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CRIMES AND MISDEMEANORS -
MORAL PHILOSOPHY

Woody Alien and Martin Landau n Crimes and Misdemeanars.
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t the end of Crimes and Misdameanots (Woody Allen, 1989}, the disunguished

doctor Judah Rosenthal (Martin Landau) meets ilm-maker CUff Stern
(Allen) at a wedding and tells him he has a story that would make a great
movie plot. The story Is of a successful man whose mistress is threatening to
reveal the affair and ruin his marriage and career. He decides he has no choice
but to have her killed. After the deed is done he feels terrible guilt, and
imagines that he has sinned in the eyes of God. He is an inch away from
confessing all to the police. But then one morning he awakens and the crisis
has passed; he is no longer guilt-stricken, and as the months pass he finds he
is not punished, but in fact prospers. Now, his life is completely back to
normal. It is the perfect murder. To Stern's misgivings about this tale he replies
‘well, [ said it was.a chilling story, didn’t 12" In fact, we in the audience know
that it is more than just a,good story for.a film, that what he is relating has
actually happened; and that the man in-the story is the doctor himself. The
question being raised here is not just whether the doctor did the morally
right thing in the circumstances (most of us, of course, would think he did
not), A deeper question is being asked: why should we be moral in the first
place? Why mvoam, we do the right thing if we can do the wrong thing and
get away with it? Thiscalls on us to think about the very nature of morality,
about the role it plays and its importance in our lives. So let us consider
this question of why we should be moral, which will in turn lead us to a
consideration of some of the more ,ivo_.,n,.ﬁn philosophical accounts of
morality. , | :
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The ring of Gyges

We can begin by stating the issue clearly. Suppose I find myself able to acquire
something I desperately want, provided I lie, steal or perhaps kill someone.
We are all familiar with those moments when we find ourselves wanting to
do something even though we know we shouldn't, or not wanting to do
something even though we feel that we ought. We are torn between getting
what we want, and sticking to moral principles. The tension here is sometimes
characterized as being one between self-interest and morality, between acting
purely to satisfy my own interests regardless of others, and doing the:right
thing. In such cases it might be thought that the moral considerations are the
ones that ought to win out, and that in a morally good person they will.
Surely, we imagine. even those who profess o be concerned only with
pursuing their own interests will recognize the force of moral considerations.
Perhaps they have been made cynical by circumstances, but when it counts
they will come good. So we are not surprised for example when Humphrey
Bogart's character Rick, the night-club owner in Cosublance (Michael Curtiz,
1942), initially someone whose only concern is to laok out for his own
interests, who ‘sticks his neck out for nobody', wurns into a supporter of the
Resistance, willing to sacrifice much for the cause, even the woman he loves.
Indeed, remarks by the police prefect Captain Renault (Claude Rains) make
itclear early on that Rick was an idealistin the past, a supporter of anti-Fascist
struggles, and that it is only circumstances that have made him bitter and
cynical, We are sure that he will eventually return to the fight.

This kind of transformation. from someone who for whatever reason is

only concerned to 'get 3. even if it means being ncm,vrn: with great evil,
into a person of moral integrity, willing to make a stand, is a familiar cinematic
theme. In On the Waterfront (Elia Kazan, 1954) Terry Molloy (Marlon Brando)
is transformed from a washed-up boxer who runs errands for the corrupt
waterfront union boss into someone willing to stand up against the carrup-
tion. In' Fahrenheit 45 | (Frangois Truffaut. 1966) Montag. (Oskar Werner), the
‘fireman’ who burns books in a future totalitarian society, turns from

obediently ‘serving! the state to questioning and ultimately opposing it In

Schindler’s List (Steven Spiciberg, 1993). World War Two businessman, Oskar

Schindler e.E: Neeson) evolves from an opportuzust and profiteer into a man,

of conscience, saving Jews from the concentration camps by bringing' them
to work in his factory. In each case, it is very much in the interests of the
individuals involved (o stay quiet, to co-operate; the path they decide to take

Qa4

CRIMES AND MISDEMEANORS — MORAL PHILOSOPHY

purs them at considerable risk, and yet they find they cannot do otherwise.
All these films embody the reassuring view that moral considerations have a
certain force, that such considerations should take precedence over those to
do with one's immediate comfort, desire and self-interest, and thateven if they
don’t always do so. in good people at least they will eventually prevail

And yet the question remains: why should one be moral? Why should moral
considerations take precedence over, say, considerations of self-interest? People
do not always act in a moral way: and if it is going to cost someone dearly if
they do the right thing, or if they stand 1o gain a great deal of benefit from
immoral actions, what sort of reason could there be for their condnuing to
abide by moral standards? What are we to say to someone who thinks that
self-interest is the only realistic guide to conduct, and who regards anyone
constrained by mural considerations as a fool? This is the view presented
for example by Gordon Gekko (Michael Douglas), the ruthless, predatory
corporate raider in Oliver Stone's Wall Street (1987). Wall Street is one of a
nurnber of films that criticized the rampant consurmerism and acquisitiveness
so prevalent in the West in the 1980s (Mike Leigh's 1988 High Hopes is another).
In the film, Gekko sums up the atitude of unapologetic self-interest in his
‘greed is good' speech, delivered to-a group of stockholders. According to
Gekko. not only is greed nothing to-apologize for; greed in its many forms,
for life, love, wealth and knowledge, is nothing less than the driving force of
human evolution and progress. His contempt for those like his protége Bud
Fox (Charlie Sheen), who find themselves bound by ethical standards, is
palpable. Now we might want to dismiss Gekko's views because he is so
obviously the villain of the film: but. this fails to address what he has o say.
His claim is that self-interestis. E& indeed should be, the major factor guiding
our conduct, What dre we to say to this?

To further explore this issue, we can turn once again to Plato. Plato is in
factithe first philosopher to raise the queston of why one should be moral.
He does this in Book 2 of the ?ﬂezﬁ (1974, 358-68), by way of a Eu_a about
the Ring of Gyges. Gyges. a poor shepherd from Lydia, founda _.Sm that had
the power o make the wearer invisible. Using this ring. he seduced the Lydian
queen, _u_c:na with herto kill the king, and, taking over his position, became
wealthy and powerful. So here, Plato raises the question of why we should
be moral in a very strong way. daﬁﬁa he remaves even the motivation o be
good that might come from the fear of being caught and punished. The ring
means that Gyges can get away with anything he likes. And through this story,
a certain view of marality and human nature is also being put forward for

2




e me e m e wa 4 R c e e eitim s ces v mE ey

consideration, a view that Gekko would surely approve of. In the last analysis,
itis implied, we only do the right thing because if we don't we will be caught
and punished; and if we could in fact do whatever we wanted, without fear
of being found out, we would abandon all ethical standards and set abour
pursuing our sell-interest. Moreover, it is being suggested, we would be
perfectly rational in doing so. Only a fool would continue to do what is right
under such circumstances,
An updated version of the Gyges story appears in Groundhog Day (Harold
Ramis, 1993). Here Phil (Bill Murray), a cynical weatherman, finds himself
waking up on the same day, over and over again. This means that he can do
anything he'wishes and get away with it, because his actions have no lasting
consequences: tomorrow, whatever he has done will be erased and the day
will begin again, Realizing this, his initial response to his situation is very
Gyges-like. He proclaims 'I'm not going to live by their rules any more’, i.e.,
the rules-of ordinary, well-behaved citizens. So saying. he embarks on a night
of automotive mayhem. Where this tale differs from Plato's story is that, since
Groundhog Day is a conventional Hollywood flm, there is a more comforting
outcome. As the filrn progresses, our hero travels the standard path of develop-
ment from amoral cynic into a morally decent person. Hollywood remains
fond of the happy ending in which the moral world is reassuringly confirmed;
and where those who do wrong, if they fail to irnprove, are at least found out
and punished. Even in quite unconventional portrayals of evil such as David
Lynch's Blue Velvet (1986), and Peter Greenaway's The Cook, The Thief, His Wile and
Her Lover :emov “evil has still been properly punished by the end, Both Blue
Velvet's crazed gangster Frank Booth (Dennis Hopper) and Michael Gambon's
brutal Thief end up being killed by those they have tormented and abused.
However there are some movies whose interest lies precisely in reminding us
that in the real world’ it is not-always so, that evil in fiét quite often ‘goes
unpunished. In so doing, they pose the question of why one should be moral
with renewed force.

