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All course materials can be produced
in alternative formats. Please let me
know your requirements.



This packet will be released in parts. Eventually, it will include copies of most of the
handouts we are likely to be using in class. Most materials will be grouped topically and I
plan to produce a separate booklet for each topical section of the course although I may
occasionally combine two or more sections when this is convenient. It may also occasionally
be necessary to split a section into more than one booklet. A process of trial-and-error has
established that the photocopier can staple at most 50 pages (100 sides) so sections which
need to include several further readings, for example, may exceed this capacity.
Generally speaking, booklets will include readings which may not be readily available.
Readings which may be obtained from multiple or readily available sources or which are
available electronically will not generally be included, especially if they are listed as further
readings. Materials available online are, however, linked from Learning Central and the
electronic versions of the reading lists posted there include clickable links which should take
you directly to the reading you need if you are on campus. If you are working off campus,
you may need to authenticate by providing your university username and password. This
will be the same as those you use to login to Learning Central, access your email etc.
Both the course and this distribution method are experimental and I would be very
interested in your thoughts about either.
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Course Description:

Can consequentialism survive its critics? Can Kantians successfully defend ethical rationalism? Or
must morality be grounded in human sentiment? Is virtue ethics’ promise of a more realistic theory
a chimera? How should moral philosophy respond to feminist criticisms?
Ethical theory can inform our understanding of moral issues and relationships. This course explores
in greater depth themes introduced in Introducing Moral Philosophy, enabling students to consolidate,
extend and deepen their understanding. The course focuses primarily on ethical theory in the western
analytic tradition but may include complementary topics from moral psychology, metaethics and
applied ethics.
Students should have taken Introducing Moral Philosophy or equivalent but no other knowledge of
philosophy is assumed.
The module focuses on normative ethics and topics may include:

• ethical relativism

• moral character and right action

• major ethical theories:

◦ consequentialism/utilitarianism
◦ deontological/Kantian ethics
◦ virtue ethics
◦ feminist ethics.

Additional subjects might include complementary topics in:

• moral psychology

e.g. the situationist challenge to virtue ethics

• metaethics

e.g. ethical realism, anti-realism and quasi-realism

• applied ethics

e.g. the treatment of non-rational or non-autonomous beings such as children and penguins,
or of rational beings who lack “moral sense”.

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

By the end of this course, you should

understand:
• a variety of major ethical theories;
• a range of challenges to those theories;
• different ways in which the theories may be defended;
• why different variations of a theory may be vulnerable to different objections;
• the issues and questions addressed by any complementary topics;

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:

You will be provided with details of your computer account during the first class provided that you
registered in advance and do not already have one. Students taking the module on a free-standing
basis should use their regular university account. Your computer account will enable you to submit
work for feedback and assessment, to make use of institutional subscriptions to electronic resources
and to use the university’s computing facilities.
All students are entitled to use the university libraries. Lifelong Learning students can obtain a card
from the library in the Centre for Lifelong Learning on Senghennydd Road.
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.

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 your home school, your university email address, a current telephone number and
preferred 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 glossary entry , in particular, is designed as an
integral part of the course and will form the basis for class discussion and collaboration. Participation
should enhance your understanding of the reading and enable you to get the most out of the class. I
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hope that contributing to the glossary will prove an enjoyable and stimulating part of the course.
Unfortunately, the second reason is less pedagogically inspiring. 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.

Course Requirements:

All work should include appropriate references, be double-spaced in a reasonable font
and submitted electronically through Learning Central, which includes plagiarism de-
tection. Do not include your name on your work itself. Use your student identification
number instead. This enables me to grade “blind” (or at least attempt to).

• Glossary entry — 300–400 words (20%)

◦ Each student will be responsible for writing one entry. There will be opportunities to
draft, discuss and revise these entries in class, although students are welcome to work on
them further outside class time if they wish to.

◦ Finalised entries should be typed and submitted electronically as explained above.
◦ I will collate the entries into a glossary of key terms as a resource for all members of the

class. Obviously, I will only include entries whose authors do not object to my doing so.
If you would prefer that I not include your entry in the collection, just let me know.

◦ We will discuss the format and content of entries in class but the basic idea is that your
entry should explain the relevant term to the “bright 14 year old” with no knowledge of
philosophy described in my handout on writing philosophy.

• Paper — 1,200–1,500 words (80%)

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

◦ A list of topics will be provided.
◦ Both drafts and final papers should be typed and submitted electronically as explained

above.
◦ Deadlines are marked on the included provisional class schedule.

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 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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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 respond to students’ particular interests where
possible. If something not listed is of particular interest, please let me know.
I have tried to provide either readily available or multiple sources for readings. Where alternative
sources are given for a reading, you need only obtain one of the alternates listed.
You will need your library/computer account in order to access certain readings.
Occasionally, I will circulate copies of readings which are not otherwise readily available.
Readings listed in the class schedule are key. In general, you will find it difficult to follow the class if
you have not read the assigned readings for that week.
The further reading list is designed for students writing papers and any who wish to deepen their
understanding of the issues.
If you have a copy of The Moral Life (Pojman 2004) — perhaps because you used it for Introducing
Moral Philosophy — you should continue to find it useful1. In addition to relevant readings specified
below, you may wish to dip into it to explore topics not discussed in class or alternative perspectives
on the topics we do discuss. It is also a rich source of examples and illustrations which can be
especially helpful when writing glossary entries and papers.
I would be happy to provide additional reading suggestions upon request.

