Socrates
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Euthyphro
· 399 BCE 

· Socrates meets Euthyphro at the King Archon's Court 

· Euthyphro has charged his father with murder 

· Socrates has been charged with corrupting the young and inventing new gods 

· Euthyphro says that in his case the only question is whether his father acted justly 

· Socrates asks Euthyphro to teach him about the nature of justice 

· Compare the Latin "pietas" and Greek "eusebia" with 

· justice 

· piety 

· responsibility 

· trustworthiness 

· loyalty 

Euthyphro's first answer:

"I say that piety means prosecuting the unjust individual who has committed murder or sacrilege, or any other such crime, as I am doing now, whether he is your father or your mother or whoever he is; and I say that impiety means not prosecuting him."

· even Zeus bound his own father, Cronos, for devouring his children 

· Socrates is skeptical for two reasons: 

· such stories are hard to prove 

· he didn't ask for a list of pious actions, but for a definition of piety 

Euthypro's second answer:

"What is pleasing to the gods is pious, and what is not pleasing to them is impious."

· divine command theory 

· Socrates is skeptical since 

· there are quarrels and disagreements among the gods, so the same actions will be both pleasing and displeasing to the gods 

Euthyphro's third answer:

"Piety is what all the gods love" and "impiety is what they all hate"

· on important issues like murder, "there will be no difference of opinion" 

· Socrates is skeptical for two reasons: 

· even on important questions there are likely to be disagreements 

· are pious actions are loved by the gods because they are pious, or are pious actions pious because the gods love them? (Euthyphro dilemma) 

· if they are loved by the gods because they are pious, this means they can't be pious because they are loved by the gods; this means they have to be pious for another reason 

SOCR: Now consider this question. Do the gods love piety because it is pious, or is it pious because they love it?
EUTH: I do not understand you, Socrates.
SOCR: I will try to explain myself: we speak of a thing being carried and carrying, and being led and leading, and being seen and seeing; and you understand that all such expressions mean different things, and what the difference is.
EUTH: Yes, I think I understand.
SOCR: And we talk of a thing being loved, of a thing loving, and the two are different?
EUTH: Of course.
SOCR: Now tell me, is a thing which is being carried in a state of being carried because it is carried, or for some other reason?
EUTH: No, because it is carried.
SOCR: And a thing is in a state of being led because it is led, and of being seen
because it is seen?
EUTH: Certainly.
SOCR: Then a thing is not seen because it is in a state of being seen: it is in a state of being seen because it is seen; and a thing is not led because it is in a state of being led: it is in a state of being led because it is led; and a thing is not carried because it is in a state of being carried: it is in a state of being carried because it is carried...
SOCR: Then the same is true here as in the former cases. A thing is not loved by those who love it because it is in a state of being loved; it is in a state of being loved because they love it.
EUTH: Necessarily.
SOCR: Well, then, Euthyphro, what do we say about piety? Is it not loved by all the gods, according to your definition?
EUTH: Yes.
SOCR: Because it is pious, or for some other reason?
EUTH: No, because it is pious.
SOCR: Then it is loved by the gods because it is pious; it is not pious because it is loved by them?
EUTH: It seems so.
Socrates' key argument
Euthyphro claims that

· an action is pious because it is loved by the gods 

But in answer to Socrates' question, "Do the gods love piety because it is pious, or is it pious because they love it?" He also claims that

· an action is loved by the gods because it is pious 

So just as

· an object is in a state of being seen because it is seen 

· an object is in a state of being carried because it is carried 

It follows that there must be some other reason that makes pious acts pious

Until we know this reason, we won't know the nature of piety (or justice)
Religion and ethics
Basic issue
Is there a necessary connection between religion and ethics?

· Euthyphro says yes 

· Socrates is skeptical 
Divine command theory
· justice=piety 

· an action is right iff it is commanded by the gods 
Socratic skepticism
· Wouldn't the gods command an action because it is right? 
Hume's rules for writing
1. Remember that writing style is important 

2. Go quickly to the heart of the issue 

3. Don't overstate or understate your thesis or conclusion 
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Apology
The year is 399 BCE and Socrates has been brought to trial.

Fifth century BCE

· Greece's Golden Age (c. 448 – c. 404 BCE) 

· the Spartan army had just won the war 

· Athenian isonomy/democracy 

· Protagoras (490–420 BCE) and the sophists 

· sophists taught "rhetoric over content" 

· Socrates (469–399 BCE), Plato (427/8–347/8 BCE), Aristotle (384–322 BCE) 

· Peloponnesian War (431–404 BCE) 

Sources

· Aristophanes – Clouds 

· Xenophon – Memorabilia, Apology, Symposium, Hellenica 

· Plato (early) – Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Laches, etc. 

· Plato (middle) – Meno, Republic, Symposium, Theaetetus, Phaedo, etc. 

· Plato (late) – Timaeus, Critias, Sophist, Laws, etc. 

· Aristotle, Aelian, Cicero, Diogenes Laertius, etc. 

