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Introduction
This module examines some of the major arguments in contemporary analytical political philosophy.  Its methodological focus is on arguments.  Arguments about a variety of issues are what we will be studying, and arguing is what you will be learning to do. 

Substantively, the module falls into two main sections. Section 1, which will be taught in Term 1, concentrates on issues and arguments about Distributive Justice: which values or principles should govern the distribution of advantages and disadvantages in society?  Justice has been the central topic in contemporary political philosophy for the past two decades.  We will focus on John Rawls’s seminal liberal theory of justice.  We will study and criticise it from various angles, in order to illustrate a range of contemporary views on justice. 

In Terms 2 and 3 you have an option:  you can choose between two streams.  One stream will turn to Philosophy and Public Affairs, with lectures by Prof Susan Hurley. This section will cover a variety of specific topics where current affairs raise questions of political philosophy, including discrimination, punishment, freedom of speech, sex and justice, democracy, abortion, justice and the environment, and justice and future generations.  The other stream will instead turn to Justice Beyond Borders, with lectures by Dr. Matthew Clayton, which considers issues concerning human rights, animal rights, nationality, secession, world poverty and global justice, justice and war, population, and the environment. The documentation for Justice Beyond Border will be distributed separately, later. These topics are explored both in terms of the real-world political issues they raise and in light of the theoretical approaches to justice discussed in the first term. 

This module handbook describes many of the practical arrangements you will need to know about, so please read it carefully. It also contains lists of reading for the topics we shall discuss, details of what is expected of you, examination arrangements, and information about module essay requirements and topics.

Module Aims and Objectives
AIMS

The aims of this module are:

· To foster detailed critical understanding of a range of arguments about justice central to contemporary analytical political philosophy

· To foster the ability to analyse and assess opposing arguments in political philosophy

· To foster appreciation of the relevance of arguments in political philosophy to contemporary political and social issues and the ability to apply arguments in political philosophy to a range of such issues

· To foster recognition of the relevance of work in other disciplines, including economics, law, and psychology, to issues in political philosophy

OBJECTIVES

By the end of the module, you should be able to:

· comprehend and critically analyse complex arguments from the literature of contemporary political philosophy

· give an oral or written account of your considered judgements about the issues discussed, taking account of a variety opposing arguments and perspectives, including some drawn from disciplines related to political philosophy

· construct your own sustained argument about major political values, and defend it against sceptics, using arguments from other disciplines where appropriate

Module Arrangements and Module Essays
The module will be taught by one lecture and by one seminar each week. Lectures will take place on Thursdays, from 12-1 p.m., in S0.21. Seminars will be arranged at the first meeting of the year, on Thursday 2 October at 12 in S0.21.

Your module requirements are as follows:

· to attend and participate in seminars;

· to complete two pieces of written work –two ‘unassessed’ formative module essays during Terms 1 and 2 (these will be marked, but marks will not formally count toward your final mark in the course);

· plus any additional pieces of work, such as seminar papers or outlines of readings, if these are required by your tutor.

Attendance at seminars will be recorded and monitored, and the module tutors will report any unexplained absences to your personal tutor, but they do not expect to have to chase you. Attendance at lectures is not compulsory, but it is recommended, as the exam may well reflect lecture topics.

Each module essay should be 1500-2000 words (no longer), and must include a proper bibliography (including full publication details) plus references for any attributions or quotations (note that a bibliography does not fulfil this function). You may use any recognised style of referencing (footnotes, endnotes, Harvard, etc) so long as it is used consistently within each essay.  Module essays should be typed or word-processed.

The deadlines for the pieces of written work are as follows:

Module essay 1:

your seminar  week 9

Module essay 2: 
your seminar week 18

Turn the essay in to your seminar tutor at the seminar.  You should treat module essays as a chance to try out ideas and gain useful feedback. Do not become too perfectionist about them, as people sometimes do. Do, however, try to be as precise as possible in stating your argument – clarity and precision are at a great premium in this area. For general tips and advice on writing essays, see the PAIS Student Handbook, or consult your seminar tutor. Note that the module essay for each term should be written on a topic covered during that term, but may relate to a topic covered after the deadline if you so wish. The titles for module essays should be taken from the starred questions listed as ‘issues’ under the reading list for each topic. The non-starred ‘issues’ are not suitable for essays.  If you wish, you can propose an alternative title to your seminar tutor, for approval.

The department has issued a policy statement about module essays, which is as follows:

Failure to submit module essays by the dates prescribed will be officially recorded in student files and may be taken into account by examination boards. Students should also bear in mind University Regulation 14.1 (1) , University Calendar, which includes the following:- ‘[F]ailure to attend prescribed classes or to complete prescribed coursework may result in a student being required to submit additional assessed work, or to sit a written examination in place of submitting coursework, or in the student being required to withdraw from his/her course of study.’

Plagiarism

Please bear in mind the extreme seriousness with which the University and the Department regards plagiarism.  See the PAIS Undergraduate Handbook for guildance on referencing and plagiarism.  If you are in any doubt what constitutes plagiarism, discuss it with your seminar tutor or with Prof. Hurley.  The Department operates a rigorous anti-plagiarism procedure, which includes systematic application of powerful anti-plagiarism software to assessed essays and dissertations, of which electronic copies are required (see below). 

