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[bookmark: TemplateOverview]Note: Student responses reproduced in this report have not been corrected for grammar, spelling or factual information.
This report provides sample answers or an indication of what answers may have included. Unless otherwise stated, these are not intended to be exemplary or complete responses. 
The statistics in this report may be subject to rounding resulting in a total more or less than 100 per cent.
Section A
The questions in Section A each required students to respond to a stimulus text. The responses to each question were marked holistically. While this report provides advice related to performance on each part (a–c) within each question, it is important to note that marks were not awarded individually to these question parts.
Question 1
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	1
	0.7
	3
	7
	14
	18
	20
	18
	10
	6
	2
	5.7


[bookmark: _Hlk216007122]Question 1a.
Question 1a required students to bring together three elements: responses needed to directly respond to the ideas provided in the passage by Nietzsche; to explain Nietzsche’s position on the philosophical concept of self-discipline; and to relate these to the overall concept of ‘the good life’.
High-scoring responses recognised that the passage spoke about the discipline of suffering and connected this concept with the related concept of self-discipline, arguing that the role of self-discipline in Nietzsche’s understanding of the good life is to enable the individual to accept and embrace suffering rather than avoid it, and thus to cultivate the noble virtues necessary for the good life.
Lower-scoring responses often focused on the role of suffering in the good life, responded to the ‘discipline of suffering’ without making the connection to self-discipline, or focused on the contemptibility of the man who avoids suffering without making a connection between this part of the passage and the concept of self-discipline.
It was not necessary for responses to this question part to discuss Nietzsche’s broader philosophical concepts such as ‘herd morality’ / ‘slave morality’, ‘master morality’, the virtue of solitude, the role of fear as the mother of morality, the hypocrisy of commanders, his arguments against utilitarianism etc. Responses that were not selective in identifying the most salient perspectives and positions in Nietzsche’s text, as they relate specifically to the passage provided, generally scored less highly.
Some lower-scoring responses made no reference to ‘the passage above’ at all and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the relevant set text.
Question 1b.
For Question 1b, students were able to select any thinker from any of the Unit 3 texts. High-scoring responses selected a thinker from that list with specific relevance to the concept of self-discipline.
Of these, the thinkers in Plato’s Gorgias, both Callicles and Socrates, were often used in high-scoring responses as a comparison to Nietzsche’s view on the role of self-discipline, and both thinkers provided relevant comparisons in their differing views on self-discipline. (In the case of Callicles, that he would reject Nietzsche’s view of self-discipline as a form of self-enslavement; in the case of Socrates, that he would value self-discipline, but that his understanding of self-discipline is greatly different from Nietzsche’s.) Aristotle was also a popular choice and provided a relevant comparative perspective. (That he would agree with the need for self-discipline as a means of cultivating virtue, but would have a greatly different view of what virtues constituted the good life.)
Responses that included a relevant thinker for the comparison but did not directly address the philosophical concept of self-discipline, or outlined the chosen thinker’s view without making a direct connection between that view and Nietzsche’s own, generally scored less highly. For example, some responses chose Callicles, but focused on the avoidance of suffering rather than on self-discipline; some chose Socrates, but focused on analogies such as the gully-bird or the leaky-jar; some chose Aristotle but understood discipline only in terms of an Aristotelian (‘golden’) mean.
Some responses selected thinkers from Unit 3 who did not directly address self-discipline in their works. For example, some responses attempted to apply Simone de Beauvoir's views on authenticity and freedom as a comparison to Nietzsche’s views on freedom and self-overcoming, or Singer’s utilitarian perspective on the reduction of suffering as a comparison to Nietzsche’s advocacy for the role of suffering. These responses were less able to meet the specific demands of this question part, and so were less likely to score highly.
Some lower-scoring responses selected a thinker other than those from the Unit 3 prescribed texts and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the chosen thinker.
Question 1c.
Question 1c required students to recognise a shift in focus, from the role of self-discipline to the role of suffering, and to address suffering as a distinct but related philosophical concept with relation to the good life.
This question part specifically required students to support their reasoning with an example. Students who did not use an example were not considered to have fully answered the question.
There was a wide variety of possible responses to this question part. Below is one example of a high-scoring response, but other high-scoring responses may have taken a different perspective, including a directly contradictory perspective on the role of suffering, provided they were insightfully justified and supported by a carefully selected and relevant example.
