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Utilitarianism of Utilitarianism is a normative ethical theory that puts locus right and wrong solely on outcome (consequences) choosing an action/policy on other actions/policies. Therefore, it moves beyond the scope of one's own interests and takes into account the interests of others. Bentham Utility
Principles: (1) Recognize the fundamental role of pain and pleasure in human life, (2) approve or disapprove of an action based on the amount of pain or pleasure brought about that i.e. consequences, (3) equinate good with pleasure and evil with pain, and (4) assure that pleasure and pain are capable of
measuring (and therein's a 'measurement'. In measuring pleasure and pain, Bentham introduces the following criteria: INTENSITY, DURATION, CERTAINTY (or UNCERTAINTY), and HIS PLEASURE (or OFFSPRING). He also includes fecundity (will more than the same follow?) and purity (his pleasure
won't be followed by pain &amp; vice versa). In considering the actions that affect the number of people, we must also take into account THE EXTENT. John Stuart Mill adjusts a more hedonistic tendency in Bentham's philosophy by emphasizing (1) It's not a quantity of pleasure, but the quality of
happiness centered on utilitarianism, (2) unreasonable calculus -- quality cannot be quantified (there is a difference between 'higher' and 'lower' pleasures), and (3) utilitarianism refers to the Greatest Happiness Principles -- it seeks to encourage the ability to achieve happiness (higher pleasure) for the
most number of people ( Utilitarianism Acts and Regulations We can apply the principles of utilities either certain actions or GENERAL REGULATIONS. The former is called act-utilitarianism and the latter is called rule-utilitarianism. Act-utilitarianism -- The principle of utilities is applied directly to every
alternative act in an optional situation. The right act is then defined as the one that brings the best results (or the least amount of bad results). Criticism of this view points to the difficulty of achieving full knowledge and certainly the consequences of our actions. It is possible to justify the immoral act of using
the AU: Let's say you can end the regional war by torturing children whose fathers are solid enemies, thus exposing the hideousness of the father. Rule-utilitarianism -- The principle of utilities is used to determine the validity of code of conduct (moral principles). Rules such as promise storage are
established by looking at the consequences of a world in which people break promises in the arrival and the world where promises are binding. Rights and wrongs are then defined as following or violate those rules. Some criticism of this position indicates that if the Rules as more and more exclusions, the
RU collapsed into the AU. More genearl criticism of this view argues that it is possible to generate unfair rules according to utility principles. For example, slavery in Greece may be if it leads to the overall achievement of happiness grown at the expense of some persecuted individuals. See the treatment of



Beauchamp and Childress the theory of Ethics of utilitarianism promoting actions that maximize aggregate well-being This article discusses the theory of utilitarian ethics and philosophy. For a book discussion of John Stuart Mill, see Utilitarianism (book). For architectural theories, see Forms by function.
Part of the predecessor seriesUtilitarianism Epicurus Śāntideva David Hume Claude Adrien Helvétius William Godwin Francis Hutcheson William Paley Key supporter Jeremy Bentham John Stuart Mill Henry Sidgwick R.M. Hare Peter Singer Types Negative Rules utilitarianism Act Two Stages Classic
Concept Priorities Classic Pain Suffering Pleasure Eudaimonia Happiness Due to Felicific Calcu problems demanding mere protests paradoxically paradoxically paradoxical hedonism Utility Monsters Related topics Rationale the theory of Theory a normative ethical theory that sets out actions that
maximize happiness and well-being for all affected individuals. [2] Although various types of utilitarianism acknowledge the different characteristics, the basic idea behind it is for in some sense maximizing utilities, which are often defined in terms of well-being or related concepts. For example, Jeremy
Bentham, founder of utilitarianism, described the utility as such property in any object, where it tends to produce benefits, advantages, pleasures, virtues, or happiness ... [or] to prevent the occurrence of errors, pain, evil, or dissatisfaction with the party whose interests are considered. Utilitarianism is a
consequential version, which states that the consequences of any action are the only right and wrong standards. Unlike other consequential forms, such as egoism and altruism, utilitarianism considers the importance of all human beings equal. Advocates of utilitarianism have disagreed on several points,
such as whether actions should be selected based on their likely results (acting utilitarianism), or whether an agent should comply with rules that maximize utilities (regulatory utilitarianism). There is also a disagreement about whether the volume (total utilitarianism), average (average utilitarianism) or a
minimum utility[3] should be maximized. Although theoretical seeds are available in the hedonists Aristippus and Epicurus, who see happiness as the only good one, and in the work of medieval Indian philosophers Śāntideva, the tradition of utilitarianism correctly begins with Bentham, and has included
John Stuart Mill, Henry Sidgwick, R.M Concept animals for food, and the importance of avoiding the risks inherent to humanity. Etymology Benthamism, utilitarian utilitarian founded by Jeremy Bentham, was significantly modified by his successor John Stuart Mill, who popularized the term utilitarianism. [4]
In 1861, Mill admitted in a footnote that, although Bentham believed himself to be the first person to bring the word 'utilitarian' to use, he did not create it. Instead, he practiced it from a passing expression in John Galt's 1821 novel Annals of the Parish. [5] However, Mill seemed unaware that Bentham had
used utilitarian terms in a 1781 letter to George Wilson and a 1802 letter to Étienne Dumont. [4] Historical background See also: The Pre-modern formulation of Hedonism The importance of happiness as an end to humanity has long been recognized. Forms of hedonism submitted by Aristippus and
Epicurus; Aristotle argues that eudaimonia is the highest human virtue; and Augustine writes that all men agree in wanting the last final, that is happiness. Happiness is also explored deeper by Thomas Aquinas, in his Summa Theology. [6] [7] [8] [9] [10]. Meanwhile, in medieval India, the 8th-century
Indian philosopher Śāntideva is one of the earliest supporters of utilitarianism, writing that we are supposed to stop all the pain now and the future and suffering of all sentient creatures, and to bring all the fun and happiness of the present and the future. [11] Various types consequently also exist in the
ancient and medieval worlds, such as the consequential country of Mohism or the political philosophy of Niccolò Machiavelli. Mohist consequently supports society's moral goods, including political stability, population growth, and wealth, but does not support utilitarian notions maximizing individual
happiness. [12] The 18th century Utilitarianism as a different ethical position only appeared in the 18th century, and although it is usually thought to have begun with Jeremy Bentham, there were previous authors who delivered very similar theories. Hutcheson's Francis Hutcheson first introduced the main
phrase utilitarian in the Investigation into The Origin of Our Beauty and Kindness Ideas (1725): when choosing the most moral actions, the amount of kindness in certain actions is protradicated by the number of people bringing happiness to. [13] In the same way, moral evil, or sin, proslific with the number
of people made to suffer. The best action is the one that gives rise to the biggest number-and-worst happiness is the one that causes the most misery. In the first three editions of the book, Hutcheson included various mathematical algorithms to calculate morale of any Action. In doing so, he topped the
Bentham hedonic calculus. Gay Some claim that John Gay developed the first systematic theory of utilitarian ethics. [14] In Regards to the Basic Principles of Kindness or Morality (1731), Gay argues happiness, private happiness, are the right ends or definitive ends of all our actions ... each particular
action can be said to have a End... (but)... they still tend to or should tend to something further afield; As it stands out therefore, viz. that a man can ask and expect the reason why one of them is pursued: now to ask the reason for any action or pursuit, only to ask to the end: but to expect a reason, that is,
the end, to be given for the ultimate end, is absurd. To ask why I pursue happiness, will admit there is no other answer from thermal explanations. This effort is given theological basis:[16] Now evident from the nature of God, viz. who is in earnest happy at himself of all his calmness, and from his kindness
