CHAPTER THREE
THE PROCESS OF MORAL ENQUITY
Earlier on we defined ethics as the study of mos, i.e., of right conduct, moral obligation, moral character, moral responsibility, social justice and the nature of good life; as the science or art of human conduct which issues from critical reflection on the meaning of good and bad as applied to human activity, especially to decision making. This our definition of ethics raises the question: What does an ethicist do that every other person does not? Nietzsche says that humans are valued animals. That they are programmed but not as programmed as squirrels but are rather condemned to be free, at least to some degree of freedom. It is human consciousness that brings with it the noble honours of having to sort and pick amidst competing and often conflicting values to determine which actions are moral and which are not. To this extent, we could say that every person is an ethicist in the pursuit of moral values. But when it comes to the professional ethicist we notice that his special task is to attempt to bring reflection, sensitivity and method to the way in which humans have learnt to do or stumbled into doing ethics. An ethicist stops to think on how moral judgments are and should be arrived at, a thing most people do not do.
Moral is opposed to immoral or to amoral. It means that which is normative with humans; that which humans ought to do. Immoral means incompatibility with humanity. Amoral means neutral to humanity. That which is human must be hot or cold and not neither, nor either. That which is fully or truly fulfilling of our humanity is moral. In asking whether a person has the right to end the life of another or his own, for example, we are asking whether this is compatible with humanness as we understand it. How then do we go about deciding whether one’s judgment of moral-ness or humanness is good or bad, right or wrong especially in disputed matters where there is disagreement and a variety of reasons and opinions?
1. Moral object or problem

Moral object is a technical term which denotes an act with all its attendant circumstances that give meaning to the act. An action considered outside its surrounding circumstances has no moral significance. If we were to judge an act of killing, we would need to understand the motives for the killing. Was there robbery, self-defense or simply bad will? The moral object can be set through a series of reality-revealing questions, each of which is important such that negligence of one of them leads to an ethical heresy. The source of ethical suffering is incompleteness and incompleteness is the product of unasked questions. The goal of the doctrine of moral object is to get as much of a grasp of the reality or clarity as possible. This is because morality is based on reality and not on abstraction. Failure to ask all the reality-revealing questions leads to partial judgment, judgment based on part of the reality and rightness in such a case can only be arrived at accidentally, if ever. Therefore no moral object can be reached until all the answers have been arrived at concerning all the reality-revealing questions and that fully done. The paradoxical trouble here is that most of these questions are obvious, but unfortunately it is the obvious in ethics that is often ignored.

2. Reality-revealing questions
2.1 What? This question is at the very beginning of ethics. It is such a formidable question which must be asked because the answer involves concrete facts and data loaded with moral meaning, e.g., gift of money. Failure to ask it may lead to addressing the wrong issue.

2.2 Why? This refers to the motivating reasons or intentions of the agent. If I give money to you, the what may not matter as much as the why. The morality of the giving may be known from the why. Motive gives essential and more significant meaning to human action. Yet good motive alone is not enough to justify an action morally.

2.3 How? This is closely related to the matter of means. The wrong means to the right end equals wrong action. The manner or style of action contributes to the constitution of its morality in an integral way. How our money is given matters so much. Was it thrown at us or handed over respectfully. At circumstantial level it would be morally defective to ask only how, even if the what and the why have been answered. So we must go ahead.

2.4 Who? Every who is unique. To do ethics without asking the who is a tragedy which boils down to abstraction. Sartre observed that the greatest evil of which a person is capable is to treat as abstract that which is concrete. The subject – the who – constitutes part of the objective reality to be evaluated. If you do not know the subject of the act with all his or her hopes, needs and responsibilities, then you do not know what you are judging. Was our money given by a philanthropic organization, by a thief trying to restitute or by a dictatorial president? Or was it given to a terrorist? Therefore the “who” is accompanied by the “to whom”.

2.5 Where and when? Places and times are very important in moral judgments. Was the money given in darkness or in broad daylight? During famine or in time of abundance?