The following is an example of a high-scoring response to Question 1:
a) Nietzsche criticizes what he describes as ‘slave morality’, the morality of the majority that believes in trying to minimize suffering. To Nietzsche, modes of morality that assess things based on pleasure and pain ignore the benefits of suffering: that it allows for the development of greatness amongst mankind. He argues that all of the greatest achievements of mankind have come about due to suffering, and argues for the discipline of suffering. This could be seen as a type of self-discipline, in which case Nietzsche would agree that self-discipline is a key ingredient in the good life. However, as he disagrees with modes of morality that assess based on the amount of pleasure and pain, self-discipline that aims at minimizing suffering would be ridiculous to him and a part of the morality of the herd.
b) Callicles argues for the hedonist view that pleasure is the key to the good life, arguing that we should let our desires grow as much as possible, rather than try to limit them. To justify his view, Callicles turns to nature, arguing that natural law has made some individuals stronger than others, thus nature wants those individuals to use their strength to grow their pleasure, even if it’s at the expense of the naturally weak. Callicles would disagree with Nietzsche’s view on the discipline of suffering, seeing all forms of self-discipline as a hindrance to desire and thus incompatible with the good life. However, his views on the naturally weak and the naturally strong mirror Nietzsche’s, with both thinkers see the morality of the weak/slave as a way to try to suppress the strength of the strong. Callicles however, thinks that pleasure is the most important thing, while Nietzsche believes it is suffering.
c) I believe that suffering plays a role in the good life, agreeing with Nietzsche that suffering often allows for immense growth of strength and character. Without knowing suffering, happiness wouldn’t feel as good as we would have nothing to compare it to. Some of the greatest pieces of art have been created because of suffering. However, I don’t believe that all suffering is necessary. Take for example a young child suffering greatly from an illness and dying. What did that child gain from suffering? Moreover, imagine a deer in the forest who gets gravely injured and has to suffer for days before passing away from injury. What does that deer gain? It cannot grow from suffering the same way we can. It cannot learn and ultimately dies. I believe that we only think suffering is important because we experience it, because we don’t know any different, thus we give a reason for it. I think that if we didn’t have to suffer at all, if we had the choice between experiencing suffering or not, we would choose not to. It is only because we don’t have the choice that we believe it is necessary. 
Question 2
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
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	%
	3
	2
	7
	12
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	18
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	3
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	5.0


Question 2a.
Question 2a required students to directly respond to the ideas provided in the passage; to explain Allen’s use of Aristotle’s position on the philosophical concept of justice; and to relate these to the distribution of goods in terms of equality, equity or ‘unevenness’.
High-scoring responses recognised that the passage spoke about Allen’s concept of distributive justice, and connected this concept with the related concepts of proportionality, equity, equality, evenness and fairness. Additionally, high-scoring responses were likely to demonstrate a complex and nuanced understanding of ‘society’s goods’ as required by the viewpoint provided in the prompt, and as described in the passage provided; for example, that Aristotle argues that honour is a ‘good’ and so by extension Allen argues for an understanding of ‘goods’ beyond merely materialist or wealth-focused understandings of ‘society’s goods’, by ‘drawing on’ Aristotle’s approach.
Lower-scoring responses often focused on reciprocity, or responded to the prompt only in terms of interpersonal distribution of goods (i.e. individual acts of charity or friendship), without making the connection to ‘the allotment of public goods’ or ‘the public store’ as indicators of the need to consider distributive justice at the political, systemic or societal levels. 
It was not necessary for responses to this question part to discuss Allen’s broader philosophical concepts such as distinctions between rivalrous self-interest and equitable self-interest. There was some scope to briefly draw on an understanding of retributive justice as a counterpoint understanding of ‘justice’ as a philosophical concept, or to clarify the specific meaning of ‘distributive justice’ relevant to the prompt. Responses that were not selective in identifying the most salient perspectives and positions in Allen’s text, as they relate specifically to the passage provided, generally scored less highly.
Some responses made no reference to the approach ‘described in the passage above’ at all and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the relevant set text. Similarly, because this question part specified the use of a contemporary example, responses that did not include a contemporary example were not considered to have fully answered the question. In some cases, students chose generic examples, hypotheticals or non-contemporary examples, or repeated some variation of Allen’s own example of the proportional distribution of meals to appetites, as provided in the passage. These responses were also considered to have not fully answered the question.
Question 2b.
For Question 2b, students were able to select any thinker from any of the Unit 3 texts. High-scoring responses selected a thinker from that list with specific relevance to the concept of justice, especially as it applies to the distribution of goods.
Unlike Question 1b, Question 2b did not specifically require the student to compare their chosen thinker and Allen, so high-scoring responses did not need to refer to Allen or to the passage provided. 
Callicles was again a popular choice, and provided students with relevant and specific perspectives on both justice and the distribution of goods: that justice was properly a matter of natural law rather than conventional law, and thus an uneven distribution of goods in which the strongest/best/powerful received the greater share was a just distribution. Some students also found meaningful connections to more modern philosophers, such as Mill, Weil and Singer. In the case of Mill, that justice was a matter of the protection of necessary liberties, and so governments (‘regimes’) responsible for the distribution of goods should act with that principle of justice in mind, rather than equality. In the case of Weil, that we each have eternal obligations to all other humans deriving from their intrinsic nature as humans, and that it is through the distribution of goods that these obligations can be justly exercised. In the case of Singer, that goods should be distributed evenly to the point of marginal utility, and that in order to achieve this it is just that the affluent be called upon to give a greater share and receive a lesser share than those in greater need.
Responses that included a relevant thinker for the comparison but did not directly address the philosophical concept of justice, or demonstrated a limited understanding of related philosophical concepts such as equality, equity and unevenness, generally scored less highly. For example, some responses chose Callicles, but focused on the unrestrained desires; some chose Mill, but understood his conception of justice only in terms of the ‘harm principle’.
