decide whether actions are right or wrong just by consulting the standards of 
our society.  Cultural Relativism suggests a simple test for determining what is right 
and what is wrong: all one has to do is ask whether the action is in accordance with the 
code of one’s society.  Suppose a resident of South Africa is wondering whether his 
country’s policy of apartheid – rigid racial segregation – is morally correct.  All he has 
to doe is ask whether this policy conforms to his society’s moral code.  If it does, there 
is nothing to worry about, at least from a moral point of view.  The implication of 
Cultural Relativism is disturbing because few of us think that our society’s code is 
perfect – we can think of ways it might be improved.  Yet Cultural Relativism would 
not only forbid us from criticizing the codes of other societies; it would stop us from 
criticizing our own culture just as much as for others. 
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Cultural relativism calls moral progress into doubt. 
James Rachels, The Challenge of Cultural Relativism, 2000 
 
The idea of moral progress is called into doubt.  Usually, we think that at least some 
changes in our society have been for the better.  Consider this example: Throughout 
most of Western history the place of women in society was very narrowly 
circumscribed.  They could not own property; they could not vote or hold political 
office; with a few exceptions, they were not permitted to have paying jobs; and 
generally they were under the almost absolute control of their husbands.  Recently 
much of this has changed, and most people think of it as progress.  If Cultural Reltivism 
is correct, can we legitimately think of this as progress?  Progress means replacing a 
way of doing things with a better way.  But by what standard do we judge the new ways 
better?  If the old ways were in accordance with the social standards of their time, then 
Cultural Relativism would say it is a mistake to judge them by the standards of a 
different time.  Eighteenth-century society was, in effect, a different society from the 
one we have now.  To say that we have made progress implies a judgment that present 
day society is better, and that is just the sort of transcultural judgment that, according to 
Cultural Relativism, is impermissible.  
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Chapter 19: Postmodern Morality  
Zygmunt Bauman 

Chapter Objectives 
 

-Understand what Postmodernism is  
 
-Learn about the life of Zygmunt Bauman  
 
-Understand the transference of moral responsibility  
 
-Understand the consequences of using postmodern philosophy in 
a debate round  
 
-Learn how to use postmodern arguments in a debate round  
 
-Understand Bauman’s argument against moral obligations  
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Key Terms 
 
Postmodernism   Deconstruct    Modern 
Repentance    Redemption    Legislation
Deterrent    Self-reinforcing 

 
 

Background/Biography 
 Postmodernism is a movement that has developed recently that seeks to break 
down, or deconstruct, traditional thoughts and assumptions.  The traditional thoughts 
and assumptions that some postmodernist philosophers aim to break down are those 
that involve modern morality.  Many modern philosophers are included in the previous 
chapters such as John Locke, Thomas Hobbes, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. One way 
that postmodernism attempts to do this is by pointing out contradictions in the thought 
and practice of those who hold moral assumptions.  A postmodern method of 
deconstruction is by posing questions to expose contradicting ideas.  The purpose of 
doing this is to prove that there is no truth, or at least, that the truth is not attainable, or 
provable.  This is similar to Socrates’ method in Plato’s early dialogues where Socrates 
asks several moral intellectuals questions which results in their realization that they 
hold contradicting ideas, or that they do not completely understand what they claim 
they know.  However, postmodernism differs from the Socratic approach in that 
postmodernism is asking questions not looking for answers, but rather asking questions 
to spur a discussion on the subject.  Socrates was, supposedly, asking questions to 
receive answers. 
 While several postmodernist theorists have writings and 
pieces concerning morality, one specific postmodernist who 
discusses modern theories of moral obligations specifically, is 
Zygmunt Bauman.  Bauman was born in Poland in 1925 to a Jewish 
family.  He lived there until the Nazis occupied the occupied the 
country in 1937.  Once the war was over, he returned to Poland and 
started studying sociology at the University of Warsaw.  He later 
became a professor at Tel Aviv University in Israel and then 
eventually taught at the University of Leeds in northern Britain in 
1971.  Bauman taught at the University of Leeds for the following 
nineteen years.  Other philosophers who are considered 
postmodernists include Gilles Deleuze, Michel Foucault, Jean Francois Lyotard, Louis 
Althusser, Jean Baudrillard, Kenneth Burke, Jacques Derrida, and Jacques Guatarri. 
  

Life In Fragments: Essays in Postmodern Morality 
 

The Transfer of Responsibility for Moral Responsibility 
 Throughout history, the responsibility for deciding what was morally right and 
wrong (the responsibility for responsibility) has been transferred from one entity to 
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another entity.  Originally, Bauman argues, the individual through the course of action 
discovered morality because there was no authoritative entity to tell the individual what 
was right or wrong.  Morality was determined by individual experience and, thus, the 
individual was responsible for morality.  Later, with the formation of religion and 
philosophical theories of right and wrong, the religious leaders told individuals what the 
right choices to make were.  In order to obtain followers of religions, developers of 
religion invented the idea of repentance and redemption.  This concept allowed 
individuals who had done wrong in the past to go one with their lives guilt free.  This 
also gave individuals the knowledge that, if they did choose a wrong, there was a way 
to make it right.  Beyond the guilt from choosing the wrong, immoral choice there was 
no repercussion for behaving immorally.  The advent of religion and philosophical 
theories of right action transferred ethical responsibility to religious establishment and 
intellectuals from the individual.  The introduction of modern theories, and the 
emergence of government, once again transferred ethical authority from religious 
establishments and intellectuals to the government.  The way that the government 
informed citizens of morally right and morally wrong behavior was through legislation.  
The creation of laws would actually work to prevent evil from being done.  Before 
lawmaking, when religion had the responsibility for ethics, there was really no 
punishment for wrong actions besides the guilt (which was forgiven upon repentance).  
The threat of punishment from the government would act as a deterrent to immoral 
actions.  The laws also allowed individuals to know, for certain, what was a right and 
what was a wrong action to take.  This opened the possibility that individuals could 
unknowingly choose the wrong choice. 

 
Morality as Coercive Domination 

 The result of the transference of the responsibility for determining what was 
morally right and wrong from the individual to the government, Bauman argues, is 
possibly very dangerous.  Because the government is in a position of authority over the 
individual, then the individual must be subject to and obey governmental laws.  
Because the laws exist permanently (unless changed) and are enforced consistently then 
the code of morals made by the government tends to become the accepted, assumed 
morality.  Individuals may then become dependent on the government for moral 
guidance.  Bauman suggests that, “Once we stop trusting our own judgment, we grow 
susceptible to the fear of being in the wrong.”  This fear then drives individuals to seek 
out expert advice from others.  The continuation of this dependency on moral experts 
for advice makes it seem self-evident that experts are needed.  In this way, the 
government and philosophers’ moral expertise is self-reinforcing.  Therefore, because 
of the authoritative position of the government and moral experts have over individuals, 
the defining of what is right and what is wrong is based on “domination and rule.”  The 
domination of individuals by superiors allows their morality to be controlled. 
 

Obligations as Eliminating Guilt from Choice 
 Another result of the transference of the responsibility for morality to the 
government is that the laws act as obligations for individuals.  If there is a law against 
murdering other people, then the individual is obligated to not kill other people.  
Similarly, if there is a law that requires individuals to save a drowning person if they 



 207

can, then the individual is obligated to help a drowning person if they come across one.  
Individuals are no longer required to morally think about what they should do because 
the laws and government tell them.  At this point, individuals become rule-following 
subjects.  Bauman argues that this is potentially dangerous.  Imagine a situation in 
which individuals were required by the government to kill other people.  Because the 
laws act as a moral guide, and the individual no longer has to morally think about his 
actions, then killing someone else becomes the morally right thing to do under this 
government.  This situation indeed occurred in Nazi Germany.  Government workers 
(soldiers) were required by law to exterminate the Jews.  Civilians were required to 
hand over Jews to the government for extermination.  The fact that people were 
dependent upon expert advice and moral guidance could have likely played a part, 
Bauman argues, in the Holocaust.  Individuals had the obligation, according to the Nazi 
government, to facilitate the murder of millions of people.  These obligations 
eliminated the individual’s guilt from choosing to comply with these laws. 
 

How to use this in a debate 
 It is very difficult to support a post-modern theory in debate, simply because the 
basis of postmodernism is avoiding truth claims and assumptions.  Obviously, stating 
that a value is objectively good is based either on an assumption that the value is good, 
or a claim that it is true that the value is good.  Another difficulty with postmodern 
theory in Lincoln-Douglas debate is that many judges are not willing to listen to it.  The 
best way to avoid the first difficulty is probably to use arguments from postmodern 
authors, but not defend postmodernism itself.  The second difficulty is unavoidable, 
unless the debater knows that the judge would give the argument a chance. 
 Postmodernism, like cultural relativism, would best function as a critique of the 
moral obligation or the moral claim in the resolution.  Critiquing the resolution can be a 
strong position because it means the value that the other debater has, may not be 
something that is worthy of being valued.  At that point, the other debater’s case is no 
longer important if the value they achieve is a bad value.  On the other hand, as stated 
before, many judges do not understand or are against the idea of critiquing the 
resolution.   
 Moral obligations and morality can be negatively applied if the government or 
individuals try to claim that, objectively, a specific moral code exists.  This negative 
application, according to Bauman, legitimizes acts such as the Holocaust.  If a debater 
wanted to use this argument in a debate, and did not want to defend postmodern theory, 
then it would be best to provide an alternative to using moral obligations, such as using 
reason to guide actions.  Similar to cultural relativism, postmodern critiques of morality 
can be used on almost any resolution that has a moral obligation or moral claim in it.  
Resolutions with the words ‘should’, ‘ought’, ‘moral obligation’, or ‘just’ in them are 
some examples.  The sample case will use a hypothetical resolution with the word 
‘moral obligation’ in it. 
 
“I negate the resolution, Resolved: individuals have the moral obligation to…  In order 
to clarify my position, I offer the following definition from the American Heritage 
Dictionary 2000: 
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Moral Obligation- an obligation arising out of considerations of right and wrong 
 
Negating achieves the value of human dignity which is defined as ‘The quality or state 
of being worthy of esteem or respect’.  Human dignity is an inherent value that the 
affirmative can agree to because in denying this value would be stating that he or she 
does not deserve respect.  Thus, it is a value both sides can agree to.  It is tautological 
that individuals cannot have dignity if they are not alive.  To kill someone is to deny a 
person of his or her dignity.  Therefore, the criterion for the round should be the 
protection of human life.   
 
My first contention is that moral obligations eliminate the guilt from choosing to do 
wrong if someone tells them they have a moral obligation to do something.  Zygmunt 
Bauman, Professor of Sociology at the University of Leeds, argues in Life in 
Fragments, ‘In effect, the focus of moral concerns has been shifted from the self-
scrutiny of the moral actor to the philosophical/political task of working out the 
prescription and proscriptions of an ethical code; meanwhile the ‘responsibility for 
responsibility’ – that is the responsibility for deciding what practical steps the 
responsibility requires to be taken and what steps are not called for (‘go beyond the call 
of duty’)- has been shifted from the moral subject to supra-individual agencies now 
endowed with exclusive ethical authority…Having reduced the vague, notoriously 
under-defined responsibility to a finite list of duties or obligations, it spares the actor a 
lot of anxious groping in the dark, and helps to avoid the gnawing feeling that the 
account can never be closed, the work never finally done. The agony of choice (Hannah 
Arendt’s ‘tyranny of possibilities’) is largely gone, as is the bitter aftertaste of a choice 
never ultimately proved right.  The substitution of rule-following for the intense, yet 
never fully successful, listening to infuriatingly taciturn moral impulses results in the 
almost unimaginable feat of not just absolving the actor from the personal 
responsibility for the wrongs done, but freeing the actor from the very possibility of 
having sinned.  More promptly than the equivalent religious remedies- because in 
advance, before the act has been committed- the guilt is eliminated from choice, which 
is now simplified to the straightforward dilemma of obedience of disobedience to the 
rule.’ 
 
My second contention is that this elimination of guilt from choice has resulted in the 
death of millions of people in the Holocaust.  Bauman continues, ‘What we learned in 
this century is that modernity is not only about producing more and traveling faster, 
getting richer and moving around more freely.  It is also about- it has been about- fast 
and efficient killing, scientifically designed and administered genocide.  As human 
history goes, cruelty and mass murder is not exactly news, and modernity could be 
exonerated for not quite succeeding, in the short time-span of a mere three hundred 
years, to eradicate hatred and aggression with thousands-of-year-old roots and to quell 
the passions precipitated by the millions of years of species’ evolution.  Some of us, 
indeed, console ourselves in precisely this way: we, the modern and the civilized, have 
not done enough, but what we have done is the right thing to do; we have not 
progressed far enough, but we have been moving all along in the right direction.  What 
we need is more of the same, done with greater vigour and determination.  There is 
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nothing wrong with our cilization; its only – temporary –failure is that the snuffling out 
of the animal in the human, the barbarian in the civilized man, which it promised and 
did its best to achieve, took longer than expected.  This is a pleasant, comforting 
thought.  If only it were credible as well.  The problem, however, is that it is not all that 
credible.  Even a massive outburst of evil instincts, always a flickering and brief event, 
would not sustain the long-term institution of the camps and all that huge network of 
coordinated activities which were necessary for their operation.  Three days after 
Kristallnacht, the most spectacular of the street-violence explosions ignited by the Nazi 
regime in Germany, Hermann Goring gathered one hundred of the most prominent 
members of the German elite to proclaim: ‘Meine Herren, diese Demonstrationen have 
ict satt… The problem in the nutshell, is unambiguously and economic one’. Sporadic 
explosions of spontaneous or contrived hatred would not suffice; only thoroughly 
modern instrumental reason, cool and unemotional, making the conduct of the 
operation independent from the feelings and ideals of its perpetrators, could do the 
trick.  The camps were not just the old human cruelty escaping the dungeon to which it 
had been confined or returning from exile where it was meant to stay till the end of 
time.  The camps are a modern invention; an invention possible only thanks to the 
accomplishments modernity is proud of more than anything else- to rationality, 
technology, science, its favourite and favoured children.’ 
 
