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You are viewing a free preview, page 3 is not displayed in this preview. Academia.edu uses cookies to personalize content, personalize ads, and improve user experience. By using our site, you consent to our collection of information using cookies. For more information see our privacy policy. Join Harvard Professor Michael Sandel in this course that
explores the critical analysis of theories of justice, including a discussion of contemporary applications. Taught by distinguished Harvard professor Michael Sandel, Judge explores critiques of classical and modern theories of justice, including a discussion of contemporary applications. Topics include affirmative action, income distribution, same-sex
marriage, the role of markets, rights debates (human and property rights), arguments for and against equality, dilemmas of loyalty in public and private life. The course encourages students to critically examine their views on these contradictions. The core reading of the course consists of texts by Aristotle, John Locke, Immanuel Kant, John Stuart
Mill and John Rawls. Other planned readings include works by contemporary philosophers, court cases, and articles on political controversy that raise philosophical questions. The course will be delivered via EDX and will connect students from all over the world. Upon completion of the course, participants will be able to: The basics of political
philosophy, an understanding of social justice and criminal justice and the role they play in the modern justice system, a deeper sense of the philosophy underlying contemporary issues such as action, same-sex marriage, and equal capacity to better formulate and evaluate philosophical arguments and ask philosophical questions Michael J. Sandel is
Ann T. and Robert M. Bass Professor of Government at Harvard University, where he teaches political philosophy. More than 15,000 Harvard students have enrolled in his justice course. Sandel's writings have been published in 21 languages. When you enroll in this course, you will have the option of completing a verified certificate or course audit. A
verified certificate costs $139 and provides unlimited access to all course materials, activities, quizzes, and forums. At the end of the course, students who complete the flight lesson can receive a certificate. Alternatively, students can view the course for free and access a selection of materials, activities, quizzes and forums. Note.This song does not
offer a certificate for students who acquire a short-term assessment. Read more, under the leadership of award -professor Michael ]J. Saopel, a popular course in justice Harvardx, is very satisfied with various needs and if they abuse the mechanisms of the market. Learn more about the goal of this course taught by Harvard Law School Faculty is to
help navigate the organization's or client's financial goals, while increasing profitability and reducing risk. Learning about bioethics includes an overview of the legal, medical, and ethical issues related to human reproduction and genetics, as well as the application of the legal rationale for these issues. Justice: What should you do? Authormicheel
SandelcountyUnisé "StatellasladeengladSubjectPolitic Filosopized2009 Media" Impression of accuracy: What is true? This is a book on political philosophy since 2009. Michael J. Sandel. The context of the work was written to accompany the "Justice" warehouse course at Harvard University, which he taught for more than thirty years and was offered
online and in various versions to sum up television. Also accompanied by a book of readings: Justice: Reader. [1] The warehouse summary signifies a series of alternative theories of justice. Jeremy Bentham's utilitarianism was described and critiqued, then discussed by John Stuart Mill's refinements. Libertarians, especially Robert Nozick, and their
arguments are discussed. The warehouse then discusses Immanuel Kant and his "categorical imperative". The discussion concerns the work of John Rawls. Then the concept of Aristotle and Telos was discussed. This is where the warehouse begins to interpret its own perspective. He argues that justice, not autonomous (because they can have canal or
rawlsianie), has a goal: in the form of communitarianism. The Warehouse cites Alasdair MacIntyre and his People Qualities as "narrative narrative creatures" living in the narrative. Reception reviews were mostly positive. The New York Times hailed the warehouse's ability to teach and said, "If 'justice' doesn't break new philosophical ground, it can
be just as important: in the categories we can all relate to, yes, it there are often concepts that carry after our conflicts abnormal." [2] The guard calls it "a timely request to step aside from a political dispute and verify that we can conduct a reasoned discussion about such a societyl want to live. "[3] The Portsmouth review is called" lighting reading ".