1. 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 are looking to buy a copy, try to find a second-hand copy of the
second edition which is cited here. This should also be much cheaper than the current one.
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§1 Morality & Religion

Week 1: 28 Jan General Introduction
An Ethical Challenge
Plato, Euthyphro, excerpt (Euthyphro)

or ‘Does Morality Depend on Religion?’ (Pojman 2004, 370–373)

§2 Relativism, Subjectivism & Objectivism

Week 2: 4 Feb Rachels, ‘The Challenge of Cultural Relativism’ (1999, 20–36)
Herodotus, The History, excerpt from Book 3 (The History)

or ‘Custom is King’ (Pojman 2004, 156)
Week 3: 11 Feb Williams, ‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’ (1985)

§3 Theories of Right Action & Their Critics

Week 4: 18 Feb Stocker, ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’ (1976)
Week 5: 25 Feb Railton, ‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of Morality’

(1984)

— Reading week —

Week 6: 11 Mar Tannenbaum, ‘Acting with Feeling from Duty’ (2002)
15 Mar Optional draft glossary entry due by noon.

§4 Moral Luck

Week 7: 18 Mar Nagel, ‘Moral Luck’ (1979)
or ‘Moral Luck’ (Pojman 2004, 374–485)

22 Mar Paper draft due by noon.

— Easter break —

5 Apr Finalised glossary entry due by noon.

§5 A Question of Conscience?

Week 8: 15 Apr Bennett, ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’ (1974)

§6 Virtue Ethics & Its Critics

Week 9: 22 Apr Hursthouse, ‘Virtue Theory and Abortion’ (1991)

§7 Are Moral Values Gendered?

Week 10: 29 Apr Baier, ‘What Do Women Want in a Moral Theory?’ (1995)

10 May Paper due by noon.
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Further Reading

Dr. Clea F. Rees Spring 2013

This list is designed to complement the assigned readings listed in the class schedule. It is
intended for students writing papers and anybody interested in pursuing questions raised
in the course further. Good essays will reflect familiarity with the relevant literature.
The list is divided into two sections. The first section lists some general resources. The
second lists specific readings by topic. Remember that the topics are closely connected
so that readings listed for one section of the module are often relevant to others.
Please let me know if you have any difficulty obtaining readings or if you would like
suggestions for a topic not covered here.

General

Useful Anthologies of Moral Philosophy

Louis P. Pojman, ed. The Moral Life: An Introductory Reader in Ethics and Literature.
2nd ed. New York and London: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Cheshire Calhoun, ed. Setting the Moral Compass. Studies in Feminist Philosophy.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2004.

Roger Crisp and Michael A. Slote, eds. Virtue Ethics. Oxford Readings in Philosophy.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1997.

Samuel Scheffler, ed. Consequentialism and its Critics. Oxford Readings in Philosophy.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1988.

Dictionaries of Philosophy

A good dictionary of philosophy such as the following is useful:

Simon Blackburn. The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996.

Online Philosophy Resources

The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy is an excellent source of high quality
entries on a wide variety of philosophical topics.
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Philosophy Pages offers “aids to the study of philosophy, including study guide,
dictionary, timeline, discussion of major philosophers, and links to e-texts.”

Further links will be available from Learning Central.

Topical

§1 Morality & Religion

Robert Merrihew Adams. ‘Moral Arguments for Theistic Belief’.
Available online and linked from Learning Central.

William Lane Craig and Walter Sinnott-Armstrong. ‘God and Objective Morality: A
Debate’. In: Ethical Theory: An Anthology. Ed. by Russ Shafer-Landau. 2nd ed.
Chichester, West Sussex and Malden, MA: John Wiley & Sons, 2013. Chap. 25,
pp. 225–229. Originally published as William Lane Craig and Walter Sinnott-
Armstrong. God? A Debate between a Christian and an Atheist. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004, pp. 17–21, 33–36.
To be distributed with course materials.

Erik J. Wielenberg. Value and Virtue in a Godless Universe. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2005, ch. 2.
To be distributed with course materials.

§2 Relativism, Subjectivism & Objectivism

Ruth Benedict. ‘Anthropology and the Abnormal’. In: The Journal of General
Psychology 10 (1934), pp. 59–82.
Excerpted as ‘The Case for Moral Relativism’ in Pojman, The Moral Life, pp. 157–
165 or online as ‘A Defense of Ethical Relativism’ and linked from Learning
Central.

Jean Bethke Elshtain. ‘Judge Not?’ In: First Things 46 (Oct. 1994), pp. 36–40.
Available online and linked from Learning Central. Included in Pojman, The
Moral Life, pp. 191–201.

Additional:

Pojman, ‘The Case Against Moral Relativism’ in Pojman, The Moral Life, pp. 166–191.
Henrik Ibsen. An Enemy of the People. Trans. by Robert Farquharson Sharp.

Translated by Sharp, Robert Farquharson. Fairbanks, Arkansas and Salt Lake
City, Utah, 1st Dec. 2000. Project Gutenberg ebook: 2446, acts 2, 4.
Excerpted as ‘The Enemy of the People’ in Pojman, The Moral Life, pp. 201–221.

— 2 of 4 —



Dr. Clea F. Rees Continuing Moral Philosophy Further Reading

§3 Theories of Right Action & Their Critics

The critics:
Gertrude Elizabeth Margaret Anscombe. ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’. In: Philosophy

33.124 (Jan. 1958), pp. 1–19. doi: 10.1017/S0031819100037943.
Linked from Learning Central. Reprinted in Crisp and Slote, Virtue Ethics,
pp. 26–44.

Bernard Arthur Owen Williams. ‘A Critique of Utilitarianism’. In: Utilitarianism:
For and Against. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973, pp. 77–150.
Excerpts reprinted as ‘Against Utilitarianism’ in Pojman, The Moral Life, pp. 252–
264 and ‘Consequentialism and Integrity’ in Scheffler, Consequentialism and its
Critics, pp. 20–50.