· lost sources 

· archeological record 

Procedures

· jury selection (kleroterion) 

· water clock 

· ballots (psephoi) 

· archon 

Socrates' trial

· charges (5 years after the end of the war; cf. Alcibiades, Critias) 

· corrupting the young 

· failing to honour the traditional Greek gods 

· prosecution (Meletus, Anytus, Lykon) 

· defense (Plato's Apology – 3 main parts) 

Part 1 of Plato's Apology
· introduction (style vs. content) 

· old accusers vs. new accusers 

· Chaerephon and the Oracle at Delphi 

· argument 1: horse training analogy 

· argument 2: corruption leads to self-harm (why would I corrupt the people who could turn against me?) 

· argument 3: children of gods argument (how can I believe in the divinities without believing in the gods, their parents?) 

· argument 4: argument from poverty (if I were a sophist I wouldn't be poor) 

· argument 5: (a) Arginusae and the democrats (I did the right thing under mortal danger) 

(b) Leon and the anti-democrats

· truth vs. ad misericordiam (appeal to pity) 
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Part 2 of Plato's Apology
· the first vote (close) 

· ostracism (banishment)? Free room and board? A fine? 

· execution? 

Part 3 of Plato's Apology
· the second vote (less close than before) 

· "a good man can never be harmed" 

Plato's Crito and Phaedo
· Ship of Theseus 

· discussion of death 

· is death simply an end to life? 

· or the start of life in a new place? 

· refusal to escape 

· refusal to harm one's self 

· refusal to break a contract 

· refusal to corrupt the young 

· last words

Ethical relativism vs. absolutism
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Ruth Benedict (1887–1948)

· early American anthropologist 

· graduate of Vassar College and Columbia University 

· completed PhD under "father of American anthropology" Franz Boas 

· had Margaret Mead as her student 

· founder of the "culture and personality school" of anthropology 

· worked for US government during WWII 

Ethical relativism vs. ethical absolutism

· do ethical values (as opposed to beliefs about ethical values) vary from culture to culture? 

Example 1

· Can a burqa (nijab, hijab) protect and empower in one culture and imprison in others? 

Example 2

· Can euthanasia be morally appropriate in some cultures and not in others? 

Example 3

· Can capital punishment be justified in some cultures and not in others? 

Ethical relativism claims that

· ethical truths vary from culture to culture or from society to society 

· there is no single, universal moral standard 

· morality is identified with socially approved customs 

Ethical absolutism claims that

· ethical truths don't vary from culture to culture or from society to society 

· there is a single, universal moral standard 

· morality is identified with socially approved customs 

· morality is identified with some objective (non-relative) property (eg., the maximization of happiness, justice, or freedom) 

Benedict

· Question: to what extent are beliefs about what is normal and abnormal (right and wrong) culturally determined? 

· Observation: different cultures accept different norms with regard to 

· fashion, dress, mannerisms 

· trickery, economic customs 

· trances, ecstatic experiences 

· homosexuality 

· ethical, dietary, and sexual taboos 

· head-hunting 

· Conclusion: this diversity shows that "normality is culturally defined" 

· "We do not any longer make the mistake of deriving the morality of our locality and decade directly from the inevitable constitution of human nature. We do not elevate it to the dignity of a first principle. We recognize that morality differs in every society, and is a convenient term for socially approved habits." 

· "Mankind has always preferred to say, 'It is morally good,' rather than 'It is habitual,' [...] But historically the two phrases are synonymous." 

· does Benedict mean to claim that all ethical judgements are culturally determined? 

· rape 

· cannibalism 

· theft 

· caste systems 

· apartheid 

· slavery 

· murder (ritual sacrifice) 

· does it follow from the fact that different cultures have different beliefs that they should have different beliefs? 

· does Benedict's observation that there has been a greater "standardization of custom and belief" within modern, developed nations show that objective ethical standards can be discovered? 
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Ethical relativism vs. ethical absolutism

T. Stace 

U. holds that ethical beliefs and customs may differ, but ethical obligations do not 

V. in other words, it is a mistake "to suppose that the variability of moral beliefs is the same thing as the variability of what really is moral" 

W. in other words, descriptive relativism does not entail prescriptive relativism 

X. morality "is in some sense objective, not man-made, not produced by human opinion" 

Y. "...the fact that the Greeks or the inhabitants of New Guinea think something right does not make it right, even for them. Nor does the fact that we think the same things wrong make them wrong. They are in themselves either right or wrong. What we have to do is to discover which they are. What anyone thinks makes no difference. It is here just as it is in matters of physical science." 

Arguments in favour of ethical relativism

· empirical argument: moral customs vary throughout the world; therefore, there is no objective moral standard 

· "Educated people have known all along that the Greeks tolerated sodomy, which in modern times has been regarded in some countries as an abominable crime; that the Hindus thought it a sacred duty to burn their widows; that trickery, now thought despicable, was once believed to be a virtue; that terrible torture was thought by our own ancestors only a few centuries ago to be a justifiable weapon of justice; that it was only yesterday that western peoples came to believe that slavery is immoral." 

