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Existing and Special Topics Course
Course; PHIL 222: Ethics

Instructor(s) of Record: Eric M. Rubenstein

Phone: x3575 Email: erubenst@iup.edu

Step One: Proposer
A. Provide a brief narrative rationale for each of the items, Al- AS.
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED FOR ANSWERS TO Al- AS.

I. How is/are the instructor(s) qualified in the distance education delivery method as well as the discipline?
2. How will each objective in the course be met using distance education technologies?

3. How will instructor-student and student-student, if applicable, interaction take place?

4. How will student achievement be evaluated?

5. How will academic honesty for tests and assignments be addressed?

B. Submit to the department or its curriculum committee the resnonces to iteme A1-AS the enrrent afficial
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(Proposed) SYLLABUS for PHIL 222: Ethics (Online Course)

O. Instructor Information

Name: Eric M. Rubenstein
[ T B

Personal Homepage: http://www.chss.iup.edu/erubenst/
Office Location: 438 Sutton Hall; IUP Campus, Indiana, PA
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Phone: 724.357.3575

Biography: Prof. Rubenstein received his Ph.D from University of North Carolina
(Chapel Hill) in 1996, and taught at Colgate University for 4 years before moving to IUP.
He teaches a number of courses besides Ethics, including Metaphysics and also Ancient
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II. Course Outcomes and Objectives

A. To introduce students to some of the great moral philosophers of Western civilization
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metaphysical issues, and the material will be covered will have both historical and con-
temporary significance.
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. by understanding the philosphical concepts and méthods of analysis that are central to
ethics and by applying those concepts and methods to selected contemporary moral is-
sues.
III. Evaluation
Grades will be based upon the following.
3 Short Writing Assignments: 15%
5 Unit Quizzes: 30%
3 Exams: 30%
Online Discussion/Participation: 10%
Final Exam: 15%
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and what they add to the discussion. Good questions can be just as important, if not more
so, than good “answers”. More to follow on this issue.

A. The Online Method
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V. Detailed Course Outline
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Perspectives (McGraw Hill, 2002).

Week 1-2  Introduction to Philosophy and Ethical Theories
Moral Theory 1: Utilitarianism
Act vs. Rule Utilitarianism
Readings: John Stuart Mill pp.39-44.
Rawls: “Two Concepts of Rules” (Online pdf)

eek 3-4  Mor, 2- ' ov
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Categorical and Hypothetical Imperatives
The Humanity Formulation of the Categorical Imperative
Readings: Kant, pp.33-38.
T
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Week 5-6  Ethics of Animal Rights
Readings: Singer, from Animal Liberation, pp.81-87.
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As well, we are NOT asking- of a particular case whether it produces only
happmess or only the opposite of happiness- but whether an act on the whole
produces more happiness than unhappiness- it doesn’t have to be an all or nothmg
deal- an act might have happy and unhappy consequences, but the question is, of
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and bad as -).

So, you can see that the circumstances of the act matter greatly. For in some cases
what would be wrong would be right in other cases
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there can be TWO different versions of Utilitarianism- what is known as ACT
Utilitarianism and also RULE Utilitarianism. That is what Rawls explores in the
paper I want you to read.

The Study Guide below summarizes the above, and covers as well what is our next
topic- the different versions of Utilitarianism.



III. UTILITARIANISM: STUDY GUIDE

I. Uslitarianism in General
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B. The Right: What is right involves the maximizing_nf the (iand ie nleasure
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1) Consequentialist: Moral rightness/wrongness is assessed in terms of
consequences.

2) Hedonistic: What matters in moral assessment are consequences with
respect to pleasure/pain.

3) Egalitarian: Everyone’s happiness matters equally; it is a non-egoistic
theory.

II. Two Versions of Utilitarianism

A) Act Utilitarianism: The proper level of moral assessment is at the level
of acts. On this account, faced with a choice of options the right action is that
which produces a greater net total of happiness than any of the other available
options. On this version, an act that is moral in one case might be immoral in
another.

Moral Rules and Principles: Utilitarianism assesses morality on a case by
case basis. Moral rules, accordingly, are used merely as rules of thumb. They
provide summaries of past actions and can be used to guide our decision making.
However, the rules themselves don’t tell what in a given case is right or wrong.

That depends on the circumstances of the case.
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