Assessment
Your seminar tutor assess your performance in seminars and module essays throughout the year, and report on it to the Director of Undergraduate Studies where appropriate. In this way we hope to keep a check of your performance, to spot any problems or unrealised potential early, and to provide you with formative feedback. But this ‘assessment’ process does not form part of your formal or examination assessment for this module, and will not usually affect your degree result.

The formal assessment – the process which determines your mark for this module and which feeds into your degree result – can take place by three routes which you may choose between:

· One three hour, four question examination

· One one-and-a-half hour, two question examination, plus one 5000 word ‘assessed essay’

· Two 5000 word ‘assessed essays’:  
Keep in mind that University regulations state that not more than 50% of your total finals (all modules in Years Two and Three) may be examined via assessed work.

Assessed essay submission deadlines:  28 April 2004, noon.  See UG Handbook for details, late penalties, ec.  All assessment essays must be submitted to the Undergraduate Office (S1.44 Social Studies) and signed in.  Late submission will, unless an extension has been granted in advance of the deadline, result in the following penalties:

3 percentage points - up to one hour late - i.e. by 1pm

7 percentage points - up to 7 days late - i.e. by noon of week 3.

14 percentage points - up to 14 days late.

If you decide to submit an essay late, you cannot then opt for 100 % examination.  In other words, if an essay is submitted, it counts. 

NOTE:  Students are required to submit two printed copies of assessed essays plus a disk that has been disinfected with an up-to-date virus scanning software.  The disk is for use with anti-plagiarism software.  All essays must be accompanied by a signed statement to the effect that the student warrants that the work is his own and includes all appropriate acknowledgements to the work of others and that the disk files submitted have been checked for viruses, specifying the anti-virus software used, including the version number and the date of the most recent update of it.

NOTE: Assessed essays form one method of examination for the module, and do not substitute for module essays. You may write an assessed essay on a topic you have covered in a module essay (although you may wish to discuss the pros and cons of this with your seminar tutor). But there should be no significant overlap between any assessed essays you submit for this or any other module, and no significant overlap between any assessed essay and any exam answers. Note also that assessed essays are governed by a separate set of Departmental regulations (governing their format, dates of submission, and so on), which are contained in the PAIS Student Handbook. If you are considering writing an assessed essay, make sure to read these regulations carefully, and talk to your seminar tutor well before the deadline for submission of titles (see the PAIS Student Handbook for further details of this).

For any assessed essays you write, you can choose from the indicative list of titles below, or agree an original title with your tutor.   See UG Handbook for details of procedure for titles.

Title submission deadlines:  Round 1:  13 Nov 2003; Round 2: 5 Feb 2004.

Pre-approved list of assessed essay titles:

· A critical examination of the relationship between the values of liberty and welfare, with special reference to the work of Sen.

· An analysis of problems of interpersonal comparability of welfare.

· A critical comparison of the treatment of disabilities by Rawls, Dworkin, and Cohen.

· A critical assessment of the doctrine of self-ownership.

· A comparative assessment of right and left libertarianism.

· Can liberals respond convincingly to the challenges of communitarians? An examination of the criticisms of liberalism posed by Taylor and Sandel.

· An evaluation of Cohen’s criticisms of the incentives argument for inequality.

· What’s sex got to do with it? An investigation of the significance of sociobiology for a feminist approach to justice.

· Sexism and racism:  a comparative assessment of remedies for discrimination.

· Rethinking the basic structure:  a practical design for a non-sexist utopia.

· An examination of the relationship between justice and ecological values.

· Should surfers be fed? A critical examination of arguments for and against Unconditional Basic Income.

· An evaluation of deterrence arguments for punishment, in the light of empirical investigations into the effects of punishment.

· Should freedom of speech be given special protection when it causes harm to others?  An examination of the arguments for special protection in application to hate speech/violent entertainment/pornography [choose one].

· ‘Some speech makes it impossible for others to participate in the discussion as equals’.  Assess this claim comparatively in relation to both pornography and racist speech.

· A critical assessment of the claim that justice demands that the influence of luck be neutralized.

· A critical assessment of Frankfurt’s claim that ‘The fundamental error of egalitarianism lies in supposing that it is morally important whether one person has less than another regardless sof who much either of them has’.

· A critical assessment of the implications of human irrationality for deliberative democracy.

These titles do not need to be agreed with your tutor.  You may also negotiate and agree your own assessment essay title with your tutor, which requires his/her signature on a form.

Fair game for exam questions will include topics discussed in lectures and seminars as well as material in core readings. This does not mean that you must read every single item of core reading for each topic; if you follow the advice on use of the reading lists below your coverage for the examination should be adequate.

NB: Whichever assessment route you choose, some coverage must be given to topics from Term 1 as well as terms 2/3. Students taking the 3-hour exam and students taking the 1 and a half hour exam will be required to answer at least one question relating to Term 1 work and one question relating to Term 2/3 work. Students writing two assessment essays are required to choose topics that give some coverage to topics of Term 1 as well as those of Terms 2 and 3 – this is to be discussed with your seminar tutor. See p. 45 for an example of an exam paper.

General queries about the module should be addressed to Prof. Susan Hurley. Remember too that your personal tutor is available to discuss any personal problems you may have. 

