PHIL 105

· The course would be divided into three major areas:

1. Ethics: at an individual level we ask the questions “how should I act?” “How should I respond to things in the world?” Society defines values in different ways and we are influenced by culture, religion, people around us, but the framework for ethics is the individual. How do I as an individual respond to value, to what is of value?

2. Political Philosophy: the nature of the political group (the state)


-what gives it authority?


-how should the state act and why?


-what’s its power over the individual?


-why should I act according to it?


-what is valuable to the state?

3. Aesthetics: Face value. Value that something has at an immediate level.


-what on an external level has value?


-what gives something value?

These three areas come together to form value theory.
Ethics
Utilitarianism
1. What has value?

Example: Honesty. 

2. What gives it value?

· Scarcity, rarity, symbolism, uniqueness, social implications, esthetic value.

· We get pleasure from possessing it. We decide to give value to things.

· “Want” --- $: we give it value because we want it

· “Want” ---- Health: we give it value because we need it, not because we want it. It can be valuable even if we don’t want it.

· Things that have value in themselves: freedom, self-respect. Places or people that don’t know about freedom. We place value on these things because we want them or because we know people that don’t have them.

3. How do we respond to value?

· Depending on what type of value it is we respond differently to it. Ex. Life we protect it, live it, respect it, promote it. Money, we get as much as we can.

· Consequentialist theory: this is of value because we want it. Let’s maximize it.

· Deontological theory: things have value not because we want it, so we have to protect it. Self-respect is not wanted but it has value because the society we’re in gives it value. 
Mill is a Consequentialist: happiness is valuable because people desire it. The ultimate end is happiness so we aim to be happy.

· Happiness is desirable

· Happiness is the only thing desirable

· Therefore we ought to promote the most happiness for all.

Mill’s proof

· Utilitarianism: the right act is that which promotes the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest amount of people.  

· This is not telling us to promote our own happiness, but the greatest happiness for the greatest number.

· Your happiness doesn’t count anymore than anybody else’s

· We do not think of immediate effect but long term consequences that would make the greatest amount of people happy.

· Jeremy Bentham: ‘ father’ of utilitarianism did not give argument for it. He thought everyone thought this way.

The argument:

1. Happiness is desirable as an end.

2. Only thing desirable as an end.

3. Therefore, we ought to promote happiness. 

The proof:

1. The only proof that something is desirable as an end is that people desire it. People desire happiness, therefore happiness is desirable.

· the fact that people desire happiness is just an assumption. For Mill happiness is pleasure and the absence of pain. Hedonism: Happiness as pleasure and absence of pain. Mill makes an objective claim by saying that happiness is desirable. By desirable he means that it has to be done or promoted.
· Descriptive use of desire: something that is desirable or capable of being desired. Ex. Coffee is desirable

· Normative view/use of desire: something ought to be desired or deserves to be desired. Something worthy of being desired. 

· Mill uses the normative sense of desirable. The first premise of the argument is an example of the descriptive use of desirable, but the conclusion is an example of the normative sense of desire. 

2. Some things are valued in themselves because they are part of happiness. Everything else we value is either a mean towards happiness or part of happiness. 

Critique of Hedonism

· Hedonism: definition of happiness as pleasure and the absence of pain.

· Mill: hedonistic utilitarian. Happiness is pleasure and the most important thing.
· ‘Swine Objection’: Utilitarianism gives us no higher gratification than swine. We’re not higher than animals. This doctrine treats humans on the level with animals as we ought to promote pleasure and that’s the most important thing.

· Mill objects to this objection saying that intellectual life gives us the most pleasure. He introduces the idea of quality of pleasures. He tries to distinguish between quality and quantity.
· Some pleasures are of better quality; therefore these are more important than lower pleasures. Not all pleasures count equally.

· Preference test: because most people prefer the pleasures of the intellect, Mill decides that these are the higher quality pleasures. 

· Is Mill departing from his hedonistic point of view?

The Experience Machine

· For Mill the most important thing is getting pleasure, not caring how to get it. According to Mill, we should go on the machine. 

· Nozick thinks we would not want to plug into the machine and that we value other things than pleasure.

· Nozick’s reasons:

· We want to do things

· We want to be a certain person, not a mass of experiences

· We want actual contact with reality.

Ross: More than consequences


Mill thinks that the consequences of our acts should bring the most happiness for the greatest amount of people. The act doesn’t really matter as long as happiness is the end result. 


We are not looking at the act. The end always justifies the means.

· Organ donor issue: for Ross the issue is more than the consequences, we have to look at other things. He thinks that there are other moral issues in any given act that should be considered. 

· Ross: when we make a promise we are not concerned with the consequences but just the fact that we’ve made a promise. The relationship we have with the act. 