2.6 What are the foreseeable effects and the existent viable alternatives? Effects and circumstances are so important in ethics that there is a particular ethical learning known as consequentialism. There is however, more to life than effects and consequences. Since ethics is the art/science of human life, to look merely at effects would be to be simplistic. Yet this does not cancel the fact that effects are a major factor in the establishment of moral meaning. What can our acceptance of the money lead us to? A realistic moral judgment looks at all the alternatives or possible forms of reality open to the agent. In the face of an eminent attack to one’s life, doing less to defend oneself means distancing oneself from due responsibility towards life.
The moral object therefore lays down the bare facts as they are for the ethicist to evaluate. The moral object is the facts sheet, a complete laying out of all the essential circumstances or raw material of the case. The evaluation is then done with the help of moral principles.

3. Moral Principles

These are repositories of human ethical experience. More technically moral principles are propositions that express a value judgment about what benefits or does not benefit the behaviour of human beings. Such principles include; do not kill, keep promises, tell the truth, etc. Principles obviously can be negative or positive in formulation. They could also be generic or specific. But what matters so much is their value. If there are principles for every situation, the work of ethics would be simplified and all one needs in a situation would then be to find the appropriate principle and follow its guidance. Ethics is not a matter of generalizations nor of principles alone. Principles however do contain a distillation of moral insights and proper understanding of them is required for a moral acuteness.
The precise task of ethics is to find the meaning of human moral behaviour because principles are relevant generalizations about those things that are normally valuable. Ethical principles do contain a lot of meaning yet human moral behaviour is not entirely generalisable. It is precisely this fact, that ethical principles do not cover every case that justifies the laborious task of ethics. There are primary and secondary principles wherein the secondary are deduced from the primary. Then tertiary principles are deduced from the secondary and fourth degree from tertiary. We would see more on ethical principles ahead.
4. Steps in the method of Moral Theology

We approach the question of method in moral theology with the presupposition that errors and mistakes in method generally arise not so much from positive errors but from omission to consider all aspects deserving consideration. The method we intend to follow in these pages is positive speculative and casuistic. Moral theology is first of all a positive science in the sense that, like dogmatic theology, it draws its teachings from the sources of Revelation, from the ecclesiastical Magisterium and from the Fathers, and theologians of the revealed doctrines speculatively and systematically. We not altogether abandon casuistry because we must apply the general principles to concrete cases.
When a specialist tells one why his electric shaver is not working, then we have a case of casuistry. But the term is more usually used in the field of moral theology and ethics. It signifies the method of illustrating an established principle of revealed truth or Christian moral doctrine through the formulation of practical cases. These are intended to explain the concrete application of Christian thought, the conformity or lack of conformity between our behaviour and the moral order, an order manifested in conscience and based on the authority of revealed truth, the Church’s teachings and the weight of accredited moral theologians. 
True, the moral theologian may not take away from people the responsibility of moral decision. But he must show how the principles are operative and how they affect the decision in a given case. If people want to act as responsible Christians, they must learn how to decide whether a particular action is according to the divine will or not. Those who are completely against all casuistry imply that the moralist has no right to intervene at the level of actual decisions and that every situation is so unique that the only person who is entitled to judge is the agent himself. This is situation ethics. Moral theology arose as a practical science. Hence casuistry, if properly understood, has a definite place in moral theology. The art of casuistry may be abused, but it remains the single most powerful tool of practical analysis in ethics. 
Josef Fuchs writes on this point: “The future priest’s formation so far as moral theology is concerned will not be complete without an adequate knowledge of casuistry. And the moral theologian suffers no slight to his dignity by venturing into the more practical domain of casuistry; it is part of his task to do so. His casuistry should not, however, occupy itself with futile questions or be excessively concerned with calculations as to what constitutes the minimum needed to fulfill a Christian’s obligations. And it certainly should never lose sight of the Christian’s everyday duty to do justice to his vocation in Christ”. 
Charles Curran points out the following as areas that must be investigated in considering a systematic reflection of Christian moral life; perspective or stance, ethical model, Christian anthropology and concrete Christian decision making norms. We are going to follow his scheme.

