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Abstract:Inthisarticlethepresentauthorexploresbrieflythebenefitsandlimitsofeducationandtechnologyforethical

thinking．Duetothetimelimitsimposedbytheseminarthisarticlewaspreparedfor,hespeaksonlygenerallyabout

educationandrestrictshiscommentstotechnologytocomputertechnology．Healsolimitshisanalysisofethicalthinking

tofourmajorwesterntheoriesconcerningjudgementaboutrightandwrong,goodandevil．Theyare:Utilitarianism,

deontological(duty)ethics,existentialethics,andvirtueethics．Theauthorfindsinthecaseofeachethicaltheorysome

advantagesintheuseofeducationalstrategiesorcomputertechnologytosupportethicalthinking;buthethinksthat

educationandcomputertechnologyfailtosolvethefundamentalproblemsofeachethicaltheory．Thereasonforthis

failureisnotthelimitsofeducationorcomputertechnologythemselvesbuttheinherentdifficultiesofeachoftheseethical

theories．Howeveradvancedmaybethe“thinking”ofartificialintelligenceorthesophisticationofeducationalprograms,

thesamedifficultiesthatpeopleconfrontintryingtoutilizetheseethicaltheoriesalsoconfrontartificialintelligenceand

thosewhobelievethatethicalissuescanbesolvedbyalittlemoreeducation．Intheend,neithereducationnorcomputer

technologycanhelpuschoosefromamongthesetheoriestheonethatfunctionsbestortouseanyofthemasafinal

ethicaljustificationforjudgementsofrightandwrong,goodandevil．
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Canwelearnbetterhowtomakeethicalchoices? Thisquestionismuchmorethanoneabout
justdistinguishingbetweendoingrightorwrong．Weoftenidentify“ethics”with “morality”,and
certainlythesetwotermsoverlapin meaning．Buttheyalsoindicatethreeaspectsofabroader
conceptofmorallifethatarenotidentical．Morallifeinvolvespolicies,rules,strategies,etc．for
determiningandpursuingrightaction(andeschewingwrongactions)andadelineationofamodeof
humanexistingthatdescribestheonewhopursuesrightorwrongaction．Moreover,thislatteraspect
ofmorallifeisnotmerelyaneutralphenomenologicaldescriptionofthe“who”thatactsrightlyor
wronglybutanevaluationofaqualityofgoodnessorevilinrespecttotheonewhoacts．That
qualityisaswellintrinsicallyrelatedtoanexperienceofbeing,e．g．,ofageneralsenseofwellＧ
being,moralintegrity,oranenduringsenseofmeaningfulnessinlivingandthepossessionofbothjoy
andpeace．Thus,when weconsiderethicalthinking,wemusttakeintoaccountthreeimportant
aspectsofethicalaction:thecontextandsituationoftheonewhoischoosingandactinginspecific
instances,amoraldescriptionandevaluationofthewholeofthatperson,andthepersonsexperience
oflifeasmediatedbytheirmoralchoices．

Theconceptofmorallifemustincludetheseaspectsandinvolveanontologicalreferencetothe
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onewholivesandactsintheworldaswellasanunderstandingofhowtodetermineessentiallythe
groundsforactingrightly．Inthehistoryofwesternthought,fourbasictypesofmoralstrategiesfor
humanlivingcommonlyunderliehumanlifeeitherinaveryexplicitphilosophicalformorwithina
religioustradition:consequentialism (e．g．,Utilitarianism andhedonism),deontological,or,duty
ethics(e．g．,Kantianphilosophy,thehumanisticemphasisonhumanrights,andmanybookＧcentered
religionssuchasJudaism,Islam,andChristianity),virtueethics(e．g．,theethicaltheoriesofboth
PlatoandAristotleaswellastherelatedChristianmoralphilosophyofAquinas),andexistential
ethics(e．g．,thenotionsofauthenticity,freedom,andresponsibilityaswefindthemsimilarlyrelated
intheworksofSorenKierkegaard,MartinHeidegger,GabrielMarcel,andJeanＧPaulSartre)．Eachof
thesemoraltypologies,withalloftheirvariations,promotetheirownstrategiesforachievingright
andjustactionintheworldandpointtoawayofbeingintheworldthatsolidifiesasawho,awho
thatenjoysafundamentalexperientialqualityofbeing．

InthefollowingsectionsIwilltakeupthesefourmajortypesofethicaltheoriesconcerninghow
conceptsofright,wrong,justice,theGood,andEvilmightbejustifiedinordertodisclosesomething
oftheirvalueforachievingthepositivevalueofagoodmorallife．Thetaskbeforeusthenwillbeto
seehoweducationandcomputerＧbasedtechnologymighthelppeoplerespondbettertomoralvalues
andtherequirementsofmorallife．

ThefirstethicalstrategyforlivingamorallifethatIshallanalyzeis,inageneralsense,the
positionofconsequentialism,and,morespecifically,themovementknownasUtilitarianism．〔１〕As
evidentfromtheirname,consequentialistsseektodeterminewhatshouldorshouldnotbedoneby
analyzingtheconsequencesofapersonsactions．Iftheconsequencesofanactionaredeemedtotend
towardproducinghappiness,notjustfortheindividualbutforamoregeneralconditionofhappiness
insociety,itis“right”,or,atleastthemostpreferredactionofallotherpossibilities．Theearly
consequentialism of ancient hedonism was modified and developed toward something more
resemblingitscontemporaryformbyJohnStuartMill,〔２〕whom wemightcallthetruefatherof
utilitarianism,thoughJeremyBenthamandMillsownfatherusedthetermfortheirmoreclassical
versionofit．Importantinthismodificationwastheincorporationofthenotionthatpersonsare
inextricablyinterrelatedwithotherstotheextentthatonecanactforthegoodofotherseventothe
detrimentofoneself,aconceptknownasaltruism (from “alterＧism”,or,“otherism”)．Further,Mill
tookupthenotionof“happiness”inthelightoftheclassicalunderstandingofitinAristotles
writingstoarguethathappinessisnotidenticaltopleasurebutincludeshigherpleasuresthanthose
thatarerelatedtothesenses．Happinessincludestheenjoymentoffriendshipandagoodreputation
attheendoflifeaswellasasenseofaccomplishmentandintegrity．Itisnotapassingsensualseries
ofpleasuresbutanenduringsenseofthegoodnessoflife．Forthisreason,onecannotbesaidtobe
happyuntiltowardtheendoflife．Athirdmodification,onerarelyrecognized,istheprimacyofthe
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〔２〕