Some responses selected thinkers from Unit 3 who did not directly address justice or the distribution of goods in their works. For example, some responses discussed Laelius’s views on the importance of friendship, or understood Aristotle only through the application of an Aristotelian (‘Golden’) mean achieved by avoiding both excess and deficit. These responses were less able to meet the specific demands of this question part, and so were less likely to be high-scoring.
Some lower-scoring responses selected a thinker other than those from the Unit 3 prescribed texts and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the chosen thinker.
Question 2c.
Question 2c required students to expand their focus from the relationship between the distribution of goods and justice to a broader application of the concept of ‘equal’ as it relates to the distribution of goods and the good life. Unlike Question 1c, Question 2c did not specifically require the student to provide an example to justify their reasoning, nor to reference other Unit 3 thinkers, so responses could score highly without including examples or referencing Allen or any other Unit 3 thinker, provided they were justified in another way.
There was a wide variety of possible responses to this question part. Below is one example of a high-scoring response, but other high-scoring responses may have taken a different perspective, including a directly contradictory perspective on the extent to which the good life requires that everyone has an equal share, provided they were insightfully justified.
The following is an example of a high-scoring response to Question 2:
a) Allen believes that justice involves the fair and equal agency of all citizens in society, with the concept and application of justice being applied in two distinct ways: distributive and straightening-out justice. Distributive justice involves the proportional allotment of public goods in accordance to need such as the starving and homeless receiving more food than those who are rich and can feed themselves. This approach to justice affirms the concept that society’s goods should be distributed unevenly, protecting substantive equality. 
b) Callicles would agree that uneven distribution of goods is just. He believes that true justice lies in the strong dominating the weak and taking more than them in accordance to the natural law of might being right. As such, Callicles supports the uneven distribution of goods in its entirety so long as the strong receive more than the weak. For him, conventional morality concerning justice of equality is simply arbitrary rules made by the weak to suppress the strong and stop them from getting more than their fair share. As nature is naturally opposed to convention, Callicles promotes the strong abandoning societal expectations of equality as being true justice.
c) I believe that equality is vital for a good life, specifically for a good life with others. For the most part I agree with Allen’s concept of equitable self-interest: we desire to live in a society that is well and hence must recognize that the benefit of others is also a benefit to ourselves. In sacrificing selfish or rivalrous greed and inequal provision of goods, we are able to extend a sense of friendship to other citizens, decreasing that rivalry that dictates us wanting more than others. In recognising that equality is vital for preserving the public bond, ensuring that everyone has an equal share is the best way to promote social cohesion and peace, a characteristic that is the ultimate goal for any collectivity or democracy that requires us to live a good life surrounded by people,
Question 3
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Question 3a.
Question 3 differed in structure and content from the other questions in Section A, most notably in that the stimulus text provided wasn’t taken from one of the prescribed texts, and also in that the elements of the question were arranged significantly differently. Question 3a required students to provide their own justified response to a question about the good life.
Many responses demonstrated some difficulty connecting the philosophical concepts, arguments and perspectives of Unit 3 to the specific example of CoCo’s nonviolent activism. High-scoring responses recognised that the question posed in this element of Question 3 was a question of moral obligation, or of moral necessity, as seen in the use of ‘require’ in the prompt question. 
This question part also required students to use the provided stimulus text as their ‘central example’. This instruction, similarly to the instruction in Section B regarding the use of case studies as ‘central examples’, required students to not merely mention CoCo as a part of their response but to apply the specific and precise details of CoCo’s activism, as outlined in the provided stimulus, to the question of our moral obligation or moral necessity. Some lower-scoring responses justified a position on whether the good life requires taking a strong stance on moral issues without reference to CoCo or to the stimulus material provided, and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question.
There was a wide variety of possible responses to this question part. 
Question 3b.
For Question 3b, students could select any two thinkers from any of the Unit 3 texts. While none of the thinkers directly addressed the question of nonviolent civil disobedience, the comparison prompt could be understood through ‘CoCo’s claim that it is morally required …’ to be focused on the philosophical concept of moral obligations. As such, some thinkers were better suited to this question than others.
Singer was a popular choice, with high-scoring responses successfully drawing a connection between his drowning child analogy and the climate-crisis action of CoCo, applying the assumption that suffering is bad and the argument that follows: that we ought morally to act to prevent suffering if we can do so without sacrificing something of equivalent moral value, to a conclusion that supports a moral requirement to nonviolent civil disobedience. 
Weil was another popular choice, with high-scoring responses successfully connecting CoCo’s claim to Weil’s position that there exists an eternal obligation towards all humans, and that through participation in nonviolent civil disobedience that obligation can be effectively expressed in a real way, through the medium of earthly needs.
High-scoring responses often used Wolf as a counterpoint to either Singer or Weil, based on the argument that CoCo’s commitment to nonviolent civil disobedience represented a form of ‘moral sainthood’ and therefore her life was neither good nor desirable, and such action was not morally required. Very high-scoring responses made this comparison with precision and nuance, but students needed to take care not to present an exaggerated or caricatured version of either CoCo or of Wolf’s claims in such an argument.