· "But this variability of moral ideas is admitted by both parties to the dispute, and is capable of ready explanation upon the hypothesis of either party." 

· skeptical argument: no one has ever been able to discover an objective moral standard; therefore there is no objective moral standard 

· "I am assuming that it is no longer possible to solve this difficulty by saying naively that the universal moral law is based upon the uniform commands of God" 

· "[Instead, there is] the necessity of finding for morality a basis independent of particular religious dogmas" 

· "If not, then it would seem that we cannot any longer believe in absolutism. We shall have to fall back upon belief in a variety of perhaps mutually inconsistent moral codes operating over restricted areas and limited periods. No one of these will be better, or more true, than any other." 

Arguments against ethical relativism

· comparative judgements: if relativism is true, it is impossible to compare moral standards or to claim that one set of practices is better than another 

· example: do we really want to say that when people compare the ethical actions of one civilization to another, such comparisons are literally without meaning? 

· moral progress: without a common objective standard, "the whole notion of moral progress is a sheer delusion" 

· minority opinion: if moral standards are determined by the majority of a group or culture, minority opinion must always be wrong 

· "we should have no logical right whatever to resist the claim of the gangsters of Chicago—if such a claim were made—that their practices represent the highest standards of American morality." 

· practical consequences: if relativism is accepted, moral conduct declines 

· "If men come really to believe that one moral standard is as good as another, they will conclude that their own moral standard has nothing special to recommend it. They might as well then slip down to some lower and easier standard." 

Stace's conclusion: ethical relativism is incorrect

Reconciling absolutism and relativism

Four additional factors may allow for diversity within absolutism

· descriptive relativism is consistent with prescriptive absolutism 

· not all norms need be ethical 

· fashion, dress, mannerisms 

· accepting cash, cheque, credit cards 

· there may be no uniform account for ethical norms 

· some may be relative (perhaps prison sentencing, mercy killing, etc.) 

· others may be absolute (perhaps slavery, sadism, etc.) 

· the same ethical norm might be expressed using different social conventions 

· driving safely 

· showing respect to a host 

How do we protect a child?

· the same ethical norm might be expressed using different social conventions 

· in one society we might do so through (early) education and socialization 

· in another society we might do so though (early) isolation 

· despite different social conventions, the ultimate ethical norm may be the same 

· to maximize justice (Kantianism) 

· to maximize happiness (utilitarianism) 

· to maximize freedom (libertarianism) 

· to maximize flourishing (Aristotelianism) 

· if so, the ethical norm (or goal) becomes the test of the social convention 

Egoism

9/25/12

Plato (428/427–348/347 BCE)

· born into a wealthy Athenian family in 428/7 BCE 

· follower of Socrates, who was executed in 399 BCE 

· served as tutor to Dionysus II of Syracuse 

· founded the Academy in 388 BCE, where e was the teacher of Aristotle 

· held that the world of appearance is a weak copy (or shadow) of a greater, more perfect world of eternal, ideal Forms (or Ideas) 

· hence his distinction between observable objects that appear beautiful (good, just, big, etc.) and the true form of beauty (goodness, justice, bigness, etc.) 

· held that the soul is separate from, and corrupted by, the body 

· held that knowledge (especially of the Forms) results from memory 

· suggested that the ideal society would be divided into Workers (labourers), Guardians (soldiers), and Rulers (philosopher kinds, people who love the truth) 

· died after a wedding feast 

Early Period

· includes Apology, Charmides, Crito, Euthyphro, Ion, Laches, Lysis 

Early Middle Period

· includes Gorgias, Meno, Phaedo, Protagoras, Symposium 

Later Middle Period

· includes Republic, Phaedrus, Parmenides, Theaetetus 

Late Period

· includes Timaeus, Critias, Sophist, Statesman 
Theaetetus
· Protagoras claims that "man is the measure of all things" 

· Normative version 

· all values are subjective, relative to the believer 

· Epistemic version 

· all knowledge is subjective, knowledge is always relative to the believer 

Are values and knowledge relative to the believer

Socrates' five objections to relativism:

· argument from dreams, madness, and misperceiving 

· is man the measure even when he is dreaming, mad, or misperceiving? 

· man or pig argument 

· why should human beings be the measure rather than, say, pigs? 

· man or gods argument 

· why should human beings be the measure rather than the gods? 

