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Arrogant music is the worst kind of snobbery. It forces people who like something a little mainstream, a bit of pop like Girls Aloud or Take That! or ABBA to say It's my guilty pleasure! I hate that sentence. It's an insult to high-quality pop. It's also an insult to guilt. Dara Ó Briain (comedian)1. Utilitarianism: An
Introduction1Some things seem instantly good for people. Winning the lottery, marrying your true love or securing a series of desirable qualifications all seem to be examples of events that improve one's life. As a normative ethical theory, Utilitarianism shows that we can decide what is morally right or morally wrong by
weighing which of our future actions might promote such good in our lives and the lives of people more generally.2. Hedonisme2Hedonism is a theory of well-being - a theory of how good life is for the person who lives it. What separates Hedonism from other welfare theories is that hedonists believe that what defines a
successful life is directly related to the amount of pleasure in that life; no other factors are relevant at all. Therefore, the more pleasure a person experiences in their life then the better their life, and vice versa. While other theories may focus on fulfilling the desires people have, or an objective list of things like friendship
and health.3 The roots of Hedonism can be traced back at least as far as Epicurus (341–270 BC) and Ancient Greece. Epicurus holds the hedonistic view that the ultimate intrinsic goodness for a person is pleasure; means that pleasure is always good for a person in and of itself, regardless of the cause or context of
pleasure. According to this theory pleasure is always intrinsically good for a person and less pleasure is always intrinsically bad.4Hedonism is a relatively simple theory of what makes your life better. If you feel that your life will be better if you win the lottery, marry your true love or achieve the qualifications you want, then
the hedonistic explanation of this assessment is that these things are good for you only if they give you pleasure. Much of the fun may be physical, but Fred Feldman (1941–) was a defender of a theory known as Attitudinal Hedonism. According to this theory, psychological pleasure alone can count as an intrinsic
goodness for a person. So, while reading a book doesn't seem to be generating pleasure in a physical way, a hedonist can appreciate the psychological pleasure associated with read it and thus accept that it can improve one's well-being. This understanding of hedonistic pleasure may help explain why, for example, one
person can get so much pleasure from a Lady Gaga album while the other gets nothing at all; psychological responses to music are different.3. Nozick's Experience Machine5One important issue for Hedonism Hedonism that our well-being seems to be influenced by more than just total pleasure in our lives. This may be
the case that you enjoy getting a new qualification, but there seems to be more value to this event than just the resulting fun. Many people agree that success in obtaining meaningful qualifications improves your life even if no pleasure is gained from it. Of course, many believe that the relationship between what improves
your life and what gives pleasure is disproportionately direct, as hedonists would claim.6 Robert Nozick (1938-2002) attacked the hedonistic notion that pleasure is the only good one by testing our intuition through the now-famous thought experiments. Nozick asks: Suppose there is an experience engine that will give
you whatever experience you want. Superduper neuropsychologists can stimulate your brain so you'll think and feel you're writing a great novel, or making friends, or reading an interesting book. All the time you will be floating in a tank, with electrodes attached to your brain. Should you plug into this machine for life, pre-
programming your life experience? [...] Of course, while in the tank you will not know that you are there; You would think that it all really happened [...] would you plug the challenge?17Nozick against Hedonism is based on the thought that most people who consider this possible situation will choose not to be
conspicuous. Indeed, if you ask yourself if you would actually choose to leave your friends, family, and life in fact in favor of a pre-programmed existence, you can also conclude that plugging into the experience machine will not be desirable. However, if Hedonism is right and our well-being is determined entirely by the
amount of pleasure we experience, then Nozick wonders what else could be important to us, other than how our lives feel from within? 2 Experience machines guarantee our enjoyment however we find it un appealing compared to real life where pleasure is far from assured. This may indicate that our well-being is
determined by factors other than how much pleasure we secure, perhaps knowledge or friendship.8 Hedonists do not need to give way entirely at this point, of course, because they may feel that the machine of experience is desirable simply because it guarantees a pleasure experience. Alternatively, you may believe