Notes on the use of reading lists
Recommended core reading to be done before lectures and seminars each week is listed at the start of each section, and is followed by suggestions for additional reading.  Core readings should be in SRC, subject to legal requirements of copyright law; if they are not, please let your tutor know so that the situation can be remedied.  Subjects are listed in the order of the lecture series. The lists of readings are extensive to draw attention to the breadth of available literature, to suggest alternatives if core reading is difficult to obtain, and to give guidance for essay bibliographies. For some topics the additional readings are broken down into subsections, which may be helpful in planning essays.

Further suggestions about readings or questions to think about may be made in lectures and seminars.  As an absolute minimum you should read three selections, e.g. articles or chapters, from the core readings for each week; if you cannot find a core reading substitute something from the additional reading list that interests you. (Also remember to try alternative search  methods when using OPAC: sometimes a work not listed under ‘author search’ is listed under ‘title search’, for example.) Always try to choose selections that provide opposing arguments or different points of view for you to set against one another.  This will help you to learn to criticise and evaluate arguments, and to construct your own.  Your tutor will provide further guidance. Because of budget constraints, you may find that some additional readings mentioned here have not yet appeared on the library shelves. Those still on order should become available in the course of the year.

Subject to the legal requirements of copyright law, copies of all core reading are available in SRC. In the event that a reading cannot be placed in SRC for legal reasons, alternative arrangements will be made. In any event, if a core reading is not available in SRC you should consult your seminar tutor immediately. When looking for photocopied items in SRC, however, please note that OPAC can be very misleading. It records items that have been placed in the boxes according to the name of the person who placed them there – which may be very confusing. So by far the best thing to do is simply to go straight to the boxes themselves, and look for the piece directly – they are stored in alphabetical order according to the author’s surname.

This is a challenging module. You cannot get by without doing lots of reading, and without thinking hard. But the module is NOT beyond your abilities: for the last 4 years Issues students have got strikingly good exam results across the board, with an unusually high proportion of first class marks (about 20% in 2001 and 2002, 17% in 2003). If you put in the work you will learn a very great deal, and by the end of the year will have a real sense of understanding and accomplishment. If you go on to graduate work on related topics, you will be well prepared. And if you go on to a profession in which the ability to make clear logical arguments is of importance, such as law, the skills you acquire here will also be very valuable.

The journals Ethics (floor 3), Philosophy and Public Affairs (floor 5), and The Journal of Political Philosophy (floor 5) contain relevant material in each issue. The library CD-ROMs provide access to the Philosopher’s Index and the Social Science Abstracts, both of which are extremely useful, especially for assessment essay bibliographies or discovering alternative places where a key article, say, has been published.

Several books can be recommended for general introductions to political theory:

W. Kymlicka     

An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy (second edition)

J. Wolff            

An Introduction to Political Philosophy
J. Hampton        

Political Philosophy
R. Plant             

Modern Political Thought

D. Knowles

Political Philosophy
Kymlicka’s book is perhaps the most helpful, covering much of the material for Term 1, although we do not treat it as a textbook. Unfortunately no single book that we know of covers the diverse range of topics covered in Terms 2 and 3.

The following books either deal with several topics or are collections of articles on different subjects, and may be useful reference points.

R. Goodin & 

Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Anthology (A useful

P.Pettit (eds.)

collection of classic articles: referred to below as ‘Goodin and Pettit 

Anthology’)

R.Goodin & 

A Companion to Contemporary Political Philosophy (Helpful short

P. Pettit (eds.)    

articles on a range of topics: referred to below as ‘Goodin and Pettit 

Companion’)

D. Held (ed.)         
Political Theory Today
W.Connolly           
The Terms of Political Discourse 3rd ed.

B.Barry                  
Political Argument 2nd ed.                 

A.Quinton (ed.)     
Political Philosophy                        

A. de Crespigny &   
 Contemporary Political Theory
A. Wertheimer (eds.)


P. Laslett et al.      
Philosophy, Politics and Society, Series 1-5

I. McLean             
The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics
There are several Nomos volumes that may be useful. These are collected essays produced by (and catalogued under) the American Society for Political and Legal Philosophy. Each volume covers a single broad topic from many angles, and some of them are relevant to this module, for example: Volume IV Liberty; Volume VI Justice; Volume IX Equality; Volume XXV Liberal Democracy; Volume XXI Markets and Justice.

Also useful sometimes are web sources. You will find some referred to in the reading lists below, and you may discover your own. Be careful and discriminating, however, since quality control on the web is almost non-existent, so that you cannot always trust information found there. If you use web sources for essays or other work, give the full address in your bibliography and references. One site which is of a high standard, and is particularly useful for topics in Distributive Justice, is the Equality Exchange:

http://aran.univ-pau.fr/ee/index.html

Another helpful site, though not yet complete, is the Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy:



http://www.illc.uva.nl/~seop/contents.html

Finally, if you find that an item is missing from the library, or is apparently not in the catalogue, or the reference is incorrect, please let us know so we can do something about it.

Lecture topics
Lectures will take place on Thursdays, 12-1pm, in S0.21. A set of notes on the topic of each of Prof. Hurley’s lectures is included in the second half of this handbook. These notes may or may not correspond exactly to the lecture as given, since lecturers may revise or rethink their material during the year, or emphasize different aspects.  These notes are intended as a resource for you.  They should help you to listen and think more during lectures, and free you from trying to write everything down. Obviously simply reading them is no substitute for attending the lecture. Additional notes may be distributed at some lectures.










