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Mill’s Utilitarianism and His View of
Moral Normativity

Hahn Hsu
Philosophy Department,
National Chung Cheng University,
Taiwan

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University

2014/8/21 Hahn Hsu



Two Platitudes

— It is conceptually true that morality is normative.
Moral norms provides the standard of moral
conduct.

— It is observable that morality can have influence
on human actions.

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Two Debates - 1

 What is the moral standard?
— Ordinary norms as given in social life are prima

facie standards of conduct.

— A moral theory explains and justifies the

fundamental principle whic
moral norms. Philosophical

n determines critically

y, two lines of

argument for a moral theory:
* Consequentialism (utilitarianism) vs non-

consequentialism

2014/8/21 Hahn Hsu
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Two Debates - 2

 What makes morality influential on human
conduct?

— Morality influences agent on determining their
will by giving rise of motives.

 What is debated is how an agent comes to be
motivated to act morally? Two lines of
argument:

— Moral internalism (internalism) vs. moral
externalism (externalism)

i 1SUS 2014, Yokohoma University
2014/8/21 Hahn Hsu



consequentialism

e Utilitarianism is the view that an action is right if and
only if this action is, among options available to the
agent, to promote the greatest amount of general

happiness.

— A value thesis: happiness is ultimately the only thing good
in itself.
* A naturalistic account of value: desire

— A deontic thesis: the right thing to do is derived from the
best thing to do.

 Actions are valuable in proportion to the amount of happiness
produced accordingly. The best action brings about the greatest
happiness for all.

* Itis only right to do the best.

2014/8/71 ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
014/8/2: Hahn Hsu



John Stuart Mill

e The utilitarian principle as the ultimate
standard of morality of actions

— Two-level view of morality
— Indirect utilitarianism

e The sanction view of moral motivation

— An externalist?

» Korsgaard and Nagel think Mill to be the best example
of externalism (Korsgaard 1996, “Skepticism about
Practical Reason”)

— External vs. internal sanction

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Internalism vs. Externalism

* Internalism holds that when an agent makes a
moral judgment, it is implied that she is
motivated thereby to act morally.

e Externalism denies this internal connection.

 The issue is how to explain that people are
motivated to act morally.

 The case of John Stuart Mill.

1ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Mill’s Sanction View of Moral

Motivation - 1

e According to Mill,

— THE QUESTION is often asked, and properly so, in regard to
any proposed moral standard — What is its sanction? What
are the motives to obey it? or more specifically, what is the
source of its obligation? whence does it derive its binding
force? It is the necessary part of moral philosophy to
provide an answer to this question... (U, 3,1)

e Two points come to our attention:
— Mill’s sanction is to produce motives.

— Also, sanction provides morality’s binding force, or, sanction is the source
of morality’s being obligatory.

* So, there is an indirect link between an agent’s moral awareness
and her being motivated to act morally.

* So, it seems Mill is perhaps a clear example of moral externalism.

1SUS 2014, Yokohoma University
2014/8/21 Hahn Hsu 8



Mill’s Sanction View of Moral
Motivation - 2

e Again, sanction is a mechanism of moral
motivation.

* This is different from moral awareness internally
connected to moral motivation.

* |t is observable that sanction may not produce
moral motivation. That is, the connection of
moral awareness vis sanction to motivation is not
tight enough as an internalist would want.

* |f so, Mill is an externalist in that he allows a
loose or contingent link of moral awareness to
motivation.

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Mill’s Sanction View of Moral
Motivation - 3

e External vs internal sanctions (U, 3, 3)

— Custom as the general external sanction:

e custom can shape people in that they can be cultivated
to develop a sense of morality or a virtuous character
such that they tend to be motivated to act morally (U, 3,
1-2).

« external sanctions can work because they produce ‘the
hope of favour and the fear of displeasure ’ in people’s
minds which are motives or to produce motives to
abide by moral norms. (U,3, 3)

e External sanctions are based on human desire for
happiness, whether one’s own or other’s. (U,3, 3)

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Mill’s Sanction View of Moral
Motivation - 4

* |nternal sanction

— The internal sanction of duty, whatever our standard of duty
may be, is one and the same- a feeling in our own mind; a pain,
more or less intense, attendant on violation of duty, which in
properly cultivated moral natures rises, in the more serious
cases, into shrinking from it as an impossibility... This feeling,
when disinterested, and connecting itself with the pure idea of
duty, and not with some particular form of it, or with any of the
merely accessory circumstances, is the essence of Conscience
(U, 3,4)

e Conscience is the ultimate internal sanction (U, 3, 5)

— Conscience as a cultivated moral sentiment or feeling that gives
rise to moral motivation upon being aware of moral
requirements

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Mill’s Sanction View of Moral
Motivation - 5

* All sanctions, external and external, are to produce an

internal feeling which can be very complex in its form
and origin.

e The ultimate sanction, therefore, of all morality

(external motives apart) being a subjective feeling in
our own minds (U, 3, 5)

e So, for Mill, it is this subjective feeling of moral
normativity that is the binding force or motive of moral
actions, which , according to Mill, is ultimately founded
on people’s desire for happiness. It is however to be
noticed that Mill allows for various expressions and
origins of this feeling of moral normativity.

2012/8/21 ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University 12
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Mill as an internalist?

* The above explications of Mill’s sanction theory of moral
notmativity shows that in Mill’s view of moral motivation a
feeling or sense of morality is essential. Though sanctions can
be external in that the hope of favor and fear of displeasure

are motives to abide by moral norms. Mill seems to be an
externalist.

 However, if we think that Mill adopts a hedonistic view of
happiness, then the desire to satisfy those external and
internal feelings is ultimately the desire for happiness.

e In this view, moral motives, whether coming from external or
internal sanctions, are connected essentially to desire for
happiness. When a person is aware of moral norms, she is
motivated to act accordingly, provided that she is so cultivated
that she explicitly or implicitly recognizes that acting on moral
requirements should bring about happiness.