that our suspicions about the machine are mi which is mi to be mied. After all, once inside the machine we wouldn't have guessed that things were not real. You may feel that hedonists can bite-thebullet that conclusion seems awkward as a non-fatal implication of the theory) and says that any dexterity to enter the
machine is irrational. Maybe the lives of those who choose to be plugged into the machine will go amazingly well!4. Jeremy Bentham9's Foundation for Utilitarianism (1748–1832) was the first of the classics Driven by a genuine desire for social reform, Bentham wanted to engage in law, politics and economics as an
abstract philosophy.10Bentham developed his Utilitarianism moral theory on the basis of the kind of hedonistic thinking described in part two. For Bentham, the only thing that determines the value of life, or indeed the value of an event or action, is the amount of pleasure contained in that life, or the amount of pleasure
generated as a result of that event or action. Bentham is a hedonistic utilitarian. However, this belief in Hedonism is not something Bentham took to be unjustified or arbitrary; for him Hedonism can be empirically justified by the evidence in the world that benefits him. According to Bentham: Nature has placed mankind
under the rule of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for themselves to show what we have to do, as well as to determine what we are going to do. He created moral theory based on bringing more pleasure and less pain.12When first understanding Utilitarianism, it is also important to understand what the term
utility means. Bentham defines it as [...] that property in any object, where it tends to produce benefits, gains, pleasures, goodness, or happiness [...] or [...] to prevent the onsanity, pain, evil, or unhappiness.4 Utilities are thus promoted when pleasure is promoted and when unhappiness is avoided. Bentham's
commitment to Hedonism meant to him that good was only an increase in pleasure, and evil or happiness was simply an increase in pain or a decrease in pleasure. With an understanding of this utility in mind, Bentham is committed to the Utility Principle: With the principle of intended utility principles that approve or
disapprove of any action, in accordance with the tendency that it seems to increase or decrease the happiness of the party whose interests are questioned: or, what is the same as any other word, to promote or oppose that happiness. 5 13In effect, this principle simply says that promoting utilities, defined in terms of
pleasure, must be approved and reduce utilities should be rejected.14 The Utility Principle, supported by a commitment to Hedonism, supports the central utilitarian claim made by Bentham. Based on the wrong phrase attributed to Joseph Priestley (1733–1804), Bentham hinted that right and wrong measure is the extent
to which an act produces the greatest good for a large number of people. Of course, what is considered good, for Bentham, is pleasure. We can then repeat what Bentham himself calls an axiom as a requirement to promote the greatest pleasure to the largest number of to act morally.5. Bentham's Utilitarianism
Structure15 In addition to hedonistic, Bentham Utilitarianism is also:Consequentialist /Teleological Relativist Maximizing Utilitarianism Impartial 16Bentham is a consequence of that event. This theory is also described as teleological for the same reason, based on the Greek word telos meaning end or destination. If more
pleasure follows as a consequence of Action A than Action B, then according to the basic axiom of Utilitarianism Action A must be performed and morally correct; choosing Action B would be morally wrong.17All the additions, Bentham's utilitarianism is relativistic rather than Absolutist. The absolutist moral view states that
certain actions will always be morally wrong regardless of context or consequences. For example, many campaign groups point out that torture is always morally unacceptable whether it is carried out by vindictive dictators who seek to instill fear in the population or whether it is authorized by a democratically elected
government that seeks to obtain information to stop terrorist attacks. For absolutists then, acts of torture are completely wrong in all cases and situations.18Clearly, Bentham cannot hold this type of view because sometimes the pain involved in torture can lead to greater promotion of pleasure (or less intense pain) overall,
as in cases where torture stops terrorist atrocities. On this basis, Benthamite utilitarians must believe that whether a particular action is right or wrong is always relative to the situation in which the action takes place.19Bentham Utilitarianism maximizes because it requires not only promoted pleasure, but that the greatest
pleasure for the greatest amount is secured. This means that some actions that lead to pleasure still would not be morally good actions if other actions that could result in more pleasure in that arrangement were rejected. So, for example, if you get the pleasure of spending money on a new book, but that money could
