DFTBA!

 Moral Theory Value

Normative Applied
ETHICS ETHICS:

A &N
ue Def-mm of S

usnfu:d Kaowledgo
x5 Abductive

. S Argumentslh g

fhilogoprny  cowm oV wov IoSoPTa®_whic

nOCAS  Hhe love of

n 2 r3 |} 9
NV wa of —H“-’r‘:vj) +o moke Ssense h+he wovld-

AL gleted in Greece




BRANCHES OF PHILOSOPHY

INDUCTION

LOGIC

POLITICAL B\ '@

DEDUCTION

PHILOSOPHY o

__®7

. 'THEOLOGY

=)

( Lessonn =" —thon
ANV e TR e : ,\6&“{\0 \
n\‘/\'(:‘(\o So'\‘pMN]’ ) ‘\N\\r % / f’

\\I\O~S< \ v :

= C'ZDW\b‘W‘V\‘D ov A Wo«‘u&%@eﬁf W

dee |f(1w€ / D/m\ ac
iVY\MOSb(’ﬂ\f |$a_'v\ a@d&wc Q,ql’\or(

acccmw«mi DN G—Q'\f'\f\[\lﬂ

/

5%
C Sclence )\shw7

WE as humans plodise. 2 modiie. weaprous fo yhangate e
wovld  geoond us s £ #hexf ve oMl _buwdd (v wnside us as
A vesut  wehuwrars gre the ost s?Of’DSIIQchh? onihea |
ewer  (ived on  earith,

lidadetove ole
ete

o -
don'ky have o of dhem. !
So what awe thev”




@ TV\SHV\CES @ eW\D‘HDV\S (ud Qe)agg'n
S g /(\\ AERF N
e N v S A
L RS ( A R A :
e e e \ kpe( | Sad | SRR,

, ) gkbd ) o FX/:CAQ{??\;I

2 \'&(anW\\V“\Y\ng J0 % : /

: fer = S EaE Seciolon

e ™ 7 Pational;é 7z

4

7 DO¥ Nallongfity 15 S0 powerfu( (& <an wfvence ouv

nstinets g emotions. ke the  marchmello dest-

as we. awve _ CWobrine o4& A Lpedics , QU vatlonity |5

2 -
be Coriney  move €l more T Stvon e

Noww {)Y\'\\DSO{‘)*\‘-[ 5 vaklona( Ak v - £ PhileScpher are
wodione  thinkex - 5 :

el 9 SOS

b\vkw\kh.é/\ hwe devoleped pfjevclife thal H‘@‘] could Es4pe Dath

as pwiloSophers a5 atkaw  Question § anSwevino  dthey Jn)<

WO ket hoee  glve birth  fo & L 0 Hiev QZC(:_‘D{;“V\C_(

e 3

" Ihges , Biolay, cherSdry | plyehalo,y

fokteles g Tlec hovebeen flék  Sb wmony Lncs  fhat dhey
becomne A [PO‘QI’D@/]S : -

Sre=k

epistemsloyy v Slody of Evevle Wk Csmes fow the wovd
1 el o

@ -
U eadion

8P5S16WTC s ‘!\7Q jﬁ A r\El <k @f%(c(SVan

M \\F b%uef Z

belef V4 Lnsw o
)

VREAAPISiTS & wihere we =tody  the makoe  of ves Y 5

d

volLe theory @ AH1ie divided pto 9 parts .

c.4thies 4"’ wa huran Shosld ive wﬂ*l'\?o\d\,

other



aesthetics— ‘SQU&( of beouty £ ark 7

fogic 3 Redonina
~NJ

TR \fgo Aevla baflee  doum JPH‘OQOfHC% "b\“ﬂﬁa abof

Nah;/S'lC“‘ world 4 e Dfrb'.n of (Fe g hwmen nind

= whet j5the wor)d & how doeg ) work P

L3
=> u ~ 0 wepn Q £ % & : Y 2
:—S‘ 4L \ (> | 1 o\
> T S U827 04 3 @ B EN - " N /
N

dodoy - fhey ogve Some Ont BF swhjeetr copmse fhey hone

s idea ~ abont  Seicnce § pthed  decipliner phich hove
Avrived. Philssephy in eveval gk 2 avesfion

\ e )
oo Nnew

kot 16 the new F%?(O&c{h;l.

