PART ONE: MORAL THINKING

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What distinguishes acting from inclination and
acting from duty? Which reflects genuine moral
worth? Why?

2. How do hypothetical and categorical impera-
tives differ?

3. Describe the two versions Kant gives of the
categorical imperative. Give an example of how
the categorical imperative is applied.

Utilitarianism

4. What does Kant mean by a maxim?

5. Explain what Kant means by autonomy. Are pa-
sons autonomous?
6. Explain how Kant would respond to those who
emphasize the role of emotions and feelings in
morality.

JOHN STUART MiLL

John Stuart Ml (1806-1873) had an unusual childhood,
by elmost any standard. His father, James Mill, who was a
friend of the economist David Ricardo and the legal theo-
rist John Austin, was among the most devoted followers
of Jerermy Bentham, the utilitarian philosopher. James oe-
veloped a plan for the education of his son, John Stuart,
that ncluded a rigorous tutoring program and the isola-
tion of the boy from other children. Young John was a bril-
liant student. By the age of three, he had begun leaming
Greek. At eight, he learned Latin and pursued mathemat-
ics and history. By the ege of twelve, he was studying logic
and political econormy, and at fiftean, he studied law 8t
Unwversity Coliege, London, with John Austin

At twenty-four, Mill began a Welong friandship and in-
tellectual collaboration with Harriet Taylor, Aithough they
were closa companians, Harriet Taylor remainad married
for two decades. When her husband John Taylor died, she
and John Stuart Ml were married. The two then withdrew
from “insipid secety”® and the 2osSip they had endured for
years, they ived happily for seven years until her death.
Mill served briefly as a member of Parkament and died in
France (where he had dought & house near the cemetery
in which Hamet was buried).

Mill's influence has been tremendous, he wrote im-
portant books on logic, philosophy of science, and eco-
nomics, as well as on ethics and political philosophy. The
Subjection of Women remains a classic, as is On Liberty,
his brilliant statement of the justification and limits of
govermment and of freedom of speech. In the following

From John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism (1861).

selections from Utilitariamism, Mill explains utilitarian
moral theory, responds to critics, and explores the theo-
ry’s phrlosophical besls.

General Remarks

On the present occasion, | shall attempt to con-
tribute something towards the understanding and
appreciation of the Utilitarian or Happiness theory,
and towards such proof as it is susceptible of. It is
evident that this cannot be proof in the ordinary
and popular meaning of the term. Questions of ul-
timate ends are not amenable to direct proof. We
are not, however, to infer that its acceptance or re-
jection must depend on blind impulse, or arbitrary
choice. Considerations may be presented capable
of determining the intellect either to give or with-
hold its assent to the doctrine; and this is equiva-

lent of proof.

What Utilitarianism Is

The creed which accepts as the foundation of mor-
als utility or the greatest happiness principle holds
that actions are right in proportion as they tend
to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to pro-
duce the reverse of happiness. By “happiness” is
intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by “un-
happiness.” pain, and the privation of pleasure. To
give a clear view of the moral standard set up by



e theory, much more requires to be said; in par-
Scular, what things it includes in the ideas of pain
#ad pleasure, and to what extent this is left an open
Suestion. But these supplementary explanations do
sot affect the theory of life on which this theory of
morality is grounded—namely, that pleasure, and
eedom from pain, are the only things desirable
# ends; and that all desirable things (which are as
Sumerous in the utilitarian as in any other scheme)
#se desirable cither for the pleasure inherent in
Semselves, or as means to the promotion of plea-
sure and the prevention of pain.

Now such a theory of life excites in many minds,
#ad among them in some of the most estimable in
feeling and purpose, inveterate dislike. To suppose
#at life has (as they express it) no higher end than
pleasure—no better and nobler object of desire and
pursuit—they designate as utterly mean and grovel-
g as a doctrine worthy only of swine. . . .

[But it] is quite compatible with the principle
o utility to recognize the fact, that some kinds of
pleasure are more desirable and more valuable

" than others. It would be absurd that while, in es-

Smating all other things, quality is considered as
well as quantity, the estimation of pleasures should

% supposed to depend on quantity alone.