Consequentialist defences:
J. C. C. Smart. ‘An Outline of a System of Utilitarian Ethics’. In: Utilitarianism:

For and Against. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973, pp. 3–74.

Kant:
Immanuel Kant. The Metaphysics of Morals (1797). In: Practical Philosophy. Ed.

and trans. from the German by Mary J. Gregor. With an intro. by Allen W.
Wood. The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant in Translation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, pp. 353–6031.
‘XII. Concepts of What is Presupposed on the Part of Feeling by the Mind’s
Receptivity to Concepts of Duty as Such’ (AK 6:399–403).
‘Section 1. On the Duty of Love to Other Human Beings’ (AK 6:448–61).

§4 Moral Luck

Bernard Arthur Owen Williams. ‘Moral Luck’. In: Moral Luck: Philosophical Papers
1973–1980. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981, pp. 20–
39.
To be distributed with course materials.

Susan Wolf. ‘The Moral of Moral Luck’. In: Setting the Moral Compass. Ed. by
Cheshire Calhoun. Studies in Feminist Philosophy. Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 2004. Chap. 6, pp. 113–127.
To be distributed with course materials.

1Note that good translations include marginal references (AK) which you can use to locate the
relevant passages even if you have a different translation or edition of the text.
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§5 A Question of Conscience?

Clea F. Rees. ‘Reclaiming the Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’. In: The Experience
of Philosophy. Ed. by Raymond Martin and Daniel Kolak. 6th ed. Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press, 2006. Chap. 71.
To be distributed with course materials.

§6 Virtue Ethics & Its Critics

The critics:

Robert B. Louden. ‘On Some Vices of Virtue Ethics’. In: Virtue Ethics. Ed. by
Roger Crisp and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press, 1997, pp. 201–216.
Reprinted in Crisp and Slote, Virtue Ethics, pp. 201–216.

J. B. Schneewind. ‘The Misfortunes of Virtue’. In: Ethics 101.1 (1990), pp. 42–63.
JSTOR: 2381891.
Linked from Learning Central. Reprinted in Crisp and Slote, Virtue Ethics,
pp. 178–200.

Defences:

John Hacker-Wright. ‘Moral Status in Virtue Ethics’. In: Philosophy 82 (2007),
pp. 449–473. doi: 10.1017/S0031819107000058.
Linked from Learning Central.

§7 Are Moral Values Gendered?

Virginia Held. ‘Taking Care: Care As Practice and Value’. In: Setting the Moral
Compass. Ed. by Cheshire Calhoun. Studies in Feminist Philosophy. Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press, 2004. Chap. 3, pp. 59–71.
To be distributed with course materials.

Thomas E. Hill Jr. ‘The Importance of Autonomy’. In: Women and Moral Theory.
Ed. by Feder Eva Kittay and Diana Tietjens Meyers. New Jersey: Rowman &
Littlefield, 1987. Chap. 7, pp. 129–138.
To be distributed with course materials.
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This course is designed for students who have completed Introducing Moral Philosophy or
equivalent. Depending on when you took that course and on what you have been thinking
about since, it may be useful to remind yourself of the ideas and concepts explored in that
course.
I recommend reading through the handouts provided in Introducing Moral Philosophy
before tackling related reading in this course. If you did not take that course with me or if
you no longer have access to the handouts provided, please let me know and I can make
sure that they are available to you.
To help you get started, we will begin the course with a team challenge. I do not expect
everybody to immediately remember the answers to all the questions in this quiz. However,
if the questions and concepts seem entirely unfamiliar or you are unable to get close to the
answers to any of the questions, then you should consider whether you are sufficiently well
prepared for this course. If, after looking back at your notes and materials for Introducing
Moral Philosophy, the questions suddenly appear manageable, you are probably fine. If
they still seem alien, you may wish to retake Introducing Moral Philosophy before taking
this course.
These recommendations apply especially to FSM students taking the course as part of a
degree programme. Since the stakes are higher, the degree of caution I recommended is
correspondingly greater as well.
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This quiz is intended to remind you of theories and concepts covered in Introducing Moral Philosophy.
It should not be taken too seriously.
The quiz consists of 15 questions organised into 3 sections. You will have approximately 30 minutes.
Complete the quiz by discussing the answers with your team and agreeing on a single answer to
submit. Teams are not permitted to consult books, notes, mobile or electronic devices, passing
philosophers or any other likely or unlikely sources of illicit assistance.
No points will be deducted for incorrect answers. No points will be awarded for multiple, illegible or
deliberately ambiguous answers.

Good luck and may the best team win!

Name of team:

§1. Which theory?

Name the philosopher’s account, ethical theory or group of theories which best fits the given
description.

(1) It is always wrong to treat other people merely as means, regardless of the consequences
of not doing so.

Answer:
(2) Somebody did the right thing if, and only if, no other option would have had better

consequences.

Answer:
(3) The best response to a situation is often motivated by the right desires and feelings rather

than by a sense of duty.

Answer:
(4) Somebody did the right thing if, and only if, no other option would have resulted in more

happiness.

Answer:
(5) Moral action requires doing the right thing because it is the right thing — the morally

purest motive is duty unmixed with desire, emotion or self-interest.

Answer:
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§2. Which philosopher?

Who thinks or thought that:

(6) the important question, when considering whether a creature should be shown moral
consideration, is not whether the creature is capable of reasoning or talking but simply
whether the creature is capable of suffering?

Answer:
(7) some pleasures are qualitatively better than others?

Answer:
(8) there is a single, supreme principle of morality which can be known by all rational beings

through reason alone?

