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Key Speakers 

Bart Schultz (Chicago). The Methods of Ethics as 

Prolegomenon: the Long, Strange Trip of Henry Sidgwick.  

Chair: Emmanuelle de Champs (Cergy Paris).  

—Tuesday 18 June, 11.30–13.00. Gideon Schreier Lecture 

Theatre (124). 

Bart Schultz is Senior Lecturer in Humanities (Philosophy) and former Director of the 

Civic Knowledge Project at the University of Chicago, where he has been teaching 

since 1987. He has published widely in philosophy and other disciplines, and his 

books include Essays on Henry Sidgwick (Cambridge, 1992); Henry Sidgwick: Eye 

of the Universe (Cambridge, 2004, winner of the American Philosophical Society's 

Jacques Barzun Prize in Cultural History); The Happiness Philosophers: The Lives 

and Works of the Great Utilitarians 
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Panel 1A—Moot Court (XG03) 

David Phillips (University of Houston). Can Sidgwick and Ross 

Converge in Moral Theory?      

I argue that the answer to my titular question is: to a surprising and interesting 

extent, yes.  
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kind of fittingness against another or for balancing fittingness on the whole against 

utility on the whole.” We are “reduced to something analogous to those perceptual 

judgments on very complex situations which we have constantly to make in playing 

games of skill” (FT 222-3).     

By making the relevant propositions claims about the fittingness of an action 
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Panel 1B—Hong Kong Alumni Room (221) 

Prioritarianism: definition, justification, scope 
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Panel 1D—Keeton Room (XG01) 

Madhumita Mitra (University of Calcutta). J.S. Mill’s Utilitarian 

Ethics of Development: An Appraisal 

As a liberal utilitarian thinker, J.S. Mill’s chief objective has been to ensure general 

happiness i.e. greatest social well-being through favorable social, political, economic 

and legal arrangements which indicates that an ethical process of development is 

lurking underneath his utilitarian objective. Hence, in this paper, an attempt has been 

made to explore and examine J.S. Mill’s utilitarian ethics of development ingrained in 

his socio-political and moral philosophy. In this context, distinctive features of Mill’s 

ethics of development have been unveiled and reflected upon. An examination of 

Mill’s several arguments has noted that Mill, while considering development of 

individuality as a vital element for social progress, has emphasized upon correlation 

between individual and social development. Plausibility of such correlation within 

Mill’s utilitarian framework has been examined and contemporary relevance of Mill’s 

utilitarian ethics of development has been assessed.  

 

Alessio Vaccari (Sapienza University of Rome). Mill’s Notion of 

Virtue, Sympathy and Well-being 

Unlike David Hume and Adam Smith, Mill does not offer a systematic treatment of 

the content of the virtues, which can be gleaned from the observations scattered 

throughout chapters 2, 4 and 5 of Utilitarianism. My essay has two aims. The first is 

to outline Mill’s theory of virtue. I argue that, unlike some influential contemporary 

consequentialist theories that identify virtue with a mere habit of action that has an 

objective connection to the good of human beings (e.g. Driver 2001), Mill’s virtue is 

identified with a more complicated set of mental dispositions that require not only 

educated motives and intentions, but above all the ability to enter into sympathetic 

communion with the welfare of others. The second aim is to show how, despite the 

unitary core of virtue, there are multiple virtues, each of which enables the agent to 

create and maintain multiple relational spheres necessary for individual life to be 

enjoyable and meaningful. In this way, virtue is not only a fundamental means of 

maximising the happiness of others, but is also what enables ‘a mode of existence’ 

(UT 2.8) that can realise personal well-being. 

 

Yixin Bai (Georgetown). From A Mental Crisis to the Revision of 

Utilitarianism: The Psychological Turn in J.S. Mill’s 

Autobiography and Moral Philosophy 

There has been an extensive body of literature on the psychoanalysis of J.S. Mill’s 

mental crisis and its connection to his relationship with James Mill and Jeremy 
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Bentham. However, a mere psychoanalytic scrutiny of Mill’s crisis overlooks the 

crucial role of this event, which marks the transitional point in his intellectual 

trajectory and justifies his revision of Bentham’s utilitarianism. This paper seeks to 

embrace an interdisciplinary approach and views Mill’s Autobiography as an integral 

part of his political theory. It will delve into how Mill employs a tactical manoeuvre in 

his retrospective narrative of a mental event that occurred in his young adulthood. By 

portraying himself as the victim of psychological failings on the part of Bentham and 

James Mill, John Stuart Mill justifies his introduction of psychological elements, moral 

feelings, individuality, and aesthetic education into classical utilitarianism. What he 

deems as a vacuum in classical utilitarianism and the pedagogical practice he 

received as a child, he fills within his own corpus. A close examination of the 

Autobiography, along with specific theoretical claims made by Mill in his Logic, 

Utilitarianism, On Liberty, and his short essay on education, also reveals the intense 

"internality" of his moral philosophy and political thought. 
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Panel 1E—Room LG10 

Brian A. Berkey (University of Pennsylvania). Autonomous 

Vehicle Algorithms, Respect for Humanity, and Saving the 



20  
 

these electronic devices have become increasingly immersive and interactive, virtual 

reality seems to present a qualitative leap.  

The arrival of virtual reality has meant a further step, and a very significant 

one. In a virtual environment, due to its interactive nature, the user is not a mere 

spectator, but an agent. As such, she makes decisions and performs actions that can 

be judged from a moral point of view.  

In some Virtual Reality environments we can have virtual real experiences: 

experiences that we experiences that we feel are real. For these situations some 

authors have proposed an “equivalence principle” which states that if it is wrong to 

allow individuals to have certain experiences in offline reality, then it is also wrong to 

allow them to have those experiences in virtual reality.  

My aim in this paper is to make a consequentialist reading of this principle of 

equivalence that respects the freedom of individuals with the only limitation 

established by Mill in the principle of harm. After establishing the conditions that 

make real virtual experiences possible we will focus on establishing a distinction 

between what we can describe as weird experiences, which can even serve as a 

means of exploring individuality, and experiences from which harmful consequences 

follow. We will conclude that only the latter fall under the application of the principle 

of equivalence understood in a utilitarian way. 

 

Aksel Braanen Sterri (University of Oxford). Against artificial 

general intelligence 

Creating artificial general intelligence (or AGI) is wrong. It is wrong because 

autonomous AGI has the potential to be badly misaligned with human values and 

thus pose an existential threat to humanity. More surprisingly, it is also wrong to 

create AGI even if aligned because alignment curtails its autonomy. To deliberately 

create an AGI that is forced to serve human values would be wrong for the same 

reason it would be wrong to create happy human slaves: It would violate their 

autonomy. In summary, progenitors could either aim to create autonomous AGI, 

which poses a non-acceptable risk of being misaligned, or non-autonomous aligned 

AGI. Either option is wrong. It is therefore wrong to create AGI. 
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1. Start by assuming that only states of pleasure are intrinsically valuable 

(hedonism). 