JohnStuartMill,Utilitarianism．(NewYork:TheBobbsＧMerrillCo．(TheLiberalArtsPress,１９５７)．SinceMilltakesinto
accounttheconsequentialismoftheHedonists,towhichhisfatherJohnMillandJeremyBenthamadhere,andseekstodevelophedonism
beyonditsemphasisonselfＧseekingpleasure,IwillconcentrateinthisarticleonJohnStuart Millsunderstandingoftheterm
“Utilitarianism”．

Cf．,Mill,９Ｇ３３(“WhatisUtilitarianism?”)．Cf．,alsoMill,“OnCausationandNecessity”,AsystemofLogic,８thed．(New
York:HarperandRow,１８７４)．
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developmentofvirtuesinMillsconceptofutilitarianism．Thatis,actionsarevaluednotsomuchfor
theirproximalphysicalconsequencesintheworldasfortheireffectinbuildingacharacterthat
engagesinhabitualactionsthattendtoproducethegreatestamountofhappinessforthegreatest
numberofpeople．Thislattermodificationhasoftenraisedthequestionwhetherthevirtuetheoryof
AristotlemighthaveaffectedMillsthinkinginsuchawaythathehimselfslidesintoavirtuetheory
ofethics．Millsutilitarianconsequentialismremainsevident,however,inthattheactionsstemming
fromonescharacterarestillevaluatedintermsofthesocietalhappinesstheyproduce．Goodpersons
arethosewhonaturallyactforthehappinessofthegreatestnumber,andevilpersonsarethosewho
areegoistic,uncaringofthehappinessofthewhole,orevendeliberatelydestructiveofitforreasons
ofpersonalsatisfaction．IfMillcannotbeunderstoodintheendasavirtuetheorist,however,hedoes
seematleasttooffertovirtuetheoryareasonbeyondthemerecultivationofvirtuesthemselvesfor
developingandactualizingthem．

Utilitarianismhasbeenanethicalpresumptioninthedevelopmentofdemocraticregimes,which
seekstobeguidedbythehappinessandwillofthemajoritywithinasociety．ItalsoseemsselfＧ
evidentthatthetelosofhumanactionistheachievementofapurposethatbringspleasurerather
thanpainand,ina widersense,happiness．Such purposesrangefrom thesatisfactionofthe
fundamentalbiologicalnecessitiesoflifetotheenjoymentofthemostcomplexsocietalactivities．
Mostpeoplelivingin westernsocietiespresupposesomesortofutilitarianisminthesocietal,

political,andglobalstructuresofinterchange．Butithasitsdifficultiesaswell．Wecanask,e．g．,

whatethicalprinciplegovernsthatpointatwhich,indecidingaboutanyethicalissue,weshouldstop
calculatingtheconsequencesofaproposedactionorevenhowtodistinguishbetweenonedistinct
actionfromanotherinthecontinuousflowofevents．Consequencesflowonwithbothpositiveand
negativeresultsthatvaryandinterchangesooftenthatnoonecandetermineanythinglikea“final”

resultofanyparticularaction,andanydecisiontosettleuponanyintermediateconsequentialeventis
alwaysarbitrary．Millhimselfhadtothinkmoredeeplyaboutwhatthegoodisandhowitisrelated
tohappiness,considerationsthatcontinuedthroughtheworkofG．E．Moore〔３〕andmanyother
contemporarythinkers．Amajorconsiderationthatcreatesproblemsforcontemporaryutilitarianism,

moreover,involvesthenatureofourparticipationinsociety．Whyshouldweconsiderthatlivingina
societyplacesuponusanethicalobligationtojoininonitsprojectsandmakelifebetterforthe
majoritylivinginit? Whatabouttherightsoftheminoritythatmightbefundamentallycriticalof
thenature,values,aims,andpurposesoftheirownsociety? Afterall,mightitnotbethecasethat
certaincriticismsofaparticularsocietymightbecorrectandwarrantwithdrawalfromparticipation
(e．g．,NaziGermany)．Whataboutthosewhojustwantto“marchtothebeatofanotherdrum”,as
Whitmanputit,orsimplyoptoutofsociety,to “turnon,tunein,anddropout”? Weoughtto
remainopentothepossibilitythatcertainpeoplemightreallyhavemoralinsightsthataresuperior
tothevaluesofthemajorityinasocietyandoughttostandagainstit．AsThoreauwasnodoubt
justifiedinwonderingwhythosewhorailedagainsthimwhenhewasinjailforrefusingtopayapoll

７２

〔３〕 G．E．Moore,PrincipiaEthica (Cambridge:CambridgeUniv．Press,１９０３),４１ff．
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tax〔４〕whytheywerenotthere．
Suchacriticismleadstothefundamentalquestionofrightsinautilitariansociety．Accordingto

utilitarianstrategies,theoppressionoftheminoritybythemajoritymightwellbemoreeffectivefor
preservingpeaceandforwardingeconomicgrowthaswellasoffermanyotheradvantagestothe
greaternumber．Slaverycertainworkedwellforthemajoritywhitesin１９thcenturyAmerica．The
conceptofarightseemstobereducedtoapermissiongivenbysocietyaslongasitservesthe
interestsofthemajority．Utilitarianshavetriedtoremedythisdifficultybymodifyingitsfocuson
actsofapersontotherulesthatguidewhatcanandwhatcannotbedoneinsociety．Thus,one
speaksofashiftfromactutilitarianismtoruleutilitarianism．Theaimofethicsistoproducerules
thatfacilitatethegreatestamountofhappinessforthegreatestnumberofpeoplewithinasociety．
Onedoesrightwhenoneactsinaccordancetotherulesthatguidethesocietyasawholetowardthat
endandwrongwhenoneactsagainstsucharule．Butrulesthenbecomesynonymouswith“rights”,

andrightsremainpermissionsofthemajorityofsocietyratherthansomethingthatispossessedby
natureandthatmustbeobservedandprotectedbysociety．Utilitarian“rights”serveotherpurposes
withinsocietyandmaybedeniedmarginalizedminoritiesforreasonsfittingtothemajority．The
problemofcalculatingconsequencesalsoremains,asnoonecanfinallydeterminetheresultof
puttingintopracticetherulesasocietydecidestofollow．Adverseconsequencescanariseatany
point．Moreover,generalsocietalrules maycutacrossreligiousandculturalbeliefs,values,and
practicesin waysthat make participationin society by someimpossible．Christians may be
advantagedwhile Muslims,Jews,Buddhists,and Hindusarenot．Thepursuitofhappinessby
cultural,linguistic,andreligiousminoritiesmaybemadeimpossibleintheirownterms．A more
extremesolution,i．e．,negativeutilitarianism,islesshelpfulasamodification,becauseitundercuts
anysupportivecontextforlifeinasociety．Ifpeopleactwiththeaimofproducingtheleastamount
ofpainforthegreatestnumberofpeopleinasociety,theyhaveamuchgreaterfreedomtodoasthey
like,andrightsarenolongermerepermissions;butpermissivenessassuchthenbecomesageneral
right．Onecanactasheorshelikesaslongaswhatisdonedoesnotcausepaintoothersorinfringe
upontheirrighttodoastheywish．Insuchasocietyonecanhardlyfindajustificationforwelfare,

publiceducation,charity organizations,ortaxＧfunded workssuch asroadＧbuildingand public
maintenance．Negativeutilitarianism erodessocietalstructuressoradicallythatbeingforcedto
participateinsocietyasan“actutilitarian”mightbepreferable．