OLV\'\Q)(DJT’ 3’, @{\9\§+Q%0\07

decsw S0 Jo Envone| KonT | w6 il _evex be dble

&O ndsr Stord  vealifsy A4 (L ool dhneus(n honen
X ) S N

f\l’V\&V\ o

k/_/*, < F
| emped(Sum 5 wove oii gh RS ratone(isms 1< |
oV e QUV‘O(peow\\\_q\

/“7 Hre dittevence between  Eodtenpn § Leglorn );9}\:713&0/3}17

= Easton pPhiloSpphec  yonte fo chavye  Jdhemzelve
w\r\n le M@S*@r\r\ I AR, i dhe wv\d erhFh




@ Weshkvn philoSophy @oimes om0 dabelorn  Pene -

Za g_/l’

q_ Aere ' S 4/84”1 f@u Lviey  Neocdmde aboyt  dhet

G Colfern pw@goph\/ has 15 oot 1n Thdien CHWile-
—?JLJWOY‘ Sf (‘hrh@g c;vw/i%ﬁ%bh,

= enstevn g westevn Loth GP (acophy  pofrrres  Jheir
eQevoph cal nfUlence ovevs Jhem . ;

= fue Lo #keﬁppgrmp}w‘catl loeaton pff Rome meﬁo?ﬁ
d eIvopR  fhey weve able 40 discoren @ejonpe
a Soum e WP% with jndia S Clhena ., fHhed\N

~wer S ¢ O\j\mC‘U A £ _PPKQ\AOMEY\OV\ fovee Jlhew fo
be. SocolisT 9 ecfevn’ Fh 1050701/\7.,

r’t@dmy e~ample :Sﬂdf’]pwv
I 1<)
CSpve Sol

=7 (Sreeece 0\603W\PNCN terrain ollewed Fvade to

w S ween wWouU2 le, - Y deo
Ahelv Qeoved  fbod «resownge( Ihery hoed 30 a8 sun
axourd fov ealing while ’lV\d‘é\m g chiney vene

\/\‘m“"‘ﬁ {‘V\'QA'\P “(Q\C,G#V\S fo Jl,\/e f"‘htw« SENG po

=EF o An Jvc@,e Mowvchents (ere Jhe nogt ?m}jbw/%ml—

1N goeity -

= dueto this (enstevn  plifpSophy 15 ppen windgdd &
Eashenrn 15 con rvetfre g S.D\’*V"UO\\

— f wvehenf deont fize swweeu«m JAeq Choang
\"\1{\{’ \(f- %—q‘rmrew / 14 \\L]ﬂ,—@\. /}\md L/)
wald 99 vext  Sopron 9/ nafure . /




Nowd  Avor™ Hie ovisin bpdh  philoSophs,  hod foung dheilv

W&T A hat %cvwa QZD;\A SRR, S +he praduct
of " dhet . / /

l1a® € oy 5o to Luvope  Hhzy heve build

chaxch yUnverclic, @limgic 9ames, Seicnae

Psyehdos~  efe © eaurd  Fney “had fo s i+

fo- Hae v Covuiaml.

ke v se : Castevn ,9\’\ ‘OSOP“V Bud he 77—D\nc(w'(m
\,/lﬂ\,é cvreated ynedotion 3 (Q@,m-w:) YOVVSPIS o e«