[4] Notes ~ Sandel, Michael (2007). Justice: Reader. Oxford New York: Oxford University Press. 27)." Book critic "Justice" Justice : What is good, what to do? ", Michael J. Sandels. "The New York Times. Issno 0362-4331. Obtained 2017-11-03. ™~ REA ©, Jonathan (2009-11-01)." Justice: what is right? Author Michael Sandels Critique of the book
"Observe. In Issn 0029-7712. Obtained 2017-11-03. Author Michael J. Sandel Book Review of Portsmouth." Revue de Portsmouth. Archived from the original 2018-01-30. Obtained 2017-11. and Giroux. ISBNA 9780374532505. Justice: moral argument, Michael J. Sandel Maccchev, Nikita. "Sandel wins the reception battle." Harvard Crimson. Ether,
Books, Online, Craig Lamberts, September 22, 2009 BBC Four's Justice Series. Badgers, Phil (June 2011). "Justice: what's good, what to do? Author: Michael Sandel, Books Review." Philosophy now. 83: 40A Symposium 41, University of Boston (July 2011). "Justice: What is to do? Public conference and symposium on the latest book by Michael J.
Sandel." Examination of the law of the University of Boston. 91 (4): 1301-1569. Moyn, Samuel (December 7, 2009). "Book: This is the apparent front of justice." People. People. Or 289 (19): 35-38 Etzions, Amitai (spring 2010). "Justice: What do you have to do? Author: Michael J. Sandel, Book Review." The author Michael J. Sandel, Review of the Book.
"International Law Magazine In context 6 (4): 418a 422. DOI: 10.1017 / S17455552310000376. -Man this article on books related to the philosopher is the heel. You can help Wikipedia .: // en.wikipedia.org/w /index.php? Title = Justice: What% 27s _the right do% 3F & Oldid = 1106190152 "on the right on the right Bad (Michael J. Sandel) - Can we
face honestly and ethically? Provide many examples, giving many examples? Daily life shows Michael J. SandelsApproaches to justice can be interpreted differently, for example by philosophers such as Aristotle and Kant. Throughout the book, he encourages us to seriously question individual beliefs and social conventions. Who should read this book?
For those interested in ethics and philosophy Those who want to learn more about the concept of justice Those who are looking for philosophical answers to life's questions Who is the author Michael J. Sandel (born 1953) is an American philosopher. He studied at Oxford and taught political philosophy at Harvard for three decades. His lectures on
justice became so popular that tickets had to be drawn for a seat in his lecture hall. in 2009 his lectures were filmed for America Channel and are now available online at www.justiceharvard.orgOne. Our perception of justice is subjective and constantly changing Justice is one of the most debated topics and one of the most unique in philosophy
because our perception is subjective and has often changed throughout history. History. Is it right to sacrifice one person's life so that many people don't die? Is it right to tax the rich to help the poor? Is abortion a human right or murder? The answers to these questions vary from person to person. People look at them from a different perspective,
which consists of different principles, values, experiences and unfortunately... different prejudices and grievances. Everyone plays a role in our decision. Moreover, the history of philosophy shows that answers to questions about justice are always limited by the time period in which they are asked. In ancient theories such as Aristotle's, justice is
closely related to morality and the "good life": a society is only just when it fosters and rewards the morality of its citizens. So before we think about what justice is, we need to know what a good life means. According to more modern philosophies such as utilitarianism, justice has always been about total happiness: justice is the maximization of the
greatest happiness. Other modern theories, such as liberal philosophy, see the most important part of a just society as giving each person the freedom to live according to their own rules. Two. We develop our sense of justice by exploring different philosophical perspectives. Although you cannot arrive at a universal definition of justice by examining
various theories of justice throughout historyComparison and assessment of their strengths and weaknesses on other theories, another theory is absolutely reasonable. Thus, we should not think about major philosophers as obsolete thinkers, but as misleading and mentors with the true problems of our modern society: we must, we must, as we should,
as we should, we must be evaluated for expanded fees ? I am allowed to promise what I know, I can't go? How to get a convincing argument about the marriage of the same gender? Philosophers, such as Kant, Aristotle and John Role, give us answers that can help us find answers to ourselves. The promotion of various theories can help us focus on a
sense of justice, make us question our strong ideas and open new approaches to complex problems. And see them in a new light. Ask the correct questions, compare the possible answers and evaluate them with various standards established by various philosophy schools, we can develop the idea of justice. Utility: actions are true when they promote
common kindness, and the most important utilitarianism is Jeremy Bentem (1748-1832), an ethical philosopher and social reconstruction. His utilitarian philosophy suggests that all people want to enjoy and well avoid pain and accident. This assumption is the basis of the utopian moral norm. According to this philosophy, there are actions that cause
happiness or well, morality, while those that cause misfortune or suffering are bad. Important postscriptM: it does not matter the happiness of one person, but for the happiness of others. Indeed, the action takes place only when he supports many people, and not just one specific person. For example, emphasize the murder, even if it can create
happiness - killer - it will be the end of the happiness of the victim and will bring unjustified pain and suffering for your family and friends. Victims of friends. According to utilitarian logic, the murder would be immoral, since it will not support the greatest opportunity for happiness. But things when it comes to the murder of a terrible dictator:
according to the principles of utilitarianism, if Hitler’'s murder was successful on July 20, 1944, this would be moral actions. Virtue, because Hitler's death would have saved many lives. One of the greatest critics of utilitarianism belongs to its ease of use. The more people affect my actions, the more difficult I should judge for my future pain
andDecisions that apply only to a small group ("Should I help the old man cross the street?"), Are quite easy to assess in terms of utilitarianism. However, decisions that apply to millions ("which educational policy will ensure the greatest probability of happiness?") Have much more complex implications. Because it would be almost impossible to
predict with certainty how the decision will affect the final balance between happiness and pain. four. Individual liberalists: Justice means the possibility of living and doing what you like the philosophy of libertarianism is based on the principle that freedom is the best thing we have. All rights and obligations are subject or arise from this principle.