If] am asked what I mean by difference of qual-
%Y in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure more
*aluable than another merely as a pleasure, except
#s being greater in amount, there is but one pos-
sble answer. Of two pleasures, if there be one to
which all or almost all who have experience of both
#ve a decided preference, irrespective of any feel-
‘g of moral obligation to prefer it, that is the more
desirable pleasure. If one of the two is, by those
who are competently acquainted with both, placed
%o far above the other that they prefer it, even
hough knowing it to be attended with a greater
smount of discontent, and would not resign it for
#ny quantity of the other pleasure which their na-
fure is capable of, we are justified in ascribing to
e preferred enjoyment a superiority in quality, so
far outweighing quantity as to render it, in com-
parison, of small account.

Now it is an unquestionable fact that those
who are equally acquainted with, and equally ca-
pable of appreciating and enjoying, both, do give

4 most marked preference to the manner of exis-
tence which employs their higher faculties. Few
human creatures would consent to be changed
into any of the lower animals, for a promise of
the fullest allowance of a beast’s pleasures; no in-
telligent human being would consent to be a fool;
no instructed person would be an ignoramus; no
person of feeling and conscience would be selfish
and base, even though they should be persuaded
that the fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better sat-
isfled with his lot than they are with theirs. They
would not resign what they possess more than he
for the most complete satisfaction of all the desires
which they have in common with him. If they ever
fancy they would, it is only in cases of unhappi-
ness 5o extreme, that to escape from it they would
exchange their lot for almost any other, however
undesirable in their own eyes. A being of higher
faculties requires more to make him happy, is ca-
pable probably of more acute suffering, and cer-
tainly accessible to it at more points, than one of
an inferior type; but in spite of these liabilities, he
can never really wish to sink into what he feels to
be a lower grade of existence. We may give what
explanation we please of this unwillingness: we
may attribute it to pride, a name which is given in-
discriminately to some of the most and to some of
the least estimable feelings of which mankind are
capable; we may refer it to the love of liberty and
personal independence, an appeal to which was
with the Stoics one of the most effective means for
the inculcation of it; to the love of power, or to the
love of excitement, both of which do really enter
into and contribute to it: but its most appropriate
appellation is a sense of dignity, which all human
beings possess in one form or other, and in some,
though by no means in exact, proportion to their
higher faculties, and which is so essential a part of
the happiness of those in whom it is strong, that
nothing which conflicts with it could be, otherwise
than momentarily, an object of desire to them. . ..
From this verdict of the only competent judges
I apprehend there can be no appeal. On a question
which is the best worth having of two pleasures, or
which of two modes of existence is the most grate-
ful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes
and from its consequences, the judgment of those
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PART ONE: MORAI THINKING

who are qualified by knowledge of both, or, if they
differ, that of the majority among them, must be
sdmitted as final. And there need be the less hesi-
tation to accept this judgment respecting the qual-
ity of pleasures, since there is no other tribunal 1o
be referred to even on the question of quantity.
What means are there of determining which is the
acutest of two pains, or the intensest of two plea-
surable sensations, except the general suffrage of
those who are familiar with both? Neither pains
nor pleasures are homogeneous, and pain Is always
heterogeneous with pleasure. What is there to de-
cide whether a particular pleasure is worth pur-
chasing at the cost of a particular pain, except the
feelings and judgment of the experienced? When,
therefore, those feelings and judgment declare the
pleasures derived from the higher faculties to be
preferable in kind, apart from the question of in-
tensity, to those of which the animal nature, dis-
joined from the higher faculties, is susceptible, they
are entitled on this subject 10 the same e

Though it is only in & very imperfect state of the
world's arrangements that anyone can best serve
the happiness of others by the absolute sacrifice of
hlsowmyetsolongaslhcworldlsinthal imperfect
state.lftﬂlyncknowledgﬂhanhrreadinesstomhc
such a sacrifice is the highest virtue which can be
found in man.lwilladdthatind\isoondlﬁon of the
wodd,pandoxicahstheassationmybe.thccon'
scious ability to do without happiness gives the best

spect of realizing such happiness as is attainable.
For nothing except that consciousness can raise
person above the chances of life, by making him feel
that, let fate and fortune do their worst, they have
notpowertosubduchm...