Some high-scoring responses successfully applied Simone de Beauvoir with reference to a life of authenticity and freedom, including the respect for universal human freedoms, establishing CoCo’s actions as motivated by the protection of universal human freedoms. However, some responses reduced de Beauvoir to merely advocating that CoCo should be free to choose nonviolent civil disobedience, rather than fully engaging with the concept of nonviolent civil disobedience being ‘morally required’. 
Similarly, students who selected Mill or Nietzsche often presented a response that was more directed towards whether CoCo was justified in her nonviolent civil disobedience, but didn’t always engage with the specific requirements of the question with regard to such action being ‘morally required’, or provided only a cursory dismissal of any such requirement along the lines that no moral obligations exist. 
Some lower-scoring responses selected a thinker (or thinkers) other than those from the Unit 3 prescribed texts and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the chosen thinker(s).
Question 3c.
For Question 3c, there was a wide variety of possible responses. Below is one example of a high-scoring response, but other high-scoring responses may have taken a different perspective, including a directly contradictory perspective on which thinker was more compelling, provided they were insightfully justified.
Note that for this question part, students needed to refer to one of the two thinkers they had compared in Question 3b. Responses that used a different thinker from either of those referenced in Question 3b were not considered to have fully answered the question.
The following is an example of a high-scoring response to Question 3:
a) In my view, I think that the good life does require taking a strong stance on moral issues to the extent that it doesn’t cause harm to other individuals in the process. To take a strong stance on moral issues cultivates a sense of purpose and identity in one’s life, however if this stance causes severe harm to others then this stance should be suppressed. For example, in the case CoCo’s advocacy for government action on climate change, she advocates for this issue in a civil, nonviolent manner. Although it causes disobedience, disruption and inconvenience among other citizens, it does not cause harm to others. However, if this initiative were to cause harm to other individuals it would be more morally concerning and may be more dangerous to others than the issue they’re advocating for. Therefore, I believe that the good life involves taking a strong moral stance, given that it is also conducive to other views in the process.
b) Weil would agree that it is morally required to engage in nonviolent civil disobedience given that it supports the needs of the souls of other individuals. Weil argues this because of her belief that our obligations are unconditional and eternal and thus exist in a “realm situated above our own”. Weil would argue that if civil disobedience is her conviction to participate in then Weil would support that it is a moral obligation. On the other hand, Peter Singer would differ by saying that if this civil disobedience does not prevent suffering for those who are in danger of suffering then the disobedience is meaningless. In this case, CoCo states that the sixth mass destruction is likely to extinguish 98% of the human population so Singer would argue that the prevention of suffering through the advocacy of climate change is necessary in order to prevent people from suffering in the future.
c) I would argue that Singer’s view is the more compelling response as he provides practical reasoning for why we have such obligations to such clauses as opposed to Weil who simplifies our obligations to a “moral imperative”. However, Singer’s view is often difficult to apply in our daily lives as he places a very strict requirement for us to prioritise giving provisions to other countries or people in need in order to prevent suffering. For example, by giving money to charities like the “Bengal relief” as opposed to spending $20,000 on a new car that we don’t need. This would surely prevent us from enjoying our lives as it doesn’t allow for individuals to spend money on minor things that have sentimental value. Nonetheless, Singer rebuts this by arguing that we should only give to the extent that it does not cause comparable harm to us. Thus, I agree with Singer’s view on why we should have obligations. 
Question 4
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Question 4a.
Question 4a required students to bring together three elements: responses needed to directly respond to the ideas provided in the passage; to explain Clifford’s position on the philosophical concept of epistemic responsibility as it relates to both belief formation and truthfulness; and to relate these philosophical concepts to both ourselves and others. 
High-scoring responses recognised that the passage spoke about the ‘harm which is done by credulity’ and focused on this concept of credulousness, or the epistemic carelessness of the ‘credulous man’, and connected this concept with the related concept of epistemic responsibilities, expressed in the passage as ‘our duties’, not only to ourselves but to others, recognising Clifford’s argument that there is epistemic ‘guilt’ in failing to meet these obligations in their entirety and in every instance (and hence that this duty to form true beliefs can be understood not merely as a responsibility, but as a ‘serious’ one). 
Some lower-scoring responses addressed the question in terms of ‘Clifford’s Principle’ or some of the more general points Clifford makes with regard to the need for beliefs to be made on sufficient evidence, without clearly making the connection to the specific concepts of credulousness and responsibility. 
Some lower-scoring responses were not ‘based on the passage above’ and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the relevant set text.
Question 4b.
For question 4b, students were able to select any thinker from any of the Unit 4 texts to compare with Clifford. High-scoring responses selected a thinker with specific relevance to the concept of epistemic responsibility.
