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Abstract
In this paper, I defend ethical hedonism, explore its core features and disregard the schools of thoughts that have been put across to disdain it. I also review the theory critically and state its applications to ethical and unethical behavior in the criminal justice system. I also unfold how the ethical theory of hedonism is applied in the domain of criminal justice. Concurrently, I discuss various facets of ethical hedonism theory and their different applications to normal life situations.
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Introduction 
Hedonism is a school of thought that postulates that the pursuit of pleasure and intrinsic goods are the elementary or the most vital goals of human life (Baumeister & Forgas, 2018). A hedonist is interested in maximizing net pleasure; to do that, they have to minimize pain. Ethical hedonism postulates that individuals have a right to seek for their utmost pleasure with all they have got. The theory asserts that pleasure should always surpass pain. Aristippus of Cyrene is thought to be the father of the theory of hedonism. Unlike his mentor, Socrates, Aristippus believed that pleasure was the greatest good. Democritus also advocated for this school of thought; he asserted that the search for contentment and cheerfulness is the supreme goal of life. The types of hedonism include folk hedonism, value hedonism, and prudential hedonism, motivational hedonism, normative hedonism, hedonistic egoism, and hedonistic utilitarianism.
Critical Review of Ethical Theory of Hedonism
There are different schools of thought that explain the theory of ethical hedonism. Some consider pleasure as the only intrinsic good and that it is not just the absence of pain but it also involves enjoying momentary sensations (Olsson, 2018). All the hedonistic schools of thought pin out pleasure and pain as the only fundamental ingredients of whatever phenomenon they are bound to describe. The claim by hedonists that pain and pleasure are the only elementary components of great significance makes hedonism distinctive. The hedonistic theory of value postulates that all and only pleasure is intrinsically valuable and that all and only pain is intrinsically invaluable. As such, they advocate for pleasure and disregard pain. All the theories of hedonism consider pleasure as the only component that is valuable and hence the one that people should pursue. Ancient Egyptian philosophy also supported the concept of hedonism; some elements of the Egyptian tombs encouraged visitors to seek pleasure maximally as there is not pleasure after death. 
However, there are contemporary objections to the theories of hedonism. First, there is the objection that pleasure is not the only source of intrinsic value. The theories of hedonism, however, have more philosophical strength than this objection since pleasure is a great source of intrinsic value, despite it being the only source of pleasure as explained by the modern objection. The second contemporary objection posits that some pleasure is not valuable. This objection, however, fails to explain the broader perspective of pleasure not being valuable. The value of pleasure is objective and this poses a problem in determining which pleasure is valuable and which is not. The last contemporary objection to the ethical theory of hedonism is that there is no coherent and universally accepted definition of pleasure. The objection is of the idea that pleasure varies from one individual to another. This objection is of a significant opposition to the theory of hedonism but it cannot be used in isolation to disregard the ethical theory of hedonism.
Application of Hedonism to Ethical and Unethical Behavior in the Criminal Justice System
Hedonism has vast applications in the ethical and unethical behavior in the criminal justice system (Fang & Slavin, 2018). The applications are double-edged; the theory applies to both the criminals and to the set rules that govern the criminal justice systems. The ethical theories of hedonism may make one to regards the set ethical standards and behave in an ethical manner but they can also make one disregard ethics and act in unethical manner. Similarly, the theory of ethical hedonism can make the criminal justice systems to be operated in a manner that is in lieu with the ethical standards put in place. Conversely, the theory can put the criminal justice systems in a position where it disregards ethical parameters and makes its enforcement in a totally unethical manner.
First, hedonism theories focus on individual happiness and satisfaction (Fang & Slavin, 2018). They value personal pleasure and hence they can do anything to obtain personal pleasure. In doing so, they may infringe on the rights of other people. They do not care about other people’s feelings. Such individuals can go to greater extents of crime to obtain items that will grant them pleasure. As such, they may cause harm and destruction of property belonging to other people in order to obtain their personal gratification. A perfect example of a hedonistic crime is rape; a rapist metes sexual violence against an innocent person to gratify themselves without considering the suffering that they cause to the innocent person. This tendency contradicts the ethical principles and is a sign of selfishness as they cause pain to other individuals yet they abhor the pain on themselves.
Hedonism theorists may equally act within the ethical confinements even while upholding the theory of hedonism. They may cause pleasure to another individual as a ripple effect of the pleasure they are attaining for themselves. This can be achieved when they strive to create a clean environment around them from where they derive an intrinsic pleasure and the other people living in the area also gain from the same. Not all forms of pleasure for one individual are detrimental to other individuals. As such, hedonists can still enjoy their intrinsic pleasures while living in harmony with other people.
The criminal justice systems are equally implicated in the ethical theory of hedonism. The criminal justice systems in most countries do not protect individuals who cause pain to others in the process of personal pleasure and gratification. Criminal laws in most countries do not favor the ethical theory of hedonism. In most countries, the criminal systems dictate that one should consider the good of the most number of people before conducting an activity that may have an implication on a large number of people. Hedonists only consider their pleasure and hence most of them find themselves at loggerheads with authorities as they break many rules while seeking personal intrinsic pleasures.
Lastly, some hedonists engage in drug and substance abuse to achieve intrinsic pleasures (Felson et al., 2018). In many countries, the criminal justice laws prohibit the usage of strong recreational drugs and hence the hedonists using the drugs find themselves at war with the authorities. The criminal system does not consider the fact that the hedonists use the drugs for personal intrinsic pleasures and they are hence not pardoned on the basis of personal gratification. In such cases, the criminal justice systems can be blamed for infringing on the personal rights of individuals. However, the creators of the system may argue that the hedonists may be a source of danger to the society when they engage in prohibited activities like drug use (Felson et al., 2018).
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