Ethics Notes

Consequentialism  

2 central moral concepts 
· Right
· Good

Consequentialist theories – good 
· believes an act is right if the consequences of that act are good
· identify the characteristics by virtue of which things can be ranked from best to worst 
· acts are right if they promote the best overall state of affairs
· intuitive plausibility 
· Utilitarianism 

Best overall state of affairs – defined in term of the quantity and quality of the pleasures they can produce 
-OR greatest total amount of satisfaction of individual preferences or the greatest possible realization of some other particular value 

Consequentialists also disagree on whether the best overall state of affairs would be:
· greatest total accumulated amount of happiness, pleasure, preference satisfaction was achieved 
· OR greatest average amount of happiness per person achieved

Which to use – depends on population growth
· if goal is to produce greatest total amount of happiness – keep adding to the population as long as each person added can be sustained in a state that is slightly happier than it is unhappy 
· if goal is to produce greatest average happiness per person – aim for a much smaller population in which every person is treated to a much happier existence 
Acts vs. Rules 

Act-consequentialist  - say each of us is always required to act in a way that produce the best overall state of affairs as judged from an impartial view 
	- argue that rule-consequentialists have an irrational obsession with rules 

Rule-consequentialist – say we are required to adopt and comply with a set of rules that, if always followed, will produce the best overall state of affairs as judged by an impartial view 

Advantages of consequentialist theories 
· theoretical simplicity – single principle in reference to which we can resolve any moral dilemma 

Consequentialist theories usually fail to respect the needs and rights of individuals because they require us to do whatever it takes to produce the best overall state of affairs 
· also require us to do too much (may never get to pursue your dreams)

John Stuart Mill – British 19th century - utilitarianism

Difference in quality of pleasure – if all or almost all people who have experience of both pleasures give a decided preference; it is the more desirable pleasure 
Preferred enjoyment- superiority in quality so far outweighing another that a person would not resign it for any quantity of another pleasure 

Being with low capacity of enjoyment can be easier satisfied than a person who is highly endowed and these people will see many bearable imperfections but a highly endowed person will never envy a being who is unconscious of the imperfections. 

Utilitarian Doctrine – happiness is desirable, as an end; all other things being only desirable as a means to that end 
· happiness is a good
· each person’s happiness is a good to that person
· general happiness is a good to the aggregate of all persons
· therefore a criteria for morality

John Rawls – 2 concepts of rules – 1921-2002
· argues that the utilitarian position is stronger than some recognize
· thinks that if we carefully distinguish between a summary conception of rules and a practice conception of rules, utilitarians will have a stronger response to one of the central objections raised against their theory\

If punishment can be shown to promote effectively the interest of society it is justifiable, otherwise it isn’t. 

Justifications of Punishment 
1. Retributive view – wrongdoing merits punishment, it is morally fitting that a person should suffer in proportion to that wrongdoing 
a. If he should be punished is based upon his guilt and the severity is based on the depravity of the act
2. Utilitarian View – principle that bygones are bygones and only future consequences are material to present decisions 
a. Past wrongs are not relevant considerations for deciding what to do
b. If punishment can be shown to promote effectively the interest of society it is justifiable
Distinguish between justifying a practice as a system of rules to be applied and enforces or justifying an action which falls under these rules.
Utilitarian arguments appropriate regarding questions about practices (legislator)
Retributive arguments fit the application of particular rules to particular cases	(judge)

Institution of Punishment 
· a person is said to suffer punishment whenever he is legally deprived of some of the normal rights of a citizen on the grounds that he has violated a law  
· violation established by trial according to due process if law
· provided deprivation carried out by recognized legal authorities
· rule of law clearly states the offence and attached penalty
· statute was on books prior to offence

Question of Promises 
· believed that on the utilitarian view when a person makes a promise the only way he should keep it is that by keeping it he will realize the most good on the whole 

Utilitarian view states that every practice should admit the defense that the consequences of abiding by it would have been extremely severe 

Summary view
· each person decides what he shall do in particular cases by applying the utilitarian principle
· different people decide the same case in the same way 
· if a case occurs frequently enough, a rule is formulated 