NOw

=> (velfevn phiolatophy  hos pod & Qwvil COncepet

OY\ thefv ph.asfwh\/ (@wvuc Yhevy |hod to ot

o thier sey blval- tivclore v prdbe 40 e livshe

fotp Sofdene ey hod O infraduee - g allows

PrO"\'\rC,SQ il ,‘K /worc P)PO\ P hycho loa~ wol«,FL\Mm\
</ 'Y‘ND’\((/\(lty’Q S ek

Both-

We &S o howve Jood € Pod our )% 2 fo

UpnderSiand +Hhig g et CEGQDVQLMJ =

dhe Booest @labes ave  Wettevn beoleved n Progre

L eocstevrn beleve ‘v acceptence.

g Feir way 0F [(Ffe i< poleo [TFe enrlevb

Onder Stondisy, Scficnce @ Mroke % move <ficient

n\~1 74

=
CEaddd g /

OW



Self-fulfillment
needs

Self-
actualization:
achieving one's
full potential,
including creafive
activities

Esteem needs:
prestige and feeling of accomplishment Psychological

needs

Belongingness and love needs:
intimate relationships, friends

Safety needs: - A\
security, safety Basic
needs s
Physiological needs:

, water, warmth, rest et
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God i the greatest thing we can think of. The best island I can imagine is one where
Things can exist only in our imaginations, I can swim and relax on a tropical beach
or they can also exist in reality. and ski down snow-covered mountains
Things that exist in reality are always all in one afternoon.
better than things that exist only
in our imaginations. I can imagine it, so it must exist.
IfGod existed only in our imaginations, he Otherwise, it wouldn't be the best island
wouldn't be the greatest thing that we can think there would be one better...

of, because God in reality would be better.

And that one would have to be real!

Therefore, God must exist in reality.
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What an argument is

“The aim of an argument, or of a discussion, should not be victory but o\\\ ot
progress.”

X o 4%%%,@%&@7

o e The point of an argument is NOT to impress people, or to “win” or “lose”.
There are no “sides”, and no “opponents”. [
e Arguments are tools for finding out which statements are right, and which \-v)
e are wrong =) NG
e We use arguments to discover what's true and false, and thus become less "'\W\Q
5 wrong. When presented with a really good argument, the rational thing to
do is to accept the conclusion.

s ol BeApATEGRE SOk A bit more formally:
,,,,, y'
S

1. You're arguing
2. If you're arguing, | must have paid
3. Therefore, | must have paid

The conclusion here is that he has paid

The statements “You're arguing” and “If you're arguing, | must have paid”
support the conclusion

What an argument ISN'T

@) Does the

m — 11
Yooave “Hheo

e Anargument is not abuse con CIU g om)
o Attacking someone who disagrees with you is not an argument. K"OVV‘ ‘ 569 "{‘V\ ne.
5 o You need to give them substantive reasons that show that their claim
| is incorrect

e An argument is not just contradiction
o Even if the other person says something that you know is wrong,
Vi saying “no it isn't” is not an argument. Eet e,

;
25 Sve e

1. Richard Nixon was a polar bear
2. All polar bears are blue
3. Therefore, Richard Nixon was blue

L S BN gcw\

Are the premises true?

No.
Does the conclusion follow from the premises?
Yes.
1. Richard Nixon and Elvis Presley were once in the y
same room VN XONWTY
oV
P 5 2. Best friends are sometimes in the same room . \r®u N S\/\H\V % T3y
3. Therefore, Richard Nixon and Elvis Presley were | ¢ 4 T E e

best friends

O T ATy T s
o beeat ,ﬁvip\nd~

el Are the premises true?
Yes. :

Does the conclusion follow from the premises? S
No.




Examples

VA 1. All platypuses are mammals [Adt §
2. Mammals don't lay eggs

3. Therefore, platypuses don't lay eggs

Are the premises true? —
No.

Does the conclusion follow from the premises? —
Yes.

1. All cows are mammals

2. Some mammals lay eggs
3. Therefore, cows lay eggs

Are the premises true?
Yes.