reflected in his works, that he could not have another design in creating humanity from their happiness; and therefore he will of their happiness; therefore, their way of happiness: therefore my behavior, as far as possible the way human happiness is, should be such ... therefore God's willpower is an
immediate criterion of kindness, and human happiness wilt criteria of God; and therefore human happiness is arguably the criteria of kindness, but once removed ... (and)... I have to do whatever lies in my power towards promoting human happiness. Hume In Inquiries Into Moral Principles (1751), David
Hume wrote:[17]In all moral determinations, this public utility state was never seen in principle; and wherever disputes arise, whether in philosophy or common life, about the limits of duty, the question cannot, by any means, be decided on greater certainty, than by determining, in any party, the true
interests of humanity. If any false opinions, embracing from appearance, have been found to apply; Once further experience and stronger thoughts have given us a better impression of human affairs, we withdraw our first sentiments, and adjust the boundaries of moral virtues and evil. Paley Gay's
theological utilitarianism was developed and popularized by William Paley. It has been claimed that Paley is not a very original thinker and that the philosophical part of his agreement on ethics is a gathering of ideas developed by others and presented to be learned by students rather than debated by
colleagues. [18] However, his book The Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy (1785) were the necessary texts in Cambridge[18] and Smith (1954) said that Paley's writings were once known in American colleges such as readers and spellings of William McGuffey and Noah Webster in primary
schools. [19] Schneewind (1977) wrote that utilitarianism was first known in England through william Paley's work. [20] Modern Utilitarianism by Thomas Rawson Birks 1874The now forgot Paley's interests could be from the title Thomas Rawson Birks' 1874 work on Modern Utilitarianism or Paley Systems,
Bentham and Mill Inspected and Compared. Besides resting that happiness as an ending is eroded in the nature of God, Paley also the place of regulation, writing:[21] [A]actions should be estimated by their inclination. Whatever is dominated, is correct. It is the utility of any moral rule alone, which is that
obligation. But for all this it seems a common protest, viz. that many useful actions, which no human being in his senses would allow to be right. There's a chance, where the carrier's hands will be very useful.... The real answer is this; that this action, after all, is useless, and for that reason, and that is,
incorrect. To see this point perfectly, it must be noted that the adverse consequences of the action are double, in particular and general. A certain adverse consequence of action, is a mistake that single action is directly and immediately. The general adverse consequences are, violations of some general
rules required or useful.... You cannot allow one action and prohibit another, without showing the difference between them. Therefore, the same actions must be allowed in general or generally prohibited. Where, therefore, their general truth will be careful, it becomes necessary to put in place and support
rules that generally prohibit them. Jeremy Bentham Rencham Rencham's classic utilitarianism article: Jeremy Bentham's book Jeremy Bentham Bentham Introduction to moral and legislative principles was printed in 1780 but was not published until 1789. It is possible that Bentham was motivated to be
published after he saw the success of the Principles of Paley's Moral and Political Philosophy. [22] Although Bentham's book was not an immediate success,[23] his ideas spread further when Pierre Étienne Louis Dumont translated an edited choice from Bentham's various manuscripts into French. Traité
de legislation civile et pénale was published in 1802 and later retweeted into English by Hildreth as Legal Theory, although currently an important part of Dumont's work was redrawn and put into sir John Bowring's edition of Bentham's works, released in parts between 1838 and 1843. Perhaps realize that
Francis Hutcheson eventually released his algorithm to calculate the greatest happiness because they seemed useless, and disagreed with some readers,[24] Bentham argued that there was nothing novel or unfounded about his methods, for in all this there was nothing but any human practice, where
they had a clear view of their own interests, was perfectly Rosen (2003) warned that the description of utilitarianism could bear a small resemblance to utilitarians such as Bentham and J. S. Mill and could be more a raw version of an act of utilitarianism thought in the twentyth century as a straw man to be
attacked and rejected. [25] It is one to think that Bentham is not concerned with the rules. His seminal work was concerned with the principles of legislation and hedonic calculus was introduced with words of words then, and avoid the pain, is the tip that lawmakers have a view of. In Chapter VII, Bentham
said: Government business is to promote community happiness, by punishing and rewarding.... In proportion as an act tends to disrupt that happiness, proportionately because the tendency is dangerous, will be a request created for punishment. Bentham's work utility principle is open with a statement of
utility principles:[26] Nature has placed humanity under the governance of two sovereign, sick and pleasureful nakhoda. It is for them alone to show what we deserve to do.... By the principle of utilities means that the principle of approving or disapproving of each action whatsoever in accordance with the
tendency it seems necessary to increase or decrease the happiness of the party whose interests are questioned: or, what is the same in other words to encourage or resist that happiness. I say every action whatsoever, and therefore not only every action of a private individual, but every measure of
government. Hedonic Calculus In Chapter IV, Bentham introduces a method of calculating the value of pleasure and pain, which has been known as hedonic calculus. Bentham says that the value of pleasure or pain, which is considered by itself, can be measured according to intensity, duration,
certainty/uncertainty and propinquity/remoteness. In addition, it is necessary to consider the tendency of any act produced and therefore, to take into account the fecundity of the act, or the possibility that it has been followed by a sensation of the same type and its purity, or the possibility that it is not
followed by the opposite sensation. Finally, it is necessary to consider the extent, or the number of people affected by the action. The evil of the first and second orders of the Question then arises about when, if at all, it may be legitimate to violate the law. This is considered in the Legal Theory, in which
Bentham distinguishes between the evils of the first and second orders. The first order is a more immediate consequence; the second is when the consequences spread through the community that cause alarm and danger. It is true that there are cases where, if we confine ourselves to the effects of the
first order, the good will have an inconsistent preponderance over evil. Is the offence considered just below this point of view, it is not easy to give any good reason to justify legal rigour. Each matter depends on the evil of the second command; this is what gives to such actions a criminal character, and
who makes the necessary punishments. Let us take, for example, a satisfactory physical desire of hunger. Let the begger, pressured by hunger, steal from the homes of rich people loaf, which may be of starvation, it can be to compare the virtues that thieves acquire for itself, with the evil experienced by
the rich?... It's not on an account the evil of the first order that it is necessary to erect this action becomes an offence, but top takes into account the evil of the second order. [27] John Stuart Mill Played the article: John Stuart Mill Mill was raised as Benthamite with the clear intent that he would carry out
the cause of utilitarianism. [28] The Utilitarian Factory book first appeared as a series of three articles published in Fraser Magazine in 1861 and rediscroached as a single book in 1863. [29] Higher and lower pleasure mills rejected the quantitative measurement of the utility alone and said:[31] It is quite
compatible with the utility's principle of recognizing the facts, that some types of pleasure are more desirable and more valuable than others. It is absurd that though, in estimating all other things, quality is considered as well as quantity, the estimated pleasure should depend on the sheer quantity. The
word utility is used to mean general well-being or happiness, and Mill's view is that the utility is a consequence of good action. The utility, in the context of utilitarianism, refers to people performing actions for social utilities. With social utilities, she stands for the well-being of many people. The factory's