My third contention is that reason can be used as an alternative to moral obligations.  
Reason can be used to determine morality on the individual level without an objective 
declaration that individuals have a moral obligation to do something.  Reason can be 
used to promote human life.  Leonard Peikoff, teacher of philosophy, argues, ‘The 
conclusion is evident.  Epistemology tells us that reason is man’s faculty of knowing 
reality.  When conjoined with the observed fact that man is an organism who survives 
by means of his knowledge (and consequent action), the inference must be that reason 
is man’s basic tool of survival.’ 
 
I negate because moral obligations deprive individuals of guilt from their choice that 
they result in the destruction of human life and thus deny humans their dignity.” 
 
 This sample case demonstrates how postmodern arguments against moral 
obligations can be used in a case without having to defend postmodernism by giving an 
alternative to moral obligations.  The case also shows how to use definitions to support 
the main argument of the case and how to logically link the criterion to the value. 
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Cards on Bauman’s Arguments Against Moral Obligations 
 
The dictation of moral absolutes and obligations shifts individual responsibility to 
a set of ethical rules that frees moral actors from the possibility that their decision 
might be wrong. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 4 
 
In effect, the focus of moral concerns has been shifted from the self-scrutiny of the 
moral actor to the philosophical/political task of working out the prescription and 
proscriptions of an ethical code; meanwhile the ‘responsibility for responsibility’ – that 
is the responsibility for deciding what practical steps the responsibility requires to be 
taken and what steps are not called for (‘go beyond the call of duty’)- has been shifted 
from the moral subject to supra-individual agencies now endowed with exclusive 
ethical authority.  Form the moral actor’s point of view, the shift had much to be 
commended.  (Indeed, this shift was one of the main reasons why the surrender of 
autonomy could be credibly represented as emancipation and increases of freedom.)  
Having reduced the vague, notoriously under-defined responsibility to a finite list of 
duties or obligations, it spares the actor a lot of anxious groping in the dark, and helps 
to avoid the gnawing feeling that the account can never be closed, the work never 
finally done. The agony of choice (Hannah Arendt’s ‘tyranny of possibilities’) is 
largely gone, as is the bitter aftertaste of a choice never ultimately proved right.  The 
substitution of rule-following for the intense, yet never fully successful, listening to 
infuriatingly taciturn moral impulses results in the almost unimaginable feat of not just 
absolving the actor from the personal responsibility for the wrongs done, but freeing the 
actor from the very possibility of having sinned.  More promptly than the equivalent 
religious remedies- because in advance, before the act has been committed- the guilt is 
eliminated from choice, which is now simplified to the straightforward dilemma of 
obedience of disobedience to the rule.  
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Separation from responsibility allows for mass murder using the tools of 
modernity 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 193-194 
 
What we learned in this century is that modernity is not only about producing more and 
traveling faster, getting richer and moving around more freely.  It is also about- it has 
been about- fast and efficient killing, scientifically designed and administered genocide.  
As human history goes, cruelty and mass murder is not exactly news, and modernity 
could be exonerated for not quite succeeding, in the short time-span of a mere three 
hundred years, to eradicate hatred and aggression with thousands-of-year-old roots and 
to quell the passions precipitated by the millions of years of species’ evolution.  Some 
of us, indeed, console ourselves in precisely this way: we, the modern and the civilized, 
have not done enough, but what we have done is the right thing to do; we have not 
progressed far enough, but we have been moving all along in the right direction.  What 
we need is more of the same, done with greater vigour and determination.  There is 
nothing wrong with our cilization; its only – temporary –failure is that the snuffling out 
of the animal in the human, the barbarian in the civilized man, which it promised and 
did its best to achieve, took longer than expected.  This is a pleasant, comforting 
thought.  If only it were credible as well.  The problem, however, is that it is not all that 
credible.  Even a massive outburst of evil instincts, always a flickering and brief event, 
would not sustain the long-term institution of the camps and all that huge network of 
coordinated activities which were necessary for their operation.  Three days after 
Kristallnacht, the most spectacular of the street-violence explosions ignited by the Nazi 
regime in Germany, Hermann Goring gathered one hundred of the most prominent 
members of the German elite to proclaim: ‘Meine Herren, diese Demonstrationen have 
ict satt… The problem in the nutshell, is unambiguously and economic one’. Sporadic 
explosions of spontaneous or contrived hatred would not suffice; only thoroughly 
modern instrumental reason, cool and unemotional, making the conduct of the 
operation independent from the feelings and ideals of its perpetrators, could do the 
trick.  The camps were not just the old human cruelty escaping the dungeon to which it 
had been confined or returning from exile where it was meant to stay till the end of 
time.  The camps are a modern invention; an invention possible only thanks to the 
accomplishments modernity is proud of more than anything else- to rationality, 
technology, science, its favourite and favoured children. 
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Morality was determined through experience before being told what was moral. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 2-3 
 
This means, though, rubbing the salt of loneliness into the wound of ambivalence.  
Dilemmas have no ready-made solutions; the necessity to choose comes without a 
foolproof recipe for proper choice; the attempt to do good is undertaken without 
guarantee of goodness of either the intention or its results.  The realm of responsibility 
is frayed on all sides; it is equally easy to underdo as it is to overdo what is ‘acting 
responsibly’ may ideally require.  Moral life is a life of continuous uncertainty.  It is 
built of the bricks of doubt and cemented with bouts of self-deprecation.  Since the 
dividing lines between good and evil have not been drawn before, they are drawn in the 
course of action; the outcome of these efforts at drawing lines is akin to a string of 
footprints rather than a network of charted roads.  
 
 
Religion evolved as a cure for wrong choice to control individuals. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 3 
 
When unmitigated and unassuaged, that loneliness in the face of endemic ambivalence 
of moral condition is excruciatingly painful to live with.  No wonder much of human 
inventiveness was dedicated throughout history to designing ways of alleviating the 
burden.  In pre-modern times the principal designs were religious in character.  The hub 
of every religious system was not the idea of sin, but that of the repentance and 
redemption.  No religion considered sinless life a viable prospect nor proposed a way 
towards a life without evil.  On the whole, religions realistically accept the inevitability 
of sin an concentrate on their efforts instead on ways to assuage the pain through the 
clear-cut prescription for repentance, tied to the promise of redemption.  The essence of 
religious solutions to moral ambivalence, is, so to speak, dealing with it retrospectively 
– by providing the means of balancing out the burden of a wrong choice.  What has 
been done, may be undone – the wrong may be made good again.  Responsibility for 
choice is still a lonely matter – it rests fairly and squarely on the individual’s shoulders, 
as do the consequences of choosing evil over good; but an ex post facto cure is 
provided, and it is provided collectively, in the name of an authority transcending the 
power and the understanding of the sinner, and thus guaranteeing freedom from worry 
in exchange for obedience. 
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Legislation made ethics to eliminate the possibility of evil as a form of control. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 3-4 
 
It was only the modern project of remaking the world into to the measure of human 
needs and capacities, and according to a rationally conceived design, that promised life 
free from sin.  Legislation was to be the principal tool of rebuilding.  In the case of the 
moral condition, legislation meant designing an ethical code: one that would actually 
prevent evil from being done, lending the actor an a priori certainty as to what is to be 
done, what can be left undone, and must not be done.  The modern project postulated 
the possibility of a human world free not only from sinners, but from sin itself; not just 
from people making wrong choices, but from the very possibility of wrong choice.   
 
 
Moral responsibility is inherently tied to choice. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 7 
 
One would rather say that it is precisely because of the demise of the allegedly unified 
and ostensibly unique ethical code, that the ‘regulative ideal’ of moral responsibility 
may rise into full flight.  Choices between good and evil are still to be made, this time, 
however, in full daylight, and with full knowledge that a choice has been made.  With 
the smokescreen of centralized legislation dispersed and the power-of-attorney returned 
to the signatory, the choice is blatantly left to the moral person’s own devices.  With 
choice comes responsibility.  And if choice is inevitable, responsibility is unavoidable.  
No secure hiding place is left, and such shelters from responsibility as are on offer tend 
to be withdrawn from supermarket shelves before the attached warranty expires, so that 
there is nowhere to which complaints can be addressed if the commodity proves faulty.  
One is left with the product and its defects and has only oneself to blame. 
 
 
Repetitive, authoritative codes of ethics become accepted as true. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 12 
 
If stated repeatedly, with authority, and with the support of adequate resources, 
propositions tend to become true in the end – and the training aimed at making us 
‘expert-dependent’ cannot but bring its full fruit; sooner or later, we start seeking 
keenly and of our own accord reliable guidance from ‘people in the know.’ Once we 
stop trusting our own judgment, we grow susceptible to the fear of being in the wrong; 
we call what we dread sin, guilt or same – but whatever name we use we feel the need 
of the helpful hand of the expert to fetch us back into the comfort of certainty.  It is out 
of such a fear that the dependency on expertise grows.  But once the dependency has 
settled and taken root, the need of ethical expertise becomes ‘self-evident’ and above 
all self-reproducing. 
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Codes of morality require domination. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 37 
 
Whatever passes as good or bad, explained Friedrich Nietzsche, has something to do 
with hierarchy, superiority, and inferiority, domination and rule.  There is no natural, 
intrinsic relationship between certain conduct and goodness; the link needs to be 
decreed first to be seen.  And those who have the power to decree make the decree hold 
– do: the judgment good does not originate with those to whom the good has been done.  
Rahter it was the ‘good’ themselves, that is to say the noble, mighty, highly placed, and 
high minded who decreed themselves and their actions to be good, i.e., belonging to the 
highest rank, in contradiction to all that was base, low-minded and plebeian.  It was 
only the pathos of distance that authorized them to create values and name them…The 
basic concept is always noble and hierarchical, class sense, and from this has 
developed, by historical necessity, the concept good embracing nobility of mind, 
spiritual distinction.  The development is strictly parallel to that other which eventually 
converted the notions common, plebeian, base into the notion bad. 
 
 
Codes of ethics are designed to keep the dominant in control. 
Zygmunt Bauman, Professor of Sociology at University of Leeds, Life In Fragments: 
Essays in Postmodern Morality, 1995, pg 39-40 
 
Whatever Nietzsche’s aristocracy might have needed or done without, it was the elites, 
the dominant, which need rules in times of modernity.  Strict rules, preferably 
unambiguous rules, enforceable rules, effective rules.  They needed ethics – a code of 
rules for everyone and every life occasion; rules ubiquitous, reaching every nook and 
cranny of the dominated space, steering or arresting, as the case may require, every 
move of whoever inhabits that space. Nothing and nobody could be left alone, to itself, 
to chance.  That much the dominant needed to secure in order to perpetuate their 
domination – to bind and control the dark forces emanating from unruly and erratic 
masses, to ‘tame the beast’, to hold in check the mobile vulgus or les classes 
dangereuses.  To achieve all this, however, they needed a kind of law which would 
present the order of their domination – the order that is their domination and can be 
nothing else – not in terms of their own peculiarity, but in terms of the universality of 
the principles which make the dominant dominant and the dominated dominated, and 
oblige both to stay as they are.  And so they needed an ethics well and truly grounded, 
universal or universalizable, and beckoning to the authority of Reason – that wondrous 
faculty like no other, that pronounces on the matter only once and recognizes no right 
to appeal. 
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Glossary 
A 
A posteriori- the Latin word meaning ‘through experience’; a way to determine what is 
morally right 
 
A priori- the Latin word meaning ‘through reason alone’; a way to determine what is 
morally right 
 
Acting out of duty- doing what is right because it is the right thing to do 
 
Acting in conformity with duty- doing what is right for another reason besides that it is 
the right thing to do 
 
Altruism- the philosophy that advocates self-sacrifice for the benefit of the common 
good. 
 
Amoral- without morality; not moral or immoral 
 
Anti-Semitism- racism against Jews; part of the Nazi philosophy 
 
Antitrust- a law that prevents one company from having a monopoly over a good or 
service 
 
Apologia- Latin word for a defense of one’s actions 
 
Autonomy- the freedom to rule oneself 
 

B 
Binding- legally obligated to a certain action or actions 
 
Body politic- people of a political organization in a society 
 

C 
Calculus- determining through calculations 
  
Capitalism- system of government that values the protection of individual rights 
(especially property rights) where the private sector controls all commerce; under this 
system the government cannot regulate or control businesses unless it is to protect 
property rights 
 
Capital- material wealth involving money or property 
 
Categorical Imperative- an obligation that exists at all times in every situation; part of 
Kant’s theory that morality must be objective 
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Card- a quote or selection from a book, magazine article, newspaper, or online source 
that supports an argument in a debate; it is used as evidence for arguments 
 
Censorship- the prevention of expressing ideas; can be done by the government or by 
oneself 
 
Civil law- dictates how individuals should act (or not act) in regards to other citizens 
 
Civil religion- a set of beliefs individuals in a society are required believe in 
 
Civil society- a society that a person lives in after entering the social contract 
 
Collective- a group of people 
 
Common good- what tends to benefit society as a whole 
 
Communism- an economic theory where everyone owns all property and there is an 
assigned division of labor 
 
Competition- when two or more companies try to get customers by offering better or 
cheaper product or service 
 
Consequentialism- theories that determine that an action is morally right or morally 
wrong based on the consequences of the actions. 
 