Of these, Peirce was a popular selection, and many responses demonstrated recognition of a key distinction between Peirce and Clifford: that Pierce is most concerned with the fixation of belief and the settlement of opinion for the removal of doubt, rather than considering the sufficiency (or insufficiency) of justifications. Some other high-scoring responses found meaningful connections to both E Fricker and M Fricker. In the case of E Fricker, that our responsibility to ourselves is to the evaluation of the testimony we received, as articulated through her TDAPs (Testimony Deferential Acceptance Principles), and our responsibility to others is to recognise when they are epistemically better placed relative to ourselves. In the case of M Fricker, that our responsibility to others is to ensure that we apply appropriate credibility and avoid the injustices of excess or deficit, and that our responsibility to ourselves is to examine ourselves for prejudices and actively work to shed these prejudices when assigning credibility to a testifier. 
Some lower-scoring responses selected a relevant thinker for the comparison but did not directly address the philosophical concept of epistemic responsibility, or outlined the chosen thinker’s view without making a direct connection between that view and Clifford’s own. For example, some responses selected Peirce, but represented his view as advocating for the Method of Tenacity or the Method of Authority as sufficient means of belief formation, despite Peirce’s direct critiques and ultimate dismissal of these methods; some responses compared Clifford to E Fricker but represented Clifford as only accepting direct observational evidence for belief formation and dismissing any testimonial evidence as insufficient, despite Clifford’s direct arguments in support of forming beliefs on the basis of testimony or from justifications beyond our own experience.
Some responses selected thinkers from Unit 4 who did not directly address epistemic responsibility in their works. In some cases, these responses made connections between these selected thinkers and Clifford’s views on epistemic responsibility; for example, drawing connections to Nguyen’s distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo chambers through the section of the passage on the ‘thick atmosphere of falsehood and fraud’ or the ‘cloud castle of sweet illusions’ as descriptions of echo chambers. However, these responses were less able to meet the specific demands of Question 4b, and so were less likely to score highly.
Some lower-scoring responses selected a thinker other than those from the Unit 4 prescribed texts and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question, even if they were able to demonstrate comprehensive or detailed knowledge of the chosen thinker.
Question 4c.
Question 4c required students to respond directly to a claim about Clifford’s position on the dangers of false beliefs, and directly referenced a phrase from the stimulus material provided. Although not explicitly stated, the question wording implied a requirement for students to frame their response in terms of direct comparison with Clifford’s beliefs and claims, including those in the stimulus provided. Some lower-scoring responses provided the student’s own view of the dangers of false beliefs without directly addressing Clifford’s claims, and thus were not considered to have fully answered the question.
There was a wide variety of possible responses to this question part. Below is one example of a high-scoring response, but other high-scoring responses may have taken a different perspective, including a directly contradictory perspective on the extent to which it is dangerous to hold false beliefs, provided they were insightfully justified.
The following is an example of a high-scoring response to Question 4:
a) Clifford believes that we have a serious responsibility both to ourselves and to others to form true beliefs because we live in a human world influenced by human actions. So, if one individual does not care about the truth and promotes the vices of carelessness and laziness, the others around him will not revere the truth in their mind and learn to cry “peace” when there is no peace. Such a carelessness results in an environment of falsehood and fraud, where the individual has made his neighbours ready to deceive, and he himself being credulous, creates liars and cheats. Therefore, we have a serious responsibility to ourselves and others to form true beliefs, because if we don’t, we weaken our own character and compromise those around us.
b) Peirce largely does not agree with Clifford on our responsibilities to society and ourselves when forming beliefs. This is because Peirce argues that the sole object of inquiry is the settlement of doubt. Peirce argues that we wish at all costs to avoid the great anxiety that arises from doubt. Clifford in fact agrees with Peirce on this point, as he argues that there is a great bitterness that arises when our beliefs are unsure. Peirce, then, presents the scientific method, which although uses evidence to form beliefs that are likely to be true, is based off the premise that it will be the best method at preventing doubt. Thus, Peirce differs from Clifford as he does not care about whether the beliefs are true or not, or even how we get our beliefs like Clifford, but rather that we can settle our beliefs in order to settle the doubt and avoid the great anxiety that comes with being unsure.
c) I mostly agree with Clifford that it is dangerous to hold false beliefs, even if they are comforting and pleasant. In my view, the implications of beliefs that are wrong are great and pose a threat both to the individual and to society as a whole. For example, on an individual scale, if we take an individual who believes that the sun won’t burn them, then, in the future, we would see that this false belief which is based upon no evidence or inquiry would likely see them contract skin cancer and live a difficult life that would only have been prevented by forming the true belief that the sun will burn them. On the societal scale too we can see that it is dangerous to hold false beliefs. For example if an individual believed that fire didn’t pose a threat to anyone, and so he sets his local park on fire, it is easy to see the devastating impacts on others’ lives that false beliefs can have. However, at the same time, these are mostly extreme examples, in some cases it is not dangerous to hold beliefs which could be false, but rather it could be beneficial. For example, if I was anxious about a test, but I knew I had studied for it, even if it may be false that I will do it well, believing this would likely result in the best outcome as it suppresses my anxiety (similar to Peirce’s model) and would likely result in me performing better. Therefore, in most cases it is dangerous at an individual and societal level to hold beliefs that are false, but there are some circumstances where the stakes are less extreme and settling a belief, even if it may be false, would likely result in a better outcome.