Take for example Roman Polanski’s Chinatown (1974), the noirish mmﬁna,.n
story mentioned towards the end of Chapter I, The film is striking in its
s.-:ﬁmpamm to allow wickedness to triumph. Although private eye Gittes
uncavers a network of graft, murder and incest, neither he nor the police
have the power (0 do anything about it. And it is a similarly uncompromising
treatment of this theme that we find in Crimes and Misdemeanors. The doctor has:
his mistress killed when she threatens to expose their affair and ruin his En
and, quite simply. he gets away withiit. This film is particularly E%Rﬂgm in
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the present context because along the way, as the doctor agonizes over what
1o do about his mistress, various views are put forward as to why one should
be moral. We will havean opportunity to look at these in a moment, For now,
one aspect worth noting is that the film also manages to comment on the
conventional Hollywood reselution, in which good prevails and evil deeds
are paid for. In the final scene of the film, when as we've seen the murderous
doctor meets Allen’s film-maker at the wedding and recounts his story in the
guise of a film plot, Allen replies that it would be a better story if the murdercr
were driven by guilt to give himself up. The doctor’s reply is that this is whar
happens in the movies, not in real life: 'If you want a happy ending, you
should go see 2 Hollywood movie. Robert Aluman’s satirical The Player (199 2)
similarly mocks the Hollywood taste for happy endings by providing one for
the villain; when a studio executive (Tim Robbins) kills a writer he thinks
(wrongly) has been sending him death threats, not only does he getaway with
it, but he ends up happily married to the dead writer's girlfriend, ir. the most
idyllic of circumstances,

If we are going to be realistic, we need to acknowledge that wrongdoing is
not always found out and punished, that people can and do get away with evil.
So we need to ask whether there is any reason for behaving morally if we can
get away with being immoral. Is it true that the only reason people adhere to
ethical standards is because of fear of being caught and punished if they do
not? Or can we give a better answer to the question. of why we should be
moral? One response might be that even if we can avoid external punishment,
we will suffer at our own hands for evil deeds, through guilt or remorse. On
this view it is our conscience that keeps us on the ‘straight and narrow’.
However conscience is not as strong a force as one might think. Given sorne
of the things people do, it is clear that not everyone is constrained by their
consciences. Even those who think they are may be less constrained than'they
imagine, once they find that their acts go undiscovered and unpunished. This
is what the murderous doctor of Crimes and Misdemeanors discovers, While
recounting his tale, he indicates that although he suffered deep-seated guilt at
first, to the point where he was close to a merital collapse and on the verge of
confessing to the police, the guilt diminished as time went by, and even if he
occasionally has a bad moment he has learnt to live: with it. As he goes on'to
pointout, voov_m learn to live with all sorts of terrible sins. And over and above
these considerations, even If conscience does prod us, a simple appeal to the
force of conscience does not tell us why we should obey it, what justifies
the belief that we ought to do so. We need to go more deeply into the issue.
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Plato and inner balance

We have seen how Plato’s Ring of Gyges story poses the question of why we
should be'moralin a very strong way. Plato himself invokes the Ring of Gyges
story because he wants to reject the view of morality and human nature it
implies, the view that the only reason (o0 abide by ethical standards is to avoid
being caught and punished, and that if we could do whatever we wanted,
without fear ,o_, vcﬁurgﬁ:. we would abandon all morality and pursue our
self-interest. The rest of the Republic is in eftect his answer to the question of
why we should be moral even if we can get away with being immoral; and
in the course of this, he puts forward his own view of morality.
Plata’s response to the question of why one should be moral is 1o argue that
self-interest is not really in conflict with morality. The apparent conflict
between morality and self-interest is really only a conflict between morality
and a false notion of self-interest. This false nouon of self-interest in turn
rests on a false notion of the self, in which the self is identified with one’s
immediate desires alone (see Irwin 1989, 102). Plato’s position thus turns
on his conception of the self. As-we saw in Chapter 2, Plato understands the
self or soul as being composed of three parts, a rational part, a desiring
element and a spirited part. Each has its proper function in the whole. In a
properly balanced soul, the rational part rules. With the help of the mv.:.:&,
part, reason governs and directs the non-rational desires. By themselves, the
non-rational desires cannot be trusted to pursue my real interests. I may have
adesire to a_..w:r,nrn water, but the rational part, which knows that the water
is poisoned, is able to judge what is good for me as a whole and prevent me
from drinking. The rational part looks at the overall picture, at what is good
for the self as a whole and for each part. So if 1 am really self-interested, I must
be ruled by the rational part; I must have a properly balanced soul, and for
Plato, having Gmmiinuvagnﬁm what 1115 to be moral. -
Plato’s answer, then. to the question of why one should be moral ~'spelt
out in Book Four of the Republic - is that being moral, far from being opposed
to mn_m.minnnur‘ i fact benefits the soul. Being moral means having a
harmonious, well-ordered soul, in which the various parts are organized by
the rational parc for the-good of each part and for the good of the whole,

Moral goodness'thus 5,:,0:,_5. to a'kind of mental health.or well-being, and

Egz_, :E:r in general is clearly something that benefits the possessor.
Zo._.nocc. it is a state that we not only need to be in for our own good but
which we also enjoy being in, and so Plato can argue that the moral lifeisnot
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only desirable but also happy. In this well-ordered, harmoniwous condition,
Plato argues, we have the additional virtues of courage, temperance and
wisdotn. We are wise because. the ruling element possesses knowledge of
what is advantageous for each part and for the whole; temperate, or self-
controlled, because spirit and desire are subordinate to the ruling part, and
there is no rebellion against it; and brave because the spirited part allows us
to pursue the precepts of reason, and to overcomne the distractions of pain and
pleasure (see Plato 1974, $36—44). ,

If we were not morally good in thissense of being well-balanced we could
not pursue our own interests. We would not do what is good for us overall,
but would instead be subject to the tyrannical demands of cur desires, desires
that have grown out of all proportion, have lost touch with reality and are owt
of control. Other people would suffer as well, for the pressure of our desires
would distort our relations with others, Driven 3 our obsessive desires, we
would no longer respond to the wants and needs of others, no longer reat
them as persons in their own right. We would be driven 0 satisfy ourselves
at their expense, for example to seek unlimited sexual pleasure through force
or deception. The immoral person is thus unbalanced, at the mercy of their
desires, and the thoroughly immoral person is close to being a madman. On
this view Mr Hyde becomes the very model of evil, the evil that results when
desire escapes {rom rational conirol and gains ascendancy. The cinematic
vampire is another figure of evil that is in the grip of uncontrollable, bestial
desire. And the idea that extreme wickedness implies an unbalanced, obses-
sive, out-of-control personality is evident in a whole line of monstrous
criminals, from Peter Lorre’s child murderer Hans Beckert in M (Fritz Lang.

1931), who ‘cannot help what he does’ and has no control over this evil thung
that's inside of me', to the raging. uncontrollable Frank Booth in Lyuch's Blue
Velvet, consurned by libidinal desire and aggression..

 Plato’s account of morality is hound upict only with his conception of the
self but also with his account of knowledge. As we saw in the first chapter.
for Plato, to comprehend the true nature of things is to have knowledge of
the forms, the timeless, unchanging essences of things that exist beyond the
shifting world of sense experience. Now these include the forms of moral
ideals and virtues, wisdom, courage, temperance and, y,_uo,,..o, all, the form of
the mcoa.,f&% Plato is saying s that there is one universal, objective form
of the good life, which we can discover through our reason. Accordingly.
discovering the good life is a rational task. like determining the prindiples

of mathematics. It is through this knowledge that the rational part knows
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how to live well, what is good for the person overall. Moreover, although
Plato’s moral theory seems to be based on a notion of self-fulfilment or self-
realization, on achieving the kind of balance that is proper to ourselves, we
can only fulfll ourselves through knowledge of these timeless forms, and
above all, through knowledge of the good. Individual harmony and order
thus mirrors the larger order of the world of forins. So 1n the last analysis, the
basis of morality for Plato is not to be found in human nature but in his
conception of ultimate, objective reality, the world of the forms,

Plato’s view of morality involves the emphasis on reason that we have
already seen in his views on knowledge and the self. And many have found
his moral account too intellectualistic and radonalistic, Can we know what
the right thing to do is, in the way that we can have mathematical or scientific
knowledge? Ts establishing the right thing to do, or the proper life to lead,
anything like gaining knowledge of the world? Equally, is there really only one
correct answer to what it is to lead the good life, which reason can discover,
as Plato seems to imply? Might there not be a variety of ways in which
one can be good? Furthermore, as we saw in the previous chapter, Plato's
emphasis on reason means that his notion of tmental harmony is a rather
repressive, authoritarian one, marked by suspicion and hostility towards
desire. What this means for morality is that being moral, living the good
life. requires firmly controlling 'and restraining the desires. It is an ascetic
morality, a morality of stern self-denial. And as has already been suggested,
this kind of moral authoritarianism might be less a recipe for mental health
than itself a source of disharmony and illness, The virtuous but repressed
Dr Jekyll is not a particularly appealing alternative to the evil Mr Hyde. The
Platonic hostility towards desire was also taken up in the Christian conception
of moral life, as a struggle between the aspiration to the good and the
distractions of worldly desire, This is another austere moral picture that
identifies virtue with self-denial and privation, and which we may want to
question for just that reason.: ,

We will come to a more sustained discussion of Christian ethics in a moment,
but two other aspects of Plato’s account are worth commenting on. First, Plato
equates being morally good with having a well-ordered selt; and moral evil with
internal disorder. Yet it might be argued against Plato that one might be utterly

dedicated to evil yet still have a well-ordered, disciplined, harmonious soul.

There is nothing in self-mastery nself that implies one has to be Eoﬂ:w good.
To put this objection in a slightly different way, what Plato’s account seems to
value most of all is self-mastery and temperance, but these-are not in themselves
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moral values. Someone could have a harmonious self and yet not necessarily
be morally good. The theory makes single-mindedness the central virue . b
couldn’l there be a person who single-mindedly pursued moral evil? Indeed,
the greatest crimes would surely be impossible without such single-mindedness
and self-mastery. This is why Amon Goeth (Ralph Fiennes), the Nazi concen-
tration-camp commandant in Schindler’s List, does not quite ring true as 1 symibol
of Nazi evil. He is monstrous, ruled by sadistic impulses, close to being insane;

‘but the Holocaust is a crime that required sober self-discipline and single-

mindedness to carry out. The combination of self-mastery and enormous evil
is precisely what makes some other recent cinematic monsters so intriguing:
figures like Anthony Hopkins' Dr Hannibal Lecter in The Silence of the Lambs
(Jonathon Demme, 1991), the refined cannibal who kills and munlates his
victims to the music of Bach; and Kevin Spacey’s serial killer in Se7en. (David
Fincher, 1995), whose meticulously planned murders are based on the seven
deadly sins. These monsters are intelligent, single-minded and fully in control
of themselves; indeed, their particular critnes would not be possible without
an almost superhuman self-discipline.

