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LINCOLN COLLEGE, PHILOSOPHY PRELIMS, MILL’S UTILITARIANISM MT2012
1. LECTURES AND READING LIST

The lectures will be given by me in Exams School. I will expect you to go to all the lectures. You should check out the reading list for the course provided by the Faculty (via Weblearn) 
Below you will find some reading suggestions for tutorials. Many of those resources are available on line, in particular: articles from all the journals mentioned here; Crisp’s book on Utilitarianism; many of the books mentioned here which are published by Oxford University Press (Oxford University Press.) It is always worth checking the Bodleian catalogue, as well as the College’s library. The latter has got hard copies of most of the books mentioned here. 
2. TUTORIAL ORGANISATION
You will receive six one-hour tutorials on Mill’s Utilitarianism – in groups of two or three students per tutorial, starting in week 1. You are expected to write an essay for each tutorial. As a rule of thumb, essays should be c. 1500-2000 word long. You should refer to the reading list for tutorial reading suggestions, unless otherwise specified below. You must submit your essay to me, in electronic format (word document, NOT PDF, by 1:30pm the day before the tutorial: this is a strict deadline. If you are unable to do so, then you must inform me in advance. I append some guidelines on essay writing and referencing to this document. Referencing, in particular, is crucial. Please consult them and get back to me if you have any queries.
The tutorials will be organised as follows. Every week, we shall spend the first 15mns of the tutorial discussing the essay submitted by one of the members of the trio/pair. This requires that everyone in the tutorial group read that essay. The student(s) whose essay will not be discussed will receive written feedback from me. I set out the tutorial pairs/trios below: it is up to each group to work out a rota of oral discussion/written feedback. I will need to have that rota before the term starts. 
The tutorials, and the preparatory work, are meant to provide you with an opportunity to reflect on some important works in political philosophy, and thereby on some important political-philosophical issues. The tutorials are also meant to teach you how to provide, and receive, constructive feedback. You will thus be expected to engage and interact with your tutorial partner(s) as much as with me. In discussion, and in your written work, you will be expected to (a) state out clearly and lucidly the position(s) articulated and defended by those philosophers, and (b) critically engage with them. Please bring your copy of Utilitarianism to each tutorial, to facilitate referencing during our discussions. 

Finally, a tutorial is not meant to be a forum for discussing pastoral issues, or general matters pertaining to your course of study. I am of course always willing to meet with you, in separate appointments, to have such discussions should it prove appropriate. You are very welcome to contact me by email – but please consult the guidelines for email correspondence which I sent you at the beginning of the year.
The tutorial groups and slots are as follows (weeks 1-6). 
3. ESSAY QUESTIONS AND TUTORIAL READINGS
Tutorial 1 (week 1)

`The life of a dissatisfied genius may be better for mankind than the life of a satisfied

person of limited abilities, but it cannot be better for the dissatisfied genius him- or

herself.' Can Mill offer a convincing reply to these claims?

Readings:

Anderson, E. ‘John Stuart Mill and Experiments in Living’ in Ethics (1991), vol 102, pp 4-26 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997) ch 2 

Griffin, J. Well-Being: Its Meaning, Measurement and Moral Importance (OUP, 1986) ch 1 

Nozick, R. Anarchy, State and Utopia (Blackwell, 1974), pp 42-45 

Smart, J.J.C. & Williams, B. Utilitarianism: For and Against (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1973),

 pp 12-27.

Berger, F. Happiness, Justice and Freedom (Univ. California Press, 1984) ch 2 

Brink, D.O. ‘Mill’s Deliberative Utilitarianism’ in Philosophy and Public Affairs 21 (1992): 67-103 

Sumner, L.W. Welfare, Happiness and Ethics (OUP, 1996) chs 1 & 4 

Mill, J.S. ‘Bentham’ (various editions, eg Ryan, A. ed Utilitarianism and Other Essays 


(Penguin, 1987); Past Masters) 

Bentham, J. An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation ed Burns, J.H. & 


Hart, H.L.A. (Methuen, 1982) (first published 1789) chs 1, 4-5
Tutorial 2 (week 2)

Does Nozick’s experience machine provide a good objection to Mill’s conception of happiness?

Readings:

Nozick, R. Anarchy, State and Utopia (Blackwell, 1974), pp 42-45 

Brandt, R. Facts, Values and Morality (Cambridge UP, 1996), ch.2 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997)ch .3 

Griffin, J. Well-Being: Its Meaning, Measurement and Moral Importance (OUP, 1986)ch.1-4.