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
o} 1/
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Korsgaard’s Take of Mill

e For Korsgaard, Mill is the best example of externalism.
Sanctions can help to promote moral incentives. But
they are not moral norms or awareness of moral norms.
In this sense, Mill’s appealing to sanctions, external or
internal, as the sources of moral motivation makes his
theory an externalist one.

* On the other hand, in Korsgaard’s view, Mill’s view of
moral normativity does not satisfy Korsgaard’s
internalism requirement which holds that pure
practical reason will exist if and only if we are capable
of being motivated by the conclusions of the
operations of practical reason as such’ (1996: 327-8,
emphasis added).

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Two conceptions of internalism

* The rationalist vs. the empiricist

e Korsgaard is an obvious case of the rationalist internalism
which holds that human has pure practical reason which

can motivate agents to act morally, if the agents exercise
pure practical reason.

e An empiricist internalism holds that an agent can be
motivated by moral considerations only when to act
morally is desired by the agent. An agent can come to be
aware of moral requirements through process of rational
deliberation. if this moral awareness can motivate the
agent to act according to her moral awareness, it is needed
that the rational process is controlled by the agent’s
existing desire. (Bernard Willims 1981, “Internal and
External Reasons”)

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University .
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Mill as an internalist!

e Mill can be an internalist in the empiricist sense.

— Mill does not believe in the existence (or even idea?)
of pure practical reason.

— Mill believes that human actions are driven ultimately
by the desire for happiness.

— People can come to believe in or recognition of a
moral requirement through processes of rational
deliberation, if the rational conclusions would have
power to motivate people to act morally, the rational
processes would have to be controlled by people’s
existing desire (for instance, a desire to be virtuous)(U,
4, 3) or their natural and original desire for happiness
(U, 4, 5).

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Mill’s Sanction in a Different Light?

« Mill complicates himself and puzzles his readers with a different
characterization of sanction. Mill says,

For the truth is, that the idea of penal sanction, which is the essence
of law, enters not only into the conception of injustice, but into that of
any kind of wrong. We do not call anything wrong, unless we mean to
imply that a person ought to be punished in some way or other for
doing it; if not by law, by the opinion of his fellow-creatures; if not by
opinion, by the reproaches of his own conscience. (U, 3, 14)

« David Brink (2008, “Mill’'s Moral and Political Philosophy” in SET)
sees penal sanction as the defining feature of the wrongness of
actions.

— Brink argues this is compatible with Mill’s indirect utilitarianism.

o A different reading of Mill’s statement above is to understand the
statement ‘We do not call anything wrong, unless we mean to imply that a person ought to be
punished in some way or other for doing it.. @s an characterization of ordina ry
morality. Brink seems to take Mill’s statement here as his theory of
utilitarianism, a critical theory of morality. But it seems that the
latter reading can be viable.

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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Back to Moral Normativity

Moral normativity is constituted by two elements: it imposes the standard
of right conduct and it can influence people’s conduct.

— The first element needs a substantive moral theory to explain the standard.
— The second needs a theory of moral motivation.

These two parts of moral normativity may not be mutually independent. A
Kantian and a Millian can differ in their substantive moral theories each of
which is internally connected to their different views of practical
rationality which connects closely to their different views of moral
motivation.

Thus, Kantian and Millian theorists will have different views of moral
normativity.
— The substantive theory of morality and the metaethical theory of moral
motivation and moral reason are entangled. Normative ethical and

metaethical discussions are distinct approaches of philosophical inquiries but
they are hard to be mutually separated entirely.

The limitation of time prevents this paper from saying anything significant
about Mill’s utilitarian theory. In exploring Mill’s view of moral normativity,
this paper focuses mainly on his view of moral motivation which is often
neglected and stereotyped as externalsim.

ISUS 2014, Yokohoma University
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How Should We Feel About Death?’
2

5/1/14

What are the rational constraints on our desires and emotions concerning death? To
clarify what ] mean, I am not talking about prudential constraints. It might be that it is imprudent
to fear death, or to have any other negative attitude or emotion about death, because experiencing
fear, worry, horror or aversion is unpleasant. Perhaps you would be better advised not 1o think
about death at all. These considerations are irrelevant to the question | am interested in. We
might rephrase the question in terms of appropriateness or fittingness: what attitudes or emotions
is it appropriate or fitting to have concerning death? Even if it is imprudent to fear death very
much, it could still be fitting or appropriate to fear death. When | talk about rational emotion or
rational attitudes, the latter is what | am talking about.

In what follows I will present a simple story about rational attitudes towards death. 1’]]
give a reason to think the simple story cannot be true. I’ll try to make some headway towards a

solution that can handle the problem with the simple story. My effort will be at best only partly

successful.
1. A Simple Story

A good way 1o start thinking about how we should feel about death would be by figuring
out whether death is bad for us and why. Most philosophers who have thought about these
questions have said that death is generally bad for us, and that what makes it bad is that it
deprives the victim of more of a good life. We might go on to say something about degrees: how

bad death,,isdepelkds on how much of a good life it deprives its victim from having. Deprivation

@ﬁterfacﬁ@tion: what death deprives a victim from having is what would have
happened 6 the victim if she hadn’t died.? Given optimistic assumptions about the quality of

human life, death is therefore normally bad for people, and it is often one of the worst things that

* This paper is based on a presentation given at Rhodes University and Colgate University. Thanks to all those
present for their helpful comments. Thanks especially to Travis Timmerman, Kirsten Egerstrom, Ward Jones, Jason
i(awall, David Gray, Brooks Sommerville... for helpful comments and discussion.

Nagel, Feldman, Broome, many others
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can happen to someone. On this picture death @b\éd for a person, not intrinsically
bad for her. Death is bad for someone because of 15 results, not in itself.

