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Using Theory
· Whenever we make judgements and try to understand why something is right/wrong or good/bad, we rely on theory.
· In ethics, moral arguments explain or justify why an action is right or wrong or why character is good or bad.
· We make moral judgements about the rightness of actions and the goodness of character on a regular basis.
· We rely on moral theories to understand the world morally, and to make moral judgments through reasoned arguments. 
· Moral arguments can contain moral premises and non-moral empirical premises. 
· Moral premises are furnished by appealing to moral theories and principles.
· Moral theories don’t drive moral judgements on their own. 
Influential Moral Theories
· Theories of obligation – about right actions
· Ex. Divine Command, Utilitarianism, Kantianism, Care Ethic
· Virtue-based theories – concerned with the character of the person
· Ex. Aristotelian Virtue Ethics
Utilitarianism 
· Epicurus, Bentham, Mill
· Moral theory that focuses on the results or consequences of our actions, and treats intentions as irrelevant. 
· Good consequences = good action
· Actions should be measured by the greatest happiness or pleasure they produce. 
· Happiness is our final end. 
· Like Kant, Utilitarians agree that a moral theory should apply equally to everyone. But they thought the way to do that was to ground it in something that’s really intuitive – and there’s really nothing more basic than the prime desire to seek pleasure and avoid pain. 
· Hedonistic theory – the good = the pleasant 
· Not egoistic theory (everyone ought to pursue their own good); instead it is other-regarding – we should act always so as to produce the greatest good for the greatest number. You should choose the action that would produce the most overall happiness for the group, eventhough it produced less happiness for you. This is the principle of utility. 
· Where morality is concerned, Utilitarians argue that everyone is equal. 
· Utilitarians suggest that we make our moral decisions from the position of a benevolent, disinterested spectator.
· We live in a world where sometimes people do terrible things. If we’re the ones who happen to be there, and we can do something to make things better, we must. Even if that means getting out hands dirty.
· Two types
· Act/classical utilitarianism – in any given situation, you should choose the action that produces the greatest good for the greatest number.
· Sometimes this seems wrong.
· Ex. Kill one person to save everyone else.
· Rule utilitarianism – we ought to live by rules that, in general, are likely to lead to the greatest good for the greatest number.
· Allows us to refrain from acts that might maximize utility in the short run, and instead follow rules that will maximize utility for the majority of the time.
Kantian Ethics 
· Hypothetical imperatives are moral choices you make out of desire. These are optional if, then statements.
· If you want a good grade, study.
· Categorical imperatives are commands you must follow, regardless of your desires. Moral obligations are derived from pure reason.
· It doesn’t matter whether you want to be moral or not – the moral law is binding on all of us.
· You don’t need religion to determine what that law is, because what’s right and wrong is knowable by using your intellect. 
· There are 4 formulations.
· Formulation 1: the universality principle – act only according to that maxim which you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law without contradiction.”
· Maxim – a rule of principle of action
· Formulation 2: the formula of humanity – act so that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end, and never are a mere means.”
· To use someone/something as a mere means is to use for your own benefit, with no thought to the interests or benefit of the thing/person you’re using.
· You can use someone as a mean, just not as a mere mean.
· Ex. You can have an uber driver, but just pay them and acknowledge their autonomy.
· We are ends-in-ourselves – we are not mere objects that exist to be used by others. We’re our own ends. We’re rational and autonomous. We have the ability to set our own goals, and work towards them.
· Autonomy – unlike other things in the world, we are self-governed. We’re able to set our own ends, to make our own free decisions based on our rational wills. This imbues us with an absolute moral worth, which means that we shouldn’t be manipulated or manipulate other autonomous agents for our own benefit.
Natural Law Theory
· Aquinas
· Aquinas argued that God created the world according to natural laws – predictable, goal-driven systems whereby life sustained, and everything functions smoothly.
· The basic goods (what we naturally want – God made these things good for us): life, reproduction, educate one’s offspring, seek God, live in society, avoid offense, shun ignorance 
· Our instinct shows us the basic goods, and the reason allows us to derive the natural law from them.
· For each prohibition, there is a positive injunction.
· Ex. For the basic good life, the prohibition is to not kill, and the positive junction is to promote life.
· If God creates us to seek the good, and if we’re built with the ability to recognize and seek it, then why do people violate the natural law all the time?
· Sometimes we seek what we think is good, but we are wrong because we’re ignorant.