ThecriticismsIhaveofferedofutilitarianisminitsvariousformsarefundamentaland,Ithink,

notmerelycontingentdifficultiesthatcanbemendedbyalittlemoraleducationorhelpfromasuper
intelligencethatcansolvedifficultiesthatordinaryhumanscannotsolve．Thisdoesnotmeanthat
educationandtheapplicationofcomputersupportorevenartificialintelligencewouldnotbehelpful
inapplyingautilitarianethic．Whilewemustnotconfusedescriptivenormswithprescriptiveones,

utilitarianismnecessitatesanalignmentwithsociologicalknowledge,i．e．,knowledgeofwhatis
actuallygoingonincontemporarysociety．Educationfocusingonhistory,psychology,sociology,

ethicaltheory,anthropology,etc．,wouldbeusefulinprovidingthefactualdataandstatistical

８２

〔４〕 Cf．,HenryDavidThoreau,CivilDisobedience (AnEssayof１８４９)(New York:PenguinBooks,１９６４)．Cf．,ThePortable
Thoreau．
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knowledgerequisiteforanyanalysisofthelifecontextofpeopleinanygivensociety．Computer
analysiswouldbeanessentialadvantageinprovidingstatisticalknowledge,revealingtheactual
desires,preferences,andchoicesofpeople．Moreover,educationinpoliticaltheoryandeconomicswill
disclosevaluepreferences;andcomputeranalysis,commonlyusedforstatisticalinformationinthese
areas,cangreatlyextendourunderstandingofrelevantandpossibleworthwhilechoices．Thisbeing
said,wereturntoourcaveatthatsuchknowledgeisdescriptive,notprescriptive．Wemustnot
confusethetwobyfallingintothetemptationtoarguethatwhatpeopleinagivensocietygenerally
wantisinanethicallynecessarysense whattheyshould wantordo．Evenadmittingthatno
descriptionavoidsusingvalueＧladentermsandprejudicesanydecisionwhetheradescribedstateof
affairsoughttobevaluedasagoal,thediscoverythatpeopleinacertainsocietyvalueacertaingoal
andthatanunderlyingprejudiceexiststhatwetooshouldvalueitisstillfactualinformation．Not
eventhebesteducationcanprovidecertaintythatagivengoalwillinthelongtermleadtothe
happinessofthemajority．Knowingwhatpeoplepreferandevenwhatseemsgoodforthemata
certaintimeinhistoryandinacertainsituationofthesocietydoesnotguaranteethatgoalsbasedon
thisknowledgewillleadtogeneralhappiness．Evenaphenomenalcomputerthatachievedartificial
intelligencewouldsimplybeawareofincomparablymoredatabutstillunabletosolveanyofthe
problemsIhavepointedoutaboututilitarianism．Thedifficultiespertainingtotheethicaltheory
itselfcannotbesolvedbyagreaterpowerofcalculationandanalysisorabettereducation(ordata
base)．Wemustresolvethesetheoreticalproblemsbydealingwiththetheoriesthemselves．

InthisnextsectionIshallmovethediscussionofethicaltheoriesforwardtodeontological
theoriesandraisesimilarquestionsabouttheroleandvalueofeducationandcomputerＧbased
intelligenceinapplyingdeontologicaltheoriestoethicalissues．Thereareanumberofdifferentsorts
ofdeontologicalethicaltheories,thoughtheonethatarisesoutofthedifficultiesofutilitarianism,as
wehavealreadynoted,concernsthequestionoftheobjectivityofhumanrights．WhenIdiscussed
utilitarianism,Isaidthatitseemsthatitdefinesrightsaspermissionsgivenbysociety．This
definitionisantitheticaltotheconceptthatseemsessentialtothenotionofaright,namely,that
personspossessrightsregardlessoftheiradvantagesforsociety．Aproperunderstandingofarightis
thatsocietyhasanobligationtoprotectandpreserverightswhicheveryonealreadyhasjustforbeing
humanregardlessoftheirpositionorroleinsociety．Rightsdefineakindofframeworkforthesortof
societypeoplecanhaveratherthanhavingtheirdefinitionaccordingtothewaytheysupportand
facilitateaparticularsociety．Nowadaysthenotionofhumanrights,givenconcreteexpressioninthe
UniversalDeclarationonHumanRights,〔５〕hasmuchinfluenceespeciallyininternationalaffairs．
Buttwomajordifficultiesconfrontthosewhobelieveinhumanrights:first,howisarighttobe
defined,and,second,howarerightsdiscerned?

Thefirstdifficultyisoftenresolvedbyoneoftwostrategies．Oneistoinsistthatbasicrights
areobvioustoanynormalpersonandcanbeunderstoodinthelightoftheuniversal“goldenrule”,
“Dountoothersasyouwouldhavethemdountoyou．”Perhapstheconceptofarightisbetterserved
bythenegativeformulationgivenbyConfucius:“Dontdoanythingtoanyonethatyouwouldnot

９２

〔５〕 AdocumentacceptedbytheUNNationalAssemblyin１９４８．TheUniversalDeclarationonHumanRightsisaDocument
passedbytheUnitedNationsGeneralAssembly(１９４８)．
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wantdonetoyourself．”Thesecondistoarguethattheycansimplybediscernedasobjectivepatterns
ofbehaviorcommontomananddesiredbyall,whichistorelyonsomethinglikeaphenomenological
strategytodefinewhattheyare,perhapstheonepresupposedbytheDeclarationonHumanRights．
Ifthisapproachisusedtodefinerights,itsuffersfromthebasicdifficultyofphenomenology,i．e．,