explanation of the concept of utilities in his work, Utilitarianism, is that people really do a desire of happiness, and because each individual desires their own happiness, it must follow that we all want everyone's happiness, contributing to greater social utilities. Therefore, the actions that result in the
greatest pleasure for societal utilities are the best actions, or as Jeremy Bentham, the early founder of Utilitarianism puts it, as the biggest numbers happiness. The factory not only sees action as the core part of the utility, but as the command of moral human behavior instructions. The reign that we just
have to do the actions that give pleasure to society. This view of pleasure is hedonistic, since it pursues the thought that pleasure is the best in life. The concept was adopted by Bentham and can be seen in his works. According to Mill, good actions result in pleasure, and that there is no higher end of
pleasure. Mills says that good actions lead to pleasure and determining good character. Better put, character justification, and whether it's good action or not, is based on how that person contributes to the concept of social utility. In the long run the best evidence of a good character is good action; and
really refuse to consider any good mental disposal, where the main tendency is to produce bad behavior. In the last chapter of Utilitarianism, Mill that justice, as a factor of classification of our actions (only or tyrants) is one of certain moral requirements, and when the needs are all considered collectively,
they are seen as greater according to this scale of social utilities as Mills puts it. He also noted that, contrary to what his critics might say, there is no known Epicurean theory life that does not assign to common sense pleasure ... higher value as pleasure than sheer sensation. However, he accepts that
this is usually because intellectual pleasure is considered to have a circumcision edge, that is, greater consistency, security, uncostliness, &amp; c. On the other hand, Mill will argue that some of the fun is intrinsic better than others. The accusation that hedonism is a worthy doctrine of only pigs has a long
history. In Nicomachean Ethics (Book 1 chapter 5), Aristotle says that identifying kindness with pleasure is to prefer a suitable life for animals. Theologian utilitarians have the option to throw in pursuit of their happiness in God's authority; Hedonistic utilitarians need different defenses. The factory's
approach is to argue that common sense pleasure is intrinsic superior to physical pleasure. Some human beings will agree to be converted into any animal lower, for the promise of a full allowance of animal pleasure; No wise human being would agree to be a fool, no one directed would be an ignorant
person, no one who felt and the conscience would be selfish and fundamental, although they should be persuaded that ignorant, dunce, or rascal were better satisfied with many of them with them.... A higher faculty needs more to make him happy, perhaps capable of acute suffering, and certainly
accessible with more points, than one of the lower types; but despite this liability, he can't really want to sink into what he feels as a lower grade of existence.... It is better to be a human being who is unhappy than a satisfied pig; better to be Socrates unhappy than satisfied fools. And if the ugly, or pig, is a
different opinion, it is because they only know their own side of the question ... [32] Mills argued that if people who recognize efficiently with two pleasures show a decided priority for one even if it is accompanied by more dissatisfaction and will not put it for any other quantity, then it is legitimate to regard
the pleasure as superior in quality. The factory acknowledges that these competent judges will not always agree, and state that, in cases of disagreement, the majority judgment will be accepted as final. Mills also acknowledges that many are capable of higher pleasure, sometimes, under the influence of
temptation, postponing them down. But this is quite compatible with a full appreciation of higher intrinsic sungth. Mills says that this appeals to those who have Relevant pleasure is no different from what must happen when assessing the quantity of pleasure, since there is no other way to measure the
acute two pains, or the most intensest of two fun sensations. It is incomparable that low pleasure capabilities, have the biggest chance for them to be fully satisfied; And the very endowed will always feel that any happiness he can find, because the world is not perfect. [33] Mills also argued that intellectual
efforts had value from proportion to the amount of content or pleasure (mental state) they produced. [34] Mill also said that people should pursue these great ambitions, because if they choose to have a feed from small pleasures, some dissatisfaction will eventually be creepy. We're going to be bored and
depressed. [35] The factory claims that the satisfaction of small pleasure only gives short-term happiness and, in turn, exacerbits individuals who may feel that his life has no happiness, because the happiness is transparent. Meanwhile, intellectual efforts provide long-term happiness as they provide
individuals with continuous opportunities throughout the year to improve her life, by benefiting from accruing knowledge. Mills sees intellectual efforts as being able to incorporate 'finer things' in life while small ventures don't achieve this goal. [36] Mills says that intellectual efforts provide an opportunity for
individuals to escape the continuous depression cycle as these efforts enable them to achieve their ideals, while small pleasures do not offer this. Despite the ongoing debate about the nature of Mill's views on satisfaction, this suggests a bifusion in his position. 'Proving' the principle of utility In Chapter
Four of Utilitarianism, Mill considers what evidence can be given for the principle of utility:[37] The only evidence capable of being given that an object can be seen, is that people actually see it. The only evidence that the sound can be heard, is that people hear it.... Just like the way, I was detained, a
single evidence it was possible to produce that anything desirable, was that people actually wanted it.... No reason can be given why general happiness is desirable, except per person, to the extent that he believes it can be achieved, his own desire of happiness ... we not only have all the evidence that
the case acknowledges, but all that may be needed, that happiness is good: that everyone's happiness is good to that person, and general happiness, therefore, good for everyone's aggregate. It is common to say that Mills did some fallacies:[38] naturalistic fallacy: Mills tried to conclude what people
should do from what they actually did; Quivocation accuracy: The factory moves from the fact that (1) something is desirable, that is, capable of desired, to the claim that (2) it is appropriate, that is, it should be desirable; and compositional blow: the fact that people who want their own happiness do not
imply that everyone's aggregate will general happiness. Such accusations began to appear in Mill's lifetime, shortly after the publication of Utilitarianism, and continued for over a century, although the tide had turned in recent talks. However, Mills' defense against all the charge, with a chapter devoted to
each, can be found at Necip Fikri Alican's Mill's Principle of Utility: A Defense of John Stuart Mill's Notorious Proof (1994). This is the first, and remains [when?] the only book's long treatment on the matter. Yet the alleged fall in evidence continues to attract the attention of yebut in the journal Articles and
book chapters. Hall (1949) and Popkin (1950) defended Mills against these allegations indicating that he started Chapter Four by insisting that the final question did not acknowledge the evidence, in the usual acceptance of the term and that this was common to all first principles. [39] Therefore, according
to the House and Popkin, Mills did not attempt to establish that what the desire person desires was justified but only tried to make acceptable principles. [38] The type of evidence factory offers only a few considerations that, Mill thinks, might prompt an honest and reasonable man to accept utilitarianism.
[38] Having claimed that people are doing, in fact, a desire for happiness, Mills now needs to show that it is the only thing they desire. Mills expects protests that people want other things like good. He argues that while people may begin to want good as a way to happiness, ultimately, it becomes part of
one's happiness and then desired as an end in itself. The principle of utilities does not mean that any pleasure is given, as music, for example, or any exception given from pain, for example health, should be seen as a way to collective something called happiness, and that is required on that account.