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For Section B, students were asked to attempt one of three questions. The responses were marked based on a rubric that provided descriptors for achievement on five criteria, from which a total score on a scale 0–20 was awarded. 
Question 1 was the most popular of the three selections available to students, with approximately half of all responses being for Question 1, and the other half of the responses being split approximately evenly between Questions 2 and 3. For that reason, the student response sample provided is a high-scoring response to Question 1.
A note on the selection of thinkers from the prescribed texts: In many cases, especially among the high-scoring responses, it was clear that students had made astute selections from the available thinkers from Unit 4, considering which combination of thinkers was most salient and relevant to the concepts raised in and by the prompt question. In other cases, especially among lower-scoring responses, the selection of thinkers suggested that the student had predetermined which thinkers they would use in their essay, rather than selecting thinkers most appropriate to the prompt.
When giving advice to students about the selection of thinkers for the Section B response, teachers could consider the advantage to the student in knowing as many texts as possible, so that they can respond to the prompt with the most appropriate combination. Students who have made a firm decision prior to the exam, and students who have detailed knowledge and understanding of only a limited number of the prescribed texts, run the risk of trying to apply a less relevant thinker to their chosen prompt.
A note on case studies: All of the questions for Section B required that students use ‘a case study you have studied this year as your central example’. This instruction, similarly with the instruction in Section A, Question 3, required students not merely to mention or reference a chosen case study, but for that case study to be the central concern of the essay. Many students were able to demonstrate this by opening their essay with an outline of the chosen case study and then introducing the two chosen thinkers in terms of how their works would be relevant to the case study (although this isn’t a required structure of the essay, and some high-scoring essays were not structured this way). Teachers could consider having a discussion with students to clarify what is meant by ‘central example’. On balance, this task should be understood to be an essay about the case study, in which the Unit 4 philosophical texts are used as support for the discussion, rather than as an essay about the philosophical texts themselves.
One feature that often distinguished the high-scoring responses was the use of precise and specific examples from their chosen case study, while lower-scoring responses often addressed the selected case study in more broad or general terms. For example, ‘medical misogyny’ and ‘social media misinformation’ were both popular choices, and many responses demonstrated understanding and relevant application of these topics as case studies for their essay by referring to these phenomena in general ways (e.g. that the disproportionate ratio of male to female doctors and the lack of medical testing on female populations led to drugs or treatments that were not appropriate for female patients; that the proliferation of misinformation on social media has led to a breakdown in public trust of information etc.). These were valid case studies to consider and were often applied in ways that were relevant to the prompt the student was addressing; however, high-scoring responses included another layer of specificity. For example, that medical misogyny was especially apparent in the case of the children of thalidomide, or in the underdiagnosis or misdiagnosis of endometriosis; or that social media misinformation was especially apparent in the spread of the QAnon conspiracy theory which led to ‘Pizzagate’ and thus to a shooting in a Washington pizza shop. These more precise and detailed examples allowed students more opportunities to demonstrate skills and knowledge. Teachers could advise students that case studies selected for Unit 4 should identify a topic from which a range of examples linked to that topic can be discussed. 
Question 1
Question 1 was well suited to case studies relevant to the context of ‘silencing, exclusion and cancelling’, and to thinkers from Unit 4 whose works considered how we respond to others holding beliefs that disagree with our own, and which also allowed for consideration of the role of experience, testimony and expertise in the formation of and justification for belief.
Mill was a popular selection, particularly in light of the specific reference to ‘harm’ in the prompt. Many responses connected this with Mill’s ‘harm principle’; high-scoring responses were also able to explore some of the nuance in Mill’s claims with regard to ‘controversial opinions’, especially as that concept relates to Mill’s position on the power dynamics between majority and minority positions, and the effect of ‘vituperative’ argumentation understood through that hierarchical dynamic. 
M Fricker was another popular choice, with many responses demonstrating recognition of the relevance of her work on epistemic injustice and credibility deficit as examples of harms, and using the examples she provides in both Tom Robinson’s jury and in Herbert Greenleaf to consider how those harms relate to controversial opinions. Nguyen’s distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo chambers was used in many responses, often to argue for the good in allowing controversial opinions which could burst epistemic bubbles. Some responses proposed that E Fricker’s TDAPs be used to guard against the harms of controversial opinions. 
Clifford and Peirce were used less commonly, although sometimes in comparison with each other: Peirce through the harms of Tenacity and Authority as responses to controversy; Clifford through the harms apparent in false (or insufficiently justified) beliefs. However, often these responses demonstrated difficulty in connecting these thinkers to the concepts and perspectives most relevant to this prompt.
Question 2
This question was best suited to case studies relevant to the context of ‘truth, trust, credibility and expertise’, and which also allowed for some consideration of ‘misinformation, disinformation and echo chambers’, and to thinkers from Unit 4 whose works considered the epistemic responsibilities we have to ourselves and to others when forming beliefs, and the circumstances in which we should trust others. 