This picture seems like it must be basically right. Some have argued for some bells and
whistles to be added. For example, Jeff McMahan claims that the badness of death should be
discounted based on, among other things, (1) the extent of the psychological relations that would
have held between the person at the time of death and the person at the times she would have

been getting the good things death deprived her from getting (the “time-relative interests

account”), and (2) the extent to which the victim previously enjoyed a good life.? For our

purposes, we cag/l‘; 0 91ese bells and whistles.
) ul

ow sh we feel about death? This seems pretty simple too. According to “fitting

be the fitting object of ro-amtudes>
g ob]J pro- uces.-

fo be bad just is to be the fitting object §f con-attitudes”* Given the deprivation account of

analyses of value, to be good just is, r

N
% LAhe badness of death along with our optimistic assum};tion it follows that death is, typically, a

4' 3 /ﬁ' fitting object of a negative attitude. Of course, fitting attitude analyses of value are controversial.

I don’t wish to defend such analyses. But even if value cannot be analyzed in this way, a weaker
claim may still be true: necessarily, something is bad if and only if it is the fitting object of a
negative attitude. This would still entail that death merits a negative attitude.

Thus, negative attitudes towards death are, in general, perfectly rational. The end. That

was easy. Thanks for reading!
2. Complications

Wait! Maybe things are not so simple. One complication is that there are a lot of negative

attitudes one might have about death: fear, dread, worryyhatred €. Someone might

think that some negative attitude towards death/s ratlonad but that fear in particular might'y
Scheffler seems to think that this is the main proMr the simple story I just told.’ 1 ari not
gripped by this problem. If it turns out that, say, dread is warranted but fear isn’t, is this

important? I find it difficult to distinguish these emotions from each other anyway, so I just can’t

get too worked up about which one is appropriate, unless perhaps one is felt more intensely than

* McMahan 20Q2
4
Brentano...
* scheffler 2013, 87
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the other (1 return to this in Section 7). So I'll focus on other problems. The problem l_amg
primarily worried about is what we might call the pro @W'
Suppose a young and healthy man nav@%“;—"g—in front of a bus and is severely
injured; he quickly succumbs to his injuries. Is Jim’s death bad for him? It seems plausible to say
that it is. But it might also scem plausible to say that if Jim hadn’t died when he did, he would
have instead experienced a great amount of pain and suffering from being hit by the bus. So each

of the following might be an appropriate account of what happened:

Jim got hit by a bus and died. What a shame! He was so young. If Jim hadn’t died, he would
have lived a long and healthy life.

Given that Jim got hit by a bus, it’s probably better that he died. I he hadn’t, he would have

been severely injured instead. He wouldn’t have wanted to live that way.

e

The first accomﬁe counterfactual “1f Jim hadn’t died, he would have lived a long and
healthy life.” The second\implies the counterfactual “If Jim hadn’t died he woyld have been

severely injured.” Can both of these be true, given that they are incompatible? Yes, because
P bt

—

counterfactua]s are’vague. ® This vagueness gets resolved in different ways given conversational

context context helps determine which aspects of the situation we hold fixed when considering
what would have happened if something hadn’t happened. In this case, which counterfactual is
true depends on whether or not we are holding fixed that Jim gets hit by the bus. Holding fixed
that he gets hit, the second counterfactual seems true; otherwise the first seems true. Given the

truth of the first counterfactual, Jim’s death is very bad for him. Given the truth of the second

counterfactual, his death is not bad for him. Yet nelther counterfactual seems to have any kind of
14 oeems tol

e —

przvzleged status. When considering what would have happened if Jim hadn’t dlemre is no

reason to think that it is particularly appropriate or inappropriate to hold fixed whether Jim is hit
by the bus. (Note that this is not to say that anything goes when it comes to evaluating
counterfactuals, or that an appropriate context could make any old counterfactual true. If

someone says “if Jim hadn’t died he would have turned into a hippopotamus,” they are just

& Lewis, Stalnaker...
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wrong. Here I am not interested in getting deep into theories of counterfactuals - all that matters
is the sensitivity to context, however limited.)

The preceding thoughts about counterfactuals arc by themselves boring and not at all
original. But when applied to death they are surprising, because we would have thought that
there is'some abw:t)wmut whether someone’s death is bad for her. But it
see’ﬁs there is not.

We mlght say that Jim’s death is bad relative to context C1 but not bad relative to context
C2. But this would be misleading because it might suggest that there is some monadic property
that death sometimes has and someti ending on what we are thinking about. Despite
grammatical appearances, (i adn/' , monadic property. Attributions of
instrumental value are fundamentally co;;astive.7 What is bad for Jim is dying rather than not
being hit by the bus at all. What is not bad for Jim is dying rather than being severely injured.
There is no absolute fact of the matter about whether Jim’s death, full stop, is bad for him, even
though context can make an assertion of “Jim’s death was bad for him” true. Context makes a
particular contrast, or class of contrasts, salient. Thus when we utter a sentence like “Jim’s death
was bad for him,” the reason we may speak truly is that what we say is to be understood as
expressing the thought that Jim’s dying rather than not being hit by the bus was bad for him —
and this is just a way of saying that it was worse for Jim to die than not to be hit by a bus.

If this account of the badness of death is correct, it complicates the picture about rational
attitudes towards death. How should Jim feel about his death? Since there is no univocal answer
to the question of whether his death is bad, it seems there is also no univocal answer to what
attitude or emotion is appropriate for him to have. (The answer can’t be: relative to oné context
he should fear it, but relative to another he shouldn’t.) Death is better than some thing/sa&d_’

worse than others. Appealing to fitting attitudes does not help us, because ﬁEng attitudes
I o Thhe—— —

analyses of value apPly onlyto intrinsic value, which is not inherently contrastive in this way.

p— s
weath is not intrinsically bad; it is bad because of what it deprives us of.

¢

3. Low-Hanging Fruit: Preferences About Life and Death

7 Cf. Schaffer and Hitchcock on contrastive causation, Schaffer on contrastive knowledge...

4
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Given that the badness of death is contrastive, when looking for an attitude that would be
fitting to have towards death, we should look for a contrastive attitude. A natural candidate
would be preference. We do not simply prefer that P; we prefer P to some Q.