Does the conclusion follow from the premises?
No.

Valid and Sound Arguments

s e Anargument is valid when the conclusion follows from the premises.
This means that if the premises are true, then the conclusion must be
true

Valid and Sound Arguments

It does NOT mean that the premises actually are true. They might be,
but they might not be.

Here are two more examples:

Valid arguments might have false premises, and they might have false
conclusions. But they CANNOT have true premises and a false

conclusion.

1. EitherAorB 1. EitherAorB
2. NotA 2. IfAthenC B
3. Therefore, B 3. IfB,thenC

Whether or not an argument is valid depends on the form of the argument.

e Knowing that an argument is valid doesn't tell you that the premises are

true
The reason the Nixon/Polar Bear Argument is valid is because it has a valid e Itonly tells you that if the premises are all true, then the conclusion must
— form be true =
e Ifan argument is valid and its conclusion is false, then it must be that one
1. AisaB

of the premises are false. =

2. AllBsareCs
3. ThereforeAisaC

e The job then is to figure out which of the premises is false

Examples

Example

1. If today is Thursday, thenwe have 1. If we had milk, it would be in the

class today fridge
2. Today is Thursday 2. There isn't any milk in the fridge
3. Therefore, we have class today 3. Therefore, we don't have any milk

1. Richard Nixon was a polar bear
2. Allpolar bears are blue

3. Therefore, Richard Nixon was blue

e The conclusion follows from the premises. It's
logically impossible for (1) and (2) to be true

1. Lassieis adog

without (3) also being true.
e So, the argument is valid
e But the conclusion is still false, because the

2. All dogs are animals
3. Therefore, Lassie is an animal

premises are false

. T Other valid forms of argument include:

1. IfRthenQ 1. IfPthenQ
ZNNE 2. NotQ
3. Therefore, Q 3. Therefore, not P

Here are two more examples: Either the problem is fixable, or it

Example

R i isn't fixable
1. Either the baby is hungry, or it's 2. If the problem is fixable, then

sleepy there's no point in worrying

2. The baby isn't hungry 3. If the problem isn't fixable, then

3. Therefore, the baby is sleepy there's no point in worrying

1. George Washington was a U.S. President
2. AllU.S. Presidents are politicians

3. Therefore, George Washington was a politician —

A Bad Sound Argum

1. The Earth is round
2. Therefore, the Earth is round

The premise is true

The argument is valid — it's logically impossible for “the Earth is round” to be
true and “the Earth is round” to be false

Therefore, the argument is sound

The premises are true
The argument is valid T
Therefore, the argument is sound

Back to Monty Python

1. You're arguing
2. If you're arguing, | must have paid
3. Therefore, | must have paid

A
N
Not necessarily. | could be arguing in % %
my spare time” g
e Tries to undermine premise (2), to \UKJ\\{ 6 \‘\(/\H
avoid accepting the conclusion 0~

OYN

© GY\C\QQ‘

e Anargument is sound if it is valid and its premises are true

e Sound arguments always have true conclusions.
The premises are true, and the conclusion follows logically from the
premises. So the conclusion can't possibly be false
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Who is Kant?

® German philosopher
® |ived 1724-1804
® Argued space and time were in our

minds

® Analyzed how we reason and
conceptualize the world
® Created a system of ethics now

known as “Kantianism”

What is Kantianism? mw:

he was, £nd of o opvevment T

Q’KO\VV\ &_99 = Ve V\J" MVF[/\O\"(‘ 'P(\mh e Kantian Ethics is a form of Deontology

o Deontology takes an action to be right or wrong based on whether or not

9 DW] Q/ CC) 6 ' e,Y\’{‘\fe,.PY\ e,/lf\ u 'Y\e( it follows certain rules

Right and wrong therefore have nothing to do with consequences
If you were following the moral rules, then you were acting morally.