generate more pleasure if donated to a local charity for the homeless, then buying a new book would be morally wrong even though it causes pleasure because it doesn't maximize the total amount of pleasure that might be in that state.20Finally, Bentham's utilitarianism is also impartial in the sense that the important
thing is to just secure the maximum amount of pleasure for the maximum number of people; This theory does not give specific preference as to which person should have access to, or share, that total pleasure. Bentham's utilitarian theory is associated with the idea of consideration of common interests; during total
pleasure then it doesn't matter if the pleasure is experienced by nobles, presidents, siblings, children, friends or enemies. In the calculation of total pleasure, we are all the same regardless of status, behavior, or other social factors.6. Hedonic Calculus21Hopefully it is now clear that for Bentham the consequences in
terms of the production of pleasure from any action are what determine the morality of that action, and that no other factor is relevant. However, it is unclear how exactly we should go about figuring out what to do in certain cases. For example: You are a military policeman flying a fighter jet that will intercept a passenger



plane that appears to have been hijacked by an unknown figure. The plane appears to be on track to take it to the airport or, potentially, directly to a large and highly populated city. You are assigned to decide how to act and should, therefore, choose whether to fire missiles at the aircraft or not. Shooting at a plane will kill
passengers but save all lives on the ground, but not firing can save passengers, or maybe give passengers just a few more minutes before the plane is flown to a city full of innocent people and they are killed in any case. Suggesting that pilots weigh options and choose the actions that secure the greatest pleasure for
the greatest amount is not obviously helpful in making difficult decisions with so many variables.22Bentham acknowledges that such Calculation Problems relate to the pleasures associated with future actions necessary to overcome utilitarianism into workable moral theories. Bentham therefore created the Hedonic
Calculus (sometimes known as the Felicific Calculus) to help one figure out how much fun to create with different actions. Hedonic Calculus, as suggested by Bentham, based on assessing the likelihood of pleasure according to them:Intensity Duration Certainty Remoteness (i.e. how far into the future of pleasure)
Fecundity (i.e. how likely it is to produce other related pleasures) Purity (i.e. if there is pain to be felt alongside that pleasure) To what extent (i.e. how many people may be able to share in that pleasure)6 23 Hedonic Calculus is supposed to provide decision-procedures for a utilitarian who is confused how to act in a
situation that is morally complicated. Thus, our fighter pilots may consider the intensity of survival pleasure versus the duration of the pain of death, while also needing to balance these factors against the relative certainty of possible pain or pleasure. Not again, the fighter pilot will still face an irritating moral choice but it
seems he will at least have some methodology to figure out what utilitarianism requires against him.7. The problem with Bentham Utilitarianism24However, whether Possible actions in terms of the pleasure units associated with them actually make sense is a very open question and so the problem of calculation is not
necessarily solved only by the existence of hedonic calculus. Consider the latest most enjoyable experience you've enjoyed and compare it to a more enjoyable experience than ever before in your life. Perhaps you can't say with confidence that one gives more pleasure than another, especially if the experience varies
greatly; maybe win a sports trophy versus go on your first vacation. Very different pleasures fundamentally in nature may not be compesurable – they may not be able to be measured by common standards such as Hedonic Calculus.25In additionally, calculation problems can be extended beyond the problems raised
above. Remember that Bentham's utilitarianism is impartial in the sense that all individuals who get pleasure as a result of certain actions are accounted for against the total amount of pleasure. However, the following case raises the Relevant Creatures Issue:You are considering whether to approve the construction of
new housing on an unoccupied plot of land outside your current city limits. You are clear that, if approved, the development will create a lot of fun for new residents and construction workers without the pain experienced by others. You realize, however, that development will require the extermination of some badgers and
the elimination of habitats that currently support many birds, feral cats and rodents of various kinds.26On the surface, this case should be clear to utilitarians without any special calculation problems; the greatest good for the greatest amount will be secured if the development is allowed to continue. However, this