When is a preference rational? This seems easy: it is rational to prefer P to Q iff P is
better than Q. Thus Jim ought to greatly prefer living a long healthy life to dying, and he should
be more or less indifferent between dying or living a short time longer in a severely injured state
(depending on how much pain there is, maybe he should prefer death to continued life in such a
state).

Here it will be helpful, however, to make a distinction. It may be rational to prefer P to Q
even if P is worse than Q, as long as you have good reason to think that P is better than Q.® This
subjectively” rational, though inc;;;c;;‘;;;é;;gr;ce. Henceforth, I will generally talk

S
attitudes towards death rather than “rational” attitudes, since ‘rational’ is vague in

‘4

So here is a simple part of the story about correct attitudes towards death: it is correct to
prefer a particular future to death iff you would be better off given that future than if you died.
But this still leaves out a lot. To prefer P to Q is consistent with liking both P and Q, and also
with hating both P and Q. I prefer to have one arm chopped off than both, but | would hate for
either to be chopped off. ] prefer chocolate ice cream to vanilla, but I like both. So merely
preferring to live a long healthy life rather than to die is consistent with having positive attitudes
towards both, or negative attitudes towards both. Having a positive attitude towards one’s death
does not seem correct, nor does having a negative attitude towards survival when it would bring
a good life. So our next question, which is the\/r‘eal]ya@bope, is to say what would justify a

__negative but non-contrastive attitude, such as fear or hatred, towards death.
S ——— < e A b

- —
)

4. Preference and Desire

In attempting to give conditions for an attitude towards death to be incorrect, let me start
with the easiest case. Consider someone who has a good life to look forward to, and is fully

aware of this, but has a positive attitude towards death, e.g. desires death. Surely this person has

an incorrect attitude. How can we account for this?

® Thanks to Travis Timmerman for pointing this out.
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There may be a close connection between preferences and some attitudes. For example

we might identify preference with a certain sort of desire. Some desires arc conditional.’ ] desire

— p—

to go to Binghamton tomorrow on the condition that my tennis match is not canceled. The object

of my desire is that I go to Binghamton; but my desire has a condition: that my match is not
canceled. If I go to Binghamton but the match is canceled, my desire is not satisfied even though

the object of my desi ins. My desire is also not frustrated. McDaniel and I argue that in this

case my desi

also have other at would be frustrated, e.g. the desire to"play tennis tomorrow.) We can

understand preference in terms of conditional desire: 1 prefer P to Q if and only if | desire that P

on the condition that either P or Q but not both. Suppose S, incorrectly, prefers death to a good

ile I{ff or S dies; so // ] ./L(/'

that desire must also be incorrect, since it is identical to anincorrect preference. \\: "/[A / ﬂ /L}/@%
My point here is not to defend the identification of‘ﬁeferencc*wi-th—rms’sori of Jq) g,é L

conditional desire. However, it does seem that whenever one has a desire of this sort, one is

life. It follows that S desires to die on the condition that S lives a wor,

committed to having the associated preference, even if the preference and the desire are not

identical. If that preference is incorrect, then so is the desire. Other attitudes may be in this way

me preference. Sq if Vl fear de?th on the

my fear commits me to/preferring a good life to dying.

like desire: having the attitude commits one

condition that I die or live a good life

If this is all correct then it may be incorrect t6 have certain desires to die. A pro-attitude
towards death that is conditional in the way just described has death as its object (along with a
complicated thing as its condition). This gives us something in addition to what preference gives
us, since one can prefer P to Q while not having a pro-attitude to either. bisappointingly,
however, this hasn’t really got us very much at all. Just as one can prefer one arm chopped off to

both yet hate to have any arms chopped off, someone can desire to live on the condition that one
L(pp th optiofis unconditionally. >

lives a good life or dies, buf'still hate or like

e

S. Phenomenology

What are we missing? We haven’t yet said anything about phenomenology. We need to

make an important distinction between kinds of desires (and perhaps of other attitudes). Some

® parfit; Bradley and McDaniel
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are “warm,” and others are “cold.” David Lewis explains the difference as follows: “Some
desires, for instance your desire 10 have Neiss for a colleague, are warm- you feel enthusiasm,
you take pleasure in the prospect of fulfilment. Other desires, for instance your desire to hire the

best available candidate, are cold.” (Lewis 323) Warm and cold desires are distinguished by their

e e

assou_a_l@omenology 2Th|s 1S @ move made by Humeans in an attempt to defend the claim

e

that all | intentional’ ﬁct.kn 1wlvated by desire,) When I hamesne to have one arm chopped
off on the condition that one or both will be chopped off, my desire is cold. It is a bare preference,
not a liking. When 1 desire chocolate ice cream on the condition that 1 get chocolate or vanilla,
my desire is warm, though of course it wouldn’t be for someone who didn’t like ice cream.
Suppose you desire 1o live a good life on the condition that (you die or you live a good
life). And suppose this by itself just-amounts 1o a preference for living over dying. There will
remain the question of wb&mﬁnude one should have towards death. Your desire that P
on the condition that (P eor Q) can be cold or warm. Your desire that P on the condition that (P
eor Q) seems justifiable or not depending on the values of P and Q; but what justifies warmth of
desire?
Perhaps something phenomenological, such as the feel of a desire, can be neither correct
nor incorrect. We might find it strange if someone were not to have certain feelings when __};EZM
contemplating certain future events. But strangeness is not the same thing as incorrectness. This ———=
is not 10 say that attitudes and emotions cannot be incorrect. This would be the case. onl;ﬁfkth_e‘y /’ 77/
were mere feelings like feelings of warmth, but many have thought that e /Lmns_have a

cognwo onent,’ and certainly attitudes such as desire do. Perhaps this cognitive
\ce_n:ponem can be expressed as a preference, and we can therefore rationally assess emotions by
assessing their preference component. But lhe_Bhenomeno]ogical component of an attitude or
emotion seems more difficult to assess rationall)‘fmm why certain attitudes

towards death don’t seem incorrect. For example, someone might prefer to live rather than die,

but not get too worked up about it. She might be free from feelings of terror or fear, though take
prudent steps to avoid premature death. Such a person seems, for all ] have said so far, not to
deserve to be called irrational.