If you were violating the moral rules, thep you were acting immorally
An action can be morally right even if everything turns out terribly [

o o0 oo

What is Kantianism? -

Now My g velfion 15

e Example: Bridge Version of the Trolley Problem

o Deontologists usually think you should NOT push the large person, (/Ld /.
because there’s a moral rule that you should not kill innocent people Sl +® %\f(’/\[ VA e\p Q ,—:H/\Q!/y\\
o Pushing people off of bridges is against the moral rules, so it would be ([/\@ w ,(~O (W =] r‘{—F“: 22
wrong to do it even if it would save more lives S [4\’ 6_ 9
e Usually deontology takes intentions to matter; this is largely due to Kant’s %
influence

o The rules are things like “don’t lie”, “don’t break promises”, “don’t kill
innocent people”

e Kant’s Ethics is based on Rationality and Duty What is Kantianism? H
e Kant wants to know what we’re morally obligated to do: what our moral _— ___ —_
duties are e Duties come from rationality
e Kant thinks we can discover what’s right and wrong simply by using reason e Duties arise because not following them would lead to a contradiction.
Thinki : . o . o ltis irrational to accept a contradiction, so it is irrational not to follow
o Thinking rationally about morality will lead us to the right answer —_ and obey your moral duties. =
e Kant thinks that our duties are moral obligations that are imposed on us by o This s how rationality imposes moral obligations on us, according to Kant:

reason/rationality alone Failing 19 \‘\ve up t.o our mor.al obligations, requires us to‘accept a —_—
s N . " . . contradiction, which is irrational. So being rational requires us to obey
o If we just think rationally, we’ll eventually realize that rationality forces us our moral obligations. o
to act ethically in all cases For Kant, if something is immoral then there is a proof that believing it's
permissible would lead to a contradiction

o For example, we have a duty not to break promises, because “it's okay to
break promises” leads to a contradiction:
The point of a promise s that it guarantees that you will do whatever you promised to do

e Kant thinks that duty is the basis for morality: the only acts that have moral

worth are those that are performed with regard to duty Ewe T e o s Dkzy«mamak promises, then a promise doesn't guarantee that you'll do whatever you Loy
promised to do
o An action is only morally good if you did it because you had a moral duty Ifit's okay to break promises, then there’s really no such thing as a promise
. If there are no promises, then it you can’t break promises.
to doit. = You can't break things that don't exist
. . . . Therefore, if it's okay to break , the 't break
e Doing something out of kindness or sympathy is NOT morally valuable to e o | ooty to bresicpromises, fenyou cantbreak promises -
Kant: it’s only morally good if you did it becayse you had a moral obligation o Therefore, you have a duty to keep your promises
todoit

e For Kant, rationality leads us to discover the Categorical Imperative, and then ____
forces us to follow it

e An imperative is something that we must obey; something you have to do

o “Itis imperative that you do as | say” — People in movies sometimes

o This is why intentions are important in Kantian ethics

o “Imperative” just means necessary to do

e Two kinds of imperatives: Hypothetical and Gategorical
o Hypothetical Imperatives are things you have to do if you have a certain

For Kant, rationality leads us to discover the Categorical Imperative, and then

forces us to follow it
An imperative is something that we must obey; something you have to do

o “Itis imperative that you do as | say” — People in movies sometimes
o “Imperative” just means necessary to do

Two kinds of imperatives: Hypothetical and Gategorical
o Hypothetical Imperatives are things you have to do if you have a certain

goal or desire —



— What is Kantianism? n

Kant thinks that lots of moral theories reduce ethics to hypothetical

imperatives, and thinks that’s bad
o Utilitarianism [we’ll talk about it next week] says that something is

morally good if it maximizes total happiness in the world
o But maybe you don’t care about maximizing happiness

o It seems possible for a rational person npt to want to maximize

happiness
o Utilitarianism makes morality relative to a specific goal, which it's
possible for someone not to want

