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The ancient Greek philosophers argued over many issues, many of which are

still disputed over today by modern philosophers. One of these ancient Greek

philosophers, Socrates, spent most of his time}ggffhinking and discussing what

virtue was and whatwas (and how to live)ahappy life., He argued that virtue is

knowledge and that to do injustice never truly benefits the majifi who does it, ;
Socrates attempted to prove ordof his main theses . (that evil never truly |

helps the evil doer) with this avgument:
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‘?ﬁﬂﬂ&&kﬂ P1 Excellence is that quality which enables someone or something to funection well,
P2..Vice is that quality which causes someone or something to function badly.
P3 The soul has excellence if it functio?fwell and has vice if it functions badly.

P4 Justlce is excellence of the soul and injustice is the vice of the soul,
Pf L\V\}j (SN Mvﬂim.}f—{’wt \{\L\’/\—Q .
Ct P5 The man of justice lives well and the magn of injustice lives badly.

P6 The man who lives well is happy, while the man who lives badly is unhappy.
Cl The man of justice is happy, while the man of injustice is unhappy.

€2 Injustice, since it is a vice of the soul which causes it to live badly and
thus unhappilyy never truly pays the man who does injustice.
S, mTéhwﬁd
. A.problem here may concern premise two since it may be hard to determine =+ Lo Arut
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just what a vice of the soul is, In different circumstances (whether within oneﬁﬂﬂ{};ﬁf

society or between societies) an act that might be a "vice" in one circumstance
might be a "virtue" in another. For instance, if one was a member of the Mafia,
killing and extorting might be seen as a virtue, vhile not wanting to kill or
extort might be seen as the "vice" of being "weak." 0r, occasionally inMainland
China, the parents will kill their firstborn child 1f it is a girl since it is
looked upon as dishonorable to have a girl as your eldest child, Therefore, since
what is "vice" varies from society to society, group to group, and person to per—

son, what may "function badly'in one place won't necessarily function so badly in
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The problem with this objection in turn is that there could be & standard of

absolute morality that is true and should be obeyed, even if some people refuse



to obey it while others do. Just because there are disputes on an issue doesn't

prove there is no objective truth on this issue i,e, that one side isn't right
i .

(or righter) than the other. For instance, no one would claim in a dispute

between those who believe those who believe the sun orbits the earth and those

who say the earth orbits the sun that thig dispute proves there isn't objective
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truth in astronomy. The same goes for ethics,

Further to say we can't determine what vice is because of people's dif-
ferent opinions on ethics means we could never condemn moral action(s) under any
circumstances as worse than ours. For instance, we couldn't condemn  Nazi Ger-~
many's concentration camps, Soviet Russia's Gulags, nor Vietnam's "re—education"
camps if we believe ethiéal truth varies from person to person and society to
society. If we condemned Hitler or Stalin, he could just reply; "My so-called
"atroctties . may seem to be a vice to you, but they are a virtue to me." This
consequence of ethical relativism and subjectivism is so absurd no one can accept
it seriously.

Additionally, if one's own group or society, say, discriminates against
Jews, one could determine what is right or wrong just by adopting the ethics of
your own group, If "whatever is, is right" be true, one need never worry about
whether your own group is doing wrong or not, Your group is by definition right ?
morally——since nobody can be wrong morally since all ethics are relative and &
subjective. The result of this ethical subjectivism and relativisnis a KKK
member or a KGB agent need never consider if his group ever acts wrongly and
that he should quit or try to change it. Again, nobody seriously believes KKK
members and KGB agents shouldn't ever have to consider if their group is wrong
or not,

Finally, to say "all is relative ;' a statement which frequently appears in
serious discussions on ethics, is to make a self-refuting statement. Tf it is
true that "ail is relative," then everything, including this statement, is rela-
tive. But then this statement is said to be true in all cases and updér 511

conditions--that is, it is an absolute since it applies to everything, which



logically includes itself. Thus, "all is relative" is an absolute itself, and
thus it is self-refuting, since it says all things are relative. The practical
force of the self-refuting nature of this expression was driven home once when
a professor said "all is relative" during one of his lectures and one of his
students asked this professor something like "Are you absolutely sure of
that?" In the light éf these problems, the objection that "vice" is subjective
and relative seems to be false, which means Socrates' argument can surmount this
challenge to it, since vice is something that can be identified (and avoided) .
Socrates and the ancient Greek philosophers discussed issues that still con-
cern us today. In particular, ethics is a contentious issue (not to say the
other areas of philosophy.lack contentiocusness also) since it has a direct
application to an individual's actions. The problems of moral relativism in
ethics 1s just as much an issue today as it was in Socrates' time, ‘These pro-
blems with moral relativism (and the existence of this idea of ethics) are just
as present today as they were in ancient Greece. On the problems of moral rela-
tivism even an.atheisticat—philosopher like Ayn Rand had to comment: What sub-
jectivism is in the realm of politics, collectivism is in the realm of politics.
Just as the notion that "Anything I do is right because I chose to do it," is not
a mo;al principle, but a negation of morality--so the notion that "Anything soc-
iety does is right because society chose to do it," is not a moral prinmciple, but

a negation of moral principles and the banishment of morality from social issues."

This goes far afield from the assigned topic. You go on about
relativism without making clear just how this connects with the
argument or getting back €0 the gugstion of the argument's
validity and soundness. Do you thnk that #f argumsnt is obvisusly
sound unless one is this kind of relativist? Yob must acguire the
disgpline to stay on the toplc, and to make conpletelv £I£84/ clear
how anything that you say connects with it. It is also your
responsibBility to consider the best reasons on both sides

of any guestion that you are writinggy,



