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Before beginning work, you MUST read the sections of the Centre’s Student Handbook dealing
with plagiarism and how to avoid it. Copies of the handbook are available from Reception and
online at http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/learn/student_information/index.php. I would be happy to
answer any further questions you might have.

The Handbook also explains the basics of formatting citations and references 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 all sources, including assigned materials distributed in class. The introductory section
of the course packet includes bibliographical details for all readings. Citations in the text should
include specific page numbers where appropriate.

Draft due: by noon on Friday, 28 March, 2014

Paper due: by noon on Monday, 14 April, 2014

Length: 1,200–1,500 words
Submission: via Learning Central (which includes plagiarism detection)
Layout: double-space; reasonable font; page numbers; word count
Referencing: in-text citations; bibliography
Anonymous: do NOT include your name in your uploaded document

do include your student ID number on every page

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.

Students who have successfully written philosophy papers in the past may opt out of utilising this
structure by prior agreement with me. Please discuss this option with me if you fall into this
category.
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1. Topic selection

Choose one topic:

1. Is Nozick right that appropriate respect for liberty is inconsistent with any significant patterned
principle of distributive justice (1974)?

2. Is Okin correct that any truly just society must be ‘genderless’ (2005)?

3. Is contractarianism consistent with proper regard for the rights of women?

4. Is contractarianism consistent with proper concern for the rights of adults with severe disabilit-
ies?

5. Is Mill correct that the state is never justified in limiting individual liberty solely to prevent
harm to that individual (2011)?

6. Is a conception of persons ‘as both capable and needy’ (Nussbaum 2004, 79) in the original
position more appropriate for determining the general principles of justice which are to govern
the basic structure of society than Rawls’s own (1999)?

7. Is Taylor correct that affirming an individual right to liberty requires accepting an individual
obligation to belong to, and to sustain, a political society which supports the development and
exercise of such liberty (1985)?

8. Does Walzer’s ‘spheres of justice’ constitute a more plausible conception of justice than Rawls’s
two principles (Walzer 1983; Rawls 1999)?

9. To what extent does a proper understanding of our conception of justice depend on some form
of contractarian device?

• An explanation or definition involves a contractarian ‘device’ if it appeals to the idea of
some sort of contract. For example, Rawls uses such a device in analysing what he takes
to be our shared conception of justice (1999). Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and Kant also
use contractarian devices of various kinds (Hobbes 2010/2015; Locke 1824).

10. Do liberalism and libertarianism presuppose an implausible conception of the individual?

11. What is the point of equality?

12. Is justice ‘the first virtue of social institutions’ (Rawls 1999, 3)?

If this is your first philosophy class, I recommend choosing from topics 1–8.

2. Thesis formulation

Formulate one thesis in response to your chosen question.

Your paper will defend the thesis you choose. If you are not entirely sure what to think even after
reflecting carefully, that is probably wise. Choose a thesis which you think can be defended most
cogently.
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3. 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. These resources
are included in the introductory sections of the course packet.

4. 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 approaches discussed in the course. If so, your
explanation should include an explanation of why the ethical approach you appeal to is a good one.
For example, ‘As Singer says. . . This seems plausible because. . . ’ is much better than ‘As Singer
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’.

Recall the advice from ‘Writing With Philosophical Attitude’:

Could the bright 14 year old

understand your paper?
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