They are required and desirable in and for themselves; besides meaningfully, they are part of the end. Goodness, according to the utilitarian doctrine, is not naturally and originally part of the end, but it is capable of becoming so; and in those who love it have become so, and wanted and appreciated, not as
a way to happiness, but as part of their happiness. [41] We can explain what we helped about this disappointment; we might described it as a pride, a name given accidentally to some of the most notable feelings that human beings can afford; we can refer to the love of freedom and personal freedom, an
appeal with Stoics one of the most effective ways for that insulation; love of power, or love of pleasure, both completely in and contributing to it: but the most appropriate appellant is the sense of dignity, which all human beings possess in one form or another, and in some, even in an inaccurate way,
prociding with their higher faculty, and so part of their happiness that , that nothing contradicts it, otherwise than for a while, objects of desire to them. [42] Developments in the 20th century Ideal utilitarianism Description of utilitarianism were first by Hastings Rashdall in Theory of Kindness and Evil (1907),
but it was more frequently associated with G. E. Moore. In Ethics (1912), Moore rejected hedonistic utilitarianism alone and argued that there were various values that might be maximised. Moore's strategy is to show that it is intuitively impossible that pleasure is the sole measure of what is good. He says
such assumptions:[43] involves our adage, for example, that a world in which there really is nothing except pleasure exists-no knowledge, no love, no beauty pleasure, no moral-qualities-must yet intrinsically better create-provided only the amount of pleasure in it is the least larger, than one in which all
these things exist as well as pleasure. It involves our saying that, although the amount of excitement in each one is the same, yet the fact that all the creatures in that belong, in addition to the knowledge of different types and full appreciation of all that is wonderful or deserving of love in their world,
whereas no creatures in the other have any of these things, will give us no reason whatsoever to prefer the previous ones to the latter. Moore acknowledges that it is impossible to prove the case either way, but he believes that it is intuitively clear that despite the amount of pleasure staying the same world
that contains things like beauty and love will be a better world. He added that, if someone took the opposite view, then I thought it was clear that he would be wrong. [43] Utilitarian acts and regulations Main Articles: The utilitarianism and utilitarianism of regulations In the mid-20th century, some
philosophers focused on the place of rule in utilitarian thinking. [44] It has been accepted that it is necessary to use the rules to help you choose the right action because the problem of calculating the consequences on each occasion will almost certainly cause you to regularly choose something less than
the best action. Paley has justified the use of regulations and Factories saying:[45] It is absolutely supposition whimsical that, if humans have been agreed in considering utilities to be moral tests, they will remain without any agreement on what is useful, and will not take steps to have their impressions on
subjects taught to young people, and enforced by law and opinion ... to consider moral rules as improper, is a matter; to get past the general middle completely, and seek to test each individual action directly by the first principle, is another.... The suggestion that happiness is the end and moral goal, does
not mean that there is no way placed to that goal.... No one argues that navigation art is not founded on astronomy, as sailors can't wait to count Nautical Almanack. Being rational beings, they go overboard with it ready to be calculated; and all rational beings out in the sea of life with their minds made on
Frequently asked questions right and wrong. However, utilitarianism of the rules suggests a more central role for rules thought to save the theory from some of the more devastating criticisms, particularly problems related to justice and the promise of keeping. Smart (1956) and McCloskey (1957) initially
used extreme and limited term utilitarianism but ultimately everyone settled on the preliminary of acts and rules instead. [46] Likewise, throughout the 1950s and 1960s, articles were published for and against a new form of utilitarianism, and through this debate our theory now calls the rules utilitarianism
created. In the introduction to the thology of these articles, the editor can say: The development of this theory is a dialectical process of formulation, criticism, replies and reforms; the record of this process reflects the cooperative development of philosophical theory. [44]:1 The important difference is in
what determines whether or not action is the right action. The utilitarianism Act maintains that an action is correct if it maximizes the utility; utilitarianism rules maintain that proper action if it complies with regulations that maximize utilities. In 1956, Urmson (1953) published an influential article arguing that
Mills maximized the rules on utilitarian principles. [48] Since then, the article has debated the factory's interpretation. In all probability, it is not the difference that Mill is primarily trying to make and so the evidence in his writing is inevitably mixed. Mill's writing collection published in 1977 includes a letter
that seems to bind the balance in favor of notion that Mill is best classified as an utilitarian member of the act. In the letter, Mill said:[49] I agree with you that the right way to test the action by the consequences, is to test them with the natural consequences of certain actions, and not by those who will
follow if everyone does the same. But, for the most part, what consideration would happen if everyone did the same, was the only way we had found the tendency of the act in a particular case. Some school-level textbooks and at least one British exam board made a further difference between
utilitarianism of strong and weak rule. [50] However, it is not clear that these differences are made in academic literature. It has been argued that the rules of utilitarianism collapse into the utilitarianism act, because for any rules given, in cases in which violations of the rules produce more utilities,
regulations can be refined by the addition of sub-regulations that handle cases such as exclusions. [51] This process holds for all exception cases, and so have as many sub-rules because there are incredible cases, which, in the end, make agents find whatever outcome produces maximum utilities. [52]
The main article of two-tier utilitarianism: two-tiered utilitarianism in principle (1973), R.M. Hare accepted that utilitarianism ruled collapse into the utilitarianism act but but but that this is the result of allowing the rules to be specific and not as general as we like. [53] He argued that one of the main reasons
for introducing ruling utilitarianism was to do justice to the general rule that people need moral education and character development and he suggested that the difference between act-utilitarianism and rule-utilitarianism could be introduced by limiting regulatory speciality, which is to increase the breadth of
their rules. [53]:14 The difference between certain rules of utilitarianism (which collapsed in the utilitarianism act) and general rule utilitarianism forms the basis of two-tier Hare utilitarianism. When we play God or an ideal observer, we use certain forms, and we need to do this when we decide what
common principles to teach and follow. When we sow or in situations where the tendency of human nature we might prevent us from performing calculations properly, then we should use utilitarianism of more general rules. Hare argues that in practice, most of the time, we should follow the general
principles:[53]:17 One should comply with the general principle that adoption is generally for the best; harm is more likely to come, in real moral situations, than to question these rules than stick to them, unless the situation is very common; The result of sophisticated felicific calculations is unlikely, human
nature and human ignorance are what they have, to lead to the largest utility. In Moral Thinking (1981), Hare described two outrageous. Archangel is a hypothetical person who has perfect knowledge of the situation and no personal predispoancy or weaknesses and always uses critical moral thoughts to
decide the right thing to do. On the other hand, prole is a hypothetical person who really cannot afford to think critically and use anything but morally intuitive thinking and, necessities, having to follow the general moral rules they have been taught or learned through artificial. [54] Not that some people are
archangels and other proles, but we all share characteristics both for limited degrees and vary in different times. [54] Hare did not specify when we should think more like archangel and more like a prole like this, under any circumstances, vary from person to person. However, critical moral thinking
supports and informs more intuitive moral thinking. It is responsible for formulating and, if necessary, re-formulate general moral regulations. We also turn to critical thinking when trying to deal with unusual situations or in cases where intuitive moral rules provide conflicting advice. Choice of utilitarianism
The main article: utilitarianism The primacy of utilitarianism involves promoting actions that fulfill the priorities of those involved. [55] The concept of primacy of utilitarianism was first backed up in 1977 by John Harsanyi in Morality and Rational Rational Theory However, the concept is more commonly
