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Course Description:

What makes an action right? How should one live? What kind of person should one be? How are
individual morality and social justice connected?
Ethical theory can inform our understanding of moral issues and relationships. This course introduces
students to a variety of topics in both theoretical and applied ethics, focusing primarily on ideas
from the western analytic tradition. No previous knowledge of philosophy is assumed.
Topics may include:

• ethical relativism

• moral character and right action

• major ethical theories:

— consequentialism/utilitarianism
— deontological/Kantian ethics
— virtue ethics

• social justice

• resistance and respect

• moral psychology

• feminist ethics

• particular social or political issues

The course draws on examples from fiction and non-fiction to illustrate the theoretical positions
discussed and students are encouraged to draw further examples from their own experience.

Goals:

By the end of this course, you should

understand a selection of views regarding:
• what individual morality requires;
• what social justice requires;
• what moral obligations, if any, individuals have to pursue social justice;
• how an individual’s morality and behaviour affect social institutions and community beliefs;
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• how social institutions and community beliefs affect an individual’s morality;
• to what extent, if any, social institutions should be designed to support and encourage individual

morality;
be able to:
• critically read and analyse a philosophical text;
• reconstruct an argument;
• critically evaluate an argument;
• give reasons both for and against an argument;
• formulate and defend a philosophical thesis;
• constructively discuss philosophical ideas with others.

Library and Computer Accounts:

As the course proceeds, we will draw on a number of resources, including the paper and electronic
resources available through the university, publicly accessible internet sources and photocopies. All
students should therefore acquire both computer accounts and library cards as soon as possible.
Application forms for student computer accounts are available from the Centre for Lifelong Learning.
These can take up to a fortnight to process, so please complete this step as soon as possible.

Accreditation and Funding:

This is an accredited course. The guidelines anticipate that students will study for 80–100 hours for
a 10 credit module such as this one, including class contact time and activities outside the classroom.
Students taking the course as a free-standing module should ensure that I am aware of this and
that I have your full details as you are not included on the pre-printed register and the paperwork
necessary for reporting assessment will not be automatically generated. Please also ensure that you
provide me with a current email address, telephone number and postal address so that you can be
contacted if necessary. I do not have these and the Centre may not have them if your home school
registered you directly.
I strongly encourage all students to attempt one of the assessment options. Even if you are not
personally concerned with gaining the credits available, there are at least two reasons to participate.
The first and most important reason is that the weekly responses, in particular, are designed as an
integral part of the course and will form the basis for a class discussion of the week’s question or
prompt. Responding to the prompt should enhance your understanding of the week’s reading and
enable you to get the most out of the class discussions. I hope that they will prove an enjoyable and
stimulating part of the course.
Unfortunately, the second reason is less pedagogically inspiring. Until recently, the entire future of
the humanities programme at the Centre was in question. Indeed, all humanities courses were in
fact cut two years ago and the current programme is significantly less extensive than the previous
one. The viability of the Centre in general, and the humanities programme in particular, depends on
students attempting assessment. This is a consequence of national educational funding policy. The
Centre relies on two primary sources of income to fund choices: student fees and hefcw funding.
We receive no hefcw funds for students who do not attempt assessment.
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Course Requirements:

either

• 5 weekly responses (300–400 words each)

— I will assign a question or prompt most weeks and ask you to write a brief response. These
will be used as a resource in the course of discussion. All students are welcome to submit
these for comment.

— Provided responses are submitted before the relevant class discussion, students who wish
to do so may revise them in the light of my comments and class discussion and resubmit
them later in the course but this is not a requirement.

— Responses are welcome at any time before the final deadline but may not be revised and
resubmitted if the class has already discussed the topic.

— If more than 5 responses are submitted, the best 5 will be considered for assessment
purposes.

— Responses should be in a reasonable font and double-spaced1.
— Two copies of each response should be printed so that one can be submitted and the other

retained for use during class.

or

• Final paper (1,500–2,000 words)

— A draft should be submitted in advance and will be returned with comments to help you
prepare the final version.

— A list of suggested topics will be circulated. Students who prefer to choose their own
topics should discuss this with me in advance.

— Students who are considering writing a paper are strongly encouraged to complete as
many weekly responses as possible.

Please keep copies of all work submitted.

Help with Referencing:

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting citations
and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at http:
//www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.
The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will
be happy to answer any further questions you may have.

1. If you are unable to print your work for any reason, please let me know so that we can discuss alternative
arrangements.
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Environment:

If something occurs which you feel negatively affected your ability to learn, please do not hesitate
to discuss the matter with me. If you have any disability which may affect your ability to succeed
in the class, please discuss the matter with me as soon as possible. I will be happy to discuss any
accommodations you may require.

Provisional Class Schedule

This schedule is tentative and will almost certainly require modification depending on the pace
at which we cover the material. I would also like to adapt the topics and readings in the light of
students’ interests. If you would like to see a particular topic included, please let me know.
If you wish to buy one, a copy of Pojman (2004) will make things very convenient2. Many, though
not all, readings are included in this anthology. In some cases, the anthology contains an excerpt.
If so, reading this extract is sufficient if cited as an option in the schedule. Because the text is
rather expensive and because the library is unlikely to provide copies for everybody, I have tried to
provide alternative sources for readings. Where alternative sources are given for a reading,
you need only obtain one of the alternates listed. The alternatives are obviously somewhat
less convenient than the anthologised versions since they are not all in one place and they are not
typically excerpts so that they are sometimes slightly longer.
Whether you have a copy of the anthology or not, you will need a library/computer
account in order to access certain readings. Occasionally, I will circulate copies of readings
which are not otherwise readily available.
All readings are designated as key, useful, additional or optional:

key: These are the most important. Generally, you will find it difficult to follow the class if
you have not read the key readings for that week.

useful: These generally support or extend the key readings. You will generally get more out of
the key readings if you are able to read these as well.

additional: These are extras. If you have time to read these as well, they will further enhance
your understanding or provide further examples illustrating the theories we are discussing.

optional: These are generally only available in Pojman (2004). They are mostly introductions
written by the editor. As such, they are generally short and potentially helpful. If you have
the anthology, you may find it helpful to begin by reading such chapter introductions. They
are, however, very far from being essential. I will assume that you do not have access to these.
For some sections, I will distribute introductory handouts in advance. Reading these should
more than compensate for any lack of Pojman’s chapter introductions.

I would be happy to provide additional reading suggestions upon request.

2. Note, however, that the edition cited here is not the one currently available. Page numbers and contents may
differ somewhat if you have a different edition. If you have a choice, buy the second edition which is cited here. This
should also be much cheaper than the current one.
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§1 The Nature of the Beast: Questions, Arguments & Ethics
Week 1: 1 Feb §1.1 General Introduction

What is ethics?
§1.2 Essential Philosophical/Logical Concepts
Philosophical Bootcamp
Validity Workshop

§2 Morality, Society & Survival
Week 2: 8 Feb §2.1 Psychological Egoism & the Social Contract

optional Louis P. Pojman, introduction (Pojman 2004, 1–7)
useful William Golding, ‘Lord of the Flies: A Moral

Allegory’
(Pojman 2004, 8–31)

or Lord of the Flies3 (Golding 1954, ch. 4 p. 59;
pp. 67–72; ch. 5 p. 85, p. 88;
ch. 11 pp. 162–173; ch. 12
pp. 173–175 pp. 187–192)

additional Charles Colson, ‘The Volunteer at Auschwitz:
Altruism’

(Pojman 2004, 550–556)

or Being the Body (Colson and Vaughn 2004,
348–357)

additional Philip Hallie, ‘From Cruelty to Goodness’ (Pojman 2004, 92–107)
or ‘From Cruelty to Goodness’ (Hallie 1981)

additional Tim Carroll, ‘A Haven from Hitler’ (Carroll 2006)
key Thomas Hobbes, ‘On the State of Nature’4 (Pojman 2004, 41–52)

or Leviathan: Part I: Man56 (Hobbes 2010/2015, ch. 13;
ch. 14 pars. 1–13, 18–20;
ch. 15 pars. 1–3)

or Leviathan: Part I: Man7 (Hobbes 1651, references as
above)

3. Note that although the chapter numbers should be correct, page numbering will depend on the particular edition.
The excerpts in Pojman (2004) are connected by brief explanations and summaries. Some familiarity with the overall
story and characters will be useful if you are reading excerpts from the novel itself. If you have not read the novel
before, a plot summary such as the one at http://www.sparknotes.com/lit/flies/summary.html may be of some
help.

4. Excerpts from the original 1651 text.
5. References are by chapter and paragraph number which should enable you to find the relevant passages in any

version of the text although you may need to count the paragraphs in older editions.
6. This is an updated version of the text which may be easier to understand. Details of modifications are at

http://www.earlymoderntexts.com/f_how.html.
7. This is the original 1651 text.
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§3 Consequentialism
Week 3: 15 Feb §3.1 Classical Hedonism & its Critics

optional Louis P. Pojman, introduction (Pojman 2004, 227–228)
key ‘Seaman Holmes and the Longboat of the

William Brown, Reported by John William
Wallace’

(Pojman 2004, 229–230)

or United States vs. Holmes, Reported by
John William Wallace

(Wallace 1842)

§3.2 Utilitarianism
key Aldous Huxley, ‘The Utilitarian Social Engin-

eer and the Savage’
(Pojman 2004, 272–293)

or Brave New World (Huxley 1960, chs. 15–17)
key John Stuart Mill, ‘What Utilitarianism Is’ (Mill 1861, ch. 2)

—, ‘Of the Ultimate Sanction of the Principle
of Utility’

(Mill 1861, ch. 3)

Week 4: 22 Feb §3.2 Utilitarianism cont.
key John Stuart Mill, ‘What Utilitarianism Is’ (Mill 1861, ch. 2)

—, ‘Of the Ultimate Sanction of the Principle
of Utility’

(Mill 1861, ch. 3)

§3.3 On Walking Away & Plugging In, with Guest Appearances by Jim &
George

key Ursula Le Guin, ‘The Ones Who Walk Away
from Omelas’

(Pojman 2004, 265–271)

or ‘The Ones Who Walk Away from Om-
elas’

(Le Guin 1975)

key Robert Nozick, ‘The Experience Machine’ (Pojman 2004, 644–647)
or ‘The Experience Machine’ (Nozick 1974, 42–45)

useful Bernard Williams, ‘Against Utilitarianism’ (Pojman 2004, 252–264)
or ‘A Critique of Utilitarianism’ (Williams 1973, § 3 pp. 95–96;

97–100; § 4 pp. 100–104; §5
pp. 108–109; 112–118)

§4 Deontological Theories
Week 5: 29 Feb §4.1 “A Shining Jewel” & The Categorical Imperative

key Immanuel Kant, ‘The Moral Law’ (Pojman 2004, 297–306)
or Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-

als8
(Kant Groundwork of the
metaphysics of morals (1785),
AK 4:389, 4:393–401)

8. The abbreviation AK refers to the Berlin Academy Edition of Kant’s complete works. Better quality translations
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or Fundamental Principles of the Meta-
physic of Morals9

(Kant 2008, 3, 8–17)

§4.2 FUL: Universalisation, Hedgehogs & The Green Cross Code
key Immanuel Kant, ‘The Moral Law’ (Pojman 2004, 306–313)

or Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als

(Kant Groundwork of the
metaphysics of morals (1785),
AK 4:402–403, 4:408–409,
4:411–412, 4:419–424)

or Fundamental Principles of the Meta-
physic of Morals

(Kant 2008, 18–20, 25–26, 29–
30, 38–44)

— Reading week —

Week 6: 14 Mar §4.3 FHEI: Persons, Hedgehogs & Hospitals
key Immanuel Kant, ‘The Moral Law’ (Pojman 2004, 314–315)

or Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als

(Kant Groundwork of the
metaphysics of morals (1785)
4:428–429, 4:432–433)

or Fundamental Principles of the Meta-
physic of Morals

(Kant 2008, 48–50, 54)

useful Maya Angelou, ‘Graduation’ (Pojman 2004, 653–665)
or ‘Graduation’ (Angelou 1969)

§4.4 Oppression, Exclusion & Our Duties to Hedgehogs
key Susan Glaspell, A Jury of Her Peers (Pojman 2004, 356–370)

or Trifles (Glaspell 2004)
key Immanuel Kant, ‘We Have Only Indirect Du-

ties to Animals’
(Pojman 2004, 859–861)

or ‘Duties to Animals and Spirits’ (Kant 1977, 239–41)

include these references in the margins. If you have such a translation, you can use these references to locate the
relevant passages even if the translation or pagination differs from the particular one cited here.

9. Either the translation or the transcription contains a glaring error in the first sentence of the first passage
assigned here. The first sentence should read:

As my concern here is with moral philosophy, I limit the question suggested to this: Whether it
is not of the utmost necessity to construct a pure moral philosophy, perfectly cleared of everything
which is only empirical, and which belongs to anthropology?
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§5 Virtue Ethics
Week 7: 21 Mar §5.1 Living Well

optional Louis P. Pojman, introduction (Pojman 2004, 388–389)
useful Aristotle, ‘Virtue Ethics’ (Pojman 2004, 407–423)

or Nicomachean Ethics10 (Aristotle Nicomachean ethics,
I. 1–2 (1094a1–1094b12); I. 4
(1095a14–1095a30); I. 5
(1095b15–1096a10); I. 7
(1097a15–1098a21); I. 13
(1102a5–1102a7,
1102a14–1102a18); II. 1–3
(1103a15–1104b13); II. 4–6
(1105a17–1107a27); II. 8–9
(1108b11–1109b27))

or Nicomachean Ethics (Aristotle 1934b, references as
above)

key Philippa Foot, ‘Virtues and Vices’ (Foot 2002)
§5.2 Virtues & Vices

useful Victor Hugo, ‘The Bishop and the Candle-
sticks’

(Pojman 2004, 390–407)

or Les Misérables (Hugo 2008, book 2 chs. 3–5,
10–12)

useful Leo Tolstoy, ‘How Much Land Does a Man
Need?’

(Pojman 2004, 464–478)

or ‘How Much Land Does a Man Need?’ (Tolstoy 2004)

§6 Reality, Resistance & Respect
Week 8: 28 Mar §6.1 Stoicism & Suffering

key Epictetus et. al., ‘The Stoic Catechism’ (Pojman 2004, 500–512)
or Marcus Aurelius, Meditations11 (Aurelius 2001, II. 5)
and Seneca , ‘Epistle 70: On the Proper

Time to Slip the Cable’
(Seneca 1917/1925, 57–59)

and Epictetus, Enchiridion (Epictetus 1934a, chs. 1–3;
5–6; 8–13; 15–17; 19–24;
26–30; 33–35; 37–38; 41–44;
48; 50–52)

10. Citations refer to book, chapter and standard “bekker” page/line numbering of the original Greek. These bekker
references are approximate due to differences between Greek and English syntax. Better quality translations include
these references in the margins. If you have such a translation, you can use them to locate the relevant passages even
if the translation or pagination differs from the particular one cited here.

11. Citations refer to book and paragraph number. Theoretically, this should allow you to find the correct passage
in any translation and edition. However, translations do not always seem to agree. For example, Project Gutenberg’s
edition does not agree with the Harvard Classics edition cited here.
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or Enchiridion (Epictetus 1934b, references
as above)

useful James Stockdale, ‘The World of Epictetus:
Courage and Endurance’

(Pojman 2004, 521–535)

or The World of Epictetus (Stockdale 2006, 7–21)
additional Bertrand Russell, ‘Reflections on Suffering’ (Pojman 2004, 547–549)

or ‘Principia Mathematica’ (Russell 1967b, 220–221)
and ‘What I Have Lived For’ (Russell 1967a)

30 Mar Paper draft due by noon (if applicable).

— Easter break —

Week 9: 25 Apr §6.2 Autonomy & Respect
additional Martin Luther King Jr., ‘I Have a Dream’ (Pojman 2004, 649–653)

or ‘I Have a Dream’ (King 1963)
key A Class Divided (Peters 1985, online

documentary)
key Thomas E. Hill Jr., ‘Servility and Self-

Respect’
(Pojman 2004, 691–702)

or ‘Servility and Self-Respect’ (Hill 1973)

§7 Situation, Attribution & Character
Week 10: 2 May §7.1 Situationism & Individual Morality

key Stanley Milgram, ‘An Experiment in
Autonomy’

(Pojman 2004, 666–679)

or ‘The Perils of Obedience’ (Milgram 1973)
useful Philip G. Zimbardo, ‘The Stanford Prison

Experiment’
(Zimbardo 1999–2005, online
slide-show and more)

additional Martin Gansberg, ‘Moral Cowardice’ (Pojman 2004, 486–489)
or ‘38 Who Saw Murder Didn’t Call Po-

lice’
(Gansberg 1964)

4 May Paper and/or prompt responses due by noon.
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The Nature of the Beast
Philosophical Bootcamp





Validity Workshop

“Deductively valid” and “deductively invalid” are technical philosophical terms and it is important
that you come to understand them. They are used to describe arguments, so first we need an answer
to the question, “What is an argument?”.