The utilitarian morality does recognize in hu-
man beings the power of sacrificing their own
greatest good for the good of others. It only refuses
to admit that the sacrifice is itself a good. A sacri-
fice which does not increase, or tend to increase, the
sum total of happiness, it considers as wasted. ...

The assailants of utilitarianism seldom have the
justice to acknowledge, that the happiness which
forms the utilitarian standard of what is right in
conduct is not the agents own happiness but that of
all concerned. As between his own happiness and
that of others, atilitarianism requires him to be as
strictly impartial as 3 disinterested and benevolent
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spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth,
we read the complete spirit of the ethics of utility.
“Todoasyouwouldbedomby.’ and "to love your
neighbor as yourself]” constitute the ideal perfection
of utilitarian morality. As the means of making the
nearest approach to this ideal, utility would enjoin,
first, that laws and social arrangements should place
the happiness or (as speaking practically, it may be
called) the interest of every individual as nearly as
possible in harmony with the interest of the whole;
and, secondly, that education and opinion, which
have so vast a power over human character, should
s0 use that power as to establish in the mind of ev-
ery individual an indissoluble association between
his own happiness and the good of the whole, espe-
cially between his own happiness and the practice
of such modes of conduct, negative and positive,
as regard for the universal happiness prescribes; $0
that not only he may be unable to concelve the pos-
sibility of happiness to himself, consistent with the
conduct opposed to the general good, but also that
a direct impulse to promote the general good may
be in every individual one of the habitual motives
of action, and the sentiments connected therewith
may fill a large and prominent place in every hu-
man being’s sentient existence. . . -

We not uncommonly hear the doctrine of util-
ity inveighed agalnst asd godless doctrine. If it be

assumption, we may say that the question depends
upon what idea we have formed of the moral char-
acter of the Deity. If it be a true belief that God de-
sires, above all things, the happiness of his creatures,
and that this was his purpose in their creation, util-
ity is not only nota godless doctrine, but more pro-
foundly religious than any other. If it be meant that
utilitarianism does not recognize the revealed will
of God as the supreme law of morals, 1 answer that
3 utilitarian who believes in the perfect goodness
and wisdom of God necessarily believes that what-
ever God has thought fit to reveal on the subject of
morals must fulfill the requirements of utility in 3
supreme degree. .. -

Again, defenders of utility often find themselves
called upon to reply to such objections as this—that
there is not time, previous 10 action, for calculating
and weighing the effects of any line of conduct 0f
the general happiness. This is exactly as if anyone
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were 10 say that it is impossible to guide our con-
#uct by Christianity because there is not time, on
every occasion on which anything has to be done, to
sead through the Old and New Testaments. The an-
swer to the objection is that there has been ample time,
samely, the whole past duration of the human species.
During all that time mankind have been learning by
experience the tendencles of actions; on which experi-
ence all the prudence as well as all the morality of life
we ent. . . . The corollaries from the princi-
ple of utility, like the precepts of every practical art,
admit of indefinite improvement, and, in a progres-
wve state of the human mind, their improvement is
perpetually going on.

But to consider the rules of morality as improv-
able is one thing; to pass over the intermediate
generalization entirely and endeavor to test each
mdividual action directly by the first principle is
another. It is a strange notion that the acknowledg-
ment of a first principle is inconsistent with the
admission of secondary ones. To inform a traveler
respecting the place of his ultimate destination is
ot to forbid the use of landmarks and direction-
posts on the way.

The proposition that happiness is the end and
sim of morality does not mean that no road ought
w0 be laid down to that goal, or that persons going
thither should not be advised to take one direc-
ton rather than another. Men really ought to leave
off talking a kind of nonsense on this subject, which
they would neither talk nor listen to on other matters
of practical concernment. Nobody argues that the art
of navigation is not founded on astronomy, because
sailors cannot wait to calculate the Nautical Alma-
nack. Being rational creatures, they go to sea with it
ready calculated; and all rational creatures go out
upon the sea of life with their minds made up on
the common questions of right and wrong, as well
25 on many of the far more difficult questions of
wise and foolish. And this, as long as foresight is a
human quality, it is to be presumed they will con-
tinue to do. Whatever we adopt as the fundamental
principle of morality, we require subordinate prin-
ciples to apply itby.. ..