· Prima facie duties: duties that is right. Conditional duties.
· Ross’ prima facie duties division

· Fidelity and reparation

· Gratitude

· Justice

· Beneficence

· Self-improvement

· Non-harming (malificence)

· Ross thinks we just know which acts are the right ones. He is an intuitionist. 

· We are capable of being self-evidently true: do not require any prove.

· Prima facie duties are always true: ‘it is prima facie right to keep our promises, even if is not absolutely right’
Cultural Relativism

· What is it?

· Moral absolutism: moral judgments are objective and factual which are false or true independently of our own beliefs

· Our moral judgments hold the status. If something is right everybody ought to do it, and it is right to everybody.

· Moral relativism: moral judgments are true or false relative to our other beliefs.

· Moral absolutism: telling the truth is right

· Moral relativism: telling the truth is right for X group.

· Individual relativism: moral judgments are true or false depending on the individual’s beliefs. – Doesn’t make claims about anybody else.

· Cultural relativism: moral judgments are true or false relative to the beliefs of a certain culture. – Telling the truth can be right for a certain culture but not the other. 

· Arguments in support of Cultural Relativism

· Cultural differences argument: Different cultures have different moral codes. Therefore, there is no objective morality. Moral judgments are true or false relative to culture. – Invalid argument: one culture can be wrong (the earth is flat example)

· If cultural relativism is true, then one cannot criticize other cultures or our own culture.

· Calls in question the idea of moral progress. For cultural relativism there is no sense of improvement. So we cannot believe that we’re in a better moral position. Moral beliefs can be changed but not improved.

Egoism

· Story of Gyges’s ring:

· Would you take the ring and act w/o restraint?

· Should you take the ring and act w/o restraint?

· As a matter of empirical fact, would people do it? - Psychological egoism: descriptive claim that holds that human nature is selfish and the only motive people act from is self-interest.

· It might be true that most people wouldn’t take the ring, but they should. – Ethical egoism: view that people ought to do whatever it is in their self-interest.

· If you are a psychological egoist, then you are an ethical egoist.

· Psychological Egoism:

· If it is a voluntary act, people want to do it. So their actions are always self-interested. 
· What makes something self-interested is the content of the act.

· Paradox of egoism: if you only do things for the sake of getting pleasure, you won’t feel good afterwards. We must first value doing things in order to get pleasure from doing them.

Political Philosophy
Nature of the State
· Transition to political philosophy- 

· Ethics: how individuals ought to behave.- The object of discussion is individual’s conduct.

· Political philosophy: how the government (state) should act. Target: trying to understand the state.

· What the state looks like?

· Why do we need it?

· What gives it authority over the individual?

· Nature of the state

· What form of government is going to be best?

· Can authority be justified?

· To say something is a state is to say it has some authority over individuals. For this class it is also attached to a certain territory.
· What role the state should play?

· In particular, what role should the state play in distributing resources?

· The state can be seen as a tool of morality.

· For Hobbes the state ends up defining morality.

· Virtually there is no connection between legal things and morality. There is nothing essential to the nature of the state that comes from morality.

· Morality may or may not have any place in the state or political philosophy.

· To determine the need of the state, philosophers imagine what it would be like if there was no state. If we understand how life would be like, we can determine how the state should work.

State of nature theories:

· State of nature: what life was like before the state

· Account of human nature: what human nature is like

· Amount of resources: by resources we mean food.

Hobbes’ state of nature theory:

· We’re all self- interested, therefore we’re all in a state of war. There is a limited amount of resources. The state of nature is a state of war.
Hobbes: 

State of Nature: it looks at how people existed when there was no state, and then looks to what are the things that are needed for a state.

· Account of human nature: according to Hobbes, self interested, all humans are psychological egoists.  They are all equal: he thinks that all humans have an equal level of body and mind (equality of ability = equality of hope) everybody has equal expectations: we all expect the same things. This hope is about survival (self-preservation) but to do this we need resources.
· What are the resources we have? According to Hobbes the resources are scarce and we are going to have competition over resources. 
· Competition: leads to a climate of diffidence (people are competing and everyone expects to be attacked) 

· Diffidence: lead to anticipation, people are going to attack first because anyone is a source of potential threat

· Glory: people would start killing for glory and reputation

For Hobbes the state of nature is a state of war. In this state there would be no industry or progress because people wouldn’t have the time

According to Hobbes, without a government people are going to be at war at all times, so we need a government to create what is right and wrong, and we need to surrender our rights to the government for it to control us. 

Hobbes’ assumptions:

1. Psychological egoism

2. Scarcity of goods

3. No morality in a state of nature

In the state of nature there is no right or wrong, the government brings these. If there were some morals in the state of nature, people wouldn’t get to the state of war. 

How do people go out of the state of war? According to Hobbes we use our reason to try to figure out the laws of nature to try to get out of the state of war. Laws of nature tell people what to do.
· Transition to Sovereign

· “Nasty, brutish and short” how people end up when in a state of war

· According to Hobbes, people want to get out of the state of war due to self- preservation. This is the only motive, because people are self-interested, not because they want to work together.