Second, Plato presumes that if we acquire the appropriate knowledge, and
develop virtuous habits based on reason, we will lead the good life. Immoral-
ity is primarily due to ignorance. But this may be an over-optimistic picture,
one that is too confident of the power of reason. People who have lived a
moral life can still come to do immoral things. They do these things even if
they know what is right, even if they know that what they are doing is wrong.

In these cases, we might say that they suffer from weakness of will, an 5%57\

to resist temptation; but this also means that their rationality does not seen:
to 5<n given them sufficient incentive to be good. In.a cinematic context
the male hero s _EcEQ to resist the woman he knows to be ‘dangercus” or
‘forbidden’ is a recurring themne in-film noir and has reappeared it a number
of more recent films. Sea of Love (Harold Becker. 1989) and Basic Instinct (Paul
<27On<ma 1992) feature cynical, hard-boiled detectives (Al Pacino and
Michael Uocwrc respectively) who become attracted, despite their better
judgement, to murder suspects. Male anxiety and v&.psoz over this loss of
control reach fever mEnr in Fatal Attrection (Adrian Lyne, 1987) wherea married
man (Michael Uczm_p& falls for a book editor (Glenn Close) and gets more
than he bargained for when he tries to end it: his transgression calls forch a
<mum&.s_ monster who _.nn.oﬂnnm hirh and his family. Plaro has no roorti in his
account for those who choose a path at odds with what they know tobe good
or: :m? :oiﬂnn. Sﬁ we can r:oi the mooa and vdm nroamn not o »c&o
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by it is something that is acknowledged in the Christian conception of
morality, and it's (o this that we now wrn,

Religion and morality

With the coming of Christianity a new view of morality emerged, a religious
conception of morality that was to dominate Western thinking throughout
the medieval period. Even today there are many for whom morality is
impossible without a religious basis. Ths is the view expressed by Ivan in
Dostoevsky's novel The Brothers Karmozov, when he proclaims that 'if God does
not exist, everything is permissible’; and repeated by Sonia (Diane Keaton)
in Woody Allen’s Russian novel parody Love and Death (197 $). when she tells
her cousin Boris (Allen): ‘Lets say that there is no God and each man is free
to do exactly as he chooses; well, what prevents you from murdering
someone?’ Behind such claims is a profoundly God-centred understanding
of the world and morality, one that emerged out of both the Jewish and
Christian traditions. In these traditions God is presented as the law-giver who
has fashioned the world and us for a purpose. That purpose is revealed to us,
at least 1o some extent, through the Scriptures and the Church. According
to these sources, in order to guide us in the right way of living God has
formulated certain rules, certain duties we are to abey. We are not compelled
to obey them, for we have been created as free agents, and so we can know
the good and choose not to abide by it. It is up to us to decide whether to
accept or reject these rules. Nonetheless, these rules tell us how we ought
to live,

So on this religious view of morality, moral E_mm are God's laws, his
commandments. This line of thinking has been spelt out by some theologians
as the "divine command’ theory of morality:Morally right means that which
is commanded by God; and morally wrong means that which is forbidden
by God. Whereas for Plato being moral was a matter of achieving a certain
kind of virtuous, internally balanced character, righteous living now becomes
a matter of obedience to the divine commandments. To be moral is to be the
obedient child of God. And Christian ethics offers us a new kind of reason
for being moral, for following the rules of ‘morality rather than simply
vﬁm:_um our own interests, If moral rules are the commandments of God,

&& immorality means disobeying God; then on.the day of final reckoning.

we will be held accountable for what we have done. This theistic perspective
appears in Crimes and Misdemeanors, in-the course of the doctar's.reflections on
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whether he should have his misuess killed, as the main alternative 1o the view
that being immoral is alright if you can get away with it. It is represented by
the-doctor’s patient and friend, rabbi Ben (Sam Waterston), and by his father,
who appears in flashbacks, God sees everything, says his father, and those
who are righteous will be rewarded while those who are wicked will be
punished for eternity. The rabbi echoes this view, and adds that we need a
God-given moral law, for if there is no higher power, or moral structure with
real meaning, then all we have is an empty, valueless world.

The idea that moral rules are an expression of God's will is not however
without lts problems. This view of morality depends, of course, on a belief
in God. and the validity of the Scriptures. [f this belief is quesuoned, it is
undermined, But even if we accept the religious position, it is not clear how
we are to establish what God's will actually is, what God in fact commands.
The scriptures are not always consistent and are open to considerable
interpretation. as are miracles, dreams and other signs that might be invoked.
The problem becomes acute if the will of God is invoked in order to justify
what to ordinary observers seem to be evil, cruel or in other ways questionable
acts. How do we know that those who invoke it are not simply mistaken or
deluded, or perhaps rationalizing what they do? The ferocious inquisitor
Bernardo Gui (F. Murray Abraham) in The Name of the Rose may claim theological
justification for his acts of torture and killing, bur how can we be certain that
he is doing the will of God? How can we be sure that there is any real difference
between him and the ignorant, hysterical witch-hunters of seventeenth-
century Salem portrayed so effectively in The Crucible (Nicholas Hytner, 1996)?
They also are convinced they are acting in the name of God. Similatly, when
the papal official in The Mission (Roland Joffé, 1986) informs the South
American Indians that it is the "will of God' that they be turned out of the Jesuit
mission and_left to the mercy of the Portuguese slave:traders, we, like the
Indians” leader, want to ask: ‘How does he know he knows God's will?’

A second E.oZnE with the divine command view of morality is that it only
works if we accept that God is good. And if we consider the existence of
worldly evils such as violence. cruelty and premature death, this:seems-to
raise nﬁuao:m about the unqualified goodness of God. This is one of the
jssues raised in the film The Rapture (Michael Tolkin, 1991). Here, bored
telephone operator Sharon (Mimi Rogers) finds religion and, after the murder -
of her husband, hears God's call to go out into the desert (0 await the second
coming. Once there, she murders her daughter to send her more quickly to
heaven, What makes this film interesting is that it does not dismiss the central



CRIMES AND MISDEMEANORS ~ MORAL PHILOSOPHY

character as a deluded fanatic, but instead accepts fundamentalist religion
premises. The issue now is that the woman finds herself unable 1o be recon.
ciled with a God who could let her kill her child, and who allows 'so much
suffering, so much pain on the earth he created’. God may forgive us, she says,
hut who is to forgive God? A similar problem arises in Ingrnar Bergman's
tedieval tale The Virgin Spring (1959), in which Tore (Max von Sydow) takes
brutal revenge on shepherds who raped and killed his daughter. Afterwards,
he wonders how God could have allowed him to do sucha terrible thing, A«
it happens, the film ends with a miracle (a spring appears at the site where
the daughter was murdered) which seers to indicate divine forgiveness for
his actions. So here, in contrast 1o The Rapture, God'is reconciled with the ewi]
he seems to allow. The problem is not veally resolved though, because this
reconcilianion is only made possible ar the cost of God becoming an uuesly
mysterious, inscrutable figure (as he so often is in Bergman's films). And such
a view of God is also cold comfort for the divine command theory, since i
makes the issue of how we can know God's will even more problematic.
These dificulties caused by the presence of worldly evil are part of a more
general difficulty, the so-called problem of evil, which is the problem of
reconciling the idea of a good, all-powerful God with the cruelty, pain, disease
and suffering that afficts us in this world, If God is good and all-powerful he
could surely spare us from these evils. For some, the presence of such evil
fepresents an argument against the very existence of God. Others have tried
10 argue in various ways that God and worldly evil are reconcilable (the parc
of theology that tries 10 do this is known as theodicy). One way of trying to
reconcile the two is by holding that what seems evil is ‘for the better’ in the
_c:m.ﬁ term, perhaps because it allows us o perfect our souls, and so it is all
part of God’s plan. In The Rapture, this is how the central character first tries to
come (o terms with evil, when her husband is murdered. Another way of
trying to reconcile God and worldly evil is to argue that since God created
human beings with free will, i is people, not God, who choose to bring
evil into the world. However both these responses have had their critics, for
whatever story. we tell about evil, we can still ask why a ,_um_zgo_n:,.. all-
powerful God allows so much evil, and dogs not intervene to at least lessen
it. Yet another way out here mi ght be to argue that God is not good, butis in
fact a malevolent deity. But this means that asignificant aspect of the Christian
notion of God has to he abandoned; and of course it would cause severe
problems for the divine command theory of morality. which as we've seen
depends on God being good. :
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There is one further problem with the divine 8:5,.5“_ 933_.“ ir”.._wﬁ“”
s Rachels points out (1993, 47-50). has do with vws, it form s
ions of ‘good’ and ‘evil’. On this account, there isno reason ¥
e e :M”M“”a:;:a what seem (0 us to be hideously evil acts like :ﬁ.uac‘.
mﬂ_n““”uoﬁ say that a good God would never 395&.& MMM: .ﬂm MSM.MHM.
pecause it is God's will that anﬁnmamnm i”ﬁrm” Mmﬁwﬁv —M mw o .M.: E.wsm zw
] rder, murder w
. Omaﬂ MMHM”“ ”Mw.w“w MM,—MM&.W commands are entirely arbitrary. He has
- :MS n.mwurn to command an action than to forbid it. Moreover, the
oy idea that God is mo,oa is destroyed on this view. If good and v.wm.ﬁm
MMMM_.“.:E& by God's will, then to say that God's commands are mooa is only
to say that God's commands are nmanawsaﬂ.“ by OMMHMM”M*.&“ M: n”mm“
] ing with this probiem 1l drop the
.“Mﬂn M.:n”ﬁﬂﬂmﬁihﬂﬂ”ﬂ”“m God noawsuuam it, and 0 wo_.a .Smﬂma, that
God no,aauu,mm an action because it is Jmfmoarwwwcm M.m:&.“ “cw“n_.“ MM
know what is right and what is wrong, and in the ligh . olete
nds the right conduct. However this approach has its osB iff s
”M”“M it scerns ..M make a religion-based mnwonnnvuww MM “MWWN:MMMM”MH‘"
is no longer required in order to make an ac . g
M_Mnmwswm&mm% nME and wrong Eaﬂﬁu%& of .Ooam sE_ i”mﬂ Mowm
himself has to adhere to. Thus, what is %mczn:.ai«. 9»% ogi ot
this account of morality seems to disappear. The cighteent .nnﬂ?.“ M -
osopher Kant certainly held that God himself has to obey Scnwn&m”x ,BME
determined independently of the divine will, so let us look at s

theory.