assumes that non-human animals are irrelevant to the calculation of pleasure and pain. However, if pleasure is all that matters for how well life goes then it is unclear why animals, who may be able to experience some form of pleasure and can almost certainly experience pain, should be excluded from the calculation
process.27Indeed, Bentham, when referring to the moral value of animals, notes that: The question (to decide moral relevance) is not 'Can they reason?' , or 'Can they talk?', but 'Can they suffer?' 7 If human suffering and pain are relevant to moral calculations then surely at least it makes sense that so is the suffering
and pain of non-human animals. (There is more on the issue of animal moral status in Chapter 14 when the morality of eating animals is investigated.) 28Create maximizing ethical theories, Utilitarianism is also open to Demanding Objections. If it is not the case that need to only be promoted but completely tailored
across all opportunities, opportunities, standards for acting morally seem to be set very high. For example, did you buy doughnuts at some point this year or treat yourself to a magazine? Live life on a high roller and treat yourself to a taxi rather than walking to your destination? While your actions certainly bring different
levels of pleasure to yourself and to those who benefit economically from your decisions, it seems you can create more fun by saving your money and ensuring it reaches those who suffer extreme financial hardship or are in poverty around the world. As a result of being a maximizing moral theory, Utilitarianism seems to
make immorality very difficult to avoid because it is highly demanding of our behavior.29A further problems for Utilitarianism relate to the Tyranny of the Majority. Remember that as a relativistic moral theory, Utilitarianism does not allow for any absolute moral - such as an absolute right to democracy, or a legal or
absolute basis. Indeed, Bentham himself dismissed the idea of natural rights as an absurd concept masquerading as meaningful. However, if we accept that absolute rights are just nonsense on stage as Bentham puts it, then Utilitarianism seems open to cases where the majority is morally required to exploit minorities
for the greater good to maximize total pleasure. For example, imagine that total pleasure would be at its maximum if small country resources were forcibly taken from them for free use and exploited by people from much larger countries (this is hardly realistic). However, such forced theft - justified only by the fact that most
people will get pleasure - seems morally unjustified. However, according to utilitarianism's commitment to maximizing pleasure, such an act would not only be morally acceptable but would be morally necessary.30All conspiratorical/teleological moral theories of Utilitarianism are also open to the Problem of Wrong
Intentions. This issue can be highlighted taking into account the case of Dominic and Callum.Dominic was sitting in a coffee shop when a masked intruder exploded in threatening to rob the store. Dominic, with the intention of saving lives, tries to stop the intruder but unfortunately, in the ensuing struggle, the intruder's
gun is accidentally fired and the innocent person is killed. Now, consider a second case where an intruder explodes with a gun but Callum, rather than trying to intervene, immediately ducks to cover up with the intention of saving himself and leaving the rest of the customer to for themselves. Luckily for Callum, when he
ducked for cover, he inadvertently travelled to a would-be thief, knocking him unconscious allowing his peaceful detention until police arrived.31Berur to the utilitarian reckoning, Callum Callum in a way that maximizes pleasure while Dominic acts wrongly because the consequence of his actions is tragic pain. However, it
seems unfair and wrong to suggest that Callum acted properly when he had just intended to save himself, even though he had a lucky result, while Dominic acted wrongly when his intention was to save others but was unlucky in the result. Utilitarianism, as a conspiracy theory, ignores intentions and focuses only on
consequences.32Utilitarianism also faces the Problem of Impartiality. It's obvious if we consider the familiar moral dilemma of being stuck on a life raft with three others but with enough supplies for two people. On the raft with you is a doctor who is convinced that he can pass on a cure for cancer if he survives, a world-
class violinist who brings pleasure to millions every year, and one of your parents or siblings. I am afraid to report that, for the purposes of this example, your parents or siblings are nothing special compared to other individuals on the raft. In these circumstances, Utilitarianism seems to require you not only to give up your
own space on a raft but ensure that your parents or siblings join you in the frozen water with no hope of survival; this is a way of maximizing total fun in such scenarios. However, even if you believe that morality may call for self-sacrifice, it seems very unfair not to allow you to give extra moral weight to the lives of loved