theinabilitytotieidealessences (values,rights)toconcreterealities,aproblem Husserlnever
solved．〔６〕Butwithoutaphenomenologicalfoundation,rightsmightseemtobearbitrarilysetby
culturalprejudice．Andthatleavestheacceptanceofthegoldenruleastheprinciplefordefininga
right．Butthegoldenruleisratherlimitedinitsapplication．Whatonepersonmightbewillingto
havedonetohimorher(receivedrugs,tradewives,engageinfights,etc．)mightbeconsidered
immoralbyothers．Oneneedstoknowwhatthegoodisinordertodoitandreceiveitratherthan
countasgoodwhateveroneiswillingtoreceiveatthehandsofothers．TheChristianversionofthis
ruletiesittolovingGodinsuchawaythatanethicofloveisthecontextforethicalrelationswith
othersaccordingtotherule,restrictingitsfunctiontoaparticularreligiouscommunity．Moreover,

moralrulesthatareacceptedasrevealedinreligiousterms,suchasthosefoundintheBible,the
Koran,andtheteachingsofotherreligioustraditions,alltreatedasobjective moralrulesina
deontologicalsense,aresimilarlyrestrictedinscopetotheirreligioustraditions．Clearlythereligious
teachingsofsometraditionsevencontradicttheconsciencesofmany,thoughconscienceitselfcannot
bethearbiterofrightandwrong,sinceitisproducedbycultural,social,andpsychologicalexperience
andnotbyanessentialinsightintothenatureofmorallife．

Wemustnotethateveninsocietiesin whichreligionisseparatedfromtheothersecular
functionsofthestateorsociety,theethicalteachingsofitsmajorreligionsarerestrictedtotheir
religiouscommunitiesandarenot(exceptinthecaseofreligiousradicalism)imposedoutsidethe
religiouscontext．Religiouseducationtreatsitsethicaltraditionsasmattersofobligation,butthese
obligationsarenotimposeduponthe“faithless”．Hence,theyarenotuniversalethicalteachings,nor
aretheyuniversallyapplied．Educationabouthowpeopleallovertheworldlivemayincreasea
certainamountofunderstandingandtolerancefordifferentpeopleofdifferentculturesand may
promoteamoreopenglobalismandmulticulturalism,butitalsogenerallyforbidsanyevaluationof
theseculturesconcerningtheirmoralandreligiousbeliefs．Indeed,themoreweknowaboutcultures
otherthanourown,themoreweareunderpressuretoletthembeastheyare．Otherwise,weare
prejudiced,Xenophobic,militant,oppressive,intolerant,andahostofothermorallynegativenames．
Thus,education,whichemphasizesatolerantdescriptiveattitude(“openness”),generallyisnota
meansofdecidingwhatisrightandwronginsociety．Andaneducationalreadysuppliedwithbeliefs
aboutright,wrong,andwhatisgoodisuntrustedinrespecttowhatitsaysistruebecauseofits
ethicalprejudices．ComputerＧbasedtechnologycanbehelpfulintheeducationalprocessin many
ways,butitcannotovercomethisparadoxofinterculturaleducation．

ThemostfamousvoiceofdutyethicswasthatofImmanuelKant．Kantbelievedthatreason
alonecouldestablishanawarenessofthedutiesthatwerethefoundationofmorallife．Justashe
disclosedinhisCritiqueofPureReasonthegroundforthepossibilityofknowledgeoftheworld(as

０３

〔６〕 EdmundHusserl,Ideas:GeneralIntroductiontoPurePhenomenology (Trans．ByBoyceGibson)(New York:Collier
MacmillanPublishers,５thed．,１９７５),３７７Ｇ３９４．
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itappears)tobethecategoriesofReason,sointheCritiqueofPracticalReasondoeshedisclosethe
groundforthepossibilityofmoralknowledgetobeafundamentalprincipleofmoralreasoningcalled
theCategoricalImperative:“Alwaysactaccordingtothatmaxim (principle,teaching)thatyoucan
willtobeuniversal”．〔７〕Thus,inanysituationinwhichwemightseekmoralguidance,weneedonly
letreasonitselfrevealthebasicprinciplethatallpeoplewouldfindappropriatetoguidemoralaction
inanyspecificsituation．TheuniversalityoftheprincipleactsintheCritiqueofPracticalReasonin
muchthesamewaythattheuniversalityofperceptionandthoughtfunctionsintheCritiqueofPure
Reason:itprovidesobjectivityandrationalnecessityinKantslimitedsense,i．e．,inthesenseof
beinguniversalnecessitiesofthought．Duties,then,canbeknownbyreason．Oneactsrightlywhen
oneactsinaccordancewiththedutydisclosedbythecategoricalimperative (inoneofitsthree
versions)andwronglywhenoneactsagainstaknowledgeofduty．Rightactionmustbemotivatedby
awilltofollowduty,though,andnotjustacontingentaction,doneforotherreasons,thathappensto
beinaccordancewithduty．Rightismeasuredbymotivehereratherthanconsequences．

AsimportantasKantsworkinethicsis,itsuffersfromobviousvulnerabilities．First,Kantis
verymuchinfluencedbyHumesrejectionofmetaphysics,whichleadshimtosettleforauniversality
ofthestructureofReasonasthedefiningnotionofobjectivityandtruth．Buthisassertionthatno
onecanknowanythingaboutthe“noumenal”(read“real”)structureoftheworldisanassertion
thatsciencedoesnotnecessarilycapturethe worldasitis．And,thus,theassertionthatthe
categoricalimperativerevealsanobjectivemoraltruthinthedutyitdisclosesisaswellatruth
groundedinthestructureofReasonandnotadiscoveryofmoraltruthintheworldassuch．
Moreover,KantescapestheproblemthatHumeencounteredinderivingthemoral“ought”fromthe
factual“is”oftheworldonlybyseparatingReasonintodifferentrubricsinwhich,inthecaseofthe
Critiqueof PracticalReason,the “ought”isalreadyimbeddedinthedutythatisdisclosedby
reason．Second,even Kantrecognizedthatpeopleseektobehappy,evenifseekingpleasureor
happinessisnotthesolutionforknowingwhatisrightandwrong．Butdoingonesdutyveryoften
leadstoveryunpleasantconsequencesthatareneverrepairedinoneslifetime．Kanthimself,viewing
thisdifficultyheadon,simplydeclaredthatitwasanexcellentproofofaguaranteeofjusticeby
Divineactionintheafterlife．Inthisway,God,thesoul,andimmortalitywerereＧestablishedbyKant
asnecessarypresuppositionsofmorallife．〔８〕

Whiletheconceptofdutyasthejustifyingcriterionforwhatisrightorwrongin moral
argumentsmayhaveledtoalossofanynotionofanexperiencedgoodin Kantianterms,the
contemporaryconceptofitistiedmorecloselytothenotionofhumanrightsthantotheideathat
reasoncanilluminate whatourdutiesare．Mypossessionofarightisatthesametimeyour
obligationtohonorit．I．e．,adutyisanobligationtohonoraright．People maypursuetheir
individuallifeplanstoachievehappinessintheirowntermswithintheframeworkofhonoringrights
andattendingtoobligations．Freedom withinaliberaldemocraticsociety,e．g．,isexercisedonly
withinthecontextofagreeduponrulesandrestrictionsbasedonacommonrecognitionofrightsand