Kant thinks morality is a categorical imperative because it’s placed on us by

rationality, and you can’t opt out of being a rational agent
o Rational agents are fundamentally what we are as human beings

e Hypothetical Imperatives:

<

o

Obeying the hypothetical imperative is only necessary if you want to
achieve the goal

Following the rule is necessary for achieving some goal

Obey a hypothetical imperative isn’t necessary simpliciter, it's only
necessary for some end A

If you don’t have the goal, then it's not necessary for your to obey the
hypothetical imperative

e Hypothetical Imperatives:

o

“If you want to pass the class, then you have to turn in your
assignments”

If you don’t care whether or not you pass the class, then you have no
reason to turn in the assignments

But if you do want to pass then class, then you must turn in the
assignments

Turning in the assignments is a hypothetical imperative: it's necessary
for you to do it, if you have a certain desire/goal (passing the class)

o If you're a person, you're rational
o Thus if something is necessary for all rational agents, then it's necessary

for you [}
= Absolutely no exceptions

Since morality is forced on us by rationality, moral rules are categorical
imperatives: they apply to everyone, everywhere, always and forever

Kant thinks that if utilitarians are right, then you only have to do the right
thing if you want to maximize happiness

o If you don’t want to maximize happiness, then you have no reason to be

morally good

This gives you a way to opt out of morality: just give up the desire to
maximize happiness S
Kant thinks you shouldn’t be able to opt out of morality: morality is supposed
to apply to everyone, always, all the time
To do that, morality has to be a categorical imperative, not a hypothetical
imperative

So what is the Categorical Imperative that we must obey?
o Kant gives different versions, but we’ll only talk about one: The Principle
of Ends in Themselves
o Rationality forces this principle on us, and the principle tells us what our
moral duties are in any given situation
o If something violates the Principle of Ends in Themselves, then it is
irrational and morally wrong.

e The Categorical Imperative: an obligation that applies absolutely and

unequivocally, to everyone, always, no matter what
o Categorical imperatives are absolute and unconditional requirements for

our actions
o Must be obeyed in all circumstances

o You have to obey the imperative no matter what. It doesn’t matter what
your goals are, or what you want
o Following the rule is necessary, full stop. Necessary regardless of what

your goals are

o You can't opt out of the categorical imperative

Principle of Ends in Themselves:
o Itis not permissible to use human beings as mere means; you always

have to treat people as ends in themselves.
m There are means, and there are ends (“the ends justify the means”):

the end is the goal you have, and the means is the tool/method for
reaching that goal

= To use someone as a “mere means” is to treat them as nothing
more than a tool for reaching your own goals

= To treat someone as an “end in themselves” is to treat them as a
rational agent with their own goals; to take their desires and goals

into account

Utlitvianiom 1. D%Oﬂ(h(g\/ vg  ConSeqgyentafiam

e Deontology vs.

Plan for this week: Consequentialism
What is Utilitarianism?
Why be utilitarian?
Utility Monster

Experience Machine




Recap: Kantianism/Deontology i b

L. \ e Deontology says that “morally right” = “following the
Recap: Kantianism/Deontology ! : e moral rules” jere
— V( Oe\‘p‘o ) e Kant says we can use rationality to determine what the
o \ \ NV moral rules are —
o Deontology only cares about whether or not you follow the rules > e e Kant thinks rationality also forces us to obey the moral
~ e Consequences don't determine what is morally right or wrong = 3’\1\ AW rules res
e Even if following the rule will cause terrible things to happen, Wb
~ youstill have to follow the rule (@55- o Kant thinks we can derive all moral rules from the
e Some philosophers have argued that this is a mistake, and that O>£ “Principle of Ends in Themselves”
T | we should look at consequences when deciding what's right o Example: Bridge Case s
and wrong .

o Pushing the large person to save 5 people is wrong
because you use the large person as a mere means to
save the lives of the 5 people —

e Kant thinks that we cannot break the moral rules under
any circumstances =

e There is a moral rule not to lie

o |f a murderer asks you where their victim went, and you x
know, then you have to tell the murderer where they went

e You cannot lie even though lying would save a life

Consequentialism .