ones. Unfortunately for utilitarians, perhaps, status as a beloved family member should make no particular difference to your judgment on how to act. This seems not only too demanding but also too cold and calculating. Utilitarianism requires Agent-Neutrality – you should look at the situation as it will and not give special
preference to anyone regardless of your emotional attachment, since each individual must count for one and no more than one.33Finally, Bentham's utilitarianism was also attacked from related Integrity Objections, framed most prominently by Bernard Williams (1929–2003). As an agent-neutral theory, no one can give up
impartiality when it comes to judgment about the impact of potential actions on their family or loved ones. Moreover, no one can give up impartiality when it comes to the impact of actions on their own general feelings, character, and integrity. To clarify the potential concerns associated with this, Williams described the
fictional case of Jim and Indian.8Jim is an explorer who stumbles upon an Indian leader who will execute twenty people. Jim knows nothing about their possible crimes or other factors involved, but he is offered a difficult choice by an Indian chief who wants to impress his foreign travelers. Jim can shoot one of the
prisoners himself then the rest will be released as a sign of celebration, or he may decline the offer in which case all twenty prisoners will be executed as planned. It is key to note that Jim has no control over the situation in the sense that he is powerless to bargain or negotiate with anyone, nor can he use weapons to
successfully free any prisoners. He only has two options laid out.34 The whole point of this example is not to specify what the appropriate action is. You may find yourself in agreement with utilitarians who suggest Jim should shoot one prisoner to save the lives of the rest. Instead, the purpose of this example is to show
that Utilitarianism forces us to reach this conclusion too soon. Given his commitment to Agent-Neutrality, Jim should treat himself as a neutral observer who works where action will produce the greatest favor for the greatest number. Morally, he is not entitled to give more weight to his own feelings than he would give to
the feelings of others and therefore it does not matter whether Jim is a pacifist and has been a lifelong advocate for prisoner reform and rehabilitation. If the utilitarian calculations show that he had to shoot one of the prisoners then he should shoot regardless of the compromise of integrity and self-identity. You can accept
this as an unfortunate consequence of a terrible situation, but it may be a matter for moral theory if it fails to recognize or respect one's most sincere and deepest beliefs.8. Mill's Utilitarian Proof35 John Stuart Mill (1806–1873) was concerned about many of the problems faced by bentham's utilitarian theory, but as a
hedonist he did not want to see the theory rejected. Mill sought to refine and improve Benthamite's utilitarian theory to create a successful version of Hedonistic Utilitarianism.36Mill was so confident about the prospects for a version of Hedonistic Utilitarianism that he believed that there was empirically supported evidence
available to support the principle that the greatest happiness/pleasure should always be secured for the greatest amount.9 Mill's evidence, just like Bentham's empirical defense of Hedonism, it relies on evidence from the observation that people want their own happiness. This fact-checking supports Mill's claim that
because people want their own happiness, this is proof that such happiness is desirable. Mill said... everyone's happiness is good for that person, and general happiness is, therefore, good for everyone's aggregate.10 Because our happiness is good for us, and general happiness is only total everyone, then general
happiness is also good. In other words, if individual happiness is good value to pursue then happiness in general must be worth pursuing.37In order to justify Hedonism, Mill seeks to justify justifying claiming that the goodness of happiness is the only thing that makes our lives better. Mill defended this claim by
suggesting that knowledge, health and freedom etc. (as other sensible items that might make life go better) are only valuable to the extent they bring happiness. Knowledge is only desirable because it provides happiness when acquired, not because it, by itself and in isolation, makes life go better.38Mill proof of
Utilitarianism in terms of general desire maximizing total happiness is, after all, open to criticism. For one thing, the fact that something is desirable doesn't seem to justify the claim that it's desirable. G. E. Moore (1873–1958) showed that Mill moved from the factual notion that there was something desirable if desired to
the normative sense that it should be desired without justification. It is possible, for example, a desire to kill others. It's desirable in the sense that people can and do that desire (it is possible to do so – it is an act capable of desire), but not in the sense that we want them to want it.39In addition, the idea that other obvious