Answer:
(9) human beings are all motivated solely by what they perceive as their own best interests?

Answer:
(10) the key to living the virtuous life is to understand that you cannot really be harmed by

anything outside your own control?

Answer:

§3. Whose value?

Which philosopher or ethical theory holds that:

(11) a virtue such as courage may nonetheless fail to function as a virtue on particular occasions
or in particular people?

Answer:
(12) only happiness is valuable in itself?

Answer:
(13) if God commands, God’s commands will be consistent with the Greatest Happiness

Principle?

Answer:
(14) a good will is the only thing which has intrinsic moral worth?

Answer:
(15) only pleasure and the absence of pain is intrinsically valuable?

Answer:
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Effective Objections
Dr. Clea F. Rees

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.
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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.)
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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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Morality & Religion

The Euthyphro Problem

Dr. Clea F. Rees Continuing Moral Philosophy

Please read the following excerpt from Plato’s Euthyphro:

Socrates But I will amend the definition so far as to say that what all the gods
hate is impious, and what they love pious or holy; and what some of them love and
others hate is both or neither. Shall this be our definition of piety and impiety?

Euthyphro Why not, Socrates?
Socrates Why not! certainly, as far as I am concerned, Euthyphro, there is no
reason why not. But whether this admission will greatly assist you in the task of
instructing me as you promised, is a matter for you to consider.

Euthyphro Yes, I should say that what all the gods love is pious and holy, and the
opposite which they all hate, impious.

Socrates Ought we to enquire into the truth of this, Euthyphro, or simply to accept
the mere statement on our own authority and that of others? What do you say?

Euthyphro We should enquire; and I believe that the statement will stand the test
of enquiry.

Socrates We shall know better, my good friend, in a little while. The point which I
should first wish to understand is whether the pious or holy is beloved by the gods
because it is holy, or holy because it is beloved of the gods.

Euthyphro I do not understand your meaning, Socrates.
Socrates I will endeavour to explain: we, speak of carrying and we speak of being
carried, of leading and being led, seeing and being seen. You know that in all such
cases there is a difference, and you know also in what the difference lies?

Euthyphro I think that I understand.
Socrates And is not that which is beloved distinct from that which loves?
Euthyphro Certainly.
Socrates Well; and now tell me, is that which is carried in this state of carrying
because it is carried, or for some other reason?

Euthyphro No; that is the reason.
Socrates And the same is true of what is led and of what is seen?
Euthyphro True.
Socrates And a thing is not seen because it is visible, but conversely, visible because

it is seen; nor is a thing led because it is in the state of being led, or carried because it
is in the state of being carried, but the converse of this. And now I think, Euthyphro,
that my meaning will be intelligible; and my meaning is, that any state of action or
passion implies previous action or passion. It does not become because it is becoming,
but it is in a state of becoming because it becomes; neither does it suffer because it is
in a state of suffering, but it is in a state of suffering because it suffers. Do you not
agree?

Euthyphro Yes.
Socrates Is not that which is loved in some state either of becoming or suffering?



Morality & Religion The Euthyphro Problem

Euthyphro Yes.
Socrates And the same holds as in the previous instances; the state of being loved
follows the act of being loved, and not the act the state.

Euthyphro Certainly.
Socrates And what do you say of piety, Euthyphro: is not piety, according to your
definition, loved by all the gods?

Euthyphro Yes.
Socrates Because it is pious or holy, or for some other reason?
Euthyphro No, that is the reason.
Socrates It is loved because it is holy, not holy because it is loved?
Euthyphro Yes.
Socrates And that which is dear to the gods is loved by them, and is in a state to
be loved of them because it is loved of them?

Euthyphro Certainly.
Socrates Then that which is dear to the gods, Euthyphro, is not holy, nor is that
which is holy loved of God, as you affirm; but they are two different things.

Euthyphro How do you mean, Socrates?
Socrates I mean to say that the holy has been acknowledged by us to be loved of
God because it is holy, not to be holy because it is loved.

Euthyphro Yes.
Socrates But that which is dear to the gods is dear to them because it is loved by
them, not loved by them because it is dear to them.

Euthyphro True.
Socrates But, friend Euthyphro, if that which is holy is the same with that which

is dear to God, and is loved because it is holy, then that which is dear to God would
have been loved as being dear to God; but if that which is dear to God is dear to him
because loved by him, then that which is holy would have been holy because loved by
him. But now you see that the reverse is the case, and that they are quite different
from one another. For one (theophiles) is of a kind to be loved because it is loved,
and the other (osion) is loved because it is of a kind to be loved. Thus you appear to
me, Euthyphro, when I ask you what is the essence of holiness, to offer an attribute
only, and not the essence — the attribute of being loved by all the gods. But you
still refuse to explain to me the nature of holiness. And therefore, if you please, I will
ask you not to hide your treasure, but to tell me once more what holiness or piety
really is, whether dear to the gods or not (for that is a matter about which we will
not quarrel); and what is impiety?

Source

Plato. 2012. Euthyphro. In The Dialogues of Plato, 3rd ed., translated, with an introduc-
tion, by Benjamin Jowett. eBooks@Adelaide. Adelaide: The University of Adelaide
Library, November 20. First published 1891. http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/p/
plato/p71eup/index.html.

— 2 of 2 —
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Intuitively, a good argument needs two things:

(i) good logic/reasoning i.e. the premises should support the conclusion;
(ii) good premises i.e. the premises should be true.

Philosophers use the terms valid and invalid to describe the quality of an ar-
gument’s logic. An argument is valid if, and only if, the conclusion follows
from the premises. That is, it is not possible for the premises to all be true and the
conclusion false. In other words, if the premises are all true then the conclusion
must be true as well. An argument is invalid if, and only if, it is not valid.