2. Assume also that some pleasures are (qualitatively) better than others. 

3. If so, one must identify the (qualitatively) better pleasures by means of 

some property or “Stamp”. 

4. The bearing of this “Stamp”, therefore, must itself bear intrinsic value, which 

is inconsistent with hedonism (i.e., (1)). 

However, this argument faces challenges. In particular, why should we believe that 

(4) follows from (3)? I argue that there could be two distinct explanations for this. 

First, the: 

Intrinsicality Thesis: the evaluative structure of any instance of pleasure must 

supervene on the intrinsic properties of the pleasure itself. 

If the Intrinsicality Thesis is true, then any preference of any one particular pleasure 

rather than another must supervene on the intrinsic properties of that pleasurable 

experience. If that’s right, then any qualitative factor (if it is not to be purely 

phenomenal) cannot be an aspect of the intrinsic value of the pleasure itself, but 

must simply be a further intrinsic value bearer, vindicating (4). 

Alternatively, one might accept the: 

The Value Explanation Principle: if a property explains the value of one thing 

(event, state, object, etc.) relative to another, that property must bear intrinsic 

value. 

On this proposal, I’m to be rationally guided to some good g by the fact that g 

possesses some property p, it must be that this property p bears intrinsic value. But 

this is inconsistent with hedonism, insofar as the bearing of this particular property is 

not equivalent to being a pleasure, but rather having some other “qualitative” 

character. 

I argue here that neither the Intrinsicality Thesis nor the Value Explanation 

Principle should be accepted and hence the explanatory challenge to qualitative 

hedonism fails. 
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Panel 2B—Hong Kong Alumni Room (221) 

Global Priorities 1: Longtermism and Non-consequentialism.  

Jakob Lohmar (University of Oxford). Longtermism without Full 

Aggregation 

The main argument for longtermism relies on the aggregation of numerous potential 

benefits to people in the far future; if we could not aggregate such long-termbenefits, 

they would not jointly outweigh substantial near-term benefits that we can bring 

about much more reliably. There are, however, well-known arguments that 

aggregation needs to be restricted if not fully excluded. For example, if we could 

aggregate all benefits and harms, we should sometimes prioritize curing mild 

headaches over saving lives. The possibility of (partial) non-aggregation therefore 

poses an important challenge to longtermism: even if the case for longtermism was 

sound if we could aggregate all benefits and harms, shouldn’t we reject longtermism 

given that there are at least restrictions to aggregation? I will argue in this talk that 

the assumption of non-aggregation does not significantly affect the plausibility of 

longtermism. If we should be longtermists given full aggregation, we should also be 

longtermists given that full aggregation is false. The crucial premise of my argument 

will be that benefits don’t need to be discounted by any probabilities when testing for 

their relevance. Once this premise is accepted, the challenge from non-aggregation 

loses its appeal. My main task will be to defend this premise as it is incompatible with 

standard views on how to extend non-aggregation to decisions under uncertainty. I 

will first argue against ex ante views that entail some form of personalized probability 

discounting and then argue against ex post views that entail some form of 

unpersonalized probability discounting. Both of these types of probability discounting 

have implications compared to which the implications of full aggregation seem rather 

palatable. But that does not mean that we need to accept full aggregation. There are 
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Panel 2C—Gideon Schreier Lecture Theatre (124) 

Bentham and James Mill on peace 

Benjamin Bourcier (Catholic University of Lille). Bentham on public 

peace 

Contrary to peace in international relations (Conway, 1989; Hoogensen, 2005), 

Bentham conceptualized the concept of “public peace” to address domestic 

concerns attached to the political stability, the tranquillity and absence of violence in 

a political community. Although the distinction between “peace” and “public peace” 

appears under the pen of many authors (Adam Smith, Edmund Burke), Bentham’s 

philosophical approach to the concept is innovative in several sense. In order to 

understand the value of public peace in Bentham’s philosophy, I will investigate how 

the language of peace is necessarily tied to the utilitarian language of fiction and 

more broadly to Bentham’s approach to political rhetoric. Firstly, “public peace” is 

much more than just “negative peace” since it relies on the process of pacification 

understood as avoiding the publicity of certain passions and emotions and avoiding 

the language of natural rights. The “war of words” (Nonsense Upon Stilts, Bentham) 

incarnates the opposite of “public peace”. Secondly, Bentham’s democratic theory 

commands that “public peace” is associated to the quality of public debates and 

require an ethics of public speech which covers a large spectrum of reflections from 

the duty of sincerity of public officials to resistance to insults and hypocrite media 

campaign. Bentham’s idea of “public peace” is then closely tied to his theory of 

public opinion and invites to consider more precisely their relation. 

 

Brian Chen (National Chengchi University). Bentham on Constitutional 

Reform and International Peace 

This paper explores Jeremy Bentham’s theory of international peace by focusing on 

its connection with his theory of constitutional reform. Bentham earned his reputation 

as the ‘legislator of the world’ from José del Valle, a Guatemalan politician. However, 

such a reputation seems to have generated more criticism than approval of 

Bentham’s political philosophy. For example, Michael Oakeshott criticised Bentham, 

along with John Locke and William Godwin, as representatives of ‘the strictest sect 

of Rationalism’, who reduced political tradition to abstract rules of politics and 

morals. Moreover, John Stuart Mill criticised Bentham for his ignorance of other ages 

and nations and for measuring them only by the principle of utility while discarding all 

other objects. To challenge such (mis)interpretations of Bentham, I will conduct a 

careful study of Bentham’s theory of international peace by observing two aspects of 

it. First, I plan to investigate the dimension of international politics of Bentham’s 

constitutional theory. Second, I will scrutinise Bentham’s idea of civilisation to reveal 

its driving force. I will argue that Bentham’s criticism of war and his defence of peace 

are partly derived from his hostility to political delusion and corruption in domestic 

politics. To prevent war and achieve international peace, Bentham suggests that 

people should know the real interests of their nations, which is connected with the 
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Panel 2D—Room LG17 

Todd Calder (Saint Mary’s University). Evil Isn’t Necessarily 

Wrong 

Some actions are so morally horrendous that calling them “wrong” or “bad,” or even 

“very wrong” or “very bad,” is a gross understatement. Typical examples include 

mass murder, genocide, sadistic torture, and violent sexual assault. Only the concept 

of evil captures the moral gravity of these sorts of actions. But what is evil? And how 

is evil related to other moral concepts, such as wrongdoing? 

