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Consequentialism and non-consequentialist Discussion
Question 1 

Consequentialism or else teleological theory based on the concept that the moral obligation on an undertaking is subject to that undertaking. As a result, this implies that actions that are good are perceived to be morally right while those that are a bad result of morally wrong activities. The consequences are perceived as effects that result from an action, and the significances are the effects. According to Baggett (2011), the consequences are as for instance hedonism, egoism, altruism, asceticism, and utilitarianism. Reasonably, the above undertakings set the moral actions and determine what is wrong and what is right. 

On the other hand, the non-consequentialist theory otherwise known as the deontological theory as well as, the duty ethics bases its concepts on the rightness and wrongness of an action as opposed to the consequences that arise after an action. The non-consequentialist has various variants as concerns its approach. Among the variants are the theory of divine command, and the theory of natural rights. The theory of divine command designates that an activity or undertaking is right or correct if the activity has been decreed or sanctioned. Similarly, the theory of natural as well designates that the concepts of the natural theory are inherent in ethics nature and does not incline on the actions of human beings.  

Question 2 

Utilitarianism is a major theory that is linked to the consequentialist theory. The theory propagates concerns regarding right activities or action. Consequently, the theory asserts that an activity is right is it gives rise to the greatest happiness. However, the theory has several objections. For instance, the theoretical based on the rationale of fairness and justice. However, some of the concepts that the theory upholds are incompatible with the concepts of justice as said by Baggett (2011). The aspect implies that some situations it is ethically right for one to handle individuals unfairly and compromise what the society perceives to be a civil right or a moral standard. Besides, the theory compromises democratic equality and the rights of the people as well. In that, the theory believes that an action is morally right if it achieves uttermost happiness. However, even a civil right or justice does not achieve happiness then it compromises the aspect of the utilitarian theory. Besides, the theory compromises the GHP ideology as well as the perception that is virtuously a mutual principle. Moreover, the theory appears to propose that various acts of supererogatory are not right. For instance, if one takes a friend to a lavish and expensive motel to get the best overall utility, the concept of utilitarianism suggests that the idea of taking a friend to an expensive and overpriced motel could be morally wrong.  

Question 3 

The Theory of Devine Command is a meta-ethical theory that suggests that the status of an action that is morally good is correspondent to whether it’s God’s command. Rationally, the theory bases its rationale on God as a determinant of the moral ethics. However, the theory faces objection from various scholars. In that, some of them argue that there is no formula or approach to prove that indeed God exists. Therefore, Fischer (2007) argues that the theory would be factual if there are ways to prove the existence of God. 

Moreover, other scholars argue even though the bible works to somehow prove that God commands, he does not confirm that the theory divine command is right since the aspect of command does not guarantee what makes an activity to be morally essential. Also, it raises the question of how to address issues that arise from the intra-religious disputes and inter-religious disputes as concerns what God has commanded.  Similarly, the theory faces objection to the assertion that God is worthy to praise. In fact, Leibniz contents against this perception that God determines what is morally correct by suggesting that God can alter or adjust the rubrics any time He feels like changing the rules (Baggett & Walls, 2011).
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