
 

Arguments from Beneficence 

I. SOME DISTINCTIONS. 
A. PERSONS vs ACTIONS OR OMISSIONS.  
B. DUTY vs SUPEREROGATION.  
C. WHAT YOUR DUTY IS vs WHETHER IT IS MORALLY PERMISSIBLE TO 

COMPEL YOU TO DO IT. 
 

II. THREE KINDS OF ARGUMENT FOR DUTIES TO THE GLOBAL POOR. 
A. ARGUMENTS FROM BENEFICENCE. 
B. ARGUMENTS FROM DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE. 
C. ARGUMENTS FROM HARM. 
 

III. PETER SINGER’S ARGUMENT FROM BENEFICENCE. 
A. IF YOU CAN PREVENT SOMETHING BAD FROM HAPPENING, WITHOUT 

SACRIFICING ANYTHING NEARLY AS IMPORTANT, IT IS WRONG NOT 
TO DO SO. 

THE DROWNING CHILD CASE ILLUSTRATES THIS PRINCIPLE.  
B. SUFFERING AND DEATH FROM LACK OF FOOD, SHELTER AND 

MEDICAL CARE ARE BAD. 
C. YOU CAN PREVENT SUCH SUFFERING AND DEATH, WITHOUT 

SACRIFICING ANYTHING NEARLY AS IMPORTANT, BY DONATING 
1. TO THE MOST EFFICIENT AID AGENCIES YOU CAN DONATE TO 
2. THE LARGEST AMOUNT OF MONEY YOU CAN DONATE 
3. WITHOUT FALLING BELOW THE LEVEL OF MARGINAL UTILITY.  

THIS IS THE LEVEL AT WHICH, IF YOU DONATED MORE, YOU 
WOULD CAUSE AS MUCH SUFFERING TO YOURSELF OR YOUR 
DEPENDENTS AS YOU WOULD PREVENT BY DONATING MORE. 

D. THEREFORE, IT IS WRONG FOR YOU NOT TO DONATE THIS AMOUNT 
TO THE MOST EFFICIENT AID AGENCIES YOU CAN DONATE TO.  

 
IV. OBJECTIONS TO SINGER’S ARGUMENT. 

A. THE CONCLUSION DOES NOT FOLLOW.  
B. OBJECTIONS TO PREMISE (A). 

1. METHODOLOGICAL OBJECTION. (Garrett Cullity)  
2. COUNTEREXAMPLE OBJECTION. (Colin McGinn) 
3. PARTICULAR-PERSONS OBJECTION. (Michael McKinsey) 
4. OVER-DEMANDINGNESS OBJECTION. (various) 
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