An argument is a set (or group) of sentences. One of the sentences is the conclusion of
the argument and the other sentences are premises. The premises are supposed to support the
conclusion. The conclusion is the claim the argument is trying to convince you of.

An argument is deductively valid if, and only if, if the premises are all true then the
conclusion must be true as well. In other words, an argument is deductively valid if, and only
if, the conclusion follows from the premises and it is not possible for the premises to all be true and
the conclusion false. An argument is deductively invalid if, and only if, it is not deductively valid.

Two methods for showing an argument is deductively invalid:

1. Describe a possible situation in which the premises of the argument are true, but
the conclusion is false. If you can do this, the argument is deductively invalid.

2. Find another argument with the same form where the premises are true, in the
actual world, and the conclusion is false, in the actual world. If you can do this, the
argument is deductively invalid.

Although this worksheet is about deductive validity, it helps to introduce a contrasting term.
An argument is deductively sound if, and only if, it is deductively valid and all its
premises are true. A deductively valid argument, as we’ll see, can still be rubbish. This is because
it may start from false, even ridiculous assumptions. To be good a (deductive) argument must be
deductively sound.

It follows that there are two ways in which an argument can be deductively unsound (ie bad).
That is, deductive argument can go wrong in two different ways and it’s important, when you raise
an objection to an argument, to be clear which kind of problem you are raising. Here are the two
ways:

1. The argument is deductively unsound because it is deductively invalid. That is,
there’s something wrong with the logic — the conclusion doesn’t ‘follow’.

2. The argument is deductively unsound because one (or more) of the premises is
false.

If you can show either that a (deductive) argument is deductively invalid or that one of its
premises are false, you’ve shown it’s bad — you’ve shown this argument gives you no reason, by
itself, to accept its conclusion.
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Exercise 1

Decide whether each of the following arguments is deductively valid or deductively invalid:

(1) 1. Some Republicans are conservative.
2. Some conservatives dislike Bill Clinton.

3. Some Republicans dislike Bill Clinton.

(Be careful. Don’t conclude that the argument is deductively valid just because the premises and
the conclusion all happen to be true in the actual world. Use the definition and procedures above.)

(2) 1. Some dogs are animals.
2. Some animals have hooves.

3. Some dogs have hooves.

(Note that this argument has the same form as (1). What does this mean?)

(3) 1. If you’re in Chapel Hill, then you’re in North Carolina.
2. You’re in Chapel Hill.

3. You’re in North Carolina.

(For the purposes of these exercises, assume that ‘Chapel Hill’ refers to exactly one place and that
that place is in North Carolina.)

(4) 1. If you’re in Chapel Hill, then you’re in North Carolina.
2. You’re in North Carolina.

3. You’re in Chapel Hill.

(Question: what is the difference in structure between (3) and (4). Why does it matter?)

(5) 1. Pornography causes sexual violence.
2. This material caused sexual violence.

3. This material is pornography.

(6) 1. Gunshots to the brain cause death.
2. This event caused death.

3. This event was a gunshot to the brain.
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Exercise 2

Go back and, for each argument considered in the previous exercise, decide whether it is deductively
sound or deductively unsound.

Exercise 3

Supply a premise or premises to make the following arguments deductively valid. Don’t worry about
whether the premises you add are true, or even plausible. Just make each argument deductively
valid.

(1) 1. Abortion is the killing of a human being.
2. ????

3. Abortion is murder.

(2) 1. A woman has a right to control her own body.
2. ????

3. A woman has the right to an abortion.

(3) 1. Abortion is immoral.
2. ????

3. Abortion should be illegal.

(4) 1. People have a right to disagree about the morality of abortion.
2. ????

3. There should be no laws prohibiting abortion.

Exercise 4

Go back and, for each argument completed in the previous exercise, decide whether it is deductively
sound or deductively unsound.
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Exercise 5

Give an example of an argument of each of the following types:

(1) Deductively invalid, all true premises, true conclusion.

1.

(2) Deductively invalid, one or more false premises, true conclusion.

1.

(3) Deductively valid, all false premises, false conclusion.

1.

Exercise 6

Go back and, for each argument constructed in the previous exercise, decide whether it is deductively
sound or deductively unsound.
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Prompt 1: Morality, Society & Survival 1 of 2

One of the premises of Thomas Hobbes’s argument in Leviathan is psychological egoism. This
is the view that all human beings act so as to further what they perceive as their own,
individual best interests, insofar as they are able to do so. Some of our experiences and
some literature may illustrate this idea. For example, descriptions of Nazi concentration camps or
William Golding’s Lord of the flies. Other experiences and literature may suggest that psychological
egoism is false. Altruism involves acting for the sake of something other than one’s own, individual
best interests. If at least some people are capable of acting altruistically at least some of the time,
then Hobbes’s premise is wrong. Any of the additional readings (from Hallie, Carroll or Colson) may
offer food for thought but you can probably think of plenty of examples of your own.

In order to defend his theory, then, Hobbes needs to explain how examples of apparent altruism
are consistent with psychological egoism. To do this, he needs to explain how cases of apparent
altruism could fail to be cases of genuine altruism. That is, he needs to explain how self-interest
could motivate people to perform apparently altruistic acts.

Briefly describe one example of (apparent) altruism and suggest one way in which Hobbes might
explain it consistently with psychological egoism.

You may be tempted to pick an “easy” case which is relatively easy for Hobbes to explain. It is
better, however, to pick the strongest possible candidate — that is, the best example of possible
altruism you can think of — even though this will make the second part of the assignment harder.
This is because you are trying to help Hobbes here and Hobbes needs to defend his theory against
the strongest possible objections. To put this another way: if you’ve got a good potential example of
altruism, it should be relatively difficult to explain it consistently with Hobbes’s view. So if it seems
too easy, you may need to rethink your example.

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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Condition of human beings in the State of Nature

1. A human being will always do what she thinks is best for herself. [Psychological egoism]

2. In the State of Nature, a human being who cannot obtain what she thinks is good for her
otherwise, will think it best for her to fight for it if she can.

3. Human beings are all strong and smart enough to fight each other. [Equality]

4. In the State of Nature, a human being who cannot obtain what she thinks is good for her
otherwise, will fight others for it. (From 1, 2, 3.)

5. Human beings think satisfying their desires for food, shelter, water etc. is good for them.

6. There is not enough food, shelter, water etc. to satisfy the desires of all human beings. [Scarcity]

7. A human being will either have less food, shelter, water etc. than she desires or she will have
enough but there will be others who do not. (From 6.)

8. In the State of Nature, if she has less, then she will fight others. (From 4, 5.)

9. In the State of Nature, if she has enough, then others will attack (fight) her. (From 4, 5, 7.)

10. In the State of Nature, human beings think it is best for them to fight back when attacked
and/or to fight others who may otherwise attack them.

11. In the State of Nature, if she has enough, then she will fight others. (From 9, 10.)

12. In the State of Nature, human beings will fight each other. [War of all against all] (From 7, 8,
11.)

This covers two of the three motives Hobbes refers to as resulting in a state of continual war in the
State of Nature (Hobbes 1651, part 1 ch. 13 par. 6):

1. “competition”: people will fight over the scarce resources available in the world to meet their
needs and satisfy their desires;

2. “diffidence”: people will fight each other because they cannot trust others not to attack them
in order to get any stuff they hold and/or to make use of them;

Both motives arise from human beings’ pursuit of their own best interests together with some
plausible assumptions about the kinds of things people will believe to be in their best interests:
enough food and water; shelter from the cold, rain or sun; etc. Hobbes’s commitment to psychological
egoism means that all human beings will share these motives. The third motive Hobbes cites is a
little different because it seems to be making an additional psychological claim:

3. “glory”: people will fight those who do not show them sufficient respect both to exact revenge
for perceived slights and to teach others by making an example of the offenders.
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Hobbes concludes that the State of Nature will involve a continual war of every person against every
other person. Nobody will be secure because nobody will be able to trust others not to attack her.
Nobody will spend time building things or gaining knowledge because the fruits of her labours would
be taken from her by others keen to reap the benefits without having put in the work. “Worst of all,”
there will be “continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty,
brutish, and short.” (Hobbes 1651, part 1 ch. 13 par. 9)

The Social Contract, commonwealth and Leviathan

Because things are bad for everybody in the State of Nature, everybody has a reason to agree
to a Social Contract provided that others do likewise. Remember that everyone is a psychological
egoist on Hobbes’s view. They will act in their own best interests. They are also rational and are
therefore capable of understanding, making and keeping agreements with each other. The Social
Contract involves each person agreeing to give up some of her freedom provided that others do the
same. The idea is that having secure rights to some things is better than having insecure rights to
everything. Consider food. In the State of Nature, you have a right to all the food in the world.
However, everybody else has the same right so you must fight to acquire or keep food for yourself.
If you spend hours gathering food and storing it for the winter, you are a fool because others will
simply come and take the food you’ve put by. It would be better, then, to give up the right to all
the food in the world if by doing so you could secure your right to some food — the food you’ve
grown, harvested or stored yourself, say. Others are in the same position. So everybody agrees to
keep to rules which ensure everybody some rights. So long as everybody obeys the rules, people
won’t have to fight for the rights the rules give them. You won’t have to defend your harvest or sit
awake all night guarding your grain store.

Unfortunately, there’s a catch. Why should people keep the rules when they don’t want to? If I
think your grain looks good and I get together with some other people who think the same, what is
to stop us from overpowering or killing you and enjoying the fruits of your labour? Hobbes says that
“nothing is more easily broken than a man’s word” (Hobbes 1651, part 1 ch. 14 par. 7). The only way
to stop psychological egoists from breaking the rules is to make sure it is not in their interests to do
so. This means that the Social Contract will only work if there is somebody to enforce a system
of punishments sufficiently harsh to deter people from breaking the rules. People therefore agree
to obey a sovereign — the Leviathan — who will rule the commonwealth and guarantee the Social
Contract.

With the Leviathan comes civil society, law and justice. In the State of Nature, there is no such
thing as justice or injustice, right or wrong. There is no property. Everybody is entitled to everything,
even to the bodies and lives of other people. People have no reason to keep their agreements or
promises. Indeed, agreements and promises are not valid in the State of Nature. Once the Leviathan
is in place to guarantee that those who break the law will be punished, justice and injustice, right
and wrong begin. Justice consists in obeying the law and keeping valid agreements. Injustice consists
in disobeying the law and breaking valid contracts.
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The term consequentialism applies to a number of theories, all of which claim that the moral value
of actions depends only on their consequences.

Utilitarianism is a form of consequentialism which holds that the right thing to do is always that
action which will result in the greatest happiness or utility — that is, the action which will maximise
pleasure and minimise pain. In calculating pleasures and pains, one includes all pleasures and pains
— those of oneself and one’s family count no more, and no less, than those of other members of one’s
community and strangers in distant countries. Utilitarianism is clearly and completely impartial.

Classical hedonism is a form of utilitarianism which considers only the quantity of happiness an
action will produce. In contrast, Mill’s utilitarianism tries to accommodate the value of such things
as the pleasures resulting from great art, intellectual pursuits and liberty. Mill’s theory recognises
qualitative, and not just quantitative, differences between pleasures. To quote Mill, “better a Socrates
dissatisfied than a pig satisfied” (1979).

Act utilitarians argue that each individual act should be assessed in this way. So, on any occasion,
the right act is that act which will result in the most utility. Mill’s theory is an example of act
utilitarianism. In contrast, rule utilitarians argue, instead, that rules should be assessed in this way.
Acts are then assessed according to whether they obey the rules or not.

To see the difference, consider the following scenario. It seems that stealing will generally result
in a loss of utility. So, we are justified in making a rule that nobody must ever steal. Now, suppose
that you desperately need a textbook for class. However, it is extremely expensive — so expensive,
that you just cannot afford it as well as food or rent. (You come from a very poor background and
money from your job and most of your financial aid has been sent home and spent on your ailing
mother’s medical care.) There is no way for you to obtain the money. You’ve been studying so hard
you have nobody to borrow money off etc. You know you’ll fail the course without the book and be
forced to leave college. You’ve almost finished the classes you need to begin practical training as
a doctor and, moreover, you will make an excellent doctor and probably save many people. Plus,
you’ll be able to help your family out more. Should you steal the book, if you can get away with it?

The rule utilitarian must say you should not — because it breaks a rule and that rule is morally
justified. The act utilitarian, who looks at the individual cases one-by-one will say you should steal
the book.

It’s worth noting that consequentialist theories are theories of how to assess actions. They are
not necessarily theories about how one ought to decide what to do. It won’t always be best to spend
the time thinking about it — better rush in and save the child before the fire gets any worse!

Our question in this section is:
is consequentialism (of some kind) acceptable as an ethical theory

or
do all versions face insurmountable problems?
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Prompt 2

Read John Wallace’s account of the incident involving Seaman Holmes on the long boat of the
William Brown (1842). Now think about how an act utilitarian might assess Holmes’s actions.

Briefly explain how an act utilitarian might assess Holmes’s actions on the long boat. Would an act
utilitarian think he acted in a morally acceptable way? Why or why not?

Don’t worry about the details of any particular account of ‘utility’, such as Mill’s. We’ll talk
about that in class. Just try to think through the sorts of considerations which might be relevant to
assessing Holmes’s actions according to act utilitarianism broadly conceived.

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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Theories for Humans and Theories for Swine
Bentham, Mill and the Epicureans

Mill’s theory is very similar to Bentham’s in its essentials. Like Bentham’s theory, it is a form of
consequentialism. This means that, when assessing actions, whether an action is right or wrong depends
solely on its consequences. More specifically, both theories are forms of act utilitarianism. That is,
Bentham and Mill agree that what matters to the moral rightness or wrongness of a particular action are
the consequences of that particular act and that what matters about those consequences is the utility or
happiness (pleasure pain) which that specific action causes.

Like Bentham (Pojman 2004, 234), Mill does not regard his theory as providing a decision procedure
— that is, he doesn’t think that you should always work out what to do by thinking about his method. This
is because doing so won’t necessarily have the best consequences. This is why Bentham can’t avoid the Brave
New World objection by pointing out that people wouldn’t be using his method or weighing consequences —
the theory isn’t designed to be a decision procedure at all. It is simply a method of evaluating actions. Mill
takes a similar position.

Mill’s theory is probably the best known form of act utilitarianism. Unlike Bentham, Mill is not arguing
for classical hedonism. Mill’s theory is a refinement of Bentham’s and is closer to the theories held by
contemporary utilitarians. In laying out his theory, Mill tried to respond to the criticisms which had been
levelled at Bentham’s theory. Ask yourself this: does he succeed? Are there other criticisms which one
might make of Mill’s theory which he cannot reply to?

This handout picks out some of the main points Mill makes in chapters 2 and 3 of Utilitarianism. It is
intended to give you some help getting clear about the text — it does not cover everything.

‘Principle of Utility’ and the ‘Greatest Happiness Principle’

‘The Principle of Utility’ or ‘The Greatest Happiness Principle’ is the standard by which actions are to
be judged (Mill 1861, 7). This states that an action is right iff1 it is the action which will produce the
greatest utility or happiness.

utility = happiness
= pleasure − pain

greatest utility = maximal pleasure + minimal pain

Nothing matters morally except happiness. That is, happiness is all that is valuable as an ‘end in itself’.
Other things are only valuable insofar as they can help obtain happiness.

This is an objective test. If an action is right, it’s right. It doesn’t matter which ‘point of view’ you consider
it from.

When considering whether an act is right, you look just at that act, in those circumstances. So, stealing
might be right in some cases and wrong in others. It all depends on the particular case at hand, as it
does for Bentham.

For both Bentham and Mill, when assessing an action, one takes the happiness of everyone affected into
account and nobody’s happiness counts more than anybody else’s. So, the happiness of a stranger several
thousand miles away counts no more, and no less, than one’s own happiness or that of one’s child.

For Mill, as for Bentham, one considers all the options. Not doing something can be just as wrong as doing
something, if the consequences are the same. E.g. not saving a person’s life is just as bad as murdering
that person, other things being equal.

1. “if, and only, if”
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So far, this looks pretty much like classical hedonism, but all pleasures are not equal!! Bentham
distinguished only differences in the quantity of different pleasures. Mill thinks quantitative differences
are important, but qualitative differences also count. This means that some kinds of pleasure are more
valuable than others.