· ordinary man ad hominem 

· if Protagoras is correct, then he is no wiser than an ordinary person 

· Peritrope argument (turning the tables) 

· most people believe that Protagoras is wrong 

· and since, for Protagoras, whatever a person (or society) believes will be true (for that person or society) 

· for Protagoras, Protagoras is wrong 

Plato's Republic
A dialogue in which Socrates and others discuss

· the form of an ideal state 

· the nature of justice 

· the relation between justice and happiness 

· the distinction between appearance and reality 

· the theory of Forms 

· the nature of knowledge 

· the immortality of the soul 

In the Republic, Plato's older brother Glaucon introduces three theses:

· justice is not a good in itself, but a compromise 

· to do wrong (to steal, etc.) is a desirable thing 

· to suffer wrong is not a desirable thing 

· justice, therefore "stands half-way between the best thing of all - to do wrong with impunity - and the worst, which is to suffer wrong without the power to retaliate" 

· so justice is not a good in itself, but accepted as a compromise 

· people practice justice with reluctance 

· because justice is not the most desirable outcome, it is avoided whenever possible 

· the just will take the same path as the unjust man if given the opportunity 

· "For all men believe in their hearts that injustice is far more profitable to the individual than justice" 

· as evidence, Glaucon tells the story of the shepherd Gyges who 

· works for the King of Lydia 

· witnesses a great storm and an earthquake which produces "an opening in the earth" 

· finds in the opening "a hollow brazen [brass] horse" containing a corpse that is "more than human" 

· takes from the corpse a ring that makes him invisible 

· gains the power to act immorally without punishment 

· kills the king, steals his throne, and seduces his queen 

· this reluctance is reasonable 

· in Gyges' case, 

· "people would think him a miserable fool if they found him refusing to wrong his neighbours" 

· "though in public they would keep up in pretence of praising his conduct, for fear of being wronged themselves" 

· so because 

· justice is not a good in itself, but a compromise, and 

· people practice justice only with reluctance 

· it is reasonable to act unjustly if there is no risk of being caught 

Psychological vs. ethical egoism

Psychological egoism is

· the descriptive view that people always act to promote their own interests (e.g. happiness, well-being) 

· an empirical thesis defended by Glaucon (but not Plato) 

Ethical egoism is

· the prescriptive view that people should always act to promote their own interests (e.g. happiness, well-being) 

· a normative thesis also defended by Glaucon (but not Plato) 

Is either view correct?
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Compare

· Glaucon's story of Gyges' magic ring 

· economic theories of market behaviour 

· Darwinian theories of human evolution 

James Rachels

· American ethicist who taught at University of Alabama 

· a proponent of a modified form of utilitarianism that takes into account both human and non-human happiness 

· principal writings include 
· The Elements of Moral Philosophy 
· The End of Life 
· Created from Animals 

Are we right to assume that we have an obligation to consider

· the happiness of others 

· the welfare of others 

· the rights of others 

Rachels' basic theses

· psychological egoism is false since people don't always act to promote their own interests 

· ethical egoism is false since people shouldn't always act to promote their own interests 

Psychological egoism

· requires that we always act to promote our own interests 

Rachels' basic argument

· we seem to do unpleasant actions 

· for instrumental benefits 

· for reasons of obligation 

· for reasons of altruism 

So psychological egoism is false

Objection 1

· whenever an agent is acting voluntarily, it follows that the agent is merely doing what he most wants to do 

· and if an agent is merely doing what he most wants to do, then he is acting selfishly 

· so it follows that all voluntary acts are selfish acts 

Rachels' first reply

· there is a distinction between acting voluntarily and doing what one most wants to do 

· "if I have promised to do something, and if I do not want to do it then it is simply false to say that I want to keep my promise. In such cases we feel a conflict precisely because we do not want to do what we feel obligated to do." 

Second reply

· there is a distinction between doing what one most wants to do and acting selfishly 

· selfish acts promote one's own interests 

· in contract, sometimes we want to promote others' interests at our own expense 

· "it is the object of a want that determines whether it is selfish or not. The mere fact that I am acting on my wants does not mean that I am acting selfishly; that depends on what it is that I want. If I want only my own good, and care nothing for others, then I am selfish; but if I also want other people to be well-off and happy, and if I act on that desire, then my action is not selfish." 

Objection 2

· whenever an agent is acting unselfishly he obtains a sense of self-satisfaction 

· so it follows that the point of unselfish acts "is really to achieve a pleasant state of consciousness, rather than to bring about any good for others" 

Rachels' reply

· "Isn't the unselfish man precisely the one who does derive satisfaction from helping others, while the selfish man does not?" 

· "Moreover, suppose we ask why Smith derives satisfaction from helping his friend. The answer will be, it is because Smith cares for him and wants him to succeed. If Smith did not have these concerns, then he would take no pleasure in assisting him; and these concerns, as we have already seen, are the marks of unselfishness, not selfishness. To put the point more generally: if we have a positive attitude toward the attainment of some goal, then we may derive satisfaction from attaining that goal. But the object of our attitude is the attainment of that goal; and we must want to attain the goal before we can find any satisfaction in it. We do not, in other words, desire some sort of 'pleasurable consciousness' and then try to figure out how to achieve it" 

Three confusions

· selfishness is distinct from self-interest 

· self-interested behaviour, unlike selfish behaviour, need not ignore the interests of others 

· pleasure-seeking is distinct from self-interest 

· self-interested behaviour need not be pleasurable 

· self-interest is compatible with altruism 

· sometimes our interests coincide, sometimes our interests are not involved 

Conclusion
"Once these confusions are cleared away, it seems to me obvious enough that there is no reason whatever to accept psychological egoism."