Maybe we really need to be more permissive than we might have thought when it comes

to correct attitudes towards death. Maybe we should say that any set of attitudes that is consistent

0 .
cites
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with a correct preference structure and with fitting attitudes towards what is intrinsically good or
bad is rationally permissible. A neutral attitude towards one’s death might be not only
prudentially wise but also correct. It is your prerogative how to feel about such things, so long as
(1) your preferences conform to the values of outcomes for you, and (ii) you don’t have unfitting
attitudes towards the intrinsically good or bad.

I am tempted by this permissive view, but it seems to me that we cannot settle for saying
that preferences (and attitudes reducible to preference) are criticizable while phenomenology is
not. For we have attitudes towards death that are not contrastive, not reducible to preference, that
we want to be able to criticize, whether they are warm or cold. | have a fear of death that is not
reducible to any preference, and I want to know whether it is correct to have that fear. | have a
desire not to die, and I am not at all confident that my desire is reducible to a preference for
living rather than dying. My desires and fears have death as their object, and do not seem
contrastive. So ] continue to wonder: how can we get an account of the correctness of non-

contrastive attitude or emotion out of an account of the correctness of preference?

6. Emotion regulated by preference?

Sometimes it seems th@ attitudehgulate fnot er./’éeliefs, for example, can regulate

other attitudes. Suppose I have a hatred of high-fat foods that is based on a belief that such foods
are unhealthy: if | were to abandon that belief, ] would no longer hate those foods. In such a case,
we might criticize my hatred by criticizing the belief on which it is based. Suppose high-fat

foods are not unhealthy. Then my belief is false, and so my'hatred is incorrect. Likewise, if my
belief that high-fat foods are unhealthy is unjustified by my evidence, then my hatred is
subjectively irrational. The defect in the belief infectsthe attitude it regulates.

We might sa}msm’_@m@A non-contrastive attitude such as fear
may be regulated by a preference in the same way itCan be regulated by a belief. In such a case,
when the preference is incorrect, so is the fear. Thus, if | have a fear of death that is regulated by
a correct preference to live rather than to die, my fear of death is correct too; it inherits its
correctness from the preference that regulates it (as long as it does not go wrong in some other

way).
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A correct attitude cannot be regulated by just any correct preference. Suppose I desire to
die, but my desire is (somehow!) regulated by a correct preference to live rather than die. In
principle this could be possible even if it is hard 1o imagine such a person. The desire would be
incorrect because there is a mismatch between the desire and what regulates it.

Thus we might accept the following principles governing correctness of non-contrastive

attitudes:

PI: A pro-attitude A towards P is incorrect if either: !
(1) P is intrinsically bad; or
(i1) A is regulated by an incorrect preference for P rather than some Q;or
(i) A isregulated by a preference for some Q rather than P.'2

Cl: A con-attitude A towards P is incorrect if either:

(1) P is intrinsically good: or U\ ™
(1) A is regulated by an incorrect preference for R rather than someg; or

(il) A isregulated by a preference for some § rather than P.
. e}
FA

K

This is a very incomplete view. It does not give us necessary and sufficient conditions for
an attitude to be correct or incorrect. It leaves open the possibility that an attitude could be
neither correct nor incorrect. And it does not include anything about degrees. Suppose negative
attitude E towards P is regulated by the belief that P is worse than Q. But suppose the attitude is
mild even though P is much worse than Q, or the attitude is strong e{/en though P is only a little

worse than Q. Those seem like incorrect attitudes 100 - not in valence Hut in st%\‘glp. A
complete view of the correctness of attitudes shouﬁave a prop&rfibnality cokﬁt’fe;'fnt: the degree
of a negative emotion should be proportionate to its regulating belief or preference.

What if S has a pro-attitude A towards something P that is intrinsically good, but A is
regulated by an incorrect preference for P rather than some Q (because Q is in fact better than
P)? Then S’s attitude towards A would be both correct and incorrect. But maybe that is just the

right thing to say. We should distinguish between intrinsic and extrinsic pro-attitudes. One can

| say ‘only if’ because the attitude could still be incorrect if based on a false belief, and probably for other
reasons too. 1 am not attempting to come up with exhaustive conditions for incorrectness.

" What about cases where an attitude towards P is regulated by preferences concerning something completely
irrelevant to P? Maybe those attitudes should be incorrect too, for similar reasons of mismatch.

9
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have a pro-attitude towards P for itself, and a con-attitude towards P regulated by a preference
for Q rather than P. Each of those attitudes must be evaluated on its own. There is no
inconsistency in having different attitudes towards P as long as only one of the attitudes is
intrinsic.

I think this view will explain many cases of incorrect attitudes towards death. There are
many other cases, however, where this view is silent, but where something seems to be going

wrong with respect to attitudes towards death. For example:

(a) the person who is constantly in total fear of death, and whose fear is regulated by a
. . - ) AR N
correct preference to live rather than die; ;6 L S & A -
~J
(b)  the person who desires to die, whose desire is regulated by a correct preference to die

rather than be tortured for@ /Y” ¢ ’y\ \_ - /{5 A /f:?: .