R.List      L.Notes

Term 1. Distributive Justice
wk 1:    Organisation of seminars; briefing on module arrangements
9 

wk 2:    Liberty and Welfare
9
49

wk 3:    Problems with Utilitarianism
9 
51

wk 4:    Negative and Positive Liberty
12
54

wk 5:    Equality of What?
13
57

wk 6:    Reading Week—no lecture or seminars
14



wk 7:    Rawlsian Liberalism vs. Utilitarianism
15
61


wk 8:    Nozick’s Libertarian Critique of Rawlsian Liberalism
16
65

wk 9:    Communitarianism, Liberalism, and Multiculturalism
16
69

wk 10:  Leftist Criticisms of Liberalism and Libertarianism
18
73

Philosophy and Public Affairs Stream:

TERM 2. Philosophy and Public Affairs
19
75
wk 11:  Sex and Justice
19
75

wk 12:  Discrimination
21
77

wk 13:  Distributive Justice and Health
24
79

wk 14:  Justice, Future Generations, and the Environment
25
82

wk 15:  Punishment
28
87

wk 16:  Reading Week – no lecture or seminars
30

wk 17:  Left Libertarianism and Basic Income
30
89

wk 18:  Freedom of Speech Theory
31
91

wk 19:  Media Violence and Freedom of Speech
33
93

wk 20:  Democracy
37
96

TERM 3. Philosophy and Public Affairs
wk 21:  Deliberative Democracy
40
99

wk 22:  revision of topics for weeks 2-10

wk 23:  revision of topics for weeks 11-21

Justice Beyond Borders stream for Terms 2 and 3:  Details will be distributed later.

Reading Lists
Week 1. Organisation
Read the introduction to Kymlicka, Hampton, or Wolff, and think about the following questions:

· What is political theory?

· How, if at all, is normative theory different from descriptive or explanatory theory?

· Is it worthwhile to know how things ought to be, even if one lacks political power? 

Week 2. Liberty and Welfare
(i)    core reading
J. S. Mill


Utilitarianism, ch. 2, 4, 5

J. S. Mill


On Liberty, ch. 4

(ii)    additional reading
A. Sen


‘Liberty and Social Choice’, Journal of Philosophy 1983, and in W. J. 

Booth et.al. (eds), Politics and Rationality
A. Sen


Choice, Welfare and Measurement, ch. 14 sect. 11 and ch. 15 sect. 7

A. Harlin

‘Welfare’, in Goodin and Pettit, Companion
C. L. Ten

Mill on Liberty, ch. 1, 5

C. L. Ten

‘Mill on Self-regarding Actions’, Philosophy vol. 43  (1968), pp. 29-37

I. Berlin


‘John Stuart Mill and the Ends of Life’, in Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty
Levine 


Journal of Philosophy 1978

R. Wollheim

‘The Ends of Life and the Preliminaries of Morality’, in A. Ryan, ed,




The Idea of Freedom
Strasser


‘Mill and the Utility of Liberty’, Philosophical Quarterly vol. 34

Smith


‘J. S. Mill on Freedom’, in Pelczynski & Gray, eds, Conceptions of
Liberty in Political Philosophy
J. Gray


Mill on Liberty: A Defence
W. Riker          

Liberalism against Populism
(iii)  issues
· *Does respect for liberty conflict with maximization of welfare?   If so, evaluate several possible responses to the conflict.

· Are Mill’s views in Utilitarianism consistent with his views in On Liberty?  If not, exactly why not, and how should he revise his views to make them consistent?  If so, how does he escape Sen’s impossibility result for Paretian liberalism?  (Hint:  compare Mill’s views on self-regarding actions with Sen’s views on the limits of Paretianism.)

· *Does conflict between political values bring at least one of the conflicting values into doubt, or merely demonstrate that the world cannot be perfected?

Week 3. Problems with Utilitarianism
(i)    core reading
J. J. C. Smart 

Utilitarianism: For and Against, both parts

and B. Williams 


J.  Griffin

Wellbeing, ch 1

S. Scheffler

‘Introduction’ to his book Consequentialism and its Critics
J. Mackie

Ethics, ch. 6

J. Rawls


‘Two Concepts of Rules’, in P. Foot, ed, Theories of Ethics
A. Sen
                
‘Utilitarianism and Welfarism’, Journal of Philosophy 1979

(ii)   additional reading

P. Unger
 
Living High and Letting Die
S. Scheffler
  
The Rejection of Consequentialism, revised edition

S. Kagan
 
The Limits of Morality
R. Plant               
Modern Political Thought Chap. 4

W. Kymlicka       
An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy Chapter 2

T. Scanlon

‘Preference and Urgency’, Journal of Philosophy 1975, LXXII 655-69

G. Scarre         

Utilitarianism Ch. 1

J. Bentham

Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. 1‑5

J.S. Mill


‘Essay on Bentham’, in F. R. Leavis (ed.), Mill on Bentham and 

Coleridge, and other collections of his works

D. H. Hodgson

Consequences of Utilitarianism, ch. 2

J. Mackie         

‘Consequences of Act Utilitarianism’, Phil. Quarterly 1973

A. Sen


‘Behaviour and the Concept of Preference’, in his Choice, Welfare and

Measurement, ch. 2, and ‘Plural Utility’, in Proceedings of the

Aristotelian Society 1980‑81

A. Sen & 

Utilitarianism and Beyond,  Introduction and articles by Taylor, Schick,

B. Williams, eds

Elster, Scanlon

L. Allison (ed.)   
The Utilitarian Response
D. Regan            

Utilitarianism and Co-Operation
J. Lively & 

Utilitarian Logic and Politics
J. Rees (eds)       