In comparing the consequences of 2 actions, one must also take into consideration qualitative (not just
quantitative) differences between pleasures and pains. To decide which of two pleasures is the more
valuable, you ask a panel of ‘competent judges’ (Mill 1861, 8–12).

Competent judges are those who have experienced both of the pleasures being compared. These are experts
on the pleasures in question and must have experienced both.

The panel’s judgement that A is to be preferred to B then counts iff:
1. they aren’t influenced by the thought that one pleasure is more moral than the other;
2. they would not give up A for any amount of B;
3. they are not influenced by considerations of cost, safety or how long the pleasures will last;
4. they prefer A, even if A is accompanied by more ‘discontent’ than B.

Each competent judge decides, within the constraints specified, which of the two pleasures she prefers. One
then looks to see which pleasure the panel (or a majority of the panel) prefers and concludes that that
pleasure is more valuable.

Mill thinks that, generally, more ‘intellectual’ pleasures are of more value than more ‘physical’ pleasures —
“better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a
fool satisfied” (Mill 1861, 10).

The Epicureans and the ‘Doctrine of swine’

The Epicureans were the hedonists of the ancient world.
Standard objection to the Epicureans and Bentham’s theory: they recommend a good way for swine to

live, but not people (Mill 1861, 7). They recommend a life of bodily pleasures — gluttony, mindless sex,
drugs, rolling around in the mud. . .

The standard response: intellectual pleasures are cheaper, safer and can be enjoyed throughout life; whereas
the physical pleasures are more expensive, more dangerous and more transient (Mill 1861, 8).

Mill doesn’t rest content with this and for good reason. If these are the only reasons to favour intellectual
pleasures, then Brave New World still looks good — because bodily pleasures, there, are safe, cheap and
permanent.

Mill responds by distinguishing kinds of pleasures. (See above: test uses competent judges.)

Two objections

Objection: “it’s impossible” (Mill 1861, 12). That is, human beings cannot be happy or, at least, it isn’t
possible for most of them to be happy most of the time.
Response: Mill says this rests on a misunderstanding of ‘happiness’ (Mill 1861, 12–13). It’s not about

constant euphoria or joy. ‘Happiness’ need not be construed like that. Even if most human beings
cannot enjoy a preponderance of this sort of happiness, it would at least be possible to mitigate and
minimise the amount of misery in the world and so the Principle of Utility would still be a good one
(Mill 1861, 12).

Further objection: “People wouldn’t be content with just that kind of happiness!” (Mill 1861, 13)
Response: Mill argues that people seem content with less and, moreover, it’s not that little. Everyone

should be able to experience a mix of “tranquillity and excitement” (Mill 1861, 13).
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Causes of unhappiness: social conditions; selfishness; lack of “mental cultivation” — education, use of
intellect etc. (Mill 1861, 13–15)

Objection: virtue requires sacrifice2 (Mill 1861, 12). Human beings can and should renounce happiness.
Response: see next section.

Is it opposed to Christianity/other religious faith?

Objection: one objection is, basically, the divine command theory (Mill 1861, 21). This is the view that
something is morally right/wrong because god commands/forbids it.

Response: Mill responds that if his theory is right, then there won’t be a conflict between faith and his
theory. This is because any (good) god will be a utilitarian and won’t command any actions at variance
with it. Essentially, Mill argues that any divine commands/prohibitions will be consistent with the
Principle of Utility. That is, if god commands/forbids something it is because it is morally right/wrong.

Objection: another is that the theory rules out Christian-endorsed acts of self-sacrifice3.
Response: Mill denies this (Mill 1861, 15–16). An act of self-sacrifice will be right iff it will result in the

most happiness. This is possible because even if it makes you really unhappy, you should still do it if it
will produce enough happiness for others. This means some acts of self-sacrifice are right, in Mill’s view.
But other acts of self-sacrifice are immoral. It’s wrong for you to embrace a life in which you give up
your own happiness without getting happiness for others. So, it’s wrong to vow poverty, discipline etc.
unless it will increase happiness overall. It’s wrong to give something up for Lent just for the sake of
giving something up. Self-sacrifice for the sake of the general happiness is moral; sacrifice for its own
sake is not.

More objections

Objection: too demanding: people aren’t motivated by the general happiness (Mill 1861, 17).
Response: Mill responds that people don’t have to be motivated by his principle (Mill 1861, 17–19). It’s

a way of evaluating the rightness of actions. Why people do things is irrelevant to the assessment of
their actions. Mill is distinguishing the ethical evaluation of actions from that of motives and character.
The Principle of Utility is relevant only to the first of these — it is not a decision procedure4. See also
response to next objection.

Objection: if you did use it to decide, it would take too long! (Mill 1861, 23) The child would be dead
before you figured out if it was right to rush into the burning building!

Response: Mill says that, even if one does use the principle to decide what to do, mostly one will only
have to concern oneself with a few people — because most of us don’t have the chance to benefit huge
numbers of people on a regular basis! (Mill 1861, 18–19) Most people, most of the time need only
consider the effects of their actions on a few people and this will make fewer demands in terms of both
human motivation and deliberation. (Note: leaders etc. would have to consider everyone.)

Further response: moreover, you don’t have to think about the consequences of most actions at all (Mill
1861, 23–24). You know already what tends to produce happiness and what not. So, when you hear the
child scream, you just use your general knowledge and experience to figure out what to do — almost
without a moment’s thought.

2. See next section.
3. See previous section.
4. See page 1.
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Sanctions

External sanctions: punishment/reward from society; religious belief in punishment/reward from a god;
peer pressure etc.

Internal sanction: subjective “feeling of humanity” — fellow feeling, sympathy, compassion etc.
External sanctions may motivate us to act rightly, but they are not reasons why those acts are right. We

punish murder because it’s wrong. It’s not wrong because we punish it!
External sanctions don’t ‘bind’ us because they aren’t why the actions are right. Rather, the internal

sanction is the way we know what’s right. Our feelings of conscience are intimately connected with why
the acts are right/wrong. Clearly, feelings of sympathy, compassion etc. are closely related to the formal
statement of Mill’s principle.

Reminders

Everyone’s happiness counts equally. When considering an action of one’s own, one’s own happiness
counts for neither more nor less than that of anyone else. Everyone means everyone. So, the impact an
act will have on the happiness of a stranger thousands of miles away, in a distant country, counts just as
much as the impact on the happiness of oneself, one’s parent, one’s partner, one’s child or one’s friend.

One considers all the options. This means that not taking action to save somebody is just as
right/wrong as taking positive steps to kill them. (E.g. there is no difference between injecting a lethal drug
and just letting the person die unless the consequences are different.)

The theory is not a decision procedure5.

Whether somebody does the right thing or not does not dependent on her motives or character. The
Principle of Utility is concerned solely with the rightness/wrongness of actions. Other factors may be
relevant when evaluating a person’s motives or character.
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In Anarchy, state, and utopia, Robert Nozick describes a thought experiment involving what
he calls an “experience machine” (Nozick 1974, 42–45; Pojman 2004, 644–647). Nozick thinks you
wouldn’t choose to plug into his machine but don’t take his word for it. This assignment asks you to
think about whether you agree with him or not.

Set aside any worries you might have about neglecting others, be they comparative strangers or
loved-ones. As Nozick makes clear, the experience machine is available to all. If your nearest and
dearest will miss you, they need only programme experiences of you into their schedule with whatever
frequency they desire. If anybody is counting on you for, say, a life-saving heart operation, Nozick’s
result machine will ensure that your patient has many experience-filled years to look forward to.

The only question, then, is whether you want to plug in or not. . .

Would you plug into any version of Nozick’s experience machine? Why or why not?

That is, would you plug into Nozick’s experience machine either alone or in combination with his
transformation and/or result machines? Or into his experience machine along with any combination
of similar machines? Imagine you are being made an offer which is as tempting as it could be. The
question is: would you then plug into the experience machine?

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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The first example on this sheet concerns slavery. The second is a slightly different kind of example,
which we also see in the excerpt(s) from Bernard Williams (1973). Both examples may be able to
ground objections to utilitarian theories — see what you think. Note that the first objection seems
to work only against act utilitarianism, but that the second may work against rule utilitarianism as
well. That said, rule utilitarianism has its own special difficulties. . .

Slavery: is it always wrong?

Suppose that there is a crippling shortage of labour. The population has been hit by a devastating
epidemic of Ethictitus, which invariably leads to death after a protracted period of euphoria, during
which the patient is entirely dependent on others for care. Wales is grinding to a halt because the
government can’t find people to build roads or schools or service such basic facilities as sewage
plants. In fact, the economy is being badly hit by these problems, children are being denied schooling
and, in some cities, sewage problems are posing severe health hazards. One outbreak of cholera
has already hit Swansea hard. The government simply cannot find enough people to do these jobs
for any ‘reasonable’ wages — wages which they can afford to pay without raising taxes to such a
level that the economy would be devastated anyway. Assume further that the First Minister and all
members of the Assembly and all government employees have all contributed what funds they can
and reduced their wages to subsistence level. Everyone else who can possibly be persuaded to give
up some of their income has done so. The fact that inflation has, naturally, shot through the roof is
making things much worse.

Another problem has been a wave of depression which has swept the country. There are huge
numbers of people with untreatable, severe clinical depression. The top level of government is secretly
considering enslaving these people. This could be kept secret as such people have been placed in
special centres. Most of these are extremely isolated. The government will enslave those in such
isolated centres. Any patients with friends or relatives will be moved to the less isolated centres
(where patients will not become slaves). Since the outbreak of Ethictitus, severe restrictions have
been placed on travel — all major cities are in quarantine and nobody else is permitted to travel
beyond their nearest village or town without a special permit.

Essentially, enslaving these people will bring much happiness and prevent much pain. Since these
potential slaves feel so bad already, the loss of happiness and increase in pain will not make any
significant difference to them. Should the government enslave them? Ignore problems of people
finding out and getting scared etc. — imagine it really can be kept secret. Assume, too, that there is
no better way out of the crisis.

The thought is this: act utilitarianism seems to suggest not only that it is permissible for the
government to enslave them, but that it would be wrong for them not to do so. However, one
might well argue that enslaving them is, in fact, just wrong. The wrongness of slavery does not
depend solely on its bad consequences. So, there must be something wrong with the theory of act
utilitarianism.

Even if it would be permissible to enslave these people, one might argue that act utilitarianism is
incorrect to suggest it would be required.
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CDs: is it ever OK, as things are now, to buy a CD?

Imagine you have £10 and are considering buying a CD (or any other luxury you like). Now,
consider the following argument. £10 could do a lot of good in the world. It could, for example,
feed a starving child in the Third World, provide vaccinations for several children who could not
otherwise receive them or, even, buy a new pair of shoes for that kid down the street whose parents
can’t afford to get her any, even though she desperately needs them (or pick your favourite cause).
Now, it’s true that your buying that CD will give you — and, perhaps, others — some pleasure.
Possibly you’ve even wanted it for a long time. Nonetheless, surely such pleasure is considerably less
important than the decrease in suffering/increase in happiness that your £10 could buy? How could
it be otherwise? But, then, utilitarianism must say that it is wrong for you to buy the CD. You are
obligated to give the money to charity instead.

Now, notice something else. Next time you want a CD (or a video, magazine, novel, TV set,
expensive meal, piece of clothing), the same argument will apply. So, it is never morally acceptable
for you to buy any of these things — not, at least, until your money couldn’t do more good elsewhere.

The objector argues that this claim is mistaken and that it is permissible for you to do these
things (at least, in moderation). So, there must be something wrong with utilitarianism. Note
that, although this is written in a way which makes it primarily applicable to act utilitarianism, the
problem may be just as much of a difficulty for rule utilitarianism? To see this, consider the rule
that ‘as things are now, one should always give one’s spare money to help the world’s poor, rather
than spending it on a luxury e.g. a CD’. . .

Further thoughts and questions

Consider the following and then try to think up some different scenarios along similar lines:

• When, if at all, is it permissible to punish somebody?

— Imagine you are Home Secretary and are considering whether to reprieve or to extradite
to a country with an appalling record of human rights abuses Bod1 who is accused of a
particularly gruesome series of murders. You are sure Bod is innocent, but you know,
with equal certainty, that if Bod is not extradited according to schedule, there will be
terrible race riots in which numbers of people will be killed, injured and jailed. Persons
who do not even want to be involved, in addition to the emergency workers, will almost
certainly be among the victims. Assuming you are an act utilitarian, what should you do?

— Suppose the brain sciences have developed such that we are able to predict, with reasonable
certainty, which persons will commit crimes and which will not. It turns out that only
5% of predicted criminals will not become actual criminals, while only 0.5% of actual
criminals will not be predicted criminals2. It also turns out that if you punish a would-be
criminal before she commits any crimes at all, you can greatly reduce the chances that
she will ever offend and you can do this using much less severe punishments than would
be necessary after the first crime is committed. It is therefore proposed to punish all
predicted criminals before any crimes are committed. This will greatly reduce the crime

1. Bod is named after the Bod of children’s TV, of whom you may or may not have heard. Let me say, then, that,
in my opinion, you missed nothing. Others would disagree.

2. Feel free to adjust this number so that it is as small as you like.
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rate and the severity of punishments. It will therefore involve less suffering for very many
people. The only people who will be worse off are the 5% of predicted criminals who
would never have gone on to commit a crime in any case but their suffering will be far
outweighed by the reduction in suffering on the part of both the victims of crime and the
actual criminals. Would the proposal be morally acceptable to an act utilitarian?

— Can an act utilitarian justify the punishment of an elderly Nazi war criminal who is now
much too frail to look after herself, never mind harm anybody else?

• Would a rule that ‘one must never kill another person’ be justified, according to rule utilitari-
anism?
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This prompt asks you to apply Mill’s theory to a case study.

In the early 1970’s, when Quincy Troupe was an adjunct faculty member at the College of Staten
Island, someone told him that he would never be hired as a tenure-track professor unless he had a
bachelor’s degree. He had attended Grambling, but not graduated. He changed his resume to say
that he had graduated from Grambling. Over the years, high accomplishments and fame increased,
and he held several prestigious teaching positions, including an appointment as a full Professor at
the University of California at San Diego. He became recognized as one of the best poets in the
country as well as a gifted teacher who unstintingly gave back to the community in which he lived.

In 2002, Troupe was nominated as California’s Poet Laureate — the first time this appointment
was made in a non-political way. Prior to his appointment, the Governor’s chief of staff had an
interview with him to make sure that there were no skeletons in the closet.

Shortly after his appointment, the state legislature’s staffers completed their screening and
discovered that Troupe had not graduated from Grambling, despite the fact that this is listed on his
resume. They contact [sic] Troupe to ask him about this discrepancy, and he immediately confirmed
that he had not graduated. Shortly thereafter, he submitted his resignation as California Poet
Laureate. He also immediately informed UCSD of what had happened. (Hinman 2002)

At this point, UCSD had to decide how to respond to their discovery that Troupe had never
graduated from Grambling despite claiming to have done so on his curriculum vitae. In order to
ensure that they have a balanced picture, imagine that the university has called in a number of
consultants to advise the board on various ethical theories. In virtue of your expertise, you have
been called in as a consultant to advise the board on Mill’s utilitarianism.

How would Mill advise the board, and why?

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.



2 of 2 Prompt 4: Telling It Like It Is: Lying on Your Resume

References

Hinman, Lawrence M. 2002. Case # 90: telling it like it is: lying on your resume. In Ethics updates,
ed. Lawrence M. Hinman. http://ethics.sandiego.edu/resources/cases/Detail.asp?ID=90
(accessed Feb. 12, 2005).

Mill, John Stuart. 1861. Utilitarianism. 7th ed. Repr. Fairbanks, Arkansas and Salt Lake City, Utah:
Project Gutenberg, Feb. 22, 2004. Originally published by London: Longmans, Green and
Company in 1879. Reprinted from Fraser’s Magazine where it was published in three instalments
in 1861, http://www.gutenberg.net/etext/11224.



Deontological Theories
The Categorical Imperative





Deontological Ethics 1 of 2

We’ve seen that one of the objections to consequentialism is that it allows for horrendous treatment
of a small number of people provided everyone else will benefit a great deal. For example, the
consequentialist cannot rule out slavery in principle. In practice, the consequentialist can say slavery
is/was wrong. For example, slavery in the US was wrong. The reason for this is that slavery produced
a great deal of suffering for a large number of people. However, if slave-owners had benefited
sufficiently from the enslavement of African-Americans, then the consequentialist must say slavery
would have been justified. To many people, this result is extremely counter-intuitive. It just seems
that the benefit to the slave-owners of slavery is beside the point — the problem is not that slavery
didn’t bring about the greatest possible benefits, the problem is that enslaving people — treating
people as slaves and “using” them in this way — is morally wrong. Consequentialism, one might
think, misses the point.