 Most theorists assume that evil is a species of wrongdoing: that evil actions 

are wrongful actions that have additional characteristics, such as certain sorts of 

motivations or feelings (de Wijze 2002; Garrard 2002; Haybron 2002; Steiner 2002; 

Card 2010; Formosa 2013). According to these theorists, wrongdoing is an essential 
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Panel 2F—Room LG10 

Ken Oshitani (University of Tokyo). One-Sided Aggregation and 

Due Care 

This paper sets out to formally represent how non-consequentialists can determine 

the appropriate level of due care in the context of risky activities, such as driving. 

Dominant theories of liability, found in the law and economics literature, have tended 

to approach this topic from an explicitly utilitarian perspective. Building on these 

discussions, we offer a formal representation of how a version of Kantian ethics and 

Scanlon’s contractualism can respond to the problem of determining liability. We find 

that while the Kantian view can be formally represented in a way that is extensionally 

equivalent with the utilitarian approach, there is a fundamental disagreement 

between the utilitarian/Kantian approach and the Scanlonian contractualist approach, 

which stems from how the respective theories handle the problem of interpersonal 

aggregation. The utilitarian/Kantian approach holds that the level of liability that can 

be demanded from potential injurers can vary depending on both the number of 

potential victims and the number of potential injurers, whereas the Scanlonian 

contractualist approach is committed to the method of pair-wise comparison of 

interests, which means that the liability of potential injurers ought not to be influenced 

by the number of potential injurers or the number of potential victims. We argue that 

both approaches may lead to counter-intuitive results: the utilitarian/Kantian view 

entails that increases in the number of potential injurers makes it permissible to 

expose a potential victim to higher levels of risk, whereas the Scanlonian 

contractualist view entails that increases in the number of potential victims makes no 

difference to the level of care that can be required of potential injurers. We conclude 

by modelling a hybrid view allowing for “one-sided aggregation” in certain 

circumstances (aggregating victims but not injurers, or vice versa), which we claim 

can overcome the problems with both the utilitarian/Kantian approach and the 

Scanlonian contractualist approach. 

 

Tyler Paytas (Australian Catholic University). Sidgwick’s 

Critique of Deontology: Scrupulous Fairness or Serpent-

Windings?  
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to reduce the cognitive cost associated with the significant demands that stem from 

impartial, consequentialist theories. 

Panel 3A—Moot Court (XG03) 
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activism.org”, and I pledge to donate it to the best offer proposed by the end of 2024 

to administer a site devoted to Evidence-Based Activism’s core principles. 

 

Albert Didriksen (Central European University). Political 

Philosophy and Existential Risk 

In this paper, we assess the plausibility of various political theories in light of the risk 

of extinction. We ask: If some theories increase the likelihood that we go extinct, 

what does that say about the plausibility of these theories given a relatively high 

baseline rate of extinction? We compare anarchist and libertarian positions to 

consequentialist views. These are especially relevant for The Vulnerable World 
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Panel 3C—Room LG17 

Chris Riley (University College London). Jeremy Bentham, the 

Appellate Jurisdiction of the House of Lords, and the Court of 

Lords Delegates 

The aim of this paper is to analyse Bentham’s writings concerning the appellate 

jurisdiction of the House of Lords. While Bentham’s arguments against bicameral 

legislatures and his warnings to foreign statesmen against the creation of upper 

parliamentary chambers are well known, his critique of the appellate jurisdiction of 

the Lords and his proposed ‘Court of the Lords Delegates’ have escaped the 

attention of scholars. Yet this lack of scholarly attention is hardly surprising, as only a 

‘Summary View’ of the work ever appeared in print. ‘A Summary View’ was printed 

for circulation among members of the House of Lords in 1808, but while a few 

influential parliamentarians were seemingly aware of Bentham’s plans, nearly one 

hundred copies, some bearing the names of their intended recipients, were never 

sent. Whereas ‘A Summary View’ occupies only six pages in The Works of Jeremy 

Bentham (1838–43), where it was first published, the surviving manuscript material 

spans over eight hundred folios. In analysing this material, now completely 

transcribed and provisionally organised, this paper will discuss Bentham’s 

conjectural history of the Lords, his interpretation of Sir Matthew Hale’s 

posthumously-published The Jurisdiction of the Lords House (1796), and some of his 
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Panel 3D—Hong Kong Alumni Room (221) 

John Stuart Mill on Freedom of Expression 

 

Piers Norris Turner (Ohio State University). Mill’s Early Writings 

on Freedom of Discussion and their Relation to On Liberty 

In the 1820s, between the ages of 16 and 23, John Stuart Mill wrote many essays 

and debating speeches addressing freedom of discussion, liberty, and progress. 

These essays go beyond the arguments of On Liberty in certain respects, providing 

important clues to Mill’s thought on these matters, but they also lack certain key 

ideas present in On Liberty. I will explore the these differences, focusing on how they 

should inform our understanding of Mill’s commitment to freedom of discussion.  

 

Christopher Macleod (Lancaster University). On Liberty II: the 

Relation between Freedom of Discussion and Knowledge 

On Liberty II is, at its core, an epistemic argument. It argues for freedom of 

discussion on the basis that freedom of discussion stands in a pivotal relation to 

knowledge of the truth. The exact nature of this relation, however, is somewhat 

unclear, both in Mill’s own text and in the secondary literature. 

In this paper, I argue that the best way to understand the relation between 

freedom of discussion and knowledge is to connect the idea of freedom of discussion 

to Mill’s distinctive conception of objectivity. In doing so, I suggest that Mill’s 

argument in On Liberty II resolves various issues that emerge in Mill’s theoretical 

philosophy concerning the historicity of human beings, and the malleability of our 

sense faculties. Freedom of discussion, in Mill’s work, is a solution to the question of 

how determinately located human beings are able to achieve an objective view, and 

therefore knowledge, of the world. 

 

Ben Saunders (University of Southampton). On Liberty Online: 

John Stuart Mill and the Regulation of Social Media  



39  
 

mental activity. If all discussions were purged of falsehood, this would undermine the 

need for individuals to think critically about what they read or hear. However, this 

rejection of ‘top-down’ censorship is consistent with holding that individuals are 

subject to certain moral norms regarding discussion. Individuals might, for instance, 

have obligations to give a fair hearing to both sides of a debate and to present their 

own views in a manner that avoids unnecessary offence. This might have 

implications for how individuals should conduct themselves online. 