Here are two examples:

1. Purple mice discuss
Descartes daily.

2. If purple mice discuss any
philosopher daily, they
must be super-intelligent
aliens.

3. Descartes is a philo-
sopher.

4. Purple mice must be
super-intelligent aliens.

Exhibit A: A valid argument.

1. A child starving on your doorstep is relevantly
similar to a child starving thousands of miles
away.

2. In the case of a child starving on your doorstep,
you should give the child something to eat.

3. Contributing to famine relief (in the distance
case) is relevantly similar to giving the child
something to eat (in the doorstep case).

4. In the case of a child starving thousands of miles
away, you should contribute to famine relief.

Exhibit B: Another valid argument.

Clearly, validity is not enough. Exhibit A is valid but clearly rubbish!

Philosophers use the terms sound and unsound to describe the overall quality
of an argument. An argument is sound if, and only if, it is valid and all its
premises are true. An argument is unsound if, and only if, it is not sound.

So an argument can go wrong in two different ways:

(i) An argument may be unsound because it is invalid.
i.e. The logic is bad — the conclusion doesn’t follow from the premises.

(ii) An argument may be unsound because one (or more) of the premises is
false.

On the one hand, if you can show either that an argument is invalid or that one
of its premises is false, you’ve shown it is unsound. An unsound argument gives
you no reason, by itself, to accept its conclusion.

On the other hand, the conclusion of a sound argument is true. If the
conclusion is false, there must be something wrong with the argument.

So if you think an argument’s conclusion is false but the argument seems sound,
you need to rethink!

Figure 2: Validity & soundness



‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’
Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class which
explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their theses
and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to clarify both the
claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Williams’s ‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’ (1985)
and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Williams’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology and
ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. Identify and explain in your own words the terms which are important for understand-
ing ‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’. Your explanations should reflect Williams’s
use of the terms.

Argumentation

3. What premises does Williams use as the basis of his argument?
4. How are these premises supposed to support the main thesis?
5. What objections does Williams consider to his reasoning?
6. How does he respond to those objections?

Evaluation

7. What is the single strongest objection to Williams’s argument?
8. How might Williams reply to this objection?
9. Is Williams’s overall argument sound? Why or why not?

References

Williams, Bernard Arthur Owen (1985). ‘Knowledge, Science, Convergence’. In: Ethics and
the Limits of Philosophy. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. Chap. 8,
pp. 132–155.
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‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’

Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class
which explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their
theses and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to
clarify both the claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support
of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Stocker’s ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical
Theories’ (1976) and is included in this booklet.

Note that ‘The Visitors: An Extremely Short Play’ is (loosely) based on the
example mentioned in question 5 and you may find it helpful to reread the script
(Rees 2006). A copy was distributed in Introducing Moral Philosophy and/or is
included in the course packet for that course. Let me know if you do not have one
for any reason.

Thesis

1. What is Stocker’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern
Ethical Theories’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology
and ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What is moral schizophrenia?
3. Which other terms are important for understanding ‘The Schizophrenia of

Modern Ethical Theories’? How is Stocker using these terms?

Argumentation

4. Why does Stocker think (i) egoism, (ii) act utilitarianism, and (iii) rule
utilitarianism are similar?
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5. What is problematic about Smith’s visit (Stocker 1976, p. 462)?
6. What ‘inversion’ does Stocker suggest ethical theories involve (Stocker 1976,

p. 466)?
7. Stocker concludes with the following sentence:

We mistake the effect for the cause and when the cause-seen-as-effect fails to result
from the effect-seen-as-cause, we devalue the former, relegating it, at best, to good
as a means and embrace the latter, wondering why our chosen goods are so hollow,
bitter, and inhumane. (Stocker 1976, p. 466)

What does Stocker mean by this and what reasons does he give in its support?
8. What is the overall logical structure of Stocker’s argument?

Evaluation

9. Is Stocker correct?
10. If so, could we formulate an ethical theory which would avoid the problems

Stocker identifies?

References

Rees, Clea F. (2006). ‘The Visitors: An Extremely Short Play’. In: Theory of
Knowledge. 2nd ed. London: Hodder Murray, pp. 154–155.

Stocker, Michael (1976). ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’. In:
Journal of Philosophy 73.14 (12th Aug. 1976): On Motives and Morals, pp. 453–
466. JSTOR: 2025782.



‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of
Morality’

Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class
which explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their
theses and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to
clarify both the claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support
of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Railton’s ‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and
the Demands of Morality’ (1984) and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Railton’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘Alienation, Consequentialism,
and the Demands of Morality’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology
and ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What does Railton mean by alienation?
3. What is (i) subjective, (ii) objective, and (iii) sophisticated hedonism?
4. What is (i) subjective, (ii) objective, and (iii) sophisticated act consequential-

ism?
5. Which other terms are important for understanding ‘Alienation, Consequen-

tialism, and the Demands of Morality’? How is Railton using these terms?

Argumentation

These questions should help you to understand the different parts of Railton’s
argument. When answering them, try to think about the contribution your answers
make to your understanding of the overall logical structure of the argument which
we will be discussing in class.
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6. What is the paradox of hedonism and how does Railton suggest the hedonist
escape it?

7. How does Railton suggest the consequentialist avoid (morally problematic)
alienation?

8. Railton discusses an objection to consequentialism raised by Williams (Railton
1984, p. 154). What is this objection and how does Railton reply to it?