Raz, J. The Morality of Freedom (OUP, 1986), ch. 12-13 

Scanlon, T.M. ‘Value, Desire and Quality of life’ in Nussbaum, M.C. & Sen, A. eds. The


 Quality of Life (OUP, 1993) 

Sen, A. ‘Utilitarianism and welfarism’ in Journal of Philosophy (1979), vol. 76, pp 463-489 

Sumner, L.W. Welfare, Happiness and Ethics (OUP, 1996) chs 2, 3 & 5 

Taylor, C. ‘The Diversity of Goods’ in Sen, A. & Williams, B. eds. Utilitarianism and Beyond

(Cambridge UP, 1982)
Tutorial 3 (week 3)

If Mill is right that utilitarianism cannot be proved, should we be concerned by the

apparent flaws in the argument of chapter four of Utilitarianism?
Readings: 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997) ch 4 

Berger, F. Happiness, Justice and Freedom (Univ. California Press, 1984) chs 1 & 2 

Bentham J. An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation ed Burns, J.H. & 


Hart, H.L.A. (Methuen, 1982) (first published 1789) chs 1 & 2 

Sidgwick, H. The Methods of Ethics 7th edition (Hackett, 1981) (first published 1874) book 


IV, chs I & II 

Moore, G.E. Principia Ethica (Cambridge UP, 1903) ch 3 

Seth, E. ‘The alleged fallacies in Mill’s ‘Utilitarianism’’ in Philosophical Review 17 (1908): 469-488 

Hall, E.M. ‘The Proof of Utility in Bentham and Mill’ in Ethics 60 (1949): 1-18 

Prior, A.N. Logic and the Basis of Ethics (OUP, 1949) ch 1 

Griffin, J. Well-Being: Its Meaning, Measurement and Moral Importance (OUP,1986), ch. 8
Tutorial 4 (week 4)

`Either rule-utilitarianism licenses all and only the acts licensed by act-utilitarianism, or it's not defensible from a utilitarian point of view.' Discuss.

Readings: 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997) ch 5 

--------‘Utilitarianism and the life of virtue’ in Philosophical Quarterly 42 (1992): 
139-160.
Berger, F. Happiness, Justice and Freedom (Univ. California Press, 1984) ch 3 

Sidgwick, H. The Methods of Ethics 7th edition (Hackett, 1981) (first published 1874) book 


IV, chs I, III-V 

Hare, R.M. Moral Thinking: Its Levels, Method and Point (OUP, 1981), chs 1-3, 5
Urmson, J.O. ‘The Interpretation of the Moral Philosophy of J.S.Mill’ in Philosophical 


Quarterly 3 (1953): 33-39

Rawls, J. ‘Two Concepts of Rules’ in Philosophical Review 64 (1955): 3-32 

Singer, P. ‘Is act-utilitarianism self-defeating?’ in Philosophical Review 81 (1972): 94-104.
Tutorial 5 (week 5)

`Since Mill thinks it is permissible to kidnap a doctor and force him to give emergency medical treatment, his account of justice is unacceptable.' Discuss.

Readings

Brandt, R.B. ‘Utilitarianism and distributive justice’ in his Facts, Values and Morality 

(Cambridge UP, 1996) 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997) ch 7 
Dworkin, R. ‘Rights as trumps’, in Waldron, J. (ed). Theories of Rights (Oxford: Oxford 


University Press, 1984).

Raz, J. ‘Rights and Individual Well-Being’ in his Ethics in the Public Domain (OUP, 1994 or reprint)

Scheffler, S. The rejection of consequentialism : a philosophical investigation of the considerations underlying rival moral conceptions (Oxford University Press, 2003, Revised edition), esp ch4.

Tutorial 6 (week 6)

Is there any room for loyalty in the moral thinking of a utilitarian?

Readings

Brandt, R.B. ‘Utilitarianism and distributive justice’ in his Facts, Values and Morality 

(Cambridge UP, 1996) 

Crisp, R. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill on Utilitarianism (Routledge, 1997) ch 7 
Dworkin, R. ‘Rights as trumps’, in Waldron, J. (ed). Theories of Rights (Oxford: Oxford 


University Press, 1984).

Raz, J. ‘Rights and Individual Well-Being’ in his Ethics in the Public Domain (OUP, 1994 or reprint)

Scheffler, S. The rejection of consequentialism : a philosophical investigation of the considerations underlying rival moral conceptions (Oxford University Press, 2003, Revised edition), esp ch4.

Oldenquist, A. ‘Loyalties’, The Journal of Philosophy (1982), vol. 79, pp. 173-93.