Kant: doing one’s duty

If the Christian ioma-imi was dominant a:ﬁ.:m. the Ba&m‘w& vwn”wo“_ . MNM
modern period has seen the increasing undermining of :.p.a:,-o,i , nm,«uﬂ v
belief. Religion has not disappeared, of nchmn..ﬁ noszmcnm :”u”.x e
Em,,cnn,nn. and 1 provide a BNE_ maavn&”mo w“w M»W ” M—M..__“m“»:” ,Emw. s
- modernity that we no longer appeal so n o .

”M M“_nan”v our mﬂ&:w v,;:&v.ﬂ. And despite the claims .oa NOMMQMM.«MMMMM
onrn,,a that God is En,,ni? basis for morality, and that if _4._.“...“% wmomn, 2
will be vn:a?,&« there are post-religious ways of th g about 3

. o ith
justifying morality. forms of moral thinking that sit more .GBMMHHV., _M..na |
_Em Boam_d outlook. This is an outlook in which human beings | P
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God as the centre of reference; and morality now turns o various conceptions
of human nature for its basis,

One such account is provided by Kant. In his Groundwork he provides ug

with an account of morality that no longer looks to God as the law-giver whg
provides us with rules. Instead, Kant looks to reason, or more precisely, o
human beings understood primarily as rational beings. Morality is no Jonger
obedience to God, but to our own rational conscience. We ourselves are the
law-givers who establish the moral rules. That is, we, through our rationaliry,
legislate moral rules for ourselves. This is not however a return (o Plato's king
of rationalist morality. It is true that for Plato the moral person is the one who
obeys the commands of reason, but Plato located the ultimate basis for
morality in objective ideals, the forms, that reason is able to cotmprehend, For
Kant, the basis for moral authority is not objective forms outside of us, but
buman beings themselves insofar as they are rational beings. We saw in
Chapter 1 how for Kant, human reason provides the organizing forms or
categories in. terms of which. we organize our experience and acquire
knowledge of the world. His moral theory follows on from this, insofar as
reason also determines the forms or principles in terms of which we are to
organize our practical conduct, and live the moral life. So on Kant's view,
moral rules are rational laws, the commands of one's own reason — what Kant
calls "the- moral law within', And with this account, we have another answer
to the question ‘why be moral?’ The reason we should he moral, rather than
pursuing our immediate wants and desires, is that only in doing so are we
living up to our proper status as rational beings. There is a lot going on here,
so we need to explore Kant's account in more detail.

In the Groundwork, Kant starts with the familiar idea that moral considerations
have a spectal force, and that they should outwei gh other considerations. For
Kant, however, the'moral is typically experienced in the form of the stern
voice of duty, commanding us to put pleasure or personal interest aside, and
to do the right thing whatever the consequences. He sees it as a matter of our
ordinary moral experience that we distinguish between duty and personal
interest or desire, and that we generally consider that doing our duty, doing
what is right, should take precedence over merely personal interest, desires
and inclinations. Whether or not ordinary moral experience is always like
this. we certainly get a taste of this idea of morality in High Noon (Fred
Zimmerman, 1952). Here town marshal Will Kane (Gary Cooper) waits for
the return of an outlaw, who once terrorized the town, on the midday train.
It was Kane who arrested him and sent-him to prison, and now he is coming
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pack to take his revenge. Kane cannot leave, even though he has been deserted
by his new bride and by the townspeople he has served for years, and has been
eft to confront the killer alone. He stays in order to do his duty as town
mnarshall, to uphold the law. He is heroic, but it is not the desire for glory that
motivates him. When his bride Amy (Grace Kelly) asks him whether rn 18
trying to be a hero, he replies: ‘I'm not trying to be a hero. If you think 1 like
5.:. you're crazy” He simply has to sy, to do his duty, putring wm,an all other
considerations including his own wishes and Wn::mm. Other films can be
interpreted in.these terms as well, particularly if they involve an n_a_.ze_,: of
stern self-denial. For example, we could see Cassblanca as portraying m.rn
rriumph of duty over desire, when Rick gives up the woman most dear to him
for the sake of the higher cause, the struggle against Fascisin.

Kant seeks in his moral theory to analyse, explain and defend this nonon
of duty 25 something that outweighs all other.considerations. He argues first
of all that the consequences of our acts have no bearing on the moral warth
of our actions, only the motivations behind them. This is notimplausible. To
go back to High Noon, in the end Kane succeeds in killing the outlaw he has
been waiting for. but even if he himself had been killed. his una..oi would
presumably still be worthy of moral praise. What is praiseworthy is the stand
he takes, regardless of the consequences of doing so, regardless of whether
he succeeds or fails. Second, Kant argues that only those actions that are
motivated by a sense of duty, that are done ‘for dury’s sake’, &m. :5.1 actions.
Again, this is not implausible. Certainly in High-Noon, Kane m. actions seem
particularly moral and worthy because he does what he does simply ..XQ.E%
itis the ‘right thing to do'. We don't feel the same way about Kane's friend
and deputy Harvey Pell (Lloyd Bridges), when be camm to mg.wa by Kane
provided Kane gets him the job as the next marshall aﬂsn. s reply: 'Twant you
to-stick ~ but I'mi not buying i Ts got to'be upto you'). However we may
not want to go quite as far as Kant in this regard. For Kant, it is not only
actions done out of self-interest, desire or inclination that are to be ,,n.xa:.ana
from the realm of the moral. Even an action done out of love or 833%5:.
while it may be praiseworthy. is nota moral un,.,c,o:. ‘We will return to this issue
in a moment, o .

Kant goes on to argue that when we are acting out of a sense of duty, ,S.rs_
we are obligated by moral laws, we are acting in-accordance with wE.._.w_aoc.m
ality. For Kant, reason is capable of monaanaum‘&mmn laws or E‘Ecm e o
conduct, of generating rules for living; which is also to say that mora .,.vﬂsw
ciples are rational in character. So how does reason establish moral princtples’
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To be inoral, for Kant, is to act in accordance with principles that are binding
not just on me but also on all rational beings. After all, something cannot be
rational for me and not for you. 50 in order to act morally we need to deter-
mine that the principle we are thinking of acting on is universalizable, i.e.,
that it could consistently be followed by all agents in relevantly similar
situations. [n the Groundwork he-gives the example of promise-keeping. s it
moral to break a promise when it suits me? That is. can I make the principle
‘I may always break a promise when it's in my interest to do so’ into a unijversal
law? No, Kant argues, because if everyone did so, no one would belicve
promises people made in the first place, and the whole practice of promising
would break down. So Kant provides us with a procedure by which reason
can establish whether a principle 1s moral: and along with this, he gives us a
general formula for what it is to be moral: act only on that principle that
could be turned into a universal law.

So why. according to Kant, do we see moral demands, the demands of
duty, as outweighing other considerations such as personal interest, desire or
inclination? And why does he think we have to rigorously exclude all desire
and inclination from the realm of the moral? His answer reflects his concep-
tion of human nature. As we saw in the previous chapter, Kant is amongst
those who take up the Platonic conception of human nature, which tends to
identify human beings most closely-with their *higher’ rational side, and sees
them as cngaged-in a constant struggle to control their ‘lower’, desiring side.
He shares with Plato and also Christian moral thinking a hostility towards
desire. In Kant's version of this picture, our reason constitutes the deepest
and most vajuable part of us. It is what raises us above nature and makes us
unique. Everything else in nature is moved blindly, by mechanical forces.
Even animals behave in this mechanical way, Human beings are partly like this
for they have a non-rational, natural side to their make-up, namely their
desires, inclinations and emoticns. But this is their lower side, which they
share with the rest of nature. They'are also, and more importantly, rational
beings. Only rational beings have the capacity to act consclously in accordance
with principles they formulate for.themselves. This is something higher,
something which sets us apart from the rest of nature.