Deontological ethics suggests an answer to this problem — one that may better fit with our
intuitions about cases like slavery. Deontological theories suggest that we have moral duties to other
people; or that we are bound to do what’s right (where this isn’t just a function of the consequences);
or that people have rights. So, one might say that slavery is wrong because all persons have a
(qualified) right to liberty and that enslaving them violates this. We have a duty not to enslave
people or to violate their rights.

The leading deontological theory is that of Kant. Kant argues that there is one, single supreme
moral principle — the ‘Categorical Imperative’. This tells us what we should do: it’s ‘categorical’
because it doesn’t depend on what we want to do (you are morally obliged to do the right thing
even if you don’t like it); it’s an ‘imperative’ because it’s a command. Kant puts the leading idea in
various ways, offering two1 formulations of the Categorical Imperative, which he claims are equivalent.
Why exactly he thought this has been a subject of debate among scholars ever since.

The first formulation suggests that the important thing about morality is that it is universal. You
should not do something unless you could consistently will that it be a universal law. That is, don’t
do something unless it would be all right if everybody else did it! There’s something intuitively right
about this idea. A fundamental aspect of morality seems to be that you shouldn’t do things if you
don’t want others to do them. There’s a connection here with the ‘golden rule’ — ‘do unto others as
you would have others do unto you’. For example, you shouldn’t lie and say you’re ill because you
fancy a day off work because if everybody did so, no employer would believe any employee who called
in sick. You shouldn’t take things which don’t belong to you because you desire them but don’t wish
to pay for them because if everybody acted in the same way, it would be a free-for-all and, in effect,
nothing would really belong to anybody. You can’t claim yourself as an ‘exception’ and think it’ll be
OK because other people won’t follow suit. Even if that’s true, it would be fundamentally unfair to
count on others behaving well while you behaved badly. (This should remind you of our discussion
of impartiality in connection with Williams’s critique of utilitarianism.)

The second formulation suggests that the important thing is to respect the humanity and the
autonomy of other people. One must never treat others as ‘mere means’ but always as ‘ends in
themselves’. For example, you shouldn’t act in a friendly way towards somebody simply so that you
can persuade her to give you her money. That would be treating her as a ‘mere means’ — we might
say you would be “using” her and that’s wrong. You would not be respecting her as a person, but
simply treating her as you might treat a material object — simply using her to get what you can for
yourself. There is something appealing here, too. Nobody likes to be manipulated, deceived or “used”
by others. Moreover, it does seem that one of the problems with slavery is that the slave-owners were

1. Kant actually gives at least three different formulations and there are at least two variants of the third. But we
will only be concerned with the first two here.
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not treating the slaves as fully human. In other words, the humanity of the slaves was not respected.
Deontological theories stress the importance of respecting a person’s autonomy, as essential to

the person’s humanity and status as a person. A person is autonomous if she can make decisions for
herself. Respecting a person’s autonomy means not violating her right to do this. For example, you
shouldn’t force a person to have her appendix removed if she refuses — even if this means that the
consequences will be less good than if the operation goes ahead.

Deontological views often also stress that one has duties to oneself. Basically, just as one should
respect the humanity and rights of others, one should respect the humanity and rights of oneself. So,
one should never treat oneself as a mere means.
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I very, very, very strongly suggest that you do NOT seek outside sources to help
you understand Kant. This is primarily because there are almost as many different interpretations
as there are experts. Reading additional sources would, I imagine, be very confusing.

Recall that Mill’s theory ignores motives. Whether an act is right or not — what you should
do — does not depend on your motivations at all. Motives would be relevant to assessing you as a
person, but they don’t matter if we just want to know whether an act is right. Happiness is the only
thing morally valuable in itself. (Everything else is valuable only if it can get you or others happiness.
Only happiness is valuable ‘for it’s own sake’.) For example, suppose a shopkeeper considers cheating
a child when giving her change. The shopkeeper decides not to cheat because he thinks that if people
find out, he will lose business. According to Mill, when we ask if what he did was right, the motive
doesn’t matter. Yet, intuitively, most people feel that the motive does matter in such cases. We
think he shouldn’t cheat because it isn’t fair to take advantage of the child’s vulnerability, and not
just because he thinks it might not be in his own best interests.

A Good Will, Duty and Hypothetical vs. Categorical Imperatives

Kant has a very different view fromMill. Like Mill, Kant thinks that only one thing is good/morally
valuable in itself (desirable as an end in itself), but whereas Mill thinks that this one thing is happiness,
Kant thinks it is a good will. One has a good will if one acts from duty — that is, one does what
one is morally required to do because it is the right thing to do. If you give a child the correct change
because you think it’s good for business, you don’t act from duty and you don’t have a good will. If,
on the other hand, you give the child the correct change because that’s what you should do, then
you act from duty and you have a good will. We might say it’s about ‘doing the right thing just
because it’s right’. So, motives are crucial in Kant’s theory.

It would be nice then, if we knew how to figure out what duties we have! That is, we want to
know how to decide what the right thing to do is. Kant suggests an answer. . .

Kant discusses two kinds of imperatives. All imperatives are law-like — e.g. ‘you must. . . ’,
‘you ought not. . . ’ etc. To understand the first sort of imperative, imagine that you want some food.
You don’t have any food, but you do have some money. For some reason, the only place open and
selling food is the dining hall. Consider this:

If you want some food, then you ought to buy some from the dining hall.

Let’s assume this is correct. OK. What should you do? Well, you have a choice. You should
either buy some food from the dining hall or give up the desire for food. This is an example of
a hypothetical imperative. Hypothetical imperatives are not a matter of morality. They are
practical rules of action which tell you what you have to do to achieve certain goals, if you happen
to have those goals. ‘If you want to practise medicine, then you ought to work hard at chemistry’;
‘If you want to impress the interviewer, then you should polish your shoes’. If you don’t want to
practise medicine or impress the interviewer, of course, there’s nothing further to say. In that case,
these particular hypothetical imperatives give you no reason to persist with chemistry or get the
shoe polish out.

Consider, now, the moral claim:

You ought not to torture innocent children for no good reason.

Again, let’s assume this is correct. What should you do? This time, you don’t have a choice. This is
because no matter what you desire, you must not torture innocent children for no good reason. It
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applies to you no matter what you desire — that is, it’s ‘categorical’. It doesn’t matter how much
you want to torture the children, you still should not do so. Categorical imperatives apply to
you no matter what you desire or like. Unlike hypothetical imperatives, categorical imperatives are
a matter of morality.

The big question now becomes: what counts as a categorical imperative? How can we figure out
what the categorical imperatives are? Kant suggested two1 main answers to this question, claiming
them to be equivalent (i.e. to ‘cash out’ in the same way). We won’t worry about this infamous
claim. (Kant never said why he thought they were equivalent and it’s far from obvious to anyone
else!) Rather, we’ll consider the two solutions he offers more-or-less independently while bearing in
mind their alleged equivalence.

First Formulation of the Categorical Imperative:
the Formula of Universal Law (FUL)

Here’s how one can figure out the right thing to do. One acts under ‘maxims’. Maxims are
more-or-less like the rules one lives one’s life by. Examples of possible maxims include ‘I will never
lie (for any reason whatsoever)’, ‘I will lie whenever I want to’, ‘I will lie whenever it will save a
life’, ‘I will steal when I need something I can’t otherwise obtain’, ‘out of hatred for purple-spotted
Martians, I will attack them whenever I see them’ etc. Note that maxims, for Kant, typically include
not only an action — attacking purple-spotted Martians, lying etc. — but also a motive for the
action — hatred, desire, saving a life, obtaining something etc.

Clearly, most of us tend to think that the rules some people live by are less good than the rules
of others. So, it seems that some of these maxims will be better than others. Now, is there some
general test we could apply to tell the good ones from the bad ones? That would be nice, because it
might help us figure out the correct maxims in cases where we’re not sure. (E.g. whether it’s OK to
steal bread if you’re starving to death and can’t obtain food any other way.)

Suppose you have a maxim and you want to know if it’s any good. Kant suggests the following
test:

Could you will the maxim as a universal law? If you could, then the maxim is acceptable. If not,
then it is unacceptable.

What does this mean? Roughly, the idea is this: could you will that everybody act upon the maxim,
all of the time? That is, could you will that everyone always acted upon this rule? If it were for you
to decide how everybody acted, could you decide to have everybody always follow this rule?

Consider an example. Suppose that you are in an awkward situation. One of your instructors
has very strict policies on accepting late work. You got into a slight mess (the details of which
need not concern us here) and didn’t get the work done on time. Assume that the details do not
provide you with any true reason which your instructor would accept as a legitimate excuse. You are
tempted to lie to your instructor. Indeed, this may well be in your best interests. The question is: is
it permissible for you to lie?

Let’s apply Kant’s test:

Step 1: What’s your maxim? Something like, ‘Whenever it will benefit me to do so, I will lie’.

1. Kant actually gave at least three different formulations and there are also additional variants of some. But we
will only be concerned with the first two here.



Kantian Ethics 3 of 5

Step 2: Universalise this principle. Universalising the maxim gives us a universal law. In this case, it
would be, ‘Whenever it will benefit a somebody to do so, she will lie’. This covers everyone.
That’s why it’s ‘universal’.

Step 3: Could you will such a law? That is, if it were up to you, could it make sense for you to decide
that everyone would always act on this rule? No. Why not? Well, if everyone did so, nobody
would ever believe anything anyone said! Lies would, in fact, become impossible since the
possibility of lying depends on most people, most of the time, telling the truth. So, the law
would undermine itself. So, you couldn’t will that law.

So, the original maxim is unacceptable. It is not permissible for you to tell the lie.
As we will discuss, this is a difficult test to actually use in practice. It’s not exactly clear what

Kant had in mind!

Second Formulation of the Categorical Imperative:
the Formula of Humanity as an End in Itself (FHEI)

Suppose you are considering an action. You want to know if the action is permissible or not.
Here’s the test Kant suggests:

In acting this way, would you be treating all the people involved as ends in themselves or merely
as means? If you would be treating any person merely as a means, it’s not permissible. If you
would be treating every person involved as an end in herself, it’s permissible.

The idea here is that you should always respect all persons as persons. It’s never acceptable to
“use” somebody. An example may help. You are considering asking a friend to go to the cinema
this evening and you want to know if it’s OK to. When you apply the test, you have to figure some
stuff out. Why would you be asking your friend? There are many possible answers, but consider the
following:

1. You really think she’d enjoy the film. Possibly, you’d even prefer to go alone, but you know
how much she’d like to go. In this case, you are not using your friend to get something for
yourself. You are considering asking her out of concern for her interests alone. Here, you are
treating your friend as an end in herself. This passes the test. It’s OK to ask.

2. You know she’ll hate the film and you know that she’s really busy, easily distracted from study
and has an important test tomorrow. However, you hate going to the cinema alone and you’ll
only enjoy yourself if somebody else comes. Everyone else is tied up. In this case, you would be
asking her just to get something for yourself. You would not be asking out of any concern for
her interests. So, you’d be treating her as a mere means. It fails the test. You must not ask.

3. You know she’ll enjoy it and that’s one reason you want to ask, but you also want to ask
because you’ll enjoy the film more with a friend. Here, you are treating your friend as a means
(to your own happiness), but not merely as a means. You are also acting out of concern for her
interests. So, even though you would be treating her as a means, you’d also be treating her as
an end in herself. This passes the test. It’s OK to ask.

In contract, it is perfectly permissible to use things as mere means. There is nothing objectionable
in using a hammer or a clod of earth in building a house for yourself without considering the interests
of the hammer or clod of earth. Mere things are not worthy of the sort of respect due to persons.
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Note: the persons involved include yourself. It is not permissible to use any person, even oneself,
as a mere means. This means that it is never permissible to use oneself as a mere means to some
end — pleasure, say, or happiness. Also, it is always wrong to act disrespectfully towards oneself.
One must always act with sufficient respect for oneself as a person. Essentially, one has duties to
oneself, as well as duties to others.

Glossary

I don’t pretend that the following explanations are exact or precisely accurate. Indeed, there is
often no definition upon which all philosophers would agree, and there is frequently much debate
about the meaning of terms even within the context of a particular author’s work. Moreover, I have
deliberately simplified my explanations to some extent, since many are intended primarily as a “first
pass” to help beginners get a basic understanding of basic ideas.

categorical imperative An imperative which is independent of one’s particular goals. Compare
hypothetical imperative.

duty A moral obligation which can also be a source of motivation. One has duties to both oneself
and others.

end The goal/aim/quality or being which one is trying to promote.
e.g. Suppose that you want to go down to Charlotte and decide to drive down. Then your end
is getting down to Charlotte. Your means include driving (what you do to get there), the car
(which you use to get there), the petrol (ditto) etc..

end in itself Something which is morally valuable for its own sake. An end which is worth
promoting in itself. Treating persons as ends in themselves, and not as mere means, requires
respecting them as persons.
e.g. The difference between buying your mother a gift because you care about her, think she’ll
like it etc. and buying her the gift just in order to “soften her up” before asking her for that
new CD player you’d like.

Formula of Humanity as an End in Itself (FHEI) The second formulation of the Categorical
Imperative, which states that one should always act so as to treat rational beings as ends in
themselves, and never as mere means. (Kant Practical philosophy) See person, end in itself.

Formula of Universal Law (FUL) The first formulation of the Categorical Imperative, which
states that one should act only on that maxim which one can will as a universal law. (Kant
Practical philosophy).

good will One has a good will if one acts from duty — that is, one does what one is morally
required to do because it is the right thing to do. (Kant Practical philosophy).

hypothetical imperative An imperative which depends on one’s particular goals. Compare
categorical imperative.

imperative Command. Imperatives are law-like.
e.g. ‘you must. . . ’, ‘you ought not. . . ’ etc.
See categorical imperative, hypothetical imperative.
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maxim A possible principle of action. For example: I will end my life out of self-interest if I ever
find that my future holds more pain than pleasure; whenever I believe I need money, I will
secure a loan by promising to repay it even if I know that I will not be able to do so; if I prefer
a life of leisure and have sufficient resources to support myself, I will not develop my talents; if
I do not wish to help those in need of assistance and do not need assistance myself, I will not
help them even if I am able to do so (Kant Groundwork of the metaphysics of morals (1785)
4:422–423).

means The things one does and uses to reach an end.

mere means A means which one treats only as a means.
e.g. You use the petrol and the car to reach Charlotte. You don’t consider the petrol or the
car themselves when deciding what to do — except to decide if they are adequate means, of
course. That is, you don’t worry about what the car wants to do that weekend or whether
you’ll be upsetting the petrol.

person According to Kant, a being is a person iff the being is rational (1999), and, hence, has a
will.
e.g. Normal, healthy, adult human being under normal conditions.

respect According to Kant, respecting persons requires treating them as ends in themselves and
not as mere means (1999). Respecting persons involves respecting their autonomy. Since one
is a person, oneself, it follows that one must always treat oneself as an end and not a mere
means, too. Respecting persons’ autonomy involves allowing them to exercise their autonomy.
Allowing persons to exercise their autonomy involves allowing them to exercise their capacity
to make their own decisions. See end in itself.

the Categorical Imperative Kant’s ‘supreme principle of morality’ (1999).

thing A non-person.
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Toby is a 20 year old physics student suffering from acute appendicitis. The surgeon tells him that
his appendix should be removed. Toby responds that he does not want an operation because he is
scared of surgery. He refuses to consent to the operation. The consultant psychiatrist interviews Toby
and assures the surgeon that Toby understands the risks and is fully competent. Toby accepts pain
relief and antibiotics but continues to refuse surgery. Toby’s condition worsens when his appendix
ruptures. The surgeon explains that without an operation, he will certainly die. Toby tells her he
appreciates her concern but finds the prospect of surgery too terrifying to contemplate. Although the
surgeon does her best to reassure him, Toby continues to refuse surgery, no operation is performed
and Toby dies.

Peter is a 7 year old football fan suffering from acute appendicitis. The hospital is able to contact
neither Peter’s parents nor the child minder who left shortly after bringing him to the hospital. As
Peter’s condition worsens, the surgeon worries that his appendix may rupture if an operation is not
performed soon. She tells Peter that he needs an operation to make him well again. Peter responds
that he does not want an operation because he is scared of surgery. Although the surgeon does her
best to reassure him, Peter becomes terrified and attempts to run away. A nurse catches Peter and
returns him to his bed where he is forcibly readied for surgery, still protesting vehemently. The
operation is performed and Peter makes a full recovery.