· We see what we should do, but emotion overpowers our reason, and we fail to do the things we know we should.
· Grounding problem – morality is grounded in God, that he created the moral order. 
· It gives us a reason to be moral – following the natural law makes our lives work better.
· Hume’s is-ought problem – you can’t assume that just because something is a certain way, that it ought to be that way.
· Ex. We have sex drives, so reproduction ought to be good. But you can use sex drive to excuse assault.
· Ex. We have survival instincts, so survival ought to be good. But you can use survival instinct as an excuse to murder others to help yourself. 


Rawls’ Contract Theory
· Contractarianism refers to the moral theories based on the idea of a social contract, or agreement, among individuals for mutual advantage. 
· Rawls uses this theory to answer how people in society should treat one another. He asks, by what principles should a just society structure itself to ensure fair distribution of rights, duties, and advantages of social cooperation? The required principles are those that people agree to under hypothetical conditions that ensure fair and unbiased choices. 
· At the original position, a group of normal, self-interested, rational individuals come together to choose the principles that will determine their basic rights and duties and their share of society’s benefits and burdens. To ensure that this is as fair as possible, they have to meet behind a metaphorical “veil of ignorance”. Here, no one knows each other’s social or economic status, class, race, sex, intelligence, etc. 
· If the original position is fair, it is assumed that the agreement reached will also be fair.
· Given the original position, participants would agree to arrange their social relationships based off of these principles:
· Each person has an equal right to the most extensive total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar of liberty for all.
· In simple words, everyone has the freedom to exercise basic rights and duties. This freedom should be to the max, and everyone should have the same amount of freedom to do so.
· Ex. Everyone has freedom of speech. Moreover, A doesn’t have more freedom to speak than B; and this freedom is maxed out/cannot be reduced to improve economic well-being.
· Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both to the greatest benefit to the least advantaged, and attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity. 
· In simple words, everyone is entitled to equal chance to try to acquire basic goods like income, wealth, opportunities, and positions of authority.
· In any distribution of benefits and burdens, you follow this pattern: ensure basic equal liberties for all concerned  equality of opportunity  arrangement of inequalities to the benefit of the least advantaged
· That being said, he also believes that some should have less in order that others may prosper.
Virtue Ethics
· Aristotle 
· Ethical theory that emphasizes an individual’s character rather than following a set of rules
· If we can just focus on being good people, the right actions will follow, effortlessly. 
· Proper functioning: something is good if it fulfils its function
· We humans are also animals, so the stiff that would indicate proper functioning for an animal holds true for us as well – we need to grow, be healthy and fertile, etc. We’re also the “rational animal” and a social animal, so our function also involves using reason and getting along with our pack.
· Nature has built in us the want to be virtuous. 
· What does it mean to be virtuous? Doing the right thing at the right time in the right way toward the right people. This shit is vague. Aristotle’s response is there’s no need to be specific, because if you’re virtuous, you know what to do all the time. You know how to handle yourself, get along with others, have good judgement, etc. 
· He saw virtue as a set of characteristics that will lead to predictably good behaviour.
· Virtue, referred to as the golden mean, is the sweet spot between vices (extremes).
· Courage is in between cowardice and recklessness.
· Honesty is in between failing to say things that need to be said and brutal honesty.
· Generosity is in between stinginess and prodigality.


· So the reason his definition for virtue is so vague is because it is situation dependent, as seen in the examples above. But then how are you supposed to learn to be virtuous?
· Virtue is a skill, a way of living, and that’s something that can only be learned through experience. Virtue is practical wisdom (ie street smart). If you do a virtuous thing over and over again, it’ll become part of your character. 
· So, from this, what you must do is copy someone virtuous – a moral exemplar.
· We are built with the ability to recognize them and want to emulate them.
· Why should we be virtuous? To achieve Eudaimonia – a life well-lives; human flourishing.
· A eudemonistic life will be full of happiness that comes from achieving something really difficult.
· You’re never done improving.
· Morality is honing your strengths and working on your weaknesses. A person who’s character is like this will do the right thing.
Ethics of Care
· Focuses on demands of situations, virtues, and feelings that are central to close personal relationships – empathy, compassion, love, sympathy, and fidelity. 
· Morality is feeling for and caring for those who you have a special and intimate connection to.
· Women typically follow this.
· Virtue ethics says virtues are part of moral life. Caring is a virtue, so it is an element of morality.