Moreover, given that Mill considers moral duties to justify punishment, these 

norms might be enforced by others (though perhaps not through legal/political 

intervention). Thus, individual agents might play a role in policing the adherence of 

others to these norms. This might permit individual or crowd-sourced fact-checking 
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Panel 3E—Keeton Room (XG01) 
 

Rafael Cejudo (University of Córdoba). The utility of Arts and 

Culture 

My overall aim is to consider how arts and culture fit into utilitarian theory. We live in 



41  
 

The same is not true of electricity which cannot be “felt” as clearly as material 

bodies. It is equally difficult to form a mental picture of the very fact of adding up two 

electrical currents. 

Yet physicist Rayleigh, in cooperation with Eleanor Sidgwick, found a method 

to establish objective metrics for electromagnetism. 

What if this method could apply to the measurement of happiness? What if, by 

the same token, new metrics would allow us to objectively quantify pleasure in its 

overall complexity? 

Eleanor Sidgwick’s scientific works as applied to pleasure would then 

challenge Henry Sidgwick’s initial assertion on the impossibility of summing up 

pleasures. 

This would also open up a new, more subtle, way to mathematically modelize 

utility, where utility would not just be considered as a preference - like in most current 

models - but as the genuine pursuit of happiness. 
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Panel 4A—Gideon Schreier Lecture Theatre (124) 

Sidgwick and Pain 

Jennifer Hawkins (Duke University). The badness of emotional pain 

Sidgwick, like other classical utilitarians, did not routinely draw a sharp distinction 

between sensory (or physical) pain and emotional pain. Yet the distinction seems 

important given that emotional pain and sensory pain seem so different and given 

that, for utilitarians, all pains count. Perhaps (though this is pure speculation) it was 

Sidgwick’s inability to explain the commonality between emotional pain and sensory 

pain that ultimately led him to deny that pains are pains in virtue of all feeling alike. 

Rather, he held that an experience counts as a pain (and as bad for us) because we 

dislike it. 

In my presentation, I present an account of emotional pain and its badness. 

Emotions are more complex than mere sensations, being composed of several 

mental elements. When you experience a painful emotion, intuitive thoughts arise in 

your mind, your attention is altered, and you experience certain bodily feelings and 

bodily changes. It can therefore be natural to assume that the painfulness of 

emotional pain is a feature of the bodily feelings that occur. However, I argue that the 

badness of emotional pain is actually an aspect of the intuitive thoughts that 

arise when we experience emotional pain. This is supported by noticing that we tend 

to treat emotional states as being worse (more painful) when a person is 

contemplating or thinking of a worse situation. After explaining how such a view can 

work, I demonstrate how, despite taking seriously the very real differences between 

emotional and sensory pain, we can explain (contra Sidgwick) the sense in which 

pains all feel alike, namely bad. I therefore show that we need not adopt Sidgwick’s 

rather drastic claim that pains are only pains in virtue of our dislike. 

 

Roger Crisp (University of Oxford) and Aaron Garrett (Boston 

University). Sidgwick and Gurney on the incommensurability of extreme 

pain 

In a striking footnote to ME 
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Methods of Ethics. We will then turn to a defence of Gurney’s position as well as a 





https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/imp/jcs/2010/00000017/f0020009/art00001
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/superintelligence-9780198739838?cc=gb&lang=en
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and their jointly authored texts to excerpt an individual writing style, and testing 

which of these styles show up in On Liberty – indicate that John Stuart Mill almost 

certainly is not the exclusive author of chapter 3, in particular.  

Whether or not such analyses are convincing rightly depends on whether or not the 

initial assumptions are considered plausible by the philosophical expert. As opinions 

on our initial authorship attributions might differ, we ran further analyses to determine 

whether and how our results would change, taking a large number of similarly 

plausible starting points. We focused in particular on the Principles of Political 

Economy (1848), which initially we had considered jointly authored, assigning the 

famous chapter on the “Futurity of the Labouring Classes” to Harriet Taylor Mill.  

In this paper, we present our stylometric analyses of the Principles as well as how 

these result impact our analyses of On Liberty. Our previous results turn out to be 

robust under a large variety of assumptions. 
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Sujith S. Kumar (University of Maryland). Penalties, 

Punishments, and the Principles of Ethology in On Liberty 

Recent scholarship has identified a potential contradiction that JS Mill makes in On 

Liberty between the punishments and penalties that a person rightly experiences for 

certain kinds of failures (Waldron 2002, Kumar 2013, Miller, 2022). Punishment is 

necessarily meted out by society for violations of the Principle of Liberty, whereas 

penalties are meant to result from the purely self-regarding character flaws and the 

exercise of poor judgement that certain people exhibit. However, if the penalties in 

practice can amount to punishments, then Mill fails in his entire project in On Liberty. 

This paper attempts to resolve this contradiction by clarifying how these punishments 

and penalties work, and by showing how even if they are experienced as coercive, 

they are not as such in the relevant way, according to the Principle of Liberty. 

Specifically, I construct principles of ethology, based on Mill's associationist 
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5. in an adequate moral theory, principles are teleologically related to methods: 

in practical deliberation 
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Global Priorities 3: Hedonic Wellbeing 

Heather Browning (University of Southampton). The Complexities of 

Intrapersonal
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experiences which immediately provide prima facie justification for a necessitarian 

belief. I also contend that there is no appropriate defeating evidence against this 

introspectively justified belief―neither from intuitions, nor from wellbeing theory, nor 

from philosophy of mind. Since, in the absence of defeating evidence, prima facie 

justification should be taken as all-things-considered justification, I conclude we 

ought to be necessitarians. 
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I will engage in a textual analysis of Rousseau’s The Social Contract and then 

examine how John Stuart Mill refutes Rousseau’s assumptions in Considerations on 

Representative Government.  

 Rousseau’s opposition between democracy and representation is based on 

the following assumptions: (1) sovereignty consists only in the will; and (2) political 

representation always entails a delegation of political power. Rousseau contends 

that Englishmen fool themselves when they say that popular sovereignty lies in their 

representative government. Popular sovereignty cannot be represented because 

sovereignty is an act of will, and one cannot delegate one’s will to somebody else. 

 Mill took very seriously the criticism of England’s representative government 

put forward in The Social Contract, and that is why he elaborated the concept of 

democratic representation. This concept can be invoked to challenge Rousseau’s 

assumptions because it shows that (1) sovereignty encompasses not only the will, 

but also judgement; and (2) representation need not entail the delegation of political 

power from the represented to their representatives. 

 

Tsin Yen Koh (University of Singapore). Two Strands of 

Utilitarian Democracy 

This paper sketches out two strands of utilitarian democracy in the political thought 

of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill.  

The main claim is that there are two aspects to Bentham’s theory of 

government: a ‘radical democratic’ aspect and an ‘epistemic’ aspect. Both aspects 

are necessary to good government: a government that aims at the greatest 

happiness of the greatest number is more likely to succeed if it has the form of a 

representative democracy, and securities for sufficient expertise (or appropriate 

aptitude) in all branches of the constitution. The Plan for Parliamentary Reform, for 

example, is concerned both with democratic control of the government and with 

securities for appropriate intellectual aptitude in the electorate and the legislature. 

