Surname 1
Surname 2

Assignment 
Name
Professor 
Course 
2019
Introduction
Aggregation takes care of the benefits or the harms which a person can be summed or rather carry in form of moral weight. The benefit of this moral weight does not only benefit just a single individual but a great number of people and add a moral benefit to each of the individuals in every case. As per this reasoning, therefore, the killing of a dictator, for example, can save the whole population from cruet acts. In this notion, it is better to sacrifice a given individual in order to save a thousand others. According to Scanlon’s concept of aggregation, it justifies the idea of letting a certain individual suffer major injuries and prevent the same from happening to a thousand others.
The Rocks Case and the Tie-Breaker argument 

Although Scanlon brings in commonsense beliefs in his aggregation framework, not much has been explained why should the greater number in the Rocks case be saved.  In this case, Scanlon puts much emphasis on the individual perspective. Each individual must have a say in the deliberation process and they should accept or reject moral principles which are called individualist Restriction. The Tie-breaker argument is aggregation in disguise as presented below;
“The Tie-breaker Argument holds the following view on the Rocks Case: deadlock situations only exist when equal harms befall equal numbers. If on each rock one individual would face certain death, this would be a real deadlock situation. In a deadlock situation, people have an equal claim, if all other things are equal, on my assistance. In the Rocks Case however the presence of a second individual on one of the rocks will break the tie, and this third person will outweigh the reasons we have for saving the one person on the rock.”
Explanatory
The idea of aggregation is attractive and not very many people can deny the appeals which are has for us as a population. Others argue that aggregation is a consequentialist framework with consequentialist reasoning which focuses its reasoning on the outcome of actions and invites us as a population, to sum up the benefits. According to the act-utilitarian, numbers are important and they determine the amount of good which is to be realized in a given course of action. According to Scanlon, the dilemmas in aggregation are wrongly presented and small benefit should go to the majority.
Objection

I have a strong objection against aggregation which understands the separation of individuals in order to demand Pareto side constraint on distributive schemes. In this case, X is Pareto-superior to the situation Y and there is a person who is better in X when compared to the situation in Y. therefore, I think that there is Pareto-inferior in the event that Y is Pareto superior to the same. I would also like to object conflating temporal-neutrality with person-neutrality. This idea supports the sacrifices of an individual to welfare to support another/ a greater increase in other people. This is a case of person-neutrality and in my case, it is unethical (Scanlon, 1998). On the other hand, the principle of aggregation does not seem to bear any ground and arises from generic reasons. First, the principal effects on a person’s well-being are not correct but the effects to a person could be due to them being treated unfairly. Secondly, the principle suggests that it ought to be tested by appealing directly to the effects of the wellbeing of individuals yet it does not answer the entitlements or rights and many other cases which must be maintained such as the framework of other principles which must be constant.  
Reply 
According to the non-consequentialists, aggregation and its relevance on numbers can result in counter-intuitive results. The relevance of its numbers is apparent and can point out to considerations which are decisive in terms of moral importance. For example in the case of Jim and the Indians whereby Jim goes for the killing of an Indian in order to save the lives of other Indians might appear relevant though it is not. In this case, the choice of Jim misrepresents the true moral dilemma of the issue.
Conclusion

In conclusion, aggregation is obscure in some of the cases and can be morally decisive. In order to show why aggregation is rejected, Scanlon gives a case whereby an electrician gets an accident in the transmitter room and some of the electrical equipment has fallen from his arm. In this case, it is difficult to rescue him without turning the transmitter off for fifteen minutes. At the same time, we have soccer fans watching the World Cup which depend much on power in order to watch the match. According to Scanlon, the argument is whether to rescue the electrician in the midst of the match or after the match is over. In this case, no matter how many people will miss the match, it is critical to saving the electrician. In my case, therefore, aggregation is never a proper consideration.
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