Moral Philosophy: Feb 7th, 
Anger
Two important intersections of the science of emotion with moral reflection 
· The functional profile of the emotion
· The moral motivation of the emotion
What we want to do with anger:
· Look at martha’s argument 
· Anger is important, but its morally suspect in a way
· Anger is an important part of our set up, but it is morally dangerous
· Its worth thinking about how you go about making moral arguments about how we go about this 
Moral arguments
· They are everywhere, but only in philosophy classes (etc) that we look at them analytically 
· It might be worth thinking a little bit about this
· Does anyone have any pre-theoretical thoughts about how you feel about making a moral argument? (question to the class)
· Differentiating the self from the action (student)
· Using a universality approach: killing/ stealing is almost never morally justified (?) 
· Might be rhetorically affected; might be good evidence that its wrong if its hard to think of a justified case
· There are two broad ways to go about establishing some kind of moral claim
· One is theory based
· Appeals to a moral theory (Kantianism, utilitarianism, etc)
· “I think this moral theory is the right one, so I think we ought to take X action”
· One issue with these arguments is that you can’t really expect agreement on theories
· Another theory is value based
· Trying to appeal to a value you think everyone shares
· Have to find things that are intrinsically valuable 
· There are two levels
· Intrinsic (disagreement at this level is philosophical and moral; harder to settle)
· Instrumental: the things that are instrumental to achieving the intrinsic
· These are more objective disputes
· You have to be careful to specify which of these levels the dispute is happening at
· The reason to point this out is to give us a background schema for understanding Nussbaum’s argument
Nussbaum
· There’s no emotion we ought to think harder or clearer about than anger
· Strong emotion
· We should learn to react to things without anger
· Quotes Aristotle about anger [anger is like a double move, from pain to hope for payback]
· What’s the structure of her argument?
· Why doesn’t the idea of payback not make sense?
· Two wrongs don’t make a right
· You can’t undo the wrong with any kind of payback
· Worry that she’s assuming that punishment is no longer okay 
· However, when you act in anger, you’re assuming you have the authority to decide the punishment [assuming moral authority]
· When we’re anger, we’re in the grip of cosmic fitness; payback is deeply human but fatally flawed
· One of her ideas must be that anger puts us in the grip of a bad moral metaphysics 
· Anger prompts urge for retribution
· Retribution plays into bad moral metaphysics of cosmic fitness
· So anger is morally suspect because its effects are
· Worry: can you have this view while thinking the retribution is fine? Or does she have a view that we shouldn’t punish, only restore?
· Another way she argues is an argument by elimination, in a way
· She says: think about the angry person. They have 3 options
· She first goes down the path of status focus: seeing the event about her/ her rank (upgrading your social status); in that case her project makes snese, but her normative focus is self centered and narrowed; this is the one time anger might make sense; the angered person believes that by humiliating the other person, they can undo the wrongdoing done to them which hurt their social status
· She can seek payback assuming that the suffering of the offender will make things better: this thinking doesn’t make sense. The suffering will not make things better (kind of ignoring that it might make you feel better)
· You can turn to the future, focus on doing whatever would be helpful. This could include punishment, but in a deterrent rather than a retaliatory spirit. (retribution itself is bad moral metaphysics, should only be used to restore or deter)
· Her closing: don’t retaliate against the person, just restore the goods (status taken from you); we need a transition not to punish the violator but to stop the bad event from happening again

Hatred
· Extreme dislike, directed towards people, things, institutions
· Is hatred morally unproblematic:
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