Laws of Nature:

· Independent of government. They come from God. According to Hobbes, God created laws of nature that we are bound to. They apply to everybody because everybody is a creature of God.

· Precept of Reason: We can access laws of nature through our reason

· We can use our reason to believe these laws; God is out of the picture. People don’t need to believe in God. 

· These laws tell men how to act to preserve their life.

· The laws of nature tell us how to get out of the state of war, but they’ll still be contingent. They will always tell us to focus on self-preservation

· 1st law: seek peace and follow it as long as everyone else does so. If everyone else doesn’t seek peace then self-preservation in danger. You should defend yourself in the latter case. 
· 2nd law: lay down our right to all things as long as everyone else does. We have a right for all things in order to preserve ourselves, but to seek peace we have to follow this rule. We are letting all of rights down and transferring them to the sovereign. The sovereign will be the monarchy that will control us, and it will have absolute authority. 
· Nature of Sovereign
· Men will always maintain the right to defend themselves. 

· Why the sovereign does has to have absolute authority?

· According to Hobbes we have to lay down ALL of our rights in order to get out of the state of war, and to be able to have an absolute monarchy. If we maintain some rights we wouldn’t be able to come out of the state of war. NOTE: we’ve given up the right to access resources (property). 

· There is no sort of limits to the rights in the state of nature, so our right to property for example, has no limits. That’s why it would be impossible to hold on to these rights; since the resources are scarce we would end up in a state of war once again. 

· The sovereign is getting all our rights in order for us to have peace. 

· The sovereign will decide what is just or unjust. 

- The challenge about Hobbes’ view is if we agree with his idea of human nature, would it be possible to come to another solution the state of war, and would we even get to a state of war?

Locke

Both Hobbes and Locke admit that all these different state are hypothetical. It’s all a hypothetical idea of how the idea of government came, and why it has absolute authority. 

· Locke: the government is limited, and attacks the governments that try to exceed the limits. To him, these governments are unjustifiable. 

View of human nature:

· Locke does not believe that everyone is motivated by self- interest, or that we have one fundamental motivation. 

· We are equal in the sense that we exist in the same rank. No one has more power than the other

· We are free not to be controlled by anybody else. We can’t take power over anyone. 

· We are free and equal in terms of the relationship that we stand against each other. 

· We are free to do what we want as long as we accept the freedom of others. 

· State of perfect freedom: freedom from being constraint by other people. Freedom to do what you want w/o being constraint by anyone. 
· State of equality: we all have equal power over ourselves and we don’t have power over anybody else. 

· How are the actions limited? By the laws of nature not other people. 
Laws of Nature

· Locke thinks we can determine these by reason

· These laws play a crucial role to determine what life is like in the state of nature.
· Men are bound to the laws of nature; they dictate what has to be done.
· Liberty & License: laws of nature give us liberty not license. ‘Freedom over your person and possessions within the bounds of the law of nature.’ 

· License: unlimited power to do whatever you want. 

· Liberty: restricted on some grounds. 

· We can do what we want with ourselves and possessions but we don’t have the license to destroy ourselves. We are restricted by our self-preservation

· Laws of nature end up being two fold:

1. Preserve ourselves

2. Preserve all of mankind

NOTE: the main difference between Hobbes and Locke is the definition of freedom and equality:
· Hobbes: we are free and equal in the sense that we all are able to harm one another if we want to. Everyone represents a threat for everyone else.

· Locke: we are free and equal in the sense that no one has power over anyone. We have to respect everyone else because we are all equal. For Locke there is no sense of fear, because everyone is equal, so no one represents a threat.

· Locke thinks everyone has the right to enforce the laws of nature. 

· When there has been a transgression, the person whose freedom has been disrupted has the right to administer punishment, in the case that there was an individual victim. This is the right of reparation and its only for the individual.
· The right of punishment to prevent like offences: deterrence is the right that we all have because of its connection to preserve all mankind. 
State of war
· Locke thinks that it arises when anyone tries to take another’s freedom. This person is in a state of war with everybody else. 

· State of war: when one person makes a sedate, settled design upon another man’s life. Someone makes a rational, planned decision to take another’s life or to make them slave or to disrupt their freedom. 

· This is a state of war between two people. 

· In virtue of one person being part of humankind we see the victimizer as a threat. So we have the right to kill the victimizer.

· The state of war is not disruptive of society, because the problem can be dealt with really quickly and the society can go on normally.

· People have the right to kill another person when they enter into a state of war.

· What represents a threat?

· Locke thinks that any breaking of the law of nature should be punished with death. 

· Problem: how best to execute the law of nature?

· Hard to figure out when life is threatened: end up mistakenly applying the state of war and the execution of the law of nature. 

