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Moral Philosophy: Mill's Proof (Lecture 2)
Aim of Mill's Proof
· Not based on deduction:
· ‘Questions of ultimate ends are not amenable to direct proof. Whatever can be proved to be good, must be so by being shown to be a means to something admitted to be good without proof’ (Ch. 1)
· Evidential proof (2 steps): 
1. Happiness is desirable: That happiness is desired as an end is evidence of it being good (including general happiness)
2. Nothing else is desirable: There is no evidence that anything else is desired as an end independently of happiness 
The Proof
1. ‘Happiness is a good’, which is evident from the fact that everybody desires happiness
2. Each person’s happiness is ‘a good to that person’
3. The ‘general happiness’ is thus ‘a good to the aggregate of all persons’
Preliminary conclusion from 1-3: ‘happiness is ... one of the criteria of morality’ 
4. 	Happiness is the only good
· Conclusion: ‘happiness is the sole end of human action, and the promotion of it the test by which to judge all human conduct; from whence it necessarily follows that it must be the criterion of morality’
Q: We might accept that happiness is desirable but is it really the only thing which is desirable?
Controversial steps 
· Equivocation of desired and desirable: Desired = empirical fact/ Desirable = normative judgment

· Naturalistic fallacy
‘Mill has made as naive and artless a use of the naturalistic fallacy as anybody could desire. ‘Good’, he tells us, means ‘desirable’, and you can only find out what is desirable by seeking to find out what is actually desired ... The important step for Ethics is this one just taken, the step which pretends to prove that ‘good’ means ‘desired’. Well, the fallacy in this step is so obvious, that it is quite wonderful how Mill failed to see it. The fact is that ‘desirable’ does not mean ‘able to be desired’ as ‘visible’ means ‘able to be seen’. The desirable means simply what ought to be desired or deserves to be desired; just as the detestable means not what can be but what ought to be detested and the damnable what deserves to be damned’ (Moore 1903: 66-7) 
Response: Mill doesn’t say that happiness is desirable (a good) because it is desired, he only postulates that the evidence for whether or not something is a good is that it is desired 

· Fallacy of composition
· What is the fallacy? 
· Ascribing property of members to the set (e.g. Each coin is worth 1p, therefore the pile is worth 1p)
· Applied to Mill:
· Does it follow  from a person’s happiness being ‘a good to that person’, that the ‘general happiness’ is desirable?
· Rational for you to pursue your happiness, but why does it make it rational to pursue maximisation of happiness for all? 
Response: ‘when I said the general happiness is a good to the aggregate of all persons I did not mean that every human being’s happiness is a good to every other human being, though I think in a good state of society and education it would be so. I merely meant ... To argue that since A’s happiness is a good, B’s a good, C’s a good, etc., the sum of all these goods must be good’ (Mill)

Rationality of general happiness?
· Plausible to accept that good is additive (that A’s good, plus B’s good is a larger amount of good that just A’s alone)
· But why should A have as their aim the general happiness? What is desirable for the set is not necessarily desirable for the individual (since what is best for the group might not be best for the individual)
· Mill needs an argument for impartiality (why should other’s happiness matter to you?) – distinction between persons is irrelevant


· Implicit consequentialist premise: Mill slips from arguing that happiness is the highest good to claiming that what is right is what maximises happiness


Questions to think about for next week
· Is Utilitarianism compatible with  the notion of justice?
· What sorts of recommendations does the greatest happiness principle make? Try to think about some particular examples ... Does Utilitarianism produce any counter-intuitive results? 