Given this view of human nature it follows that radonal pmnaa ought to
determine their actions in this way. As Q_wzﬁ g_cn puts it, ‘the fundamental
principle ..S%;ibw Kant's whole ethical Enonv. is something of this. form:
live up to what you really are = rattonal agents’ (Taylor 1985, w...& To be
moved 1o act 3 our desires, emotions ..Em En:ﬂunoum 1o become just
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another thing conforming to mechanical necessity, is to break faith with our
rational nature, to fall below our proper status. Itis only when we are behaving
rationally, in accordance with moral laws we formulate for ourselves, that we
are living up to our true status as rational beings. Moreover the special value
of rationality is something we ourselves recognize. We experience our ration-
ality as being something ‘higher’. This is why Kant thinks we experience
moral commands, the demands of duty, as being more important than other
considerations such as personal interest, desire or inclination. At the same
time, because we are not purely rational beings, we do not effortlessly do
what is rational, what is morally right. We are sometimes swayed by desire
and inclination. So being moral is 4 constant struggle to rise above, suppress
and control our desires and inclinations; and this is why, according to Kant,
we experience moral laws as duties, as things we recognize that we ouglic to
do even if we don't always manage to do them.

These are the main features, then, of Kant's moral theory. There are two
further aspects warth noting. First of all, the idea that ratonality is something
higher than nature, that it has a special value, gives him another way of
ngwnﬂn:::m what it is in general to be moral. We have already seen one
formuladon: act only on thac principle-that could be turned into a universal
law. Kant gives another, this time in terms of how we should treat rational
beings. Everything else in nature can be used as instruments for our own
goals and projects, hut rational agents have their own goals and should be
treated with these goals in view. Hence we should always treat rational agents,
ourselves and others, never simply as means but always-also-as ends in
themselves. In other words, we should respect them as beings with their own

.goals, capable of forming goals and acting in accordance with principles they

have formulated for themselves. This is Kant's notion of respect for persons,
which we Jooked at in Chapter 2. His moral theory leads us directly to the
”i,nu that persons, or rational »mnEm havea special <m_=n and are deserving of
moral :uvnn ‘Thus, to revisit an earlier Ga.BEu it is because Star Trek: The Next
Generation's androld Data is a rational agent that he should riot be treated as a
mere means, taken apart in order to be'used to further scientific research, but
‘has his own goals and his own vBmmapnmm in the matter, which o:mE to be
‘taken into account, , .

A second feature of the Kantian conception of morality to note is that at is
bound up with a powerful nation of freedom. For Kant, being moral certainly
involves obeying laws, but these are laws that we as rational beings formulate
for ccam..dm So when we are being rmoral we are determining oEwn?om
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obeying only the dictates of our own rationality. By the same woken, we are
free from external influences, not only the influences of external nature,
including our own desires and inclinations, but also the dictates of external
moral authoritics, other people, a church or whatever. Morality for Kant is
thus bound up with freedom, which he calls ‘awonomy’, understood as my
determining for myself the principles I live by, giving shape and direction to
my own existence, rather than being determined by external influences.
Equally, if I am subject to external influences, in a state of "heteronomy’ as
Kant puts it, [ cannot be said to be acting morally. This interlinking of morality
and freedom is evident in A Clockwork Orange, in which, as we've seen, the film’s
anti-hero Alex is subjected to aversion therapy to cure him of his violent
rendencies. He is thus transformed into a ‘good’ person, one who is unable
to do any wrong without feeling physical distress. But it can be argued that
he is not really morally good in this state, that he is not a moral agent at
all, because these acts are not the result-of self-determination but of the
influence of external forces. This indeed is the view of the prison chaplain who
complains that the conditioned Alex may have ceased to be a wrongdoer, but
he has also ceased to be a ‘creature capable of moral choice'.

Kant's vision of morality as arising out of human reason, insofar as rational
agents formulate moral rules for themselves, and give shape and direction o
their lives, has been immensely influental. However, numerous questions
have also been raised about Kant's formulation of this ideal, Some of thesc
questions involve the role of reason in his picture. Doubts have arisen as w0
whether reason as Kant presents it is capable of generating the moral rules we
need. Is the rather abstract process of determining whether a principle can be
consistently made a universal law sufficient to establish all moral principles?
Moreover, Kant's emphasis on reason means that being moral requires the
exclusion of all desire, inclination, emotion and feeling from the scene, so that
we can be motivated purely by rational nonm&mmmaonm. The Tesult is a rather
cold. austere conception of morality, In which We are required to act purely

- out of a sense of duty, and where feelings like love and compassion have no

place. Instead we have to constantly struggle to suppress, control and discipline

all feelings and desires, to prevent them from Encaﬁm on our moral thinking

As with the Platonic and Christian pictures, we may find this repressive; self-
denying conception of the moral life rather unpalatable, Indeed, although

Kantts willing to hold that we could be moral beings without any feelings of

love and compassion, it might be argued that an absence of love or compassion
in our moral behaviour itself amounts to a moral failure,
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A further area of concern is Kant's insistence that the consequences of our
acts are morally irrelevant. It is certainly possible for actions to be morally
praiseworthy if done from good intentions, even if these actions lead to
unfortunate results. As noted earlier, Kane's stance in High Noon would surely be
morally worthy. even if he ended up being killed. To that extent, Kant's view
scers plausible. But can we go as far as (o say that consequences have no bearing
atall, as Kant seems to want to? For example, would it be morally praiseworthy
never to break a promise, even if doing so would save thousands of people
from a terrible death? There is some question, also, whether Kant himself
entirely avoids smuggling in a consideration of consequences into his moral
conclusions. After all, when considering the universalizability of a principle
like promise-keeping he looks to the consequences: of not keeping promises.
So perhaps we cannot simply exclude consideration of the consequences of
our actions from moral reflection, as Kant suggests. There is ro,:ﬁ@.,, another
distinctively modern moral theory in which the consequences of our actions
play a central role; utilitarianism, and it is to this that we now wrn.

Utilitarianism

Utilitarianism was first formulated by the English uE._oMoqu Jeremy

Benthaim (1748—1832) towards the end of the eighteenth century and refined
by his successor John Stuart Mill (1806—1873) in the nineteenth century.
Like Kantian moral theory. utlitarianism is a modern conception of morality
in that it does not rely on God to provide us with moral rules, but grounds
morality in human nature, Unlike Kant's theory however, utilitarianism does
not view human beings primarily as rational beings, beings who should

iobey.the austere, pleasureless dictates of their rationality. It rejécts the whole

tradidon, going hack to Platw, of viewing human natureas a battleground
berween reason and desire. Its view of human nature is much more in the
Humean tradition, in which human cn:..mm are v::zn% motivated by desire

and vwwao: and reason is the servant of the passions. Human w&:mm for

utilitarianism;:are primarily creatures that feel, creatures that seek to maximize
pleasure and avoid pain. The role of reason is now to calculate what we can do
to best _unbm about Enﬁcan and avoid pain. And morality is now a matter of
the consequences of our acts; of doing s.rmpnsn_, will maximize the amouint
of pleasure, of happiness, 1n the world. , o

The noton of human belngs as primarily creatures that seek v_aaE,n and
seek to avotd pain is the starting point for Bentham s pioneering formulation
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of utilitarianism, in his Intreduction to the Principles of Motals and Legislation. Pleasure
and pain govern life, Bentham holds, and they point not only to what people
in fact do, but also what they ought to do. People in practice always act so as
to maximize their pleasure, which Bentham identifies with happiness, and 1o
minimize their pain, their misery or unhappiness. And all we mean by calling
an act good or right, Bentham thinks. 1s that it promotes pleasure. When we
say that we ought to do something, we mean that the act in question is useful
in bringing about pleasure or happiness. On this basis he formulates the
general utilitarian position. The moral character of an act derives from iis
consequences, from how much pleasure or happiness it produces. We ought
to live and act in such a way as to promote the greatest happiness for all those
who are in any way affected by the action. An action is right insofar as it tends
to create the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people.
Utilitarianism is certainly a very appealing moral theory. Morality on this
view is no less than the artempt to bring as much happiness into the world
as possible. This is a morality that seeks to improve the world, to reform our
personal and social practices. This makes being moral a very attractive option;
and now the question of why we should be moral, why we should do the right
thing, can be answered by saying that we should be moral because human
beings seek pleasure, they value happiness, and moral acts are those that
promote this happiness. Of course, the utilitarian argues that moral acts are
those that produce the greatest happiness not just for the individual who acts
but for the grearest number, and-you might ask why should we seek to
produce the greatest happiness for as many people as possible, rather than
simply maximize our own individual happiness? In fact, Bentham is not
entirely clear on this poiat. In pursuing our own happiness, he believes, we
should seek the general happiness of society as well. but it is not quite clear
why. Even if I must always seek to maximize my own happiness, I am surely
not obliged 10 take the happiness of other people into account, except insofar
as it serves to increase my happiness; and there are also clearly aE&,irg
my happiness requires that other people be deprived of theirs, Bentham does
not address these noszan_.»:oam
Nonetheless. it might still be said, who could argue with En general
proposition that we should. oppose suffering and promote happiness? Well,

let us leave this issue aside for the moment and look at some of the other

positive features of cE.Sa»EwS ‘One attractive feature is that it appears to
make it possible 16 calculate with nnwaQ what is the right thing to do. For

the utilitarian, we are not aiming to produce something other-worldly or
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mysterious, but rather an acrual effect on the world, concrete differences in
people’s lives; and these are effects which can be measured in some way. In
deciding what to do, wesimply have to determine which course of action will
produce the greatest amount of happiness for all those affected by the acuon.
An action may have a number of consequences, of course, It may produce both
happiness and unhappiness. But for utilitarianism. an action can be good if
it produces some unhappiness, as long as, on balance, it produces the most
happiness in comparison with other actions, So utilitarianism opens moraliry
up to rational debate and resolution. And not only can we establish the right
thing to do once and for all. This also means that there are no longer any
moral dilemmas, at least in principle, Take for example the terrible dilemma
faced by concentration-camp survivor Sophic (Meryl Streep) in Sophie's Choice
(Alan Pakula, 1982), where she is forced by the Nazis to choose which of her
two children is to live and which is to die. For utilitarianism, there is no
fundamental problem here. This is in essence a matter of calculation, of
working out how much happiness and unhappiness each alternauve will
produce, and choosing the one that produces the most overall happiness.
Hawever, this process of calculation is not as straightforward as it might
sound, To begin with, there can be practical difficulties in calculating the
consequences of our actions, in determining how much overall happiness
they are going (o produce. Clearly, it would be very difficult in practice to
establish which choice is going to produce the most overall happiness it the
above example. To take another wartime examnple, in Saving Private Ryun (Steven
Spietberg, 1998) Captain John Miller (Tom Hanks).leads a squad of soldiers