The Constitutional Code can be read as an attempt to unify the twin demands of 

democracy and expertise in the structure it sets out of responsible government.  

However, there is an ineradicable and perhaps irresolvable tension between 

these two aspects of representative democracy, even in the Code: they can come 

apart, and can pull in different directions. I suggest that we see in Mill’s political 

thought a hint of the different directions they develop in: the ‘radical democratic’ 

strand takes a ‘socialist’ turn, in its emphasis on the materialist basis of social and 

political equality; and the ‘epistemic’ strand takes (what one could anachronistically 

call) a ‘technocratic’ turn, when its emphasis on expertise shades into an emphasis 

on experts. 
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Daisuke Arie (Yokohama National University). What does J.S. 

Mill's “Stationary State” imply for modern capitalism? 

Currently, there is a growing distrust and criticism of "capitalism" as the dominant 

economic system of our time, typified by the rapid population growth in the world, as 

well as extreme income inequality, depletion of natural resources and environmental 

destruction. The purpose of this paper is to examine what implications J. S. Mill's 

discussion of the “stationary state” in his The Principles of Political Economy (1848), 

Volume 4, Chapter 6, has for the discourse of criticism of capitalism. 

First, I will identify how Mill viewed the British economy in the mid-19th 

century and what he saw as its main problem: he saw the unequal distribution of 

wealth as the biggest social problem of the time. 

Second, I will show where Mill saw the causes of the problem: He believed 

that in the process of long-term economic expansion, land rents tend to rise and 

harvests diminish because of the limited amount of land available. Mill saw 

population growth and resource constraints as the two main causes. However, 

although Mill criticized the greedy capitalist tyranny that brought about such a 

situation, he did not go as far as Marx in his fundamental rejection of the private 
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Lisa Forsberg (University of Oxford). Achievement and the 

Value of Effort 

What makes an act valuable as an achievement? One answer is that the 

achievement value of an act supervenes on the product of the act, that is, the end 

result of the act, what the act achieves. A rival answer is the Effort View: in addition 

to the product of the act, the act’s achievement value supervenes on the effort 

involved in producing the product. In this paper, we argue against the Effort View. We 
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Martí Colom (Barcelona). 



64  
 

Panel 6AñGideon Schreier Lecture Theatre (124) 

Author-Meets-Critics on Anthony Skelton’s forthcoming 

Sidgwick’s Ethics: Roger Crisp (University of Oxford), David 
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Global Priorities 4: The Moral Implications of Evidential 

Decision Theory  

Hayden Wilkinson (University of Oxford). The Moral Stakes of 

Evidentialism 

Evidential decision theory (EDT) tells us that, in situations of uncertainty,  our 

instrumental reasons are determined by our evidence, including the evidence 

given to us by our making a particular choice. In this paper, I present and 

evaluate an argument that, when applied to moral decision-making, EDT implies 

that agent-neutral reasons carry far greater weight than we might have otherwise 

thought. Under certain empirical assumptions, EDT implies that our agent-neutral 

reasons defeat our agent-relative reasons in every situation where they conflict—

to an approximation, EDT rules out any verdicts incompatible with 

consequentialism. 

In brief, the argument goes as follows. When an agent makes any given 

decision, they do so in a world containing many other similar decision-makers 

who face similar decisions. Make a particular choice, and the agent gains 

evidence that those decision-makers will choose the same. Because of this, EDT 

effectively raises the stakes of our moral decisions with respect to our agent- 

neutral reasons—an action that causally saves one life will, by EDT, be treated 

as saving many 

https://www.pdcnet.org/jphil/content/jphil_2021_0118_0006_0320_0342
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means for an agent to be ‘similar’ to another, but whether and how much similarity 

exists depends on which qualities we are focusing on or find important. There are 

multiple rationally permissible ways to classify actions or agents based on their 

features, leading to vastly different measures of correlation. The only way to non-

arbitrarily select a reference class is to introduce some criterion of relevance, 

whether that’s causal relevance, normative relevance or contextual relevance. I 

argue that the first is not available to the evidentialist, who wishes not to depend 

on any notion of causation. The second, I argue, would be unsatisfying for 

proponents of acausal trade, who wish to remain neutral on normative facts and 

leave space for normative uncertainty. The third strategy is unsatisfying because 

it would fail to give a consistent answer as to what acausal trade requires of us 

over time. I discuss some potential responses, most notably an appeal to the 

likelihood of making the same choices and an appeal to evolution and reject both. 

 

Timothy L. Williamson (University of Oxford). Evidential Decision 

Theory and Widespread Incommensurability 

How should we compare acts whose outcomes may be incommensurable (or on a 

par, or incomparable), as many acts seem to be when evaluated morally? 

Prospectists answer this question by saying that we should evaluate acts based 

on how likely they make outcomes, and nothing else. Rivals to prospectism say 

that something else matters (typically facts about which outcomes occur in which 

states). The debate between Prospectists and their rivals is of great practical 

significance for consequentialists (and probably anyone who thinks that 

consequences matter to some degree). In particular, I argue that if Prospectism is 

false and consequentialism is true then we likely face incommensurability 

between all of our options in virtually every decision that we might face. By 

contrast, if prospectism is true, then we can avail ourselves of decision-theoretic 

tools that resolve incommensurability. If and only if Prospectism is false, 

everything is permitted. 

Evidential Decision Theorists are those who think that it is instrumentally 

valuable for an act to signal, but not cause, the good. The debate between 

Evidentialists and their rivals is often viewed as an esoteric one over the 

foundations of decision theory that only has practical 
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The paper concludes that Bentham and Horace adopted Epicurus’ view that 

justice is not something in itself but exists in relations among men that are beneficial 

and useful for men not harming each other or being harmed. 
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be presented as a state of unchanging things with the aim of keeping things as they 

are. Whether this is indeed the case in the area of justice, I want to find out through 

my paper. 