Clifford was a popular choice. Some lower-scoring responses demonstrated a misunderstanding of Clifford as being purely evidentialist, in the sense of accepting only personal empirical justifications for belief, and missed the opportunity to discuss the sections of Clifford’s text in which he establishes grounds for the acceptance of testimony (such as through the example of Thucydides). Responses that used Clifford with an awareness of this part of the text often scored highly.
E Fricker was also a popular choice. Through her TDAPs, many responses argued that we have a mechanism available by which we can determine when we can believe others, though often these responses were less focused on why it would be important that others are able to believe us, and thus were less likely to score highly.
Responses applying Peirce often presented his views as a counter-perspective to either E Fricker or Clifford, on the basis that Peirce was more focused on the fixation of belief than on the belief being formed on sufficient grounds, and thus arguing that we do not need to trust others or be trusted in return as Methods of Tenacity or Authority would suffice. Lower-scoring responses often demonstrated an overly generalised understanding of Peirce’s work, or understood his consideration of both Tenacity and Authority uncritically. High-scoring students who used Peirce were able to demonstrate how the need for trust and the epistemic foundations of the scientific method were superior for achieving fixation of belief, and thus to show how Peirce’s view supported the need for trust in belief formation.
Responses using Nguyen’s discussion of the perniciousness of echo chambers and the role of trust in helping people to break out of echo chambers were often able to demonstrate the importance of the epistemic interdependence suggested by the question. Those who explored the concept of trust as central to Nguyen’s distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo chambers were often able to demonstrate relevant connections between the thinker and the requirements of this prompt. 
Other responses selected M Fricker (usually in terms of linking credibility excess or deficit to the concept of mutual trust, especially in the case of Greenleaf’s failure to trust Marge due to his epistemic biases) or Mill (usually in terms of how alternative views allow us to examine our own beliefs). However, often these responses demonstrated difficulty connecting these thinkers to the concepts and perspectives most relevant to this prompt, and thus scored less highly.
Question 3
This question was best suited to case studies relevant to the context of ‘truth, trust, credibility and expertise’, and which also allowed for some consideration of ‘misinformation, disinformation and echo chambers’, and to thinkers from Unit 4 whose works considered the role of experience, testimony and expertise in the formation of and justification for belief. 
Many responses selected E Fricker as a counterview to the statement made in the prompt, on the basis that her TDAPs provide the grounds on which we are able to believe testimony, and thus that we are justified in believing something that is beyond our own personal experience. 
Peirce was also presented in many responses as a counter-perspective to the prompt, on the basis that Peirce was more focused on the fixation of belief than on the truth of beliefs, and thus that Peirce would support the view that we can believe something without direct personal experience, since we are free to choose any belief we wish in the effort to remove doubt. As with the responses using Peirce in Section B, Question 2, lower-scoring responses often demonstrated an uncritical acceptance of both the Method of Tenacity and the Method of Authority when applying Peirce to this prompt. Some high-scoring responses demonstrated how the scientific method, and the ongoing collaborative efforts achieved through the scientific method, show that Peirce’s view contradicts the statement made in the prompt.
Clifford was also a popular selection, but again, some lower-scoring responses demonstrated a misunderstanding of Clifford as being purely evidentialist, in the sense of accepting only personal empirical justifications for belief, and therefore that he would agree with the statement made in the prompt. These responses missed the opportunity to discuss the sections of Clifford’s text in which he establishes grounds for the acceptance of beliefs beyond our own personal experience, through the justified assumption of the uniformity of nature. Responses that used Clifford with an awareness of this part of the text (such as through the example of the spectroscope) were more likely to score highly.
Many students applied Nguyen’s work on echo chambers by making a connection to the epistemic dangers of restricting belief only to personal empirical experience, and thus being prone to dismissing experts and figures of epistemic authority and more susceptible to the voices within the echo chamber.
Other responses selected Mill or M Fricker (usually in terms of linking credibility excess or deficit to the belief of testimony over personal experience, especially in the case of Greenleaf’s failure to believe Marge). However, often these responses demonstrated difficulty connecting these thinkers to the concepts and perspectives most relevant to this prompt, and thus scored less highly.
The following is an example of a high-scoring response to Question 1:
In 2023, the Australian Federal government held a referendum proposing a constitutional amendment to establish a permanent advisory body – the Voice. The Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC) – an independent third party which investigates discrimination and human rights breaches – claimed that its intention was to “help realise Indigenous rights through the establishment of an Indigenous voice to parliament”, claiming that increasing Indigenous testimony would lead to tangible improvements in Aboriginal lives. In this essay, I will critically discuss the perspectives of Mill and M. Fricker in relation to the case study and whether controversial opinions cause more harm than good in society.
According to Mill, controversial opinions do not cause more harm than good in society, so long as they do not incite violence. Mill contends that, upon being exposed to beliefs, one is exposed to truth, a belief that contains a portion of the truth, or even if a belief is wrong, it can challenge the grounds of one’s own argument, preventing it from being held as a habit rather than a heartfelt conviction. In all cases, the hearer improves their belief and prevents it from forming into unjustified principle. To engage in open debate, Mill contends that we must cultivate epistemic virtues such as temperate discussion and the willingness to listen to others. To do otherwise is to form epistemic vices such as the suppression of arguments or the misrepresentation of opinions. Therefore, to Mill, controversial opinions do more good than harm so long as they are justified and expressed in a reasonable and temperate manner.