There exists no moral system under which there
do not arise unequivocal cases of conflicting obli-
gation. These are real difficulties, the knotty points
both in the theory of ethics and in the conscientious

guidance of personal conduct. They are overcome
practically, with greater or with less success, accord-
ing to the intellect and virtue of the individual; but it
can hardly be pretended that anyone will be the less
qualified for dealing with them, from possessing an
ultimate standard to which conflicting rights and
duties can be referred. If utility is the ultimate source
of moral obligations, utility may be invoked to decide
between them when their demands are incompatible.
Though the application of the [utilitarian| standard
may be difficult, it is better than none at all; while in
other systems, the moral laws all claiming indepen-
dent authority, there is no common umpire entitled to
interfere between them; their claims to precedence
one over another rest on little better than sophistry,
and, unless determined, as they generally are, by
the unacknowledged influence of consideration of
utility, afford a free scope for the action of personal
desires and partialities. We must remember that
only in these cases of conflict between secondary
principles is it requisite that first principles should
be appealed to. There is no case of moral obligation
in which some secondary principle is not involved;
and if only one, there can seldom be any real doubt
which one it is, in the mind of any person by whom

the principle itself is recognized.

Of What Sort of Proof the Principle
of Utility Is Susceptible
It has already been remarked that questions of ul-
timate ends do not admit of proof, in the ordinary
acceptation of the term. To be incapable of proof by
reasoning is common to all first principles; to the
first premises of our knowledge, as well as to those
of our conduct, But the former, being matters of fact,
may be the subject of a direct appeal to the faculties
which judge of fact—namely, our senses, and our in-
ternal consciousness. Can an appeal be made to the
same faculties on questions of practical ends? Or by
what other faculty is cognizance taken of them?
Questions about ends are, in other words,
questions about what things are desirable. The
utilitarian doctrine is, that happiness is desirable,
and the only thing desirable, as an end; all other
things being only desirable as means to that end.
What ought to be required of this doctrine—what
conditions is it requisite that the doctrine should
fulfil—to make good its claim to be believed?
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The only proof capable of being given that an
object is visible, is that people actually see it. The
only proof that a sound is audible, is that people
hear it: and so of the other sources of our experi-
ence. In like manner, I apprehend, the sole evidence
it is possible to produce that anything is desirable,
is that people do actually desire it, If the end which
the utilitarian doctrine proposes to itself were not,
in theory and in practice, acknowledged to be an
end, nothing could ever convince any person that
it was so. No reason can be given why the general
happiness is desirable, except that each person, so
far as he believes it to be attainable, desires his own
happiness. This, however, being a fact, we have not
only all the proof which the case admits of, but all
which it is possible to require, that happiness is a
good: that each person’s happiness is a good to that
person, and the general happiness, therefore, a
good to the aggregate of all persons. Happiness has
made out its title as one of the ends of conduct, and
consequently one of the criteria of morality.

But it has not, by this alone, proved itself to
be the sole criterion. To do that, it would seem,
by the same rule, necessary to show, not only that
people desire happiness, but that they never desire
anything else. Now it is palpable that they do desire
things which, in common language, are decidedly
distinguished from happiness. They desire, for ex-
ample, virtue, and the absence of vice, no less really
than pleasure and the absence of pain. The desire
of virtue is not as universal, but it is as authentic a
fact, as the desire of happiness. And hence the oppo-
nents of the utilitarian standard deem that they have
a right to infer that there are other ends of human
action besides happiness, and that happiness is not
the standard of approbation and disapprobation. . . .

The ingredients of happiness are very vari-
ous, and each of them is desirable in itself, and not
merely when considered as swelling an aggregate.
The principle of utility does not mean that any given
pleasure, as music, for instance, or any given exemp-
tion from pain, as for example health, is to be looked
upon as means to a collective something termed
happiness, and to be desired on that account. They
are desired and desirable in and for themselves; be-
sides being a means, they are part of the end. Virtue,
according to the utilitarian doctrine, is not naturally

and originally part of the end, but is capable of be-
coming s0; and in those who live disinterestedly it
has become so, and is desired and cherished, not as
a means to happiness, but as part of their happiness,