associated with R.M. Hare,[54] Peter Singer,[58] and Richard Brandt. [59] Harsanyi claimed that his theory was blended to:[57]:42 Adam Smith, who likened the moral angle with an impartial but sympathetic observer; Immanuel Kant, who asserts universal criteria, which can also be described as a
reciprocal criterion; classic utilitarians who make maximizing social utilities of moral basic criteria; and modern theory of rational behavior under risk and uncertainty, usually described as Bayesian decision theory. Harsanyi dismissed hedonistic utilitarianism as relying on outdated psychology saying that it
is far from clear that everything we do is driven by a desire to maximize pleasure and minimize pain. He also dismissed ideal utilitarianism because it is certainly not true as an empirical observation that the only purpose of the people in life is to have a 'mental state of intrinsic value'. [57]:54 According to
Harsanyi, the priority of utilitarianism is the only form of utilitarianism consistent with the essential philosophical principles of priority autonomy. By this I mean the principle that, in deciding what is good and what is bad for the individual given, the ultimate criteria can only be his own will and his own
priorities. [57]:55 Harsanyi added two caveats. First, people sometimes have irrational priorities. To address this, Harsanyi distinguishes between real priorities and true priorities. The first are those indicated by observed behaviors, including priorities may be based on wrong factual beliefs,[explanation is
required] or careless logical analysis, or on strong emotions that currently greatly impedes rational choices; while the latter is a priority he will have if he has all the relevant factual information, always reasonable with the most likely care, and is in the most conducive state [57]:55 It is the last that the priority
utilitarianism tries to satisfy. The second caveat is that antisocial priorities, such as sadism, envy, and resettlement, need to be excluded. Harsanyi accomplished this goal by claiming that the priority was partly excluding people from the moral community: Utilitarian ethics makes us all members of the
same moral community. Someone who displays pain will against others remains a member of this community, but not with his entire personality. That part of his personality that mortgates these hostile antisocial feelings must be excluded from membership, and has no claim for hearing when defining the
concept of our social utility. [57]:56 More types of negative utilitarianism utilitarianism Main Article: negative In the Open Society and its Enemies (1945), Karl Popper argues that the principle of maximizing pleasure should be replaced by minimizing pain. He believes that it is not only impossible but very
dangerous to try maximize people's pleasure or happiness, because such an attempt must lead to totalitarianism. [60] He claimed that:[61] [T]here is, from an ethical point of view, no symmetrical between suffering and happiness, or between pain and pleasure ... In my opinion human suffering makes a
direct moral appeal, that is, an appeal for help, while there is no equal call to increase the happiness of a man who does good anyway. Further criticism of the Utilitarian formula Maximizes pleasure is that it considers the scale of the pain of continuous pleasure that allows us to treat the level of pain as a
degree of negative pleasure. But, from a moral point of view, the pain should not be overdated by pleasure, and especially not the pain of a man by the pleasure of other men. Of the biggest happiness to the biggest numbers, one should demand, the moderater, the least amount of suffering that can be
avoided for all... The real term negative utilitarianism itself was introduced by R. N. Smart as the title to a 1958 answer to Popper in which he argued that the principle would involve finding the fastest and most painful method of killing the entire human being. [62] In response to Smart's argument, Simon
Knutsson (2019) has argued that classic utilitarianism and similar consequential views are about the same as possible to involve killing the whole human being, as they seem to imply that one should kill existing ones and replace them with happier people if possible. As a result, Knutsson argues: The
argument of world destruction is not an excuse to dismiss negative utilitarianism in favor of other consequential forms, since there are similar arguments against such theories that are at least as persuasive because the argument of world destruction is against negative utilitarianism. [63] Furthermore,
Knutsson notes that one could argue that other forms of consequence, such as classic utilitarianism, in some cases have less reasonable implications than negative utilitarianism, as in scenarios where classic utilitarianism implies it would be right to kill everyone and replace it in a way that creates more
suffering, but also more , is the net positive. Utilitarianism is negative, on the other hand, will not allow such murder. [64] Some versions of negative utilitarianism include: Negative amounts of utilitarianism: tolerate suffering that can be compensated in the same person. [65] [66] Negative priority
utilitarianism: avoiding the problem of moral murder by referring to existing priorities that such a murder would violate, it still demands justification for the creation of a new life. [67] Possible justifications are a reduction in the average level of priority-frustration. [68] Some see negative utilitarianism as a
branch in modern hedonistic utilitarianism, which gives a higher weight to prevent suffering from the promotion of happiness. [65] Moral weight can be increased by using compassionate utilitarian metrics, so that the results are the same as in prioritarianism. [69] Representatives of the pessimistic
utilitarianism are negative, available in Buddhist environments. [70] The motives of utilitarianism See also: The ethics of the virtues of motif utilitarianism were first proposed by Robert Merrihew Adams in 1976. [71] While the utilitarianism act requires us to choose our actions by calculating which actions
will maximize utilities and utilitarianism of the rules require us to implement the rules that will, overall, maximizing utilities, motif utilitarianism has a utility calculus used to choose motives and disposals according to their general felective effects, and the motives and disposals then determine our choice of
actions. [72]:60 Arguments for moving to some form of motive utilitarianism at a personal level can be seen as reflecting arguments for moving to some form of regulatory utilitarianism on a social level. [72]:17 Adams (1976) refers to Sidgwick's observation that Happiness (general as well as individuals)
may be better achieved if the extent to which we set ourselves consciously to be carefully limited. [73]:467[74] Try to use utility calculations each time it may lead to sub-optimal results. Applying for carefully selected rules at the social level and encouraging appropriate motives at a personal level, so it is
argued, may lead to a better overall outcome even on some occasions the individual it leads to wrong action when judged in accordance with the utilitarian standards of the act. [73]:471 Adams concluded that the correct actions, by act-utilitarian standards, and proper motivation, in accordance with motif-
utilitarian standards, are incompatible in some cases. [73]:475 This conclusion requirement was rejected by Fred Feldman who argued that the conflict in question was the result of insufficient utilitarian doctrine formulation; motive does not play an important role in it ... [and that]... [p]recite the same type of
conflict arises even though MU is left out of consideration and the AU is used on its own. [75] On the other hand, Feldman proposed a variant of utilitarianism of the act which resulted in no conflict between it and the motive utilitarianism. Criticism Because utilitarianism is not a single theory, but a cluster of
related theories that have developed over two hundred years, criticism can be made for different reasons and have different targets. Measuring the utility of general objections to utilitarianism is the ability to measure, compare, or measure happiness or well-being. Ray Briggs wrote in the Stanford
Philosophical Encyclopedia:[76] A protest against the interpretation of this utility is that there may not be any good (or indeed anything good) that rationality requires look for. But if we understand the utility broadly enough to include all the potentially desirable ends—pleasure, knowledge, friendship, health
and so on—it's unclear that there A unique correct way to make tradeoffs between different items so that each result receives a utility. There may not be a good answer to the question of whether the life of ascetic monks contains much less good than libertine happy life-but assigning utilities to this option
forces us to compare them. The utility understood in this way is a personal preference, without any objective measurement. The utility ignored justice As Rosen (2003) has insisted, claiming that utilitarian acts are not worried about having the rules is to establish straw people. [22] Similarly, R.M. Hare
refers to the raw caricatures of the utilitarianism act which is the only version that many philosophers seem to be acquainted with. [77] Given what Bentham said about the evils of the second order,[78] it would be a serious picture to say that he and utilitarian similar acts would be willing to punish innocent
people for greater good. However, whether they will agree or not, this is what critics of the claim utilitarianism is needed by the theory. The sheriff's scenario This classic version of the criticism was given by H. J. McCloskey in the 1957 sheriff's scenario:[47] It should be that the sheriff is faced with the