The surgeon treats the cases of Toby and Peter very differently. What, if anything, justifies her doing
so?

As described, the cases are obviously somewhat simplified. For example, the surgeon would not
be solely responsible for deciding to operate on Peter in the absence of parental consent. These
complications do not matter here and may be safely ignored.

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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In ‘Virtues and Vices’, Philippa Foot discusses the example of a rescue from fast-flowing water,
commenting that:

What this [example] suggests is that a man’s virtue may be judged by his innermost desires as
well as by his intentions; and this fits with our idea that a virtue such as generosity lies as much in
someone’s attitudes as in his actions. (Foot 2002, 5)

Note that you will need your university account details to access the online version of Foot’s article
from off-campus.

Describe one example from your own experience or from factual or fictional sources which illustrates
the point Foot is making here, taking care to explain how your example supports Foot’s claim.

You should choose an example which is significantly different from those Foot uses. Although
it must be relevantly similar because it needs to illustrate the same idea, it should be different in
other ways. For instance, do not choose as your example somebody rushing into a burning building
to save another since your discussion will then have to be very similar to Foot’s discussion of the
river rescue. Similarly, do not choose an example of somebody who enjoys giving money to charity
because Foot herself discusses a happy philanthropist.

In order to find a suitable example, you may find it helpful to begin by jotting down a list of
virtues and to then think of examples illustrating them. You can then decide which of your examples
best illustrate Foot’s point and which differ significantly from those she discusses in her article. If
this yields several examples, choose the most compelling one to discuss in your response to the
prompt.

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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Dr. Clea F. Rees The Visitors

The play is set in a hospital room (cleverly disguised to look just
like the front of Evans 10). Alex is lying in bed, very ill. Alex is,
however, on the mend and is now able to sit up, recognise people and
talk coherently (which is handy for a play with a very small budget
which must, therefore, rely heavily on dialogue). Alex is looking a little
glum. It’s been three weeks now and, for the past few days, returning
consciousness has helped to bring home the mind-numbing boredom of
lying in bed all day and being waited on hand-and-foot. In a brilliant
piece of acting, Alex conveys all this to the audience. Then, Chris walks
in with x (where x is something kind of nice, which Alex will really like.
The audience may require some imagination, depending on the props
available.)

Chris Hi, Alex! Heard you were doing a bit better and thought you might
appreciate a visitor. But please let me know if you’re not up to talking — the
nurses said I mustn’t tire you.

Alex No, really — it’s great to see you. I’ve been bored out of my mind. Ah, x!
(As Chris hands Alex the x.) Thank you so much.

Chris and Alex talk a little about the world, the weather etc.
Alex It really is good of you to come — hospitals aren’t the most exciting places
on earth, are they? And I know how busy you are at the moment, what with
that project you have to help the orphans and all.

Chris Well, I thought that it would be great to see you — after all, if you
were dying, you might leave me your vast wealth in gratitude and then I’d
really be able to help out the orphans who will, otherwise, certainly suffer
a fate-worse-than-death. Plus, if I got your money, they’d all live happily,
go to university and become brilliant mathematicians, philosophers, doctors,
astronomers, biochemists, novelists and peace-makers. In fact, although you’re
doing better, the nurses assured me you’d be popping your clogs before we need
to start building the orphanage and that’s when we’ll really need the money —
so, it might still work out for the best. Otherwise, of course, I should have been
out tonight rattling the collecting tin!

STOP!! Please pause here.
Chris has now left and Alex is, again, lying in bed alone. Then, Sam walks
in. Sam is carrying y (where y shares the characteristics listed above with
x, but is not the same as x).

Alex Sam! Great to see you!
Sam Alex, you’re looking a lot better. . . do you feel better?

Sam hands Alex the y.
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Alex Well, strictly speaking, I felt less bad when I was unconscious — but I’m
not complaining.

Sam and Alex discuss the (latest) weather, (different aspects of) the world
etc.

Alex It really is good to see you, Sam. I really appreciate your stopping by.
What with being isolated in this dreary place and, then, when somebody DID
come to see me, having it turn out to be Chris who just wants my money for the
orphans, it’s been quite a week. Thanks so much — and the y is great, too.

Sam Well, you know. . . it was only decent to come and see you.
Alex Oh, come on! It was really nice of you — I’m glad to have you as a friend.
Sam No, really, Alex. Coming to see you was clearly the right thing to do. In

fact, I didn’t really want to come by — you’re rather apt to complain when you
don’t feel well. Plus, there was a great play on tonight — infinitely better than
this one — which I was offered a free ticket to. It was very tempting. However,
I knew it was my duty to come here, since we are friends, and, so, of course I
came.

STOP!! Please pause here.
Once again, Alex is alone in the bare hospital room. Alex is feeling pretty
bad, perhaps. A tear or two trickles slowly down pallid cheeks. Whether this
is due to hay-fever, pain or the recent visits of his friends is not entirely
clear. It is left to the audience to decide.

Pat Good evening, Alex!
Alex Pat! Fantastic to see you. . . er, well, possibly. You haven’t come in hopes
of grabbing my money for orphans or because it’s your duty, even though you
don’t want to. . . or, er. . . anything?

Pat Of course not, Alex. The nurses said you’d been upset by your other visitors
and I did wonder why. But, of course, I came to see YOU — not to fulfill my
duty or save the orphans.

Alex Thank goodness. I’ve really wanted somebody to come just because they
wanted to. . .

Pat I do feel a bit guilty, though.
Alex Why? (Alex is rather alarmed at this point and asks the question warily,
pulling away from Pat — at least, insofar as the IV allows this.)

Pat Oh, well. . . I saw the x and y which Chris and Sam brought you and I realised
I totally forgot about bringing something. I’m very sorry — I’ve been trying
to find the time to visit and, somehow, when I realised I could come tonight, I
was so eager to see you again that I just didn’t think of it. I know this doesn’t
really count, but the nurses did say you’d been grumbling about the selection of
reading material they have here. Looking at it, I wasn’t surprised. I’d think a
bored octopus, with limited English skills and no experience outside of a tedious
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bit of ocean, would get tired of those magazines after a time — about 20 seconds,
I’d think. Anyway, I do happen to have my copy of The Hitch Hiker’s Guide
to The Galaxy with me. It’s a bit battered, but you’re welcome to borrow it.
It’s a trilogy in four parts, so it should fill a good bit of your time. Also, it does
have instructions for leaving the planet, in case you’re really fed up — though
I’d much rather you stayed on earth, myself. . .

Alex, looking relieved, takes the book, as Pat hands it over, and smiles
contentedly. Alex hasn’t read it and, although leaving the planet isn’t quite
such an urgent priority now, it is always best to be prepared. . .

Warning: this play was written to be performed by trained ethicists. Attempting to
perform it without satisfactory ethical supervision may be extremely hazardous.
Performers use the play at their own risk. The author accepts no responsibility
for anything. ‘Anything’ includes, but is not limited to use, misuse and abuse
of this play, whether in performance or reality.

Note: all rights reserved. Also, all wrongs reserved. Both rights and wrongs are
hereby declared to be the property of the author. Neither rights nor wrongs
may be reproduced without the author’s permission, except as permitted by
applicable laws. Please note the inclusion of wrongs, since the author recognises
that these make up the majority of the play.
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Question 1: What kind of character is it good to have?

Question 2: What kinds of actions is it good to do?

Both of these questions are ethical. They are both questions which an ethical theory might try to
provide an answer to. Their focus, however, is rather different. We saw that Mill’s Principle of
Utility provides a direct answer to the second but only an indirect answer to the first (1979). On
Mill’s view, honesty and a willingness to sacrifice oneself for others are good character traits to have
because people who have them tend to act in ways which maximise happiness. Kant, too, focuses
on the question of what makes an action right although his answer, unlike Mill’s, appeals to the
motivation for the action — on whether the person performing the action has a “good will” (1999).

Theories of right action take questions about the criteria for right action as fundamental to
ethical theory. That is, they take the second question to be basic. This is not to say that the first
question is unimportant but the answer to the first question depends on the answer to the second.
On these views, we need to begin by figuring out what makes actions morally right and wrong. Once
we know this, we will be able to decide whether it matters morally what kind of characters we have
and, if so, what sorts of character traits are morally good to have.

Virtue ethics takes the first question to be fundamental. Some theories take it to be the
fundamental question. On these views, we need to begin by figuring out what sort(s) of character(s)
is(are) good. We will then be able to decide which actions are morally right and morally wrong.
This section of the course examines some examples of these theories1.

Any moral theory in the virtue ethics tradition must explain what a virtue is. That is, it must
explain what criteria something must satisfy if it is to count as a ‘virtue’. The criteria must be
independent of any criterion of right action.

We will begin with Aristotle and Philippa Foot before exploring the question of which specific
traits might be virtues and vices. Virtues and vices offers an account of ‘virtue’ (Foot 2002). That
is, Foot is offering us a story about what it is for something to count as a ‘virtue’. If her account
is right, then anything satisfying her proposed criteria will be a virtue and anything which fails to
satisfy them will not be a virtue2.

Foot’s account of virtue is based on that of Aristotle and Aquinas. Essentially, she presents an
account which owes much to these earlier theorists but her discussion situates the account within
the contemporary debate.

1. Aristotle

For Aristotle, ‘happiness’ is the chief good. It is an end in itself, a complete and self-sufficient
good (2002 100–102/1097a25–1098a20). What this means is that happiness is not merely a means
to some other good and it is not good only if some other condition holds. It is good in and of itself.
If you have happiness, you don’t need anything else. This may sound rather utilitarian but the
similarity is misleading because ‘happiness’ means something very non-utilitarian for Aristotle. The
chief good — that is, happiness — for human beings consists in fulfilling the function of a human

1. Other theories take both questions to be fundamental. On these views, the answer to the first question does not
determine the answer to the second question, but neither does the answer to the second determine the answer to the
first. We will largely ignore such theories in this course.

2. In more technical terms, her account proposes a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for ‘virtue’. If these
terms mean nothing to you, ignore this footnote. I include it because I know at least one person in the class is familiar
with this terminology and finds it helpful.
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being well. The function of humans involves the use of reason since humans are, Aristotle thinks,
distinctively rational. That is, humans differ from other animals in their ability to use reason. The
chief human good — that is, happiness for human beings — is a matter of distinctively human
excellence. So human happiness turns out to consist in leading a rational life well.

For Aristotle, there are two kinds of human excellence: intellectual excellences and excellences
of character. The best — happiest — human life involves both kinds of excellence. Intellectual
excellences involve rational reflection. This might include, for example, doing mathematics, discussing
philosophy or translating Aristotle. Intellectual excellences are taught.

Excellences of character involve the rational guidance of non-rational aspects of human life such as
emotions, physical sensations and desires and appetites. Excellences of character are habits resulting
from training or habituation. They are typically means which avoid the extremes of both excess and
deficiency. For example, temperance or moderation involves the tendency to consume, and desire,
food and drink in a reasonable way. Somebody who is moderate desires the right amount of the right
kinds of food and drink at the right times and in the right places. She neither eschews food and
drink altogether (deficiency) nor indulges gluttony (excess).

Goldilocks might enjoy Aristotle. As she explores the house of the three bears, she repeatedly
finds that Father Bear’s things are uncomfortably close to one extreme; Mother Bear’s things are too
close to the other extreme; but Baby Bear’s things are always “just right”. For example, unlike the
porridge of his parents, Baby Bear’s is at the perfect temperature — neither too hot nor too cold.

2. Philippa Foot

Foot’s paper consists of some general discussion and background followed by a series of proposed
conceptions of ‘virtue’. Each proposal is a refinement of the previous one which Foot supports by
arguing that the refinement succeeds in avoiding a problem identified with the previous proposal.

2.1. Virtues and vices

In order to develop an adequate conception of the virtues, Foot needs some examples to work
with. These should be instances which clearly count as virtues if anything does so that any adequate
conception must count these examples as instances of virtues.

‘Cardinal’ virtues

1. courage

2. temperance

3. wisdom

3.1. knowing means to ends
• given good ends. . .
• accessibility

3.2. knowing value of ends
• true values, correct judgements
• more. . .

4. justice

‘Theological’ virtues

1. faith

2. hope

3. charity
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It is also helpful to have some sense of the sorts of things which should not count as virtues so
that any proposed conception which includes them can be rejected. These will include both vices
and things which are neither virtues nor vices.

Vices

• pride

• vanity

• worldliness

• avarice

• (excessive) self-love

• intemperance

• cowardice

Neither virtues nor vices

• health

• physical strength

• memory

• concentration

• specialised knowledge

• cleverness

• ability to spell

• (moderate) self-love

2.2. Foot’s proposals

Foot thinks of character traits as dispositions. Roughly speaking, this means that to have a
particular character trait, such as compassion, is to be disposed to act compassionately when the
situation demands it. So a compassionate person will tend to react sympathetically and helpfully
when she encounters situations in which she finds others in distress. If such a person sees an elderly
woman drop her shopping and struggle to pick it up, she will tend to stop and help by picking up
the stray items, replacing them in the bag and ensuring that the woman is able to continue on her
way. Of course, if she sees nobody in need of assistance, the compassionate person will just do her
own shopping and go home. The idea is that she is compassionate even when compassion isn’t called
for. She is disposed to help even when no help is needed. The disposition only manifests itself in
action when the situation calls for it.

I’ve divided up Foot’s discussion into a series of 10 proposed definitions of ‘virtue’. The line
between one proposal and the next is sometimes drawn somewhat arbitrarily. Where I present two
distinct proposals, one might sometimes equally well think of Foot as discussing a single proposal
and vice versa. The series should, however, help to clarify the general line of thought Foot presents
in her paper.

Proposal 1: A virtue is a disposition of persons which generally benefits both persons who have
the disposition and other people (Foot 2002, 3).

Problem: includes too much. Health, physical strength, memory and concentration fit the criteria
but are not virtues.

Proposal 2: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• “belongs to the will” i.e. involves intentions/motives (Foot 2002, 4).
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Problem: possibly includes too much. Some of these cases turn out to involve blameworthy
ignorance. For example, if I negligently fail to ensure that I am giving the patient
medicine and not poison even though you told me how important this was, the fact that
I mean well in giving the patient what I believe to be medicine will not excuse me if I
am in fact giving her poison. But here we can say that it is the earlier negligence which
is culpable.

Problem: includes too much. Cases of people who mean well but whose “hearts lie in a different
place” satisfy the criteria but seem to lack virtue.

Problem: includes too little. It fails to deal adequately with cases of immediate action such as the
tracker saving the boy.

Proposal 3: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• belongs to the will i.e. involves intentions/motives, desires (Foot 2002, 5).

Problem: includes too little. Wisdom is a virtue but doesn’t seem to satisfy the criteria.

Proposal 4: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• belongs to the will i.e. involves intentions/motives, desires, values etc. (Foot

2002, 6–7).

Problem: includes too much. The ability to spell, cook, make rocking chairs, do logic, write poetry
or paint pictures seem to meet the criteria but aren’t virtues.

Proposal 5: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• engages the will:

— involves intentions/motives, desires, values etc.;
— involuntary error in performance is preferable to voluntary error (Foot 2002,

7–8).

Problem: includes too much. Moderate self-love satisfies the criteria but isn’t a virtue.

Proposal 6: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• engages the will:

— involves intentions/motives, desires, values etc.;
— involuntary error in performance is preferable to voluntary error;

• acts as a corrective to a natural tendency (Foot 2002, 8–10).

Problem: includes too little. The criteria exclude people who are naturally courageous or who take
joy in generosity.
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Proposal 7: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• engages the will:

— involves intentions/motives, desires, values etc.;
— involuntary error in performance is preferable to voluntary error;

• acts as a corrective to a natural human tendency, even if some persons with the
disposition don’t share the general human tendency the virtue corrects (Foot
2002, 10–11).

Problem: includes too little. Sometimes, moral praise is due to those who must make special efforts
due to especially unfortunate circumstances.

Proposal 8: A virtue is a disposition of persons which:

• generally benefits both persons who have the disposition and other people;
• engages the will:

— involves intentions/motives, desires, values etc.;
— involuntary error in performance is preferable to voluntary error;

• acts as a corrective to a natural human tendency, even if some persons with
the disposition don’t share the general human tendency the virtue corrects,
or to temptations persons with the disposition face as a result of unfortunate
circumstances rather than defects of character (Foot 2002, 11–14).

Problem: includes too much. Are there virtuous villains? The criteria suggest so, but one might
doubt this. . .

Proposal 9: Might say that a particular virtue does not operate as a virtue in the villain (Foot
2002, 16).

Problem: includes too little. The same character trait may be involved in the pursuit of both good
and nefarious goals.