To illustrate this further, we may remember that
virtue is not the only thing originally a means, and
which if it were not a means to anything else would
be and remain indifferent, but which by association
with what it is a means to comes to be desired for
itself, and that too with the utmost intensity. What,
for example, shall we say of the love of money?
There is nothing originally more desirable about
money than about any heap of glittering pebbles. Its
worth is solely that of the things which it will buy;
the desires for other things than itself, which it is
a means of gratifying. Yet the love of money is not
only one of the strongest moving forces of human
life, but money is, in many cases, desired in and for
itself; the desire to possess it is often stronger than
the desire to use it, and goes on increasing when
all the desires which point to ends beyond it, to be
compassed by it, are falling off. It may, then, be said
truly that money is desired not for the sake of an
end, but as part of the end. Form being a means
to happiness, it has come to be itself a principal
ingredient of the individual’s conception of happi-
ness. The same may be said of the majority of the
great objects of human life: power, for example, or
fame, except that to each of these there is a certain
amount of immediate pleasure annexed, which has
at least the semblance of being naturally inherent in
them—a thing which cannot be said of money. . .,

It results from the preceding considerations
that there is in reality nothing desired except hap-
piness. Whatever is desired otherwise than as a
means to some end beyond itself, and ultimately
to happiness, is desired as itself a part of happi-
ness, and is not desired for itself until it has be-
come 0. , . .

We have now, then, an answer to the question,
of what sort of proof the principle of utility is sus-
ceptible. If the opinion which [ have now stated is
psychologically true—if human nature is so con-
stituted as to desire nothing which is not either a
part of happiness or a means of happiness—we can
have no other proof, and we require no other, that
these are the only things desirable. If so, happiness
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is the sole end of human action, and the promo-
tion of it the test by which to judge of all human
conduct; from whence it necessarily follows that it
must be the criterion of morality, since a part is in-
cluded in the whole. . .,

On the Connection Between Justice and Utility

In all ages of speculation, one of the strongest ob-
stacles to the reception of the doctrine that Utility
or Happiness is the criterion of right and wrong,
has been drawn from the idea of Justice, . . .

To throw light upon this question, it is neces-
sary 1o attempt to ascertain what is the distinguish-
ing character of justice, or of injustice: . . .

In the first place it is mostly considered unjust
to deprive anyone of his personal liberty, his prop-
erty, or any other thing which belongs to him by
law. Here, therefore, is one instance of the applica-
tion of the terms just and unjust in a perfectly defi-
Nite sense, namely, that it is just to respect, unjust
to violate, the legal rights of any one. . . .

Secondly; the legal rights of which he is deprived,
may be rights which ought not to have belonged to
him; in other words, the law which confers on him
these rights, may be a bad law. . .. When, however, a
law is thought to be unjust, it seems to be regarded
as being 50 in the same way in which a breach of law
is unjust, namely, by infringing somebody's right;
Which.asitcannotindxiscmbcalegalright. iy
called a moral right. We may say, therefore, that a
second case of injustice consists in taking or with-
holding from any person that to which he has a
moral right.

Thirdly, it is universally considered just that
cach person should obtain that (whether good or
evil) which he deserves; and unjust that he should
obtain a good, or be made to undergo an evil,
which he does not deserve. . . . Speaking in a gen-
cral way, a person is understood to deserve good
il he does right, evil if he does wrong; and in a
more particular sense, to deserve good from those
"o whom he does or has done good, and evil from
those to whom he does or has done evil. . .,

Fourthly, it is confessedly unjust to break
Jaith with any one: to violate an engagement, ei-
ther express or implied, or disappoint expecta-
Hons raised by our own conduct, at least if we

l
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have raised those expectations knowingly and
voluntarily, , . .,

Fifthly, it is, by universal admission, inconsis-
tent with justice to be partial—to show favor or
preference to one person over another in matters
in which favor and preference do not apply.. ..