Ethical egoism

· requires that we should always act to promote our own interests 

Rachels' basic argument

· rational action requires motive as well as means 

· the ethical egoist must be motivated to act in his own interests 

· the ethical altruist must be motivated to act in someone else's interests 

· so neither is more fundamental, since both require that an agent has a motive prior to exercising (instrumental) reason 

So ethical egoism is no more rational or fundamental than ethical altruism

Preliminary remarks

· naive ethical egoism is a radical doctrine 

· enlightened ethical egoism is inconsistent 

· individual ethical egoism is consistent but unfounded 

Naive ethical egoism is a radical doctrine

· "Suppose I have an urge to set fire to some public building (say, a department store) just for the fascination of watching the spectacular blaze: according to this view, the fact that several people might be burned to death provides no reason whatever why I should not do it. After all, this only concerns their welfare, not my own, and according to the ethical egoist the only person I need think of is myself." 

But perhaps, like Glaucon, we will want to argue that it is in our enlightened self-interest to act morally

· "Therefore, it is said, the egoist would not be such a bad man; he would be as kindly and considerate as anyone else, because he would see that it is to his own advantage to be kindly and considerate." 

Enlightened ethical egoism is inconsistent

· assume that (unlike Gyges) we can't avoid the consequences of our immoral acts 

· this shows not that we should act morally, but only that we should encourage others to do so 

· the ethical egoist "must take care to conceal from public view his own self-centered method of decision-making, and urge others to act on precepts very different from those on which he is willing to act." 

· so the claim that everyone should always act to promote their own interests is inconsistent with genuine ethical egoism 

· the individual ethical egoist must defend the claim that he alone should always act to promote his own interests 

Individual ethical egoism is consistent but unfounded

· ethical egoism and ethical altruism are both instrumental theories 

· both theories require independent motivation 

· "What we have come up against is simply a fundamental requirement of rational action, namely, that the existence of reasons for action always depends on the prior existence of certain attitudes in the agent." 

· "In this respect ethical egoism and what we might call ethical altruism are in exactly the same fix: both require that the agent care about himself, or about other people, before they can get started." 

Basic question

· what reason is there to be moral when it is not to our advantage to do so? 

Rachels' answer

· "The reason one ought not to do actions that would hurt other people is: other people would be hurt. The reason one ought to do actions that would benefit other people is: other people would be benefited. This may at first seem like a piece of philosophical sleight-of-hand, but it is not. The point is that the welfare of human beings is something that most of us value for its own sake, and not merely for the sake of something else."

Free will
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When we encounter a fork in the road

· do we freely choose which way to go? 

or

· is our choice determined by prior events? 

Determinism: all acts are determined by past events

Libertarianism: the view that at least some acts result from free will

Compatibilism: determinism and libertarianism are compatible

Which view is correct?

Is determinism incompatible with moral responsibility?

Paul-Henri Thiry d'Holbach (1723–1789)

· born in Germany but raised in France where he inherited his uncle's title 

· leading figure of the French Enlightenment 

· advocated a deterministic metaphysics and a utilitarian political theory 

· first openly atheistic modern writer of influence in Europe 

· an important translator and contributor to Diderot's Encyclopedia 

D'Holbach's basic argument
· The System of Nature (1770) 

· all parts of nature are governed by "necessary and immutable laws" 

· since human beings are part of nature, we too are governed by these laws 

· so given enough info, it would be possible to predict all actions 

· it follows that all our actions must be necessary and determined 

· "Man's life is a line that nature commands him to describe upon the surface of the earth, without his ever being able to swerve from it, even for an instant. He is born without his own consent; his organization does in nowise depend upon himself; his ideas come to him involuntarily..." 

· "In consequence, he acts necessarily... In all this he always acts according to necessary laws from which he has no means of emancipating himself." 

· "The errors of philosophers on the free agency of man, have arisen from their regarding his will as the primum mobile, the original motive of his actions... they have not perceived the multiplied, the complicated causes which, independently of him, give motion to the will itself..." 

· Example: We drink because we are thirsty 

We decline to drink because we fear the water is poisoned

· "In short, the actions of man are never free; they are always the necessary consequence of his temperament, of the received ideas, and of the notions, either true or false, which he has formed to himself of happiness; of his opinions, strengthened by example, by education, and by daily experience." 

· the ambitious man: acts as he does since he cares for rank, honours, and power 

· the miser: acts as he does since he cares for money 

· the voluptuary: acts as he does since he cares for luxury and debauchery 

· the choleric man: acts as he does since he wants to punish those who have harmed him 

· the zealot: acts as he does since he enjoys zeal 

D'Holbach

· "Man, then, is not a free agent in any one instant of his life; he is necessarily guided in each step by those advantages, whether real or fictitious, that he attaches to the objects by which his passions are roused" 

Skeptic

· "Am I not the master of throwing myself out the window?" 