Rules – summaries of past decisions arrived at by the direct application of the utilitarian principle to particular cases 
· if similar cases didn’t reoccur, utilitarian rule must be applied directly 
· able to describe a particular case whether there is a rule regarding that sort of case or not 
· particular cases are logically prior to rules – performance of the action to which the rule refers doesn’t require the stage-setting of a practice of which the rule is a part 
· reason for rules – people are not able to apply the utilitarian principle effortlessly and flawlessly, they need rules to save time and post a guide 
· General Rule – estimating on what percentage of the cases are likely to arise a given rule 

Practice conception of rules 
· rules are pictures as defining a practice 
· why do this way?
· Deciding what to do on utilitarian grounds leads to confusion
· The attempt to coordinate behaviour by trying to foresee how other will act is bound to fail 
· Those engaging in a practice recognize the rules defining it 
· Rules are publicly know and understood as definitive 
· Rules define and practice and are themselves the subject of the utilitarian principle 
· Rules of practices are logically prior to particular cases 
· Cannot be a particular action falling under a rule of practice if there is no practice
· To perform the actions specified by the practice means to follow the appropriate rules 
· Only legitimate question concerns the nature of the practice itself 
· “how do I make a will?”
· an exception is only a qualification of a further specification of the rule
· punishment and promising are practices 
· rules defining promises depend on the person’s moral training 
· impossible to say what punishment is without referring to offices, actions, and offenses specified by practices 

Robert Nozick – 1938-2002 – the experience machine 
· argues that it is not the case that only pleasure matters to us 

Theory of the experience machine – give us all the experiences but we are plugged in
· we wouldn’t want it 
· because first we want to do the actions that we want to experience
· what we are is important to us 
· limits us to man-made reality
· no actual contact with a deeper reality 
· disturbed by the fact that the machine is living out our lives for us 
· what we desire is to LIVE ourselves, in contact with reality 

Rich and Poor – Peter Singer
	- argues that we have an obligation to assist those who are hungry 

Absolute Poverty – a condition of life so characterized by malnutrition, disease, illiteracy, high infant mortality, and low life expectancy as to be beneath any reasonable definition of human decency 

Relative Poverty – some citizens are poor, relative to the wealth enjoyed by their neighbours

If we stopped feeding animals grain, the amount of food saved would be more than enough to end hunger throughout the world 

Absolute Affluence – affluent by any reasonable definition of human needs 
· more income than needed to provide themselves and their kin with all basic needs
· money spent on luxuries

US gives a mere 0.15 percent of GNP to developing countries 

MORAL EQUIVALENT OF MURDER?
· ppl in rich countries allowing ppl in poor countries to die from absolute poverty
· if allowing ppl to die is not intrinsically different from killing someone it would mean they are murderers

Differences between spending money on luxuries instead of using it to save lives and shooting someone:

1) Motivation is different
a. Killer wants to kills his victims
b. Buyer wants to enhance her enjoyment 
i. Selfishness and indifference to suffering 
ii. Not compatible with malice motives
2) Not difficult to avoid killing people, to save all one possibly could save is heroic
a. Saving everyone means cutting down our standard of living to the bare essentials 
3) Certainty of the outcome
a. Ppl are unsure if the money will actually help anyone 
4) Lack of identifiable victims 
5) Responsibility for acts rather than omissions
a. Plight of the hungry are not by doing, so I cannot be held responsible 

Do the 5 differences explain and justify our attitudes?