I can see the value of Mill’s argument in real life when people are well-informed and able to engage in open discussion. For example, in my philosophy classroom, when my classmate shares a different perspective, I am compelled to consider their contrary opinion and their reasoning, and so unconsciously revisit my reasons for my own belief. In doing so, my belief is often strengthened in a way that reflects Mill’s argument that engagement with opposing opinions can develop one’s argument and guard against dogmatic beliefs.
To what extent were Mill’s principles for reasoned engagement with controversial opinions evident in the Voice referendum? Although the government did not suppress any beliefs, they did not provide enough robust reasoning and arguments for citizens to develop their own beliefs. According to the Rule of Law article – an official site for the education of Australian laws – the coalition was excluded from any meaningful discussion and there was a lack of debate, claiming that the referendum was “based on the concept of the Voice … rather than a detailed model for its implementation.” As a result, there was a lack of clarity to what exactly the referendum would do for the nation and an assumption as to what the citizens knew. Thus, it is likely that the citizens formed controversial opinions but they were unjustified because of a lack of clear reasoning. This failure to help form justified contrary opinions did not only occur by the Albanese government. The opposition advocated for the slogan “if you don’t know, vote no” which supported/fostered epistemic vices of ignorance and epistemic laziness. Therefore, to Mill, controversial opinions did more harm than good due to a lack of robust reasoning and clear arguments that undermined Mill’s principle for justified and reasoned debate.
However, there is a significant impediment to forming and expressing beliefs that even Mill himself could not have anticipated. Political discussions are carried out today largely thorough social media. Short form content, emojis and one-word tweets do not contribute reasoned argument, often perpetuating negativity and emotion. As Johan Hari demonstrates in “Stolen Focus”, the words that most increase the tweet rate are “bad”, “attack” and “blame”. The medium of discussion actively promotes irrationality and demotes reasoned argument, making it easy to develop controversial opinions that incite harm and violence and are also unjustified.
While Mill’s argument is rational and necessary to uphold the epistemic values of discussion, it is insufficient as it omits the prejudice that influences beliefs and harms knowers. On the other hand, M. Fricker exposes prejudice’s surreptitious nature and contends that controversial opinions can cause more harm than good in society if they are soaked in prejudice. Fricker uses the example of Mr Greenleaf (a civic-minded and reasonable man) who believed Marge wasn’t telling the truth because, like other females, she was going off instinct rather than facts, thus attributing her a credibility deficit. The detrimental issue is that Greenleaf tried hard to listen to the evidence but did not know his perception of the truth was distorted by prejudice. As a result, Marge’s epistemic autonomy and dignity was undermined, causing a testimonial injustice, harming her as a knower, and Greenleaf was harmed as he missed out on the truth. To Fricker, the epistemic injustice is morally problematic and thus we have a doxastic self-responsibility to engage in critical self-reflection to correct for our prejudices, allowing us to engage with controversial opinion properly.
Taking Fricker’s argument into consideration, the Voice was a useful tool to correct for prejudices. According to the AHRC, “Indigenous people have long been excluded from decision making”. It seems, then, that as their epistemic agency was undermined, Indigenous people were victim to “systemic racial prejudice”. As its intention was to “remove any doubt that the constitution had discriminated against people of the Aboriginal race”, according to the Rule of law article, it seems that the Voice mechanism would have been a useful vessicle for us to reassess our credibility judgements and correct for lurking prejudices. In doing so, we may have been able to engage with controversial opinions in a fair manner, leading to the intended improvements in Aboriginal lives.
M. Fricker’s argument is compelling as it exposes the psychologically stealthy nature of prejudice and the harm it does the knower. For example, a teacher may label a student as less intelligent, resulting in a credibility deficit. This not only hams the student by dismissing their contributions to the class, it also impoverishes the classroom’s collective understanding. Yet, even if the referendum was successful, I do not think it would have gone far enough to achieve epistemic justice. What would it mean to see Indigenous people as equal knowers in their own right? According to the head of the Indigenous Health equity unit at Melbourne University, there are ingrained “problematic colonial thought processes”. Western scientific knowledge values rationality and dominance over nature, but there is also more holistic and communal “ways of knowing”. For example, there are instances when we can learn from Indigenous knowledge such as how to “mitigate and adapt for climate change” or “holistic models of wellbeing”. But the paradigm of “Western scientific ways of knowing” such as “Western knowledge is superior to Indigenous knowledge” dismisses their contribution as irrelevant or inferior. Thus, the controversial opinions that M. Fricker considers as beneficial to society is undermined by the paradigm of “western scientific” knowledge, ultimately resulting in a problematic testimonial injustice. 
Therefore, controversial opinions do more harm than good in society if there is a lack of robust reasons in the belief and if their opinion is soaked in prejudice.
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