(c) the person who desires to die, whose desire is not regulated by any preferences at all.
n

AL LA
What can we say about these cases? | am not very confident about how 1o deal with them, but
there are some possibilities. We might accuse the first two people of a kind of irrationality that
does not have to do with incorrect attitudes towards death. (a) Perhaps fearing death all the time
is inconsistent with also having appropriate attitudes towards other things. so even though the &
fear is correct, it makes an overall negative contribution to the correctness of one’s attitudes and \7\(:(/&
emotions. (b) The preference to die rather than be tortured for eternity is a correct preference, but *
since bein tortgred ff)r eternpy is- W person is irrationgl in a different é
way. This person is in some ways like the person who gets very upset about not having found .
Aladdin’s lamp or the fountain of youth. To be rational, one’s attitudes should be directed -~ v\r-’(*fw/}? :
primarily at objects that are realistic. If being tortured for eternity were realistic, this desire v Uﬂ(
would cease to seem irrational. (c) Perhaps having a desire that is completely unregulated in this Ql/gléi\// '
way is itselffirrational; we might just want to add another clause to C] to the effect that an

unregulated desire is incorrect. But what’s wrong with having a desire that is not regulated by a § 2 }/2( ;

preference? This person might just be very unusual but not rationally criticizable. ~ A

¥

7. Conclusion and Remaining Questions about Serenity and Existential Terror

10
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Here, then, are some ways that you might have incorrect attitudes towards death. You
might fail to have a pro-attitude towards the intrinsic goods of which death deprives you, or a
con-attitude towards the intrinsic evils. You might prefer to die rather than live, even though
living would be better for you than dying: or you might prefer to live rather than die even though
dying would be better for you; or you might have a desire or other attitude that is identical to
such a preference. Finally, you might have a fear or other con-attitude towards death that is
regulated by an incorrect or mismatching preference or a false or mismatching belief. Perhaps
there are other ways 1o have an incorrect attitude too.

There is another pair of cases thai are puzzling to me. | raise them mainly 10 indicate that
I don’t know hew-te-deal with them. Recall the. discussion in Section 4 of the e serene person. This
persov@fers not to d1e ut hasmeh ngs o gm or terror concerning death. I suggested that

this person doesn’ { seem

susce nl)le to criticism for being irrational i | in an
p 8 nany way, .

—~—

Now consider the person who feels ex:stenllii leLm__r_OLangSI_al_the prospect of death

When considering that at some future time, she willTio onger exist, she is filled with terror She

does not obsess about it, but contemplating a future in which she is simply not Iher@

to her.
-

It seems to me that this person might also be rational. A question that arises is, how can

both of these people be rational when they have such different ards the same thing?

Doesn’t this suggest that attit
1'am not sure what 10 say about this. But it see that existential terror poses a

problem for the general framework | have resuppos¢d. TerrO}/{s not normally a fitting attitude

1o have towards a mere is 100 intense. When we are going to miss
— TN—— T

out on some good thmgs we myb&saibm not terrified. Consider also that you can have
existential terror even if you know you do not have much of a good life to look forward to. The
intensity of the terror is disproportionate to the loss of well-being.

This suggests that to account for the correctness of existential terror requires moving to a

framework that does not explain the correctness of an emotion by a;pfﬂ to potential gai

losses of well-being. Perhaps it could be explained instead by appeal.1o o meaningfulness. Th

prospect of going out of existence terrifies because jt threatens to make one’sexistence, one’s

activities and goals, meaningless. ' Meaningfulness and well-being are distinct axes of valuation;

B ¢f. A. Rorty 104

11
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one might be well-off even though one’s life is completely without meaning, and one might have
a meaningful life but be badly off.

It is far from clear either that a finite existence cannot be meaningful, or that there is any
particular link between terror and meaninglessness. Whether considerations of meaninglessness

can fully explain the correctness of existential terror will await further investigation.
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Roger Crisp
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A Third Method of Ethics?

Introduction
Baron et al:

In recent years, three ways of thinking about morality have come largely to dominate the
landscape of ethical debate. These three are consequentialism, which emphasizes good results
as the basis for evaluating human actions; Kantian ethics, which focuses on universal law and
respect for others as the basis for morality; and virtue ethics, which views moral questions
from the standpoint of the moral agent with virtuous character or motives. (Three Methods, 1)

Hursthouse:

Virtue ethics is currently one of three major approaches in normative ethics. It may, initially,
be identified as the one that emphasizes the virtues, or moral character, in contrast to the
approach which emphasizes duties or rules (deontology) or that which emphasizes the
consequences of actions (consequentialism). Suppose it is obvious that someone in need
should be helped. A utilitarian will point to the fact that the consequences of doing so will
maximise well-being, a deontologist to the fact that, in doing so the agent will be acting in
accordance with a moral rule such as ‘Do unto others as you would be done by’ and a virtue
ethicist to the fact that helping the person would be charitable or benevolent. (Stanford Enc.)

§ 1. Criteria, Explanations, and Consequentialism
Accounts of right action:

C
P. 1. An action is right iff it promotes the best consequences.
P. 2. The best consequences are those in which happiness is maximized.

D
P. 1. An action is right iff it is in accordance with a correct moral rule or principle.
P. 2. A correct moral rule (principle) is one that ...

e.g.

(1) ... is on the following list, or

(2) ... is laid down for us by God, or ...

v
P.1. An action is right iff it is what a virtuous agent would characteristically (i.e. acting in
character) do in the circumstances.

P.la. A virtuous agent is one who has, and exercises, certain character traits, namely, the
virtues.
P. 2. A virtue is a character trait that ...

e.g.
(1) ... ts on the following list, or ...
(2) ... is a trait a human being needs to flourish, or ...

These views are consistent. But elucidating them will make them inconsistent.

1|Page
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The importance of explaining rightness:

C*

P. 1. An action is right solely in virtue of its promoting the best consequences.

P. 2. Consequences are best solely in virtue of their being those in which@appinfis s
maximized. =

C’**

P. 1. An action is right solely in virtue of its promoting the best consequences.

P. 2. Consequences are best solely in virtue of their being those in which ﬂo\tin/l'slfng is
maximized. —

Consider now the following positions:

Happiness-Maximization (HM): An action is right solely in virtue of its promoting
happiness.