Among the many diverse applications of the term
‘justioe'itisamatterofsocmdifﬁcultytosciud)e
mental link which holds them together. . . . In our sur-
vey of the various popular acceptations of justice, the
term appeared generally to involve the idea of a per-
sonal right—a claim on the part of one or more indi-
viduals, like that which the law gives when it confers
a proprietary or other legal right. Whether the injus-
tice consists in depriving a person of a possession, or
in breaking faith with him, or in treating him worse
than he deserves, or worse than other people who
have no greater claims—in each case the supposition
implies two things: a wrong done, and some assign-
able person who is wronged. Injustice may also be
done by treating a person better than others; but the
wrong in this case is to his competitors, who are also
assignable persons. It seems to me that this feature
in the case—a right in some person, correlative to
the moral obligation—constitutes the specific differ-
ence between justice and generosity or beneficence,
Justice implies something which is not only right
to do, and wrong not to do, but which some indi-
vidualpemncandaimfromusashismomlﬁght
No one has a moral right to our generosity or benefi-
cence because we are not morally bound to practice
those virtues toward any given individual. . ..

[TIhe idea of justice supposes two things; a
rule of conduct, and a sentiment which sanctions
the rule. The first must be supposed common to all
mankind, and intended for their good. The other
(the sentiment) is a desire that punishment may
be suffered by those who infringe the rule. There
Is involved, in addition, the conception of some
definite person who suffers by the infringement;
whose rights (to use the expression appropriated
to the case) are violated by it. And the sentiment
of justice appears to me to be, the animal desire
to repel or retaliate a hurt or damage to oneself,
or to those with whom one sympathizes, wid-
ened so as to include all persons, by the human
capacity of enlarged sympathy, and the human
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conception of intelligent self-interest, From the lat-
ter elements, the feeling derives its morality; from
the former, its peculiar impressiveness, and energy
of self-assertion.

| have, throughout, treated the idea of a right
residing in the injured person, and violated by
the injury. not as a separate element in the com-
pos'uiwoftheldumdm.wasomof
the forms in which the other two elements clothe
themselves. These elements are, a hurt to some as-
signable person or persons on the one hand, and 2
demand for punishment on the other. An exami-
nation of our own minds, I think, will show, that
these two things include all that we mean when
wupakofv\ohtionofu\gh.mwecallmy-
thing 2 petm'sﬁght.wenmﬂmlnhmavdid
claimonsocmytopmuahiminthcpmionof
it, either by the force of law, or by that of education
and opinion. If he has what we consider a sufficient
claim, on whatever account, to have something
gmrantccdtohlmbynociety.weuydmhehuu
right to it. if we desire to prove that anything does
no(bdnn;lohlmbyrl‘ht.wethmkthisdouu
soon as it is admitted that society ought not to take
measures for securing it to him, but should leave
him to chance, or to his own exertions. Thus, a

is said to have a right to what he can ¢arn
in fair professional competition; because sOCi-
ety ought not wnllowmyothetpcnontohindﬂ
him from endeavouring to earn in that manner
nmnchuhean.wluhasnouughttothm
hundred a year, though he may happen 1o be earmn-
ing it; because socicty is not called on to provide
that he shall carn that sum. On the contrary, If he
owns ten thousand pounds three per cent, stock,
he has a right to three hundred a year: because 0
clety has come under an obligation to provide him
with an income of that amount.

To have a right, then, is, I conceive, to have
something which soclety ought 10 defend me in
the possession of. If the objector gocs on to ask,
why it ought? I can give him no other reason than
general utility. If that expression does not se¢m to
convey a sufficient feeling of the strength of the ob-
ligation, nor to account for the peculiar energy of
the feeling, it is because there goes to the composi-
tion of the sentiment, not a rational only but also

—_

an animal element—the thirst for retaliation: and
this thirst derives its intensity, as well as its moral
justification, from the extraordinarily important
and impressive kind of utility which is

The interest involved is that of security, to every-
one's feelings the most vital of all interests. . ..
continually informed that utility is an un-

pmdlﬁermﬂ)t.mdthnthatbmu&tyhnhdz
immutable, ineffaceable, and unmistakable dictates
ofj\astia.whid\arryﬂdrcvidcn&indwm!ﬂm
Not only have different nations and individuals dif-
&ummmd)wioe.bminﬂnmmddmand
the same individual, justice is not some ON€ rule,
prlncipk.otuuximbutmanywhid:donou]wnys
coincide in their dictates, and. in choosing between
which, he is guided cither by sOme extraneous stan-
dard or by his own personal

For instance, there are some who say that it is
m»mﬂmiﬁmmo‘mm;km
others. Others maintain the extreme reverse, coa-
tending that to punish persons who have attained
yunofdisaﬂionforthcirmbmﬁt.hdapo-
muwmummswm
owngood.noonehasarightocmmolthehm
judgment of it; but that they may justly be pun-
ished to prevent evil to others. . ...