_ into Normandy after D-Day to bring home a soldier whose brothers have all

been killed, As they proceed the soldiers find 92:%7.,3 resenting having to
risk their lives for someone they do not know, ‘and who surely has no inore
right to live than they do. At one vo:: Miller wonders what it would take to
make ﬁrn mission worthwhile: ‘This Ryan had better be worth it. He'd beter
go home and cure some discase; or ‘invent a longer-lasting light bulb or
something’ The thinking here is entirely utilitarian. if Ryan ends up doing
something wonderful for humanity, then despite all the risks and suffering
involved in the mission, saving him will be chmam because it will produce
more overall happiness than not saving him, So if Ryan produces sufficient
happiness on his return we will be able to say that the mission was theright
thing to do. But once again there are practical difficulties in making this kind
of calculation. How'do we measure the overall effect Ryan witl have on the

‘world? Also, how far into the .,..5_8 do we Bﬁmﬁnv Do we take 58 unnO:E
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the effects he will have on those who are alive now, or on future generatons
as well?

Apart from practical difficulties in calculating the consequences of actions,
there is also the question of how we are to measure the happiness that results,
In order to determine that one course of action is preferable to another, we
need to be able to compare happinesses, to say that one act produces more
overall pleasure or happiness than another. However, happiness takes many
forms, and if very different kinds of happiness are produced. 1t is not clear
how we are to compare them. For example, suppose saving one soldier will
result in his mother feeling profound happiness at his safe return, while saving
another will result in a widespread, though rather pedestrian, happiness,
when he goes on to invent a'longer-lasting light bulb, Can we say that one
acrion produces greater or less happiness than the other? In fact they seemn to
be qualitatively different kinds of happiness, so different in character thar
they cannot really be compared. Bentham himself thought that pleasures
differed only in quantity, and that by using various scales - intensity, durauon,
likelihood of recurrence, etc. - it would be possible to measure the overall

amount of pleasure in each instance. But it is not clear that we could ever
arrive at precise figures for these measurements. Overall, Bentham's proposal
looks rather implausible,
A second set of problems for the utilitarian picture has to do with the
identification of happiness with pleasure. Early-on, critics of wtilitarianism
seized on Bentham's claim that all things being equal, pushpin (a party game)
is as good as poeury. For Bentham, happiness is to be understood in terms of
pleasure, and pleasures differ only in quantity, so if different activities produce
the same amount of pleasure there is nothing to distinguish oneas better than
the other. But critics labelled wtilitarianism a *pig philosophy” as a result. Surely,
it was argued, pleasures like those associated with poetry were ‘higher’ or
more refined than others, such as the Em&&& of party games, In his book
Utilitarianism, Bentham's successor john Stuart Mill wocmwﬂ to refine the utili-
tarian position by arguing that for human beings there were indeed ‘higher’
and ‘lower® pleasures, and that we should aim to maximize the higher ones.
As Mill famously put it, "better to be'a Socrates dissatisfied than a pig satisfied’
(Mill 1987, 281). The higher pleasures here are. intellectual or spiritual
pleasures like :RBQ or artistic enjoyment, and the lower pleasures are physical
pleasures, the carnal and corporeal pleasures that the lower orders so delighted
in. Mill is nat simply saying that we ought to cultivate these higher pleasures;
he thinks we will not be culy uvam,m&,., fully happy, if we do not. Of course
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somne might respond that they are perfectly happy pursuing trivial physical
pleasures, and that Mill’s talk of higher pleasures reflects intellectual snobbery
or class vi:&n«. Mill's answer is that the higher pleasures can be said 6 be
superior because hurnan beings really prefer them; if people are faced with a
choice between higher and lower pleasures, having properly experienced both,
they will always opt for the higher ones,

The. idea that some pleasures are higher than others, and that we tend to
prefer the higher to the lower. is taken wpina number of films. In My ?: Lady
(George Cukor, 1964). based on George Bernard Shaw's play _gn_.___s”_. the
working-class flower:seller (Audrey Hepburn) is introduced to the Emrﬁ
v_n»mﬁnm of Professor Higgins and his circle. Having experienced the higher
pleasures of elevated society, she finds she can no Eumnn go v»..,.rA 8. her oi
working-class life, where only the lower pleasures En,moﬁ!ﬂ m:d.%%. in
another Pygmalion story, Educating Rits (Lewis Gilbert, 1983),a io_.wE.m-n_ua
hairdresser (Julie Walters) who tries to better herself by studying at E:,,REE
finds that she now prefers the higher pleasures of literature and cannolonger
be content with the simple pleasures she once enjoyed (singing in the pub
and so-on). However, what is Mill (o say to someone who, having casted the
higher pleasures, turns their back on them? In Dangerous Liaisons Am.smgs.mgm?..
1988), a professional philanderer cog‘ZngnE,gm,m mmawﬁ.ﬁ.&zowﬂm”
(Glenn Close) take this path, deriving their pleasures from ruining &n lives
of innocents through sexual deceit and betrayal. And if people do indeed
prefer the lower pleasures to the higher, what right, it might be ﬁmc&. has
anyone to label these pleasures inferior? Mill »nrnos._&mwm &m,ﬂ some who
have been:able to appreciate the higher pleasures subsequently turn back mo
the lower, but he thinks that these are cases of degeneration, explainable in
social and psychological terms. At this point wosﬂdﬁ,z&w 5. %:m.:. .2.
abandoning the very criterion of personal preference he earlier relied on; and
Sﬁ Jeaving himself open once again 1o the accusation ,,Om intellectual or class
uswﬁuwmmwﬁ, ?,,c,m,_a_: that arises with utilitarianism is that all __a,s% of

o )l N . R : . aacanﬂ%ﬁna
questionable acts, including gross injustice w:a, v_.aiu,,ﬁ.r,sn d n "
to be justifiable on utilitarian grounds, given the right &qnz_m&,mznom.a
number of films provide illustrations of this. In Breaker Morant AwEno,wQﬂm” .
1980) ah unjust court-mardal is allowed to go ahead. .and three >&m3 Ms
soldiers are sacrificed, in order to serve the greater good by prevendng the
Germans from entering the Boer war. In The Last Supper AmSnQ Tide, _.owcoﬂww
a group of liberal American students decide to do away with Lobnoxious

ng




t
.

&
b

- -

. e

e A dEE e S X

A& A auiion: ot

CRIMES AND MISDEMEANORS - MORAIL PHILOSOPHY

right-wing types by inviting them over to dinner and poisoning them. They
justify their actions on the utilitarian grounds that these people cause all kindy

of misery, and their murder will make the world a happier place. As one of

the characters, Marc (Jonathan Penner). puts it, wouldn't anyone murder
Hitler in cold blood if they were able to return to a time before he rose 1,
power, knowing all that he was going 10 do? Similar thinking can be used
1o justify some very harsh social policies. The brainwashing of prisoners lik..
Alex in A Clockwork Orange is justified by the government on the udlitarian
grounds chat it will reduce crime and relieve the overcrowding in prison.
Hartison Bergeron (Bruce Pituman, 1995) depicts another future society, one
which holds televised public executions on the grounds thar this serves as 4
deterrent, While this may seein extreme, it is a standard utilitarian argumn
for capital punishment that it has a deterrent effect on serious crime, any
distress to the executed criminal being outweighed by the benefits to the
general public: and televising executions is quite consistent with such 2
virwpoint,
So utilitarianism has a disturbing capacity o justify all kinds of guestionahle
acts, because of En:. good consequences. In response, one might want to
argue that certain acts are simply unacceptable, and should never be permutied,
no matter how beneficial the consequences might be. This is in fact the
Kantian position. Although, as we saw, the Kantian position itself seens
_.:oz,nn.zan to the extent that it excludes all consideration of consequences
from moral consideration, it does provide an alternative to the attlitarian
perspective for which anything is justifiable if it has good consequences. T
conflice between the two perspectives in this regard is evident for example in
the mock-philasophical discussion i in Love and Death, where Boris and Sonia,
now married, consider whether to mo to Moscow to kill Napoleon. If we
don't kill Napoleon, says Boris, he will lay waste 1o all of Europe; but this
utilitarjan argument is ~5§a&m_m: countered with a Kantian one, as Boris
wonders if murder doesn't 924 with it what he calls a Bon& :vap:...n..
Lie., whether there is something inherently wrong with killing someone,
whatever good might come of it. Simnilarly, in Quiz Show (Robert Redford,
1994), the producers of a mm:om >Sn18u television quiz show try to convince
academic Charles Van Doren cpw_vr Ennzm& to accept E_sq,m the answers.
beforehand, because if he moam well on the show he will EoBoS education
(they tell him he will be an ‘intellectual Joe DiMaggio’); but Van Doren’s
reply, 'I'mi just trying to imagine ‘what Kant would make of that’, implies he
is aware that a &m.n?é Soz; —uosvnnsﬁ.. on the situation Is vo»&Zn. that
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cheating is intrinsically bad, whatever the consequences. For the moment at
jeast, he rejects their offer,