Flourishing-Maximization (FM): An action is right solely in virtue of its promoting

Q}/ . flourishing.
””3/% W _ HM

| \ +’ 2 ‘\ P.1. An action is right solely in virtue of its promoting happiness.
; P.2. Consequences are best solely in virtue of their being those in which the balance of

Wd ags\tbg}_lgygbxe is maximized.

The central consequentialist claim: an action is right solely in virtue of its promoting the best
consequences. The consequentialist ‘family’. Y
. , (
20 v
§ 2. Deontology ol LO%

=

D*: An action is right solely in so far as it is in accordance with a correct moral rule or
principle.

Principle-based and non-prﬁqgiglg-b_ased forms of deontology.

§ 3. What the Virtuous Person Would Characteristically Do and the Virtuousness of Action

V*: An action is right solely in virtue of its being what a virtuous agent would
characteristically (1.e. acting in character) do in the circumstances.

. \.C - . LN
P A@ is right solely in virtugof its bw 7

( M 3 3 - . A ‘T
0 L\‘[vx t‘{g“ﬁnstotle s doctrine of the mean: NP~ 2

— ot example, fear, confidence, appetite, anger, pity, and in general pleasure agd pain can be

ae L experienced too much or too little, and in both ways not well. But to have t the right

£ D0 > . . X .

i},__ Ltime, about the right things, towards thor , and in @ is

= the mean and best; and this is the businessof virtue. Similarly, there is an excess, a deficiency
l and a mean in actions. (Nic. Ethics, 1106b18-24) -

o (\/fg’(_ Virtuousness = rightness. Example: Generosity. This is standard deontology.
o4 L.

2|Page
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§4. Motives and Acting Virtuously ' "
AL i 2T 0y VA
Does virtue ethics focus on motive? ‘ i ! ‘

Motives and consequentialism.

Motives and deontology.

Ross:

P

[W]hen we ask what is the general nature of morally good actions, it seems quite clear that it
is in virtue of the motives that they proceed from that actions are morally good. Moral
goodness is quite distinct from and independent of rightness, which ...belongs to acts not in

virtue of the motives they proceed from, but in virtue of the nature of what is done. (Right and

the Good, 156)

The virtuous/virtuously distinction (VV): A virtuous action in certain circumstances is what is
required in those circumstances and what a virtuous person would do in those, or relevantly
similar, circumstances. A virtuous action is done virfuously (at least in part) when it is done
from a firm disposition to perform actions of such a kind (that is, from a virtue).

Kamm,on virtue.

(¥

Hume:

If any action be either virtuous or vicious, ’tis only as a sign of some quality or character. It
must depend upon durable principles of the mind, which extend over the whole conduct, and
enter into the personal character. Actions themselves, not proceeding from any constant
principle, have no influence on love or hatred, pride or humility; and consequently are never
consider’d in morality.

This reflexion is self-evident, and deserves 1o be attended to, as being of the utmost
importance in the present subject. We are never to consider any single action in our enquiries
concerning the origin of morals; but only the quality or character from which the action
proceeded. These alone are durable enough to affect our sentiments concerning the person.
Actions are, indeed, better indications of a character than words, or even wishes and

sentiments; but “tis only so far as they are such indications, that they are attended with love or

hatred, praise or blame. (Treatise, bk. 3, part 3, sect. 1, 575)

Ronnie and Reggie: Ronnie and Reggie are vicious gangsters. They are equally ready to kill,
torture, and terrorize people, and do so to the same extent. On one occasion, both of them are
confronted by someone whose life is in danger and needs help. Ronnie feels sorry for this

individual, and helps her, thereby acting in an entirely uncharacteristic way. Reggie, as usual,
doesn’t.

Distinguish the value of acting rightly from the value of possessing a disposition 1o act rightly. The
categorical basis of such dispositions: habituated states of character along with practical wisdom.

Roger Crisp 24 August 2014
St Anne’s College, Oxford

Oxford Uehiro Centre for Practical Ethics
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The Issue

e Utilitarianism in its classical formulation (CU) states that an
action is right if and only if this action is, among
alternatives available to the agent, the best as to bring
about the greatest happiness. This formulation is called
classical as it can be found in classical utiiitarains such as
Bentham, John Stuart Mill, Sidgwick.

* This classical or maximizing utilitarianism is often criticized,
among others, for being unable to moralizing the
supererogatory actions. Call this the supererogation
criticism (SC).

* This paper is to argue that CU can be defended against SC
and can deal with SC at least in some way no worse, if not
better, than some alternative views of utilitarianism on this
issue.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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CU vis-a-vis SC

* CU receives SC in virtue of its maximization
requirement of moral conduct.

— A supererogatory action is one beyond the call of duty.

— CU requires that an action be right only if it brings
about the greatest general happiness, actual or
expected.

— So, according to CU, nothing is beyond the call of duty.

— So, there is no action of the quality that is beyond the
call of duty.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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The Credibility of SC

» SC as a criticism of utilitarianism is credible only if
supererogation is indeed a type of moral action.

e Butis it credible?

* To be credible, SC needs to address some
conceptual and substantive issues as well.

e Aline of thinking:

* |t seems that a conceptual work may be substantively
pointless. For example, if UC is indeed the correct theory of
morality, then SC would be irrelevant, if not incorrect.

e So, it seems the success of SC need be supported by a
substantive moral theory which justifies the claim that
supererogatory actions are morally significant.

The Znd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Two Tasks for SC

* The conceptual

— A conceptual work towards SC of CU attempts to
show that there are various types of moral actions
which include the supererogatory.

e The substantiv

— A substantive theory of morality has to show that
supererogatory actions are indeed morally
significant.

* The relationship between the normative and the
metaethical inquiries is concerned by some like Darwall
(1998), Dworkin (2011).