Railton, P. ‘Alienation, Consequentialism, and the Demands of Morality’, in Scheffler, S. (ed), Consequentialism and its Critics (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1982).
Scheffler, S. The rejection of consequentialism : a philosophical investigation of the considerations underlying 
rival moral conceptions (Oxford University Press, 2003, Revised edition), esp ch 2-3.

Singer, P. ‘Famine, Affluence, and Morality’, in Philosophy And Public Affairs 1 (1972): 
229-43.

Tollimore, J. ‘Impartiality’. Standford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (free online resource, at 
http://plato.stanford.edu )

GUIDELINES ON ESSAY WRITING

Cecile Fabre, October 2011.

Writing an essay is one of the most important skills you will learn while at university. Even if you do not go on to do graduate work and never write another academic essay in your life, you will nevertheless learn to present your ideas in a coherent and lucid fashion. 

At this point, you have already written some essays. However, it is worth reminding you of some of the most important ‘principles’ of essay writing in general – particularly in philosophy.

1. Structure.

a. An essay is an answer to a specific question (more on which below.) It must therefore introduce the question and outline briefly the answer which you will give to it, in an introductory paragraph. The main body of the essay must provide that answer, and you should finish with a concluding paragraph which summarises the main findings, and, if appropriate, opens up the debate (e.g. by mentioning other issues which are relevant and interesting but which constitutes further avenues of inquiry.)

b. There are various ways of structuring an essay. A fairly standard one (and relatively safe!) is to make your case for a particular answer (‘X’) and then examine and reject objections to X. Or vice versa. But avoid mixing arguments for with arguments against.

2. Providing an answer.

a. You must answer the question itself: an essay is not a general discussion on a broad topic; it is an answer to a specific question. So, for example, if you are asked the question ‘There is no place for the concept of loyalty in Utilitarianism’, you cannot write a general discussion on utilitarianism. You have to tackle this particular question. Accordingly, you must ensure, when writing the essay, that every single sentence and paragraph is directed to, and useful for, providing this particular answer.

b. One of the most common criticisms which essays elicit is ‘asserts rather than argues its points.’ It is one thing to say ‘X’; it is quite another to provide a justification for X. In an academic essay, you are asked to do the latter. And to do that, you must provide evidence – empirical evidence if your essay tackles an empirical question (e.g.: ‘What were France’s main reasons for denying EU membership  to the UK in the 1960s?’), or philosophical evidence if your essay is in philosophy.

As this course is a philosophical course, let me elaborate a little, by way of an example. Suppose that you are asked to write an essay on the following question: ‘The affluent in the West are not under a moral duty to help the starving in Third World countries.’ A standard justification for this claim is ‘we have special bonds to our compatriots, through a common culture, common language, etc., and no such bond towards distant strangers.’ That justification is not enough, on its own, to make the case. One must in turn provide reasons for denying the existence of such a bond with distant strangers. Moreover, that justification assumes that the existence of such a bond is a necessary condition for generating a duty to help. But it must show that this is the case. Absent such arguments, the justification is not, in fact, a justification: it is just a assertion which remains unsubstantiated. 

c. Writing clearly and lucidly.

If your essay is well structured, then you will find it easier to make your points clearly. Do bear in mind, though, that your reader might not be as familiar as you are with the readings you are using. And in fact, even your teachers might not be able to discern what you have in mind just because you are using materials covered in the course. So always take care to set out in some detail the position you are looking at. For example, if you decide to examine Mill’s conception of justice, explain what his conception is by precise reference to his works, and then proceed to discuss it. 

d. Tips and techniques
Always write up an essay plan before you start writing the essay itself. Make the plan as detailed as possible, and highlight the connections and links between the different parts of the essay. 

Always take time to re-read your essay. Finish your first draft a day before the deadline, set the essay aside for half a day, and get back to it with a fresher eye. You will notice problems which you would not have spotted otherwise.

I would also strongly suggest that you read your essay to yourself aloud, as if you were delivering it to an audience (even better if you can find an audience). Again, you will notice overlong sentences, awkward phrasing, obscure passages, which at normal reading would have escaped your notice.

Always reference your essay properly. A referencing guide follows these notes, which you should consult.
Finally, always insert page numbers, even if you do not print the essay out: it’s good practice and makes it much easier to cross-reference.
GUIDELINES ON REFERENCING
1. The point of good referencing. 