１３

〔７〕

〔８〕

ImmanuelKant,TheCritiqueofPracticalReason,(Trans．byL．W．Beckfromthe１７８８work)(New York:TheBobbsＧ
MerrillCo．,Inc．,１９５６),３０．

Kant,１２６Ｇ１３７．
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obligations．Suchapoliticalstructuremayforwardeducationalgoalsthatestablishknowledgeof
rightsanddutiesinsocietyandencourageindividualeducationalaccomplishmentsforachieving
particularlifeplans．Rights,ofcourse,cannotbeconsideredallequaltoeachother,sincesomeare
morefundamentalforhumanlifethanothers．Therighttolife,e．g．,mustbeviewedastrumpingthe
rightforeducation,whiletherightforeducationinasocietytrumpstherighttoa３５Ｇhourwork
week．Inotherwords,rightsarehierarchical;thus,amoreimportantorhigherrightcanbeexercised
tosomedegreeofdetrimenttoothersthatarelessimportantwhensuchencroachmentisdeemed
necessary．TheapplicationofcomputerＧbasedknowledgewouldbehelpfulintheanalysisofaright:

whatpolicies,programs,activities,andlimitspertaintothelogicofapplyingaright,andhowthat
logicpreＧemptsthefunctionofotherrightsorstandsvulnerabletopreＧemptionpresentsavery
complexinterrelationship ofrightsthatcan beunderstood betterthrough computerＧenhanced
interrelatinglogicstructures．Artificialintelligence,gifted withacapacitytolearn (inalimited
sense),canplaceourinterrelatedrightsanddutiesintothemotionthatcharacterizestheirapplication
withinasocietyandpredictconflictpointsandpointsoffacilitation．Butcanartificialintelligence
itselfplaceauniversallyacceptablevalueonsomehumanactivitiesoverothersanddeterminethe
“correct”hierarchyofvalues,rights,andduties? CanartificialintelligenceestablishwhatIoughtto
wantinitsowntermssothatmylifeplanwillcorrespondtowhatitsupposesaretheproperrights
relevanttohumanlife? Ithinkthatartificialintelligencecanonlyvaluewhatitistoldthathumans
valueorthatitoughttovalue,sothatprimevaluedirectivesarealwaysalreadypartofitslogic
structureandarenotdecidedbyitself．Itlackstheexperienceofgoodliving,whichrequiresa
visceral,embodiedpresenceintheworld．Thus,equippedwithonlyinformationabouthumanlife,it
lackswhatNagelsayswelack whenwecannotknow whatitisliketobeabat．Evenifsuch
intelligencecandeterminetheveryflowofhormones,electrolytes,ormoleculesthemselvesthatare
implicatedinwhatwereportas“goodfeelings”,itcanneverdeterminewhatthosegoodfeelingsare
about:adeepsenseofmeaning? Thedayofoneswedding? Thelovingembraceofyourchild? And
itcannotdeterminewhetherwedeservetofeelgoodaboutanything．Norcanitdetermineforitself
themeansbywhichpursuingdutiesthataredisadvantageoustouscanleadeventuallytoagood
experienceofliving,suchasaDivinerewardintheafterlifeforsufferingformoralpurposesinthis
one．IdonotthinkthatanartificialintelligencecouldfollowthelogicofKantinforwardingthe
existenceofGodandanapocalypticjusticeasareasonfordoingourduty．

Thethirdethicalstrategythathashadmuchinfluenceincontemporarythinkingcentersonthe
philosophicalmovementknownas“existentialism”．Thismovementincludesanumberofthinkers
whoassertedanotionof“authenticity”asanethicalcriterionforactionintheworld,thoughthis
concepttakesondifferentmeaningsindifferentphilosophers．Themainproponentsofauthenticityas
afundamentalethicalcriterionformoraldecisionsareSorenKierkegaard,〔９〕Martin Heidegger,

JeanＧPaulSartre,and Gabriel Marcel．Otherexistentialthinkerstendtoprescindfrom these．
KierkegaardconceivesauthenticityasaformofindividualismthatassertsitselfagainstaHegelian

２３

〔９〕 SörenKierkegaard,Either/Or(Vol．II)(Trans．by WalterLowrie)(New York:Doubleday & Co．,１９５９),２３４andff．
Kierkegaardshouldbecreditedashavingfirstusedtheterm “authentic”inanethicalsensethathadimportforthe２０thcentury．The
workofKierkegaardiscompletedinthe１９thcentury,buthisimportanceandhisinfluenceonexistentialthinkersisreservedforthe２０th

century．
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notionofsocietyinwhicheachpersonisdefinedbytheplaceandrolegivenbyahistoricallydefined
destiny．Toexististostandoutsidethehistoricallydefinedrolesthatmakeapeoplewhotheyare
andtodecidetheissuesofonesownlifeaccordingtoonesownbeliefsandstandards．Butboth
HeideggerandSartrethinkmoredirectlyinreferencetoanontologyofman,Heideggerspeakingof
Dasein〔１０〕andSartrespeakingoftheforＧitself．〔１１〕Theformerunderstandsmanasthatplacewhere
beingshowsitself,andSartreunderstandsmanasanothingnessthatcollapsesinuponitself,creating
experienceofaworld．KierkegaardisinfluencedbytheHegelianconceptofSpiritanddoesnot
departfarfrom HegelsidentificationofconsciousnesswithSpiriteveninhisinsistenceonthe
uniqueindividualityandfreedomofman．Butboth HeideggerandSartrefocusonanunderlying
ontologythatidentifieswhatweinordinarylanguagecall“man”,Sartrederivinghisnotionof
consciousnessfromthisontology．Marcel,forwhomauthenticityisafundamentalmoralcriterion,

alsoproposesanontologicalfoundationforit,thoughitisonethatiscriticalofSartres“forＧitself”

andtheemptyingoutofallbuttheplacewherebeingshowsitselfinHeideggersconceptofDasein．
Marcelassertsa “blindedintuition”into Being,which groundsallthings,including man．〔１２〕

AuthenticityisachievedaswecomeintoagreaterandgreaterappropriationofBeingsothatour
needofBeingisfulfilled．Inallofthesethinkerstheconceptofauthenticityisfundamentaltotheir
moralthinkingsuchthatoneismoraltotheextentthatoneisauthentic．ForHeideggerandSartre
authenticityisamatterofchoosing〔１３〕whatwewillbeandresolvingtoactandthinkaccordingto
thatchoice．