· Recall that impartiality is our requirement to treat everyone equally. This concept works great in ethics regarding justice and rulings. In this case, partiality is present as we tend to have special obligations to close family, family members, and others we care for. This is a more plausible moral concept.
· Feminist philosophers argue that morality should include ethic of obligation and ethic of case.
Feminist Ethics
· Morality aimed at advancing women’s interests and correcting injustices inflicted on women through social oppression and inequality. 
· Ethics of care is a subset of this.
· Downplays the role of moral principles and traditional ethical concepts. Instead, it takes into account social realities like practices, relationships, and power arrangements. 
· Believe that traditional moral concepts are too broad to help us make moral judgements. 
· All feminist ethics agree on liberation and equality for women, but disagree on how these values should be applied to specific moral issues.
Casuistry
· A method of moral reasoning that emphasized cases and analogy rather than universal principles and theories from which moral judgments are supposed to be deducted.
· This method acts as though it works case by case, but at the end of the day there are moral norms being carried and applied.
· Very problematic for now.
Criteria for Judging Moral Theories
1. Consistency with our considered moral judgements – Utilitarianism fails, Kantianism fails
2. Consistency with the facts of the moral life – Utilitarianism passes, Kantianism passes
3. Resourcefulness in moral problem-solving – Utilitarianism fails, Kantianism fails



Readings (star beside what’s important)
Utilitarianism, John Stuart Mill
· Utilitarians judge the morality of conduct by a single standard: the principle of utility. Right actions are those that result in greater overall well-being (or utility) for the people involved than any other possible actions. 
· Greatest Happiness Principle: actions are right if they tend to promote happiness; and wrong if they tend to not.
· Happiness is intended pleasure and the absence of pain.
· Criticism – Life has no other end than pleasure? Not a liked concept by most, because the thought is barbaric. But Epicureans argued that our sense of pleasure and animals’ sense of pleasure are different – we’re more elevated.
· Utilitarians place superiority of mental over bodily pleasures chiefly in greater permanency, safety, uncostliness, etc. 
· Circumstantial advantages rather than in their intrinsic nature
· Some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and more valued than others. 
· What makes ones kind of pleasure more valuable than another? Of two pleasures, if there is one that all or almost all who have experienced both pleasures prefer (irrespective of any feeling of moral obligation to prefer it) it is the more desirable one. 
· Quality > quantity 
· Someone of a higher faculty would never stoop to a lower one. 
· Ex. A human would never stoop to being a frog.
· Why might one want to stoop? Because they would have more complete satisfaction of all desires. Only few cases of humans would do this in cases of extreme unhappiness. But even then, they would see it as undesirable.
· Why don’t we stoop if we would be more satisfied? Pride, love of liberty and personal independence, love of power, love of excitement – but most importantly, a sense of dignity, which all humans possess in one form or another. 
· Anyone who believes that the superior being is not happier than the inferior being doesn’t truly understand the difference between contentment and happiness. Obviously an inferior being will be more content as their abilities of being conscious of happiness/abilities of enjoyment are low. However, a superior being will always feel happiness in anything that they can look for. They have the ability to bear the imperfections.
· In order words it’s better to be human being dissatisfied than pig satisfied. If the human and pig disagree it’s because they only know their side of the equation.
· Why would someone go for less valuable pleasures? Men lose their aspirations as they lose their intellectual tastes, because they don’t have the time or opportunity indulging them; and they addict themselves to inferior pleasured because they are either the only ones they have access to or the only ones they are any longer capable of enjoying. Happiness cannot be definitely measured because of this.
· You can’t predict the future so it’s hard to assess greatest happiness.
· Humans are bias and always look out for themselves so it’s hard to sacrifice one’s own happiness.
The Moral Law, Immanuel Kant
· Antithesis of utilitarianism – right actions don’t depend on consequence, the production of happiness, or the desires and needs of human beings. 
· The core of morality consists of following a rational and universally applicable moral truth – the Categorical Imperative – and doing so solely out of a sense of duty. An action is right only if it conforms to such a rule, and we are morally praiseworthy only if we perform it for duty’s sake alone.
· Physical laws: instincts that are neither good or bad
· * Moral laws: laws which our reason imposes on us
Preface
· Wants a moral philosophy free from anthropology and anything empirical. 
· Moral laws of nature shouldn’t be created in the nature of man. Instead it should be a priori simply in the conception of pure reason.
* The Good Will
· Ex. Being smart is seen as good, but what if you don’t plan on using your smarts to do good? It no longer is good. Therefore, nothing can be called good unless the intention/will behind it is good.