Criminal law-laws that govern how people who are accused of breaking the law should 
be properly dealt with 
 
Criterion- a tool to use to weigh arguments in a debate round; it is usually based on a 
theory of good or a theory of right; used in a Lincoln-Douglas debate as way to achieve 
the value 
 
Critique- argument questioning the values in the resolution 
 
Cultural relativism-a theory based on the idea that different societies have different 
values based on their historical traditions and they should all be respected 
 
Cultural differences argument- the argument that since different societies have different 
values, there is no way to determine which values are better than others 
 

D 
Deconstruct- a method of breaking down traditional ideas to understand why we have 
them 
 



 218

Deist theory- a moral theory based on the existence of a God to determine what is 
morally right and morally good 
 
Deterred- to prevent a certain action by discouraging it 
 
Deontology- a moral theory that is based on a set of rules to follow on how to act 
morally 
 
Duty- an obligation to take, or avoid taking, a certain action 
 

E 
Economic power- the ability a person has to persuade people based on his or her 
earnings in a capitalist society 
 
Ends- the goals or results that are trying to be achieved 
 
Experiential theory- a theory that suggests that individuals can determine what is 
morally right based on experiences they have had 
 
Exploitation- treating people as a means to a selfish end; underpaying people for hard 
work 
 
External sanction- a punishment given to an individual by an outside entity for 
misbehaving 
 
Extrinsic good- something that is considered good inasmuch as it achieves an intrinsic 
good 
 

F 
 

G 
General will- the collective desire of the population living in a society 
 
Good will- the desire to do the right thing 
 
Governmental moral obligation- a duty that the government has 
 

H 
 

I 
Impact (back)- to show how an argument applies to a criterion 
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Imperfect moral obligation- a moral obligation that must be followed, but the individual 
gets to determine to what extent 
 
Inalienable- something that can not be taken away or transferred 
 
Inclination- a tendency that an individual has to act in a certain way; used to distinguish 
acting out of duty and inconformity with duty in Kant’s philosophy 
 
Individual anarchism- a theory that there should not be a government to protect 
individuals, but rather the individuals should protect themselves from being violated by 
others 
 
Individual moral obligation- a duty that a person has to fulfill 
 
Individual rights- the basis for the capitalist system of government; consists of the right 
to life, right to liberty, the right to pursue and hold property, and the right to be left 
alone 
 
Infanticide- the killing of newborn babies (infants) 
 
Inherent good- things that are good in and of themselves 
 
Instrumental good- an extrinsic good; something that is only good inasmuch as it 
achieves an intrinsic good 
 
Interests- what a person believes to be best for him or herself 
 
Internal sanction- a punishment a person chooses for him or herself for misbehaving 
 
Intrinsic good- things that are good in and of themselves; something that is inherently 
good 
 

J 
 

K 
Kingdom of Ends- Immanuel Kant’s formula for determining what would be a just and 
unjust law 
 

L 
Laws of Nature- natural laws that exist either in the state of nature or civil society that 
humans can discover through the use of reason 
 
Legislation- the method by which the government makes laws for society 
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Legitimate monopoly- a company that no other company can compete with because it 
provides the best particular good or service at the cheapest price and has won the trust 
of consumers 
 
Link- (n) the connection between two concepts; (v) to connect two concepts 
 

M 
Material inequality- the disparity in wealth, money and property between individuals or 
groups of people in society 
 
Maxim- an action that can be used to devise a general principle; used in Kant’s 
categorical imperative formula 
 
Means- the methods used to reach a goal or an end 
 
Modern- describes a philosophical period where there was emphasis on determining 
truths through rational argumentation 
 
Moral framework- a moral theory that is used determine what a morally right or wrong 
action would be 
 
Moral instinct- the assumption that humans just know, instinctually, what is right and 
wrong 
 

N 
Natural duty- moral obligations that exist whether or not individuals contractually agree 
to them; they exist in nature 
 
Natural justice- the will of God 
 
Negative (natural) duty- an obligation to avoid taking a certain action 
 
Negative right- an individual’s right to be free from other people taking certain actions 
that would affect him/her 
 
Non-experiential theory- a moral theory that claims that morality cannot be determined 
by experiences  
 

O 
Objectivism- the philosophy of Ayn Rand that promotes capitalism and the protection 
of individual rights 
 
Original position- Rawls’s concept that is used in a thought experiment to determine 
what is morally right and wrong; this concept is the situation individuals are in before 
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they enter society when they do not know their race, gender, or other personal 
characteristics 
 

P 
Perfect moral obligation- an obligation that must be followed to the fullest extent in all 
cases (Kant); an action that can be expected of an individual (Mill) 
 
Political law- policies that determine how the government and state is basically ordered 
 
Positive (natural) duty- an obligation to take a certain action towards other people 
 
Positive right- a right to something (such as health care, education, food, etc.) 
 
Postmodernism- argues against modern principles and acts to deconstruct traditional 
ideas and assumption that people have; it is characterized by the avoidance of making 
truth claims 
 
Poverty Cycle- the argument that people born into impoverished families will be 
impoverished as adults because they lack to opportunity to become rich in a capitalist 
society 
 
Principality- a society that is ruled by a prince or monarch 
 
Principle- a rule that guides behaviors 
 
Principle of Fairness- Rawls’s basis for individual moral obligation that what is moral 
is fair 
 
Profit motive- the assumption that individuals will act in a way that will benefit them 
the most in terms of making money 
 
Property right- the right of individuals to seek property and to hold that property once 
they have obtained it legitimately 
 
Property of the person- the individual’s ownership of his/her body 
 

Q 
 

R 
Rational actor- a person who will always act in his or her own best self-interest 
 
Reciprocal- (reciprocity) proportional reaction owed to someone who takes a certain 
action in faith that another individual take that action 
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Redemption- being absolved from behaving immorally in the past 
 
Regulation- the government’s controlling of businesses and their practices concerning 
employees, consumers, and the public 
 
Repentance- admitting having done something that is morally wrong to be redeemed 
and forgiven 
 
Rule Utilitarianism- the idea that certain individuals should follow a certain set of rules 
which generally result in the greatest happiness 

 
S 
Sanction- a punishment for committing a crime or acting immorally 
 
Self-reinforcing- a concept that promotes its own acceptance 
 
Standard- a criterion  
 
State- a specific form of government; society 
 
State of nature- the conditions that a human lives in prior to entering civil society; 
different philosophers have different theories of the state of nature 
 
State of war- when groups of individuals can gang up on an individual and harm 
him/her in the state of nature 
 
Social contract- an implicit agreement made by individuals who live in a society to 
abide by the laws of the society 
 
Social liberty- an individual has the right to not be governed by a government he or she 
did not consent to 
 
Socialism- a system of government where production and distribution of property, 
goods and services are controlled and planned by the government 
 
Societal moral obligation-  a duty that a society must act on 
 
Sovereign- the entirety of the population living under the social contract 
 
Sound- an argument that is both true and valid 
 
Statism- a theory which advocates the government controlling private affairs 

 
T 
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Taxation- the government’s forcing of individuals to pay money to the government for 
it to operate 
 
Teleological- theories that determine what is right and wrong based on the 
consequences of actions 
 
Theory of good- a theory that attempts to explain what is worthwhile in life 
 
Theory of right- a theory that attempts to explain what the proper course of action to 
take is 
 
Treatise- an extensive explanation of a governmental or ethical theory 

 
U 
Universalizable- an action that everyone could take without contradicting the purpose 
the action was taken for in the first place 
 
Utilitarianism- the theory that holds that what is right is what maximizes the greatest 
pleasure; developed by John Stuart Mill, James Mill, and Jeremy Bentham 
 
Utility- the usefulness of something promoting the greatest happiness 
 

V 
Valid- whether the conclusion follows necessarily from the premise(s) 
 
Value- the intrinsic good a debater claims in a case that affirming or negating the 
resolution achieves 
 
Veil of ignorance- inability to know personal characteristics and social status from the 
original position in a just society  
 

W 
Welfare theory- a theory suggesting that it is right to promote the welfare of people 
 

X 
 
Y 
 
Z 
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Activity 1.1 

 
 Instructions. Define the following terms. 
 
 
1. Theory of the good- 
 
 
2. Theory of the right- 
 
 
3. Deist theory- 
 
 
4. Welfare theory- 
 
 
5. Experiential theory- 
 
 
6. Nonexperiential theory- 
 
 
7. Intrinsic good- 
 
 
8. Instrumental good-  
 
 
9. Teleological theory- 
 
 
11. Deontological theory- 
 
 
11. Consequentialism-
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Activity 1.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
1. The two main categories of moral theories are theories of the __________ and theories 
of the ________. 
 
 
2. Three examples of theories of the good are _______________, ______________, and 
________________. 
 
 
3. Three examples of theories of the right are _______________, ______________, and 
________________. 
 
 
4. The two main categories of theories of the right are _________________ theories and 
_____________________ theories. 
 
 
5. A(n) _________________ good is only good inasmuch as it achieves a(n) 
___________ good.
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Activity 1.3 

 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
1. A(n) __________________ theory is a theory that determines whether an action is 
morally right or wrong based on the resulting consequences of that action. 
 
a. Experiential 
b. Non-experiential 
c. Consequentialist 
 
 
2. An experiential theory is also know as a __________ theory. 
 
a. Pleasure 
b. Desire 
c. Ideals 
 
3.  A _______________________ theory is based on a set of morally right rules to 
follow. 
 
a. Teleological  
b. Deontological 
c. Experiential 
 
 
4. Ethical Hedonism, Utilitarianism, and Welfare theories are all examples of 
_______________ theories. 
 
a. Teleological 
b. Deontological 
c. Non-Experiential 
 
 
5. A desire theory is an example of ______________________. 
 
a. a theory of the good 
b. a theory of the right 
c. a preferential theory
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Activity 1.4 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 1. Teleological theories are also considered consequentialist theories. 
 
 
___ 2. Deontological theories are also considered Teleological theories. 
 
 
___ 3. Theories of the good argue what morally correct actions are. 
 
 
___ 4. Universalized duty is an example of a teleological theory. 
 
 
___ 5. Theism is an example of a deontological theory.
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Activity 1.5 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
 
1. What is the difference between an instrumental and intrinsic good? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is the difference between a theory of the good and a theory of the right? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What is the difference between a teleological theory and a deontological theory? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 1.6 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity 1.5. 
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Activity 2.1 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
 
1. Standard-  
 
 
2. Individual moral obligations-  
 
 
3. Societal moral obligations- 
 
 
4. Governmental moral obligations- 
 
 
5. Moral Framework- 
 
 
6. Value- 
 
 
7. Criterion- 
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Activity 2.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
1. The words ________ or ________ in a resolution imply that there is a duty or 
obligation to act in a certain way. 
 
 
2. A ______________ is another word for ‘criterion.’ 
 
 
3. The three different entities that could have a moral obligation in a resolution are 
_______________(s), the ____________ and ______________. 
 
 
4. A _____________ should achieve the ___________ in a debate case. 
 
 
 
5. The purpose of a __________ ___________ is to explain and support the criterion (or 
standard).
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Activity 2.3 

 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
1. In a debate case, the intrinsic good should be the ______________. 
 
a. Value 
b. Criterion 
c. Contention 
 
 
2. In a debate case, the instrumental good should be the _____________. 
 
a. Value  
b. Criterion 
c. Contention 
 
 
3. In explaining a moral framework, debaters should also explain the _________ of the 
moral theory. 
 
a. Life of the philosopher 
b. Thesis 
c. Neither of the above 
 
 
4. A ______________ is similar to a contention that connects the criterion to the rest of 
the case, or acts as a second criterion 
 
a. Value 
b. Standard 
c. Moral framework 
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Activity 2.4 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 1. The standard and the criterion are the same thing. 
 
 
___ 2. The moral framework and the value are the same thing. 
 
 
___ 3. The criterion should clearly linked to the value 
 
 
___ 4. A society can have a moral obligation according to some theories. 
 
 
___ 5. A debater should give reasons why his/her moral framework is preferable to other 
moral frameworks.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 2.5 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
 
1. How should a moral framework be presented in a debate? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Explain the relationship between the value and the criterion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 2.6 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity 2.5. 
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Activity 3.1 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms.  
 
1. Apologia- 
 
 
 
2. Cards-
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Activity 3.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
1. ______________ was a student of _____________. 
 
 
2. Most of Socrates’ arguments for individual moral obligations are in the dialogues The 
______________ and The _______________. 
 
 
3. The first point in Socrates’ Apology about moral obligations is that 
_______________________________________________________________.  
 
 
4. The ____________ __ _________ told Socrates that he was the wisest of all men. 
 
 
5. The second argument made in The Crito is that breaking the law by escaping from 
prison violates a(n) _________________ .  
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 3.3 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 1. Socrates argued that it was morally legitimate to break the law. 
 
___ 2. ‘Apologia’ means to apologize in Latin. 
 
___ 3. Socrates admits he is guilty of all the charges brought against him in court. 
 
___ 4. Socrates argued that it was illegitimate to break the law because it would violate a 
higher law. 
 
___ 5. Dialogues make good cards to read in a debate.  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 3.4 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
1. What are three arguments Socrates makes in The Apology? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
2. What are two arguments Socrates makes in The Crito? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 3.5 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity 3.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 3.6 

 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Socrates’ moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 3 Project 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 3.6 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Socrates’ theory. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.1 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
 
1. Good will-  
 
2. Means-  
 
3. Ends-  
 
4. Duty-  
 
5. Acting out of duty-  
 
6. Acting in conformity with duty-  
 
7. Interests-  
 
8. Inclination- 
 
9. Autonomy- 
 
11. A priori- 
 
11. A posteriori- 
 
12. Categorical Imperative- 
 
13. Maxim- 
 
14. Universalizable- 
 
15. Perfect moral obligation- 
 
16. Imperfect moral obligation- 
  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
1. The only good in and of itself according to Kant is the ______ ________.  
 
2. Kant argues that one is only acting morally if they are acting _____ of _____. 
 
3. Acting out of __________ or on _______________ is not acting morally according to 
Kant, even if it was the right thing to do. 
 