items, such as knowledge and health, are only valuable to the extent that they promote happiness/pleasure is highly controversial; can you imagine a situation where you get value from knowledge without pleasure or related happiness? If so, you may have an example counter for the Mill.9 claim. Mill's Qualitative
Utilitarianism40In an attempt to reorder Bentham's Utilitarianism, Mill's most substantial thinking is to move away from Bentham's idea that all that matters is the total amount of pleasure. Instead, Mill thinks that the quality of pleasure is also important for deciding what moral utilitarianism is.41Bentham is quantitative in the
sense that all Bentham focuses on is maximizing the hedonic calculated amount of total pleasure. As such, he says that Prejudice is separate, push-pin games have the same value as art and music and poetry.11 All that matters to Bentham is that it produces pleasure and the way it is achieved is not important. If playing
on the console gives you more fun than reading Shakespeare, then Bentham will see your life go better if you play the console. However, Mill introduces quality criteria for pleasure. Mill says that: It is better to be a disgruntled human being than a satisfied pig; better be a disgruntled Socrates than a satisfied fool. And if
fools, or pigs, have different opinions, it's only because they only know their own side of the question. 12 42Bentham cannot admit that Socrates happy will live a life with more value than a happier fool. Mill, on the other hand, believes that quality, not just quantity, of pleasure is important and can therefore defend the
claim that Socrates had a better life by hedonistic standards.43According to mill, higher pleasure is worth more than lower pleasure. Higher pleasure is the pleasure of intelligence brought through activities such as poetry, reading or attending theatre. Lower pleasures are animals and basics; pleasures associated with
drinking beer, having sex or spending the night on sun loungers. What we should be looking to maximize is high-quality pleasure even if total pleasure (calculated hedonicly through bentham calculus) turns quantitatively lower as a result. Justifying this distinction between high-quality and lower-quality pleasure as non-
arbitrary and not just an expression of his own tastes, Mill says that competent judges, people who have experienced both types of pleasure, are best placed to choose which pleasures are higher and lower. Such competent judges, says Mill, will and support the pleasures of intelligence on the basic pleasures of the
body. On this basis, Mill is open to criticism that many people have read books and drunk beer and that if given the choice will choose the latter. Whether Mill's defense of his supposedly prejudiced differences about higher and lower pleasures succeeds is an open question for your evaluation and analysis.10. Mill Rule
utilitarianism versus Bentham Utilitarianism Act44 In addition to differences of views on the importance of the quality of pleasure, Mill and Bentham are also separated by references to Act and Rule Utilitarianism and although such terms arise only after Mill's death, Mill is usually regarded as a utilitarian rule and Bentham
a utilitarian act.45An act utilitarian, like Bentham, focuses only on the consequences of individual actions when making moral judgments. However, focusing on the results of individual actions can sometimes lead to strange examples and raise objections. Judith Jarvis Thomson (1929–) raised the issue of transplant
surgeons.13Imagine cases in which a doctor had five patients who needed a new organ to stop their death and one healthy patient underwent a routine checkup. In this case, it seems total pleasure is best promoted by killing one healthy patient, harvesting his organs and saving five other lives; their pleasure outweighs
the cost to previously healthy patients.46 While Bentham suggests that we should have a rule of thumb against such actions, since usually they will cause unforeseen painful consequences, in such a simply described case utilitarian acts seem powerless to deny that such a murder is necessary to total pleasure (just add
your own details to secure this conclusion for utilitarian action).47 , in whose camp we can place mill, adopt different moral decision procedures. Their view is that we should create a set of rules that, if followed, will the greatest amount of total happiness. In the case of transplants, killing healthy people does not seem to
be part of the best set of utilitarian-justified rules because the rules that allow the killing of healthy patients do not seem to be promoting total happiness; one result, for example, is that people will very likely stop coming to the hospital for fear of their lives! Therefore, if the rules that permit murder are permitted then the
maximization of total happiness will not be promoted in its entirety.48It is through the Utilitarianism Rule that we can understand the principle of Mill's dangers. According to Mill, there are: ... one very simple principle, which reserves the right to fully regulate public affairs with individuals by means of coercion and control.