choice of one of drones negro for rape that has provoked the hostility of the Negroes (certain Negroes usually believed guilty but who the sheriff knew not guilty)—and thus prevented serious anti-Negro riots that might lead to loss of lives and increased hatred of each other by white people and negroes—or
hunt down guilty people and therein allow anti-Negro riots to take place, while doing his best he can to combat them. In such a sheriff's case, if he is an extreme utilitarian, will look committed to framing Negro. With the extreme utilitarian, McCloskey refers to what was then called the utilitarianism of the
act. He suggested one possible response that the sheriff would not frame the innocent negro because of other rules: don't punish innocent people. Another possible response that sheriff's riots are trying to avoid may have a positive utility in the long run by drawing attention to racial and resource questions
to help address tensions between communities. In a later article, McCloskey said:[79] Indeed, utilitarians must acknowledge that whatever the facts of the matter, it is logically possible that the 'tyrant' system of punishment—e.g. systems involving collective punishment, retroactive laws and punishment, or
punishment of parents and the relationship of the offender—may be more useful than the system Karamazov Brothers An older form of this argument presented by Fyodor Dostoyevsky in his book The Brothers Karamazov, where Ivan challenged his brother Alyosha, an utilitarian, to answer his question:
[80] Tell me straight out, I call on you-answer me: imagine that you yourself are building an edice of humanstin humanstin make people happy in the final, give them peace and rest in the end, but for that you are inevitable and inevitably torture only one small creature, [a child], and raise your edifice on the
basis of his inevitable tears—do you agree to be an architect on such a situation?... And you can acknowledge the idea that the people you are building will agree to accept their happiness on the improper blood of the tortured child, and having received it, to stay permanently happy? Predicting the
consequences of Some is of the opinion that it is impossible to perform the calculations required by utilitarianism because the consequences are indeed unackable. Daniel Dennett describes this as the impact of The Three-Mile Island. [81] Dennett pointed out that it was not only impossible to give accurate
utility value to the incident, it was impossible to know whether, ultimately, the near-occurring slowdown was a good or bad thing. He suggested that it would be a good thing if plant operators learned lessons that prevent future serious incidents. Russell Hardin (1990) rejected those arguments. He argues
that it is possible to distinguish the moral impulse of utilitarianism (that is to determine the right as a good consequence and to motivate the public to achieve this) from our ability to apply the correct rational principles that, among other things, depend on the perceived facts of the case and on the mental
equipment of a particular moral actor. [82] The fact that the latter is limited and can change does not mean that the container needs to be rejected. If we develop a better system for determining relevant cana relationships so that we can choose better actions resulting in our intended endings, it does not
follow that we must change our ethics. The moral impetus of utilitarianism is ongoing, but our decision under it is contingent on our knowledge and scientific understanding. [83] Since the outset, utilitarianism has acknowledged that certainty in such matters is unreachable and both Bentham and Mill say
that it is necessary to rely on the tendency of actions to bring consequences. G. E. Moore, writing in 1903, said:[84] We certainly cannot hope directly to compare the effects except in a limited future; and all arguments, which were once used in Ethics, and where we usually act in the same life, are
instructed to shed that one course superior to the other, is (other than a theological dogma) limited to showing the possible immediate advantage ... Ethical laws have a non-scientific legal nature but scientific forecast: and the latter only possible, although the probability may be very large. Demanding the
utilitarian Objections Act not only requires everyone to do what they can to maximize the utility, but to do so without any favours. Mill says Among his own happiness and others, utilitarianism requires him to be very unbiased as unbiased and beneficial beneficial Critics say that this combination of
requirements leads to utilitarianism making unreasonable claims. The well-being of strangers is calculated just like friends, family or yourself. What makes this need so demanding is the amount of gargantuan strangers need great help and an indefinitive opportunity to make sacrifices to help them. [86] As
Shelly Kagan says, given the parameters of the real world, there is no question that ... (maximum)... promoting goodness requires a life of hardship, self-denial, and austerity ... a life expected to promote goodness will be a severe one indeed. [87] Hooker (2002) explains two aspects to the problem: acting
utilitarianism requires great sacrifice from those who are quite good and also requires the sacrifice of your own good despite the aggregate of goodness will only slightly increase. [88] Another way to highlight the complaint is to say that in utilitarianism, there is no such thing as the morally permitted self-



sacrifice that occurs above and beyond the call of duty. [88] The factory is quite clear on this, an increased sacrifice, or tends to increase, the amount of happiness, it is considered pointless. [85] A response to the problem was to accept his claim. This is the view taken by Peter Singer, who says:[89]No
doubt we do instinctively prefer to help those close to us. Few can stand up and watch children drown; many can ignore the death of avoidable children in Africa or India. The question, however, is not what we usually do, but what we should do, and it is difficult to see any solid moral justification for that
distance view, or community membership, makes an important difference to our obligations. Others argue that a moral theory so contrary to a deeply held moral conviction must be rejected or modified. [90] There have been numerous attempts to modify utilitarianism to escape from its seemingly overly
demanding needs. [91] An approach is to drop demand that utilities be maximized. In Consequential Satisfaction, Michael Slote argues for a form of utilitarianism in which an act may qualify as a moral right through having good enough consequences, although better consequences can be produced. [92]
One advantage of such a system is that it will be able to accommodate notions of supererogatory action. Samuel Scheffler took a different approach and amended the requirement that everyone was treated equally. [93] In particular, Scheffler suggested that there was an agent-centered prerogative so that
when the overall utility was calculated it was allowed calculate our own interests more than the interests of others. Kagan suggested that such a procedure may be appropriate on the grounds that the general need to promote good will lack the motivation necessary for genuine moral needs and, secondly,
that personal independence is required for the existence of commitments close personal relations and that the value of such commitments produce a positive reason to preserve in the moral theory of at least some moral independence for a personal point of view. [94] Robert Goodin took another approach
and argued that demand protests could be blunt by treating utilitarianism as a guide to public policy rather than one of individual morals. He suggested that many problems arise under the traditional formulation because careful utilitarians should ultimately make up for the failures of others and so contribute
more than their fair share. [95] Gandjour specifically considers the market situation and flows whether individuals acting in the market can produce optimal utilitarians. He lists a number of demanding conditions that need to be met: individuals need to display instrumental rationality, the market needs to be
perfectly competitive, and revenue and goods need to be redistrected. [96] Harsanyi argued that the protests faced the fact that people attached a large utility to freedom from improper moral obligations... Most people would prefer society with a more relaxed moral code, and would feel that such a society
would achieve higher average utility levels—although the use of such a moral code should lead to some losses in economic and cultural achievements (as long as these losses remain within acceptable limits). This means that utilitarianism, if correctly interpreted, will produce a moral code with acceptable
standards of conduct very much below the highest level of moral perfection, leaving many scope for supererogatorial action beyond this minimum standard. [97] The aggregate utility protests that utilitarianism did not take seriously the difference between the people standing out in 1971 with the publication
of John Rawls' Theory of Justice. [98] The concept is also important in the rejection of Richard Ryder's animal rights against utilitarianism, in which he talks about individual boundaries, where not sick or pleasure can pass. [99] However, similar protests were observed in 1970 by Thomas Nagel, that claims
that consequently treats the desire, needs, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, needs, satisfaction, and
dissatisfaction of different people seemed , the needs, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, needs, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, need, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people seemed is the desire, need,
satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, needs, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if they were the desire, needs, satisfaction, and dissatisfaction of different people as if
they were, their mass, people [100] and earlier by David Gauthier, who wrote that utilitarianism assumed that human beings were super, which the greatest satisfaction was the objective of moral action.... But this doesn't make sense. Individuals have wanted, not human; individuals seek satisfaction, not
humans. One's satisfaction is not part of greater satisfaction. [101] Thus, utility aggregation becomes useless because both pain and happiness are intrinsic and inseparable from the awareness in which they are felt, causing the impossible task of adding various pleasures of various individuals. The
response to this criticism is to show that even if it seems to be some of the problems it introduces others. Intuitively, there are many cases where people want to take into account the numbers involved. As Alastair Norcross said:[S]uppose that Homer was faced with a painful choice between saving Barney
from a burning building or rescuing both Moe and Apu from the building... it's obviously better for Homer to save larger amounts, precisely because it's a bigger amount.... Can anyone who really considers the matter seriously honestly claim to believe that it is worse that someone is dying than the entire
sentient population of the worst universe? Obviously not. It is possible to uphold the difference between the current people still aggregate the utility, if it accepts that people can be influenced by empathy. [103] This position is supported by Iain King,[104] which has suggested the basis of empathy evolution
means humans can take into account the interests of others, but only on each other, because we can only imagine ourselves in the minds of one other at a time. [105] The king used this vision to adapt to utilitarianism, and it could help reconcile Bentham's philosophy with deontology and ethics of
kindness. [106] [107] [108] Philosopher John Taurek also argued that the idea of adding happiness or pleasure across people was quite incomprehensible and that the number of people involved in morally irrelevant conditions. [109] Taurek's fundamental concerns go down to this: We can't explain what it
means to say that things will be five times worse if five people die than if someone dies. I cannot give a satisfactory account the meaning of judgment like this, write it (p. 304). He argues that everyone can only lose one's happiness or pleasure. There aren't five times more losing happiness or pleasure
when five die: who will feel this happiness or pleasure? The potential of losing everyone has the same interest to me, just as a loss to that person alone. Because, by hypothesis, I have the same concerns for every person involved, I moved to give each of them the same opportunity to be leased to lose it
(p. 307). Derek Parfit (1978) and others have criticized the Taurek line,[110][111][112] and it continues to be discussed. [113] Calculating the self-defeating utility of early criticism, addressed by Mill, is that if time is taken to calculate the best course of action, it is likely that the opportunity to take the best
action has passed. Mills replied that there was sufficient time to calculate the possible effects:[85] [N]amely, over the past period of human species. At all times, humans have by experiencing an action tendency; where the experience is all prudent, as well as all the morals of life, depending ... It is a
strange notion that the confession of the first principle is inconsistent with the inclusion of secondary people. Inform the traveller who respects the place destinations, not to prohibit the use of landmarks and direction posts on the way. The suggestion that happiness is the end and moral goal, does not
mean that no path should have been put to that goal, or those who go thicker cannot be advised to take one direction instead of the other. Men really ought to leave talking a kind of nonsense on this subject, which they won't talk to or hear other things that are practically concerning. Recently, Hardin has
made the same point. It should embarrass the philosophers that they once took seriously these protests. Parallel considerations in other realms are rejected with excellent common sense. Lord Devlin noted, 'if a reasonable person works to rule by simplifying to the point of understanding every form he is
handed over, the commercial life and administration of the country will be creepy to the standstill.' [83] It was a consideration that led even utilitarian acts to rely on thumb rules, as Smart (1973) had called them. [115] The special obligation of criticizing One of the oldest criticisms of utilitarianism is that it
ignores our special obligations. For example, if we are given a choice between saving two random people or our mother, most will choose to save their mother. According to utilitarianism, such natural actions are immoral. The first to respond this was an early utilitarian and friend of Jeremy Bentham
named William Godwin, held in his work Inquiries On Political Justice that such personal needs should be ignored in favor of the greatest good for a large number of people. Using the utilitarian principle that life should be prioritised that would be the most conducive to the general good to the rescue option
of one of two people, whether the Archbishop of Cambray whose illustrations or chambermaids, he wrote:[116] Should chambermaid have been my wife, my mother or my benefactor. That won't change the truth of the motion. Life [Archbishop] will still be more valuable than chambermaids; and justice,
pure justice, unsuitable, will still be preferred the most valuable. Criticism of the theory of Utilitarianism's values of Utilitarianism that wellbeing is the only thing with intrinsic moral values has been attacked by various critics. Karl Marx, in Das Kapital, criticized Bentham's utilitarianism arguing that it did not
appear to admit that people had different joys in the context of different socioeconomics:[117] With the driest naivety he took the guardians of modern stores, especially english shopkeepers, as ordinary human beings. Whatever is useful to the normal people of this queer, and to its world, is really useful.
The steps of this page, then, he applies to time now, and the future. Christianity, for example, is useful, because it prohibits in the name of the religion of the same offence that the penal code condemns in the name of the law. Artistic criticism is dangerous, as it disturbs deserves worthy in their excitement
of Martin Tupper, etc. With the litter having brave friends, with its motto, sine linea dead nulla [no day without line], piled up a mountain of books. Pope John Paul II, following his personal philosophy, argues that the danger of utilitarianism is that it tends to make people, just like things, objects of
consumption. Utilitarianism, he writes, is a production and usage civilization, a civilization of things and not people, a civilization in which people are used in the same way as things are used. [118] Criticism based on Roger Scruton's obligation is a deontologist, and believes that utilitarianism does not give
the necessary places in our ethical considerations. She asked us to consider the dilemma of Anna Karenina, who had to choose between her love of Vronsky and her duties towards her husband and son. Scruton writes, Say Anna is for a reason that it is better to satisfy two healthy and disappointing
young people one older than satisfy one elderly and disappointing two young people, with a factor of 2.5 to 1: my ergo leaves. What are we going to think, then, his moral seriousness? [119] Baby farming critics of utilitarianism, innocence and Consequential (1996), Jacqueline Laing argues that
utilitarianism does not have an inadequate conceptual tool to understand the highly innocent ideas, a central characteristic to any comprehensive ethical theory. [120] In particular, Peter Singer in his view, cannot without contradict himself rejecting infant farming (a thought experiment involving mass
production of children who were deliberately damaged the brain for the birth of life for the virtues of organ-ageing) and at the same time stick to the therical personism created by Jenny Teichman to describe fluctuating Her explanation that baby breeding undermines the caring and caring attitude towards
young people, can be applied to unborn babies and babies (both 'non-people' who may be killed, in her view) and contradict the position she wears elsewhere in her work. Additional considerations average v. total happiness of the Main Article: Average and total utilitarianism In Ethics Methods, Henry
Sidgwick asks, Is the average amount or happiness we strive to make the maximum? [122] Paley stated that, although he spoke of community happiness, one's happiness consisted of the happiness of a single person; and the quantity of happiness can only be enlarged by increasing the number of perits,
or the pleasure of their perception and that if the extreme cases, such as those held as slaves, excluded the amount of happiness will usually be protradicated by the number of people. As a result, population damage is the largest that a state can experience; and the necessary object improvements, in all
countries, that will be directed to priority to every other political purpose whatsoever. [123] The same view was by Smart, who argues that, all the other things in common, the universe with two million people happy is better than the universe with just a million happy people. [124] Since Sidgwick raised the