D'Holbach

· "I shall answer him, no... There is, in point of fact, no difference between the man that is cast out of the window by another, and the man who throws himself out of it, except that the impulse in the first instance comes immediately from without whilst that which determines the fall in the second case, springs from within his own peculiar machine, having its more remote cause also exterior." 

Socrates counterexample

· "Man believes he acts as a free agent, every time he does not see any thing that places obstacles to his actions; he does not perceive that the motive which causes him to will, is always necessary and independent of himself." 

· in contrast, the chained prisoner can see his restraints 

· "The virtuous Socrates submitted to the laws of his country, although they were unjust; and though the doors of his jail were left open to him, he would not save himself; but in this he did not act as a free agent. The invisible chains of opinion, the secret love of decorum, the inward respect for the laws, even when they were iniquitous, the fear of tarnishing his glory, kept him in his prison" 

· the skeptic may think that Socrates chose the idea of acting freely 

· "But the question is, what gives birth to this idea in his brain? Was he the master either to prevent it from presenting itself, or from renewing itself in his brain?" 

Objections

· don't we have free will? 

· no, even our so-called free will is determined by past events 

· "The will... is a modification of the brain, by which it is disposed to action, or prepared to give play to the organs. This will is necessarily determined by the qualities, good or bad, agreeable or painful, of the object or the motive that acts upon his senses, or of which the idea remains with him, and is resuscitated by his memory." 

· don't we prove we have free will by the choices we make? 

· no, because every choice is determined 

· "man in performing some action which he is resolved on doing, does not by any means prove his free agency; the very desire of displaying this quality, excited by the dispute, becomes a necessary motive, which decides his will either for the one or the other of these actions" 

· isn't there a difference between being forced to act and choosing to act? 

· no, the absence of restraint is not absence of necessity 

· "There is, in point of fact, no difference between the man that is cast out of the window by another, and the man who throws himself out of it, except that the impulse in the first instance comes immediately from without whilst that which determines the fall in the second case, springs from within his own peculiar machine, having its more remote cause also exterior." 

· why does it seem like we have free will? 

· because we are unaware of the many past events that cause us to act as we do 

· just because we are unaware of the "chain of operations" that cause an action does not mean that an action is uncaused 
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Richard Taylor (1919–2003)

Taylor's basic argument

· it is very likely that at least sometimes we deliberate in order to make decisions 

· it is very likely that at least sometimes these decisions initiate and result in free, previously undetermined actions 

· therefore, libertarianism is to be preferred to determinsm 

· the two assumptions underlying this argument, "—to the effect that men do sometimes deliberate before acting, and that when they do, they presuppose among other things that it is up to them what they are going to do" appear to all of us "quite certain" 

· of course both assumptions might be wrong, but so might any theory or observation 

· "We must, accordingly, if we ever hope to be wiser, adjust our theories to our data and not try to adjust our data to our theories" 

What follows from this basic argument?

· we are at least sometimes agents rather than mere patients 

· we are "beings who act, or who are agents, rather than things that are merely acted upon, and whose behavior is simply the causal consequence of conditions which they have not wrought." 

· we are "beings which are sometimes the causes of their own behavior" 

· we are the source of free actions 

Two important factors

· different conception of the self 

· each person or self " is not merely a collection of things or events, but a substance and a self-moving being" 

· "it is a man himself, and not merely some part of him or something within him, that is the cause of his own activity." 

· "I am an agent or a being who initiates his own actions, sometimes under conditions which do not determine what action he shall perform." 

· different conception of causation 

· "avoids the absurdities of simple indeterminism by conceding that human behavior is caused, while at the same time avoiding the difficulties of determinism by denying that every chain of causes and effects is infinite." 

· a free action initiates an event without anything else causing the action 

· " this conception of activity involves an extraordinary conception of causation... Indeed, if he is a free agent then he can, on this conception, cause an event to occur—namely, some act of his own—without anything else causing him to do so. This means that an agent is sometimes a cause, without being an antecedent sufficient condition; for if I affirm that I am the cause of some act of mine, then I am plainly not saying that my very existence is sufficient for its occurrence" 

· "This conception of the causation of events by beings or substances that are not events is, in fact, so different from the usual philosophical conception of a cause that it should not even bear the same name, for “being a cause” ordinarily just means 'being an antecedent sufficient condition or set of conditions.' Instead, then, of speaking of agents as causing their own acts, it would perhaps be better to use another word entirely, and say, for instance, that they originate them, initiate them, or simply that they perform them." 

John Stuart Mill (1806–73)

· British philosopher, political economist, civil servant, and Member of Parliament 

· son of the utilitarian James Mill 

· godson to Jeremy Bentham and secular godfather to Bertrand Russell 

Question:

· does the law of causality apply "in the same strict sense to human actions as to other phenomena"? 

