
Good Sunday, everyone!  Freezing yet?  It has been a cold few days, and it’s supposed to be 
snowy and icy today, and I’m not sure what I think about it.  On one hand, I love snow, so the 
more the better, to a degree.  On the other hand, I’m kinda over the cold weather and I just want 
it to be consistently warm outside again, mostly so Conan and Asher can go outside and play 
more often!  I mean, it’s not like we’d be going outside much today, anyway - it’s Jarrod’s 
birthday!  I made him a Red Velvet cake, which is his favorite; we’re going to eat barbeque for 
dinner, which is some of his favorite food; and we’re going to watch some movies and play 
some games together as a family.  Not sure which ones, yet, but it’s going to be a fun time.  I 
hope you guys have some fun activities planned out for today, something fun to do while we’re 
stuck inside, avoiding this yucky weather. 
 
Today, I want to explore a topic I’ve been thinking about recently (yes, I tend to randomly think 
of weird topics that can be conveniently turned into lesson topics).  That topic is the age-old 
question - “Do the ends justify the means?”  A lot of you will say, “No, a good end isn’t worth it if 
you have to take a morally wrong path to get there,” others will say, “It depends on what the end 
is and what the means are,” and hopefully few to none will say, “As long as the end is worth it, 
do whatever.”  It’s almost like the trolley problem we studied a few months ago - do you pull the 
lever to end up killing one person if it means that five others will live?  If we could instantly cure 
cancer forever tomorrow, it would just require us to purposefully infect and kill 500 people to get 
the necessary data and cultures, is it a route worth taking?  We could save thousands, if not 
millions, of other lives, but is it worth relegating these 500 people to basically be sacrifices for 
the greater good?  We see stealing as bad, because a society in which we can all steal from 
each other would be utter chaos, but what if it’s a guy just trying to feed his family and can’t 
afford to buy them food?  Do we make an exception for him because breaking the rules for him 
leads to a good outcome, or do we punish him because we don’t want to set the precedent that 
it’s okay to steal if you have a reason you think is good enough?  
 
This is actually reminiscent of another point I made a bit back, the one about if it’s morally okay 
to live in a society that was built on a foundation of exploiting and/or slaughtering people by the 
thousands.  We are living in the end product of that, a society that has provided so much for so 
many people (and also taken so much from others), but was it worth it based on the means it 
took to get here?  There are a lot of advancements in medicine and science that have greatly 
propelled our society forward and increased the standard of living we mostly take for granted 
today that are based on atrocities that German and Japanese scientists perpetrated during 
World War 2.  Is it okay to utilize the advances, which have greatly helped us, if the means of 
getting them was through the torture and/or murder of tens, if not hundreds, of thousands of 
unwilling subjects?  Where do we draw the line on a mean that was justified by its end?  How 
good the end result was regardless of how we got there?  That the means weren’t “that bad”, 
even if the end result doesn’t turn out to be very useful?  Can we end up with many useful end 
results if we don’t do some shady stuff on the way there?  Can we truly make an omelette 
without breaking a few eggs?  So many treatments and antidotes we have for diseases were 
discovered by finding someone with said disease (or purposefully infecting them with it) and just 
letting them suffer with it while doctors just observed and/or tried various things until something 
seemed to work, even if these early “treatments” caused great pain and suffering to the sick. 



Where do you draw the line?  Where should we, as a society, draw the line?  Is it a line that we 
should be retroactively drawing, looking to not promote something that was achieved through 
ghastly means?  With the example I gave earlier about the 500 people being killed, is it more 
unethical to purposefully kill those people or to let many more people die when a solution is right 
in front of you?  It doesn’t have to be anything so dramatic - if lying to someone close to you will 
expedite a process that will lead to a favorable outcome, is it worth it?  If Jarrod knows that 
something is wrong with the water heater, is it okay for him to lie to me about it so I won’t ask 
him questions about the situation and potentially slow down the process of getting it fixed?  Is it 
okay to disregard my feelings on the issue if it will get it fixed a bit faster?  These are the kinds 
of situations you’ll find yourselves in many times in your life, and you’ll have to determine 
whether the ends really are worth the means - an easier path you see as necessary at the cost 
of hurting someone you care about.  When you’re faced with the choice of two paths, how will 
you answer the question, “Which path is one that will be justified by the destination?” 
 
That’s all for today, folks.  Like I said, this was something I’d been mulling over a bit for the last 
few days, and I think it’s a question always worth examining.  It’s kind of a fundamental question 
of philosophy, and how you end up answering it will reveal stuff about you and how you view the 
world.  I know I certainly discovered a few things about myself as I thought about various 
scenarios, and no, I didn’t come to the realization that I’m an evil mastermind in training.  I found 
that out years ago.  I’m probably joking about that.  Anyway, go drink a cup of hot chocolate, 
find something fun and warm to do, keep your hands washed, wear your masks, and we’ll meet 
back up here next week.  Take care. 


