Lecture 2: 

· Epicurian and Epititian are both consequentialists. 
· Consequentialism: you decide what you should do by considering possible consequences rather than based on what is right. 
· Most philosophers favour this theory. 
· Looking for the good over the bad. 
· No such thing as a right consequence (good or bad but not right and wrong) 
· Wants and desires 
· Feelings / emotions
· Logic/reason
· Rights and wants are not the same thing: most people confuse rights for wants.
· Motivated by self-interest: what should I do to satisfy my own personal happiness? 
· Enlightenment: 17th and 18th centuries: people starting saying “ we aren’t atheist but I want my morals to come from more than just a religious scholar” – to be enlightened is to believe in religion but not let it guide your life (ability to think for yourself) – looking for other ways: what should I do with my life?!

John Stuart Mill: uses epicurean in an “insulting” manner. 
· he accused epicureans of being hedonists (pleasure seeker – just wants to party) 

Jeremy Bentham: 18th century English
· had problems with religion (not atheist) 
· put your bible away for a sec, what is a human being?! 
· We avoid pain and seek pleasure – all people do this, it is uncontroversial. 
· The idea of what is painful and what is pleasurable? Avoid what makes them unhappy and focuses on the things that make them happy…  (all people do this, no need to talk to a priest about it) 
· Pain = bad, pleasure = good

Morality: based on the pain/pleasure principle.
· Whatever the pleasure is, it is good, and the greater good must be the good for the greatest number.  (the more people experiencing that good = the greater the good) 
· Act so as to create the greatest good (happiness) for the greatest number. 

Utilitarianism: 
· believed that what is good must be useful. 
· Business likes usefulness, it is consequentialist. 
· What has utility is what is useful. 

Naturalism: we are creatures that seek pleasure and avoid pain (fact) – automatically goes to a value. 
· violates Is/Ought fallacy. 
· We cannot say that morality is based on the pain/pleasure principle and then treat animals a different way… we are animals. (animals are included in morality) 
· Bentham is a huge animal rights activist (even though apparently everyone else was not…) 

[bookmark: _GoBack]JS Mill – 19th Century English:
· came up with the most detailed analysis of utilitarianism – people tend to want to agree with each other. 
· “we are not the same as animals, we have higher pleasures (intellectual)” 
· is it better to be a happy pig or a content human? 
· Bentham says happy pig. Mill says no, be a sad human: at least you know intellectual things. 
· Intellectual pleasures are better than base pleasures. 
· Dignity: not wanting to be an unhappy pig. 
· Quality of pleasure is more important (or at least as important) than just the quantity of pleasure (quality vs quantity) 
· Empiricist: we know who we are and what we are through experience. 
· Condition: higher and lower pleasures, but those are earthly pleasures. 
· Happiness is not an abstract concept.  
· Happiness is its own end (not a mean to an end) – we know what happiness is when we experience it. 
· “if something makes you happy it can’t be bad, it has to be good (no sinful happiness) – the only problem is your course of action to achieve the happiness (so long as your activity does not violate the utilitarian principle) 
· act so as to create the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest number (even if the happiness is drugs, sex, alcohol, money, fame) 
· if a utilitarian wants to be serious and follow this rule, they must be a Benevolent Utilitarian – do what creates the greatest amount of god even if it gets in the way of your own self-interest. 

Golden Rule: do unto others as you would want them to do unto you. 

Bernard Williams – 20th Century English
· self-interest is a moral necessity: to do what is morally good has to include some form of self-interest 

Main criticism of consequentialism: 
· you can’t please everybody! 
· What if people have different types of happiness?
· You can only act on behalf of the majority. (not everyone) 
· No such thing as minority rights. 
· End justifies the means  (greatest good for the greatest number) 
· No such thing as the rights of the individual. (notion of self-interest) 

Machiavelli: 15th Century Italy: 
· one of the princes: Machiavelli; how does one become powerful and maintain power? 
· If one of your goals is to make people happy, you do that. 
· “your goal is to get to that goal” 
· a leader should be loved and feared, but if you need to make a choice between the two, you should be feared. 

Consequentialism (utilitarianism) vs Deontology (rights, justice, equality):
· some have tried to build a bridge to try to satisfy both. 

John Rawls: 20th Century American :
· Rule utilitarianism:  Rawls: to actually put actions in to practice, we should display the “already hidden rules” to protect the minority
· bentham and mill are act utilitarianists – what type of actions should I perform?
· Promises (keeping your word) 
· Can you really keep the attitude of greatest good in a world where everyone lies and there is no trust? 
· What is a promise? You always keep your word. An institution, but nature must always be kept. (must keep promises to majority and minority) 
· ** will be on the exam: act/ rule utilitarianism‼ 
· Rawls built a bridge between act and rule utilitarianism

Robert Nozick – 20th Century American (FREEDOM)
· there is something wrong with utilitarianism and seeking pleasure
· Experience Machine: **reread before exam
· Virtual reality machine: creates a virtual paradise: would you prefer an unreal happiness to a real unhappiness?
· It is better to be a certain way than to just feel a certain way. (claim) 

Deontology: Deon = Duty in Greek:
Religion: moral rules/ rights
· a right is something that exists whether you want it or not. 
· Rights are philosophical, theological entity (if they are there, you have that right whether you want it or not) 
· Natural rights: controversial… freedom is an unnatural right (no way to not be free) – goes along with religious rights. 


Immanuel Kant: Kantian Ethics
· asks the questions: what is morality? What makes morality possible? 
· Utilitarianism vs Kantian Ethics. 
· We must have free will to have free choice. (Free will = free choice) 
· You must have reason as a tool for deciding. 
· KANT WAS RELIGIOUS
· Justice cannot exist in a world governed by happiness (feelings) 
· Why? You just have to make other people happy, but it does not make it just. 
· There would end up being a world where there is no such thing as justice, but that means that there is no morality… 
· he said that religion itself was rational (not to prove that there is a god, but to believe in a god) 
· If we do not have free choice and reason, morality cannot exist. 
· Morality: free will + reason
· The only thing on the entire planet that have this, are human beings. 
· Human beings are the definition of morality.
· We as humans are obligated to act in a certain way
· Why do we have natural rights? Because we are naturally moral. 
· you can’t have a morality based on consequences… consequences are always possible/probable, but never certain. 
· Morality demands certainty. 
· Consequences are always in the future. 
· Consequences are hypothetical – inductive, probabilities
· Certain: deductive (based on deducing the best manner to achieve something) and inductive (probabilities – what are the best probabilities for happiness?) 
· We must have a deductive moral system and not inductive. 

Categorical Syllogism: 
· categorical imperative : a rule we must follow
· imperative has two versions: 
· treat all people as ends never as means.
· Freedom = free will
· Treat all personal maxims (personal rules) as universal laws 
· I will only do this because/ if the whole world does it. 

Never tell a lie (universal rule) 

Plato: 4th Century BC Greek
· honourable: to keep your word, not to steal

Peter Singer: 20th Century Australian: 
· also tried to build a bridge
· believes that there are duties in utilitarianism 
· give to the poor
· create the greatest good for the greatest number
· obligated to give to charity
· those without the necessities of life suffer
· those with luxuries are not really any happier
· if you have extra stuff to give, you are obligated to give it away
· the deserving poor: show that they are willing to improve their life. 
· 
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