· Because there is no common judge to decide these things we start the formation of the government

· When we form the government we are letting down the right of executing the law of nature or the right of punishing people when the law of nature has been broken. 

· This is the only right transferred to the government. We maintain all of the other rights.
Social Contract

Without the government there is no common judge to enforce the laws of nature, so it is inconvenient having everyone being able to execute the laws of nature. So a common judge is needed to determine which would be the appropriate punishment and when would be the appropriate time to apply it.
· The government is only needed to solve this inconvenience, so it is very limited government since enforcing the law is its only role. 

· For Hobbes we lay down all of our rights except our right to defend ourselves

· For Locke the only right we lay down is the right to enforce the laws of nature, but we maintain our right to liberty, property, etc. the government’s job would be to protect the remaining rights and to enforce the laws of nature. 

· Locke’s model is democracy, while Hobbes’ is monarchy.

· Social Contract: the only way we can move from the state of nature of complete freedom and equality is by agreeing, consenting and making a contract to establish a government. Basically is making a contract with the government: you can have power over me in exchange of enforcing the law of nature. 
· If the government doesn’t follow the terms and condition of the contract, it becomes illegitimate

· It has one role and it becomes illegitimate as soon as it tries to do more than its only role, or if it doesn’t do its job.

· As with any contract, people have to voluntarily enter the contract. 
· Doesn’t necessarily have to be express consent. 

· Tacit consent or implicit consent: in making use of the benefits of the state and as long as in the bounds of the government, consent has been implicitly given and the government has power over the individual.

· This is a big controversy since Locke says we are free and equal in a very big sense. But if express consent was necessary, it would be almost impossible to form a government.
Rawls
· Believes people are free and equal and can only enter a contract when they have voluntarily given consent to. 

· Talks about contemporary times, doesn’t talk about how the government came to be.

· The government basic role is twofold:

· Protect us in having rights and enforce correlative duties

· Distribute societal benefits

· Distributive justice: how much should we be taxed? What’s going to happen with that money?

· What principles we would all agree on so that the government should have to employ to fulfill these roles?
· Challenge: why would we be convinced to agree on these principles? What are the principles going to be in that situation? 

· Choice Situation: the original position, it is a place where we all exist as free, rational human beings; we don’t know particular details, but we do have knowledge. We know there are races, but we don’t know our race. We know that people have sexes, but we don’t know which sex we are. We know basic facts, but we don’t know the details about ourselves. We wouldn’t know our abilities and limitation. We wouldn’t know where we would fit in. 
Pure procedural justice

· If a certain procedure is established, whatever results from that procedure will be just. 

· What makes something just is simply the way in which it came about. 

· This is the original position, so whatever people choose in the original position will be just because they came from the right procedure, the original position.

· The two principles are just because they came from the original position

· What they are going to choose are principles of distribution of social primary goods: things that everyone wants and needs to have. 

· Social Primary Goods:  power and opportunity, income and wealth, liberty and rights.

· First principle: People can have as many liberties as possible compatible with liberty for all. They can get as much as they want as long as it doesn’t interfere with others liberty. 

· The only thing that can restraint our liberty is someone else’s liberty 

· It makes sense that they chose this principle because in the original position they don’t know which position in society they have. They are trying to have equality for all, so that whatever position they end up in, they will have equal liberties.

· First principle speaks to liberties and rights.

· Second principle: Unequal distributions will be justified as long as:

· Having inequalities maximally benefits the least advantaged. 
· It would be better to have an unequal distribution if the people least advantaged would be better off than if they had an equal distribution.

· People have fair and equal opportunities. 
· As long as people have an equal shot at acquiring power and opportunities inequalities will be just.
· Both of these parts of the second principle have to hold. 
·  Composed of two parts. Speaks to power and opportunity and to income and wealth. 
· It is one principle because it holds that these two primary goods should be distributed the same way.
· These principles are just because they come from pure procedural justice.
Nozick

· The first distinction Nozick makes is the type of principles. 
· Nozick’s principles are:

· Historical

· Current time-slice 
· For Nozick, the way people came to have their holdings is very important.

· First Argument against Rawls:

· Historical principle: principle of distributive justice that looks at the history of the distribution to be the decisive fact in whether or not the distribution is just.

· Current time slice principle: looks at what people are holding and if that in fact is a just distribution. It takes as a fact that some people might have more than others and they use that to determine if the distribution is just at the current time.

· Rawls would ask if there is another distribution that will make everyone better, or that justifies that inequalities are possible if they benefit the least advantaged. 

· Nozick would disagree with this because it doesn’t look at the history of how the holdings were acquired. He thinks that how a distribution came about is as important as having a just (equal) distribution.

· Rawls thinks his distribution is just because it was formulated back in the original position. A distribution is just if they are the product of a certain procedure.