J. Broome

Weighing Goods

J. Broome

Ethics out of Economics

utility and rights:

R. Frey              

Utility and Rights
P. Jones
             

Rights
J. Waldron (ed.)  
Theories of Rights esp. introduction

R. Dworkin         
Taking Rights Seriously, esp. ‘Justice and Rights’

J. Waldron (ed.)  
Nonsense upon Stilts, esp. introduction and conclusion

J. Raz                 

The Morality of Freedom Chaps. 7 & 8

P. Jones              

‘Re-examining Rights’ British Journal of Political Science 1989

M. Freeden          
Rights
Political Studies, 1995
Special Issue on ‘Politics and Human Rights’.

R. Plant              

Modern Political Thought Ch. 3

H. Hart              

‘Between Utility and Rights’ in A. Ryan (ed.) The Idea of Freedom
interests, needs, and welfare:
D. Braybrooke

Meeting Needs
H. Frankfurt

‘Necessity and Desire’, Phil. & Phenomenological Research 1984, 45, 1-14

N. Barry            

Welfare Preface and Chapter 1

P. Jones


‘Universal Principles and Particular Claims’ Chapter 3 of A. Ware &

R. Goodin (eds) Needs and Welfare
R. Goodin         

Reasons for Welfare Introduction

R. Plant            

‘The Claims of Need on Politics’, in his Modern Political Thought, ch.5

C. Swanton      

‘The Concept of Interests’ Political Theory 1980

A. Reeve & A. Ware 
‘Interests in Political Theory’, British Journal of Political Science 1983

A. Ware & 

Needs and Welfare
R. Goodin (eds.) 


B. Barry          

Political Argument, Chps. 10-15

Nomos V          

The Public Interest
M. Olson          

The Logic of Collective Action
J. Watt             

‘John Rawls and Human Welfare’, Radical Philosophy 1988

B. Barry           

‘The Public Interest’ Aristotelian Society Proceedings 1964

Symposium      

‘Interests’ Political Theory 1975

W. Connolly      

The Terms of Political Discourse, Chp. 1

H. Margolis       

Selfishness, Altruism and Rationality
L. Doyal & I. Gough 
A Theory of Human Need 

J. Raz               

Ethics in the Public Domain Chapters 1-3

individual expected utility theory & its problems:

Luce & Raiffa

Games and Decisions, ch. 2, 5, 13 

A. Tversky

Erkenntnis 1975 (on violations of the axioms of expected utility theory 

by subjects of  experiments; if this interests you see also his articles in

Psychological Review 1968 and in Science 1981)

J. Broome

‘Rationality and the Sure Thing Principle’, in Gay Meeks, ed, 

Rationality, Self-Interest and Benevolence
interpersonal utility theory:

A. Sen


Choice, Welfare and Measurement, ch. 9, 12

I. M. D. Little

Critique of Welfare Economics, ch. 1‑5

Robbins


‘Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility’, Economic Journal 1938

E. S. Phelps, ed

Economic Justice, articles by Arrow and Little about the impossibility of

social welfare functions (also in Laslett and Runciman, eds, Politics,

Philosophy and Society III, and in J. Political Economy 1952, respectively)

J. Harsanyi

‘Cardinal Welfare, Individualistic Ethics and Interpersonal 

Comparison’, in his Essays (also in Phelps,  ed, Economic Justice and in 

J. Pol. Ec. 1955)

R. Hare


Moral Thinking, ch. 5, 6, 7

A. Sen


Collective Choice and Social Welfare, ch. 7 (unstarred chs.)

J. Harsanyi

in Sen & Williams, eds, Utilitarianism and Beyond
J. Rawls


in Sen and Williams, eds, Utilitarianism and Beyond
R. Sugden          

The Political Economy of Public Choice
I. McLean        

‘Some recent Work in Public Choice Theory’, British Journal of 

Political Science 1986

Note: the literature on Utilitarianism is vast; this is only a small selection. By all means consult other items that you find. Particularly useful is the journal Utilitas, which is devoted to Utilitarianism and related topics.

(iii)  issues
· Can utility be measured?  If so, how?  If not, why not?

· *Does consequentialism demand too much of us?

· *What are the strongest objections to a utilitarian view of justice?  Can they be rebutted?

· Does utilitarianism imply that it can be right to act unjustly?

· Is utilitarianism self‑defeating?

· *‘Thus, on Utilitarian principles it may be right to do and privately recommend, under certain circumstances, what it would not be right to advocate openly’ (Sidgwick).  Is this an objection to utilitarianism? 

· Is there any role for utilitarianism in political theory?

· *Could there by anything morally wrong about any form of behavior that was a source of utility to all who are in any way concerned?