14 49 The principle is: The only purpose in which power can be legally exercised over any member of a civilized community, contrary to its power, is to prevent harm to others. His own goodness, both physical and moral, is not a sufficient warrant. If certain actions that harm others may bring an increase in total pleasure
on one occasion, that action may not be defended by a set of rules that best promote total pleasure overall. As such, such actions will not be morally permitted.11. Strong versus Weak Rules Utilitarianism51Rule utilitariians may seem to avoid troubling cases such as transplant surgeons and can support and uphold
human rights and individual laws based on rules that reflect the principle of danger. This fact will also help utilitarians overcome objections based on the treatment of minorities because the exploitation of minority groups, perhaps, fails to be supported by the best set of utilitarian justifiable rules. However, utilitarian rules
face an unsettling dilemma: The utilitarianism of the Strong Rule: A guide of a set of rules that, if followed, will promote the greatest amount of total happiness must always be followed. Weak Rule Utilitarianism: Guidance from a set of rules that, if followed, will promote the greatest amount of total happiness can be
ignored in circumstances where more happiness will be generated by breaking the rules. 52 Utilitarian strong rules seem to suffer from what J. J. C. Smart (1920–2012) described as the Worship Rule. No longer focusing on the consequences of the actions before them, the powerful utilitarian rules seem to ignore the
option of maximizing total happiness in favor of following general and nonrelative rules on how to act. Strong utilitarian rules may be able to avoid problems based on the treatment of minorities or law and human rights are absolute, but it is not clear that they survive this problem of sticking to teleological and relativistic
utilitarian theories. Utilitarianism seems to be saved from unsettling implications simply by rejecting its core features.53Ancing, while weak rules are weak maintaining the teleological nature seems to collapse into the Act of Utilitarianism. The rules provide guidelines that can be violated, and given that ACT utilitarians can
also offer rules of thumb against actions that tend not to produce maximum kindness or utility in general, such as killing healthy patients, it is unclear where this version of the Utilitarianism Rule gets a unique identity. In what cases does Utilitarianism and Weak Rule Utilitarianism really provide different moral guidance?
This is something you should consider considering your own example or the previous example in this chapter.12. Comparing Classic Utilitarians54 Bentham Hedonist All pleasures are just as valuable as the Teleological Utilitarian Act, impartial, relativistic, maximizing 55 Mill Hedonist Quality of essential pleasure:
intellectual versus animal is seen as a utility rule If the rules are strong utilitarian, it is unclear whether teleological or relativistic impartiality, maximizes the theory 13. Non-Hedonistic Contemporary Utilitarianism: Peter Singer and Preference Utilitarianism56Utilitarianism are not dead theories and it doesn't end with Mill.
Henry Sidgwick (1838–1900) is thought to have taken over the baton after Mill, and R. M. Hare (1919–2002) was probably the chief advocate in the mid-twentieth century. However, some contemporary philosophers can claim as much influence in public life outside of philosophy as does utilitarian preference, Peter Singer
(1946–).57Singer advocates a version of non-hedonistic utilitarianism. His utilitarian theory is teleological, maximizing, impartial and relativistic but he does not claim that the greatest good for the greatest amount can be reduced to pleasure in raw or higher form. Instead, Singer believes that what improves a person's life
is entirely determined by the satisfaction of their preferences. If you meet your preference to achieve a good qualification, your life goes better because it satisfies that preference. If others want to get a job rather than continue their education, their life goes better for them if they secure their preferences and get a job.
