PHL 202: Sample Exam (Mill)

Part I: Multiple choice (3 points each)—pick the best choice from the options provided

3. Utilitarianism is considered a consequentialist moral theory because
(a) right and wrong are determined by the consequences of an action
(b) there are consequences for acting immorally
(c) most people think that we must live with the consequences of our actions
(d) all of the above
(e) none of the above

4. Utilitarianism is considered a teleological moral theory because it maintains that
(a) every action aims at some end
(b) every action has consequences
(c) every action needs to express a telos for it to be ethical
(d) all of the above
(e) none of the above

5. According to Mill, who's happiness must usually be considered when evaluating the
moral worth of an action?
(a) absolutely everyone’s
(b) everyone directly affected
(c) only your own
(d) only other people’s
(e) none of the above

Part II: Short answer (7 points each)—each question will require at least 2-3 sentences in response

7. What does Mill mean when he says that the principle of utility must be applied in a disinterested
and impartial manner?

8. Give at least three objections that critics of utility raise against the view.



9. What is Mill's response to each of the criticisms you give in your answer to the previous question.

10. Why does utility have difficulty respecting individual rights?

Part IV: Essay (50 points each) Read the case below. Using utilitarianism as your guide, determine
what would be the morally right thing for Scott to do. Be sure to develop/explain reasons for
your conclusion. You will be graded on how well you demonstrate an understanding of
utilitarianism and on how well and how thoroughly you defend your conclusion.

“l found another check kiter,” said Kathy as she showed the checking account statement to
Scott. “It's not a big one, though. Just a few hundred dollars.”

Check kiting increased when the local economy was bad. Customers took advantage of the
bank’s generous policy of not waiting until deposited checks had cleared before allowing the
customers to have access to the money. A check kiter deposited a bad check from another bank in
Scott’s bank. Then he or she wrote a check from Scott's bank to cover the check from the other bank,
and so on. In effect, customers were able to withdraw money that they didn’t have and cover it up
with a series of bad checks back and forth between banks. Kiting wasn’'t easy--once it started, it
required a steady stream of precisely timed checks--and it was easy to spot the frequent identical
deposits and withdrawals when you looked at the statements.

Scott recognized the name on the statement as that of a close personal friend of his wife. He
certainly hadn’t thought she was dishonest, but she was a single mother, and it didn’t surprise him
that she might be having financial difficulties. It was tough when a friend put you in this situation.
What made it tougher, though, was that she was involved in an off again, on-again personal
relationship with Scott’s boss, and Scott wasn't sure whether this was an off-week or an on week.
She was also the chief financial officer of the bank on which she was writing checks, which explained
how she was able to time her checks so well. In a situation like this, Scott normally documented the
case and gave the information to his boss. Then Scott closed the account at his bank, called the
customer, and notified the other bank that bad checks were being returned. Whoever caught the kiter
first was able to pass the losses on to someone else. Check kiting was illegal, but when Scott used to
call the local police, they had always told him they weren’t interested. He hadn’t informed them about
a check kiter in over a year. But this case was different. It wasn’t obvious what Scott should do or to
whom he should talk. Using utilitarianism as your guide, determine what would be the morally
right thing for Scott to do.