· Second argument against Rawls:

· Patterned distributions are incompatible with liberty
· Pattern distribution is the basic approach of distributing resources according to some pattern

· As long as we can spend our holdings the way we want to, the pattern will be disrupted. 

· In order to maintain the patterned distribution the government would have to take everything and redistribute things (tax system) or to keep people from using their holdings
· For Nozick, it is impossible to maintain patterned distribution if people can do what they want with their holdings.

· Health plan example

· For patterned distribution to work we would have to restraint people’s liberties.

· Third argument against Rawls:

· Redistribution is equal to forced labor.

· Nozick thinks that taxation takes away a percentage of the income, efforts and time of the individual to be redistributed by the government. This would be translated into working extra for the good of others. 
· Nozick’s form of government is very limited. Its role is to have system that we cannot provide to ourselves like punishment. However, forcing individuals to pay for taxes is not the role of the government. He disagrees with welfare state, universal health care, or anything that goes beyond than police protection.

Nozick’s argument:

Only historical principles preserve justice

Patterned distributions are incompatible with liberty

Redistribution is equal to forced labor.

Entitlement theory

· Principle of justice in original acquisition

· How it is that one acquires holdings in the first place?

· Locke theory of property: you acquire something if you put your labor on it.

· Principle of justice in transfer

· If you voluntarily decided to give something then the person is entitled to them.

· Principle of justice in rectification

Cohen
· The freedom that is essential to capitalism

· Freedom in political philosophy is addressed as a value

· Group work: identify 3 different way is which we can be free, then address the conditions under which we have and we don’t have that freedom.

· Freedoms: speech, property, religion, choice.

· Speech: a condition under we have this freedom

· Allowed to communicate 

· The absence of restraining factors

Negative sense of freedom: absence of coercive factors. 

· If believe in the negative sense of freedom, then this condition will apply to all freedoms

Positive sense of freedom: needs a little more than just the negative feature.
· Allowed to communicate and being able to communicate in any form.

· A freedom considered so by the government carries with it a burden, in this example would be teaching people to communicate.

· Freedom to live: you have it when people are not preventing you from living. This is the negative sense.

· The positive sense: requires more than just living, some people require help with their burden of living.

· The welfare state is an example of the government helping with the burden of living and protecting the freedom to live.

The view of freedom in political philosophy is the negative sense. 

· Locke thinks that in order to be free we just need the lack of coercion.

· Nozick thinks that the government role is limited and if it goes beyond the limits then it is infringing in our freedom. 
· Taxation is an example of going beyond the limits.

· The freedom that is essential to capitalism, according to Cohen, is the freedom to buy and sell.

· The freedom to buy and sell and the freedom to have property cause a series of unfreedoms.

· When you buy land, you ban that land for anybody else. 

· By holding that negative freedom in capitalism is going to make every one else unfree. 

Aesthetics
· What are the challenges that face the definition of art?

· Disagreement on classifying what is art.

· Distinguishing evaluative sense of art and descriptive sense of art.

· Evaluative: implies that something is a good art

· Descriptive: implies that something is part of a category called art. 

- When talking about the definition of art, we are using the descriptive sense of art; which means that we are just categorizing things not evaluating them. 

Weitz

· Art is an open concept incapable of being defined. 

· He offers a criterion of what makes for good art. 

· A definition of art is one that lays down necessary and sufficient properties.

· To say that there are necessary components of art means that the properties must exist in order for something to be called art.

· To say they are sufficient means that there is nothing else needed.

· Arguments against other definitions:

· Formalist: necessary to have a particular form
· Emotionalist: shows the expression of some emotion

· Intuitionist: depicts a sort of insight 

· All of these definitions have one property that for them defines art, but leave other properties out. They claim that only their property is art

· Problems: 

· Specification: the definitions try to pick out the things that are art, but the problem is that the definition needs to be broad enough to include all the things that are art, and narrow enough that it doesn’t include the things that are not art. But these definitions are too general and too narrow at the same time, particularly the formalist theory. 

· Falsifiability: these definitions should have a way of being confirmed or disconfirmed. 

· The last problem is that these definitions use a definable concept of art. The term art is used wrongly by all definitions. 

· Art is an ‘open’ concept. 

· A close concept is one for which we can give sufficient and necessary properties. 

· Open: we are meaning that there are similarities or familiarities but not necessary of sufficient properties. These properties do not exist. It is a complex network.

· The task is to argue that there are not sufficient and necessary properties for art. 

· The idea of an open concept doesn’t restraint our understanding of art, it fits the nature of art and the way we use the term art. 

· When we are talking about the evaluative sense of art, he thinks is right to have a closed concept. 

· In evaluating art, there are necessary and sufficient properties that an object needs to have in order to be considered good art. 

· When evaluating art we are looking at a subset of a broad concept. 

Dickie 

· 2nd part of the definition of art. 

