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ALAN H. GOLDMAN, The Moral Foundations of Professipnal Etbies, Totown, N J., Rowman and
Limlefield, 1980, xi + 305 pp. : :

[This challenging buok raises questions concemning professional ethicy, human rights and the
nature; of metz-ethical theory. One centm! queston unifies the book: To what extent do
professionals permissibly aperare within different morml frrmewarks? Thar is to say, to whar extent
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can an actuzl pmfmnml code of ethics differ from the general moral code? .
) Goldman outlines his own meta and moral theosy and then proceeds 1o evaluate jodicial,
legal, political, medical, and business professional ethics. After analyzing arguments thar arrempt to

of the erdinary lawyer, politician, physician, and businessman are not so privileged. Only the

| judiciary is entitled to depast from the dircct and immediate constrains of morality, The analysis of
* | "the judiciary Is largely consequentialistic. When it comes down to the chojce berween the

principles of moral right and professional righr, the test appears w be the long range consequences

{ in rexms of protecting the moml awonomy of the individua? and respect for the profession in
i queston. o

- The key issue here s whether Goldman can sccept a modified conscquentialism when-it
comes to the judiciary and then consistently speak about the fundamenral gnd neady absolute right

1 of scifderermination when analyzing other professions. For example, why does he not conclude |

{ that because of the nced for consistency, the impossibility of meking well-informed moml

| medicine, and the moral infallibility of all humans—physicians like judges oughs to, thercfore,
| subordinate their motal judgments to the medical requirements that specify their instinitonal
| duties? And even if his analysis ofdixc judiciary proves to be consistent with his analysis of other
| professions, how can he claim that auconamy is ndependeruly valuable? How can o modified conse-
| guentialist, if we can call it thar, hold thar “we valuc the excroise of free choice ftselfin personally
| importnt decixions, 7o matter what the effects of those decisions upon otber satifartions™ (188; emphasis
| added). .- - - - - .

: Despite Goldman's insisience that his own views are sharply different from those which
| hatbor mraces of crude utility, be nowhere defines clearly che precise difference between uslitaran-
| ism and kis own theory of rights, He seenms to be adding up something. If it is not satisfaction, thén
iwhat precisely is it that enters into bis calculus? He seems 1o think thar by claiming to have
{effectively comibined want-regarding and ideal-regarding theories, he hes setided the matrer. Bar
jwhat Goldman muhsbysuchammb&:nﬁnnisnhscurcmme.lf.ash:imisu,:hetrmhof

jrelarivism sugpests thar values originate in the distinct valustions of persons with goals and desires,
then i seems as if he either should be comied 1o = wanr-regarding theory or must back-off from
:|his purported relativism. . .

: There is another question, namely, the exwent w which ideal and want-regarding theories
rnny be successfilly combined. If it is empirically oue thar most buman beings hold individual

e worid overis to preserve thetr life, o protecy those things withour which

individual cannot mnunucm:uogguﬂy—ﬁr example, Taod, clothing, health

garc, nd shelter? If this is the case, then Goldman's combinaton of want and ideal-regarding
cory is, at best, precasions, : . .

1 Norisitarall dear how one can hold thar human beings have the right to kave basic needs

met and almost in the very same passage insist that there must be moral space for individvals 1o -

éursue their awn projects znd plans of life—without explaining how this balznce can be achieved.
Goldman writes abouy this synthesis as if Maris critiques did not exist, and, es if the history of
‘ ism were'the %mty of the successfol protection of basic needs and liberty. Now ¥ am not
.".;ngges:ing that ‘such

gp:ci:ﬂy contemporary liberalism, must provide a mechanism which will protect both areas of
teed and thot Goldman fils to specify what that mecharism is. -

I should :confess my inability 1o aceept Goldman's form of Hberalism, specifically the

’ !-!xt!'ine that “the auronomy of the individual is more fundamentai thun the particular good he -

enjoys or karms he may suffer” (164). At the heart of this maner is the contention that Autcnomy
is, as a general rule, more precious than life iself. Contra Goldman, bife is genenally the primary

justify professional codes that differ from the general rule of morslity, he concludes that the codes -

|, decisions, the human ideal of pmwujing life and health, the fnction ofa negutive wiilitaian nde of -

synthesis is imposdble. I am supgesting that a vishle form of Liberalism, -
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: 2 that the mm:!c:ionnflifeis:lnnc:nou toproducea

wndoubred] 'ﬁﬁu’ﬁﬁig are necessary, Bur K do Suggest thar the protection of lifc is one of
mmpamnt pmm:t,andu.gmcnlly. the more fundamental value. A Ruther word

unlonlyznmtmlofhuapuutymplnn m:t,dum:andfmln: mdthat‘wh:nth:secnpar

lxﬁ:mthetwoﬁmdnm:nmlgonds.andthathﬁ:(u!mtmauumls:mt)xs.nsa

nule, the more primary one. .
Whleldo nntngreewnhGoldmonsome major points, I think he has wrirten an
. impu dpjmk Hcshotu up, often brilliantly explicates,the inmitions of those liberals who hold
crermination is the fundamental good and the nearly sbsoloe right. He reminds us that

——imﬁ:snaus tcnd o confuse self-interest and consistency-with-tradition for genuine mozal.

considerations. Moit important, he attempts to combine a fights theory with a preferahble form of
consequentislism, Whatever may be the shottcomings of this approach, it reflects a kind of courage -

will be lppmmmd by ali who cherish buldn& of vision in phﬂnsnphy

MARVIN KOHL

n. Goldman is comect in saying that “living has meaning and value for d:er‘f'.‘.‘
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