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Final Exam – Philosophy 201
Utilitarianism and deontological theories in ethics offer different answers to moral dilemma such as those that have the form of trolley problems. Discuss the principles motivating the difference in these answers. 
	Utilitarianism and deontology are two very different theories of collective principles that follow morality. The biggest question surrounding morality, is how to justify your actions, especially during life or death situations? Does morality lie within the consequences of an action or in the action itself? By using the trolley problem as the moral dilemma, we will be able to differentiate between utilitarianism and deontology by applying their moral guidelines to a certain situation. Before employing these two concepts to a situation, it is first important to define their guidelines. 
	To begin, Utilitarianism or the ‘Greatest Happiness Principle’ was first founded by John Stewart Mills along with Jeremy Bentham in the 18th century (Gannett, 329). This principle tries to promote actions in which maximizes the greatest amount of pleasure and reduces the greatest amount of pain, as much as possible (Gannett, 329). The reason why this principle is rather established in it’s focus for pleasure originates from the idea that freedom and pleasure rather than pain are the most desirable ends (Gannett, 329). Thus, there is no greater feeling in life we value more than pleasure itself (Gannett, 329). Utilitarianism is distinct for its focus on the action being the object of morality. Thus, the consequences of an action are not relevant in determining whether a decision was moral or not. Mills stresses that the action itself determines morality. However, before any action has been made, it is important to calculate the utility of each scenario in order to dictate the most pleasurable outcome. Essentially, this must also be applied when selecting which one’s pleasure is most valuable, which the answer is quite simple; it is whoever’s pleasure is highest in amount (Gannett, 330). In further depth, this means that utility can be calculated by adding or subtracting pain and pleasure. It is important to bear in mind that one’s own pleasure is not worth more than those of their peers. More specifically, the concept of utility acknowledges the egalitarian and impartial theories. For example, Mills states “To do as you would be done by, and to love you neighbor as yourself, constitute the ideal perfection of utilitarian morality” (Gannett, 332). Simply, Mills is suggesting one acts as though they are an unbiased or aloof panel of spectators (Gannett, 332). And so, any care or interest of another should be put on the same spectrum of all others (Gannett, 332). In addition to the principle of utility, Mills suggests that the intent of one’s action must remain pure. In reason by, a good intention has no value if it’s means are to produce a bad result or a bad intent to produce a good result. 
	Moving forward, Immanuel Kant the founder of deontology takes on a different touch on morality. The consequences that are reflected from an action is the focus of deontology. In addition, Kant emphasizes the importance of moral law, where the actions which are tied to feelings/emotions such as, sympathy or guilt, have no moral worth (Gannett, 321). Therefore, we must rely entirely on moral law and reason to determine the moral extent of one’s actions (Gannett, 321). And so, objective of this approach is to look for general principles to guide our actions, in which Kant refers to moral laws. Furthermore, a main focus in deontology is look at the intention behind an action.  It is central and fundamental to understanding the motive behind an action. For example; donating money to charity in return for fame is not a valid example of deontology. A good action done for a bad reason is not considered moral in Kant’s eyes. An important factor in Kant’s deontology is the acceptance and the fulfillment of our civil duties. According to Kant “Duty is the necessity of acting from respect for the law” (Gannett, 323).   A duty does not refer to outside factors in our lives such as searching for happiness or perfection. Instead, we must act out of our duties which we find by using our reason. Kant does not approve of imperative duties which must be completed in order to achieve another goal because there is no naturalistic value. One must always complete their duties even if it conflicts with their interests. Categorical imperatives however, are one’s absolute duties, we define what we must do by our goals. Imperatives that can apply in every scenario means it is something we must always do no matter the consequences, even when they go against one’s interests. 