· What is the conceptual relationship between someone’s interests and her wants?

· How important is the concept of need in understanding welfare? Does the idea of ‘relative needs’ make sense?

· *To what extent should institutions be designed, so far as possible, to promote persons’ welfare? 

· Is there a solution to the theoretical problems of aggregating individual interests? 

· Who or what should utilitarian policy-makers count amongst the potential beneficiaries of their actions?

· What is consequentialism? What is welfarism (Sen)? What is sum-ranking (Sen)?

· *What is the point of Bernard Williams’s story about ‘Jim and the Indians’? Should Jim take up Pedro’s offer?

· *Does utilitarianism respect the ‘separateness of persons’ (Rawls)?

· Why should the rightness of an act involve maximizing anything?

· Can anything really be said in defence of ‘living high and letting die’? 

Week 4. Negative and Positive Liberty
(i)    core reading

I. Berlin         

‘Two Concepts of Liberty’, in his book Four Essays on Liberty, and 

in Goodin and Pettit, Anthology
C. Taylor       

‘What’s Wrong with Negative Freedom’, in A. Ryan, ed, The Idea of

Freedom, and in Taylor’s Philosophy and the Human Sciences, and 

in Goodin and Pettit, Anthology
J. S. Mill

On Liberty, ch. 2

(ii)   additional reading

R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue ch. 3

P. Pettit


A Theory of Freedom, Polity 2001

P. Pettit


‘Negative Liberty, Liberal and Republican’, Eur. J. Phil. 1993, 15-38
P. Pettit


‘Freedom as Antipower’, Ethics 1996
P. Pettit


‘The Freedom of the City’, in Hamlyn and Pettit, eds, The Good 

Polity 1989, Blackwell

C. Kukathas

‘Liberty’, in Goodin and Pettit, Companion
D. Miller, ed

Liberty, Introduction

W. Parent

‘Some recent work on the concept of liberty’, Am. Phil. Quart. 11:3,

 1974

M. Levin

‘Negative Liberty’, in Paul, Miller, & Paul, eds, Liberty and Equality, 

Blackwell 1985

H. Steiner        

‘Individual Liberty’ Aristotelian Society Proceedings 1975




also in his An Essay on Rights
J. Gray


‘On Negative and Positive Freedom’, in Pelczynski & Gray, eds,

Conceptions of Liberty in Political Philosophy, also in Political Studies,

1980, pp. 507-526

C. Taylor        

‘What is Human Agency?’ in his Human Agency and Language
C. B. Macpherson
‘Berlin’s Division of Liberty’, in his book Democratic Theory
G. MacCallum

‘Negative and Positive Freedom’, Phil. Rev. 1969, & in Laslett et al,

eds, Philosophy, Politics & Society, 4th series
R. Dworkin
 
‘What Rights Do We Have?’ in his book Taking Rights Seriously 

T. Hobbes
         
Leviathan, sect. XXI

J.-J. Rousseau        
Social Contract I.VI‑VII

N. Dent
  

Rousseau, pp. 193-200

C. Taylor        

‘Kant’s Theory of Freedom’, in his book Philosophy and the Human

Sciences, also in Pelczynski & J. Gray, ed., Conceptions of Liberty in

Political Philosophy

J. Raz              

The Morality of Freedom
R. Lindley         

Autonomy
T. Gray             

Freedom
J. Feinberg        

Rights, Justice and the Bounds of Liberty
W. Parent         

‘Some recent work on the concept of liberty’ American Philosophical

Quarterly 1974

A. Ryan ed.      

The Idea of Freedom: Essays in Honour of Isaiah Berlin
R. Goodin         

No Smoking: the Ethical Issues
D. Miller (ed.)  

Liberty esp Introduction, essays by Arendt and Cohen

Mulgan


‘Liberty in Ancient Greece’, in Pelczynski & Gray, eds, Conceptions of

Liberty in Political Philosophy
I. Berlin
 

‘Introduction’, part II, Four Essays on Liberty
S. L. Hurley     

Natural Reasons, ch.15, secs 1 & 4

I. Carter

A Measure of Freedom, esp. Intro and Part Two

(iii)  issues
· *Are there ‘two concepts of liberty’? Distinguish some different contrasts which have been made between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ liberty.

· *Is it true that freedom is an objective which necessarily conflicts with equality and justice?

· ‘Steiner’s ‘pure negative’ conception achieves perfect clarity at the cost of sanity’. Is there any truth in this remark?

· Is the distinction between negative and positive liberty defensible?  Is it adequate?

· *Exactly how is the notion of positive liberty supposed to lend itself to totalitarian consequences?  Does it?

· *What role do Berlin’s views about conflicting values play in his argument against positive liberty?  Must an upholder of positive liberty disagree with Berlin about conflicting values?

· Can you make any sense of the idea of being forced to be free? (consider, e.g. the happy slave, the   drug addict,  someone with preferences based on mistaken beliefs) 

· In what way do various conceptions of freedom presuppose various conceptions of human nature? Can a conception of freedom be neutral in this respect?

· Is the negative conception of liberty inadequate?  If so, how?

· Is there any liberty whose preservation is necessary for the existence of political society?

· What is the relationship between free will and liberty?