 

Daisuke Nakai (Kindai University). J.M. Keynes, F.A. Hayek, 

and their Critique of Utilitarianism 

J. M. Keynes (1883-1946) and F. A. Hayek (1899-1992), both representing 

economists of the 20th century, put forth opposing claims, with the former advocating 

government intervention and the latter espousing liberalism. Despite their friendship, 

their economic views differed significantly, especially as Hayek consistently criticized 

the ideas of Keynes and macroeconomics. Such differences between Keynes and 

Hayek have often garnered attention from researchers. On the other hand, both 

Keynes and Hayek share a common ground in strongly opposing utilitarian 

philosophy. Therefore, using utilitarianism as a focal point, this report aims to 

highlight the similarities and differences in the economic thoughts of Keynes and 

Hayek. Furthermore, through their critique of utilitarianism, we intend to explore the 

merits and demerits of utilitarianism. 
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Elżbieta Filipow (University of Warsaw). Women's Intellectual 

Inspiration and their Influence on John Stuart Mill's Feminist 

Sensitivity 

In my presentation I am scrutinizing John Stuart Mill’s intellectual inspirations, which 

include women’s figures that were formative for his sensitivity to women’s 

emancipation. I believe that the so-far biographies of John Stuart Mill do not exhaust 

the issue of women’s intellectual influences on his feministic thought. The exception 

might be a book by Nicholas Capaldi. It discusses some women that were important 
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Emmanuelle de Champs (Cergy Paris). Utility, Community and 

Women’s emancipation: the intellectual journeys of Anna Doyle 

Wheeler and Frances Wright 

This presentation looks at the intellectual formation of two early advocates of 

women’s emancipation: Anna Doyle Wheeler (1785?-1848) and Frances Wright 

(1795-1852). In 1820s London, both became personally acquainted with the 

persons, circles and ideas of two prominent reformers of the period, Jeremy 

Bentham and Robert Owen. Independently of one another, Wheeler and Wright 

wrote and lectured during the 1820s, demanding social and political reform and 

defending women’s rights to emancipation. They became respected figures in the 
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actually enrich the disciplines, or do they encourage students to feel they have?  

Another, could experience gained from undergraduate teaching be equally satisfying, 

and serve as better experience for the transition to the working world?   

These and other issues, including whether there is an equivalent to the “grown-up 

Under-Masters” that Bentham often criticizes at universities today, will be explored. 
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Sidgwick and Evolution 

Henry Sidgwick paid attention to Charles Darwin’s ideas on evolution and had some 

contact with him. He published an essay on ‘The Theory of Evolution in its 

Application to Practice’ in the first volume of the journal Mind, in 1876. Still, he 

rejected the claim that evolutionary theory can give a plausible account of morality. In 

particular, in the Methods he claimed that any view of the origins of our ethical ideas 

and judgments is irrelevant to the issue of their meaning and truth (ME, 212-3). This 

panel includes three papers on Sidgwick’s view of the relevance of evolutionary 

theory for ethics, considering historical and theoretical aspects. 

 

Giulia Cantamessi (University of Pavia). Sidgwick and Spencer on 

Scientific Ethics, Evolution, and Utilitarianism 

In this paper I shall analyse and compare crucial aspects of the ethical methods and 

views of Henry Sidgwick and Herbert Spencer. This comparison enables to highlight 

certain significant differences in these philosophers’ ethical thought within a common 

utilitarian and hedonistic framework, as well as to understand Sidgwick’s 

engagement with the evolutionist ethics of his time. 

I shall first of all examine what Sidgwick and Spencer mean when they describe 

their ethical inquiries as “scientific”. Sidgwick characterises ethical aims and methods 

as scientific insofar as ethics seeks to provide systematic and precise knowledge of 

what ought to be. Spencer’s aim is to provide a scientific foundation of ethics on the 

basis of the theory of evolution, and to develop a form of “rational utilitarianism” 

which can ascertain necessary relations between actions and consequences, rather 

than relying on empirical estimations. I shall highlight the different assumptions and 

implications of these conceptions of scientific ethics. In particular, when addressing 

Sidgwick’s objections to Spencer’s methodology, I shall point out (i) how according to 

Sidgwick Spencer’s method fails to live up to scientific standards and to his own 

intentions, and (ii) the importance Sidgwick attaches to the feasibility and the 

practical guidance of ethical theories. 

Both Sidgwick and Spencer also acknowledge the felicific influence of evolution 

on ordinary morality and moral intuitions, sentiments and habits. In the last section of 

the paper, I shall turn to how these authors differently describe such influence and 

examine which argumentative role the appeal to evolution does actually play in their 

conception of common-sense intuitions as unconsciously utilitarian – a conception 

which, as I shall show, leads to the development of two different forms of indirect 

utilitarianism. 
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Gianfranco Pellegrino (LUISS). Sidgwick on common sense morality. 

Evolutionary debunking or esoteric utilitarian foundation? 

In The Point of View of the Universe. Sidgwick and Contemporary Ethics (2014), 

Katarzyna de Lazari-Radek and Peter Singer consider Sidgwick’s rejection of an 

evolutionary debunking of moral realism. They defend two claims. First, Sidgwick’s 

utilitarian explanation of common sense morality could be read along the lines of an 

evolutionary debunking. A “contemporary Sidgwick”, i.e. one who “shared our modern 

scientific understanding” of evolutionary theory “might be closer” to evolutionary 

debunking of the kind defended by Sharon Street “than the historical one.” (181) 

Second, Sidgwick axiom of rational benevolence is immune from evolutionary 

debunking since it is self-evident and no plausible evolutionary account of its origin 

has been presented. 

In this paper, I challenge both claims. First, I show that Sidgwick’s analysis of 

common- sense morality cannot be likened to an instance of evolutionary debunking 

it. Sidgwick claims th]
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Michael Schefczyk (Karlsruhe Institute of Technology). The 

significance of the past for consequentialists 

Consequentialists deal with the past relatively rarely, and it seems obvious enough 

why. Knowledge about the past may have some value for its own sake; it might also 

have some instrumental utility from time to time. Unlike the open future, however, the 

past is fixed and cannot be improved upon. It is the future, and only the future, that 

depends on our 
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mandated, by justice as reciprocity. My case will draw primarily on a comparison of 

Alan Gibbard’s interpretation of Rawls’ conception of Justice as Reciprocity with a 

fleshing out of Mill’s conception of justice as reciprocity as revealed in his 

parliamentary speech on The Malt Duty. 

 

Yunfeng Jin (Jilin University). On the Distributive Justice 

Principle of Institutional Utilitarianism 

Distributive justice is an important issue in contemporary political philosophy. Critics 

argue that the main idea of utilitarian justice is, If a society's main institutions are 

arranged to achieve the maximum net balance of satisfaction formed by all 

individuals, then the society is correctly organized and therefore just. Utilitarianism 

only focuses on the maximization of utility, and does not pay attention to the issue of 

distribution between people. However, equality is our intuitive requirement. If we only 

consider the maximization of utility without considering the issue of distributive 

justice, it will ask the state to allow serious inequality to exist for the sake of 

maximizing utility. Critics believe that utilitarianism cannot respond to the above 

criticisms, and it cannot well accommodate the requirements of distributive justice 

within its theoretical framework, which make it difficult for utilitarian political 

philosophy to have enough persuasiveness.
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Stephen G. Engelmann (University of Illinois at Chicago). 

