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Abstract: Morality is the standard that can guide and restrict the behaviors of people, and it 

has played an important role during the past centuries. Two questions remain unsolved by 

philosophers. The first problem is the existence of objective morality and if there is such an 

objective morality, the other problem is the content of morality. It is important to discuss 

these problems because they can play a significant role in helping people understand and 

develop the right morality. For these two problems, the author aims to argue that moral 

objectivism and moral utilitarianism are true. For objectivism, the author will argue the 

problem of lacking such an objective morality. For utilitarianism, the author will explain its 

meaning, argue against several objections, and present its application in his personal life. This 

paper argues that moral objectivism and utilitarianism are true. 
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1. Introduction 

In the debate on the existence of objective morality, some philosophers believe that there are moral 

rules that are objectively true, which are moral objectivism. On the other hand, some philosophers 

believe that there are no such objective moral rules, and they believe that morality is dependent on 

individuals or cultures, which are individual subjectivism and cultural subjectivism. Philosophers 

who believe that there are objective moral rules are divided into different groups, and they believe in 

different moral rules. One of the famous groups holds the view that morality should aim to maximize 

the overall well-being of all creatures, which is moral utilitarianism. The article mainly focuses on 

the existence of an objective moral standard and the content of such a moral standard. The method 

used in this article is reflection, which is used for revealing the problems from different arguments. 

Research on morality can be significant since it can help people have a better understanding of 

whether moral rules exist and what is morality, which can help people to develop their morality and 

behave morally. 

2. Concept Introduction 

Moral objectivism believes that moral standards are objectively true and apply to everyone in every 

circumstance[1]. These moral standards will not change due to the differences in people’s time, 

situations, and thoughts. Moral objectivists believe that moral rules do not change with the opinions 

of people[2][3]. Moral relativism believes that moral standards are different for different individuals 

and societies. These moral standards are related to individuals’ thoughts or societies’ cultures, which 
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refer to individual moral relativism and cultural moral relativism. Moral relativists believe that moral 

rules change with the opinions of people. 

3. Problems of Cultural Moral Relativism and Individual Moral Relativism 

For cultural moral relativism, people can belong to or be influenced by different cultures. Some 

people have mixed cultural backgrounds and belong to more than one culture. In some cases, these 

different cultures will have different moral standards for the same thing, and some moral rules are 

even opposite. Thus, for people who are influenced by more than one culture, cultural moral 

relativism does not apply to them. For example, it is considered impolite and disrespectful to stare at 

other people’s eyes while talking to them in China, but the same act is also considered to show paying 

attention while talking in America. People who belong to both Chinese and American cultures will 

face problems if cultural relativism is true. Therefore, cultural moral relativism is problematic. 

For individual moral relativism, everyone’s moral rules will have the same significance, and that 

can also lead to significant issues. Since everyone’s moral rules are equally significant, there is no 

rightness or wrongness to moral rules. This implies we need to accept some extreme opinions on 

morality. For example, a serial killer may believe that killing innocent people for fun is morally 

acceptable. Such an opinion will be rejected by most people, but according to individual moral 

relativism, such an opinion should also be treated equally, which is hard to accept. Furthermore, 

because every moral rule is considered equally right, there is no right or wrong moral rule. Everyone 

will follow their own moral rules and there is no way to say other people are unmoral, which makes 

morality itself meaningless. Once different people reach out to contradiction or disagreement, there 

is no way to determine who is morally right. Therefore, individual moral relativism is also 

problematic. Both kinds of moral relativism are problematic. There are too many problems raised by 

the differences in morality according to differences in people’s thoughts. Thus, moral standards 

should not be subjective and should not change according to different individuals’ thoughts or 

different societies’ cultures, instead, they should be objective. Therefore, moral objectivism is true. 

4. Utilitarianism 

4.1. Advantages of Utilitarianism 

Utilitarianism believes that if an action can maximize overall well-being, then such an action is 

morally required[4]. The action that can contribute the most to overall well-being is morally required. 

Any other actions that contribute less to overall well-being will be considered unmoral actions. The 

term “well-being” used by utilitarianism can also be understood as “happiness” or “pleasure,” which 

are considered the basic goods that people aspire to. Utilitarianism believes that well-being is the only 

goal of people, so morality should help people to promote and maximize their overall well-being. 

This overall well-being is considered in the long run, instead of short-run happiness or pleasure[5]. 

Utilitarianism not only applies to human beings but considers all creatures that can feel pain, which 

means people should also take animals into account[6]. Utilitarianism treats every creature equally, 

which means every moral action should not consider any individual, but only all creatures. 

Utilitarianism also does not offer any specific moral rules, but it requires people to take actions that 

can maximize their overall well-being all the time. This implies that there is no moral rule that is 

always true[7]. The only standard of utilitarianism is to promote overall well-being the most. 

The objection against utilitarianism will argue that it requires people too strictly and it is too hard 

for people to be moral, so people can hardly ever follow this moral standard. The objection will argue 

that since there is only one action that can maximize the overall well-being for every case, there will 

be too many actions that cannot maximize the overall well-being. Among all those unmoral actions, 

some actions will promote overall well-being but cannot maximize it, and the objection will argue 
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that considering such actions as unmoral will be too strict. So, there are too many unmoral actions 

but too few moral actions, which makes it too hard to be moral according to utilitarianism. 

