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Part I

1. Mill believes that value is connected to whatever produces happiness.  Things are only valuable as they tend to promote and pleasure.  The maximization of happiness is the basis of comparison for value.  If something fails to produce any happiness, then it is of little value.  People desire things, but only as a means to happiness; things are not good in themselves, but in so far as they are a part of happiness.  All desirable things are desirable either for pleasure inherent in themselves or as a means to the promotion of pleasure and prevention of pain. Kant believes that there is only one thing that is good and valuable: a good will.  Not only is it good, but it is unconditionally good.  Everything else is conditionally good and valuable only as it pertains to upholding a good will.  If something promotes the violation of a good will, then it is not worth having.  A good will is valuable and good in itself.  

2. Mill holds that actions are right as they tend to promote happiness and wrong as they tend to promote the reverse of happiness; pleasure and freedom from pain are the only things desirable as ends.   And as such, morally right actions never produce unhappiness.  It is not the agent’s own greatest happiness that should come into deliberation, but rather the greatest amount of happiness altogether should be taken into consideration; the world in general should be a gainer from the action.  The morality of the action depends on its consequences.  Kant believes that morality is concerned with inner principles and how those principles affect rationale.  And being rational beings, he believes we should choose to do things out of duty rather than inclination.  If a person performs an action without any inclination, but does so from duty alone, then the action is morally right.  Kant also believes that there is only one categorical imperative: act only according to that maxim in which you can will that is could become a universal law.  Happiness is good only when it is in accordance with a good will.  If it violates good will, then it is worthless.  Doing something a person knows they should not be doing does not promote a good will.  Also, people who do things for ulterior motives or because they just feel like it are not exercising good will.  You have to be governed by your duty, and should do that duty well.  Duty sets the boundaries for good will.

3. If a single father with three children, whom he loved and brought him tremendous happiness, killed himself, then Mill would say that his actions were morally wrong because his action does not bring maximum happiness to anyone.  By killing himself, the father takes away his source of happiness and brings unhappiness to the children that he loves.  Kant would immediately say that the father had not a good will that could lead him to do such a thing.  It is ones duty to duty to live and protect those to whom they have given life.  In no way, would a good will lead a man to consider it a duty to kill himself, thus eliminating the bond with his children.  

If a man were to sell his family’s belongings in order to give the money to a charity to help people around the world, Mill would most likely agree that this would be morally right if the positives out weigh the negatives relative to happiness.  Kant would disagree that the man’s duty is obviously to protect and care for his family.  Such a maxim of giving to everyone could not be applied to the universe as a whole; it could not be a universal law.  By giving away all of their belongings, he is not catering to the duty that comes from being a husband and a father.  Some may say that his giving away of his family’s belongings is being done as a duty towards mankind.  But what if his duty was to look good in the eyes of his neighbors?  Kant would say that regardless of whether or not more happiness is produced overall as a result of his actions, his actions are already nullified by the fact that the man is not doing things with a maxim that can be willed as a universal law.  Kant is not concerned with consequences.

Part II


In Arthur Miller’s masterpiece, The Crucible, a character named John Proctor is faced with a dire dilemma.  Proctor is on trial for being a warlock.  If found guilty, he will meet his death in the gallows.  However, Proctor is given the opportunity to evade the icy hands of death and live once again.  He is advised to confess that he has consulted with the Devil, and to reveal the names of others that have cavorted with the dark lord himself.  At first he confesses that he has spoken with the Devil.  But he then refuses to name others since he obviously believes the entire situation foolish; no one has spoken with the Devil.  In addition, he refuses to confess publicly.  Proctor refuses to let this epidemic of sheer nonsense destroy his name, which he considers to be worth more than himself.  He eventually dies rather than let lies slip past his lips.


In the context of the situation, a Kantian view is more appropriate and applicable than a view that is based heavily in Utilitarianism.  Mill’s greatest happiness principle has little relevance to Proctor’s situation.  Happiness is not the issue and is not necessarily the end that is being desired.  Proctor’s situation is one that deals with the means and motivation of a rationale being rather than a specific consequence or end.  Proctor’s story deals with the inner workings of a man and what motivated him to make the decision that made.  His is not a story of consequence or some concrete goal.  But rather it is a story of him following his duty as a friend and a rationale human being rather than partake of his natural inclination for self-preservation.  To claim that his story is one of a specific end such as happiness is to cheapen the beauty of the character that is John Proctor, and to sully the power of a rationale human being’s ability to use good will.


Mill’s greatest happiness principle is a keystone to utilitarianism.  In it, actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness and wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness.  It is clear to what happiness is and what it does.  According to Mill anything that helps to produce happiness as a consequence is worth attaining or doing.  So now I ask: is Proctor’s choosing to die going to bring about more happiness as a whole?  Well, according to Mill we have to add up the positives to see if happiness is worth attaining.  By dying, Proctor may bring happiness to people if his death leads to a revolt, which overthrows those in power, thus extinguishing the wild accusations of which craft.  But he ultimately brings unhappiness to his family, to his enemies, and close friends. My math is a little shabby but it does seem that there are more negatives than positives.  Is happiness, to the faceless members of his community, being free of hangings or being free of the witches?  Mill states that happiness correlates with freedom from pain.  How can one be sure which will bring more or less pain: the threat of witches terrorizing their lives or the threat of being accused of being a witch?  