Sidgwick on the Old Radical 

In a detailed Fortnightly Review portrait, Henry Sidgwick is dismissive of Jeremy 

Bentham’s late work: “all that Bentham writes after 1817 is full of…heated and 

violent democratic fanaticism (1877).” He diagnoses Bentham’s radicalism as the 

fruit of bitterness, pointing in particular to the failure of Panopticon. As a description 

of Bentham’s political journey Sidgwick is on firm ground; his analysis fits Philip 

Schofield’s (2006) account of the discovery of sinister interest. The diagnosis and the 

essay as a whole display Sidgwick’s intimate familiarity with his predecessor’s life 

and work. 

“Bentham and Benthamism” culminates, however, in a consideration of 

controversies over the posthumous Bowring-edited Deontology; in the end the piece 

is illustrative of Sidgwick’s own abiding moral concerns, in particular the question of 

interest’s connection to duty. Sidgwick was, like Bentham and J.S. Mill before him, a 

polymath who wrote on a range of subjects. But unlike his predecessors he was a 

transitional figure toward moral philosophy as we know it, i.e., toward a concern 

above all with right individual conduct and its grounds. Mill and especially Bentham 

were by contrast theorists of the art and science of government. This doesn’t mean 

that a gap between interest and duty was unimportant; on the contrary it was a 

matter of vital importance. But whereas joining interest and duty was for Sidgwick 

primarily a philosophical and pedagogical problem it was for Bentham a political and 

were
��
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Shinji Nohara (University of Tokyo). Adam Smith’s criticism of 

Hume’s utilitarian morality 

Scholars have researched Adam Smith's criticism of David Hume's utilitarian view of 

justice. They have also argued that Hume insisted that people understand the 

common interest of justice, such as private property, and that Smith criticized this 

view because it was based on a utilitarian stance in which people's shared interest or 

utility is the foundation of morality. On the other hand, they have also investigated 

that Smith' regarded justice as based on his anti-utilitarian morality, which depends 

not on people's sense of utility but on their concern about individuals and their 

particular accidents.  

What has yet to be fully studied is that Smith did not deny utilitarian stance at 

all. Although Smith was skeptical of utilitarian justice, this does not mean that Smith 

negated the utilitarian viewpoint. Rather, he sometimes adopted a utilitarian 

standpoint. Whereas his view of justice is anti-utilitarian, he saw as some aspects of 

justice as relying on the sense of utility. 

As I argue in this presentation, Smith insisted that people's sense of justice 

included that of utility because people affirm justice not only because justice is 

derived from natural resentment but also because they see justice as leading to 

social utility. Justice as based on natural resentment might make people attack who 

was seen as a perpetrator. This could make social order in danger. He then affirmed 

justice because it included the utilitarian viewpoint; people's sense of justice included 

the effects of people's behavior on society. This utilitarian viewpoint made Smith 

build his theory of justice that is compatible with the social necessity maintaining 

social order. 

This point is worth examining because his utilitarian aspect of justice 

incorporated anti-utilitarian criticism of utility. Smith especially insisted that justice 

should be the basis of society but did not think that people could understand the 

common interest of justice. He could build his theory of justice, refuting the fictitious 

supposition of people's agreement on social utility. 

 

Frederic R. Kellogg (The George Washington University). The 

universe has no point of view: John Dewey’s Naturalized 

Utilitarianism 

Instead of the global universal maximization principle of classical utilitarianism that 

Henry Sidgwick called “the point of view of the universe,” John Dewey viewed 

welfare as guided by a local, problem oriented, agonistic preference adjustment 

principle. Dewey recognizes multiple possible observation points relating to a vast 

number of specific social problems, each also (at any given moment) coming in a 



83  
 

succession of possible viewpoints, in which considerations of utility are transformed 

in stages by disputatious inquiry. Rather than utilitarianism’s synchronic question 

“What does the universe (at some given moment) recognize as the greatest 

happiness of the greatest number?” Dewey’s diachronic question is the granular 

inquiry, “What might the universe recognize as the optimum utility balance in each of 

its ongoing problems when they are resolved?” The universe cannot know or often 

guess the outcomes, as current (and opposing) preferences and utilities must be 

revised for specific problems to be resolved. 

        I argue first that Henry Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics (1874) contains a deep 

inconsistency in defending the synchronic omniscient viewpoint strictly as a 

corrective to common-sense morality; second, Dewey’s naturalized account of the 

origin of rules reveals the defects of Sidgwick’s synchronic rule consequentialism, 

and resolves Brad Hooker’s rule-extension problem; and third, game theory, which 

Harsanyi and others have employed to account for change within a classical 

utilitarian context, assumes pre
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therefore avoid cyclical assessments and cyclical obligations within fixed sets and 

reduces the severity of money pumps. 

I defend the Set-Wise View against objections. Comparisons of two outcomes 

can depend on further outcomes; but the outcomes can be shown to be relevant. 

The Set-Wise View seems to have absurd implications which, however, are perfectly 

acceptable if we take narrow person-affecting considerations seriously. 
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Dorina Patrunsu (University of Bucharest). Is there any 

common sense morality? Egoistic vs. universalistic hedonism in 

Henry Sidgwick’s The Methods of Ethics 

What I ought to do? is a question as striking in moral philosophy today as in Henry 

Sidgwick’s time and by no means less controversial. Likewise, the assumption that 

the difficulty of answering this morally fundamental question would be mitigated if 

common sense were involved is as rhetorically pervasive and ethically significant as 

contested. However, ordinary folk, as well as moral philosophers, disagree about (i) 

what common sense is and, therefore, (ii) what actions and policies raise concerns 

about common sense morality. As a result, most of the philosophical works on 

Sidgwick's common sense morality-based utilitarianism, with some notable 

exceptions, revolve around either dualism or discrepancy between egoistic and 

universalistic hedonism.  

In this paper, I aim to show that this is not a case of defeating universalistic 

hedonism. I therefore argue that the "profoundest problem in ethics" is not missed in 

Sidgwick's ethics, despite the failure claimed by himself and others. 

There are two steps in arguing for this. First, I map out the logical space in 

which different conceptions of common sense are located, thereby clarifying the 

structure of the most salient contemporary views on Sidgwick’s common sense 

morality. 

Second, I highlight some shortcomings of the dualist interpretation, identifying 

the most prominent contemporary arguments against it. Their fundamental claim is 

that it is unnecessary to reject egoism-based hedonism for making a case favoring 

universalistic hedonism. So, the main objection to utilitarianism's "inevitable failure" 

is that the conflict between self-interest and morality is to be resolved, not dissolved.  