Authenticityposesanumberofdifficultiesforthosewhowouldadoptitasacriterionforright
andwrongorasameansofdifferentiatingbetweengoodandevilpersons．Foronething,acertain
ambiguityliesattheheartoftheconcept．Dowechoosetoliveinaccordancewithwhowealready
are,ordowebecomewhowearebychoosingtobeacertainway? Heideggerwouldgroundauthentic
actioninanattitudeof“listening”tooneshistoricaldestiny,thusgroundingtheexistenceofDasein
inanattunementtoonesculturalhistorywhereinBeingspeaks．〔１４〕Kierkegaard,ontheotherhand,

seekstoidentifyauthenticityinasassertionofanindividualitythatdistinguishesand,indeed,

separatesonefromhisculturalhistory．Freedomforhim meansthepower,in Whitmansterms,to
marchtothebeatofanotherdrum．Sartre,whobelievesthattheegoisnothingmorethanwhatwe
constructbyourradicallyfreedecisions,nonethelessfindsthatwhathasalreadybeenconstructedby
ourpreviouschoicesprovidesusa“true”selftowhichwecancontinuetorelateauthenticallyor
fromwhichwecanflee．Marcelholdsthatweareauthenticwhenweliveinaccordancewithour
intuitionintoBeing,whichitselfenticesusasthevalueoffillsour “ontologicallack”．〔１５〕Both
KierkegaardandMarcelareconfessingChristianswhoidentifytheobjectoffaith (SK)orBeing
(Marcel)withGod．HeideggersthoughtlentitselftothesupportoftheNazipartyofGermany

３３

〔１０〕

〔１１〕

〔１２〕

〔１３〕

〔１４〕

〔１５〕

MartinHeidegger,BeingandTime (Trans．ByJohn MacquarrieandEdwardRobinson)(New York:Harper & Row,

Pubs．,１９６２),２７９Ｇ３０４．
JeanＧPaulSartre,BeingandNothingness(Trans．byHazelBarnes)．(NewYork:PocketBooks,１９５６),１１９Ｇ１３３,４０４Ｇ４４５．
GabrielMarcel,TheMysteryofBeing (Vol．１)(Chicago:HenryRegneryCo．,１９５０),“IntroductionandLectureI”．
Cf．,Heidegger,op．cit．,pp．３１２Ｇ３４１;also,cf．,Sartre,op．cit．,５５９Ｇ６１９ff．
Heidegger,３１９Ｇ３２５．
GabrielMarcel,DuRefusàLInvitation (Paris:LibrarieGallimard),１３５．
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whileSartre,amemberoftheresistanceinFrance,wasanatheistwithnopurposeotherthan,inhis
laterthought,theestablishmentofapoliticalsystemgroundedinaphilosophicalMarxism．〔１６〕

ClearlythenotionofauthenticityinthewideＧrangingmovementofexistentialthoughtdoesnot
meanthesamethingfromthinkertothinker．Butaroughfamilyresemblanceobtainsineach
formulationofit．Intheend,whetheroneconceivesthetrueselftobeoneshistoricaldestiny,ones
depositumofpastdecisions,onesinmostgraspoffreedomfromdetermination,oragraspofwhatis
onestruegoodandapursuitofit,authenticityreferstothevalueofselfhood．Oneactsrightlywhen
oneexpressesoneself．Ofcourse,noneofthesethinkersthoughtthatpureselfＧexpressionwasavalue
initselforthatitconstitutedethicalcorrectness,aswehaveseen．Butitisthesinequanonofany
ethicalact,apointthatseemstrivial,sinceobviouslynodisingenuousactcanbeamoralone．Noris
theHolocaustoranyselfishandharmfullifemoralbyvirtueofbeingthetrueselfＧexpressionofevil
persons．Eachofthephilosopherswhoassertedauthenticityasessentialinmorallifesearchedfurther
foramorepropermoralgroundingofauthenticacts．KierkegaardfoundhisinhisLutheranfaith,

HeideggerlistenedtothevoiceofbeingasexpressedinthehopeofGermanythroughtheNaziparty,

SartrefoundethicalprogressthroughMarxism,andMarcelwasfulfilledintheCatholicfaith．
Theexistentialistshadconsiderableinfluenceon philosophyandtheartsduringthe２０th

century．Moreover,philosophicalanthropology,psychology,and sociology haveallshownthe
influenceofexistentialthinkers,andeducationitselfhashadtotakeaccountofsuchissuesas
intuition,theroleofselfhoodinthegrowthoftheperson,thevalueoffreeexploration,etc．Noneof
thoseexceptthe mostbizarre movementsspawnedbyexistentialthinking,suchasEST,have
supposedthatselfＧexpressioninitselfistheprimemoralvalue．Theysupposeratherthatthevalues
ofhumanlivingcannotbefoundwithoutexplorationsthatareselfＧexpressiveandselfＧbuilding．The
notionofauthenticityledtoaninterestintheconceptofintersubjectivityandofthegroundsof
commonalityin humansociety．Hence,ethicalthinking hasbeenanaturalcompletion ofthe
existentialemphasisonanontologyofselfhood．Indeed,SartreendshisfirstgreatworkBeingand
Nothingnesswithalamentthathehadfailedthusfartoestablishanexistentialistethic,andonlyhis
laterworkontheCritiqueofDialecticalReason movesforwardtoanethicgroundedinaformof
Marxism．

Educationfunctionsweaklyinrespecttoanexistentialistethic．Learningabouttheworldorman
isnotmuchofanadvantageforturninginupononeselftograsponeselfinonesownauthenticwayof
being．Indeed,highereducationcanbeabarriertoexistentialknowledge．Kierkegaardmadefunof
BishopNielsenasheledhis waddlinggeeseallinarowintothechurch．The wellＧeducated
institutionofthechurchpreachedaconceptoffaiththatwasfulloffactsbutpossessednorealtruth
offaith,thetruthaboutmanasan “absoluterelationtotheabsolute”．Heideggerdespisedthe
anonymous“they”whospokeofthisandthat,whoknewwhatwasgoingonintheworldwithout
knowingitsmeaning,whodistractedeveryonefromthemselvesbyabsorbingtheminaworldof
interestingfacts,figures,andsuppositions．SartreproposedaMarxismthatwassensitivetotheneeds
ofthepeople,distinguishingbetweensolutionstosocietalproblemsthathadtheiroriginingenuine

