





	1.  What metaethical objections might Stevenson press against Singer’s first two premises? 


	Stevenson would disagree with Singer’s first two premises since he believes that there is an is-ought dichotomy.  Stevenson believes that moral judgments have no factual content at all, that they only convey a host of expressive suggestions. He would state that Singer is only expressing his disapproval of people dying due to famine and is trying to persuade us to think the same way.  


	2.  What metaethical objections might Rand press against these premises?


	Rand would reject the first premise, stating that things are only bad if they oppose or destroy your own rational life. Rand’s ethics rejects altruism.  She would also not agree that it is our moral duty to be charitable.  We can only be charitable and sacrifice ourselves for others if it is in our self-interest to do so, when it is then it will not be a sacrifice. The only other time it is acceptable to sacrifice ourselves is during an emergency.  But Rand would not consider charity an emergency. 


	3.  Would Moore and alternatively, Ross be able to accept Singer’s first premise?  Why or why not?  


	Moore would accept Singer’s first premise since he is an intuitionist.  He would say that there are certain ideal principles that should be upheld in all circumstances.  I think he would agree that charity is an ideal principle..  He would say that one should ensure that any moral decision upholds these principles.  Ross would agree with Singer’s first premise.  He insists that there are certain prima facie duties that are not based upon the consequences of their adaptation, but on the rightness of their adaptation, all things being equal.


	4.  Would Kant and, alternatively, Mill be able to accept Singer’s second premise?  Why or why not?


	I think Kant would accept Singer’s second premise.  Kant would agree with it as long as you are not helping them out just to make yourself feel good, using them as a means to an end. Kant would say we have an imperfect duty to help others.  Mill would agree with Singer’s second premise only if by being charitable it produces the most good, or happiness, for everyone who is affected by the action, taking into account that some things have a higher quantity of good then other.  Only then one must be charitable.  


	5.  Could Kant be expected to agree with the conclusion of Singer’s argument?  Why or why not?  Of not, which step(s) in the argument could Kant be expected to reject?  


	Kant would not accept Singer’s conclusion.  Kant would say that helping others is an imperfect duty, not a perfect duty.  Kant would not agree with the premise that states that we should give up all our time and luxuries to help others because they are not a sacrifice of moral comparable importance to the deaths of people due to famine, etc.  Kant says that we have an indirect duty to promote our own happiness, because an unhappy person would neglect his other duties.   And if we gave up all our time and luxuries, we would be come unhappy.   


	6.  Could Mill be expected to agree with the conclusion of Singer’s argument?  Why or why not?  If not, which step(s) in the argument could Mill be expected to reject?


	Mill would disagree with Singer’s conclusion.  He would only agree with it if the conclusion proved to generate the greatest good, or happiness, for everyone that is affected by the actions, not just the people being helped.  Mill would not accept the second premise and the conclusion on this view.   Mill would also disagree with the first premise because, to Mill, rightness or wrongness of an action is determined by its results or consequences, not by feelings or any other forms.


	7.  It’s clear that Rand would disagree with the conclusion of Singer’s argument.  Which steps in the argument could she be expected to reject?  How does her view of our moral obligations to strangers in distress differ from Singer’s?


	Rand objects to the first two premise.  She opposes the first one by saying that things are only bad if they oppose or destroy your own rational life.  She opposes the second one by saying that you should not sacrifice your self-interest for another unless it is in your self-interest or if it’s in an emergency.  She would also oppose the premise that states that we should give up all our time and luxuries to help others because they are not a sacrifice of moral comparable importance to the deaths of people due to famine, etc. for the same reason she gives for the second premise.  Her view of our moral obligations to strangers differs from Singer’s by the fact that we should always do that which is in our best-interest.  We should only help others by sacrificing ourselves only when we benefit from it, or if its in an emergency.  Rand uses strangers as means to an end.  Rand states that the people in need will also deny assistance because they would not be getting something they did not deserve and because they need to be productive members of the society.  


	8.  What objections could Hume be expected to have to Singer’s argument?


	Hume could object to Singer’s argument by saying that we only commit to charity or benevolence if we have the motives to produce them.  And we get those motives from habits.  As we grow older society builds these habits.  So if we lived in a society, like this one, which does not put that much emphasis on charity, then we will not have the desire or motive to work full-time to relieve all the suffering.  And since desires cannot be wrong, then it would not be wrong to not be charitable.


	9.  How might Williams criticize the argument?


	Williams will begin by saying that Singer does not allow us to have meaning to our lives.  It is our commitment to personal projects that gives our life meaning, and by working full-time to relieve all the suffering, then we won’t have meaning to our lives.  If we accept Singer’s conclusion, we adopt an impersonal point of view.   


	10.  What is your own assessment of Singer’s argument?


	Well I would also object to the first premise.  It seems silly to believe that death due to famine is always bad.  There are times when, sacrificing a couple people due to famine is good.  For example, if a maniac managed to put a nuclear weapon in all the major cities of the world, and he intends to detonate them, unless we all stop giving aid to only one small poor country.  By letting the minority die of famine, we insure less death.  Another objection is that Singer believes that proximity is not a factor when helping people.  I believe it is.  If I donated money to a charity, I think that by using it to help those near me is better than helping those who are more distant.  Because transportation requires spending money, this means that part of your money that you gave to charity is paying for the transportation.   Someone is paying for the planes and for the fuel.  It would be more helpful to help those near us first.  If 2 kids were drowning, you should help the nearest one first, then help the one that is farther away.  I would object to the conclusion by stating that by accepting this conclusion, we will cease to exist.  If we work full-time to stop famine, our economy will flounder , our science will become out-dated, and we will stop from evolving.   Who will make our food, who will man our factories?  What will we do once our money runs out, we need to have jobs.  I believe anything that helps our species survive is good and anything that hinders it is bad.  So to me, Singer’s conclusion is bad.


	11. Extra credit:  How would you expect Anscombe to respond to Singer’s argument?


	First of all, Anscombe would not approve of the term bad, she would rather use a term like uncharitable.  Her virtue ethics would, I think , make her accept Singer’s second premise.  I think she would accept being generous as a virtue.  She would, however, disagree with the conclusion, because there are other virtues which man has to attend to.   





























	

















	