· This idea applies to talents (smartness, courage, etc.), gifts of fortune (power, riches, honor, health, etc.), and feelings (happiness for example can turn into pride).
· A good will is not good because of its effects. It is good because of its virtue of the volition – the good in itself, and considered by itself to be esteemed much higher than all that can be brought about by it in any favor of any inclination. 
· Ex. A jewel shines by its own light.
· “It is impossible to conceive anything at all in the world which can be taken as good without qualification except a good will”.
· A good will is to “act for the sake of duty”.
The Supreme Principle of Morality: The Categorical Imperative
· You should act in a way that your actions could become universal law.
· The idea of moral perfection connects with the notion of free will.
· A priori: denoting reasoning which proceeds from theoretical deduction rather than observation or experience
· Not based off of religion, empirical knowledge, not dependent on the nature of human reason
· Must treat it independently as pure physiology/metaphysics – complete in itself  
· Categorical imperative: commands that must be followed regardless of your desires. These commands are derived of pure reason.
· Summarized by the universal law
· The only good way to act
· We act ethically because of our ability to reason, not because God instilled morality in us.
· Religion and ethics shouldn’t be missed because people are of different faiths so one’s right might be another’s wrong.
First Formulation of Categorical Imperative: Universal Law
· From this step, Kant concludes that a moral proposition that is true must be one that is not tied to any particular conditions, including the identity and desires of the person making the moral deliberation. A moral maxim must imply absolute necessity, which is to say that it must be disconnected from the particular physical details surrounding the proposition, and could be applied to any rational being. This leads to the first formulation of the categorical imperative, sometimes called the "universalizability principle".
· A categorical imperative contains all the information you need, whereas a hypothetic imperative is dependent on a condition. Moreover, the categorical imperative is to act for the sake of duty only, and the hypothetical imperative is acting in order to receive some kind of reward.
· Hypothetical imperatives are if then statements that are usually like you should do _ to satisfy _ desire. They are moral choices. But categorical imperatives are moral obligations that are derives from pure reason and are free of desire.
· A maxim is an absolute moral statement. They have to be universal.
· The imperative contains the necessity that all the maxims conform to the law, and the law contains no conditions restricting it. This leaves us with, “Act only in that maxim whereby thou canst at the same time will that it should become a universal law”.
· The imperative of duty can be expressed as, “Act if the maxim if tby action were to become by tby will a universal law of nature.”
* Four Illustrations
· The following examples are of how self-love cannot be universalized.
· Note how these show how all duties depend on the nature of the obligation (not the object of the action) on the same principle.
· A man who wants to commit suicide but questions if this goes against a duty to himself. Improving one’s life should be a universal law, this can’t.
· A man borrows money knowing he can’t pay it back, despite promising to do so. Cannot be universalized. 
· A talented man decided to ignore his talent and does nothing to further himself because comfortable. He questions whether this is a duty to himself. If no one uses their talents, society would fail so cannot be universal.
· A man is happy and flourishing in his life, but doesn’t care about anything else. Cannot be universalized.
Second Formulation of the Categorical Imperative: Humanity as an End in Itself
· “Act so that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in that of another, always as an end, and never as a mere means.”
· Mere means: your own benefit
· You can use things as mere means but people.
· “End-in-oneself” just means that we as people are our own ends, meaning we are rational and autonomous and have the ability to set our own goals and work towards them.
· It is our autonomy and end in one self that allows us to make our own free decision based on our rational wills. This imbues us with an absolute moral worth, which means that we shouldn’t be manipulated or manipulate other autonomous agents for our own benefit.
· Following categorical imperative will lead us to the moral truth without needing god or any religion. 
· A person has perfect duty not to use the humanity of themselves or others merely as a means to some other end. As a slave owner would be effectively asserting a moral right to own a person as a slave, they would be asserting a property right in another person. This would violate the categorical imperative, because it denies the basis for there to be free rational action at all; it denies the status of a person as an end in themselves. One cannot, on Kant's account, ever suppose a right to treat another person as a mere means to an end. In the case of a slave owner, the slaves are being used to cultivate the owner's fields (the slaves acting as the means) to ensure a sufficient harvest (the end goal of the owner).
· Treat others how you want to be treated.
· The second formulation also leads to the imperfect duty to further the ends of ourselves and others. If any person desires perfection in themselves or others, it would be their moral duty to seek that end for all people equally, so long as that end does not contradict perfect duty.