question has been studied in detail and philosophers argue that using either the amount or average happiness can lead to unpleasant results. According to Derek Parfit, using total happiness falls prey to a reluctant conclusion, in which a large number of people with very low utility values but not negatively
can be seen as a better goal than the population of less extreme sizes living in comfort. In other words, according to the theory, it is a moral virtue to breed more people in the world as long as the amount of happiness increases. [125] On the other hand, measuring population utilities based on the average
utility of the population avoided Parfit's enthusiastic conclusions but caused other problems. For example, bringing a moderately happy person into a very happy world will be seen as an immoral act; other than this, the theory implies that it would be a moral virtue to eliminate everyone whose happiness is
below average, since this will increase average happiness. [126] William Shaw suggested that the problem could be avoided if differences were made between potential people, who should not worry us, and real future people, who should worry us. He says utilitarianism values people's happiness, not the
production of happiness units. Therefore, one has no positive obligation to have children. However, if you have decided to have children, then you have an obligation to give birth to the happiest child you can. [127] Utilitarianism's motives, intentions, and actions are usually taken to assess the rights or
wrongs of action by considering only the consequences of the action. Bentham very carefully distinguishes the motive from intent and says that motives are not in themselves good or bad but can be referred to so on their account of the tendency to produce pleasure or pain. He added that, of every type of
motive, can pursue good actions, others that are bad, etc. that are indifferent. [128] Mills made the same point[129] and clearly said that the motive had nothing to do with the moral action, although much with the value of the agents. He who saved fellow creatures from drowning did what was morally
correct, whether his motives were on duty, or hope of being paid for his troubles. [130] However, with the intention of the situation is more complex. In a footnote printed in the second edition of Utilitarianism, Mill said: the morality of the action is entirely dependent on for what the agent will do. [130]
Elsewhere, he said, Intentions, and motives, were two very different things. But it is the intention, that is, the forgiveness of the consequences, which is the right of morality or misconduct of the act. [131] The correct interpretation of Mill's footnote is a matter of some debate. Debate. in the interpretation
centers around trying to explain why, since it is an important consequence, the intention should play a role in the moral assessment of an action but the motive should not be. One possibility involves assuming that the 'moral' of the act is one thing, perhaps related to the abilities or abilities of the agent, and
the right or other misconduct. [132] Jonathan Dancy rejected this interpretation on the grounds that Mill explicitly made the intention relevant to the assessment of the act not for the agent's assessment. The interpretation given by Roger Crisp attracts the definition given by Mill in A System of Logic, in
which he says that the intention to produce an impact, is one thing; the resulting effect of the intention, is another matter; both together shape the action. [133] Therefore, while two actions may externally look the same they would be a different action if there were different intentions. Dancy noted that this
does not explain why intentions are counted but the motives are not. The third interpretation is that actions may be considered as complex actions consisting of several stages and it is the intention that determines which stage this stage will be considered as part of the action. While this is a favoured
interpretation of Dancy, she acknowledges that this may not be Mill's own view, for Mill would not allow that 'p&amp;q' stated the complex proposals. He wrote in my Logic System iv. 3, of 'Caesar is dead and Brutus is alive', that 'we might as well call the path of a complex house, because of these two
proposed complex proposals'. [132] Ultimately, while the motive cannot play a role in determining the morality of an action, this does not prevent utilitarian from cultivating certain motives if doing so will increase overall happiness. Man alone, or those of others who are sentient? Non-humane animal
Information: Speciesism and Animal Welfare Peter Singer In Introduction to The Principles of Morality and Bentham Legislation wrote the question is no, Can they cause? nor, Can they speak? but, Can they suffer? [134] Factory differences between higher and lower pleasures might suggest that he gives
more status to humans. However, in his essence Whewell on moral philosophy, Mill defended Bentham's position, calling it a 'noble expectation', and writing: Given that any practice causes more pain to animals than it gives pleasure to humans; is that practicing moral or immoral? And if, rightly in
proportion as humans raise their heads out of selfish sloughs, they are not with one 'immoral' voice answer, let the morality of utility principles to Condemned. [135] Henry Sidgwick also considers the implications of utilitarianism for non-humane animals. He wrote: We have on the side to consider who 'all' it
is, whose happiness needs to be taken into account. Do we to extend our concerns to all creatures capable of pleasure and pain affected by our behavior? or are we to confine our views to human happiness? Previous views are those adopted by Bentham and Mill, and (I believe) by Utilitarian schools
generally: and obviously best suited to the universality that characteristics their principles ... it seemed arbitrary and unreasonable to exclude from the end, as it understood, any pleasure of any sentient. [136] Among contemporary utilitarian philosophers, Peter Singer is strongly known for arguing that the
well-being of all sentient tortoils should be given the same consideration. The singer suggested that rights were given according to the level of self-awareness of the creatures, regardless of their species. He added that humans tend to be members of species (discrimination against non-humans) in ethical
matters, and argue that, on utilitarianism, species should not be allowed because there are no rational differences that can be made between human suffering and the suffering of non-joke animals; all suffering should be reduced. The singer wrote: Racism violates the principle of equality by giving greater
weight to the interests of the members of the nation themselves, when there is a clash between their interests and the interests of other races. The same goes for this species allowing the interests of its own species to overcome the interests of other larger species members. The pattern is the same in
each case ... Most humans are members of the species. [137] In the 1990 edition of Animal Liberation, Peter Singer said that he no longer eats oysters and muscles, because although the creature may not suffer, it is possible that they can and it is easy to avoid consuming them under any circumstances.
[138] This view may still differ from deep ecology, which holds that intrinsic values are attached to all forms of life and nature, whether currently considered a sentient or not. According to utilitarianism, a form of life that cannot experience anything similar either pleasure or discomfort is denied moral status,
since it is impossible to increase happiness or reduce the suffering of something that cannot feel happiness or suffering. The singer writes: The capacity for suffering and enjoying things is a prerequisite for having an interest at all, a situation that must be satisfied before we can talk about interest in any
meaningful way. It would be nonsense to say that it was not for the rock stakes to be kicked along the way by the school. Stone has no interest because it cannot suffer. Nothing we can do for it could possibly make any difference to his welfare. The mouse, on the other hand, has an interest not tortured,
because it will suffer if it. If a person suffers, there is no morale for refusing to take into account the suffering. No matter what nature becomes, the principle of equality requires its suffering to be calculated equal to such suffering—to the extent rough can be created—any other. If a person is not able to
suffer, or suffer pleasure or happiness, there is nothing to take into account. Therefore, the moral value of one-cell organisms, as well as some multi-cellular organisms, and natural entities such as rivers, are only in the benefits they provide to germs. Similarly, utilitarianism does not place direct intrinsic
value on biodiversity, although the benefits brought by biodiversity to the sentient humans may mean that, on utilitarianism, biodiversity should be maintained in general. In John Stuart Mill's essay On Nature[139] he argued that the welfare of wild animals should be considered when making utilitarian
judgments. Tyler Cowen argues that, if individual animals are utility carriers, then we should consider limiting the activity of carnivore predators relative to their prey: At least, we should limit current subsidies to nature's carnivores. [140] Applications to specific issues of this Concept have been applied
towards the social welfare economy, the global poverty crisis, the ethics of raising animals for food, and the importance of avoiding the risks inherent to humanity. World Poverty An article in the American Journal of Economics has addressed the issue of Utilitarian ethics in the redistribution of wealth. The
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