Finally, having briefly explained both the principles of utility and deontology, one can apply them to a life or death situation in order to highlight their differences. Given the trolley scenario, where you are faced with a situation whereby you must choose who can live and who can die, the rules greatly vary according to deontology and utilitarianism, changing the final outcomes of the situation completely. To begin, the principle of utility, as previously mentioned, focuses on maximizing pleasure and minimization of pain as much as possible, whereas deontology emphasizes one’s obligation to focus on duty of care. Essentially utility would suggest that if there was the choice between one person or a family dying, having calculated pain and pleasure, it is natural that the moral decision would be to save the family. On the other hand, deontology would argue that one should not actively pull the lever because it conflicts with the duty in which we must respect the law. By pulling the lever you are becoming an active agent in killing another person. Or perhaps the one person is you? How could that change one’s moral obligation to make the right decision in relation to the principle of utility and deontology? It’s rather simple, both Mills and Kant argue that one’s life is equal to that of the lives his/her peers as well as one must act a neutral and unbiased spectator in order to make a fair and just deliberation (Gannett, 332). The principles of morality do not allow one to put his/her life above any others and vice versa. In which case, both uses of deontology and utility would result with the same consequences. However, while utility looks at the interests of the public and generally acts out of the good and pleasure of others, this would render morality in the eyes of deontologists void (Gannett, 333). Any action done with hidden intentions and emotions is strictly immoral because one is not thinking as a rational being (Gannett, 333). Therefore, the objective of deontology is strictly contrast to utility, whose goal of morality is to achieve the most pleasurable outcomes. And so, in regards of the discussion on both utility and deontology as principles of morality, one can conclude that both follow a different idea or philosophy of what morality is. Thus, creating a circumstance whereby both are essentially working to achieve different goals. And by doing so, utility and deontology achieve very different outcomes in comparison to each other. 
The notion of impartiality is important in many ethical theories—Kant’s deontological ethics and utilitarianism being two examples. Explain what is meant by impartiality in these contexts and discuss how it might interfere with justice in political contexts. 
 	Impartiality in many aspects of one’s life plays a great role in how, in turn, functions of society are carried out. Collectively, impartiality is central to philosophers because they are key to the equal and just treatment of others. Many philosophers touch base on the very basics of impartiality, however; the idea stems from Immanuel Kant and John Stewart Mills in their theories of morality. In order for a person to carry out an act of utility, or deontology, one must remain impartial during the particular life or possibly death situation (Gannett, 332). Both Kant and Mills essentially stress the importance of a person remaining unbiased when delegating morality (Gannett, 332). It is also essential, that no personal interest conflict with the principles of deontology and utility. Thus, an individual must completely remove themselves from a situation purely impersonating the task of a disinterested spectator (Gannett, 332). It is the best way of ensuring that a decision was of just and fair deliberation. The notion of impartiality does not only surround these two perspectives; it can essentially be applied in many different sectors of philosophy. For example, impartiality is an important component in politics. 
	Firstly, it has already been made clear that impartiality is crucial in relation to deontology and utilitarianism. Both Kant and Mills have highlighted the importance of this factor many times. The answer is simple, when faced with a life or death situation, take the Trolley Problem for example, one must remove themselves from the situation completely before deliberating the proper justified act of morality. A moral decision relies on just and fair deliberation of all possible options. In which, one must completely remove any biases prior to making a decision. In deontology, duty of care will always obligate one to act out of respect of the law (Gannett, 323). Thus, pulling a lever to change the direction of a train in order to hit another person is actively killing them, which is strictly illegal. Or perhaps, given the example where one might be face with choosing between a stranger over a close relative, however by choosing the relative, one has not properly calculated the weight of deontology. And so, in a situation as presented, one must regard the relative as any other stranger or perhaps deliberate the pro’s and con’s from a neutral stand point where emotion, which Kant emphasizes, is triumphed through the use of reason (Gannett, 321). And whereby, Kant also suggests there is no moral worth when a moral action has been delegated through the use of emotion (Gannett, 322). Considering this, we must acknowledge and examine the possibility that on behalf of deontology and necessary law, we must act as rational beings (Gannett, 325). 