In particular, following up on some dualism cons arguments (Parfit, Brandt, 

Lazari-Radek & Singer), I defend that there is no logical inconsistency between self-

love and benevolence. The leading assumption in preserving the “harmony” between 

egoism and utilitarianism is that morally and socially correct actions matter because 

all individuals matter, whether selfish or not. This implies regaining sight of the 

distinctively ethical purposes of utilitarianism, given that no ethical requirement 

claimed by one can be greater than the one claimed by all, and any requirement 

imposed on others cannot exceed mine. The double-normative purposed argument 

for universalistic hedonism retains the key virtues of utilitarian conceptions while 

shedding their potential vices. It also allows for a stronger case favoring utilitarianism 

as the “ultimate moral” thing to do. 
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Don Habibi (University of North Carolina at Wilmington). 

Sidgwick on subscription, secularism, and the problem of 

illiberalism 

Henry Sidgwick distinguished himself as the consummate scholar of utilitarian ethics 

and liberalism—the worthy heir to J.S. Mill. I argue Sidgwick also lived as a moral 

exemplar—making him a worthy heir to Kant. The most serious problem in his 

personal life, which rattled his conscience throughout the 1860's, revolved around 

the requirement of subscription. In Sidgwick's case, Cambridge University compelled 

him to subscribe (i.e., pledge allegiance) to the 39 Articles of the Church of 

England. Prior to 1860, Sidgwick had less problem with this loyalty oath. He was a 

believing Christian and even saw value in subscription. Yet, with exposure to secular 

ideas, science, and eventually, the influence of Darwinian evolution, he began to 

doubt several Articles. Sidgwick took his pledges seriously. He consulted respected 

thinkers, including Mill, who advised him to handle this dilemma in an expedient, 

consequentialist way. However, the advice of Mill, T.H. Green, and William Whewell, 

seemed to Sidgwick's moral compass a ‘pious fraud.’ Thus, Sidgwick's commitment 

to honesty, integrity, and freedom of conscience led him to refuse subscription—

costing him his professorship at Cambridge.  

Next, I argue that the pendulum has shifted. Eventually, the secular turn led to 

significant changes. Cambridge dropped the religious loyalty oath, as did most 

Universities in Europe and beyond. Religious perspectives became more tolerant, 

and liberal universities thrived in an atmosphere of free and open inquiry—

marketplaces of ideas.  

Unfortunately, in recent decades, the pendulum has shifted back to 

intolerance. Zealous, secular true-believers have approximated religious conviction, 

including pressures resembling subscription. Freedom of speech and inquiry have 

given way to compelled speech, ideological conformity, self-censorship, and fear of 

offending. Many universities expect student applicants and faculty jobseekers to 

submit statements professing their commitment to particular causes of social justice. 

Subscription has made a comeback. I conclude by discussing what the legacy of 

Sidgwick’s dilemma teaches us.  

 

Anthony Skelton (Western University). On the Irrelevance of 

Sidgwick’s Political Philosophy 

Henry Sidgwick published The Elements of Politics in 1891. In it, he aimed to clarify 

the utilitarian approach to practical politics. This is achieved, he thinks, through 

identifying the subordinate “principle or principles . . . capable of more precise 

application, relating to the means for attaining by legislation [and institutions] the end 

of Maximum Happiness". The Elements attempts to develop principles relating to 

property rights, contracts, conduct in war, international relations, among other topics. 
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problems, adequacy conditions for an adequate welfarist theory of moral duties are 

then synthesised and additionally justified instrumentally, including rationality of 

compliance, minimal equity, limited moral optimisation, bindingness. (3) The 

constructive approach begins with the problem of bindingness. I argue that the most 

promising ontologically specified instrument for solving this problem are real, socially 

valid norms, in the sense of largely generally followed and sanctioned practices. In 

addition to formal, legal norms, informal norms must also be included, which are only 

supported by informal sanctions. Moral duty is then the observance of morally good, 

socially valid norms. (4) This approach already fulfils many of the adequacy 

conditions, but two problems remain: that of maintaining morally good norms and 

that of insufficient optimisation. The maintenance of good norms can itself be partly 

ensured by duties, in particular the duties of public officials. The rest must be 

guaranteed by a new type of moral behaviour: actions of norm support (informing, 

monitoring, punishing...), which in essence are only driven by the moral motives of 

the subjects. (5) The problem of insufficient optimisation is addressed in a theory of 

moral progress, which is concerned with morally improving the stock of socially valid 

norms. This part of the theory also relies on actions of moral-political commitment 

that are not morally obligatory but are essentially driven by one's own moral motives. 

 

Satoshi Yamazaki (Kochi University). Henry Sidgwick as the 

unsung leader of the old welfare economics 

For instance, Hutchison (1953) recalls that Sidgwick was the last great moral 

philosopher who did much for economics in Britain. Likewise, Bonner (1995), Myint 

(1948), and O’Donnell (1979) refer to Sidgwick’s theoretical contribution toward the 

formation of the old welfare economics. Following J.S. Mill’s analysis, Sidgwick has 

introduced a distinction between ‘science’ (what is) and ‘art’ (what ought to be) in 

economic thinking, and argued that the latter should subsume, as well as efficient 

production, just distribution principles allocating social resources among the member 

in order to maximize social welfare, which is considered to have rendered great hints 

for the formation of Pigou’s welfare economics. Thus, those preceding studies point 

out that many of Pigou’s essential concepts in welfare economics including its ethical 

foundation are to be attributed to Sidgwick’s works. By contrast, however, through a 

detailed comparison of the two, I (Yamazaki (2011), unfortunately in Japanese) have 

presented several major differences such as Pigou’s negation of hedonism and 

egoism in Sidgwick, and offered the following (somewhat bold) proposition: while 

Sidgwick holds egoism with the intention of protecting the individual against the 

whole, he does not seem to pay particular attention to the protection of the individual 

when it comes to maximization of total welfare. On the other hand, although Pigou 

rejects the principle of egoism, he places great emphasis on protecting the individual 

even in the context of social welfare maximization. The key to explain that, as I have 

indicated, is thought to be the notion of so-called ‘basic needs’. Indeed, no doubt, it 

may be a tough problem how to consistently incorporate the need concept into the 

utilitarian economics framework. Still, spending a considerable space in The 
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Methods of Ethics and The Principles of Political Economy, Sidgwick does discuss 

Justice far more than Pigou. It about time we should explore his further aspects, not 

necessarily inherited by Pigou, which can be counted as new contributions to welfare 

economics and welfare state.  
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Panel 8C—
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“imperialism” nor to underestimate Comte’s “anti-imperialism” but rather to 

complicate – and hopefully enrich – our categories in assessing past thinkers and 

activists.
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