Mill says that self-sacrifice is worthy only if it contributes worthily to increase the amount of happiness in the world.  Even though we know that Proctor does not believe in the witch accusations, we know that a good number of the townspeople do believe in witches.  Therefore, his happiness cannot be the same as those who believe in witches.  Because maybe his death will ease the consciousness of those who do not know him and who believed him to be a warlock.  And if morality of action depends on consequences (being the happiness which is spawned from Proctor’s death) then we are left pondering and hypothesizing forever if happiness was maximized.  Such a situation under Mill’s view would beg the question: why does the end (happiness) seem to conflict with itself?  It conflicts because the motivation that drives his deliberation is different from the motivation of those who think him a warlock that both somehow have the same end: happiness.


Furthermore, how can a person who is on trial for being a warlock going to make happiness an issue.  Mill does say that freedom from pain can be considered happiness.  But then again, freedom from pain is brought into question?  Is Proctor’s physical pain more powerful than the emotional pains he would have to endure for lying to himself?  The quality of pain that he would endure by living could probably over power the numerous sum of happiness that would occur by his death.  He obviously loves his family a great deal.  Keep in mind that in the summation of happiness, quality is accounted for as well.  And while adding up the negatives with the positives, it would seem logical that the pain from his family would be of the highest quality.  But then again, quality is tough to gauge.  And because such a unit of measurement seems to have so little validity, it seems unfair to judge his actions as moral or immoral. 

Mill does say that it is an imperfect state of existence if sacrifice is needed to increase happiness.  But as imperfect as the state of existence may be in The Crucible, there is no denying that happiness is very difficult to measure as an end in Proctor’s situation.  It simply is not relevant.  In order to gauge the question of whether Proctor’s decision is morally right or wrong, one must delve into his motivation and decide how he acted in relation to his duty in the context of his situation.  Basically, under utilitarian view, Proctor’s morality cannot even be appropriately judged.  

Fortunately, happiness is conditional in Kant’s view.  In Kantian view, nothing can be regarded as good without qualification except a good will.  And that good will is fueled by rationality.  That rationality is an amalgam of reason and understanding as laws as they are in said context.  In Proctor’s situation, it can be seen that his rationality and his interpretation of the law are evident in his mind.  He understands that the law hangs those that are witches or warlocks unless they confess and reveal the names of others.  Being a rational human being, Proctor does not believe anyone in question to be a conductor of black magic.  Therefore when asked to name others, he refuses to do so.  He has done this because he is following his duty as a good friend to those who he is encouraged to name.  

Kant does believe that it is one’s duty to preserve their own life.  But Proctor tries to do so by confessing.  It is his duty as a friend that conflicts with the actions that would probably have saved his life.  But his rationale is also guided by a categorical imperative, and Kant seems to believe that there is only one: to act according to that maxim whereby you can will that it should become a universal law.  Can Proctor’s refusal to lie and die for what he believes in be a law that can be applied universally?  The answer is seemingly yes.  Under Kantian view, Proctor’s situation can finally attempted to be measured.  It is not logical for a person to want a universal law that is the reverse.  No one would want a world in which everyone lied about another person in order to save his or her own skin.  Proctor did not even take his natural inclination to survive into account when deliberating his decision.  Kant says that worth is moral and incomparably highest if beneficence is from duty, rather than inclination.  Proctor chose to do his duty via free will.  Kant also says that to be beneficent where one can is a duty.  Proctor's actions are promoted as moral again in relation to fulfillment of the previously stated duty.  Under "utilitarianistic" view, to be beneficent where one can would only be worth doing if it maximized happiness.  But as stated before, the concept of “happiness maximization” cannot be accurately applied to Proctor’s situation.

Proctor followed his duty to sustain his own life up until the point where it conflicted with his duty to be beneficent when needed by no lying about who was a witch or a warlock.  Some would ask which duty then takes top priority?  In addition to that, what about the idea of the will of every rational being as a will that legislates universal law?  Well, as long as a person chooses to do any said duty out of a good will that is fueled by rationality, then the question is quite moot.  Of course, not every will can be applicable as a universal law.  Most maxims do not and cannot survive that test.  The action has to objectively necessary in itself and according to the principle of a will that is good in some way.  Thanks to the categorical imperative, which is concerned with the form of the action and the principle from which if follows, we are able to assess the morality of Proctor’s actions.  Whereas, in the utilitarian view, assessment is not possible because of Mill’s obsession with ends and consequences rather than inner principles and motivations.