Toacqx&aendothnaﬁmlﬁu.aﬁwt-
ite contrivance has been the fiction of a contract
whereby at some unknown period all members of
socmycnwdtoobeythehmmdconumedw
km&dthwMM
giving to their legislators the right, which it is as-
sumed they would not otherwise have had, of pun-
ishing them, either for their own good or for that
dmm.mumwmm
togﬂrldoftbcwhokdimcultyandtolegm
the infliction of punishment, in virtue of another
recelved maxim of justice—that is not unjust
Mkm-ﬁhmﬂdumm
iswpposedtobehurtbyit.lneedhard!ynmt
that, even if consent were not a mere fiction, this
maxim is not superior in authority to others which
tttsbwnﬂninww.llh.onthccounry.
an instructive specimen of the loose and irregu-
lar matter in which supposed principles of justice

Zrow up. - ...
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Again, . . . how many conflicting conceptions 4. Mill says when people come to desire things for
of justice come to light in discussing the proper ap- their own sake, they become part of their hap-
portionment of punishment to offenses. |One is] piness. Is that consistent with his eacfier discus-
an eye for an eye, 4 tooth for a tooth, [Others think] sion of pleasure and happiness? Explain.

. _ 5. Explain the issues that Mill thinks are questions
# should be measured by the moral guilt of the cul of justice, indicating which features these have

prit, [or] what amount of punishment is necessary iy 05
1 deter the offense. - . Who shall decide between ¢ Contrast Mill's approach with the social con-
these appeals to conflicting principles of justice? tract theory. Why does Mill reject the social
Each, from his own point of view, is unanswerable; contract in favor of the utility principle?
and any choice between them, on grounds of jus- 7. Explain how Mill understands moral rights.
ﬁcc.mwhep«ﬁcdyubtmy.s«hlmhwahu mmmwmnmv
can decide the preference. Explain.

8. Philosopher Robert Nozick has raised an im-
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION QUESTIONS portant question about value. Imagine, he
1. Some have argued that the intensity and suggests, that there existed an “experience

duration of a pain or pleasure matter, not its machine” that would provide any éxperimen-
inherent nature. Mill rejects that. What does tal state you wanted, Such experiences could
he mean in claiming that some pleasures are include great pleasures, wonderful accomplish-
higher than others? What argument does Mill ments, important relationships, or anything else
give for that conclusion? that you wanted to experience. The only catch &
2 Does Mill believe that people should think that it is all done via computers attached
specifically in each case about what would to the brain. The question, then, is whether
maximize utility when deciding what to do, or there would be anything valuable to you that
does he think that they should rely on other you would miss i your ife 1ook place entirely in
standards or attitudes? Explain, the machine. How would Mill answer that ques-
1 Discuss Mill's "proof” of the utility principle. tion? What do you think the answer is?

y and Paper Topics for Chapter 3

Compare the different ways that Aristotle and Mill understand human happiness or
well-being. Which view seems closer to the truth? Explain,
lcmmmummm*enmhwmmm
magines what people can reasonably agree 0. However, others would say that this
surface similarity misses their fundamental disagreements. Describe their two theories,
mndicating the extent to which you think they agree and disagree about the nature of
morality.
mmesuyonmeideadmpmimymdIumkinmalm»uﬁngmdme
authors you have read in this chapter.

Discuss the following claim: Utilitarians such as Mill emphasize the role of sympathy
i thinking about morality, while Kant emphasizes reason. In fact, however, we need

Both.

Compare Kant's idea of autonomy and Hobbes's idea of freedom.

Some people say that morality is most importantly about how we should act. Others
that more important for morality is our motivations and intentions. Still others ar-
MNMWWEMMBMM:WM
a life-time apart from analyzing any particular personal motives or actions. Draw-
on the insights of any relevant readings, what Is your assessment?