In relation to the principle of utility, Mill’s notion of morality stresses the importance that actions are directly in parallel to the promotion of happiness (Gannett, 329). When discussing the enlargement of happiness, it essentially refers to the maximization of pleasure within the given situation (Gannett, 329). The principle of utility is really quite simple, ‘there is no higher end than pleasure’ (Gannett, 329). Thus, pleasure must simply always be maximized, therefore; it can be done by simply calculating pain and pleasure. However, keep notice that impartiality is still an important factor within the principle of utility. Mills argues that each and every person, including one’s self, are all equal. And so, there is no pleasure that can be held as more valuable than another individual. The principle of utility acknowledges an egalitarian and impartial method of moral obligation. And so once again, it is important to put aside biases and to preform as a neutral party to the situation at hand. Given a situation whereby you must choose between 1 dying and 3 dying, it is clear that the principle of utility points to the direction of 3 people living over 1 person due to the mere fact that it is the most pleasurable outcome. By changing the situation to that one person dying being yourself, the end game of utility would however not change because Mills highlights the importance of holding one’s values on the same spectrum of their peers. And so, impartiality would not allow one to favor their own life. Also, if that one stranger is a doctor and the other three are bankers, the doctor’s ability to create/sustain life is the highest form of pleasure, thus making the answer clear the stranger is the one who must be saved. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Having briefly described the role of an impartial individual through Kant and Mill’s ideas, it is much easier to apply this notion to many other sectors of philosophy. Philosophy influences many idea’s surrounding the basis of politics. Thus, impartiality could be applied to the democratic paradigm. To begin, democracy is a modern day political system that supports the approach of ‘power of the people’ (Gannett, 453). Most importantly, democracy looks at enforcing qualities to a state such as equality, freedom, protection and rights to all mankind (Gannett, 453).  However, one must consider that above all, there is still one person who holds the purest ‘uncontrollable’ freedom to make decisions on behave of the bigger part of society (Gannett, 453). As a citizen, when electing a person as a representative of their interests they are entrusting this individual to put aside any hidden agendas or biases in order for their best interests to be advocated when it is appropriate. In simpler terms, we are delegating power to this person, but the questions that surrounds this is whether they would truly use this power to represent the best interests of the people. Impartiality through a philosophical-political scope, may also apply to institutions of a smaller scale, namely the justice system where questions of social and economic inequalities interfere with one’s ability to remain impartial. The justice system is an institution set in place to ensure the states liberties are held together, and is responsible the preservation of each individual’s safety. Therefore, when deliberating the fate of a person, the judicial system must remain neutral in relation to their religious, economic and social background. It is thus, the only way to guarantee the fair and just deliberation of one’s fate. The justice system should not make any distinctions in relation the subject put forth. This ensures that all arbitrary distinctions are set aside because no advantages can to be justified. And so, in conclusion both deontology and utilitarianism stress the importance to remain impartial and egalitarian in order for a delegated decision to be morally justified as well as to ensure the smooth function of society.
Schechtman discusses the narrative we construct that is central to each person’s personal identity. Relate her discussion to how we include categories such as race (Mills), gender (de Beauvoir, Haslanger), and culture (Kymlicka, Bannerji) as part of our identity, and how this helps guide future actions. 
	To begin, Marya Schechtman closely follows Locke’s notion of personal identity, but argues that memory is simply not enough. Instead, she includes the dimension of the initial goal of these discussions of personal identity; self identification. The function of personal identify, in Schechtman’s eyes, runs much deeper then that of the Lockean view. The notion of accountability is suddenly thrown into the equation whereby planning for the future, sacrificing for envisionment of the future self, to benefit someone in the future, which ultimately should be you. For example, T1=T2 if T2 feels or identifies with the actions of T1, demonstrating that memory is then not the only key objective of self identification. In addition to all of this, one of Schechtman’s most important points in relation to race, gender and culture, is the notion of persistence through time. Essentially, this means that the feeling of persistence through time gives character to our experiences. It is how we deal with certain challenges or in dealing with experiences we regret. Neatly tying into this discussion is self conception; whereby we construct who we are and what we identify with. However, bear in mind that the entirety of the self conception isn’t completely self constructed.  There exist many important dimensions of the self that comes from the type of environment one lives in and how one even interacts with his peers throughout society. 