-Good referencing is an essential component of any anti-plagiarism practice. Plagiarism consists in appropriating other people’s as your own, and in failing to acknowledge their source. It is a form of intellectual theft, and will be treated without indulgence by the university. See the Faculty’s policy at http://www.philosophy.ox.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0015/1482/Plagiarism.pdf
It will be assumed that you have read this, and have familiarised yourself with good referencing practices. There are, in the main, two broad ways of referencing your sources: the so-called Harvard system (or in-text citation/author-date), and the so-called Chicago system (footnote/endnote system. )  

2. In-text citation (also called ‘Name, date’ or ‘Harvard’ system)

This is an increasingly common way of referencing material. It relies upon a comprehensive and accurate bibliography.  The in-text reference must correspond to material listed in the bibliography.  And because there is very little information about the source in the main text itself, you must provide a bibliography at the end. If you find it had to include internet citations in in-text references, you can put them in footnotes, but generally don’t mix the two systems. 


The bibliography will then include a reference to:


In-text citations need to be short, but clear, so that the reader follows your argument. For another example, where there is a quotation in the middle of your own sentence:

The reference is linked to the bibliography entry to Crisp’s book, as above.
Some people put the reference at the start of the sentence: 

I must admit that I find this version easier to read: 


If you cite more than one article published by an author in the same year, make clear which piece you are citing AND make sure you identify them in the bibliography as well.

In the bibliography, the items will be listed as follows: 

3. Footnotes/endnotes  (also referred to as the ‘Numbering’ system)

Footnotes guide readers easily to the information, without disrupting their thought process.  Because the all the information is provided in the footnotes or endnotes, you do not need to include a bibliography at the end.


Often you will refer to the same source several times.  The old style for doing this used the Latin terms ‘ibid.’ and ‘op cit’.  This is now less common, because most of us don’t know Latin.  It is generally better and clearer to use a ‘short form’ for subsequent references.  Short forms refer back to an article or book already cited in full.  The subsequent references include the author’s surname, a short form of the title or date, and the page number: 


Footnotes may also be used to convey information which does not need to go in the main text.  However, content footnotes should be used with restraint.  If the information is not important enough to include in the text, it may not be necessary at all. Footnotes may also combine both information and citation:


For Philosophy essays you are likely to cite, in the mains, books, journal articles, and book chapters. For a very useful guide as to which information to include for different kinds of sources, in both the Chicago and the Harvard style, see the Chicago Manual of Style Online at http://www.chicagomanualofstyle.org/tools_citationguide.html.   If in doubt, ask!
C.Fabre, Lincoln College, Oxford, August 2012.

In 1997, Roger Crisp published a comprehensive study of Mill’s Utilitarianism. He begins by noting that ‘Utilitarianism is one of the most significant works in moral philosophy, ranking in importance alongside Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics and Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals.’ (Crisp, 1997, p.1).








Crisp, R. 1997. Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill On Utilitarianism. London, Routledge.








Crisp argues that ‘there is something of an instability at the heart of Mill’s project” (Crisp, 1997,  p. 125), but one may wonder whether that is a decisive objection to Mill. 





Example A To quote Crisp (1997, p. 125) again, ‘there is something of an instability at the heart of Mill’s project”.








Example B To quote Crisp (1997, p. 125) again, ‘there is something of an instability at the heart of Mill’s project”.








In a series of articles, Judith Jarvis Thompson examines possible solutions to the so-called Trolley problem (Thompson, 1986a, 1986b.)





. Thomson, J. J. 1986a. ‘The Trolley Problem’. In Parent, W. & Thomson, J. J. (Eds.) Rights, restitution, and risk: essays in moral theory. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press.


--- ----1986b. Killing, Letting Die and the Trolley Problem. In Thomson, J. J. & Parent, W. (Eds.) Rights, restitution, and risk: essays in moral theory. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press.








. In 1997, Roger Crisp published a comprehensive study of Mill’s Utilitarianism. He begins by noting that ‘Utilitarianism is one of the most significant works in moral philosophy, ranking in importance alongside Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics and Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals.’�  





�. R. Crisp, Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill On Utilitarianism (London, Routledge, 1997), p. 1.











1 R. Crisp, Routledge Philosophy Guidebook to Mill On Utilitarianism (London, Routledge, 1997), p. 1.





Subsequent footnotes: Crisp, Mill on Utilitarianism, p. 36.








Main text:     Whether or not utilitarianism can accommodate our feelings of loyalties towards our relatives and friends is a particularly thorny issue.�





1. For good discussions of this issue, see, e.g., A. Oldenquist, ‘Loyalties’, The Journal of Philosophy 79 (1982): 173-93. Oldenquist analyses different kinds of loyalties – to one’s family, to one’s country, and to mankind as a whole. 