· *How valid is the contemporary libertarian claim that market societies maximize freedom?
Week 5. Equality of What?
(i)    core reading

A. Sen              

‘Equality of What?’, in his Choice, Welfare and Measurement, and in 

S. Darwall (ed.) Equal Freedom (a useful collection of Tanner Lectures)

G. A. Cohen      

‘On the Currency of Distributive Justice’, Ethics 1989

W. Kymlicka
     
Contemporary Political Philosophy, Chapter 3, esp sections 4 and 5

H. Frankfurt

‘Equality as a Moral Ideal’, Ethics 1987, 98, 21-43 (why equality at all?)


OR:

E. Anderson

‘What is the Point of Equality?’, Ethics 1999 (Jan), 287-337
Note: for discussion of Anderson’s article, and her replies, see:

http: //www.brown.edu/Departments/Philosophy/bears/symp-anderson.html

(ii)  additional reading

R. Dworkin

‘What is Equality? Equality of Welfare’ and ‘What is Equality? Equality 

of Resources’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1981; also in Dworkin’s book 

Sovereign Virtue, chs 1 and 2

R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue  chs 1, 2, 4, 7, 9.
J. Roemer
 
‘Equality of Talent’, Economics and Philosophy 1985

R. Arneson     

‘Equality’, in Goodin and Pettit, Companion.

R. Arneson

‘Equality of Opportunity for Welfare’, Phil. Stud. 1989, 56-77-993

J. Roemer

Theories of Distributive Justice
B. Barry             

Political Argument Chapter III, especially section 4

J. Roemer

‘Equality and Responsibility’, Boston Review 1995, 20 (2), 3-7, 15-16 (not

in Library: ask Chris Woodard)

J. Roemer

‘A pragmatic theory of responsibility for the egalitarian planner’,




 Philosophy and Public Affairs 1993, 22

T. M. Scanlon

‘The Significance of Choice’, in S. Darwall (ed.), Equal Freedom, at pp. 

43ff., 73ff.

A. Sen
 

On Economic Inequality, chapter 1

T. Nagel

‘Equality’, in his book Mortal Questions
J. Lucas             

‘Against Equality’ Philosophy 1968

J. Lucas            

‘Against Equality Again’ Philosophy 1977

B. Williams        

‘The Idea of Equality’ in P. Laslett et. al (ed.) Philosophy, Politics, 

and Society, series 2 (also in other collections)

T. Nagel             

Equality and Partiality
J. Rees               

Equality
W. Letwin (ed.)  
Against Equality
A. Guttman        
Liberal Equality
J. Raz                

The Morality of Freedom ch. 9 

L. Temkin           
Inequality 

P. van Parijs       
Real Freedom For All

D. Miller             
Social Justice
B. Ackerman      
Social Justice in the Liberal State
C. Woodard

‘Egalitarianism, Responsibility, and Desert’, Imprints (1998), SRC xerox

On equality generally: 
http://aran.univ-pau.fr/ee/index.html (highly recommended)

(iii)  issues
· *Should distributive justice be conceived in terms of welfare, resources, or something else? If the latter, what and why?

· *What is the relationship between responsibility and distributive justice?

· *Is it true that justice cannot decide whether ‘talent or skill should give a title to superior remuneration’?  If so, can utilitarianism do any better?

· What is the difference between an interest in the distribution, and an interest in the aggregation, of advantage?

· *What is it that egalitarians want to achieve? What would constitute a genuinely egalitarian policy toward (i) the distribution of income and (ii) education?

· How, if at all, does ‘equality of opportunity’ differ from ‘equality of outcome’?

· Is there a trade-off to be made between a possible increase in equality and a possible increase in aggregate welfare? If so, how should we make it?

· What is equality of opportunity?

· *How should egalitarians respond to the levelling down objection?

Week 6. Reading Week – no lecture or seminars

Week 7. Rawlsian Liberalism vs. Utilitarianism
(i)    core reading

J. Rawls

 
A Theory of Justice, section numbers: on Rawls’s theory: 3, 4, 9, 11, 20, 

24, 25, 26; on Rawls’s critique of utilitarianism: 5, 15, 27-30, also pp. 321-324

OR

J. Rawls


Justice as Fairness:  A Restatement, parts I, II, III

(ii)   additional reading

J. Rawls              

A Theory of Justice, sections 1-6, 10-12, 15, 22

W. Kymlicka
     
An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy, Chapter 3

J. Hampton         
Political Philosophy Chapter 4

J. Harsanyi

‘Cardinal Welfare... Interpersonal Comparisons’; ‘Non‑Linear Social 

Welfare  Functions...’; ‘Can the Maximin Principle Serve...? A Critique of 

Rawls’ Theory’;  all in his book Essays on Ethics, Social Behavior, and 

Scientific Explanation (also in: JPolEc 1955, p. 309; AmPolSciRev 1975 

p. 594; Theory and Decision 1975 p. 311)

T. Scanlon

‘Contractualism and Utilitarianism’, sect. IV, pp. 119-128, in 

Utilitarianism and  Beyond, Sen & Williams, eds

J. Rawls


‘Social Unity and Primary Goods’, sect. VI-VII, pp. 173-185, in 

Utilitarianism and  Beyond, Sen & Williams, eds

W. Kymlicka
 
Liberalism, Community and Culture, ch. 3

B. Barry


The Liberal Theory of Justice, ch. 9 (critique of Rawls’s derivation of 

maximin principle of distribution)