4. Kant believes that morality cannot be determined by experience, but by through 
_______ alone. 
 
5. The Latin term for through experience alone is _ ___________ 
 
6. Kant’s formula for determining whether or not humans have a moral obligation to act 
in a certain way is known as the ______________ _______________. 
 
7. In order to use the categorical imperative formula, a _________ must first be taken 
into account and then universalized. 
 
8. If a maxim is  _____________ then individuals have an obligation to act that way. 
 
9. ___________ moral obligations that must be acted on all the time. 
 
10. _________________ moral obligations can be followed to the extent that an 
individual wishes to fulfill the obligation.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.3 

 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. The Latin term for ‘through reason alone’ is _________. 
 
a. A priori 
b. A posteriori 
c.  Apologia 
 
 
2. One is only acting morally, according to Kant, when they are acting 
_________________. 
 
a. in conformity with duty 
b. out of duty 
c. on one’s own interests 
 
 
3. The first step of the categorical imperative is ____________. 
 
a. To universalize a maxim 
b. To try to find a contradiction between the maxim and the original maxim 
c. Consider a maxim 
 
4. The second step of the categorical imperative is _____________.  
 
a. To universalize a maxim 
b. To try to find a contradiction between the maxim and the original maxim 
c. Consider a maxim 
 
 
5. The thirds step of the categorical imperative is _____________. 
 
a. To universalize a maxim 
b. To try to find a contradiction between the maxim and the original maxim 
c. Consider a maxim 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.4 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 1. The best way to determine morality should be on an objective scale.   
 
___ 2. According to Kant, the will wants to do what is right, but is constrained by 
interests and inclinations. 
 
___ 3. The purpose of reason, Kant argues, is to maximize one’s happiness. 
 
___ 4. According to Kant, the only intrinsic good is a good will. 
 
___ 5. Acting out of duty means to do the right thing because it is the right thing to do. 
 
___ 6. Acting out of duty achieves an autonomous free will. 
 
___ 7. Morality can be determined a posteriori. 
 
___ 8. Telling the truth cannot be universalized by using the categorical imperative. 
 
___ 9. Helping others is an imperfect duty, according to Kant. 
 
___ 11. Lying is a perfect duty, according to Kant. 

  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.5 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
1. What is the difference between acting in conformity with duty and acting out of duty? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Using the categorical imperative formula explain whether or not the maxim “I should 
lie when I can be hurt if I don’t lie” can be universalized. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What is the difference between a perfect moral obligation and an imperfect moral 
obligation? 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What is the difference between the terms a priori and a posteriori? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 4.6
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity 4.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 4.7 

 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that Kant’s 
moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used under 
each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 4 Project 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 4.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Kant’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.1 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Moral instinct-  
 
2. Utility-  
 
3. Utilitarianism-  
 
4. Rule utilitarianism-  
 
5. Government utilitarianism-  
 
6. Sanction-  
 
7. External Sanction-  
 
8. Internal Sanction-  
 
9. Perfect obligations-  
 
11. Calculus- 
 
11. The Greatest Happiness Principle 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
1. The theory of utilitarianism is based on ___ __________ _________ principle. 
 
2. The concept of rule utilitarianism applies to _______________ . 
 
3. The government putting someone who broke the law in jail is an example of an 
___________ sanction. 
 
4. Sanctions should only be used, according to utilitarianism, when it would promote the 
______________ ______________. 
 
5. Peter Singer extended the idea of utilitarianism to _____________ . 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.3 

 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. According to the theory of utilitarianism, the government should abide by the concept 
of _____________________.  
 
a. Rule utilitarianism 
b. Government utilitarianism 
c. Neither of the above  
 
 
2. Utiltiarianism requires that individuals either follow ___________ or to calculate the 
effect of their actions. a. Calculate 
 
a. Rule utilitarianism 
b. Government utilitarianism 
c. Neither of the above 
 
 
3. Utilitarianism is an example of a  
 
a. Deontological theory 
b. Teleological theory 
c.  Deist Theory 
 
 
4. The first utilitarian theorist was 
 
a. Peter Singer 
b. John Stuart Mill 
c. Jeremy Bentham 
 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.4 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 1. Utilitarianism is based on the Greatest Happiness Principle. 
 
___ 2. The Greatest Happiness Principle means that a person should do what ever makes 
him or herself the happiest. 
 
___ 3. One of the main objections to utilitarianism is that it does not give an adequate 
account of justice. 
 
___ 4. External and internal sanctions are applied by the same entity. 
 
___ 5. Utilitarianism is a teleological theory.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.5 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
1. What are 3 objections to utilitarianism and how does Mill respond to them? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What 2 general responses does Mill give to all criticisms of utilitarianism? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 5.6 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity x.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 5.7

 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that John 
Stuart Mill’s theory of individual moral obligations can be used under and explain how 
the theory can be can be used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 5 Project 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 5.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using John Stuart Mill’s theory of individual moral 
obligations. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.1 

 
 Instructions. Define the following terms. 
 
1. Treatise-  
 
2. State of nature-  
 
3. Principles-  
 
4. Laws of Nature-  
 
5. Social Contract-  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.2 

 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
1. Thomas Hobbes’s treatise on government and society was entitled _____________. 
 
2. The way to exit the ___________ ____ ___________ is to agree to the 
_____________ ___________. 
 
3. The __________ ___ ____________ can be determined through reason alone and exist 
even in the state of nature. 
 
4. The more people that enter the social contract there is a __________ (lesser/greater) 
number of people in civil society. 
 
5. The natural law that accounts for the competing desires of humans to both adhere to 
the law for protection and break the law for self-benefit is named the law of 
___________.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.3 

 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
1. The __________________ is the state that people exist in before entering the social 
contract. 
 
a. State of War 
b. State of Nature 
c. Civil Society 
 
 
2. According to Hobbes’s theory of the laws of nature, punishments should be issued  
 
a. for revenge 
b. to make society feel better about having punished the criminal 
c. to deter the criminal from breaking the law in the future 
 
 
3. There is  ___________ relationship between the number of people in civil society and 
the number of people in the state of nature. 
 
a. no 
b. a direct 
c. an inverse 
 
 
4. The right to _______________________ can never be given up, even under the social 
contract. 
 
a. an attorney  
b. property 
c. self defense 
 
 
5. People who agree to the contract should ___________________ to its terms. 
 
a. Agree 
b. Be Bound 
c. Both A & B 
  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.4 

 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
___ 1. The laws of nature can only be determined a posteriori (through experience). 
 
___ 2. There is a direct relationship between the number of people in the social contract 
and civil society. 
 
___ 3. There is an inverse relationship between the number of people in the state of 
nature and in civil society. 
 
___ 4. Hobbes’s wrote a treatise entitled Leviathan.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.5 

 
Instructions. In a short paragraph, answer each of the following questions. 
1. What are five of the laws of nature according to Hobbes? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is Hobbes’s theory of justice? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 6.6 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your responses to the questions in activity x.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 6.7 

 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Hobbes’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 6 Project 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 6.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Hobbes’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Civil Society-  
 
2. State-  
 
3. Property Rights 
 
4. Sovereign 
 
5. Common Good- 
 
6. Collective- 
 
7. General Will- 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. Rousseau wrote the book ______ ____________ ____________ 
 
2. Upon entering civil society, the individual is making an informal agreement with the 
___________. 
 
3. Rousseau argues that it is only in civil society that man can truly be ____________ 
because he has to restrain his own actions and make use of his reason. 
 
4. In order for an act to be morally praiseworthy or morally condemnable the person who 
chose that act must have chose it ______________. 
 
5. Civil society can not violate a person’s __________ ____________ if he or she is 
using it to sustain his/her life. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
1. The common good is determined through the ________ of the sovereign. 
a. most rich 
b. vote 
c. neither A nor B 
 
2. Individuals should have as much ______________ as they need as long as it does not 
interfere with others in society. 
a. Money 
b. Property 
c. Privacy 
 
 
3. According to Rousseau’s theory of the social contract, individuals must always 
_____________. 
a. Submit to society 
b. Break the law when it threatens their survival 
c. Use their privacy to harm others 
 
 
4. Like Hobbes, Rousseau argues that the only way to enter civil society is through 
a. The general will 
b. The Social Contract 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
 
5. People have a limited right to __________________ in civil society 
a. Privacy 
b. Property 
c. Both A & B 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.4 
 

Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
 
__ 1. Rousseau wrote the treatise Leviathan. 
 
__ 2. According to Rousseau, people have the absolute right to privacy, even if it harms 
others. 
 
__ 3. According to Rousseau, people have the absolute right to property, even if it harms 
others. 
 
__ 4. Upon entering civil society, individuals make an informal agreement with the state. 
 
__ 5. According to Rousseau, individuals cannot have rights that conflict with society’s 
welfare. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. What is meant by ‘Freedom is a prerequisite to morality’? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Explain why individuals only have limited rights in civil society, according to 
Rousseau. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 7.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 7.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 7.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Rousseau’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be 
used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 7 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from Activity 7.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Rousseau’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Original Position 
 
2. Veil of Ignorance 
 
3. Principle of Fairness 
 
4. Natural Duties 
 
5. Positive Natural Duties 
 
6. Negative Natural Duties



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. Rawls is similar to Hobbes and Rousseau in that he writes about _____ 
_______________ ______________ . 
 
2. Rawls wrote __ ______________ ______ _________________ to offer an alternative 
to _______________________. 
 
3. From the ______________ ________________ people do not know their race, color, 
gender, or social status. 
 
4. The inability to know one’s race, color, gender, or social status before entering a just 
society is known as _____ ___________________ ___ ____________________. 
 
5. According to Rawls, all agreements must be made ____________________. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. A ______________ duty is one that individuals are always required to take a certain 
action towards other people (such as helping them). 
a. Natural 
b. Positive 
c. Negative 
 
2. Rawls’s Principle of _________________ is that individuals are obligated to fulfill 
promises that they make. 
a. Fairness 
b. Justice 
c. Duty 
 
3. In the original position, individuals only know their 
a. Race 
b. Gender 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
4. Rawls’s a theory of justice is response to the theory of ____________________. 
a. Utilitarianism 
b. Deontology 
c. Welfare Theories 
 
5. John Rawls died in the year 
a. 1902 
b. 2002 
c. 1992 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
___ 1. John Rawls wrote A Theory of Justice because of his objections to Utilitarianism. 
 
___ 2. Behind the veil of ignorance, individuals know none of their personal 
characteristics. 
 
___ 3. Individuals are only behind the veil of ignorance, according to Rawls, in the 
original position. 
 
___ 4. Rawls argues that natural duties are composed of both positive and negative 
duties. 
 
___ 5. Rawls’s Principle of Justice is the basis for his theory of individual moral 
obligation. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. Explain Rawls’s Two Principles of Justice. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. According to Rawls, what obligations do individuals have and why do they exist? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 8.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 8.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 8.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Rawls’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 8 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 8.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Rawls’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 9.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following term. 
1. Kingdom of Ends Formula- 
 
 
Instruction. Answer the following questions. 
2. How does Kant’s Kingdom of Ends formula related to his formula for the Categorical 
imperative? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Can a law that requires individuals to tell the truth be universalized using the Kingdom 
of Ends formula?  Explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions. With a partner discuss your answers to the previous two questions. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 9.2 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Rawls’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 9.3 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 9.2 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) and 
write a sample moral framework using Kant’s formula of the Kingdom of Ends. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 10.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following term. 
1. Censor- 
 
 
Instructions. Answer the following questions. 
2. Why should the government not censor people’s thoughts or ideas according to Mill? 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
3. What are the three kinds of liberties according to Mill? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Does Mill agree that the government should have laws that prevent the individual from 
harming him or herself?  Explain. 
 
 
 
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the previous questions. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 10.2 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that James 
or John Stuart Mill’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be 
can be used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 10.3 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 10.2 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using James or John Stuart Mill’s theory. 



Activity 11.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following term. 
1. Principality-  
 
 
 
Instructions. Answer the following questions. 
2. According to Machiavelli, what is the importance of religion? 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
3. Why should a society have a judicial system, according Machiavelli? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What does Machiavelli argue is the governments ultimate obligation? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions. With a partner discuss your answers to the previous questions.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 11.2 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Machiavelli’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be 
used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 11.3 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 11.2 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Machiavelli’s theory. 
 



Activity 12.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following term. 
1. Body politic-  
 
 
2. Deterred- 
 
 
Instructions. Answer the following questions. 
3. According to Hobbes, what are 5 rights of the sovereign? 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
4. Who is responsible for carrying out punishments and why are punishments necessary 
according to Hobbes? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions. With a partner discuss your answers to the previous questions.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 12.2 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Hobbes’s moral theory of governmental obligations can be used under and explain how 
the theory can be can be used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Activity 12.3 

 
Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 12.2 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Hobbes’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Binding 
 
2. Political Law 
 
3. Civil Law 
 
4. Criminal law 
 
5. Civil Religion 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. For people who break the social contract Rousseau argues the ____________ 
______________ may be necessary. 
 
2. The size of the population should be ____________ to the power of the government. 
 
3. ___________ _______________ is a set of beliefs individuals in society must have to 
increase the chances that they will not break the social contract. 
 
4. Breaking the _______________ _________________ is the ultimate criminal act in 
civil society. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. ___________________ law pertains to how people who break the law should be dealt 
with. 
a. Criminal 
b. Civil  
c. Political 
 
2. __________________ law pertains to how people should interact with each other. 
a. Moral 
b. Civil 
c. Political 
 
3. __________________ law structures the government in society. 
a. Political 
b. Civil  
c. Religioius 
 
4. It population of a society is small it should only rule over a _________ territory. 
a. Small 
b. Average size 
c. Large 
 
5. The social contract is ____________ for those who voluntarily agree to it. 
a. Binding 
b. The Death Penalty 
c. Nullified 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
 
___ 1. The sovereign should have to be held to the terms of the social contract too. 
 
___ 2. Natural justice is when the government punishes criminals. 
 
___ 3. Rousseau argues that in order for a law to be put into effect in civil society, only 
part of the sovereign has to agree to it. 
 