Our freedom is limited only if it perceives freedom to others. That is why liberals believe that justice is respecting and defending human freedom. This doctrine has serious political and economic consequences: for example, people cannot be prohibited from free management of their personal finances. The regulations that interfere in the free market
violate individual freedoms and are therefore unfair. As a result, libertarians opposed taxes, social security and social insurance contributions - which they consider as suffocation or theft. However, they also represent some radicals: for example, they support the marriages of the same sex, abortion and the chapter of the Church from the state, and all
this goes hand in hand with freedom. individual. The libertarian position is unanimous: if I do nothing that could harm others, no one will tell me what to believe, who to love and how to do business. Society is fair only if individuals guarantee total freedom of life and action in accordance with their beliefs. . Their theory was very popular in the 1980s,
referring, for example, to the market for the professional, free market policy of Reagan and Thatcher. Five. Kant I: We must do the right things for appropriate reasons, the German philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) argued that the moral value of action is based on the preceding motif. He believes that the action is ethical if it is done correctly
and correctly. Kant uses the following example to explain the issue of proper and ethical behavior. The child enters the grocery store and wants to buy a loaf of bread. The seller can sell a boy dearlyThe boy is even aware. But not "for the exclusive reason that it could harm his business if people discovered that he deceived a child. Did the seller act
ethically? Kant would say" his own interest ". What is useful or characteristic. In this way, Kant rejected the philosophy of utilitarianism because it was based on human calculations. In utilitarianism, it is not important that the action comes from the right reason, but the good result of 'Action. According to Kant, he always teaches us to try to do our



best for ourselves. But the ability to distinguish good from evil plays a small role. What does Kant mean for our sellers? Basically, his actions would be moral If he decided to sell a miche of bread at a regular price just to sell it at a high price. Kant II: ethical behavior refers to act according to absolute orders, what is the difference between a billiard
ball and a person ? Of course, there are a million different answers your question above. Chow, according to Kant, the most important answer is as follows: the billiard ball only conforms to the laws of physics. When you take care of it, it advances, if you drop it, it will fall. Naturally, the laws of nature apply to us: if someone pushes us hard, we react
by falling to the ground, for example. But unlike billiard balls, we can make proactive decisions and choose our own path - whatever the external influences. The billiard ball is only controlled by the laws of physics, but we, humans, can establish our own rules and obey them. Like Kant's famous absolute imperative: “Affects only if your maxim can
become a universal law. In other words: only act according to the principles you think that others should follow. Here is an example: should I make a promise that I can't hold? Or contract a loan even if I know that I will not be able to reimburse it? With an absolute imperative, the answer is no. Because if everyone who needs money make empty
promises, no one will believe that others can keep their promises. According to Kant, the absolute imperative is a test that helps us to behave ethically and ultimately honest. If we cannot align our actions with absolute imperatives, it is immoral. Rawls I: It is only if the original state of equality hides behind a veil of ignorance that we know what is
right.The general pillar of justice, the American philosopher John Rawls (1921 - 2002), proposes that we conduct the following thought experiment: We should ask ourselves which social principle we would choose if we existed in a state of pure fictional equality would. Rawls in the veil of ignorance and natural equality meant there would be no social
class, gender, race, political views, or religious beliefs. We will all be the same: no one will know where they come from, or their roles in some unexplored social order. Which social principle would we choose under such circumstances? Let's start by rejecting utitarianism as it can cause oppression. According to Utilitarian Logic, throwing a person
into the lion would be legal if most could close glee. To protect ourselves from discrimination or persecution in our thoughts, we choose basic universal freedoms such as freedom of expression and freedom of religion. We will also reject liberalism. Because fear falls into a system of infinite freedom in Ubagu Street where nobody cares about us, it is
truer than the hope of getting rich. We like Bill Gates.instead, we prefer the distribution of income and law. Constraint: If inequality benefits the public, it must also be permissible. For example, it makes sense to say that the doctor makes more money than the bus driver. Even Bill Gates' multi-value values become an important example. Integration