Proposal 10: A virtue is a disposition which meets the above criteria and can be thought of as a
power which:

• “operates as a virtue” on a particular occasion if it is connected with good
motives, intentions etc.;

• “is a virtue in a particular person” if it generally operates as a virtue in that
person i.e. is not typically connected with “defective action” in her (Foot 2002,
16–17).
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3. Virtuous and vicious character traits

As Foot points out, even once a conception of ‘virtue’ is agreed, there is a further question
concerning which specific traits actually are virtues and vices (2002, 10). If an Aristotelian account
such as that offered by Foot is accepted, for example, which traits are virtues, which are vices
and which are neither will depend on human nature. If the traditional picture of human beings is
mistaken — if humans are typically subject to different temptations — then the traditional list of
virtues and vices will be mistaken because it will not constitute an accurate list of correctives. There
are various ways in which the list might be mistaken: first, the list of traditional vices might include
traits which are either morally neutral or, even, virtues; second, the list of traditional virtues might
include morally neutral or vicious traits; third, there might be virtuous and/or vicious traits which
do not appear on either list and have therefore been considered morally neutral by default.

In thinking about these issues, it can be particularly helpful to consider a wide range of examples.
By thinking carefully about the traits these persons have and the way in which those traits affect
their lives and communities, it is possible to build up a richer picture of what matters in our moral
world.

Note how far this methodology seems to take us from Kant. At least in the Groundwork, Kant
tries to exclude all the contingencies of human life by considering what must be true of any rational
being as such (1999). Although one sometimes suspects that Kant is helping himself to more than
he officially admits by allowing empirical claims to influence his theorising without acknowledging
their influence, the official picture is clear: if there are non-human rational beings, the theory of the
Groundwork must apply equally to them. The Categorical Imperative will bind Martians or Alpha
Centaurians as surely as it does human beings.

Because the picture we are looking at now makes explicit reference to human nature, the list
of virtues and vices is a list of human virtues and human vices. If Martians are never afraid to
take reasonable risks or tempted to flee in the face of danger, courage will not be a virtue in them
although it is in us. If Alpha Centaurians are naturally inclined to share good things with all around
them, charity will not be a virtue in them although it is in us. Likewise, if Alpha Centaurians
tend to be deficient in self-love and to ignore their own needs in their eagerness to assist others,
(moderate) self-love might be a virtue in them although it is not in us. This means it is not possible
to determine what it is to live well as a human being without empirical investigation. Ethical theory
will depend, then, on knowledge of the world and we cannot hope to learn about morality by using
reason alone. We must, rather, poke around in the world to discover what humans are actually
like. Ethical knowledge must be a posteriori rather than a priori; and moral truths must be
contingent rather than necessary.

3.1. Examples

The full range of human lives, both factual and (realistically) fictional, is available as a source
of case studies. The assigned reading included some examples and other readings in the course
provide others, while it is obviously possible to go considerably beyond this small sample. It may be
especially important to think about exploring a wide range of types of good and bad human lives,
drawing on examples from different times, various cultures and diverse groupings within societies.
Here are a few possibilities drawn from the texts used in this course:

• Hugo, Les misérables: complete in five volumes (2008): the Bishop; Jean Valjean; the Bishop’s
sister; the Bishop’s servant; the Gendarmes; the townsfolk e.g. the innkeeper who turns Valjean
away; the woman who points him to the Bishop’s house etc.
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• Tolstoy, How much land does a man need? (2004): Pahom; Pahom’s wife; Pahom’s wife’s
sister; the Bashkirs’ Chief

• Angelou, I know why the caged bird sings (1969): Marguerite Johnson (Maya); Bailey Johnson,
Jr.; Henry Reed; Mr. Donleavy

• Carroll, A haven from Hitler (2006): the villagers of Le Chambon-sur-Lignon; Robert Bach;
Pastor Trocmé; Georges Lamirand

• Glaspell, Trifles (2004): Mrs. Hale; Lewis Hale (neighbour); George Henderson (County
Attorney); Mrs. Peters; Henry Peters (Sheriff)

• King, I have a dream (1963)

• Russell, The autobiography of Bertrand Russell 1872–1914, 3–4, 220–221 (1967)

• Stockdale, The world of Epictetus (2006): James Stockdale; fellow inmates

• Wallace, United States vs. Holmes (1842): Seaman Holmes; the captain etc. who leave in the
jolly boat; other members of the crew remaining in the lifeboat; the passengers

3.2. Traditional virtues and vices

Which of the following traditional virtues and vices need to be re-evaluated? Which character
traits should be added to the lists?

Traditional virtues

1. courage

2. justice

3. temperance

4. wisdom

5. charity

6. faith

7. hope

Traditional vices: 7 “deadly sins”

1. anger

2. covetousness

3. envy

4. gluttony

5. lust

6. pride

7. sloth
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Glossary

I don’t pretend that the following explanations are exact or precisely accurate. Indeed, there is
often no definition upon which all philosophers would agree, and there is frequently much debate
about the meaning of terms even within the context of a particular author’s work. Moreover, I have
deliberately simplified my explanations to some extent, since many are intended primarily as a “first
pass” to help beginners get a basic understanding of basic ideas.

a posteriori K is knowable only a posteriori iff K cannot be known a priori. See a priori.
a priori K is knowable a priori iff K can be known independently of experience. See a posteriori.
aretē

1. (Greek) Excellence of a thing or a person. Christopher Rowe translates Aristotle’s use of the
term as ‘excellence’ (2002). Philippa Foot points out that the term is used by the Ancient Greeks
to include many non-moral excellences that contemporary usage would not consider to be instances
of ‘virtue’ (2002). For Aristotle, excellence is relative to function or purpose. For example, an
excellent house serves the functions of a house — providing shelter from the elements, space and
facilities for the residents etc. — well. Given Aristotle’s teleological conception of the world, this
is so not only for artifacts, but also for natural objects and human and non-human animals.
2. The moral goodness, moral worth or virtue of an agent.

contingent T is contingently true iff T is true in this (the actual) world, but not in all possible
worlds. See necessary.

disposition A property of an object or organism which manifests itself if and when some condition
is satisfied. For example, glass is brittle. Brittleness is a dispositional property. This means that
glass is disposed to break under certain conditions e.g. if it is dropped from a height onto a hard
floor. So the glasses in my kitchen cupboard have this property even though I have not yet broken
them. Even though they have not yet broken, they are brittle because they have a tendency to break
if the conditions are right.

necessary T is necessarily true iff T is true in all possible worlds. See contingent.

teleological Concerned with ends, functions or purposes of things. A teleological approach to
human-made objects is typically unproblematic — such an object’s function or purpose depends only
on what it was designed to do or what purpose it was intended to serve. A teleological approach to
natural objects, including human beings, deserts, small furry creatures from Alpha Centauri etc.,
has been, and continues to be, controversial.

virtue ethics Covers a number of theories which claim that the kind of person one is has moral
value: one should be virtuous. Virtues are character traits of a certain sort, and vices are character
traits of another sort. (Clearly, however, some character traits might be neither virtuous nor vicious.)
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The ideal of human life presented by the Stoics is rather different from the picture we saw in
Aristotle, Aquinas and Foot, although there will, of course, still be a considerable degree of agreement
(Aristotle Nicomachean ethics; Foot 2002; Aurelius 2001; Seneca 1917/1925; Epictetus 1934a, 1934b).
James Stockdale writes that he found the writings of the Stoics especially helpful in particularly
trying circumstances despite previously dismissing them as offering little that could be of interest or
value to him (2006).

Would Stoicism be a helpful moral approach for people living in Cardiff in 2012? Why or why not?

Obviously there is a great deal to say here. Pick one point or one example and focus on that
rather than trying to cover everything. If you think the answer will be different for different people,
pick one group or individual to discuss and simply tell your reader you are doing so.

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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———. 1934a. Enchiridion. In The works of Epictetus: his discourses, in four books, the Enchiridion,
and fragments, ed. Gregory R. Crane, trans. Thomas Wentworth Higginson. Perseus Digital
Library Project. Tufts University. From Epictetus (1890b), http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/
hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3atext%3a1999.01.0237%3atext%3denc.
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It’s better to do one’s own duty,
however defective it may be, than
to follow the duty of another,
however well one may perform it.

Bhagavad Gita

We’ve seen that, for Kant, autonomy is critical. Recall that the central idea is that one is
autonomous if one is capable of making one’s own decisions. A choice is autonomous if it is the
chooser’s own in some important sense1. So, for example, suppose I help a neighbour out because I
want to or have decided I should. That would be an autonomous choice. On the other hand, if I
helped out simply because somebody else (a parent, an authority figure, a rabbi etc.) told me to,
that would not be autonomous. We’ve discussed the value of respecting autonomy in other people —
respecting them as persons. Hill’s article is about whether or not we have a moral duty to respect
ourselves as persons — to value our own autonomy and rights as persons (1973).

Most of us want to make our own decisions, so autonomy might seem a great thing and very
valuable, but there are some problems. Maybe sometimes, things would go better for you if you did
not make your own decision. E.g. maybe you would eventually thank somebody who made you study
for finals when you wanted to party. Sometimes cases seem extreme. Should a person be allowed to
take her own life or should someone prevent her, if possible?

This prompt asks you to briefly respond to three questions:

Give an example from your own life, or the life of someone else, which seems to demonstrate the value of
autonomy. Explain briefly how the example demonstrates the value.

What makes it important that the choice was your own?

For example, I chose to read maths and philosophy as an undergraduate. It seems important
to me that I was allowed to make the decision myself — nobody mandated it. For one thing, it
seemed to have a good outcome — I got to study and love philosophy. For another, if somebody
had decided for me, I probably would have been resentful, might have been uninterested and
less conscientious and might even have dropped out or failed.

Give an example in which autonomy seems less valuable. Again, briefly explain why.

For example, if you got incredibly drunk and a friend took away your car keys against your
will, you might very well be grateful the next day2.

Have you ever been subservient? Or have you seen somebody else be? Is the attitude or behaviour
involved morally problematic? Why or why not?

When responding to weekly prompts, you do not need to include an introduction or conclusion.
You do not have enough words for that!

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so but any you do use should be properly cited.

1. This isn’t quite what Kant means but we’ll ignore that here.
2. Notice that this raises questions. Who is autonomous? (Infants? Children? The mentally disabled? The mentally

ill?) When is someone autonomous? (All the time? Just some of the time e.g. not when drunk or, perhaps, when
overcome by emotion? Just occasionally?) We’ve touched on these in class already. You are certainly not expected to
address them here!



2 of 2 Prompt 8

Write about 300–400 words and include a word count. Your assignment should be typed if at all
possible. You should include full references so that I know which versions of texts you have read. Please
bring two copies to class.

The Centre’s Student Handbook (available from Reception) explains the basics of formatting
citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61) and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at
http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

The handbook also explains what plagiarism is and strategies for avoiding it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51).
You should read this if you are in any doubt whatsoever about these matters. I will be happy to answer
any further questions you may have.
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Why are the typical characteristics of servility morally
objectionable?

Dr. Clea F. Rees

Hill’s Kantian-inspired idea is this (Hill 1973):

one type of respect for persons consists in respect for their moral rights.

So, if one respects morality, then one must respect one’s own moral rights i.e. one must have a sort
of self-respect which is incompatible w/ servility .

1. All human beings have equal basic moral rights.

2. A servile person disavows (denies or gives up) her moral rights because of ignorance or b/c she
does not value them sufficiently.

3. One ought, as far as one can, to value and respect morality and ethical principles as well as
simply obeying them.

4. One ought to be reluctant to give up one’s moral rights. (Specific instance of 3.)

5. The servile person does something she ought not to do. (From 1, 2 and 4.)

One might think something further:

in the case of some rights, one has a duty to preserve them e.g. life or liberty or minimal respect
as a person, perhaps.

So one cannot give these up even if doing so is not servile.
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Prompt Pitfalls

I receive many interesting, well-focused and clear responses to discussion prompts but I thought
it might be helpful to note some common pitfalls and how to avoid them. Please remember that this
is not intended as a balanced picture of the work which I see — I am deliberately ignoring all the
good things people do!

Not answering the question

Remember that you cannot get credit for an answer to a different question no matter
how brilliant. It is surprisingly easy to begin answering the question only to end having answered
a quite different one. There can be various reasons for this. I’ll consider two:

• First, you may get carried away with enthusiasm and either fail to notice your diversion or
find yourself so impressed by your masterpiece that you cannot bear to abandon it. The best
solution is to avoid being diverted in the first place. Failing that, you need to identify and
rewrite whatever is irrelevant to the question. I do know (really!) how painful this can be but
sometimes it is the only way1.

• Second, you may not feel as confident answering the actual question as you do answering a
different one. This is sometimes because a different question appears (and may actually be)
easier or more manageable. Nonetheless, you need to tackle the more difficult one even if it is
more challenging.
One form of this concern sometimes seems to stem from a sense that giving and supporting
your own view may seem harder or riskier than explaining somebody else’s. But if you are
asked for your view, you cannot answer the question by explaining somebody else’s. (If I ask
you whether you would like dessert, your replying that Greg only wants coffee will hardly
count as a satisfactory answer!) It is perfectly acceptable to endorse a view held by somebody
else (attributing it, of course) and to then defend it, explaining why that person’s reasons are
compelling or adding additional reasons of your own. (If I ask for your view of a political
candidate, you might use points made by a columnist but I will expect you to explain why you
think her points are especially compelling. After all, other columnists no doubt disagree.)

Wasting words

You have only 300–400 words. Even short sentences are quite expensive. For short responses, you
do not need to introduce the topic or summarise your conclusions2. Be a word miser, jealously
guarding every word. Every sentence must earn its keep or face the consequences. Take your axe to
whole paragraphs if they do too little work. You need to be brutal.

1. What I tend to do is put my cuttings aside for “later use” thus deceiving myself into half-believing that my
efforts may not have been entirely in vain!

2. Conclusions are always a bad idea but introductions are necessary in longer assignments.
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Too many and/or too long quotations

True of most philosophy papers but especially short ones: avoid quotes if at all possible; where
essential, minimise. This is connected with the previous points: giving your words to somebody else
wastes them. Keep as many as you can for your use. Generally, you should not need to include
quotations at all — it is better to explain the idea in your own words. Occasionally, you may wish
to quote a word or phrase. This will usually be because you wish to discuss its meaning. Think very
hard indeed before including a whole sentence!

Too few examples

It is often difficult to make an abstract point clear without a good example. Do not hesitate to
include examples. Your own, original examples are fantastic. You can draw on your imagination,
your experiences, fiction, non-fiction, things you hear on the bus. . . . You should also feel free to use
examples discussed in the texts. Sometimes philosophers use very carefully chosen examples and in
these cases you will almost certainly need to discuss the same example. There are, indeed, whole
literatures discussing particular examples and variations on them. Just remember to attribute your
examples unless they are entirely your own inventions.

Poor citations and referencing

Many people do an admirable job. Some do a stellar one. Everyone else should review the information
in the Student Handbook. Although formatting is not unimportant, the crucial thing is to make sure
that all the really important information is included3.

• When you use a direct quote or mention a specific idea or point, you need to cite not just the
work but the particular location of the quote, idea or point. So if you mentioned, for example,
Rawls’s principles of justice, you’d just cite the appropriate work(s) but if you were discussing
a particular statement of them, you’d also give the appropriate section and/or page number:
“Justice as fairness” is one development of this idea (Rawls 1999).

Rawls’s final statement of the two principles of justice thus includes reference to the principle of just
savings (1999, 266–267).

Your list of references does not need to be included in your word count.

Using a spell checker

This is not, strictly speaking, a bad idea. I would be lost without one. The danger lies in relying
on it too much. Remember that computers are dumb. Even Macs. Remember that your spell
checker is not infallible.

• Four instants, bare inn mind that you’re spell cheque makes it vary easy two right the wrong
word inn the write whey.

3. The best way to get consistent formatting for citations and reference lists is to let a computer do it. Even this is
no guarantee in part because it still relies on relatively consistent human input (often lacking in my case) and in part
because the job is a complex one and therefore subject to grey areas, ambiguities and exceptions of the sort computers
are typically spectacularly poor with.
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• Your spell check is also likely to object to perfectly good words such as ‘consequentialism’,
‘communitarianism’ and ‘deontological’, and proper names such as ‘Rawls’, ‘Nozick’ and
‘Nussbaum’4.

• Should you be the privileged owner of a word processor, especially a sophisticated one, you
will need to ensure that it is not automagically “helping” you by “correcting” your work. To
do this you may either turn off this “feature” or aggressively scrutinise your work, checking
and rechecking that your “misspellings” have not been transformed. It will help to “teach”
your spell checker the new words but turning off “autocorrect” is probably a better and less
frustrating option in the long term.