· the doctrine of necessity (hard determinism) asserts that human volitions and actions are necessary and inevitable 

· libertarianism asserts that human will "is not determined, like other phenomena, by antecedents, but determines itself" 

· compatibilism (soft determinism) accepts determinism, but rejects the "misleading terms in which it is often expressed" 

Mill's basic argument:

· determinism is simply the view that, given enough information, human actions could be predicted 

· this claim does not "conflict in the smallest degree with what is called our feeling of freedom" 

· therefore, free will is not inconsistent with determinism 

· "the doctrine called Philosophical Necessity is simply this: that, given the motives which are present to an individual’s mind, and given likewise the character and disposition of the individual, the manner in which he will act might be unerringly inferred; that if we knew the person thoroughly, and knew all the inducements which are acting upon him, we could foretell his conduct with as much certainty as we can predict any physical event." 

Premise 2

· "We do not feel ourselves the less free because those to whom we are intimately known are well assured how we shall will to act in a particular case. We often, on the contrary, regard the doubt what our conduct will be as a mark of ignorance of our character, and sometimes even resent it as in imputation." 

· "The religious metaphysicians who have asserted the freedom of the will have always maintained it to be consistent with divine foreknowledge of our actions; and if with divine, then with any other foreknowledge." 

Mill's theory of causation

First objection

· but isn't the doctrine of necessity more than simply the view that, given enough information, human action could be predicted? 

Mill's reply

· no, since causation is (as Hume tells us) is merely "constancy of succession" 

· "There is nothing in causation but invariable, certain, and unconditional sequence" 

· there is no additional "mysterious constraint", "magical spell", "mysterious compulsion", or "mystical tie" 

· necessity is simply "uniformity of order, and capability of being predicted" 

Second objection

· but isn't Mill guilty of equivocating between two forms of causation? 

· in other cases necessity "implies irresistibleness. Applied to the will, it only means that the given cause will be followed by the effect" 

· for example, " There are physical sequences which we call necessary, as death for want of food or air." 

Mill's reply

· necessity does not imply fatalism 

· just because that which happens is "the infallible result of the causes which produce it", it need not follow that "it will happen however we may strive to prevent it"

Bentham

10/09/12

· what makes actions right or wrong? 

· rule-based theories (deontological) 

· consequence-based theories (teleological) 

Aristotle: human flourishing (objective utility)

Bentham: utility (subjective utility)

Jeremy Bentham

· do whatever will bring about the most pleasure or the least pain overall

Kant
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Kant's moral philosophy

· Koenisberg: 1724–1804 

· "Two things fill the mind with ever-increasing wonder and awe, the more often and the more intensely the mind of thought is drawn to them: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me." – Critique of Practical Reason 
· Critique of Pure Reason, Critique of Practical Reason, Critique of Power of Judgement 

· "But all our cognition commences with experience, yet it does not on that account all arises from experience" (Critique of Pure Reason) 

· two elements always present in knowledge, moral action, aesthetic judgement 

· not from experience: a priori (pure, necessary) 

· from experience: a posteriori (empirical, contingent) 

· the a priori elements provide necessary conditions for knowledge, moral action, aesthetic judgement 

· Kant's basic strategy is to "prove a priori" 

· means to show how knowledge, moral action, aesthetic judgements are explained from principles that even if they are applied to experience (cognitive, practical, aesthetical), they do not come from experience 

· moral action (an action with moral worth) does not come from "immediate inclination" (empirical element) but from duty (a priori element) 

· "Duty is the necessity of an action from respect for the law." 

· what are the necessary conditions for this? 

· "Nothing can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be called good without qualification, except a Good Will." 

· "The will is a faculty to choose that only which reason independent of inclination recognizes as practically necessary, that is, as good." 

Imperatives: hypothetical and categorical

· "The conception of an objective principle, in so far as it is obligatory for a will, is called a command (of reason), and the formula of the command is called an Imperative." 

· "Now all imperatives command either hypothetically or categorically. The former represent the practical necessity of a possible action as means to something else that is willed (or at least which one might possibly will)." 

· "The categorical imperative would be that which represented an action as necessary of itself without reference to another end, that is, as objectively necessary." 

· "If now the action is good only as a means to something else, then the imperative is hypothetical" 

· "if it is conceived as good in itself and consequently as being necessarily the principle of a will which of itself conforms to reason, then it is categorical." 

· the good will is that which an agent has if it is to act according to the categorical imperative 

· categorical imperative = moral law 

· formulations of categorical imperative: universal law, humanity, kingdom of ends 

Universal law

· "Act as if the maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a universal law of nature." 
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Humanity formulation

· So act as to treat humanity... as an end withal, never as a means only 

· rational nature exists as an end in itself 

Aristotle's ethics
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Aristotle (384–322 BCE)

· born the son of Nicomachus (physician to King Amyntas of Macedon) in 384 BCE 

· student at Plato's Academy from c. 367 to c. 347 BCE 

· served as tutor to Alexander the Great, beginning in 343 BCE 

· founded the Lyceum in 335 BCE 

· many of his best works (which Cicero described as "a river of gold") are now lost 

· creator of formal logic (Organon) 

· held that rightness of an action is not as important as a person's character 

· died in 322 BCE after refusing to let Athens "sin twice against philosophy" 