into a progressive tax system that pays for health, education and social services. Rawls II: Justice means he does not take chance and fortune at the heart of the philosophy of justice, the argument that the division of income and opportunities should not be based solely on random factors. Think of the race to particularly visualize this idea. Only the
landlords could participate in feudal aristocratic society when everyone else was excluded from the start. Competence, skills, abilities and ambition mean nothing: the only determining factor is the possibility that they will be born in a noble family. Take part in the race, even athletes from rich families. Good education has an almost undeniable
advantage overPeople with disabilities who do not have these benefits. Equipment to start in the same row. Although meritocracy has provided much fairer circumstances, we can still safely predict who will win: the fastest runner. The factors that helped them acquire talent, success, time were certainly determined. Therefore, their honesty was as
much a coincidence as they were born into a noble family or a rich family. Should we eliminate the race? Or maybe we tie lead shoes for the fastest runners? Nos and nos: Rawls offers an alternative that could prevent an uneven distribution of talent and circumstance without limiting the top talent. He calls this alternative the principle of difference.
This means that the fastest riders receive support and training, but must share their glory with those who are not as well trained as they are. Aristotle: To know what justice is, we must know its intentions and purposes, as the Greek philosopher Aristotle wrote, justice is the highest goal we can pursue: "Even the morning and evening stars cannot
compare." But how can we achieve this good goal? Aristotle thought that there are no fixed rules that determine what is fair and what is unjust. Instead, he recommends focusing on specific issues about the purpose of justice. In other words, before judging what is right or wrong, we must first question the purpose of the ethical agent. How do you
think Aristotle would have appreciated the cheerleading paradox? The pram is still a cheerleader, known to ignite the crowd. But one day she was kicked out of the team. Raison? All the cheerleaders must attend PE class, but Kite cannot because she has a disability. Most of us have no problem with scoring: Kallie's removal from the team was unfair.
Although she cannot learn gymnastics, she can still work well as a cheerleader. Aristotle disagrees or disagrees, but instead invites us to consider a deeper question: What is the purpose of cheerleading? Is the goal to promote people's enthusiasm? Recognition of some virtues, which teamwork is an example of? Or he turns aroundHow is organization,
synchronicity, and physicality? Only by answering these questions clearly, without prejudice, can we judge what is fair and what is unfair in this case. ten Justice is based on the common good policy. Is it right that same-sex couples should not be allowed to marry? Aristotle taught us that we can best answer this question by first assessing the purpose
of marriage as a social institution. So a goal is a goal. Is marriage a kind of perpetuation, or is it a separate commitment of love between two people? But there is a problem with this approach: even if it can be convincingly explained that the purpose of marriage is to provide a bond between two people, regardless of their gender. , we included our
own moral perspective: we believe that same-sex relationships are just as valuable as heterosexual relationships. But what about those who represent different moral views and do not believe that same-sex relationships are equally valuable? Integrity is always a matter of morality, standards of evaluation, and personal conceptions of the "moral life."
Since there are always conflicting views on ethical living in a pluralistic, democratic society, it would be impossible to find a single universal answer. How can we deal with differences of opinion? And what can we do to reduce the number of people who act out of prejudice and fear? The answer lies in the politics of the common good, from which a
richer intellectual, moral and spiritual life can be formed in our society. It should make efforts to help citizens better understand the commitment to the common good; It must protect social practices such as teaching, learning and immigration from market thinking; It is designed to curb financial inequality and tax the rich more; and finally, it should
draw the public's attention to complex ethical issues and discuss them in an educated and objective manner. Main summary. As are the number of thinkers who answer them. The reason? Righteousness means more than judging by wrong. When we talk about justice, we have to argue about how we want to live, what price we have to pay in exchange
for our freedom, and whether these moral values are worth more than moral values. is different. differently. -