Try to read your work through after setting it aside. Since these are short, weekly responses the
scope for this is obviously limited but even setting it aside while you have a cup of tea before reading
it through may be helpful. It can also be helpful to read your work aloud. This can help you to
identify awkward sentences, repeated words and typos. If you do not like talking to yourself, find
your cat or borrow a neighbour’s but be warned that she5 will either try to eat your paper or fall
asleep on your keyboard.

References

Rawls, John. 1999. A theory of justice. Revised. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press/Belknap Press. isbn: 0674000781.

Annotations

If I write “NR” on your response it means that you are not entitled to revise and resubmit this
particular assignment. This applies if you turn your response in after the class during which the
prompt is discussed. If you think I’ve made a mistake, please let me know. If you did not attend the
relevant class and extenuating circumstances applied such as illness, sick child, family crisis etc., let
me know as you should not lose the rewrite option in this case.

“OT” means that your response should be treated as received on time. This means you have the
option to rewrite. I only write this if extenuating circumstances mean that a response should be
treated as timely even though it was turned in late. Usually, responses are automatically treated as
received on time because they get considered along with everybody else’s.

If you cannot read my writing, decipher my abbreviations or understand my comments, please
feel free to ask.

4. Top suggestions include ‘Awls’, ‘Kinnock’ and ‘Alumnus’. I think that my spell checker may need professional
help.

5. The cat — not your neighbour. If your (human) neighbour behaves like this, you should probably consider
moving.



Effective Objections

There is no magic formula when it comes to raising objections (or replying to them) but the following
pointers may be of some help:

• Less is more

Fewer objections will generally be better than more. A single, knock-down objection is ideal although
you might wish to explore two or even three in a longer paper. Pick the strongest.

• Object to the whole argument

Sometimes authors anticipate objections. They identify what they think the most likely objections
will be and then they explain both the objections and their replies to them. You cannot use these
objections when objecting to the author’s argument because they are part of that argument.

Exception: if the author’s reply is weak, you can object to the (anticipated objection + response).
That is, you can object to the whole package by pointing out the weaknesses in the author’s
response.

• Avoid the easily avoidable

When raising an objection, ask yourself how easily you could adapt the author’s argument to avoid it.
If the answer is, “very easily”, it isn’t a good objection.

• Uninteresting appeals to facts

If the author relies on a false factual claim but the argument could go through either by dropping the
claim completely or by replacing it with a true one, it isn’t a good objection.

• Would this be a good pointer?

Avoid rhetorical questions. State the claim. You may occasionally get away with a rhetorical question
but they are generally best avoided.

• Avoid straw persons

If your objection makes the author’s view sound really implausible, check that it really is her view
and not just a similar sounding view to which you have a really great objection. Lumbering your
opponent with an implausible view which she doesn’t actually hold is sometimes known as constructing
a “straw person”. Because your objection only works against the straw person’s view, it does nothing
to undermine the view you are objecting to.

• Principle of charity

If an author makes an ambiguous claim — that is, one which could be understood in more than one
way — you should interpret it as charitably as possible. If your objection depends on an uncharitable
reading, it isn’t a good objection.



Paper Topics
Dr. Clea F. Rees

Before beginning work, you MUST read the sections of the Centre’s Student Handbook dealing
with plagiarism and how to avoid it (§6 4.3 pp. 46–51). Copies of the handbook are available from
Reception. I would be happy to answer any further questions you might have.

he Handbook also explains the basics of formatting citations and references (§6 4.3–4.6 pp. 56–61)
and includes a pointer to the university’s guides at

http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/insrv/educationandtraining/guides/citingreferences/index.html.

You do not need to seek outside sources when completing this assignment and I recommend not
doing so unless you wish to draw on them for an original example. Any sources you do use should
be properly cited.

Whether you use additional sources or not, your list of references should include full references
for assigned texts so that I know which versions you have read.

Draft due: by noon on Friday, 30 March, 2012
Paper due: by noon on Friday, 4 May, 2012
Length: 1,500–2,000 words
Format: hard copy handed in during class

or electronic1 copy by email to ReesC17@cf.ac.uk
double-space; include a word count; staple hard copy.

Note that this assignment is extremely structured. This structure is designed to help you
succeed, but it means that you must read the instructions extremely carefully, pay attention
to details, and clarify, clarify, clarify.

§A Choose a topic from the following list2:

Jane Elliott and the Sioux prayer . . . 3 Gwenhwyfar’s will . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Retaliation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 The Hurricane . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Walking away from Omelas . . . . . . . . 4 Claire’s friends . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Jaywalking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 Joel Marks on teaching ethics as a “lab course” . . . 9

1. The best formats are Portable Document Format (.pdf) and Open Document Format (.odt). I can easily convert
Microsoft Word format (.doc/.docx). If you plan to use another format, please let me know.
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§B Choose a thesis from the choices given for your chosen topic.

If none of the theses reflects your own view but you wish to write on a particular topic, choose the
thesis which most closely reflects your own view or which you think can be defended most cogently.

§C Think philosophically

Writing a philosophy paper is rather different from writing in other disciplines. Begin by reading
the handout, ‘Writing With Philosophical Attitude’. To help you write philosophically, a structure
is provided. Your paper must follow the structure specified in the ‘Paper Schema’.
Carefully read the handouts, ‘Paper Schema’, ‘Guidelines for Paper Schema’ and ‘Rule One’ before
beginning work and refer to them as needed as you write your paper.

§D Fill in the schema

Your first task is to carefully and clearly explain the strongest argument you can for the thesis
you are defending. This will be part 1 of your paper. Note that the conclusion of this argument
should be precisely your chosen thesis — you should not restate or alter it.

You should clearly state the premises and show how they support the final conclusion. If the
argument involves sub-arguments, your explanation should reflect this structure and identify the
various sub-conclusions. If necessary, you should then briefly explain and/or briefly defend the
premises. (You don’t need to do this for all the premises — just those that your reader might
otherwise find unclear and/or implausible.) Be sensible. If necessary, it is fine to clarify the premises
which need it, indicate which premises need further defence, and then explain that you are going to
focus on a defence of premise X. In that case, premise X should be the premise your reader is most
likely to question.

You may wish to appeal to one of the ethical theories discussed in the course. If so, your
explanation should include an explanation of why the ethical theory you appeal to is a good one. For
example, “As Kant says. . . This seems plausible because. . . ” is much better than “As Kant says. . . ”.
Giving reasons for a claim always requires more than merely appealing to authority. This is true no
matter how illustrious the authority.

Continue to fill in the paper schema until you have completed parts 1–3 and, optionally, 4–5.
Edit, review and revise until you are happy with what you’ve written. Finally, write part 0 and add
the transition sentences to provide your reader with “sign-posting”.

Essential resources

Rule One . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Paper Schema . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Guidelines for Paper Schema . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Writing with Philosophical Attitude . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
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Jane Elliott and the Sioux prayer

Begin by watching A Class Divided and ‘One Friday in April, 1968’ (Peters 1985, 1987).
Jane Elliott describes how, before beginning her first eye-colour exercise in Riceville, she reminded

herself of the Sioux prayer, “Oh, Great Spirit, keep me from ever judging a man until I have walked
a mile in his moccasins” (Peters 1987).

This topic focuses on the claim that one cannot respond morally to others unless one has
experienced the world as they experience it. This should be understood in the sense Jane Elliott
seems to have in mind. In this sense, one can have the necessary experience as the result of a
relevantly similar experience of sufficient intensity and duration to allow one to understand others’
perspectives.

For example, in this sense, by the end of Elliott’s experiment, the children shown in the
documentary have experienced the world as the victims of racism experience it (Peters 1985). Clearly,
then, the claim is not that one must have had experiences identical with those of others — or
even experiences very like those of others. Unlike the victims of racism, the children experience
discrimination neither day after day nor in the context of families and communities damaged by
generations of such treatment. Nonetheless, the children have experienced something relevantly
similar to racial discrimination, and that experience was of sufficient intensity and duration to impact
their view of the world thirty years later. In the relevant sense, then, the children have experienced
the world as the victims of racial discrimination experience it.

Thesis 1: One cannot respond morally to another unless one has experienced the world
as she experiences it.

Thesis 2: It is possible to respond morally to another even if one has never experi-
enced the world as she experiences it.

Retaliation

Consider the following case:

In 1944 it became known to the Free French Partisan fighting forces that the Germans had
executed 80 partisans and planned soon to execute more. The Partisans thus decided they would
shoot 80 Germans prisoners who had recently surrendered to them. At this point the Red Cross
intervened, won a postponement of the executions, and sought an agreement from the Germans to
treat captured partisans as prisoners of war, who may not be shot. The Partisans waited 6 days and
the Germans did not reply. The Partisans then shot 80 German prisoners. After these shootings the
Nazis executed no more Partisans. (Ladenson 1998b).

Thesis 3: The shooting of the 80 German prisoners by the Free French Partisans was
morally justified.

Thesis 4: The shooting of the 80 German prisoners by the Free French Partisans was
not morally justified.
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Walking away from Omelas

Begin by reading Ursula Le Guin’s ‘The Ones Who Walk Away from Omelas’ (Le Guin 1975).
Catherine is a resident of Omelas. Although she was first taken to visit the child when she was

younger, she soon recovered from the shock she’d experienced and resumed the happy life she led
with her parents and siblings. Recently, however, her memory of the child has begun to trouble her
and she has been thinking of the child’s suffering. Catherine knows that, if she chooses, she can once
again immerse herself in her own life and live happily. She has close friends in the city and a warm
and loving relationship with her family. Now that she is attending one of the colleges in Omelas,
Catherine lives independently with other students. She currently has no dependents. Although her
family and friends would miss her if she were to leave Omelas, Catherine knows that they would
respect her decision and trust her to make another life for herself elsewhere.

Ought Catherine to remain in Omelas or ought she to walk away? In considering this question,
you should assume that Catherine is unable to do anything to ease the child’s suffering. Assume, if
you like, that all visits to the child are carefully supervised by persons who will allow no interference
and that there is no prospect of changing the attitudes of either the supervisors or other residents of
the city. Helping the child is not, then, an option. Whether Catherine stays or not will make no
difference whatsoever to the child.

Thesis 5: Catherine is morally required to walk away from Omelas.
Note: so it would be morally wrong for Catherine to remain in Omelas.

Thesis 6: Catherine is morally required to remain in Omelas.
Note: so it would be morally wrong for Catherine to walk away from Omelas.

Jaywalking

Consider the following case:

While vacationing in a small, sleepy, quiet coastal town in Maine, you take your dog for a walk
at the crack of dawn on a Sunday morning. You come to an intersection with a stop light. Looking
carefully in all directions you don’t see any cars. Then you notice a sign next to the stoplight that
says:

JAYWALKING FORBIDDEN
violators subject to fine
Village of Sleepy Cove
Immediately after you read the sign, you look up and see that the stoplight has turned red.

(Ladenson 1998a)

Thesis 7: It would be morally wrong for you to cross the street while the light remains
red.

Thesis 8: It would be morally permissible for you to cross the street while the light
remains red.
Note: This thesis is consistent with the view that you are morally required to cross while
the light remains red but it is also consistent with the view that both crossing immediately
and waiting are permissible.
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Gwenhwyfar’s will

Begin by reading the excerpts from Kant and Philippa Foot’s ‘Virtues and Vices’ (Foot 2002;
Kant Groundwork of the metaphysics of morals (1785), AK 4:389, 4:393–403, 4:408–409, 4:411–412,
4:419–424, 4:428–429, 4:432–433).

One way of thinking about Foot’s critique of Kant’s ethical theory might be in terms of their
conceptions of a ‘good will’. One might think of Foot’s critique as largely endorsing Kant’s claim
that a ‘good will’ is the only thing of moral value, but as rejecting the idea that one has a good will
if, and only if, one acts ‘from duty’ (i.e. does the right thing because one knows it is right).

This suggests two theses about the moral value of morally correct actions. Suppose that
Gwenhwyfar helps out at the local children’s home every weekend. We’ll assume, too, that this is
(at least) morally permissible.

Thesis 9: Gwenhwyfar’s help has moral value just insofar Gwenhwyfar does it because
it is right.
Note: so if Gwenhwyfar really enjoys playing with the children, is motivated by love or
compassion, believes she’ll be richly rewarded when the young geniuses get rich, or whatever,
her help doesn’t have moral worth; but if she must really struggle to make herself go —
perhaps because she hates children generally — her help is morally valuable. Her help
might also have moral worth sometimes, but not always. If she generally loves going, but
is simply exhausted by an especially trying week at work, or would prefer to stay home
because she is currently grieving, her help will have moral worth at those times when she
struggles, even though it does not always have such value. (Gwenhwyfar might also have
mixed motivations, of course.)

Thesis 10: Gwenhwyfar’s help has moral value just insofar as Gwenhwyfar’s motiv-
ations for helping, and her attitude toward the children, her own help etc.
are virtuous (in Foot’s sense of ‘virtue’).
Note: if Gwenhwyfar helps because she believes she’ll be richly rewarded when the young
geniuses get rich, her help doesn’t have much moral worth; but if she is motivated by love
or compassion etc., her help is morally valuable. The other cases are more complicated.
If Gwenhwyfar hates children and must force herself to go, she seems lacking in virtue.
On the other hand, not wishing to help at some particular time because she is grieving or
exhausted, and struggling to continue despite this, need not mean her help has no moral
value at those times. (Gwenhwyfar might also have mixed motivations, of course.)

The Hurricane

Consider the following case:

In 1967 Rubin “Hurricane” Carter, then a strong contender for the middleweight boxing cham-
pionship, was convicted with a co-defendant, Mr. John Artis, of murdering a bartender and two
patrons in a sudden attack of gunfire on a tavern in Patterson, New Jersey. After a twenty year legal
struggle, Mr. Carter and Mr. Artis had their convictions overturned. This struggle is the subject of
a recent film entitled The Hurricane, starring Denzel Washington, and directed by Norman Jewison.

At the trial of Mr. Carter and Mr. Artis in 1967 the prosecution introduced no motive. The
only witnesses who testified for the prosecution were two petty criminals, who admitted to having
committed a burglary near the scene of the crime, and claimed to see Mr. Carter and Mr. Artis
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emerge from the scene of the crime holding guns. Sentenced to life imprisonment, Mr. Carter
undertook relentless efforts to overturn the conviction. In 1973 he was able to secure the help of a
lawyer in the New Jersey Public Defender’s Office and a free lance journalist, who continued the
search for evidence. In 1974 the attorney, and a reporter for the New York Times tracked down the
two petty criminals, who separately recanted their testimony, claiming they had been pressured into
it by the prosecutors. Mr. Carter’s case became an international cause celebre, with Bob Dylan
writing and performing a song about it.

The New Jersey Supreme Court overturned Mr. Carter’s and Mr. Artis’ convictions. After only
ninety days of freedom, however, in 1976 the prosecution brought the case to trial again, this time
contending that Mr. Carter and Mr. Artis, who are both African-American, had been motivated by
racial vengeance. The murders in the tavern had occurred only shortly after an African-American
tavern owner in Patterson, New Jersey had been killed by a white assailant. One of the petty
criminals from the original trial took the stand again and recanted his recantation. Mr. Carter and
Mr. Artis were reconvicted and returned to prison.

Although the international attention to the case faded, the lawyers who represented Mr. Carter
and Mr. Artis at the second trial continued to work on their behalf for over ten years without
pay, eventually unearthing key evidence that the prosecution had suppressed at the second trial.
During this period a commune of social activists from Canada became interested in Mr. Carter’s case
and established communication with him. The commune members provided Mr. Carter important
emotional, moral, and financial support to continue the struggle to gain his freedom. In 1985, after
nine years of unsuccessful appeals in State court, Mr. Carter’s attorneys persuaded a federal judge
to overturn Mr. Carter’s and Mr. Artis’ convictions. In 1988 the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the
decision of the federal judge.

Film makers have always taken dramatic license by simplifying history, and even conflating
characters and events for narrative purposes, while striving to retain the essential truth with respect
to the subject matter of a film. This is often difficult. In The Hurricane Mr. Carter’s and Mr. Artis’
two trials are compressed into a brief courtroom scene. No mention is made of the testimony of
the two petty criminals. The film leaves Mr. Artis almost completely out of the story even though,
in reality, with great moral heroism, he defiantly rejected an offer to avoid a long prison sentence
by falsely incriminating Mr. Carter. The Hurricane depicts members of the Canadian commune as
uncovering vital evidence. In reality, although the commune members did useful para-legal work, as
noted above, Mr. Carter’s attorneys unearthed the critical evidence that lead to the setting aside in
federal court of Mr. Carter’s and Mr. Artis’ convictions. In The Hurricane there is a racist detective
intent on keeping Mr. Carter behind bars, who, in one dramatic scene, almost succeeds in causing
the deaths of several commune members. All of this was purely fictitious. There was no actual
person corresponding to the racist detective in the film. (Ladenson 2000)

Consider the decisions Norman Jewison took in making the film. To keep things simple, you
should assume that: Jewison was solely responsible for the contents of the film and, in particular,
for the ways in which the events depicted in the film differed from those which actually occurred;
Jewison was fully aware of the ways in which the film’s depiction of events differed from actual
events; the descriptions of both the film and the actual events given in the case study are accurate.