4.1 Perspective or stance

James Sellers, a Protestant Theologian has insisted on stance as the first consideration in moral theology. To him, stance is logically prior to any other consideration and source of other criteria. James Gustafson employs a similar concept of posture or perspective to indicate the fundamental angle of vision which directs the whole enterprise of Christian ethics. In this discussion two cautions should be kept in mind:

4.1.1 It is impossible to say that one stance is right and another wrong because the adequacy of a stance depends on how well it accomplishes its purpose as a logically prior step which structures of moral reality are undertaking. Each could serve as a critique of other approaches and as a source of other criteria.

4.1.2 Although stance as a logically prior step seems to have something a priori about it, in reality all stance is developed in an a posteriori way based on a critique of other positions. Stance follows the development of law which starts from experience to formulation and again goes back to experience and then to formulation, etc. To properly fulfill its critical position and prove adequate, the stance cannot rest on an a priori position or assumption.
Charles Curran’s stance consists of a perspective based on 5-fold Christian mysteries of creation, sin, incarnation, redemption and resurrection destiny. Creation indicates goodness of the human being and human reason, but sin touches all reality, without however destroying the basic goodness of creation. The incarnation integrates all reality into the plan of God’s kingdom. Redemption as already present affects all reality while the resurrection destiny as future, exists in continuity with the redeemed and also in discontinuity because the fullness of the kingdom remains God’s gracious gift at the end of time (eschatological tension). By this, the primary contribution of stance is in giving distinction and general perspective to our understanding of some of the basic issues in Christian ethics. It serves as an interpretative tool in understanding the basic mysteries of the Christian life.

4.2 Ethical models
This step in the systematic reflection concerns the model in view of which one understands Christian life. Three different models have been proposed in both theological and philosophical literature: The teleological (concerned with ends), the deontological (concerned with laws and obligations) and the relationality-responsibility (concerned with relationships with God, neighbor, world and self).
4.2.1 The first is the teleological model which views ethical life in terms of a goal or an end (telos) to be achieved; but in the complexity of existence one distinguishes ultimate from intermediate and subordinate goals. Something is morally good if it is conducive to achieving the goal, and evil if it prevents the attainment of its goal. Aquinas who begins his ethical discussion with a consideration of the last ends is an icon of the teleological model. We also have modern utilitarianism.
4.2.2 The second is the deontological model which views moral life in terms of duty, laws or obligation (deon). The categorical imperative of Kant illustrates this so well: “Act in a manner as to treat humanity, either in their own person or in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end and never simply as a means”. Popular Christian piety frequently adopts such an approach by making the 10 commandments the basis of moral life. The Golden Rule is also an example of such a model. The manuals of moral theology though thinking to have been in the thought or tradition of Aquinas, by emphasizing more the law as the objective norm are deontological insofar as they are minimalistic.
4.2.3 The last is the relationality-responsibility model which views moral life primarily in terms of a person’s multiple relationships with God, neighbour, world and self and the action of the subject on a given context. The relationality-responsibility model avoids an excessive personalism only if it views the moral live in terms of the full spectrum of human relationships, including those with the neighbor and with the world. Consider, for example, the sacrament of penance. In the context of a pre-Conciliar deontological model, the sacrament was called confession from the name of the primary act: the confession of sins according to number and kind. Today, because of Vatican II, the sacrament is called Reconciliation, a relational term which includes our multiple relationships with God, neighbor, world, and self. It is not only our relationship with God that is healed, because sin breaks or damages all of our relationships. Charles Curran thinks that this is the best model.