４３

〔１６〕 JeanＧPaulSartre,BeingandNothingness(Trans．byHazelBarnes)．(NewYork:PocketBooks,１９５６),７９７Ｇ８．Cf．,Sartres
brieferworkSearchforaMethod,whichisanabbreviatedformoftheCritiqueofDialecticalReason．
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classconflictsandthosethatwerebasichumanproblems(a“philosophical”Marxism)．Hepreferred
toseerolledＧupsleevestoopenbooks．MarceltookrefugeintheteachingsofRomanCatholicism,

whichcannotbeestablishedbygeneraleducation．Ineachofthesephilosophers,knowledgegainedby
educationmustbe“bracketed”inordertogettowhoitisthatappropriatesthatknowledge,rightly
orwrongly．

Neitherdoesthenotionofauthenticityinexistentialthoughtlenditselfeasilytoanysortof
computerＧbasedor AIfacilitation．Indeed,itzerosinonacriticalquestionconcerningartificial
intelligence:doesartificialintelligenceconstitutea“self”? Canitdowhatitdoesbecauseitchooses
todoitratherthanmerelybecauseitisprogrammedtodoso? Doestheabilitytolearnimplythe
possessionofselfhood andfreedom? Can AInotonly grasp selfhood asanimminentnonＧ
programmeddataladenwithvalueanddirectionofitsownandchoosetoexpressitinitsthoughtand
action? Obviouslyknowingthehistoryofitsactsisnotthesamethingasgraspingawholenessof
selfthatisattheoriginofthemorasmodifiedovertimebythem．AndevenifAIcoulddemonstrate
selfhoodinthecontextofintersubjectiverelations,asdopeople,itscalculativecapacitycouldnot
overcometheweaknessofauthenticityasanethicalcriterion:itcouldnotshowthatselfＧexpression
itselfconstitutesrightaction,sincesuchanassertioncannotbeuniversallytrue．

ThefourthethicaltheorythatIamconsideringinthisarticleisthatofvirtueethics．Ishall
consideronlywesternethicaltheoryhere,ignoringConfucianandBuddhistvirtueethics．Here,of
course,wehavetodowiththevirtueethicsofPlatoandofAristotle．Ishallalsoignorethevirtue
theoryofAquinas,sinceitisessentiallythatofAristotlewithChristianvirtuesinsinuatedintohis
theoryanddirectedtowardacertainrelationwithGodratherthantoamoresedateaimofthefull
floweringofthehumanbeing．OthermorecontemporarythinkerssuchasJacques Maritainand
AlasdairMacIntyrerelytoomuchonAristotleorAquinastorequirespecifictreatment．

Platoand Aristotlehavetobereadintension witheachother．Platoviewsthe Goodas
somethingthatreasoncandiscernwhenreasonleapsbeyonditsmundanebondstoseetheFormof
theGoodasitis,somethingmadepossibleonlybyeducationanddetermination．Andheassertsthat
knowingtheGoodinthiswayisitselfanontologicalchangeintheknowersuchthatinknowingthe
Goodonebecomesgood．Andfromthegoodmanflowsgoodactions．OnecannotknowtheGood
withoutbeinggood,andonecanbeagoodmanonlythroughknowledgeoftheGood．〔１７〕Aristotle,

however,beingacriticofPlatosdoctrineoftheForms,holdsthattheGoodissomethingthat
pertainstothewholelifeofthehumanbeingandissomethingthatmustbelearnedbyobserving
goodpeople．TheGoodisthetelosofhumanlifeastheoaktreeisthetelosoftheacorn．Wecansee
evilforwhatitiswhenitpresentsitselfintheformofviolencetoothersandtakingwhatdoesnot
belongtooneandcanunderstandthatsuchactionsdonotleadtoagoodsocietyortoagoodlife．
AndwecanseehowfollowingextremesinthewayweliveleadstoselfＧdamageandevenselfＧ
destruction．Foragoodlifeisnotconstitutedsimplybybeingrichorgainingsomeadvantagefor
powerandfameinlifebutingainingageneralhappinessthatpertainstothewholeofoneslife:good
health,friendship,goodfamilyrelations,goodrepute,theachievementofunderstandingandevenof
somewisdom,andacontemplativegraspofthedeeptruthsoflife．Developinggoodhabitsbasedon

５３

〔１７〕 Plato,TheRepublic (Trans．byF．M．Cornford)(London:OxfordUniv．Press,１９４５),２１１Ｇ２２０．
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moderation(somethingreasoncandiscern)arethesinequanonofthefullfloweringoftheperson
andtheachievementofthehumantelos．ButwemustnotethatforAristotleknowledgeofvirtue
(actionaccordingtoreason)isanactofknowingandchoosingbutnotafundamentalchangeof
being．Onesactionisguidedbyrationalchoiceand,eventually,habitualchoice;butonecanalways
actagainstreasonanddowhatoneknowstobewrong(akrasia)．〔１８〕

AccordingtoPlatoandAristotle,then,humanlifehasanethicalgoal:tobecomeacertainkind
ofperson．ForPlatothatgoalistobecomeagoodpersonbyvirtueofknowledgeoftheFormofthe
Good,i．e．．,toenjoythevisionoftheGood．ForAristotlethegoalofhumanlifeisadeepand
abidinghappinessthatpermeatesthewholeoflife．Bothofthemviewvirtueasthesinequanonof
theirethicalgoals．ForPlatovirtueistheachievementitself,anditleadstobecomingagoodman．
ForAristotle,virtuemediatesthetelosofthefullnessofhumanlifewithitsattendanthappiness,as
longasfatedoesnotforbiditbyimmersingoneintragedy．

EducationplaysanimportantroleintheethicaldevelopmentofthepersonforbothPlatoand
Aristotle．Platobelievedthatthehumanmindmustbecultivatedbyalongprocessofeducationthat
beginsinearlylifewithphysicaltrainingandendsatmidＧlifewithtraininginpoliticsandthestudy
ofphilosophy．Thepurposeofthiseducationistoachievenotsimplyknowledgeofthingsofthe
worldbuttoeventuallypreparethemindforanamnesis,or,recollectionoftheForms．Fewpeopleare
expectedtomanagethewholeprogramofeducationthatPlatosetsoutintheRepublicanddropout
astheyearsprogresstobecomelaborers,soldiers,artisans,or,iftheycompletethewholeprogram,

leadersofthestate．Indeed,fromtheselatteraretobechosenthephilosopherking,whoalonecan
governbyknowledgeoftheGood．〔１９〕Growthofknowledgewasgrowthinvirtue,andthevirtuous
manbecomestheempoweredman(Virtu,virtutisL．,“empowered”)．