The question is whether the distortions in the film — the ways in which the story it tells differ
from the events as they actually happened — were morally permissible or not.

Thesis 11: The distortions introduced by Norman Jewison into The Hurricane were
morally permissible.

Thesis 12: The distortions introduced by Norman Jewison into The Hurricane were
morally impermissible.
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Claire’s friends

Consider the following case:

Tony, Claire, and Beth were the best of friends through high school. Tony and Beth attended the
same college and began dating each other in their sophomore year. After graduation they announced
their engagement and Beth asked Claire to be her maid of honor. About six months before the
wedding, Beth’s mother became ill. Since Beth was unemployed, her father asked her if she could
stay home and take care of her mother. Because her mother needed her constantly, Beth found little
time to spend with Tony. Although Tony became quite lonely, he was very understanding and tried
to be as supportive as he could.

Two months passed and Beth’s mother’s condition worsened. Given the circumstance, Claire
offered to help Beth to call off the wedding. However Beth explained that the wedding was now
even more important to her mother than it was before and that she had no intention of calling it off.
Claire understood and continued to be a supportive friend both to Beth and Tony. Knowing Beth’s
fragile emotional condition and Tony’s feelings of loneliness, Claire made a point of spending time
with both of them.

One evening Claire met Tony for dinner, and noticed while dining that he was very quiet. She
asked him if there was something bothering him, other than the obvious circumstance with Beth and
her mother. Tony paused for a moment and asked Claire if she could keep a secret. Claire warmly
assured Tony that he could tell her anything. He proceeded to confess that he had had a brief affair
shortly after Beth’s mother became ill. After his confession, Tony told Claire how grateful he was to
have gotten all of that off his chest and thanked Claire for being such a good friend. Still, Claire
was speechless.

The following week, Beth called Claire and asked her to help her pick out a restaurant for the
rehearsal dinner. Beth and Claire spent the afternoon driving around visiting restaurants. In the
car Beth mentioned that she thought that Tony seemed a little preoccupied for the past month, but
also added that the last few times they were together he seemed like his old self again. She then
asked Claire for her opinion about whether “something was going on with Tony”. (Ladenson 2001)

Consider whether Claire ought or ought not to lie to Beth. She might, for example, assure Beth
that she sees no reason to think that “something was going on with Tony” or she might just say that
she doesn’t know. Claire might, of course, simply tell Beth that she should talk to Tony. Under the
circumstances, however, this seems likely to have much the same effect as telling her that there was
“something. . . going on with Tony”.

Thesis 13: Claire ought not to lie to Beth.

Thesis 14: Claire is morally permitted to lie to Beth.
Note: This thesis is consistent with the view that Claire is morally required to lie to Beth
but it is also consistent with the view that both lying and not lying are permissible.
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Joel Marks on teaching ethics as a “lab course”

Begin by reading Joel Marks’s piece, ‘Why Cheating Is Wrong’ (Marks 2000).
Marks explains both some negative consequences of cheating and the basic reason he thinks

cheating is wrong. He finishes the piece by explaining that he now only teaches ethics as a “lab
course”. By this he seems to mean at least that: he takes no measures to prevent cheating other than
explaining to students why cheating is wrong; he would take no action against a student discovered
cheating in one of his ethics courses; all students taking his ethics courses are informed of these
policies.

Thesis 15: It is morally permissible for Marks to teach his ethics courses as “lab
courses”.

Thesis 16: It is morally wrong for Marks to teach his ethics courses as “lab courses”.

References

Foot, Philippa. 2002. Virtues and vices. In Virtues and vices and other essays in moral philosophy,
1–18. Oxford: Oxford University Press/Clarendon. isbn: 0199252866.

Hinman, Lawrence M., ed. 1994–2010. Ethics Updates. http://ethics.sandiego.edu/.

Kant, Immanuel. 1999. Groundwork of the metaphysics of morals (1785). In Practical philosophy,
ed. and trans. Mary J. Gregor, with an intro. by Allen W. Wood, 37–108. The Cambridge
Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant in Translation. Cambridge University Press. isbn:
0521654084/9780521654081.

Ladenson, Robert F. 1998a. Case # 14: jaywalking. In Hinman 1994–2010.

———. 1998b. Case # 15: retaliation. In Hinman 1994–2010.

———. 2000. Case # 32: the hurricane: truth and fiction. In Hinman 1994–2010.

———. 2001. Case # 62: friends and lovers. In Hinman 1994–2010.

Le Guin, Ursula K. 1975. The ones who walk away from Omelas (variations on a theme by William
James). In The wind’s twelve quarters, 275–284. New York, Evanston, Illinois, San Francisco
and London: Harper & Row. Originally published in New Dimensions 3 (1973). Also at http:
//www-rohan.sdsu.edu/faculty/dunnweb/rprnts.omelas.pdf.

Marks, Joel. 2000. Why cheating is wrong. In Moral moments, 54–55. Lanham, Maryland, New
York and Oxford: University Press of America. isbn: 0761818022.

Peters, William. 1987. One Friday in April, 1968. Chap. 1 in A class divided: then and now, Expanded.
Accessed 02/06/2006. Web site is published by the W.G.B.H. Educational Foundation, Boston,
Massachusetts. 1995–2005. New Haven, Connecticut and London: Yale University Press. isbn:
0300040482, http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/divided/etc/friday.html.

Peters, William (producer/director), Judy Woodruff (Frontline anchor), and Janet McFadden
(Frontline producer/director). 1985. A class divided. YALE University Films. Produced by
W.G.B.H. Boston for the Documentary Consortium, Boston. http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/
pages/frontline/shows/divided/.



1 of 1 Rule One

This is how Jay F. Rosenberg explains the point:

Any opinion for which one can give reasons is admissible
in philosophy, but once a claim has been supported by an

argument, subsequent criticism must then engage the
argument.

Rule One

In fact, the point is so important that there is no Rule Two.1

1. Original emphasis. Jay Rosenberg, The Practice of Philosophy: A Handbook for Beginners (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1996), 19, isbn: 0132308487.
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The structure of your paper should follow this schema. Throughout your paper, you must use
your own words. This is emphasised, especially, for part 1, where it is easiest to forget the importance
of using your own language. It applies, however, to all parts of the paper.

Except in a very few, unusual cases, quotations are not acceptable and you should not use them.

Part 0: Introduction Thesis = main conclusion. 1 sentence.
2–3 supplementary sentences.

Transitional sentence
Part 1: Initial argument Present and explain the argument fully, fairly and accurately in

your own words.
Transitional sentence

Part 2: Objection An argument (1 reason) that raises an objection to the argument
in part 1.
** Remember “Rule 1”

Transitional sentence
Part 3: Response An argument (1 reason) that attacks the argument in part 2.

** Remember “Rule 1”

Optional:
Transitional sentence

Part 4: Objection An argument (1 reason) that raises an objection to either the
argument in part 1 or the argument in part 3.
** Remember “Rule 1”

Transitional sentence
Part 5: Response An argument (1 reason) that attacks the argument in part 4.

** Remember “Rule 1”

No conclusion
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Throughout your paper: use your own words; follow the advice in “Writing with Philosophical
Attitude” and any mechanics guidelines; and edit! Proofread! Edit!

Part 0: Introduction [3–4 sentences total]

Write this part ** last **.
Include a 1 sentence thesis statement. Make it as clear and concise as possible.
Note: your thesis is the same as the conclusion of your argument. In some papers, your thesis

may be stated for you — in this case, use the exact wording given in the assignment.
Write 1 other sentence to introduce the thesis.
Write 1 or 2 other sentences explaining what you will do in your paper.
Avoid “yawners” i.e. unnecessary sentences which immediately bore. Examples include “Religious

belief is a very controversial topic”, “Since the dawn of time. . . ”, “Collins English Dictionary says
that. . . ” etc.

This part of your paper is of least importance.

Part 1: Argument to be defended [1 paragraph]

Present and explain the argument fully, fairly and accurately.

• in some papers, you will need to reconstruct the author’s argument. In this case, you are
simply explaining her argument — whether you agree or not is irrelevant.

• in others, you may be presenting an argument of your own.

Be sure to focus on one specific argument. You are to present only one of the many
arguments the author gave in her paper. If you are presenting your own argument, you may have
several, present only one — the strongest one.

It’s a good idea to work out the conclusion and then work backwards to get the premises.
Remember to use your own words — especially if you are reconstructing the argument of somebody

else.
Your premises should be basic. They shouldn’t obviously beg a central question.
Every time you write down a premise, ask ‘why?’ This will help push you back to the most basic

claims the argument rests on. (Obviously, at some point, you’ll have to stop! But only stop when
you have to.)

Sometimes, an author does not state all the claims she relies on explicitly. Rather, some of the
premises may be implicit. If you are reconstructing an argument, you need to make all such implicit
premises explicit — that is, you need to state them, explaining that the author doesn’t state them
explicitly but that her argument relies on them. You need to explain how the argument relies on
them, too.

If it’s your argument, all your premises should be explicit!
The argument should be valid.
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Part 2: Objection [1 paragraph]

Present one single objection to the argument in part 1 — i.e. one reason to reject it.
Pick the strongest objection.
You need to offer an argument challenging the truth of one of the premises in part 1.
Do not be tempted to weaken this section in order to write a super-duper part 3!

Part 3: Response [1 paragraph]

Present one single response — i.e. one reason to reject the argument in part 2.
Pick the strongest response.
If you find this part hard, you may be on the right track — you probably did a good job in part

2; if you find this part easy, you are almost certainly on the wrong track — you probably did a poor
job in part 2.

You are defending the argument in part 1 and your thesis by doing this. Make sure that you do
not say things inconsistent with what you said in parts 0 and 1!

Optional Parts

• If you have enough to say in parts 1–3, you do not need to include parts 4 and 5.
• Only include parts 4 and 5 if the arguments you develop in parts 1–3 do not require the full

length of the paper.
• State the arguments in parts 1–3 as concisely as possible but do not omit points in order to

include parts 4 and 5.
• Depth is more important than breadth.

Part 4: Objection [1 paragraph]

Present one single objection to the argument in parts 1 and 3 — i.e. one reason to
reject it.

Pick the strongest objection.
You need to offer an argument challenging the argument presented in parts 1 and 3.
Do not be tempted to weaken this section in order to write a super-duper part 5!

Part 5: Response [1 paragraph]

Present one single response — i.e. one reason to reject the argument in part 4.
Pick the strongest response.
Again, this part should be hard if you did a good job in part 3.
You are defending the argument presented in parts 1 and 3 and your thesis by doing this. Make

sure that you do not say things inconsistent with what you said in parts 0, 1 and 3!

LWC DDA!! — GOOD LUCK!!
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First things first: You need, first of all, to make sure you understand the assignment. One thing
you will need to decide is whether the assignment requires you to give your own view or simply
to present some view which you may or may not share.

The pondering stage: Once you understand the assignment, you will need to think the issues
through carefully. Mull them over, discuss them with each other or with me. Even after this, you
may not be sure what you think — that’s wise, as the issues are tricky. If you need to present
your own view, you may feel stuck. Simply pick the side you are inclined most towards and then
defend it to the death. This is useful for developing your budding philosophical wings, even if
you’re not sure you’ve picked the correct side!

A word about scholarship1: When you are presenting or using the ideas of another, you must
do so fairly and accurately. You must, of course, acknowledge the source of the idea, giving a
citation and full reference. Except in a very few cases, quotations are unacceptable but, of course,
if you do use the words of somebody else, you must use quotation marks and give a page reference
as part of your citation.
You are not encouraged to do extra reading to complete assignments. They are not, or not mainly,
research papers. I want to see you working out your own thoughts, as clearly and as rigorously
as you can. If you do use a source from outside class, be sure to credit the author, giving a full
citation in a footnote, including page references.
Failure to give full citations, acknowledge the source of other’s ideas or to use quotation marks
when using the words of another counts as plagiarism, a particularly awful violation of academic
integrity. You must acknowledge the source of ideas and words you use whatever the source —
e.g. book, web site, journal, relative, friend, classmate etc. etc.

Philosophy is hard: If you don’t find it hard, then either you were born with philosophy in your
very bone marrow or you do not understand the assignment. Although the degree of difficulty is
high, my expectations are modest. I expect only that you say something reasonable — not that
you discover a 422 step deductively valid argument from indisputable premises! (Though that
would be great, should you stumble across one!)

Writing style: A simple, clear and concise style is recommended. Oratory and rhetorical flourishes
will not particularly help, nor will bare assertion in any style; it is the content of your arguments
and the substantive force of your reasoning that I will be assessing. Imagine your audience as a
bright 14 year-old, who is intelligent but has no special philosophical knowledge. She needs to be
able to understand your paper.

Is there a right answer? When you are asked for your own opinion, there is no preferred answer.
You make take any position, provided you can give reasons for it. Remember: any claim is
admissible in philosophy, provided one can give reasons for it. I don’t care what position you end
up taking, but only how clearly and cogently you defend it.

Relevance: Be sure that your paper answers the question asked. If you are asked to defend a
particular view, that’s what your paper should do. If you are asked to write about a particular
topic, that is the topic you need to write about. You will lose credit for including irrelevant
material.

1Further discussion can be found in the Centre’s Student Handbook, available from Reception or at http:
//www.cardiff.ac.uk/learn/student_information/index.php.

2I hope that everyone fully understands the great significance of this figure for the universe.
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Language: Clarity and conciseness are very important. It should be crystal clear to your reader
exactly what you are saying and what your reasons you are for saying it. Philosophy requires
very precise use of language, because many of the issues involve somewhat subtle distinctions.
Remember, I will evaluate the written work you hand in and not the thoughts you had while
writing. So, you need to say what you mean and mean what you say, as precisely as possible.
You may remember Lewis Carroll on this topic3:

“Come, we shall have some fun now!” thought Alice. “I’m glad they’ve begun asking riddles — I believe
I can guess that,” she added aloud.
“Do you mean that you think you can find out the answer to it?” said the March Hare.
“Exactly so,” said Alice.
“Then you should say what you mean,” the March Hare went on.
“I do,” Alice hastily replied; “at least — at least I mean what I say — that’s the same thing, you know.”
“Not the same thing a bit!” said the Hatter. “Why, you might just as well say that ‘I see what I eat’ is
the same thing as ‘I eat what I see’!”
“You might just as well say,” added the March Hare, “that ‘I like what I get’ is the same thing as ‘I get
what I like’!”
“You might just as well say,” added the Dormouse, which seemed to be talking in its sleep, “that ‘I
breathe when I sleep’ is the same thing as ‘I sleep when I breathe’!”

Structure: If you are asked to use a particular structure, be sure to follow it exactly.

Editing: It is usually best to write quite a lot and then later pare down your draft, eliminating
redundancies, repetition and irrelevancies. You can then organise the remainder as systematically
as possible. Be sure to proofread and edit, edit, edit! Here are some suggestions which you may
find useful:

• When you’ve written your first draft, put it aside for a time. Then look at it again. Imagine
you are your own worst enemy and have been paid by the CIA to humiliate and destroy the
paper. Write down the criticisms and objections which occur to you.

• Now, stop imagining you’re somebody else and try to answer the criticisms. Some of this
adversarial thought process might go into your paper; philosophers often try to anticipate
objections.

• Get a friend to read your (new) draft.
• Get a classmate to read it.
• Read your paper out loud.
• Make sure you have answered the question / done the assignment and not something else.
• If the assignment has several parts, make sure you have done all of them.
• Remember that spell-checkers are fallible. In particular, be careful that you have the correct

word spelt correctly and not merely a correctly spelt word. Make sure you spell the authors’
names correctly.

• If the assignment allows you to turn in a draft for feedback, make full use of the opportunity
by turning in a draft which is as complete and as good as you can possibly make it.

• Keep repeating the process until you feel your paper is as good as possible.

Good Luck. I’m looking forward to seeing what you have to say.

3Lewis Carroll, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland in The Complete Works of Lewis Carroll, The Modern Library:
Random House. Pp. 75–76. (Note: no copyright year is included as none is given.)


