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1. Renford Bambrough, Moral Scepticism & Moral knowledge
(A good, lucid book which eriticizes the arguments for Moral
Scepticisnm)

2. Morris Ginsberg, On the Diversity of Morals

3. Clyde Kluckhohn, "Ethical Relativity: Sic Et Non"™
Journal of Philosophy 1955, 663-677

4. C.S. Lewis, The abolition of Man
(another very good book)
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. —an ideal group. An interesting example is provided by the %&w&,

While for the individualists it is man, the individual, who is *

the measure, for cultural relativists it is society that is ‘the

measure : morality consists.in conformity with group-norms. But_
. - - -, 4~ - - 3 i) n.4

-

.- -bf-cultural relativism advocated by Professor Herskovits (1948,

 “pp- 76-7). Cultural relativism, he says, “ is a philosophy Which, in
. % ’recognizing the values set up by every society to guide its own life, .
i lays stress on the dignity ‘inherent in every body of custom, afid

~ on the need for tolerance~of €onventions though they may differ
from one’s own.” The lesson this philosophy teaches is that of
mutual respect: “ Emphasision the worth of many ways of life,
not one, is an wmmﬂnmmon..._ommnﬁ.. values in each culture.” 'The
principle is admirable, tholgh' it requires careful definition. But
it certainly does not follow from cultural relativism. - From the fact
" that each people believes in the validity of its own values, it does
. not follow that it believes-in the values of other peaples, or in the

~  principle that differing value systems all deserve of respect. It is

far more likely that each will claim superior excellence for itself.

/ The principle of respect for other cultures can only be binding
ywithin the cultures that aceeft it and cannot consistently with

clai rers-of an
_external objective truth . . . then_there is nothing. more. rela-.

tivistic than Fascist attitudes and ACVity . .. From the

{act_that all ideologies are mere fictions, the modern relativist
deduces that everybody is free to create for himself his own
ideology and to attempt to carry it ont with all possible energy A

(Musssbini m&&e@
33 Gk, 30

Itis, I ..,mﬂ.ir. probable that the theories of moral relativism will
g basis for moral nihilism not only in the countries m_
which they have been formulated, but also and with even more

, e o : T a3 e et

advanced.or not.

The real danger of these theories is.that they remove the prob-
lem_of values from the sphere of reason. In their mildest form

5@3?&»@&8& ::W?o.wﬁnﬁromcmab:w_mmimw?cg»rn
difficult- task wm\_”mm\.wvﬂ.m the problem of fairness and equity in
human relations. At _worst they provide those wha_resort to_

ocrcion and violen

ce with an ideology which gives them a moral
E rmining the moral founda-

4 relativist theory claim genéral® vilidity. Even so, the difficulty tion, whi
T reappears. For even within such ‘cultures, there is no general or
{ widespread agreement about the values of other cultures, and to
-claim validity for the principle is ‘therefore, on relativist assurip-
2tiqns, only to express the préference of a particular. philosopher.

% Relativists generally stress the great diversity of morals. Yet the -
- =similarity is far greater. Westermarck—himself, be it noted,a
.. relativist—concluded on the basis of his elaborate survey that

& B AR

MRS R, D

= % the moral rules laid down by the customs of savage peoples. . . . ol s
. 7 “ina very large m . ble the rules of civilized nations * BHB KRS IR DER - H<oHaM | RAREHK - VS oEHRrE, <

\.. gggnwwn.v.uwé_gm.mOMﬁg ﬂn»:?mmn“_mﬁon
. anthropological work strongly confirms his conclusion. The higher
religions converge in their teaching of the inward nature of

morality and the universality of love and its obligations,
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Ethical Universals. The first thing to note is the universality
of moral standards in general. To the philosopher and social
scientist this generalization may appear too commonplace to re-
quire comment. But the universality may not strike the general
zoologist as so obvious. Not only is human social life inevitably a '
-moral life in theory and to a large extent in practice, but ethical
principles are the fundament of most of the rest of the culture.
Fortes * remarks: -

'Evé}y gocial system presupposes such basic moral axioms . .- . _these
‘axioma are rooted in the direct experience of the inevitability of interde.

. . pendence be.twecn men in society. . . . The focal field of kinnbip';ig alao the
focal field of moral experience,

"Every culture has a concept of murder, distinguishing this from
execution, killing in war, and other ‘‘justifiable homicides.”” The
notions’ of ‘incest and other regulations upon sexual behavior, of
prohibitions upon untruth under defined circumstances, of restitu-
tion and reciprocity, of mutual obligations between parents and
children—these and many other moral concepts are altogether
universal. 'The philosopher James Feibleman ** goes a bit further
than most anthropologists would in saying: RS

. . . the context of ethical values as of othér values, changes conltanﬁy 3 but
the values have a striking similarity and even, we strongly suspect, an identity.

&6

The Path to Moral Knowledge

“In the end moral knowledge is personal knowledge- knowledge by participating in the
moral order & moral development. Not all knowledge is immediately available to man
without suitable development. We have to learn to interpret a X-ray photograph, look
through a microscope, to recognize a face, to distinguish stereo from mono, etc. These
are learnt by personal participation & exercising of judgment. Similarly a person
ultimately convinces himself that moral reality is there by participating in it: attention
to moral matters, reflection on oneself, moral actions, fostering kindness & moral
sensitivity, refusal of self-deception, etc. -

&

"Capacity for the nobler feelings is.in most natures a very tender plant, easily
killed, not only by hostile influences, but by mere want of sustenance; & in the majority
of young persons it speedily dies away if the occupations to which their position in life
has devoted them, & theé society into which it has thrown them, are not favourable to
keeping that higher capacity in exercise.” (J.S. Mill, Utilitarianism, p.261)

"But here also it is reasonable to combine a firm belief in the objective validity'
of goodness with a considerable scepticism about all our particular moral judgments..
To say that they all require correction is indeed: to say both that they are partially
wrong & that they are not merely subjective facts about ourselves" (C.S. Lewis, .
Christian Reflections, p.69) L AL R -] .