9. Railton writes,
In some cases, then, there will exist an objective act-consequentialist argument for
developing and sustaining characters of a kind Sidgwick and others have thought
an act-consequentialist must condemn. (Railton 1984, p. 160)

How does Railton use the case of Juan visiting Linda rather than contributing
his airfare to Oxfam to support this claim (159)?

10. How does Railton respond to Williams’s claim that consequentialism is too
(i) demanding, and (ii) disruptive (Railton 1984, pp. 160–163)?

11. What is the problem of “alienation from morality itself” and how does Railton
recommend responding to it (1984, p. 164)?

Evaluation

12. Does Railton’s sophisticated consequentialism avoid moral schizophrenia
(Railton 1984; Stocker 1976)?

References

Railton, Peter (1984). ‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of Morality’.
In: Philosophy and Public Affairs 13.2, pp. 134–171. JSTOR: 2265273.

Stocker, Michael (1976). ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’. In:
Journal of Philosophy 73.14 (12th Aug. 1976): On Motives and Morals, pp. 453–
466. JSTOR: 2025782.

Williams, Bernard Arthur Owen (1973). ‘A Critique of Utilitarianism’. In: Utilit-
arianism: For and Against. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 77–
150.



‘Acting with Feeling from Duty’
Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class which
explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their theses
and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to clarify both the
claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Tannenbaum’s ‘Acting with Feeling from Duty’
(2002) and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Tannenbaum’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘Acting with Feeling from
Duty’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology and
ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. Identify and explain in your own words the terms which are important for un-
derstanding ‘Acting with Feeling from Duty’. Your explanations should reflect
Tannenbaum’s use of the terms.

Argumentation

3. Consider the argument Tannenbaum attributes to her critics (2002, pp. 322–323).
What additional assumption is needed to infer sub-conclusion 3 from premise 2?

4. Tannenbaum is defending Kant by answering a particular line of criticism. What
about Kant’s view does this criticism address?

5. Explain the nature of the criticism.
6. Explain Tannenbaum’s distinction between the manner and the motive of an action.
7. Tannenbaum compares financial motives with the motive of duty. What role does

this analogy play in her argument (figure 1)? Is it a good one?
8. What is the overall logical structure of Tannenbaum’s argument? Start by identifying

the conclusion and then fill in the premises and sub-conclusions. (Using the article’s
sections should help get you started.)
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Philosophers often use arguments by analogy. For example:

1. A child starving on your doorstep is relevantly sim-
ilar to a child starving thousands of miles away.

2. In the case of a child starving on your doorstep, you
should give the child something to eat.

3. Contributing to famine relief (in the case of a child
starving thousands of miles away) is relevantly sim-
ilar to giving the child something to eat (in the case
of a child starving on your doorstep).

4. In the case of a child starving thousands of miles
away, you should contribute to famine relief.

1. ϕ is relevantly sim-
ilar to θ.

2. In the case of ϕ, one
ought to ψ.

3. ψ′ (in the case of θ)
is relevantly similar
to ψ (in the case of
ϕ).

4. In the case of θ, one
ought to ψ′.

An argument by analogy with schema illustrating the argument’s structure.

Figure 1: Arguments by analogy

Evaluation

9. Does Tannenbaum’s position avoid moral schizophrenia (Tannenbaum 2002; Stocker
1976)?

10. If we accept Tannenbaum’s conception of ‘duty’, would acting with a good will
involve morally objectionable alienation (Tannenbaum 2002; Railton 1984)?

11. What is the greatest strength of Tannenbaum’s argument?
12. What is the most significant weakness of Tannenbaum’s argument?

References

Railton, Peter (1984). ‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of Morality’. In:
Philosophy and Public Affairs 13.2, pp. 134–171. JSTOR: 2265273.

Stocker, Michael (1976). ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’. In: Journal of
Philosophy 73.14 (12th Aug. 1976): On Motives and Morals, pp. 453–466. JSTOR:
2025782.

Tannenbaum, Julie (2002). ‘Acting with Feeling from Duty’. In: Ethical Theory and
Moral Practice 5.3, pp. 321–337. doi: 10.1023/A:1019627428116.
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‘Moral Luck’
Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class which explained
how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their theses and
that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to clarify both the claims
the author is making and the reasons she gives in support of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Nagel’s ‘Moral Luck’ (1979) and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Nagel’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘Moral Luck’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology and ensuring
that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What does Nagel mean by ‘moral luck’?
3. Identify and explain the four types of moral luck described in Nagel’s paper.
4. Identify and explain in your own words any other terms important for understanding

‘Moral Luck’. Your explanations should reflect Nagel’s use of the terms.

Argumentation

5. Which ethical theory is Nagel objecting to?
6. Why is moral luck supposed to pose a particular challenge for this theory?
7. What is the overall logical structure of Nagel’s argument?

Evaluation

8. Is there such a thing as moral luck?
9. If so, is it a problem only for particular ethical theories or does it pose a more general

challenge applicable to any account of morality?
10. Are we justified in treating people (including ourselves) as morally blameworthy and

praiseworthy?

References

Nagel, Thomas (1979). ‘Moral Luck’. In: Mortal Questions. Canto. Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press. Chap. 3, pp. 24–38. Revision of ‘Moral Luck’. In: Aristotelian
Society Supplementary Volume 50. 1976.





“Boy, that’s a Lie”, E. W. Kemble

§5 A Question of Conscience?
Huckleberry Finn, Heinrich Himmler & Jonathan Edwards





‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’

Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class
which explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their
theses and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to
clarify both the claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support
of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Bennett’s ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’
(1974) and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Bennett’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry
Finn’?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology
and ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What does Bennett mean by (i) ‘conscience’ (ii) ‘sympathy’ (iii) ‘bad morality’?
3. Identify and explain in your own words any other terms important for under-

standing ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’. Your explanations should
reflect Bennett’s use of the terms.