· He thinks that he gives a definition of art that doesn’t fall victim of Weitz’s criticism.

· Definition: 

· Art must be an artifact or something made by humans, but can also be an object that has had human activity involved.

· Objects are different form artifacts because they are just things that exist in nature, whereas an artifact is something created.

· But some people have subjected that some objects can be called art, because we appreciate them aesthetically.

· Driftwood example, laying at the beach it is not considered art, but if someone picks it up and hangs it on a wall then it can be considered art.

· Artifacts upon which some society or part of society has conferred the status of candidate for appreciation. 
· This can be just one person (the one that confers the status)

· What confers the status is that it has being presented into the social institution of art.

· The social institution of art is going to be the network of people involved in art

· Teachers, painters, people part of the art world. 

· Dickie relies on the idea that there is a defined institution of art. There cannot be random people. They have to be people considered members of the institution involved in art in a real way and acknowledge as artist by other members of the institution.

· Weitz’s criticism to this definition of art.

· This definition tries to identify necessary and sufficient properties to art.

· This is exactly what Weitz thinks is wrong.

· The definition also has a problem with specificity. This is in regard to the social institution of art. 

· In order for this definition to work then it’ll need to be closed in regard to the people that are part of the institution of art. 

· Problem of falsification according to Weitz
Hume 

 

· Development of good taste 
· It is possible to say that even aesthetics judgments are grounded in sentiments, those sentiments can be wrong. 
· He thinks that there is a correct and incorrect way to responding to aesthetic judgment. 
· Taste is our aesthetic responses.
· Taste is a sentiment organ. Like any other organ in our body it can go astray or malfunction. 
· Conditions of good taste
· Strong sense: strong organ. Has to be strong enough that it can operate on its own independently of other things. 
· Delicate palate: notices the small things as well as the strong big things. We need to train ourselves to appreciate the smaller things and look past the obvious features. Small defects, blemishes need to be notice
· Practice: not only looking at different pieces of art, but also to the same piece of art. We need to look at it from different angles, or come back and look at it later. 
· Comparisons: In order to train your palate, you need to make comparison. You cannot develop a good taste by just looking at one object. Consider different shapes, forms, things that are beautiful. Comparing shades of color for example.
· Free of prejudice: we are after the pure sensation that comes after considering the object independently of its relationship with anybody else. We often consider objects in relationship with us, that is not a pure aesthetic judgment. We need to consider objects from a general point of view, not prejudiced by our point of view or partiality. 
· When all of these points are taken into consideration, our aesthetic response to art is pure and our judgment will be right. 
· Wrong aesthetic judgments are made when any of these points are being neglected. 
· This is how Hume says that even though aesthetic judgments are a matter of feelings they can be wrong. 
· He thinks that there are two prejudices that we cannot get rid of
· The difference in humor: this is something that we can't control, it is something that just comes out as a response from within us. 
· Historical and cultural standing: difference that result from culture are always going to be there. 
· Even though we can't get rid of these prejudices this does not affects the requirements for good taste. The prejudices we have are not that extreme as to change our boundaries. 
 

Kant

 

· Also thinks that aesthetic judgments are grounded in feelings and nonetheless they are universal. 
· Analysis of aesthetic judgment:
· What is an aesthetic judgment? What are we doing when aesthetically judging?
· Judgments that we make when we feel a pleasing sensation upon appreciation of art. 
· What is the pleasure we feel when making an aesthetic judgment?
· He identifies three different types of judgment:
· The pleasant: personal judgments: Things that please us because they are gratifying some inclination or interest we have. Involves consideration of an object and how is that object related to you. The key here is looking into the object, forming a concept and relating that object to something about you. What is perceived is the relationship of that object and some inclination or desire that you have. The combination of these things gives the pleasure of the pleasant.  
· The good: moral judgments: Things that please us because we deem them worthy of our approval. We figure out what it is and then reason tells us that this is an object worthy of approval and so it causes pleasure. We determine that it is morally worthy. 
· The beautiful: aesthetics: Things that please us without consideration of the concept of the object or how it is related to us. You form a pleasing sensation without consideration of anything else. It instantly pleases you. 
· All of these provide pleasure, but only one is named the pleasant. 
 

· Aesthetic judgments: 
· The distinctive pleasure from the beautiful comes instantly when appreciating art. Interests don't come into play. Different from other pleasures, for this one we do not need to link the object to our interests.
· Because of they nature, aesthetic judgments are as universal and necessary:
· They will give the sense of pleasure to everybody: universal
· And it is necessary to make that claim
· Universal: They have to be universal because they are not tied to personal inclination or personal interests. We feel the pleasure w/o consideration of how the object relates with ourselves. 
· Subjectively universal: by this he means that everyone will share them, but they are subjective because they have their root in feelings and sensations not in anything about the object. 
· This rests on the assumption that at a core level we all are the same and we react to things in the same way. We look at an object and we have immediate sensations that are going to be shared by everyone, as long as we are not considering our interests. 
· Necessary: Objects that will provoke an universal response for everyone, it would have to be necessary to all to respond in the same way.
· Subjective necessity: the necessity lies within us. We make a claim that the judgment will necessarily give rise to the same response in everyone. This happens because Kant presupposes a common sense that is shared by everyone. (common taste, more than common sense per se). 
· Kant says of the Beautiful that it is that which is without any concept is cognized (understood) as the object of a necessary satisfaction. 
 