___ 4. A government should attempt to rule over as many people as it can, according to 
Rousseau. 
 
___ 5. A civil religion would only be harmful to society according to Rousseau. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. Why, according to Rousseau, is the Death penalty legitimate? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the four types of laws in civil society? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What is the best size of a population and government? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 13.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 13.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 13.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Rousseau’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be 
used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 13 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 13.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Rousseau’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. State of war-  
 
 
 
2. Individualist Anarchism--  
 
 
 
3. Social Liberty-  
 
 
 
 
4. Property of the person-  
 
 
 
 
5. Reciprocal- 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. John Locke wrote _____ __________________ ____ ____________________ which 
explained his governmental theory. 
 
2. _____________________ _____________________ believe that the government is 
purposeless and individuals should protect themselves. 
 
3. _____________ _______________ is the idea that an individual does not have to be 
governed by a government he/she does not consent to. 
 
4. __________________ __ _____ _____________ is the concept that individuals own 
their own bodies. 
 
5. The main purpose of the government is to protect ____________ 
__________________.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. According to Locke, ____________ is essential for freedom. 
a. Happiness 
b. Reason 
c. Government 
 
2. Government’s only exist through the consent of the ___________ according Locke. 
a. Aristocrats 
b. Governed 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
3. According to Locke, _______________ is the best form of government to protect 
property rights. 
a. Democracy 
b. Monarchy 
c. Dictatorship 
 
4. The government must protect society against _____________ threats. 
a. Internal 
b. Foreign 
c. Both a & b. 
 
5. The state of ___________ is when gangs of people mob up against the individual. 
a. Nature 
b. War 
c. Neither a nor b. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
___ 1. Locke argues that property is to help further the survival of the individual. 
 
___ 2. Money helps people account for their efforts in the past and essential to the idea of 
property rights according to Locke 
 
___ 3. The government does not have the obligation to preserve civil society in Locke’s 
theory. 
 
___ 4. The will of the majority should be the determining the factor when making laws, 
according to Locke. 
 
___ 5. Social liberty is the idea that each person should have property of the person. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. What is the purpose of the government and why is this its purpose according to Locke? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Why is freedom necessary for freedom according to Locke? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 14.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 14.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 14.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Locke’s moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 14 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 14.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Locke’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Capitalism-  
 
 
 
2. Objectivism- 
 
 
3. Statism- 
 
 
4. Economic Power- 
 
 
5. Individual Rights 
 
 
6. Negative Rights- 
 
 
7. Inalienable- 
 
 
8. Positive rights- 
 
 
9. Competition- 
 
 
10. Regulation 
 
 
11. Antitrust- 
 
 
12. Legitimate monopoly 
 
 
13. Taxation 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
 
1. __________________________ is an economic system in which the means of 
production and distribution are privately or corporately owned and development is 
proportionate to the accumulation and reinvestment of profits gained in a free market 
 
2. Two capitalist philosophers are ________ _______________ and ____________ 
__________ 
 
3. Objectivism is the philosophy of ___________ _____________. 
 
4. ___________________ is the government’s interference in private matters. 
 
5. According to the theory of capitalism economic power is more legitimate than 
_______________ power. 
 
6. The idea that capitalist countries won’t go to war with each other is known as the 
_________________ __________ ____________________. 
 
7. Capitalist theorists believe that positive rights conflict with ________________ 
___________. 
 
8. The main purpose of a government in a capitalist society is to _______________ 
_________________. 
 
9. According to capitalist theory, ___________________ should manage the market. 
 
10. ____________________ is the government management of the market.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. The idea that capitalist countries will not go to war with each other is known as   
a. Competition 
b. Regulation 
c. Capitalist Peace Theory 
 
2. _________________ is more legitimate than ___________________ according to 
capitalism. 
a. Economic, Political 
b. Political, Economic 
c. Neither A Nor B 
 
3. Capitalists argue that individual rights are only ________________ rights 
a. Property 
b. Negative 
c. Positive 
 
4. The market force that drives down prices and helps create better products is known as  
a. Regulation 
b. Competition 
c. Antitrust laws 
 
5. Public education, according to capitalists, violates 
a. Negative Rights 
b. Property Rights 
c. Both A & B 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
___ 1. In a capitalist economy, businesses should be heavily regulated. 
 
___ 2. Capitalists believe that nations will go to war with each other to take over their 
resources. 
 
___ 3. Positive and negative rights can exist without contradiction, according to 
capitalists. 
 
___ 4. The problems with  public education has been a result of poor educational 
planning according to capitalists. 
 
___ 5. Capitalists argue that anti-trust laws are a good way to force competition. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. Explain why competition is better than regulation according to capitalists. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Explain why positive rights contradict negative rights. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Explain the Capitalist Peace Theory. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Explain the capitalist argument that public property is inefficient. 

 
 
 
 

Activity 15.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 15.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 15.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Capitalist moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 15 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 15.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Capitalist theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Socialism- 
 
2. Communism- 
 
3. Altruism- 
 
4. Capital- 
 
5. Exploitation- 
 
6. Material inequality- 
 
7. Poverty cycle- 
 
8. Valid- 
 
9. Sound- 
 
10. Rational Actors- 
 
11. Profit motive-



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. The economic systems of socialism and communism rest on the philosophy of 
________________. 
 
2. According to socialist, even the ownership of property restricts _______________. 
 
3. Capitalism makes ___________________ difficult because of the lack of government 
property. 
 
4. According to socialist, material inequality results in the _________________ ___ 
________________________. 
 
5. Some socialists argue that theory of rights may be valid, but it is not ______________.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. Material inequality results in  
a. the poverty cycle 
b. inequality of opportunity 
c. Both A & B 
 
2. According to Karl Marx, socialism is only a transitioning phase to  
a. Communism  
b. Capitalism 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
3. Using people for one’s own selfish desires is known as  
a. Socialism 
b. Altruism 
c. Exploitation 
 
4. Capitalism makes ___________________ difficult. 
a. Democracy 
b. Monarchy  
c. Oligarchy 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
___ 1. The under-riding philosophy of socialism is altruism. 
 
___ 2. According to some socialists, people’s freedom of movement can be restricted by 
private property. 
 
___ 3. Some socialists argue that if the rich own all the property in a capitalist society, 
they can exclude the poor from voting. 
 
___ 4. Socialists agree that competition is a market force that will always decrease prices 
and provide a better product and choice for the consumer. 
 
___ 5. Socialist think the theory of rights is sound. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 16.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 16.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 16.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
Socrates’ moral theory can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used 
under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 16 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 16.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using __________’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 17.1 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. According to Rand, why do moral obligations between individuals not exist? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  What is the only circumstance when an individual would be obligated to another 
individual?  Explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 17.2
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 17.1. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 17.3 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that Rand’s 
arguments against moral obligations can be used under and explain how the theory can be 
can be used under each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 17 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 17.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using Rand’s theory. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Cultural Relativism-  
 
 
 
2. Infanticide- 
 
 
 
 
3. Amoral- 
 
 
 
 
4. Cultural Differences Argument- 
 
 
 
 
5. Anti-Semitism- 
 
 
 
 
6. Critque-



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. Rachels was not a ___________________ _______________ but wrote about the 
benefits of the philosophy. 
 
2. The way to determine what is right and what is wrong morally, depends on the 
culture’s  __________ . 
 
3. The Eskimos believe that killing infants was __________________, neither moral nor 
immoral. 
 
4. Cultural Relativists use the examples of different cultures having different values and 
moral codes in an argument called the __________________ _________________ 
________________________. 
 
5. Cultural relativism would best be used as a _______________________ of a moral 
obligation in the resolution. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
1. Cultural relativism argues that we should respect ________  values. 
a. All societies’  
b. only our  
c. some societies’ 
 
2. According to the chapter on cultural relativism _____________ and 
________________  have different moral values.  
a. Greeks and Callations 
b. Americans and Eskimos 
c. Both A &B 
 
3. The _____________________ argument is that because different cultures have 
different practices that all should be respected. 
a. cultural differences 
b. international relations 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
4. ____________________ is part of the Nazi philosophy. 
a. Cultural relativism 
b. Anti-Semitism 
c. Both A & B 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
 
___ 1. Cultural relativists argue that only one society’s values should be respected 
 
 
___ 2. James Rachels was a cultural relativist. 
 
  
___ 3. Eskimos believed that infanticide was moral. 
 
  
___ 4. All cultures have some values in common. 
 
 
___ 5. Cultural relativism believes there is no way to determine what is right or wrong, so 
every society should have values that are respected. 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.5 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
 
1. Explain the cultural differences argument. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What are two benefits of the cultural relativist philosophy? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What are 3 consequences of completely believing in cultural relativism? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Activity 18.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 18.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 18.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that cultural 
relativism can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used under each 
of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 18 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 18.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using cultural relativism. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.1 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Postmodernism- 
 
2. Deconstruct- 
 
3. Modern- 
 
4. Repentance- 
 
5. Redemption- 
 
6. Legislation- 
 
7. Deterrent- 
 
8. Self-reinforcing-  
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.2 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s).  
1. ________________________ seeks to _________________ traditional, modern 
assumptions. 
 
2. _________________ ____________________ wrote Life in Fragments, about 
postmodern morality. 
 
3. Bauman argues that morality can be ______________________ and used a tool of 
domination.   
 
4. The Government’s and moral philosophers’ expertise has been _____-_____________. 
 
5. Moral obligations have eliminated _______________ from wrong choices people take.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.3 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
1. __________________ ___________________ was postmodern philosopher. 
a. Michel Foucault 
b. John Locke 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
 
 
 
2. __________________ ___________________ was a modern philosopher. 
a. Kenneth Burke 
b. John Locke 
c. Neither A nor B 
 
 
 
 
3. The responsibility for morality was first with  
a. Religious institutions 
b. The Individual 
c. The government  
 
 
 
 
4. Religion is based on ______________ from moral sins.  
a. Redemption 
b. Repentance 
c. Both A & B 
 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.4 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the following statements True (T) or False (F). 
 
___ 1. The traditional thoughts and assumptions that some postmodernist philosophers 
aim to break down are those that involve modern morality. 
 
___ 2. Buaman argues that the individual through the course of action discovered 
morality because there was no authoritative entity to tell the individual what was right or 
wrong. 
 
___ 3. In order to obtain followers of religions, developers of religion invented the idea 
of repentance and redemption.   
 
___ 4. The threat of punishment from the government would act as a deterrent to immoral 
actions. 
 
___ 5. Bauman argues that government and philosophers’ moral expertise is self-
reinforcing.   
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.5 
 
Instructions. In a short paragraph answer the following questions. 
1. Explain the transference of moral responsibility from the individual, to religion and 
finally to the government. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. How does Bauman argue that morality is coercive? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What is meant by the phrase ‘Moral obligations eliminate guilt from choice.’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 19.6
Instructions. With a partner, discuss your answers to the questions in Activity 19.5. 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Activity 19.7 
 
Instructions. Think of two topics (you may use the topics listed in Chapter 2) that 
postmodernism can be used under and explain how the theory can be can be used under 
each of them. 
 
1. Resolved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Resolved: 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 
 

Chapter 19 Project
 

Instructions.  Choose a topic from activity 19.7 or another resolution (from Chapter 2) 
and write a sample moral framework using postmodern argumentation. 
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Introduction 
 
 The student workbook is designed to help students master the concepts in Moral 
Theories and Moral Obligations.  In almost every chapter there are several activities that 
help students understand the material in the textbook.  The activities include providing 
definitions, fill-in-the-blank questions, multiple choice questions, true/false questions, 
short answer questions, and discussion prompts.  Each chapter has a prompt to write their 
own case using the moral framework discussed in the current chapter they are working 
on. This will help students exercise their logical, writing, critical thinking and 
interpersonal skills.  The activities also give the students the opportunity to practice using 
the concepts in their own cases. 
 The activities are conceptually repetitive because repetition is an effective way to 
learn.  In the Teacher’s Edition, a chapter quiz/test has been included as a way to see if 
the students are grasping the concepts within the book.  The answers to the questions in 
the activities are provided in the Teacher’s Edition of the work book.  Along with the 
answers to the questions in the activities, a course syllabus (for a six 6-week block 
schedule) is included as suggested order of introducing the materials to the students. 