Argumentation

4. Why does Bennett judge Huckleberry Finn’s moral character to be better
than Heinrich Himmler’s even though the former failed to act according to
conscience while the latter succeeded in doing so despite suffering for it?

5. In what sense does Bennett consider Himmler morally better than Jonathan
Edwards, despite the former’s responsibility for the murder and suffering of
millions?
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6. What is the overall logical structure of Bennett’s argument for the thesis
identified in question 1?

Evaluation

In assessing Bennett’s position, assume that his description of the characters
discussed accurately represents those characters. If he is wrong about the nature
of Himmler’s character, for example, that is not a very interesting philosophical
criticism because we can certainly imagine a person who did have the character
Bennett attributes to Himmler1.

7. Is Huck really morally praiseworthy for his lack of moral backbone? Would it
not be better to say that his moral failure just happened to have (morally)
beneficial results in this case without attempting to make a virtue of his moral
weakness?

8. Is the moral character of Himmler better than that of Edwards but worse
than that of Huck?

9. Is sympathy always a good thing?
10. What use is a conscience?

References

Bennett, Jonathan (1974). ‘The Conscience of Huckleberry Finn’. In: Philosophy
49.188, pp. 123–134. doi: 10.1017/S0031819100048014.

1It may, of course, be a very interesting historical criticism — at least it might well be if
Bennett was in the business of doing history rather than ethics.



John Howe, Gandalf The Grey of Tolkien’s Middle Earth

§6 Virtue Ethics & Its Critics
A Question of Character?





‘Virtue Theory and Abortion’
Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class
which explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their
theses and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to
clarify both the claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support
of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Hursthouse’s ‘Virtue Theory and Abortion’
(1991) and is included in this booklet.

Thesis

1. What is Hursthouse’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘Virtue Theory and Abor-
tion’? In thinking about this question, ask yourself why Hursthouse wrote
the paper: what is the main point she wants to convince her readers of?

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology
and ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What does Hursthouse mean by (i) ‘virtue’ (ii) ‘virtuous agent’ (iii) ‘eudaimo-
nia’ (eudæmonia) (iv) ‘virtue theory’ (v) ‘moral wisdom’?

3. Identify and explain in your own words any other terms important for un-
derstanding ‘Virtue Theory and Abortion’. Your explanations should reflect
Hursthouse’s use of the terms.

Argumentation

4. What objections does Hursthouse consider to virtue theory?
5. How does she respond to those objections?
6. What role does Hursthouse’s discussion of abortion play in her argument?
7. What is the overall logical structure of Hursthouse’s argument for the thesis

identified in question 1?
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Evaluation

8. How successful are Hursthouse’s responses to the criticisms of virtue theory
which she discusses?

9. Does Hursthouse identify the main criticism of virtue theory correctly?
10. Given that many women who seek abortions are young, relatively inexperienced

and often vulnerable, can virtue theory provide helpful guidance on this
subject?

11. If I already have moral wisdom, do I need an ethical theory at all? If I lack
moral wisdom, what use is virtue theory to me?

12. Are the requirements of normative adequacy which Hursthouse proposes
appropriate constraints on ethical theory?

Discussion

13. How virtuous is Huckleberry Finn? Is sympathy a virtue?
14. Would a sophisticated act consequentialist need moral wisdom?

References
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Are Moral Values Gendered?
Kohlberg & Gilligan

Dr. Clea F. Rees

The history of Western moral philosophy is overwhelmingly white, wealthy and
male. That is, moral theories were historically constructed by white, wealthy men.
It might then occur to us to ask whether the characteristics of the theory-makers
coloured their theories. Do the moral theories we have inherited bear the mark of
their makers? Are they systematically biased by the perspectives, experiences and
concerns of those makers?

Another way to think about this question is to ask what our moral theories
might have looked like if they had been constructed by non-white, poor and/or
female theorists. Boy and girl children, and the male and female adults they become
may experience the world in systematically different ways. Ancient Greece may
have looked very different to one of Aristotle’s slaves or to Aristotle’s wife than
it looked to Aristotle. If his wife or slaves had written the Nicomachean Ethics,
rather than Aristotle, what would it have said?

Kohlberg’s work on moral development

Kohlberg conducted psychological research on moral development. Kohlberg
was interested in the way that individuals’ moral understanding matures as they
progress from babyhood to adulthood.

Heinz’s dilemma is a sample problem used by Kohlberg in constructing his
theory of moral development (see figure 1). Kohlberg identified three levels — six

Heinz’s Dilemma
A woman is near death from a rare cancer. There is a drug which might
save her but the druggist who recently developed the drug wants $2,000
per dose. The drug costs him $200 to make. The woman’s husband, Heinz,
managed to borrow only $1,000. He asked the druggist to give him a
discount or to let him pay later but the druggist said, “No, I discovered the
drug and I’m going to make money from it.” In desperation, Heinz broke
into the store and stole the drug for his wife. Should he have done so?

Figure 1: A sample problem used in Kohlberg’s research on moral development
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Level 3: Post-Conventional Morality

Stage 6: universal ethical principles, respect, dignity & justice
Stage 5: social contract, basic rights & justice

Level 2: Conventional Morality

Stage 4: social order & good of group/society
Stage 3: social roles & personal relationships

Level 1: Pre-Conventional Morality

Stage 2: enlightened self-interest & “fairness”
Stage 1: obedience & avoidance of punishment

Figure 2: Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development

stages in total — of development from pre-conventional through conventional to
post-conventional morality (see figure 2). This model provided Kohlberg with a
measure of individual moral development. That is, having established the model
empirically, researchers could use the model to measure how far specific individuals
had developed morally. Individuals differ and any particular individual might fail
to progress from one stage of development to the next, or might do so at a younger
or older age than average.