Existentialism: absurdity, freedom and bad faith

Although we can point to problems with both the Kantian and wtilitarian
approaches, these accounts remain the two most significant and influentrial
modern moral theories. Utilitarianism in particular has proved surprisingly
resilient, Numerous argumnents have been raised against it, but it has been
modified rather than abandoned. There is one further account of merality we
can consider here, an account very much of the twentieth century -
existentialism. While there are significant precursors in Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844—1900) and Seren Kierkegaard (1813-1855). existentalism proper
flourished in the 1940s and 1950s..Itis linked in parficular with a number
of French thinkers who became well known after the Second Warld War:
Jean-Paul Sartre ( 1905-1980), Simone de Beauvoir (1908-1986) and Albert
Camus (1913-1960), Of these perhaps Sartre is the most representative. His
book Being and Nothingness contains the definitve formulation of existentialism,
and the account of existentialism given:here will be largely his.
Existentialism is distinctive in holding that there is either nothing outside
of or within ourselves that we can appeal to.in order fo justify our values and
moral rules. There is no God to give us guidance as to how to live; reason is
unable to provide us with rules for living, as‘Kant thought; and nor can we
appeal to human happiness as our goal, in the utilitarian spirit. Existentialism
shares with Kantianism and utilitarianism the view that human beings are the
basis of morality: but for existendalism, if there are moral rules or values of
any sort, it is because we have freely chosen them, and nothing can guide us
inthese choices. It is entirely up to us to give our existence its values and goals.
Thus from the existentialist perspective, Kane's decision in High Noon to stay
in town and face the returning outlaw is a free choice which cannat be
justified in any way whatsoever, Rick's choice:in Casablanca to sacrifice Ilsa for
the sake of a better future for humanity. Terry's decision to take a stand against
the: corrupt waterfront union boss in On the Waterfront, Montag's decision to
rebel against the state in Fohrenheit 451, Schindler’s decision to help the Jews
AnSchindler's List — all. these ate free choices, for which they must bear full
responsibility. So why on this view should. we be moral, rather than non-
moral, self-sacrificing rather than opportunistic. rebellious: rather. than:
complicit? There is no answer to that, It is'up to us to choose which way to.
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ga, and whatever we choose is uhimately without support or justification. To
explore existentialism further, itis helpful to look at a number of the specific
themes it explores: absurdity, the death of God. freedom, authenticity and
bad faith.

For existentialism, the world is ‘absurd’. That is, there is no reason for the
way the world is, for whathappens in it, and human beings in particular have
no reason or justification for existing. Life is essentially meaningless, and the
only thung that awaits us is death. This feeling of absurdity arises partly because
for the existentialists, ‘God is dead’, This slogan, first articulated by Nietzsche
(see Nictzsche 1974, 181-2), refers to the gradual erosion of religious belief
that has taken place over the last three hundred years. As a result, the existen-
talists argue, there is no longer any God-given order or grand plan which we
can appeal (0 in order to give point and purpose to our existence; and this
means that the world is a bleak, Enp&um_nﬂ place. For some, we need religion
precisely to keep such meaninglessness at bay. This is the positon of the rabbi
int Crimes and Misdemeunors, that we must believe in a God-given moral structure
or there is no point in going on; and also of the main character in The Rapture,
whose i to religion allows her to escape from an empty life. and to believe
that even the murder of her husband is somehow meaningful, part of some
Jarger plan. But for existentialism, recourse to God is no longer an option. To
resort to belief in God is, as Camus puts it in his book The Myth of Sisyphus,
to commit ‘philosophical suicide’ ~ to try o evade absurdity at the cost of
denying thought and sacrificing our critical faculties.

Mareover, the existentialists no longer believe that we can replace God with
human nature as the reference point; they reject the idea that either reason or
happiness.can provide our lives with guidance or purpose. They no longer
agree with Kant that reason can establish values or goals for us. For them, his
attempts to found morality on some purely rational procedure only mean
that his thinking has become lost'in an ethereal world of philosophical
abstraction. But what about the more down-to-earth notion of human
happiness, and the utilitarian ideal of working for the common good? The
individual’s capacity 1o contribute to the happiness of others is sometimes put

forward as a reason for thinking that life is meaningful. This is the view for

example in It's o Wonderful Life (Frank Capra, 1946). George Bailey Gwa,n,?

Stewart), the director of a small town savings and loans association on the
verge of bankruptcy, thinks that he is a failure and is on the verge of suicide.
‘An angel (Henry Travers) nona.Ena,m, him that his life is worth living by
showing him how much worse things would have been if he hadn't existed.
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By living he has brought much bappiness to those around him, to his famil
friends and those he has helped through his savings and loans u%onﬁ:o,__” :mw .
the existendalists reject the very idea that happiness, for oneself or for :.v.o“:.
around one, is a worthy goal. They tend to identify happiness with ::;:Eame
contentment, a state which like religious belief can only be achieved trrou _m
philosophical suicide, the sacrifice of one's critical faculties. As long as 2.1 .Mn
more than unconscious brutes, we can never be truly content. We nQ._E A.E_ 4
become happy by ceasing to be human. o
This existentialist sense of the meaninglessness of life was undoubtedly
intensified by the horrors of the Second World War, and a sense that the
traditional and familiar moral and social values had collapsed. As gsm
Charlesworth puts it, "Post-war European man found himselfin a ammc_ﬁe.m:n_
featureless landscape without any signs to guide-him, without any hope that
‘e could by his efforts bring about a better world' (Charlesworth 1974, 2)
Hence the appeal of existentialism in-the forties and fifties. This disenchant-
ment with.traditional values and the sense of the absurdity of existence was
also fed by the ensuing Cold War and its threat of a nuclear catastrophe that
could wipe out all human achievements in an instant. A number of films of
the period reflect this concern, notably On the Beach (Stanley Kramer, | 959)
which portrays the last people left alive after the third world war. They Fe..n.
taken refuge in Australia and as they await their death from the radioactive
clouds spreading around the globe, they try to cope with their seemingly
pointless existence in various ways. Some turn to religion, to philosophical
suicide; others, to the real thing. Ingmar Bergman's The Seventh Seal (1957) also
takes up this theme, dealing with it in the form of a Eumoanm_p:nmog In
fourteenth-century Sweden, the knight Antonius Block (Max von Sydow)
and his squire return from the Crusades to find the Black Death rife in the
land. Faced with the threat of mass death; people are questioning all moral
and religious values. God himself seems to have abandoned humanity, and
En,,ao.dsw.: question raised by the film's characters is whether life has
any meaning at all. At the time the film was being made, Bergman indicated
%w. for him the atom bomb corresponded to a ‘modern plague (see Cowie
1982, 141). ” ‘ o
For philosophical and historical reasons, then, the existentialists argue that
the world is absurd, that there are no pre-existing standards or values human
beings can.appeal to in order tojustify their existence or actions. The other

- side of this, however, is that human beings are free to give their lives whatever

goal or purpose they choose. If God does not exist and all prevailing values
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are in question, then everything is indeed permitted. Indeed, humman freedom
is the most central theme of the existentialist account. For the existentialists,
human beings are above all free subjects; our freedom is what sets us apart
from everything else n nature, and makes us distinctively human. This is
freedom understood as a capacity for self-determination, independently of
all external forces. It is a version of the Kantian notion of autonomy. only
without Kant's faith that reason will provide us with guidance as to how to
act. Without any guidance whatsoever we freely choose our values and goals,
and in doing so give our existence meaning and purpose. To try to evade our
responsibility, to pretend that our goals and values are in.some way imposed
on us, is the great existentialist sin; it is what Sartre calls ‘bad faith’, the
cowardly evasion of our freedom. Of course, it is certainly auractive w try o
evade acknowledgement of our freedom. To be wholly responsible for all our
values is a terrible burden, which we experience, according to Sartre, as
‘anguish’. That is, [ experience a fundamental anxiety before the necessity of
having to choose, to be totally responsible for my existence. By denying my
freedom I can find contentment and happiness. Nonetheless, to take refuge
in the belief that my values and goals are simply imposed on me by God,
sodlety or nature, and that ] have no choice but to do what 1 do, is to deny the
very freedom that makes us human. It is to be ‘inauthentic’,

Out of this is born the image of the existential hero, who heroically refuses
10 rely on external props, 1o appeal to pre-existing values and standards, but
instead shoulders the heavy burden of responsibility for their existence. Camus
summed it up in his image of the Greek hero Sisyphus, condemned by the
Gods 10 endlessly roll a stone up a hill only to have it roll down again - a
pointless, absurd task that he nonetheless embraces defiandly, even joyfully (see
Camus 1975, 109-11). In the American cinema of the fifties and sixties, the
existential rebel was linked with alienated youth, and incorporated into
the growing countercultural movement. A number of films of the period
focus on what we might call instinctively rebellious individuals, unable to
accept the stifling values of middle-class society and striking out on.a path of
their own. The classic figure here is Marlon Brando's johnny in The Wild One
(Laslo Benedek, 1954), leader of the bikers' gang who invade a small town.
His protest is summed up in the famous exchange with the girl he's dancing
with in the bar: "What are you rebelling against, Johnny?' Johnny: "What've
you.got?’ Closely following in Johnny's footsteps is James Dean’s troubled
youth in Rebe Without a Cause (Nicholas Ray, 1955), alienated from the world
and the values of the adults around him; Dennis Hopper and Peter Fonda on
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the road in Easy Rider (Dennis Hopper, 1969), rejecting not only conventional
values but also those of the sixties counterculture; and Jack Nicholson's Bobby
Dupea, on the run from both his upper-middle-class musical career and his
alternative working-class life as an oil rigger in Five Easy Pieces (Bob Rafelson,
1970). These are all heroic figures to the extent that they refuse to fall into
unthinking conformity with conventional values and the expectations of those
around them. who strike out on their own path, even though this means
being unhappy, troubled and lost.