The objection will also argue that it is too hard to choose the action that can maximize overall 

well-being. Because utilitarianism is aimed at maximizing overall well-being in the long run instead 

of the short run, people need to make predictions about which actions can benefit the most in the 

future. Such predictions can be extremely hard to make. For example, a college student is considering 

whether he should major in biology or computer science. The student chose to study biology because 

he believes that biology technology will be used in many areas in the future, and that can promote 

overall well-being in the greatest way. However, ten years later, the development of computer science 

technology on artificial intelligence can even replace all the work done by biologists, which means 

learning computer science is the better choice that can promote overall well-being. But there is no 

way for the student to know what will happen in the future so he made a “wrong” decision of his 

action, which will be considered unmoral by utilitarianism. So, it is nearly impossible to predict the 

greatest promotion of overall well-being in the long run. 

On the other hand, the objection will also point out that it is too hard to compare the amount of 

promotion each action makes. The promotion people make to overall well-being is not a specific 

number or even a countable value, instead, well-being is something abstract and cannot be measured 

in a specific way. So, it is hard to compare different promotions caused by different actions. For 

example, a businessman is considering whether to donate his property to a school or a hospital. Both 

donations can help schools or hospitals improve a lot, but there is no way to compare the promotion 

of overall well-being caused by these two donations. Since it is hard to compare the improvement of 

overall well-being, it is also hard to choose the action that can maximize overall well-being. 

4.2. Response to Possible Objection 

Utilitarianism sets up strict moral rules for people since it believes that the action that can maximize 

overall well-being is morally required, and any other actions are morally wrong. But strict moral rules 

can also be good moral rules. Even if it can be difficult to maximize overall well-being, it still sets up 

a moral standard for people’s actions, which is that people need to promote overall well-being as 

much as they can. It is true that in most cases, people cannot make the correct prediction about long-

run well-being and cannot compare the different amounts of promotion of well-being but considering 

well-being for all creatures instead of individuals and considering well-being in the long run instead 

of the short run are still significant ideas of utilitarianism. The moral rule offered by utilitarianism 

can indeed be hard to follow, and most actions of people will be considered unmoral, but it is still 

significant for people to act towards the direction and goal given by utilitarianism. The reason why 

people need moral rules is not that people need a moral rule to be “moral,” but because people need 

a moral rule that can instruct them on how to behave. 

5. Discussion 

The idea of utilitarianism makes me reflect on my lifestyle, which is unmoral according to 

utilitarianism. In the beginning, I felt disappointed in my life and my actions because they were 

unmoral according to utilitarianism. For example, I like playing video games and choose to spend 

money on them. But according to utilitarianism, I should consider the overall well-being of all people 

and animals instead of only myself. I will promote much more overall well-being if I spend time 

laboring or volunteering and donate money to people in need. I eat meat every day, which means it 

causes animals death and pain. I will promote much more overall well-being if I do not eat meat from 

animals. I am also studying abroad and paying school tuition. I will promote much more overall well-

being if I choose not to go to college but give my tuition to charity. These thoughts always confuse 
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me since it seems like every action and decision I have made in my life can have a better replacement 

that can promote more overall well-being, and that makes me feel like I am unmoral. I believe 

utilitarianism is true because it advocates for people to think and act for overall creatures instead of 

individuals, for the long run instead of the short run, and others instead of ourselves. However, my 

lifestyle contradicts utilitarianism. I want to be moral according to utilitarianism, but it is nearly 

impossible to do that. It is too hard for me to stop playing video games, stop eating meat, and stop 

studying in school. Because I realized I am unmoral according to utilitarianism and I also hardly ever 

change my actions to become moral, I felt disappointed and ashamed of myself in the beginning. 

Two perspectives can help me overcome my worries. The first way is to think about the 

improvements I can make[8]. Even if I cannot change all of my actions overnight and become a moral 

person, I can improve my morality. For example, I played fewer video games during the summer, and 

I spent more time voluntarily teaching students in middle school and helping with their schoolwork. 

I ate less meat but more vegetables and fruit in the past few months. I also worked a part-time job and 

donated all the money to a charity that helps poor families. Although I should not be considered a 

moral person by utilitarianism, I can promote much more overall well-being than I used to. I am not 

moral according to utilitarianism, but I am getting closer to being a moral person, which is positive 

and meaningful. So, this perspective vanishes my worries that I can never be a moral person and 

makes me realize my improvements are meaningful. 

Another way is to think about the promotion I can get in the long run[9]. Even if my actions result 

in fewer overall well-being promotions in the short run, I can imagine the potential overall well-being 

that I could probably promote in the future[10]. For example, I believe playing video games is a waste 

of time. But if I play video games for a short time every day to relax, it can help me change my mood 

and make me even more efficient while I am working and studying. In the long run, playing video 

games as a form of relaxation can be a good thing to do. If it can help me be more efficient in some 

ways, it should be considered a moral action. I eat meat from animals, and that can cause pain to them. 

But eating meat may also help me to be healthier and allow me to do more work that can contribute 

to the overall well-being of all creatures. It is possible that by eating meat I become a stronger person, 

and even though I cause pain to animals, I may have a greater promotion of overall well-being in the 

long run. So, eating meat from animals can also be moral in some cases. I also believe that using my 

tuition to help others in need could be an action that can maximize the overall well-being of all 

creatures, but it is also possible that after being educated in college, I will become a person who can 

help more people and promote greater overall well-being. 

6. Conclusion 

In conclusion, I believe that moral objectivism and utilitarianism are true. I agree with utilitarianism 

that people should only be concerned about the overall well-being of all creatures in the long run. 

Even though there are objections to utilitarianism, I believe it is still true since people should focus 

on improvement and think about the future. At present, there are still some limitations to the paper. 

For example, the literature cited is relatively small. In the future, more literature and facts will be 

combined to discuss this topic in more depth. 
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