AccordingtoAristotle,actionaccordingtoreasonisvirtue．Butreasonisnotjustamatterof
deductiverelationsbetweenideas;itinvolvesinductiveknowledgeofthenatureofthingsandofthe
causesthatbringthingsintobeingandtopassoutofbeing．Such knowledgeisrequiredto
understandtheworldofnatureandofpeople,andwithoutitwecannotknowhowtopursuejust
relationsorbuildthegoodsociety．Wemustlearntheconsequencesoftheextremesofthecommon
choicespeoplemakeinordertodeterminethepointofmoderationthatfitsourparticularconstitution
andsituation．Onlythencanweform healthyhabitsoflifethatcanleadtohappiness．〔２０〕While
epistemologyandontologydonotcoincideinAristotleastheydoforPlato,aneducationthatenables
onetoachievewisdomisessentialforthestateofbeingAristotlecallseudaimonia．

Thiseducationcanbefacilitated,ofcourse,bycomputertechnology．Thestatisticaldatabase
thatcomputerscangeneratetodeterminesociologicalpatterns,thegeneralconsequencesofvarious
waysofbeing,andthepointsofmoderationforindividualsofdifferenttypes (e．g．,how many
caloriesathin,slightmanwhoisalibrarianmightneedtoconsumeinordertobehealthycompared
tothoseawrestlermightneedtoconsume)．Computerfacilitatededucationcanbeusefulinmapping
personalitytypes,assessingtheconsequencesofbehavingaccordingtoavirtue,andthoseofchoosing

６３
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Aristotle,NicomacheanEthics(Trans．ByMartinOstwald)(NewYork:TheBobbsＧMerrillCo．,１９６２),“books２and３”．
Plato,ibid．,books５Ｇ７．
Aristotle,ibid．,books２,３,６．
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nottoputvirtuesintopractice．Butwemustnotethatvirtuesarearatherfuzzyconcept．Roman
Catholicscholarshaveidentifiedaround５０patternsofacting,attitudes,orcommitmentsthatthey
mightcall“virtues”．Basically,theworditselfisaguideforhowtoidentifythem:theword“virtue”

referstoanempowermenttoliveinacertainwaythatpromotesthepersonalandsocialgood．When
welookedatMillsutilitarianism,wenotedthatMillemphasizedcharacterasthehabitualsourceof
onesactions．Thus,heidentifiedvirtuesasthehabitsofactionthattendtowardthehappinessofthe
wholesociety．Now,aswelookatvirtuetheory,weseethesamething:virtuesarevirtuesbecause
theycreateabettersocietyandasenseofpersonalsatisfaction．Here,ofcourse,itisnotjustactions
thatcountinonesestateoflifebuttheattitudes,values,andpredispositionstowarddoinggoodthat
identifyvirtues;andonemightsupposethatMillwouldagreetosuchanextensionoftheconcept．

Wecannoteaswellthatmanyoftheobjectionsconcerningcomputertechnologythatpertained
toutilitarianismalsopertaintovirtueethics．Thecalculativeandanalyticcapacityofcomputersare
finiteandcannotsolvethequestionofwhentostopcalculating,i．e．,whenonehas “thefinal
answer”．Neitherisitabletoidentifywhatitisliketobevirtuous．Justastheutilitarianmustbe
satisfiedtosufferadisadvantageforthesakeoftherightsofanother,thecomputermustknowwhen
tosufferbeingvirtuousatthedisadvantageofitsownhappiness．Butvirtuesrequiregreatsensitivity
tonotionsofwhatisright,thevaluesofthoseinvolved,whattendstowardproducinghappiness,and
whatbuildscharacter．Doesacomputerhavethecapacitytobuildaparticularcharacter? Character
buildingrequiresasenseofselfandofhowthatselfcanbefulfilledaccordingtoitsfullpotential．
Butthefullpotentialofacomputercannotbethatofahumanbeing,sinceanessentialaspectof
humanpotentialisthedevelopmentofeverythingpertainingtobeinghuman,muchofwhichisleft
outoftheconstructionofartificialintelligence．Moreover,virtues,ashabitualpatternsofbehavior
sustainedbyattitudesandvalues,donotfunctioneitheraloneorwithoutthetelosofwhichAristotle
spoke．Butsuchinterconnectionsofvirtuescannotbefashionedoutofsomeparticularcontextoflife
inawayflexibletootherimportantethicalnotions,suchasrights,conceptsofgoodandevil,right
andwrong．Andthetelosthatgovernsthiseffortmustbeimplantedinordertoworkevenbeforeitis
learned．Thus,acomputercouldnotmodelthevirtuesorbemuchmorehelpthanacalculatingdevice
forpeoplewhoaredevelopingvirtues．

Toconclude,IhavearguedinthisarticlethateducationandcomputerＧbasedtechnologyhave
onlylimitedrolestoplayinthedevelopmentofethicalknowledge．Thereasonforthislimitationis
notprimarilythefaultofeducationitselforthefunctionsofcomputerＧbasedknowledgebutthe
difficultiesofthevariousethicaltheoriestowhichtheymightbeapplied．Themajorwesterntheories
bywhichethicistsjustifytheirconceptsofrightandwrongandtheirevaluationsofgoodandevil
sufferfrom theoreticallimitationsthateducation and artificialintelligencecannotresolve or
circumventbytheirownfunctionsandvirtues．Whiletheycantosomedegreefacilitatethe
applicationofparticulartheoriestoethicalissues,theyfailtomakeanessentialimprovementin
thinkingthroughanissuebymeansofanyofethicaltheoriesIhavediscussed．Wemustrethinkthe
ethicaltheoriesratherthanbolsterthembyimprovededucationorcomputerfacilitation．

７３
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中文题目:
教育和科技对于伦理思考的局限性

大卫杰更斯
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摘要:作者在本文简要地探讨了教育和技术对于伦理思考的局限性和益处.出于论述的方便,作者着重讨论了通识教
育,并把技术限定为电脑技术.关于伦理思考,他也主要集中于四个主要的西方理论,即关于是、非、善、恶的判断上.它
们是功利主义、非本体论(责任/义务/道义)伦理学、存在主义伦理学和美德伦理学.作者发现,在推广教育战略以支持
伦理思考和使用电脑技术时,每种伦理学理论都有一些积极之处.但是,他认为,教育和电脑技术在每种情况下都不能
成功地解决每种伦理理论的根本性问题.这个失败的原因,并不是教育或电脑技术本身,而是每种伦理学理论内部的
困难.然而,人工智能的“思维”或教育程序的复杂性可能是先进性的;人们在尝试运用这些伦理理论时遇到的同样困
难,也面临着人工智能的挑战,那些相信伦理问题可以通过多一点教育来解决的人们也面临着同样的困难.最后,教育
和电脑技术都不能帮助我们在这些理论中选择一个最能发挥作用的理论,也不能帮助我们把握其中任何一个理论,为
判断是、非、善、恶提供最终的伦理依据.

关键词:局限性;教育;科技;伦理思考;关于是非善恶的判断
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