No doubt these films provide a fairly romantic view of the existential rebel.
The individual alienated from conventional social values and adnift without
a reference point can be a inuch less appealing figure, as for example in Wim
Wenders” film of existential alienation The Goalkeeper's Fear of the Penalty (1971).
Here, goalkeeper Joseph Bloch (Arthur Brauss) walks out of a foothall game,
wanders aimlessly through the city, and arbitrarily commits a inurder. He
does not seem to have any real idea where he is going or why he acts. and the
hlm reinforces this by refusing to offer any kind of explanation for his actions,
He comes across not as a heroic figure bur as a disturbed loner. Still, alienanon
is only part of the existentialist story. For the existentialists, we may no longer
be able to appeal to conventional or God -given values. but this also means that
we ourselves take centre stage in giving our lives meaning and value This is
the individual’s defiant self-affirmation in the face of an absurd world cele-
brated by Camus in his image of Sisyphus. A film closer to this spirit 1s Woodly
Allen’s Honnah and Her Sisters (1986). Here Hannah's ex-husband Mickey (Allen)
suffers a cancer scare and starts wondering if life has any point, since we are
all destined to die. He finds that he is unable to take refuge in religion, to
commit philosophical suicide, and is close to actual suicide when he comes
to the realization that even if there is no God, and death turns out to be the
end. he should stop worrying and enjoy life while it lasts. In best Sisyphean
fashion, the recognition of life’s absurdity is combined here with a defiant
decision to embrace it and go on regardless.

The opposite of the existential hero is the person who tries to avoid
confronting the absurdity of existence, to hide from the burden of taking
responsibility for their life through philosophical suicide or bad faith. We are
in bad faith, for example. if we believe there is a God or a human nature that
provides us with an ultimate purpose or direction, that we had no choice but
to “tollow orders’, that our actions are determined by social conditioning,
unconscious drives or physical causes. These are all ways in which we pretend
to ourselves that we are not free, and thus try to evade responsibility for what
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we do. Thus in Quiz Show, even when Van Doren Is confessing to his father thy
he cheated on the television quiz show, he offers self-justifying accounts of
his actions (‘what was I supposed to do, disillusion the whole country?')_ A
his father points out, he makes it sound as if he had no choice in the matter.
Similarly, to claim as Peter Lorre’s child-killer does in M that he “cannot help
what he does’, is, for the existentialists, to take refuge in self-deception, Evey
that most driven of characters, the cinematic vampire, is susceptible these
days to existentialist criticism. In Interview with a Vampire (Neil Jordan, 1994),
the vampire Louis (Brad Pitt) refuses 1o accept that he is destined to be evil
Though his mentor Lestat (Tom Cruise) tells him that it is now his nature 1o
kill, he struggles to find a different purpose for his existence. Compare this
with The Addiction (Abel Ferrera, 1995), where Kathleen (Lili Taylor), an
idealistic philosophy student appalied by a world that could allow evils like
the Holocaust, is turned into a vampire and becomes everything she hates,
There are copious references to Sartre and other existentialists (her thesis i
on existentialist philosaphy), but the film puts forward the entirely unexisten-
tialist view that in the end Kathleen has no choice but to accept her fate; and
indeed that all human beings have an innate predisposition towards evil.
Self-deception is a common enough tendency in human life, but we may
want to question the existentialist tendency to seeit primarily in terms of an
attempt to avoid the burden of our freedom. Often, what seems to motivate
the misrepresentation of events to curselves is that we are arying 1o preserve

a certain: conception of who we are, a certain self-image. To return to

Kurosawa’s Rashomon, which we looked at in Chapter 1. as the story is retold
from a number of different perspectives, it becomes clear that the events are
being presented in such a way that whoever is telling the story appears in the
hest possible light. This kind of self-deception is also evident in judgement at
Nurembery (Stanley Kramer, 1961), where Ernst Janning (Burt Lancaster), a
senior German judge on trial at Nuremberg after the war, deludes himself that
he only went along with the Third Reich to lessen its harshness, to prevent a
worse man taking his place, And in Mephisto (Istvan Szabo, 1981) the actor
Hendrik Iommas (Klaus Maria Brandauer) who sells his soul to the Nazis in
exchange tor fame and fortune imagines that he is exploiting them in order
to further his art, but in the end it becomes clear that he has deeply deceived
himself, that he was never u:iw.ﬁm more than a tool of the Nazi regime,

caught like-a fly in‘its web. It is not entirely cleir how these cases of self-

~ deception.can: be incorporated into the cxistentialist model of denial of

.._.a&o,a and responsbility.
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But perhaps a more significant problem that arises with the existenuialist
account concerns its notion of freedom itself. It has been argued by many thar
in its stress.on human freedam as absolute, existentialists like Sartee faid 1o
properly take into account the influence of our situation or circumstances, not
only our physical being but also sodial and historical context. Not that existen-
dalism simply ignores our situation. Sartre in particular argues that we always
exist in a specific situation, with a certain past, in certain social and historical
circumstances. Indeed. he argues, we can only be free in a spedific sitvation,
that being in a situation is 2 necessary condition for freedom. But he also
wants to say that this sitwatedness does notlimit my freedom in‘any way, that
1 remain absolutely free. My freedom manifests itself in my capacity to choose
goals or vomv:u__:cmm that go beyond my present situation, and nothiny in my
situation can determine what possibilities I choose. For example, my situation
does not compel me in ﬁ,d‘ way to join a revolution; I choose revolution, and
itis in fact only in the light of my free choice that my situation appears to me
as ‘intolerable’. So understood, my factual situation is indeed a necessary
condition for my freedom, but only in the sense that [ require it in order 1o
be able to look beyond it, to envisage alternatives o it.

Nonetheless, we may still wonder whether Sartre has not underestimated
the force of circurnstances, the influence of our social and historical situation
on how we choose. We may wonder whether freedom can be understood
purely in terms of 2 n&nnaos. a revolt against one’s circnmstances and past.
The existentialist belief that we can escape radically from our circumstances
in this way is called into question in Breathless (Jean-Luc Godard, 1959). Michel
(Jean-Paul Belmondo). a petty criminal. guns.down a policeman and hides
out in the Paris apartment of a young American student Patricia (Jean Seberg),
who eventually betrays him to the police. Along the way, Michel sees himself
very much as the existential hero. He seems to be an anarchic free spirit, the
master of his own fate, and the film itself has an unconventional. improvisa-
tional look that seems to reflect this freedom. But as David Sterrit points out
(1999, 56-60), it-gradually becomes clear that Michel is considerably
influenced 3 his culture, Many of his rather theatrical mannerisms and
gestures are ‘in-fact borrowed from the :553 Aa%un::v Bogart movies).
Michel and Patricia certainly make choices, cE these choices are very much
limited by their social situation and the options that it makes available. In the
end, they both nrw. outroles that existed long before they came on the scene
—killer, lover, and in the end. squealer.

More recendy, the idea of freedom as: va&»:o: of one’s past:and
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circumstances in order to make onesclt anew has been questioned in Thie
Colours: Blue (Krzysztof Kieslowski, 1993), the first of Kieslowski's "three
colours’ series. After the death of her liushand and daughter in a car crash, Julie
(Juliette Binoche) iries to leave behind all vesuges of her former existence, 1o
withdraw [rom the world, in order o live a completely autonomous life. She
burns her composer husband's compasitions, puts her mother in a home,
and moves into a Paris apartment where no one knows her. As she tells hey
mother, ‘I want no belongings, no memories, no triends, no love.” It is the
perfect recipe for the existentialist rebel, who heroically distances him- .

herself fromn conventional expectations and rejects all farmiliar reference points

But Julie finds that in practice she cannot escape from her past or from human
relationships and commitments, and that she is unable to live withour beliel
or hope. Bit by bit she becomes involved in the life of her neighbours, prople
from her past track her down, and she is eventually moved to provide a home
for her husband's mistress, pregnant with tus child. Gradually she is drawn
back into the stream of life. Radical freedont and independence turn out to
be an impossible dream.

Sartre himself, in his later writings, canie to question the core existentiali
notion of the radically free individual. capable of standing apart from :il
external circumstances and choosing itself in complete freedom, that he
had formerly championed. He came to pay more attention to the situanen
we find ourseltves in. Without abandoning his commitment to freedom, he
came to argue for an account which acknowledges that human beings are
profoundly influenced and coustrained by their social, political and historical
circumstances. His thinking thus began to turn in the direction of social and
political philosophy. In this chapter, we have focused on moral philosophy.
on why individuals should be moral and what being moral might involve. I
is now time for this discussion also to move on to wider social and politcal
concerns, to social and political philosophy; and this will be the topic of the
next chapter.
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Antz.
Credit: Dreamworks (Courtesy The Ronald Grant Archive)
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