Walton

· Aesthetics judgments can be traced to the property of the object. 
· In his view the focus is in what it is about the object that makes it beautiful
· The way in which we categorize a property is what gives it its aesthetic value.
· Walton thinks that aesthetic judgments can be correct or incorrect.
· When we make wrong aesthetic judgments we haven't categorize the property.
· Aesthetic properties are judgments we make of an object. These don't actually exist on the object, but they depend on the non-aesthetic properties of the object. Aesthetic property evaluate the properties but it doesn’t describe the property.
· Non-aesthetic properties are descriptive faculties of the objects. They give details of the properties in a descriptive fashion. 
1. Aesthetic properties depend on non-aesthetic properties. The aesthetic properties emerge from the aesthetic properties. They are interrelated. 

· Example: non-aesthetic properties: lines, colors, shapes
· Aesthetic properties: grotesque, disturbing, beautiful. 
2. We categorize the non-aesthetic properties of an object. To do this we explore if these properties fit these three dimensions:

· Is it standard to the category?

· Is it variable to the category?

· Is it contra-standard to the category?

· When we see if an object having a standard property of a category, such as paintings is flat, we take that for granted. It is standard for music to be lyrical. This is relevant to the non-aesthetic judgment of the property, but not to the aesthetic. Music that is not lyrical would be contra-standard, and that will give rise to a different aesthetic judgment.
· Variable properties are not relevant to whether or not the object belongs to a certain category. 
· Based on these classifications: standard, variable, contra-standard it is that we make aesthetic judgments.
· These questions have right and wrong answers.
· Making the correct categorization: 
· The first thing is to determine if something belongs to a category, this happens if the object shares more features that are standard to the category than contra-standard to it. 
· Second, we should view something in the category for which it fits best. The idea is to place the object in a category in which it will look its best. I.e. a punk song in the category of classical musical.
· Something should belong to the category where the author thinks it should be. 
· We need to look at the place in which the object stands in history. I.e. for objects that were created in the past. 
· This categorization will require specialized judgment, in order to make correct aesthetic judgments. 
Pornography
Kieran

 

· Aesthetic Perspective of Pornography
· Argument by definition: By its definition pornography cannot be art.
· Definition of pornography: that which its sole aim is to elicit sexual arousal
· Because the sole aim is sexual arousal, it cannot aim to have artistic intentions. The strength of this conclusion is that if it is pornography, it cannot be art. 
· It is accepted that there can be erotic art: something can be art and it can be erotic. Defenders of this view say that erotic does aim to sexually arouse the viewer but that is one aim of many. It also aims to be art. Kieran responds to this by saying that there is no reason to think that pornography's aim is only sexual arousal, it can also have other aims. There is no good reason to define definition the way it is defined above. He does think that sometimes pornography has a sole aim of provoking sexual arousal in which case it is not art. 
· There is no reason to think that pornography cannot have more than one aim. 
· Argument by appeal to purpose: whether or not pornography can have any artistic value or not
· Given the purpose of pornography (sexual arousal) it can never be good art, or express artistic value while maintaining its purpose. 
· What pornography needs to do to fulfill its aim cannot be good art, or develop artistic content
· Kieran responds to this by saying that just because porn has this purpose it doesn't restrain its purpose to also be good art. 
· Even if it is formulaic, it doesn't preclude from expressing artistic value. It can have both. 
· Second point is that just because is formulaic doesn't mean that it has to be bad art. It can be a good aspect of art. 
· Pornography doesn't have to be formulaic in the first place. It doesn't have to follow a certain formula, even though it has an aim of eliciting sexual arousal 
· Kieran does think that most porn is really bad art. 
· Argument by appreciation: the problem with porn being art is that it cannot be viewed simultaneously as porn and art. 
· When something is seen as porn, by definition it is seen in the way in which it sexually arouses the viewer. It cannot be seen as art at the same time.
· If something is appreciated as pornography, the only thing appreciated is the sexuality. The appreciation of porn involves a specified objective to what is being presented. We are only looking at things that are meant to sexually arouse the viewer. 
· Kieran refers to this as objectification versus first-person perspective
· In appreciating art, we focus in the first-person perspective. We invoke considerations that we can't evoke. We want to understand more of the situation. This is not important when viewing something as pornography. 
· The argument says that when something is seen as pornography it cannot be seen as art. 
· Kieran responds to this argument by saying that this arguments assumes that appreciating porn involves objectification (depersonalization): this is not necessarily the case. 
· Sometimes porn is very personal and this is important in eliciting sexual arousal
· MacKinnon 
 