	Touching base on self conception, one of the most important dimensions is gender and gender identity, whereby Simon De Beauvoir’s writings like ‘La Deuxieme Sexe’ becomes central to the development od this notion. Socially, the neutral gender is male and the female is characterized as the other. In which case, a neutral stance can be thought of as the white male. Therefore, femaleness is the deviation, take Smurfette for example. There is a default, and there are those that deviate from the default. In addition, there are also dominant groups who generally determine the narrative, whereby the ‘normal’ will learn to identify one by one’s differences, for example; Smurfette is identified by her gender and not by what she can contribute to the village. Thus, the other is always defined negatively, for example, the characteristic of a woman is that ‘women are not male’. There are even associations within society that are through me, meaning women are associated to males as their partners and/or wife. Another important figure in relation to gender and the self conception is Haslanger and the conceptual inquiry theory. How we think of gender is how we think of race in relation to different links like sociology vs biology. Haslanger also uses the analytical approach to explain the relationship between what should be and what is. For example, what is gender? How is gender categorized and defined, what does it mean to be female/male? Questions as such encompass recently wide political arguments of gender identity and defining gender as a complex whole. Gender is constructed through social means and therefore, we learn to identify to it in ways in which we were taught which relates greatly to the environment one was surrounded by. Therefore, some parts of personal identity and what we identify with can be self constructed, as well as innate. Thus, who one identifies with now, they will identity with later though the persistence of time by giving one’s experiences character. 
	As mentioned previously, the notion of race as a self conception was also pointed to. Mills, Charles W. Mills, has a wide background in race in the moral egalitarianism scope. Just as men as regarded as the primary gender, races are categorized as such as well, taking the white male for example to be on the top of the race and gender pyramid. And so, racial subordination according to Mills is a social issue that must be addressed now and not tossed aside. Any man seen to have a slight character difference from the white male is seen as different because white males are central. And so, many political disputes have raised from values that have been overlooked because of those who are from different racial backgrounds. There is a very fine line between race as a self concept that has been self constructed. People of different racial background have learned to identify to being unequal because it is an underlying factor within our environment, people are so poorly trying to change. Though so many believe that race is a biological determinate, it is truly one that is self conceptualized and constructed. The Equal treatment of all racial backgrounds could change how political institutions are run. Race is not neutral and it will not just dissipate as a result of ignorance. Race neutrality can actually be racist by not addressing events. Racism is engraved in society according to mills, this is the favorable way of seeing it. This correlates to Schechtman because as she points out earlier, communities have an important role in foraging who people are. Therefore, one way to overcome this difficulty is to think that groups, the community, is central to one’s identity and must be requested as such. And so, recognition is needed not toleration which can radically change how one group is integrated in politics in society, By overcoming differences, can lead to the better integration of groups having recognized their view is plausible and worthy of being discussed. 
	Lastly, culture is another aspect in one’s life that grasps one’s personal identity as well. They have not been independent from one another and they continue to influence each other and touch on one another. For example, the language of creole which was created from a mix of other languages. And so, culture exchanges are part of how cultures constitute themselves.  According to Kymlicka, culture is more than a characteristic defining an individual, it is something more than merely a way of describing another person. Culture allows for the autonomy of individuals which comes from one’s cultural background. Culture creates a context from which one makes decisions to find direction for their life. In of itself, it is an aspect in which assumes one’s personal identity. And so, culture plays a big role in regards to the way one should be treated; with self respect. Therefore, giving up one’s culture, or one’s aspects of culture, limited in how it can play these detrimental roles in one’s life. A possible incentive for one to give up their culture or culture aspects could possibly stem from the very fact that it leads to inequalities. Thoughts such as impacts on their children or low income and how it could be different for them, compels these thoughts into their minds. Therefore, we must take these differences into account especially in relation to political decisions where it will affect some groups more so than others. In relation to this issues, policies that are more universal and diverse may have better affects on some groups. Recognition and redistribution is once again the main focus in helping groups cross culturally. Society as a whole should also focus on integration and accommodation. Issues such as economic justice should be a central worry within society. As well as, viewing groups in a more homogenous way which can lead to marginalizing effects on the individual.    
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