Syllabus 
 
First Semester: Individual Moral Obligations 
First 6 Weeks: Introduction 
Weeks 1 & 2 
Day 1: Class Introduction; Read Part of Chapter 1 
Day 2: Finish Reading Chapter 1; Activity 1.1 
Day 3: Activity 1.2, 1.3 
Day 4: Activity 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 
Day 5: Chapter 1 Quiz; Begin Reading Chapter 2 
 
Weeks 3 & 4 
Day 6: Finish Chapter 2; Activity 2.1 
Day 7: Activity 2.2, 2.3 
Day 8: Activity 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 
Day 9: Chapter 2 Quiz; Begin Chapter 3 
Day 10: Finish reading Chapter 3 
 
Weeks 5 & 6 
Day 11: Activity 3.1, 3.2  
Day 12: Activity 3.3, 3.4 
Day 13: Activity 3.5, 3.6 
Day 14: Chapter 3 Quiz; Class time to work on Chapter 3 Project 
Day 15: Turn in Chapter 3 Project 
 
Second 6 Weeks: Kant and Utilitarianism 
Weeks 1 & 2 
Day 1: Read Chapter 4 
Day 2: Read Chapter 4 
Day 3: Finish Chapter 4 
Day 4: Activity 4.1, 4.2 
Day 5: Activity 4.3, 4.4 
 
Weeks 3 & 4 
Day 6: Activity 4.5, 4.6, 4.7 
Day 7: Chapter 4 Quiz; Class time to work on Chapter 4 Project 
Day 8: Turn in Chapter 4 Project 
Day 9: Start Reading Chapter 5 
Day 10: Finish Reading Chapter 5; Activity 5.1 
 
Weeks 5 & 6 
Day 11: Activity 5.2, 5.3 
Day 12: Activity 5.4, 5.5, 5.6 
Day 13: Activity 5.7, Class time to work on Chapter 5 Project 
Day 14: Chapter 5 Quiz 
Day 15: Chapter 5 Project Due 



 
Third Six Weeks: Social Contract Theorists 
Weeks 1 & 2 
Day 1: Read Chapter 6, Activity 6.1 
Day 2: Activity 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 
Day 3: Activity 6.4, 6.5, 6.6 
Day 4: Activity 6.7, Review for Chapter 6 Quiz  
Day 5: Chapter 6 Quiz, Turn in Chapter 6 Project for extra credit 
 
Weeks 3 & 4 
Day 6: Read Chapter 7, Activity 7.1 
Day 7: Activity 7.1, 7.2, 7.3 
Day 8: Activity 7.4, 7.5, 7.6 
Day 9: Activity 7.7, Review for Chapter 7 Quiz  
Day 10: Chapter 7 Quiz, Turn in Chapter 7 Project for extra credit 
 
Week 5 & 6 
Day 11: Read Chapter 8, Activity 8.1 
Day 12: Activity 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 
Day 13: Activity 8.4, 8.5, 8.6 
Day 14: Activity 8.7, Review for Chapter 8 Quiz  
Day 15: Chapter 8 Quiz, Turn in Chapter 8 Project for extra credit (Semester Review) 
 
Second Semester: Governmental Moral Obligations 
Fourth Six Weeks:  
Week 1 & 2 
Day 1: Read Chapter 9; Activity 9.1  
Day 2: Activity 9.2, 9.3 
Day 3: Finish Activity 9.3 
Day 4: Read Chapter 10 
Day 5: Activity 10.1, 10.2 
 
Week 3 & 4 
Day 6: Activity 10.3 
Day 7: Read Chapter 12 
Day 8: Activity 12.1, 12.2 
Day 9: Activity 12.3 
Day 10: Read Chapter 13, Activity 13.1  
 
Week 5 & 6 
Day 11: Activity 13.2, Activity 13.3  
Day 12: Activity 13.4, 13.5, 13.6 
Day 13: Activity 13.7, Class time for Chapter 13 Project 
Day 14: Chapter 13 Quiz; Work on Chapter 13 Project 
Day 15: Chapter 13 Project Due 
 



Fifth Six Weeks: 
Week 1 & 2 
Day 1: Read Chapter 14 
Day 2: Finish Chapter 14; Activity 14.1 
Day 3: Activity 14.1, 14.2, 14.3 
Day 4: Activity 14.4, 14.5, 14.6 
Day 5: Activity 14.7, Class time to work on Chapter 14 Project 
 
Week 3 & 4 
Day 6: Chapter 14 Quiz; Class time to work on Chapter 14 Project 
Day 7: Chapter 14 Project Due 
Day 8: Read Chapter 15 
Day 9: Finish Reading Chapter 15 
Day 10: Activity 15.1, 15.2 
 
Week 5 & 6 
Day 11: Activity 15.3, 15.4,  
Day 12: Activity 15.5, 15.6 
Day 13: Activity 15.7, Class time to work on Chapter 15 Project 
Day 14: Chapter 15 Quiz 
Day 15: Chapter 15 Project Due 
 
Sixth Six Weeks 
Week 1 & 2 
Day 1: Read Chapter 16 
Day 2: Finish Chapter 16 
Day 3: Activity 16.1, 16.2 
Day 4: Activity 16.3, 16.4, 16.5, 16.6 
Day 5: Activity 16.7, Class time to work on Chapter 16 Project 
 
Week 3 & 4 
Day 6: Chapter 16 Quiz 
Day 7: Chapter 16 Project Due 
Day 8: Read Chapter 18 
Day 9: Finish Chapter 18 
Day 10: Activity 18.1, 18.2 
 
Week 5 & 6 
Day 11: 18.3, 18.4, 18.5, 18.6 
Day 12: Activity 18.7, Class time to work on Chapter 18 Project 
Day 13: Chapter 18 Quiz, Class time to work on Chapter 18 Project 
Day 14: Chapter 18 Project Due 
Day 15: Final Exam Review 



Activity 1.1 Answer Key  
(9 points each) 

 
1. Theory of the good- a theory that attempts to explain what is worthwhile in life 
 
 
2. Theory of the right- a theory that attempts to explain what the proper course of action 
to take is 
 
 
3. Deist theory- a moral theory based on the existence of a God to determine what is 
morally right and morally good 
 
 
4. Welfare theory- a theory suggesting that it is right to promote the welfare of people 
 
 
5. Experiential theory- a theory that suggests that individuals can determine what is 
morally right based on experiences they have had 
 
 
6. Nonexperiential theory- a moral theory that claims that morality cannot be determined 
by experiences 
 
 
7. Intrinsic good- things that are good in and of themselves; something that is inherently 
good 
 
 
8. Instrumental good- an extrinsic good; something that is only good inasmuch as it 
achieves an intrinsic good 
 
 
9. Teleological theories- theories that determine what is right and wrong based on the 
consequences of actions 
 
 
10. Deontological theory- a moral theory that is based on a set of rules to follow on how 
to act morally 
 
 
11. Consequentialism- theories that determine that an action is morally right or morally 
wrong based on the consequences of the actions. 
 
 



Activity 1.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. good/right or right/good 
2. Any 3 of the following: welfare, deity’s will, preferences, ideals, experiential, non-
experiential, desires, pleasure 
3. Any 3 of the following: teleological, deontological, ethical hedonism, welfarism, 
utilitarianism, virtue, universalized duty, existentialist subjectivism, theism 
4. teleological/deontological, or deontological/teleological 
5. instrumental/intrinsic, or extrinsic/inherent 
 

Activity 1.3 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. C, Consequentialist 
2. A, Pleasure 
3. B, Deontological 
4. A, Teleological 
5. A, a theory of the good 

 
Activity 1.4 Answer Key 

(20 points each) 
 
1. True 
2. False 
3. False 
4. False 
5. True 
 

Activity 1.5 Answer Key 
(33 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary  
3. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 1 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Theory of the right- 
 
 
2. Experiential theory- 
 
 
3. Instrumental good- 
 
 
4. Teleological theory- 
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
 
5. A(n) _________________ good is only good inasmuch as it achieves a(n) 
___________ good. 
 
6. The two main categories of moral theories are theories of the __________ and theories  
of the ________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7.  A _______________________ theory is based on a set of morally right rules to 
follow. 
 
a. Teleological  
b. Deontological 
c. Experiential 
 
8. A desire theory is an example of ______________________. 
 
a. a theory of the good 
b. a theory of the right 
c. a preferential theory 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___ 9. Theories of the good argue what morally correct actions are. 
 
___ 10. Teleological theories are also considered consequentialist theories. 



Chapter 1 Quiz/Test 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. Answers may vary 
 
4. Answers may vary 
 
5. instrumental or extrinsic/intrinsic or inherent 
 
6. good or right/right or good 
 
7. B, Deontological 
 
8. A, a theory of the good 
 
9. False 
 
10. True 



Activity 2.1 Answer Key 
(14 points each) 

 
1. Standard- a criterion 
 
 
2. Individual moral obligations- a duty that a person has to fulfill 
 
 
3. Societal moral obligations- a duty that a society has 
 
 
4. Governmental moral obligations- a duty that the government has 
 
 
5. Moral Framework- a moral theory that is used determine what a morally right or wrong 
action would be 
 
 
6. Value- the intrinsic good a debate claims in a case that affirming or negating the 
resolution achieves 
 
 
7. Criterion- a tool to use to weigh arguments in a debate round; it is usually based on a 
theory of good or a theory of right; used in a Lincoln-Douglas debate as way to achieve 
the value 
 



Activity 2.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. should/ought 
2. standard 
3. individual, society, government 
4. criterion or standard / value 
5. moral framework 

 
Activity 2.3 Answer Key 

(25 points each) 
 
1. A, Value 
2. B, Criterion 
3. B, Thesis 
4. C, Moral Framework 

Activity 2.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. True 
2. False 
3. True 
4. True 
5. True 
 

Activity 2.5 Answer Key 
(50 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 2 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Standard- 
 
2. Value- 
 
3. Moral Framework- 
 
4. Individual Moral Obligation- 
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. A _____________ should achieve the ___________ in a debate case. 
 
6. The purpose of a __________ ___________ is to explain and support the criterion (or 
standard). 
 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. In a debate case, the intrinsic good should be the ______________. 
 
a. Value 
b. Criterion 
c. Contention 
 
8.  In a debate case, the instrumental good should be the _____________. 
 
a. Value  
b. Criterion 
c. Contention 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
___  9. The criterion should clearly linked to the value  
 
___ 10. The standard and the criterion are the same thing. 



Chapter 2 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. Answers may vary 
 
4. Answers may vary 
 
5. criterion or standard / value  
 
6. moral framework 
 
7. B, value 
 
8. B, criterion 
 
9. T 
 
10. T 



Activity 3.1 Answer Key 
(50 points each) 

 
1. Apologia- Latin word for a defense of one’s actions 
2. Cards- a quote or selection from a book, magazine article, newspaper, or online source 
that supports an argument in a debate; it is used as evidence for arguments 

 
Activity 3.2 Answer Key 

(20 points each) 
 
1. Plato, Socrates 
2. Apology, Crito 
3. Individuals should be held responsible for their actions 
4. Oracle of Delphi 
5. Agreement 

 
Activity 3.3 Answer Key 

(20 points each) 
 
1. False 
2. False 
3. False 
4. True 
5. False 
 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 3 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Apologia- 
 
2. Card- 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
___ 3. Socrates argued that it was morally legitimate to break the law. 
 
___ 4. ‘Apologia’ means to apologize in Latin. 
 
___ 5. Socrates admits he is guilty of all the charges brought against him in court. 
 
___ 6. Socrates argued that it was illegitimate to break the law because it would violate a 
higher law. 
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer(s). 
7. Most of Socrates’ arguments for individual moral obligations are in the dialogues The 
______________ and The _______________. 
 
 
8. The first point in Socrates’ Apology about moral obligations is that 
_______________________________________________________________.  
 
 
9. The ____________ __ _________ told Socrates that he was the wisest of all men. 
 
 
10. The second argument made in The Crito is that breaking the law by escaping from 
prison violates a(n) _________________ . 



Chapter 3 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. F 
 
4. F 
 
5. F 
 
6. T 
 
7. Apology, Crito 
 
8. Individuals should take responsibility for their actions 
 
9. Oracle of Delphi 
 
10. Agreement 



Activity 4.1 Answer Key 
(6 points each) 

 
1. Good will- the desire to do the right thing 
 
2. Means- the methods used to reach a goal or an end 
 
3. Ends- the goals or results that are trying to be achieved 
 
4. Duty- an obligation to take, or avoid taking, a certain action 
 
5. Acting out of duty- doing what is right because it is the right thing to do 
 
6. Acting in conformity with duty- doing what is right for another reason besides that it is 
the right thing to do 
 
7. Interests- what a person believes to be best for him or herself 
 
8. Inclination- a tendency that an individual has to act in a certain way; used to 
distinguish acting out of duty and inconformity with duty in Kant’s philosophy 
 
9. Autonomy- the freedom to rule oneself 
 
10. A priori- the Latin word meaning ‘through reason alone’; a way to determine what is 
morally right 
 
11. A posteriori- the Latin word meaning ‘through experience’; a way to determine what 
is morally right 
 
12. Categorical Imperative- an obligation that exists at all times in every situation; part of 
Kant’s theory that morality must be objective 
 
13. Maxim- an action that can be used to devise a general principle; used in Kant’s 
categorical imperative formula 
 
14. Universalizable- an action that everyone could take without contradicting the purpose 
the action was taken for in the first place 
 
15. Perfect moral obligation- an obligation that must be followed to the fullest extent in 
all cases 
 
16. Imperfect moral obligation- a moral obligation that must be followed, but the 
individual gets to determine to what extent 



Activity X.2 Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Good will 
2. Out of duty 
3. Interests, inclination 
4. Reason 
5. A posteriori 
6. Categorical imperative 
7. Maxim 
8. Universalizable 
9. Perfect 
10. Imperfect 

Activity X.3 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. A, a priori 
2. B, out of duty 
3. C, consider a maxim 
4. A, to universalize a maxim 
5. B, try to find a contradiction between the universalized maxim and the original maxim 
 

Activity X.4 Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. True 
2. True 
3. False 
4. True 
5. True 
6. True 
7. False 
8. False 
9. True 
10. True 

 
Activity X.5 Answer Key 

(25 points each) 
 
1. Answers may vary. 
2. Lying can’t be universalized.  Answers may vary. 
3. Answers may vary. 
4. Answers may vary.



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 4 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Good will-  
 
2. Means-  
 
3. Ends-  
 
4. Duty-  
 
5. Acting out of duty-  
 
6. Acting in conformity with duty-  
 
7. A priori- 
 
8. A posteriori- 
 
9. Categorical Imperative- 
 
10. Maxim- 
 
11. Universalizable- 
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
12. Kant believes that morality cannot be determined by experience, but by through 
_______ alone. 
 
13. If a maxim is  _____________ then individuals have an obligation to act that way. 
 
14. Kant’s formula for determining whether or not humans have a moral obligation to act 
in a certain way is known as the ______________ _______________. 
 