°

o Utilitarianism is a form of Consequentialism S o i ANt adeXon ¢ l .p

< Em\ act on

T { v ==

s
e Consequentialism: it's the consequences or outcomes of %({\@ 120V [ d .

an action are what make it moral or immoral.
o Better outcome = better action

e Whether an action is right or wrong depends solely on
e what happens because of the action

e Consequentialism is impartial and impersonal

e Consequentialism doesn't care about your intentions, or
ek your beliefs, or what rules you were following or trying to

follow

e Consequentialism says Schuyler and Tryne are equally

P good
—— Matters: Doesn't matter:
——— e Qutcomes e Intentions
e Rules that you're
following

e Who's doing the action

e Why they did the action

Ukt fananiam (S what mukes an acdion -
2Ao0d D¢ b@d e how e okl E&/ 87 Utilitarianism
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———— e Utilitarians accept “The Greatest Happiness Principle” [\

o Mill: “actions are right in proportion as they tend to
ety promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the

reverse of happiness.”

e Morally right = produces happiness
e Morally wrong = produces unhappiness




e What is happiness?
o Mill: “by happiness is intended pleasure, and the
absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the

£yt z

privation of pleasure.” W&\{\ ecom Cﬁ SBYY\,Q Y Wbb S ]/\
e Happiness = pleasure and no pain \ On e

———— e Unhappiness = pain and no pleasure (H(\ = \\/ : W

e The more pleasure an action causes, the more ethically
right the action is

e The more pain an action causes, the more ethically wrong
the action is

e An action that produces lots of pleasure and a little pain
might be better than an action that produces no pleasure
and no pain |-

LXs ol obont how happy ofher pecple 157 s about
BNV

o No one person is special; your happiness doesn't matter
more than other people’s

It's the total amount of happiness in the world, regardless of
who has it or how many people it's divided across

o

Why be utilitarian?

new ooy be (Ialtfevion 9 why

&_\(\’\f A& L%Dufé ﬁ) {(QW '1 JC e ( In other words: what we really want is pleasure without

> pain.

Everything else we say we want is just a tool to get
pleasure or to avoid pain
Pleasure is good, pain is bad.
So if you want to do good things, do whatever increases
pleasure and decreases pain. ¥

Aceovdiy to  Pwistotle —

Mill: “the theory of life on which this theory of morality is
grounded [is] that pleasure, and freedom from pain, are
the only things desirable as ends; and that all desirable
things (which are as numerous in the utilitarian as in any
other scheme) are desirable either for the pleasure
inherent in themselves, or as means to the promotion of
pleasure and the prevention of pain.” B

we alk vpoovse(f -

W'V\N/ do 0 Work fhat 7 QONP dvee
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Why be utilitarian? )
) ; S
— buk s LE)D(O‘}/@CA' 0 (té SR QF A
e In other words: what we really want is pleasure without ge\f N } Vo k +\r ‘\ C/k o
pain.

Everything else we say we want is just a tool to get
pleasure or to avoid pain

Pleasure is good, pain is bad.
So if you want to do good things, do whatever increases
L pleasure and decreases pain. A

Mill: “According to the Greatest Happiness Principle, as
= above explained, the ultimate end, with reference to and
for the sake of which all other things are desirable
(whether we are considering our own good or that of other
people), is an existence exempt as far as possible from
pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments, both in point
of quantity and quality”

Utility Monster

e |magine a person that has the capacity to feel more
happiness than all other people combined -
o |f we put all our resources into making this person happy,
that will maximize happiness =
o Even if millions of people starve to death
o The utility monster feels more happiness than they Fid
ever would, so we have to let them starve