· Moral vs. Political
· There is a direct relationship between political and legal
· Because something is a political issue we think that there should be laws to work around the issue. 
· The political enforces the legal
· The legal has nothing to do with the moral
· It is not that they do not intercept but the relationship between them is not as strong since the laws are supposed to work with political issues. 
· If porn is a political issue, then it leaves the question whether porn should have laws that regulate it.
· According to MacKinnon: we view porn as being wrong because it is a moral issue, but if we look at it from another point of view, then it becomes a political issue. 
· Wrongness of Porn in terms of Obscenity 
· Saying that porn is obscene is the same as saying that it is morally wrong
· There are obscenity laws that call for regulation of porn when it is obscene.
· MacKinnon thinks that porn is much more than just obscene
· What makes porn a political issue is that it makes women powerless and  in the end it hurts women
· Whenever something causes harm it becomes a political issue
· If we think that porn is wrong because it is obscene or because it dehumanizes women, then we are missing the point: it is wrong because it is harmful. 
 

What makes porn a moral issue: 

· Porn is wrong if and when it is obscene
· Obscene if and only if 
· Appeals to prurient interest in a patently offensive way and lacks any other value.
 

· This understanding of the argument does not recognizes that porn is harmful.
· When we call something obscene it makes it more appealing and we are making it more valuable, while neglecting the fact that it causes harm.
· Dehumanization Argument: liberal argument against porn is that it is wrong because it dehumanizes women
· To say this is going to depend on some abstract interpretation of what humanity is, what it means to be fully a person. It will never be correct to take an abstract idea and use it to argue this.
· In order for something to be dehumanizing we have to say that it takes some of moral sense. 
· Her point is theoretical: theoretical disagreement. 
· Abstract/moral sense of personhood/humanity
· The more we believe this is true, the less we will recognize what pornography truly does.
· Pornography creates reality and it ends up defining what a woman is. 
· The institution of pornography determines a woman's status and it turns fantasy into reality that's why it has a much stronger consequence
· There is a theoretical argument and there is an actual list of injuries.
· Check note on page 162 the whole paragraph
· Right to Moral Independence
· If we determine that the moral of pornography is a moral wrong then this argument will go against the control of pornography
· We have a right to moral independence (we all have a right to believe in our own moral system and others cannot restrict our moral system, our actions cannot be restricted just because they don't conform to others idea of morality)
· If the wrong of porn is a moral wrong
· Then porn cannot be restricted
· MacKinnon is going to argue that porn is not morally wrong
· Liberals claim that we have this right to moral independence, this is a neutral right (everyone has it) 
· Her problem is that reality is not neutral, in reality women don't have this. This is something that men have, not women. 
· Women are not in a position to take this right.
· She thinks that by giving men this right it takes it away from women. 
· When things are justified in the name of moral independence, then men have all the rights, and they use it to justify porn, that prevents women to have this right in the first place.
· Mackinnon's argument: p.176
· Pornography involves the subordination of women (look at the list) sometimes very explicitly other times not so much.
· It defines sex in terms of subordination: what is sexual is subordination
· It depicts women as existing for the sake of men's pleasure
· It depicts the women as embracing and enjoying this role
· Sends the message that women are powerless.
· This is something that women can never get out of. 
· Women become powerless
· Only people with power are listened to
· The truth is only going to come from those who have the power
· Something becomes true only when it is said by someone that has power. 
· People in power controls reality
· People that have power see the women as enjoying it, so they assume that it is not harmful, so when someone comes up saying that it is they don't believe it.
· Pornography plays a role in constructing social reality and by doing so it makes the harm invisible. 
· If people start seeing the harm in it, eventually people in power will believe it. 
· Injuries of Pornography
· People who are directly involved in porn are the first group to be injured
· Women that have been expressively coerced
· Women that have not been expressively coerced because they haven't got a choice to do something else. 
· They are often forced to take abuse on film
· There is a further harm because they are made look that they were enjoying these things.
· Women involved in porn are not credible because they are portrayed as enjoying porn. 
· People who have porn forced on them
· Children who are forced to see porn
· Women subjected to porn in order to have sex
· Women forced to view to learn what they should be doing
· Causal connection between porn and assaults
· Cases in which women are assaulted by people that watch, read porn.
· Causal connection: influence of porn on men's attitude and behaviors. 
· After viewing porn the attitude of normal men will resemble those of convicted rapists. According to studies, men will tend to view women differently once they've witnessed porn. 
· Repeated long term exposure to porn makes men see women as object-like, trivial and less valuable.  
 