Individuals, according to Singer, should be at the core of moral thinking: There will be something inherent about living a life where the conclusions you come to in ethics make no difference to your life. This will make it an academic exercise. The whole point of doing ethics is thinking about a way of life. My life has a kind
of harmony between my ideas and the way I live. It would be very different if that had not happened.1658 This basis, when making moral decisions we should consider how best to ensure the maximization of total preference satisfaction - no if the satisfaction of our preferences fails to provide pleasure for us. Continuing
to follow Bentham's commitment to impartiality, Singer also supports supporting preferences when deciding which actions better promote greater preference satisfaction; all preferences should weigh evenly. This has the potential to keep Singer open to the same issues that plagued Bentham. That is, regarding
circumstances in which impartiality seems desirable, or when majority preferences seem to threaten minority groups, or require us to compromise our integrity. Further, the problem of calculation also seems relevant, since it is unclear how you can know the preferences of others in at least some difficult moral cases (let
alone animal preferences, if they are also relevant).59In response to concerns about the moral relevance of satisfying bloodthirsty or seemingly immoral preferences, and calculating satisfactions such as moral achievement (consider the preferences of the paedophile nation, for example), we may see the ideas of
Richard Brandt (1910-1997). Brandt, writing about the rationality of certain preferences, suggests that rational preferences are the one that may survive cognitive psychotherapy.17 However, there are questions about how arbitrary these requirements are and whether or not some unpleasant preferences can form the
core character of a particular individual therefore maintained even after such therapy. SUMMARY Utilitarianism remains a living theory and retains hedonistic and non-hedonistic advocates, as well as advocates of action and formulation of rules. The core insight that important consequences provide theory provides some
intuitive support even in light of hypothetical cases that pose serious problems for utilitarians. The extent to which various versions of Utilitarianism survive their objections is very much up to you as a critical-minded philosopher to decide.COMMON STUDENT MISTAKESNot reflects aspects of pleasure that Bentham
theory might take into account. Minimizes the long-term impact of action in terms of pleasure/pain production. An inappropriate understanding of hedonic/non-hedonic divisions in Utilitarianism. Insanity in the use of examples to maintain/challenge Utilitarianism. To suggest that Jim and Indian is not a counterexample to
Utilitarianism simply because you judge killing fewer people in the end is a morally correct thing to do. Is there anything that will improve your life that cannot be reduced to pleasure or satisfaction preferences? Would you enter nozick experience machine if you knew you wouldn't be out? Do you put someone you care
about into the machine while they're asleep, so they never have to make a decision? Can pleasure be measured? Did Bentham go about this task properly? Which is the most serious problem ACT Bentham's utilitarianism? Is it insurmountable? Did Mill succeed in improving Bentham Act Utilitarianism in any way? Have
you ever been told to watch television and do something else? Is this good for you? Why? Take a look at the quote at the beginning of the chapter by Dara Ó Briain – is it possible that some of the pleasures are lower in value to others? Do you have beliefs or beliefs you don't want to sacrifice for the greater good, should
you ever be forced to? Why don't utilitarians give in to the idea of maximizing pleasure and just talking in terms of promoting enough pleasure? Will this solve or cause problems? Is Weak Rule Utilitarianism just Acting Utilitarianism by another name? Is Strong Rule Utilitarianism worthy of being labeled as a utilitarian
theory? If your preferences change after psychotherapy, does the original preference ever matter? KEY NORMATIVE TERMINOLOGYRelativisticteleologicalConsequentialistPrinciple of UtilityAgent-NeutralityHedonic CalculusUtilityIntrinsic CalculusUtilityIntrinsic
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