15. Acting out of __________ or on _______________ is not acting morally according to 
Kant, even if it was the right thing to do. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
 
16 One is only acting morally, according to Kant, when they are acting 
_________________. 
 
a. in conformity with duty 
b. out of duty 
c. on one’s own interests 
 
 
17. The second step of the categorical imperative is _____________.  
 
a. To universalize a maxim 
b. To try to find a contradiction between the maxim and the original maxim 
c. Consider a maxim 
 
 
18. The thirds step of the categorical imperative is _____________. 
 
a. To universalize a maxim 
b. To try to find a contradiction between the maxim and the original maxim 
c. Consider a maxim 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
___ 19. The best way to determine morality should be on an objective scale.   
 
___ 20. Acting out of duty means to do the right thing because it is the right thing to do. 



Chapter 4 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(5 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 
4. Answers may vary 
5. Answers may vary 
6. Answers may vary 
7. Answers may vary 
8. Answers may vary 
9. Answers may vary 
10. Answers may vary 
11. Answers may vary 
12. Reason 
13. Universalizable 
14. Categorical Imperative 
15. interests, inclination 
16. B, out of duty 
17. A, to universalize a maxim 
18. B, try to find a contradiction between the universalized maxim and the original 
maxim 
19. True 
20. True 



Activity 5.1 Answer Key 
 
1. Moral instinct- the assumption that humans just know, instinctually, what is right and 
wrong 
 
2. Utility- the usefulness of something promoting the greatest happiness 
 
3. Utilitarianism- the theory that holds that what is right is what maximizes the greatest 
pleasure; developed by John Stuart Mill, James Mill, and Jeremy Bentham 
 
4. Rule utilitarianism- certain individuals should follow a certain set of rules which 
generally result in the greatest happiness 
 
5. Government utilitarianism- the idea that the government and intellectuals who have 
time to determine and calculate all the consequences should do so.   
 
6. Sanction- a punishment for committing a crime or acting immorally 
 
7. External Sanction- a punishment given to an individual by an outside entity for 
misbehaving 
 
8. Internal Sanction- a punishment a person chooses for him or herself for misbehaving 
 
9. Perfect obligations- what we can demand of other individuals 
 
10. Calculus- determining through calculations 
 
11. The Greatest Happiness Principle- the basis for utilitarianism that states that one 
should act in a way that promotes the greatest happiness among the greatest number of 
people  
 
 
 



Activity 5.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. The Greatest Happiness Principle 
2. Individuals 
3. External 
4. Greatest happiness 
5. Animals 

 
Activity 5.3 Answer Key 

(25 points each) 
 
1. B, government utilitarianism 
2. A, rule utilitarianism 
3. B, Teleological theory 
4. C, Jeremy Bentham  

 
Activity 5.4 Answer Key 

(20 points each) 
1. True 
2. False 
3. True 
4. False 
5. True 

 
Activity 5.5 Answer Key 

(50 points each) 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
 
 
  



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 5 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Utilitarianism- 
2. Rule utilitarianism- 
3. Sanction- 
4. The Greatest Happiness Principle- 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. Peter Singer extended the idea of utilitarianism to _____________ . 
6. Sanctions should only be used, according to utilitarianism, when it would promote the 
______________ ______________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. Utilitarianism is an example of a  
 
a. Deontological theory 
b. Teleological theory 
c.  Deist Theory 
  
8. The first utilitarian theorist was 
 
a. Peter Singer 
b. John Stuart Mill 
c. Jeremy Bentham 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9. One of the main objections to utilitarianism is that it does not give an adequate 
account of justice. 
__ 10. The Greatest Happiness Principle means that a person should do what ever makes 
him or herself the happiest. 
 
 



Chapter 5 Quiz/Test 
 
1. Answers may vary. 
2. Answers may vary. 
3. Answers may vary. 
4. Answers may vary. 
5. Animals 
6. greatest happiness 
7. b, teleological theory 
8. c, Jeremy Bentham 
9. True 
10. False 



Activity 6.1 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. Treatise- an extensive explanation of a governmental or ethical theory 
 
2. State of nature- the conditions that a human lives in prior to entering civil society; 
different philosophers have different theories of the state of nature 
 
3. Principles- a rule guiding behaviors 
 
4. Laws of Nature- natural laws that exist either in the state of nature or civil society that 
humans can discover through the use of reason 
 
5. Social Contract- an implicit agreement made by individuals who live in a society to 
abide by the laws of the society 



Activity 6.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. Leviathan 
2. state of nature, social contract 
3. laws of nature 
4. greater 
5. justice 

 
Activity 6.3 Answer Key 

(20 points each) 
1. B, State of nature  
2. C, to deter the criminal from breaking the law in the future 
3. C, Inverse 
4. C, self-preservation 
5. C, both A & B 
 

Activity 6.4 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

 

1. False 
2. True 
3. True  
4. True 

Activity 6.5 Answer Key 
(50 points each) 

 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 6 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. State of nature-  
 
2. Principles-  
 
3. Laws of Nature-  
 
4. Social Contract-  
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. The way to exit the ___________ ____ ___________ is to agree to the 
_____________ ___________. 
 
6. The natural law that accounts for the competing desires of humans to both adhere to 
the law for protection and break the law for self-benefit is named the law of 
___________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. According to Hobbes’s theory of the laws of nature, punishments should be issued  
 
a. for revenge 
b. to make society feel better about having punished the criminal 
c. to deter the criminal from breaking the law in the future 
 
 
8. There is  ___________ relationship between the number of people in civil society and 
the number of people in the state of nature. 
 
a. no 
b. a direct 
c. an inverse 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
___ 9. The laws of nature can only be determined a posteriori (through experience). 
 
___10. Hobbes’s wrote a treatise entitled Leviathan. 



Chapter 6 Quiz/Test 
(10 points each) 

 
1. State of nature- the conditions that a human lives in prior to entering civil society; 
different philosophers have different theories of the state of nature 
 
2. Principles- a rule guiding behaviors 
 
3. Laws of Nature- natural laws that exist either in the state of nature or civil society that 
humans can discover through the use of reason 
 
4. Social Contract- an implicit agreement made by individuals who live in a society to 
abide by the laws of the society 
 
5. State of Nature, Social Contract 
 
6. Justice 
 
7. C, to deter the criminal from breaking the law in the future 
 
8. C, An inverse 
 
9. False 
 
10. True 



Activity 7.1 Answer Key 
 
1. Civil Society- a society that a person lives in after entering the social contract 
 
2. State- a specific form of government; society 
 
3. Property Rights- the right of individuals to seek property and to hold that property once 
they have obtained it legitimately 
 
4. Sovereign- the entirety of the population living under the social contract 
 
5. Common Good- what tends to benefit society as a whole 
 
6. Collective- a group of people 
 
7. General Will- the collective desire of the population living in a society 
 



Activity 7.2 Answer Key 
 
1. The Social Contract 
2. State 
3. Human 
4. Freely 
5. Property Rights 
 

Activity 7.3 Answer Key 
1. B, Vote  
2. C, Privacy 
3. A, Submit to society 
4. B, The social contract 
5. C, Both A & B 
 

Activity 7.4 Answer Key 
1. False 
2. False 
3. False 
4. True 
5. True 

Activity 7.5 Answer Key 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Chapter X Quiz/Test 
 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. State-  
 
2. Property Rights-  
 
3. Common Good-  
 
4. General Will-  
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. Upon entering civil society, the individual is making an informal agreement with the 
___________. 
 
6. Civil society can not violate a person’s __________ ____________ if he or she is 
using it to sustain his/her life. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. According to Rousseau’s theory of the social contract, individuals must always 
_____________. 
a. Submit to society 
b. Break the law when it threatens their survival 
c. Use their privacy to harm others 
 
 
8. People have a limited right to __________________ in civil society 
a. Privacy 
b. Property 
c. Both A & B 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9. According to Rousseau, people have the absolute right to property, even if it harms 
others. 
 
__ 10. Rousseau wrote the treatise Leviathan. 
 



Chapter X Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. State- a specific form of government; society 
 
2. Property Rights- the right of individuals to seek property and to hold that property once 
they have obtained it legitimately 
 
3. Common Good- what tends to benefit society as a whole 
 
4. General Will- the collective desire of the population living in a society 
 
5. state 
 
6. property rights  
 
7. A, submit to society 
 
8. C, Both A & B 
 
9. False 
 
10. False 



Activity 8.1 Answer Key 
 
1. Original Position- Rawls’s concept that is used in a thought experiment to determine 
what is morally right and wrong; this concept is the situation individuals are in before 
they enter society when they do not know their race, gender, or other personal 
characteristics 
 
2. Veil of Ignorance- inability to know personal characteristics and social status from the 
original position in a just society 
 
3. Principle of Fairness- Rawls’s basis for individual moral obligation that what is moral 
is fair 
 
4. Natural Duties- moral obligations that exist whether or not individuals contractually 
agree to them; they exist in nature 
 
5. Positive Natural Duties- an obligation to take a certain action towards other people 
 
6. Negative Natural Duties- an obligation to avoid taking a certain action 



Activity 8.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. The Social Contract 
2. A Theory of Justice, Utilitarianism 
3. Original Position 
4. Veil of Ignorance 
5. Voluntarily 
 

Activity 8.3 Answer Key 
1. B, Positive 
2. A, Fairness 
3. C, Neither A Nor B 
4. A, utilitariansim 
5. B, 2002 
 

Activity 8.4 Answer Key 
1. True 
2. True 
3. True 
4. True 
5. True 
 

Activity 8.5 Answer Key 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 8 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Original Position 
 
2. Veil of Ignorance 
 
3. Principle of Fairness 
 
4. Natural Duties 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. Rawls wrote __ ______________ ______ _________________ to offer an alternative 
to _______________________. 
 
6. According to Rawls, all agreements must be made ____________________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. A ______________ duty is one that individuals are always required to avoid taking. 
a. Natural 
b. Positive 
c. Negative 
 
  
8. Rawls’s Principle of _________________ is that individuals are obligated to fulfill 
promises that they make. 
a. Fairness 
b. Justice 
c. Duty 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9. Behind the veil of ignorance, individuals know all of their personal characteristics. 
 
__ 10. Rawls’s Principle of Justice is the basis for his theory of individual moral 
obligation. 



Chapter 8 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Original Position- Rawls’s concept that is used in a thought experiment to determine 
what is morally right and wrong; this concept is the situation individuals are in before 
they enter society when they do not know their race, gender, or other personal 
characteristics 
 
2. Veil of Ignorance- inability to know personal characteristics and social status from the 
original position in a just society 
 
3. Principle of Fairness- Rawls’s basis for individual moral obligation that what is moral 
is fair 
 
4. Natural Duties- moral obligations that exist whether or not individuals contractually 
agree to them; they exist in nature 
 
5. A Theory of Justice, Utilitarinaism 
 
6. Voluntarily  
 
7. C, Negative 
 
8. A, Fairness  
 
9. False 
 
10. True 



Activity 9.1 Answer Key 
(33 points each) 

 
1. Kingdom of Ends- Immanuel Kant’s formula for determining what would be a just and 
unjust law 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. Answers may vary 



Activity 10.1 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

 
1. Censor- the prevention of expressing ideas; can be done by the government or by 
oneself 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. Answers may vary 
 
4. Answers may vary 



Activity 11.1 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

 
1. Principality- a society that is ruled by a prince or monarch 
 
2. Answers may vary 
 
3. Answers may vary 
 
4. Answers may vary 



Activity 12.1 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

 
1. Body politic- people of a political organization in a society 
 
2. Deterred- to prevent a certain action by discouraging it 
 
3. Answers may vary 
 
4. Answers may vary 
 



Activity 13.1 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. Binding- legally obligated to a certain action or actions 
 
2. Political Law- policies that determine how the government and state is basically 
ordered 
 
3. Civil Law- dictates how individuals should act (or not act) in regards to other citizens 
 
4. Criminal law- laws that govern how people who are accused of breaking the law 
should be properly dealt with 
 
5. Civil Religion- a set of beliefs individuals in a society are required believe in 



Activity 13.2 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

1. Death penalty 
2. proportional 
3. Civil Religion 
4. Social Contract 
 

Activity 13.3 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. A, Criminal 
2. B, Civil 
3. A, Political 
4. A, Small 
5. A, biding 
 

Activity 13.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. True 
2. False 
3. False 
4. False 
5. False 
 

Activity 13.5 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 
4. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 13 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Political Law 
 
2. Civil Law 
 
3. Criminal law 
 
4. Civil Religion 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. For people who break the social contract Rousseau argues the ____________ 
______________ may be necessary. 
 
6. Breaking the _______________ _________________ is the ultimate criminal act in 
civil society. 
 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. ___________________ law pertains to how people who break the law should be dealt 
with. 
a. Criminal 
b. Civil  
c. Political 
  
8. The social contract is ____________ for those who voluntarily agree to it. 
a. Binding 
b. The Death Penalty 
c. Nullified 
 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
 
__  9. The sovereign should have to be held to the terms of the social contract too. 
 
__ 10. A civil religion would only be harmful to society according to Rousseau. 
 



Chapter 13 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Political Law- policies that determine how the government and state is basically 
ordered 
 
2. Civil Law- dictates how individuals should act (or not act) in regards to other citizens 
 
3. Criminal law- laws that govern how people who are accused of breaking the law 
should be properly dealt with 
 
4. Civil Religion- a set of beliefs individuals in a society are required believe in 
 
5.  Death Penalty 
 
6. Social Contract   
 
7. A, Criminal 
 
8. A, Binding 
 
9. False 
 
10. True 
 



Activity 14.1 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

  
1. State of war- when groups of individuals can gang up on an individual and harm 
him/her in the state of nature 
 
2. Individualist Anarchism- a theory that there should not be a government to protect 
individuals, but rather the individuals should protect themselves from being violated by 
others 
 
3. Social Liberty- an individual has the right to not be governed by a government he or 
she did not consent to 
 
4. Property of the person- the individual’s ownership of his/her body 
 
5. Reciprocal- (reciprocity) proportional reaction owed to someone who takes a certain 
action in faith that another individual take that action 
 
 



Activity 14.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

 
1. The Second Treatise on Civil Government 
2. Individualist Anarchists 
3. Social Liberty 
4. Property of the person 
5. Property rights 
 

Activity 14.3 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. B, Reason 
2. B, governed 
3. A, Democracy 
4. C, Both A & B 
5. B, War 
 

Activity 14.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. True 
2. True 
3. False 
4. True 
5. False 
 

Activity 14.5 Answer Key 
(50 points each) 

1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 14 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Individualist Anarchism-  
 
 
2. Social Liberty-  
 
 
3. Property of the person-  
 
 
4. Reciprocal-  
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. The main purpose of the government is to protect ______________ _____________. 
 