5. Christian anthropology

Anthropology responds to one need: that man is meant to know himself within humanity of which he makes a part, in the world in which he is inserted and in history which receives him. It is therefore structured according to the questions which inspire it and which relate to the being, the belief, the needs and the dynamisms of man, to the meaning of history and its questionings such as pain, evil, death and the world of mystery. Being of divine origin, the human being receives his truth from him who is the founder of his reality and he knows himself in the light which he has perceived from that truth. This knowledge does not end in the theories he experiments. It leads to human living which it interprets; man’s truth is affirmed in his capacity to enlighten the way of people and to sustain them in life. Theological or Christian anthropology is situated in this area. All of revelation is about the human being and to the human being in all his dimensions. The human being is therefore composed of an organic complex, articulated and differentiated in the elements which together radiate the significance and the value of the entity. No single element can fully define the human being and we cannot leave out any single element in our definition of the human person.
God, in Jesus Christ, gives to the human being an insight of who he is in himself. He made him in his own image and likeness in, by and for his son, making him capable of knowing and loving his creator. Thus man is the centre and summit of creation, called to find his definitive perfection in Christ, in the glory of the resurrection. In Christ the mystery of God and the mystery of man find a meeting point. Man lives this vocation as a member of the Christian community, made up of people with whom he shares the same destiny. In the Church community, the human being can have a foretaste of the promised glory. This gives Christian anthropology a Trinitarian dimension. Therefore the human being is called and commissioned for the full realization of this glory in the life to come.
As we saw earlier on, the human person (as an adopted son of God) is the remote object of special moral theology. The point of departure of every moral endeavour is therefore the integral man. This is why no action that deviates man from this track is permitted. The means of moralization is through the objective dimension (values, norms, moral judgments and laws) and the subjective dimension (moral conscience) and not the dreams and utopias. The point of arrival is the same human person either moralized and possessing virtue or demoralized and possessing vice. Here let us make a brief distinction between acts of man (actus hominis) and human acts (actus humani). Acts of man do not distinguish man from inferior beings. These include birth, biological life, digestion, growth, etc. On the other hand human acts are voluntary and volition is typically a human appetite. These are acts that typically reveal man as man, as a rational subjective being.
5.1 Man as a being to be known

Man has an internal structure, yet is an open reality. Following this second aspect we can say with Aristotle that man is a political animal. According to Thomas Aquinas man is a social being because social life is indispensable for his attainment of perfection. That is why he owes his existence and first development to a fundamental social cell – the family.
Man is a miserable (poor) creature. As an open being man expresses his poor reality. This reality in itself is insufficient. He is in need of the cosmos, of others, of the family and the society; man is always in need of something, of someone. Man is never satisfied.
Man is a syntactic or eclectic reality depending upon, existing with, existing for and always thinking and imagining.
Man is an inter-subjective reality possessing a dialogical structure. The I is constituted by the relation with the thou and the we by the relation with the you.
5.2 Man as a theological reality
The vision of man is completed by the theological dimension and this is a decisive aspect of moral anthropology. Man is created in the image and likeness of God. This gives us the theological dimension of morality.
Man is recreated and redeemed in Jesus Christ. This gives us the Christological dimension of morality.
Man is an ecclesial reality, a member of the Mystical Body of Christ. This gives us the ecclesial dimension of morality.
Man is a cultural reality, living in a culture and interacting with other cultures, hence the mysterico-cultural dimension of morality.
Man is an eschatological reality, hoping for a life to come hence the eschatological dimension of morality.
Following all these we can conveniently say that man occupies a very important position in the order of creation. He is the only creature made in the image and likeness of God, the only one that God willed for himself. Created in the image and likeness of God, man occupies a special, unique and exceptional place in the universe such that he has a privileged place. That is why man is placed at the apex of creation, as the résumé of the things in the universe. With this dignity man is called to glory and promised the eternal goodness of communion with the persons of the Trinity. Beatific vision therefore constitutes a horizon of Christian morality precisely because the final vocation of man is really unique, and divine (cf. G.S. 22 par. 5); he lives this eschatological dimension in the virtue of hope. In a line we can also state that despite this dimension of man, he still remains a psycho-biological and psychic reality. This entails that Christian moral life is not an arm-chair enterprise but a decision, a choice. It is not enough to know what we must do to inherit eternal life, but after knowing it we must strive towards doing it. Christianity is not an arm-chair religion. There are no in-betweens. Either we make a choice for, and be saved or we make it against and be damned.