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Types of Moral Actions

« A prima facie analysis indicates that moral actions can be classified
into three types:

* Obligatory
— An obligatory action is morally required in two ways:
 itis right to do and wrong not to do, or
e itis wrong to do and right not to do.
« The first is usually called ‘obligatory’, the second ‘prohibitive’.

e Permissible

— A permissible action can be one of two different sorts:
* |tis morally neutral, nothing right or wrong, or
* Itis one among equally morally right actions available to the agent.
« The first is morally irrelevant, the second morally meaningful.

» Supererogatory

— An action can be supererogatory in two senses:
* It is morally meaningful but not obligatory.

* |tis done with a very high value ( a heroic or saintly action) or because of great self-
sacrifice like martyr.

* It is done with little or trivial value like being polite or being kind in a social encountering.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University

2014/8/29 Hahn Hsu ¥



Morality of Supererogation

* |s supererogation a quality of an action?
— Whether yes or no, it involves moral assessments.

e Moral assessments.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Moral Assessments

 The morality of an agent taking an action can
be assessed strictly or more broadly.

— The strict assessment is done only by looking into
the moral qualities of actions in terms of the
fundamental principle, say, the utilitarian
principle.

— The broader assessment looks into not only moral

rightness of actions, but moral qualities of agents
as well.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyotlo University
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Supererogation - 1

e The common view of a supererogatory action is
vague. For it is not clear whether the attribution of
supererogation can be based on either a strict or a
broader assessment of the moral quality of the
target phenomenon — an agent taking an action.

) The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
2014/8/29 Hahn Hsu



Supererogation - 2

e According to the three-type analysis of moral
actions, a supererogatory action can be
morally significant in two ways both of which
appeal to the notion of moral value (great or
small), distinct from that of moral rightness.

. The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Supererogation - 3

* When one attributes supererogation to an
action, he at the same time is morally

assessing the given action with regard both to
the moral rightness of the action and to the
moral value of the agent.

— A supererogatory action must not only be a

morally right action itself but also be done by an
altruistic agent.

* It seems that a ‘genuinely’ supererogatory action
cannot be done from a selfish motive.

2014/8/29 The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University (
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SC and CU’s Response

* SC holds only when the broader moral
assessment is adopted.

e But CU can bite the bullet since CU can claim
that morality is concerned only with the moral
gualities of actions. So CU is thus immune
from SC.

— CU’s response is closely related to another
criticism of CU: CU is too demanding. CU can be
tough on this also.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
2014/8/29 ) ) ' 12
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e Can CU take the broader view of moral
assessment of actions? Or, does CU simply
remain true to its own view of morality?

 There are alternative theories of utilitarianism
other than CU.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University

2014/8/29 Hahn Hsu
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Alternative Response to SC by
Utilitarian - 1

o Satificing utilitarianism can accommodate the
broader view (M. Slote 1989, P. Pettit 1997).

— An action is right iff it brings about good enough amount
of general happiness.

— So whatever action brings about more than good enough
can be assessed as supererogatory.

— But satisficing view seems problematic.
* 1. Arbitrariness of threshold:
» 2. Too many excuses or Self-indulgence, if 1:

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Alternative Response to SC by CU —
23

* The notion of supererogation involves big or small
sacrifice of the agent. CU can adopt the broader view
of moral assessment of actions when such sacrifice
figures in the moral assessment of actions.

— This can be done by being sensitive to the

distribution of utilities across persons produced by
the action.

— Having this sensitivity, CU then gives discount of
the moral weight to the happiness of the agent
himself. (cf. J-P Vessel 2010)

) _ The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University o
2014/8/29 Hahn Hsu 15



Alternative Response to SC by CU —
2b

* An action bring about different amounts of
utilities to different people. CU can give an
action the moral status of supererogation
when the action is not only one among the
right actions but also brings less utilities to the
agent than other equally right actions.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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* Thus, CU not only is sensitive to the
moral significance of self-sacrifice of
the agent but also attributes a moral
status to supererogatory actions.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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summary

* So CU has two strategies to deal with SC.

— The first is to hold its ground without being moved
by SC.

— The other is to be sensitive to agent’s sacrifice in
the way shown above.

* The first can be consistently held but with less
explanatory power than the second.

* | have attempted to show how the second
onhe can work.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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* The issue of supererogation is not adequately
addressed if we come short of talking about

another aspect of moral assessments which is
responsibility.

A moral theory can be concerned only with
standard of morality of actions ONLY.

e But a moral theory can and should be
concerned also about agents.

— Moral assessments of agents are typically done by
looking into how responsible an agent is.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University

2014/8/29 Hahn Hsu o



Responsibility

* Agents are responsible to act morally.

e This is normative, rather than descriptive, though it must be
true that agents can choose from different courses of actions.

* The moral responsibility borne by an agent can be of
different normative strengths.

— The obligatory imposes inescapable deontic responsibility on
agents.

— The permissible imposes no moral responsibility when the
action is morally neutral. But when an agent situated to choose
among equally right actions, each alternative as permissible is
only right that imposes the same deontic responsibility in virtue
of its being right.

— The supererogatory imposes only optional moral responsibility
with some great or small aretaic values.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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Duty and Virtue

 Moral assessments can be concerned about
moral qualities of actions or of agents. ‘Duty’ is
the name of the morally right actions, ‘virtue’ the
morally good agents.

 Two equally wealthy persons donate equal amount of money to
charity with roughly the same benefits to the needy. But one
person does this from a sense of care or benevolence, the other
for fame.

— Their actions are equally right or have equal moral values.

— These two persons are evaluated differently.

* The first person has a moral value in his character, the second
much less or no moral value.

The 2nd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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CU, Responsibility and Virtue

* A person fulfills her deontic duty (acting
rightly) regularly is a responsible person.

e A virtuous person fulfills aretaic responsibility
persistently.

* CU, according to this paper, can account for
these without giving up the maximization
principle.

The Znd CCPEA, Kyoto University
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* Thank you.
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Keynote Lecture 4

Lson HORSTEN
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