6. John Locke wrote _____ __________________ ____ ____________________ which 
explained his governmental theory. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. According to Locke, ____________ is essential for freedom. 
a. Happiness 
b. Reason 
c. Government 
  
8. According to Locke, _______________ is the best form of government to protect 
property rights. 
a. Democracy 
b. Monarchy 
c. Dictatorship 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9.  Locke argues that property is to help further the survival of the individual. 
__ 10. The government does not have the obligation to preserve civil society in Locke’s 
theory. 
 



Chapter 14 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Individualist Anarchism- a theory that there should not be a government to protect 
individuals, but rather the individuals should protect themselves from being violated by 
others 
 
2. Social Liberty- an individual has the right to not be governed by a government he or 
she did not consent to 
 
3. Property of the person- the individual’s ownership of his/her body 
 
4. Reciprocal- (reciprocity) proportional reaction owed to someone who takes a certain 
action in faith that another individual take that action  
 
5. Property Rights 
 
6. Second treatise on civil government   
 
7. B, Reason 
 
8. A, Democracy 
 
9. True 
 
10. False 
 



Activity 15.1 Answer Key 
(7 points each) 

 
1. Capitalism- system of government that values the protection of individual rights 
(especially property rights) where the private sector controls all commerce; under this 
system the government cannot regulate or control businesses unless it is to protect 
property rights 
 
2. Objectivism- the philosophy of Ayn Rand that promotes capitalism and the protection 
of individual rights 
 
3. Statism-a theory which advocates the government controlling private affairs 
 
4. Economic Power- the ability a person has to persuade people based on his or her 
earnings in a capitalist society 
 
5. Individual Rights- the basis for the capitalist system of government; consists of the 
right to life, right to liberty, the right to pursue and hold property, and the right to be left 
alone 
 
6. Negative Rights- an individual’s right to be free from other people taking certain 
actions that would affect him/her 
 
7. Inalienable- something that can not be taken away or transferred 
 
 
8. Positive rights- a right to something (such as health care, education, food, etc.) 
 
 
9. Competition- when two or more companies try to get customers by offering better or 
cheaper product or service 
 
10. Regulation- the government’s controlling of businesses and their practices concerning 
employees, consumers, and the public 
 
 
11. Antitrust- a law that prevents one company from having a monopoly over a good or 
service 
 
12. Legitimate monopoly- a company that no other company can compete with because it 
provides the best particular good or service at the cheapest price and has won the trust of 
consumers 
 
13. Taxation- the government’s forcing of individuals to pay money to the government 
for it to operate 
 



Activity 15.2 Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Capitalism 
2. Adam Smith and Ayn Rand 
3. Ayn Rand 
4. Statism 
5. Political 
6. Capitalist peace theory 
7. negative rights 
8. protect rights  
9. competition 
10. Regulation 
 

Activity 15.3 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. C, Capitalist peace theory 
2. A, Economic, Political 
3. B, Negative 
4. A, Regulation 
5. C, Both A & B 
 

Activity 15.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

  
1. false  
2. false 
3. false 
4. false 
5. false 
 

Activity 15.5 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 
4. Answers may vary



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 15 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Capitalism 
 
2. Statism 
 
3. Economic Power 
 
4.  Individual Rights 
 
5. Competion 
 
6. Antitrust 
 
7. Regulation 
 
8. Legitimate monopoly 
 
9. Inalienable 
 
10. Taxation 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
11. The idea that capitalist countries won’t go to war with each other is known as the 
_________________ __________ ____________________. 
 
12. Capitalist theorists believe that positive rights conflict with ________________ 
___________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
13.  Capitalists argue that individual rights are only ________________ rights 
a. Property 
b. Negative 
c. Positive 
 
 14. The market force that drives down prices is known as  
a. Regulation 
b. Competition 
c. Antitrust laws 
 
Instructions. Mark the statement as true (T) or false (F). 
__  15  . In a capitalist economy, businesses should not be heavily regulated 



Chapter 15 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(6 points each) 

 
1. Capitalism- system of government that values the protection of individual rights 
(especially property rights) where the private sector controls all commerce; under this 
system the government cannot regulate or control businesses unless it is to protect 
property rights 
2. Statism-a theory which advocates the government controlling private affairs 
3. Economic Power- the ability a person has to persuade people based on his or her 
earnings in a capitalist society 
4. Individual Rights- the basis for the capitalist system of government; consists of the 
right to life, right to liberty, the right to pursue and hold property, and the right to be left 
alone 
5. Competition- when two or more companies try to get customers by offering better or 
cheaper product or service 
6. Antitrust- a law that prevents one company from having a monopoly over a good or 
service 
7. Regulation- the government’s controlling of businesses and their practices concerning 
employees, consumers, and the public 
8. Legitimate monopoly- a company that no other company can compete with because it 
provides the best particular good or service at the cheapest price and has won the trust of 
consumers 
9.  Inalienable- something that can not be taken away or transferred 
10. Taxation- the government’s forcing of individuals to pay money to the government 
for it to operate 
11. Capitalist peace theory 
12. Negative rights 
13. B, Negative 
14. B, Competition 
15. True 



Activity 16.1 Answer Key 
(9 points each) 

 
1. Socialism- a system of government where production and distribution of property, 
goods and services are controlled and planned by the government 
 
2. Communism- an economic theory where everyone owns all property and there is an 
assigned division of labor 
 
3. Altruism- the philosophy that advocates self-sacrifice for the benefit of the common 
good. 
 
4. Capital- material wealth involving money or property 
 
5. Exploitation- treating people as a means to a selfish end; underpaying people for hard 
work 
 
6. Material inequality- the disparity in wealth, money and property between individuals 
or groups of people in society 
 
7. Poverty cycle- he argument that people born into impoverished families will be 
impoverished as adults because they lack to opportunity to become rich in a capitalist 
society 
 
8. Valid- whether the conclusion follows necessarily from the premise(s) 
 
9. Sound- an argument that is both true and valid 
 
10. Rational Actors- a person who will always act in his or her own best self-interest 
 
11. Profit motive- the assumption that individuals will act in a way that will benefit them 
the most in terms of making money 



Activity 16.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. Altruism 
2. Freedom 
3. Democracy, government 
4. Inequality of Opportunity 
5. Sound 
 

Activity 16.3 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

1. C, Both A & B 
2. A Communism 
3. C. Exploitation 
4. A, Democracy 
  

Activity 16.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. True  
2. True 
3. True  
4. False 
5. False 

Activity 16.5 Answer Key 
(33 points each) 

1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 16 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Socialism- 
 
2. Exploitation- 
 
3. Material inequality- 
 
4. Poverty cycle- 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. According to socialist, material inequality results in the _________________ ___ 
________________________. 
 
6. According to socialist, even the ownership of property restricts _______________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. Material inequality results in  
a. the poverty cycle 
b. inequality of opportunity 
c. Both A & B 
  
8. Using people for one’s own selfish desires is known as  
a. Socialism 
b. Altruism 
c. Exploitation 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9. The under-riding philosophy of socialism is altruism. 
 
__ 10. Socialists agree that competition is a market force that will always decrease prices 
and provide a better product and choice for the consumer. 
 



Chapter 16 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Socialism- a system of government where production and distribution of property, 
goods and services are controlled and planned by the government 
 
2. Exploitation- treating people as a means to a selfish end; underpaying people for hard 
work 
 
3. Material inequality- the disparity in wealth, money and property between individuals 
or groups of people in society 
 
4. Poverty cycle- the argument that people born into impoverished families will be 
impoverished as adults because they lack to opportunity to become rich in a capitalist 
society 
 
5. inequality of opportunity 
 
6. freedom 
 
7. C, Both A & B 
 
8. C, Exploitation 
 
9. True 
 
10. False 



Activity 17.1 Answer Key 
 
1. Answers May Vary 
2. Answers may vary 



Activity 18.1 Answer Key 
(15 points each) 

 
1. Cultural Relativism- a theory based on the idea that different societies have different 
values based on their historical traditions and they should all be respected 
 
2. Infanticide- the killing of newborn babies (infants) 
 
3. Amoral- without morality; not moral or immoral 
 
4. Cultural Differences Argument- the argument that since different societies have 
different values, there is no way to determine which values are better than others 
 
5. Anti-Semitism- racism against Jews; part of the Nazi philosophy 
 
 
6. Critque- argument questioning the values in the resolution 



Activity 18.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. Cultural relativist 
2. Values 
3. amoral 
4. cultural differences argument 
5. critique 
 

Activity 18.3 Answer Key 
(25  points each) 

1. A, All societies’ 
2. C, Both A & B 
3. A, cultural differences 
4. B, Anti-Semitism 
 

Activity 18.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. False 
2. False 
3. True 
4. True 
5. True 

 
Activity 18.5 Answer Key 

(33 points each) 
1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 18 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Cultural Relativism 
2. Infanticide 
3. Amoral 
4. Cultural Differences Argument 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. The way to determine what is right and what is wrong morally, depends on the 
culture’s  __________ . 
 
6. Cultural Relativists use the examples of different cultures having different values and 
moral codes in an argument called the __________________ _________________ 
________________________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. According to the chapter on cultural relativism _____________ and 
________________  have different moral values.  
a. Greeks and Callations 
b. Americans and Eskimos 
c. Both A &B 
  
8. ____________________ is part of the Nazi philosophy. 
a. Cultural relativism 
b. Anti-Semitism 
c. Both A & B 
 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9.  Cultural relativists argue that only all societies values should be respected 
 
__ 10. Cultural relativism believes there is no way to determine what is right or wrong, so 
every society should have values that are respected. 
 



Chapter 18 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Cultural Relativism- a theory based on the idea that different societies have different 
values based on their historical traditions and they should all be respected 
 
2. Infanticide- the killing of newborn babies (infants) 
 
3. Amoral- without morality; not moral or immoral 
 
4. Cultural Differences Argument- the argument that since different societies have 
different values, there is no way to determine which values are better than others 
 
5. Values or traditions 
 
6. Cultural differences argument. 
 
7. C, Both A & B 
 
8. B, Anti-Semitism 
 
9. True 
 
10. True 
 



Activity 19.1 Answer Key 
(12 points each) 

 
1. Postmodernism- argues against modern principles and acts to deconstruct traditional 
ideas and assumption that people have; it is characterized by the avoidance of making 
truth claims 
 
2. Deconstruct- a method of breaking down traditional ideas to understand why we have 
them 
 
3. Modern- describes a philosophical period where there was emphasis on determining 
truths through rational argumentation 
 
4. Repentance- admitting having done something that is morally wrong to be redeemed 
and forgiven 
 
5. Redemption- being absolved from behaving immorally in the past 
 
6. Legislation- the method by which the government makes laws for society 
 
7. Deterrent- to prevent a certain action by discouraging it 
 
8. Self-reinforcing- a concept that promotes its own acceptance 



Activity 19.2 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. Postmodernism, Deconstruct 
2. Zygmunt Bauman 
3. Coercive  
4. self-reinforcing 
5. Guilt 
 

Activity 19.3 Answer Key 
(25 points each) 

1. A, Michel Foucault 
2. B, John Locke 
3. B, The individual 
4. C, Both A & B 

Activity 19.4 Answer Key 
(20 points each) 

1. True 
2. True 
3. True 
4. True 
5. True 
 

Activity 19.5 Answer Key 
(33 points each) 

1. Answers may vary 
2. Answers may vary 
3. Answers may vary 



Name____________________     Class Period _____ 
Date ____________________     Teacher _________ 

 
Chapter 19 Quiz/Test 

 
Instructions. Define the following terms. 
1. Postmodernism 
 
 
2. Deconstruct 
 
 
3. Modern 
 
 
4. Deterrent 
 
 
 
Instructions. Fill in the blank with the appropriate answer. 
5. ________________________ seeks to _________________ traditional, modern 
assumptions. 
 
6. The Government’s and moral philosophers’ expertise has been _____-_____________. 
 
Instructions. Circle the correct answer to the following questions. 
7. The responsibility for morality was first with  
a. Religious institutions 
b. The Individual 
c. The government  
 
8. Religion is based on ______________ from moral sins.  
a. Redemption 
b. Repentance 
c. Both A & B 
 
Instructions. Mark each of the statements as true (T) or false (F). 
__  9. The threat of punishment from the government would act as a deterrent to immoral 
actions. 
 
__ 10. In order to obtain followers of religions, developers of religion invented the idea 
of repentance and redemption.   
 



Chapter 19 Quiz/Test Answer Key 
(10 points each) 

 
1. Postmodernism- argues against modern principles and acts to deconstruct traditional 
ideas and assumption that people have; it is characterized by the avoidance of making 
truth claims 
 
2. Deconstruct- a method of breaking down traditional ideas to understand why we have 
them 
 
3. Modern- describes a philosophical period where there was emphasis on determining 
truths through rational argumentation 
 
4. Deterrent- a prevention of a certain action by discouraging it 
 
5. Postmodernism, deconstruct 
 
6. self-reinforcing 
 
7. B, The individual 
 
8. C, Both A & B 
 
9. True 
 
10. True 
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