1) Lack of identifiable victims -  not being able to tell exactly who the people are  doesn’t make it less reprehensible that you knowingly allowed ppl to die
a. No moral significance, may play a role in explaining attitude  
2) Lack of certainty – does reduce the wrongness of not giving, by comparison with real killing but it is insufficient to show that not giving is acceptable 
3) Responsibility for acts rather than omissions – greater obligation to those misfortunes that we have caused 
a. Consequentialist – responsible for all the consequences of our actions
b. We are not isolated individuals so why would we assume that rights are restricted to rights against interference
4) Difference in Motivation
a. Lessens severity of blame 
5) Avoiding killing someone is normally not difficult, saving all on can is heroid
a. Inappropriate to blame those who fall short of the target as we blame those who kill 

Both motivaton and certainty show that not helping the poor is not like murdering someone but it is on the same par as killing someone accidently by reckless driving.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Obligation to Assist  

If we can prevent something bad without sacrificing anything of comparable significance, we ought to do it. 
Absolute poverty is bad.
There is some absolute poverty we can prevent without sacrificing anything of comparable significance. 
We ought to prevent some absolute poverty. 

Non consequentialist – hold that we ought to prevent what is bad and promote what is good 

Objections to the Obligation to Assist
1) Taking care of our own
a. Instinctively protect the people in our families or communities/countries
b. Violation of the principle of equal consideration to give preference 
c. Wrong to decide only those fortunate enough to be part of our communities share in our abundances
2) Property Rights
a. Robert Nozick – provided one has acquired ones property without force or fraud they are entitles to wealth while others starve
i. Individualistic conception of rights
ii. Rejects taxation to redistribute income but believes we can achieve the ends we deem morally desirable by voluntary means
b. Thomas Aquinas – since property exists for the satisfaction of human needs, whatever a man has in abundance is owed to the poor for their sustenance ‘
c. Socialist – sees wealth as belonging to community not individual
d. Utilitarians – willing to override property rights to prevent greater evils 
e. Giving is something we must do and not giving is wrong b/c there is more to an ethical life than respecting the rights of others
3) Population/Ethics of Triage
a. Major cause of absolute poverty is overpopulation, helping those in poverty now will ensure more ppl are born to live in poverty in the future 
b. TRIAG – 
i. we will not aid countries that, without our help, will soon be able to feed their population
ii. we will not aid countries that, even with out help, will never be able to limit their population to a level they can feed
iii. we will help countries where our help might make a difference between success and failure in bringing foods and population in balance
c. Lifeboat Ethics – Garrett Hardin
i. The rich should leave the poor to starve, for otherwise the poor will drag the rich down with them
d. World currently produced enough to feed all enhibitants
e. Those who advocate triage are proposing we allow population growth of some countries to be checked by a rise in death rates
i. Horrible consequences
ii. Not a good option – inclined to reject without question
f. Advocates of triage
i. Believe that when our capacity to help is unable to cope, the suffering will be greater than it would be id we stopped helping now 
g. Alternative to triage
i. Assist poor countrie to raise the standard of living
ii. Encourage government to enact land refprm meaures, improve education, liberate women, introduce sterilization and contraception to hasten the onset of the demographic transition and bring population growth to a normal level
h. Cannot allow millions to die if there is an alternative that is plausible 
i. Pop growth therefore not a reason against giving overseas aid
4) Leaving it to the government
a. Ppl say giving privately allows government to escape its responsibilities
b. On the contrary it is likely that – if no one gives privately, the government will think its citizens are not interested in overseas aid and will but its programme accordingly 
c. Refusal to give privately is wrong because it is the refusal to prevent a definite evil for the sake of a very uncertain gain 
5) Too high a standard
a. Standard so high that none but a saint could attain it 
i. Absurd to say we ought to do what we cannot
ii. Reject claim that we ought to give so much
b. Even if we could achieve so high a standard, it would be undesirable
c. To difficult to reach so it discourages many from even trying

Susan Wolf – if we took the kind of moral stance defended in this chapter, we would have to do without a great deal that makes life interesting
· wrong to assume that it remains a good like in a world which buying luxuries for oneself means accepting the continued avoidable suffering of others

Impartial ethic like this makes it impossible to have serious personal relationships based on love and friendship
· personal relationships are among the necessities of life and to give then up would require a sacrifice of great moral significance, no such sacrifice would be required

Counterproductive to demand that ppl give up so much 
· lower standard might result in more aid being given 

Those earning above average incomes in affluent societies ought to give a tenth of their income to reducing absolute poverty.
	Min we ought to do and we do wrong if we do any less 


