· logic (Organon) 

· developed theories of term logic and modal logic 

· physics, metaphysics, biology 

· believed there were five elements 

· four causes 

· rhetoric 

· "man is by nature a political animal" 

· ethics and politics 

· Nicomachean ethics 

· held that city, family, and individual are all connected to each other as an organic whole 

· held that human flourishing (eudaimonia) is necessarily connected to virtue 

Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics
Basic view

· there is only one ultimate human good: eudaimonia 
· eudaimonia results from having a virtuous character throughout one's life 

· a virtuous character comes from having a disposition to choose the right (or excellent, or "mean") action 

· right (or excellent) actions are discovered by reason and are at "the mean" 

· "the good of Man is an activity of the soul in accordance with virtue or, if there are more virtues than one, in accordance with the best and most complete virtue. But it is necessary to add the words “in a complete life.” For as one swallow or one day does not make a spring, so one day or a short time does not make a fortunate or happy man." 

Two types of good

· instrumental goods 

· are sought "as a means to something else" 

· include honour, pleasure, intellect, etc. 

· intrinsic goods 

· are sought "for their own sake" 

· seem to include only eudaimonia 
Eudaimonia
· happiness, perfection, well-being, flourishing 
Arete
· virtue, excellence 

For Aristotle, eudaimonia results

· partly from having external goods such as health, wealth, beauty, and friends 

· mostly from the execising of arete (or virtue) 

Key idea
· eudaimonia, fulfilment of one's purpose or function or nature, arete 

Two types of virtues

· intellectual virtues 

· are obtained by listening to (the right) teachers 
· sophia (or wisdom or science), the ability to think about universal truths 
· phronesis (or practical wisdom or prudence), the ability to think about how to achieve a desired end 

· moral virtues 

· are obtained by developing (the right) habits, for the right reasons 

· "we become, for example, builders by building and harpists by playing the harp. Similarly it is by doing just acts that we become just... It is by acting in the face of danger and by habituating ourselves to fear or courage that we become either cowardly or courageous." 

Conditions for moral actions

· knowledge of the action 

· deliberate choice of the action 

· made for the right reason (i.e., "ass an instance of a settled and immutable moral state" 

· these conditions then lead to golden mean 

Golden mean

· reason tells us that the best actions are those midway between excess and deficiency 

· "Moral virtue... is a mean state as lying between two vices, a vice of excess on the one side and a vice of deficiency on the other" 

Examples
Vice as deficiency
Virtue as mean
Virtue as excess
Cowardice

Courage

Foolhardiness
Aloofness

Friendliness

Obsequiousness
Stinginess

Generosity

Profligacy
Anorexia

Moderation

Gluttony
Bashfulness

Confidence

Vanity
Depreciation

Truthfulness

Exaggeration
Celibacy

Monogamy

Polygamy

Connection between the virtues

· why is it hard to be virtuous? 

· Because "it is always hard work to find the mean in anything, for example, it is not everybody, but only a man of science, who can find the mean or centre of a circle. So too anybody can get angry—that is an easy matter—and anybody can give or spend money, but to give it to the right persons, to give the right amount of it and to give it at the right time and for the right cause and in the right way, this is not what anybody can do, nor is it easy. That is the reason why it is rare and laudable and noble to do well." 

Is Aristotle's virtue ethic teleological or deontological?

· Teleological approaches emphasize consequences 

· Deontological approaches emphasize principles underlying each act 

For Aristotle

· our goal is to lead a happy, fulfilled, flourishing life 

· but this only results from doing the right thing 

Hobbes
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Thomas Hobbes' Leviathan (1651)

Hobbes (1588–1679)

Hobbes argues in favour of

· government created for mutual advantage (without reference to divine rights) 

· monarchy is the best form of government 

· restricted form of the rule of law 

Hobbes on government

· we all have equality with regard to desires 

· we all have subjectivity with regard to goods 

· the result is conflict 

· we all have equality with regard to harms 

· safety requires justice 

· justice requires covenants (i.e. contracts or agreements) 

· covenants require enforcement 

· enforcement requires a sovereign (powerful enough to settle disputes) 

· state of nature 

· effective equality of power 

· to remove ourselves from a state of nature we enter into covenants 

· 3 types of commonwealth 

· monarchy (rule by one person) 

· aristocracy (rule by a group) 

· democracy (rule by all) 

· all three have the power to protect citizens 

· of the three, monarchy is the most efficient and least likely to become corrupt 

· rule of law: law applies universally, to citizen and government alike 

First argument against universality of the rule of law:

· the sovereign, by definition, is more powerful 

· he who makes the laws is not bounded by law 

Second:

· we honour our covenants to avoid sanction 

· sanctions are imposed against one's will 

· no person can act against his own will 

Third:

· if sovereign can change laws, not bound by rule of law 

Main points:

· skeptical of the divine right of kings 

· governments remove us from state of war, provide mutual benefit 

· monarch is best sovereign