Women’s moral development

Researchers used Kohlberg’s model to compare the moral development of male
and female subjects. What Kohlberg and others discovered was that female subjects
appeared to get “stuck” more often than did men. That is, female subjects were
less likely, on average, than male subjects to progress from a lower to higher stage
of moral development.

Consider how eleven year old Jake and Amy respond to the Heinz’s dilemma.
Jake argues that Heinz was right to steal the drug:

. . . a human life is worth more than money, and if the druggist makes $1,000,
he is still going to live, but if Heinz doesn’t steal the drug, his wife is going to die.

. . . the druggist can get a thousand dollars later from rich people with cancer,
but Heinz can’t get his wife again.
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Stage 3: Care as chosen value; interdependence, relationships

Transition: care as self-sacrifice creates unequal relationships

Stage 2: Care for others

Transition: caring for self as selfish

Stage 1: Care for self

Figure 3: Gilligan’s Stages of Moral Development

. . . people are all different and so you couldn’t get Heinz’s wife again.

Amy, on the other hand, seems to disagree but also seems reluctant to make up
her mind:

Well, I don’t think so. I think there might be other ways besides stealing it,
like if he could borrow the money or make a loan or something, but he really
shouldn’t steal the drug — but his wife shouldn’t die either. . . If he stole the drug,
he might save his wife then, but if he did, he might have to go to jail, and then
his wife might get sicker again, and he couldn’t get more of the drug, and it might
not be good. So, they should really just talk it out and find some other way to
make the money.

How do these children illustrate Kohlberg’s stages? While Jake’s responses are
scored at stages 3 and 4, Amy’s are scored at stages 2 and 3. That is, despite
being matched for age, intelligence and social class, Jake is a full stage ahead of
Amy in terms of moral development.

Gilligan’s critique

Gilligan criticised Kohlberg’s work, arguing that women’s moral development
was not inferior to men’s but only different (1982). According to Gilligan, women
typically follow a different developmental path which consists of three distinct
stages interspersed with two transitional stages (see figure 3). In order to see
typical female subjects’ moral development, then, one needs to compare them to
Gilligan’s model of moral development, rather than Kohlberg’s.
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In later work, Gilligan modified her view, arguing that both men and women
can access both moral perspectives and that the differences lie primarily in differing
tendencies to select one perspective or the other first (1987).

It is also important to remember that even if Gilligan’s data and interpretation
are flawless — something which is far from being beyond dispute — the difference
is statistical e.g. one-third girls use the “male” perspective first; one-third boys
use the “female” perspective first. Caution is therefore required in order to avoid
over-generalising.

Two perspectives

Gilligan described Kohlberg’s model in terms of the development of a justice
perspective. This way of seeing moral problems is concerned with justice, rights and
obligations. Universal moral principles, impartiality and equality are key values.

In contrast, Gilligan described her alternative pattern in terms of the develop-
ment of a care perspective. This way of seeing moral problems is concerned with
care, relationships and responsiveness. The avoidance of harm, meeting needs and
maintaining social connections are key values.

References
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‘What Do Women Want in a Moral Theory?’

Discussion Questions

Dr. Clea F. Rees

These questions include reminders of the material covered in the first class
which explained how to read philosophy.

Recall that we are concerned with the arguments which authors give for their
theses and that in order to evaluate a piece of philosophical writing, we need to
clarify both the claims the author is making and the reasons she gives in support
of those claims.

The key reading for this week is Baier’s ‘What Do Women Want in a Moral
Theory?’ (1995) and is included in this booklet.

Some background information which should be helpful is also included. I
recommend reading ‘Are Moral Values Gendered?: Kohlberg & Gilligan’ before
reading Baier’s article.

Thesis

1. What is Baier’s main thesis or conclusion in ‘What Do Women Want in a
Moral Theory?’

Terminology

Understanding a philosophical text often involves identifying specialist terminology
and ensuring that you understand how the author is using that terminology.

2. What does Baier mean by (i) ‘trust’ (ii) ‘ethics of obligation’ (iii) ‘ethics of
love’ (iv) ‘ethics of trust’?

3. Identify and explain in your own words any other terms important for un-
derstanding ‘What Do Women Want in a Moral Theory?’ Your explanations
should reflect Baier’s use of the terms.

Argumentation

4. What is the overall logical structure of Baier’s argument for the thesis identified
in question 1?
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5. What role does Baier’s discussion of abortion play in her argument?
6. Baier compares soldiering with mothering. In what ways does she suggest

these are (i) analogous (ii) disanalogous?
7. Why is distrust important, according to Baier?

Evaluation

8. Is Baier’s assessment of (male) moral philosophical theory fair?
9. Is the analogy examined in item 6 a good one? Why or why not?

10. Baier notes that her
. . . argument does depend upon the assumption that a decent morality will not
depend for its stability on forces to which it gives no moral recognition. (Baier
1995, p. 8)

What does she mean by this and is this a reasonable constraint?
11. Is Baier right that “judicious untrustworthiness, selective refusal to trust, [and]

discriminating discouragement of trust”, as well as “appropriate trustworthi-
ness, appropriate trustingness, [and] appropriate encouragement to trust”,
should be regarded as virtues (1995, p. 16)?

Discussion

12. Should we be concerned if girl and boy children, and women and men, approach
the same moral questions in quite different ways? Could an ethics of trust
resolve the resulting conflicts? Should it?
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