* Moral Saints, Susan Wolf	
· A moral saint is a person whose every action is a morally good as possible; a person who is as morally worthy as can be.
· Moral perfection isn’t a model of personal well-bring/something good or rational for humans to strive for.
· It is assumed by most theories that we ought to be as morally good as possible and the limits set by human nature are ones that we shouldn’t be proud of. We must change out conception of what is involved in affirming a moral theory.
Moral Saints and Common Sense
· What’s a moral saint? Dominantly, a commitment to devoting the welfare of others. What does this do to their motivational system?
· Enjoyment in material comforts, the opportunity to engage in the intellectual and physical activities of our choice, the love/respect/companionship attained from people they love/respect. In this case, happiness of the moral saint lies in the happiness of others. Saint out of love – the Loving Saint.
· They sacrifice their own happiness and interests for the happiness and interests of others. Saint out of duty – the Rational Saint.
· The difference would have little effect on the saints’ respective public personalities.
· Both individuals are motivated to be as morally good as possible.
· Variety of characters – doctors to politicians 
· Treat others are justly and kindly as possible, patient, considerate, even-tempered, hospitable, charitable in thought and in deed, reluctant to make negative judgements of others, no additional bias than what they can’t control.
· Problem: a person who is so focused on helping others will not be skilled in other areas
· These areas may not be necessary for a well-lived life, but if you have 0 skills besides helping others, your life may not be that enriched. 
· Also, if you don’t have nonmoral talents or characteristics, you’re kinda bland and boring.
· There is a limit in how much morality we can stand.
· The reason why moral saints can’t form nonmoral interests is because of practical reasons. Typically, a nonmoral interests such as humor, go against a moral saint’s good conscious. In the example of humor, they don’t believe in hurting feelings which humor can easily include.
· Ex. Why be a culinary chef when you can offer the same food in higher quantity and lower quantity to those in need?
· Moral saints don’t love morality. They just got problems.
· The Loving Saint is missing a piece of perceptual machinery, of being blind of some of what the world has to offer.
· The Rational Saint has a pathological a fear of damnation or an extreme form of self-hatred that interferes with his ability to enjoy life.
· Ex. Give ice cream to child. The Loving Saint doesn’t see how good the ice cream is. The Rational Saint does know how good the ice cream is, but denies himself of the opportunity to act on his desires.
· Common sense morality says that one shouldn’t be aspire to be a moral saint because of these reasons. 
Moral Saints and Moral Theories
· Utilitarianism will prefer the Loving Saint over the Rational Saint, because the Loving Saint will be happier. Kantianism will prefer the Rational because of his ability to reason.
· In utilitarianism, talents, qualities and interests cause more happiness so they’re encouraged, but saints wouldn’t have these. Therefore, it wouldn’t support moral saints on a universal level. People would be happier not achieving sainthood, and striving for more reachable and happiness-achieving goals is better for the society. That being said, moral saints are good because they help out society so much. This would result in the population being happy. So, a moral saint is a good thing as long as you don’t wear it on your sleeve and act “holier than thou” and maintaining a fun persona. The latter is indeed possible as long as you are willing to give up the fun persona when it is time to be serious and help others. But this would mean that one would have to limit and monitor their attachment to these interests and qualities – and this isn’t how these things are meant to be enjoyed.
· In Kantianism, the belief that one can be a moral saint is seen as unreasonable. Obviously it is good to strive for, but not one that is attainable. We do however have a duty of benevolence to ourselves and others. As the utilitarian saint would have to make sure whatever they do achieves the greatest happiness, the Kantian saint would have to make sure whatever they do could become a universal law.
Moral Saints and Moral Physiology
· A person may be perfectly wonderful without being perfectly moral.
· Good shouldn’t be focused on others, but more so on yourself (to an extent).
· Point of view of individual perfection: the consideration of what kinds of lives are good lives, and what kinds of persons it would be good for ourselves and others to be
· Moral point of view: perfection of individual life has limited value because it’s just one life
· Perfectionist point of view: moral worth of an individual’s relation to his world will has limited value because the goodness of an individual’s life doesn’t vary proportionally with the degree to which it exemplifies moral goodness
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle
Caring, Nel Noddings
The Need for More than Justice, Annette C. Baier
^ I don’t have the articles for these three. However, his practice test doesn’t focus on readings at all. And the key concepts of readings are covered in the chapter itself + notes made from videos.
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