Various 

Journal of Phil. (1972) articles on Rawls vs. utilitarianism

R. Dworkin
 
‘Justice and Rights’, in his book Taking Rights Seriously
C. Kukathas & 

Rawls
P. Pettit           


N. Daniels
         
Reading Rawls, various papers, inc. H. L. A. Hart, ‘Rawls on Liberty

and its Priority’

J. Rawls


Political Liberalism (revised argument for priority of liberty)
B. Barry             

Theories of Justice
B. Barry             

Justice as Impartiality
Various              

American Political Science Review (1975) Symposium on Rawls

A. Weale           

Political Theory and Social Policy, Chapters 8 and 9

T. Pogge            

Realizing Rawls
N. Daniels          

‘Wide Reflective Equilibrium and Theory Acceptance in Ethics’

Journal of Philosophy (1979) 

B. Williams        

‘Theory and Prejudice’, in his book Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy
S. Scheffler

The Rejection of Consequentialism, on separateness of persons

D. Parfit

Reasons and Persons, Chapter 15

(iii)  issues

· Is there an irreconcilable conflict between the ideals of distributive justice and welfare?

· *Is it true that utilitarianism treats the interests of different people like the different interests of one person and thus fails to recognize the distinctions between persons?  Does it matter?

· *What is the point of invoking a hypothetical social contract? What, if anything, could such a fiction explain?

· *‘Liberalism requires that power holders must justify their power in terms which do not rest on the assumption that their own conception of the good is superior to that of their fellow citizens.’ Discuss.  Consider the application of this remark to the assumption of an attitude to risk in the Original Position, and its consequences.

· What are ‘primary goods’? (What is the ‘thin theory of the good’?)

· What are Rawls’s two principles of justice? What does ‘lexical priority’ mean?

· What role should citizens’ preferences play in determining the distribution of goods in society?

Week 8. Nozick’s Libertarian Critique of Rawlsian Liberalism
(i)    core reading

R. Nozick

Anarchy, State and Utopia, ch. 7

J. Rawls


Theory of Justice: sects. 12-14, 17, 20-26, esp. 24, 40

T. Nagel         

‘Libertarianism without Foundations’ Yale Law Journal 1975; also in 

N. Daniels, ed., Reading Rawls
(ii)   additional reading

W. Kymlicka        
An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy Chapter 4

J. Hampton

Political Philosophy pp. 144-153

J. Wolff


Robert Nozick
R. Arneson         
‘Lockean Self-Ownership: Toward a Demolition’ Political Studies (1991)

S. Perry
 

‘Libertarianism, Entitlement, and Responsibility’, Philosophy and 

Public Affairs (1997), vol. 26, 351-396

C. Kukathas & P. Pettit  Rawls, ch 5.

Jeffrey Paul, ed.    
Reading Nozick,  articles by Williams, Scheffler, Nagel, Scanlon, O’Neill

B. Barry              

Theories of Justice sections on Rawls’s argument from desert

G. A. Cohen       
‘On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice’ Ethics 99 (1989), sections on 

Nozick’s critique of Rawls

G. A. Cohen       
Self-Ownership, Freedom and Equality, ch. 1, 2

J. Paul                

Reading Nozick, articles by Scheffler, Steiner, Mack, Nagel and Ryan

A. R. Lacey

Robert Nozick (on order)

R. van der Veen &
‘Entitlement Theories of Justice’, Economics and Philosophy 1:1 (1985).

P. van Parijs

(iii)  issues
· How does Nozick distinguish between ‘patterned’ and ‘historical entitlement’ theories of justice?

· *Do patterns upset liberty? Is it wrong to tax Wilt Chamberlain’s earnings?

· *Is there any persuasive objection to patterned principles of justice?  How should Rawls answer Nozick’s arguments to the effect that justice demands principles that regulate processes rather than patterns?

· *To what extent is the free market capable of (i) securing, or (ii) preserving, justice?

· Does Nozick succeed in devising a pure entitlement theory?

· Does the idea of desert play any role in Nozick’s theory of ‘justice in holdings’?

Week 9. Communitarianism, Liberalism, and Multiculturalism

(i)    core reading

C. Taylor

‘Atomism’, in his book Philosophy and the Human Sciences
M. Sandel

Liberalism and the Limits of Justice, pp. 147-183

W. Kymlicka

Liberalism, Community and Culture, ch. 4, 5

J. Rawls


‘Justice as Fairness: Political not Metaphysical’, Phil. & Pub Affairs, 1985

W. Kymlicka           
Multicultural Citizenship chapters 1, 2, 3, 8

(ii)   additional reading

W. Kymlicka     

An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy Chapter 6

A. Swift & S. Mulhall  
Liberals and Communitarians 

A. Guttman        
‘Communitarian Critics of Liberalism’ Philosophy and Public Affairs (1985)

C. Kukathas 

Rawls, chapter on ‘The Communitarian Critique’

& P. Pettit      



J. Hampton         
Political Philosophy sections on communitarianism and ‘post-liberal theory’

J. Rawls


‘The Priority of Right and Ideas of the Good’, Phil. & Public Affairs (1988)

R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue, ch. 5, 6

R. Dworkin
       
‘Liberalism’ in S. Hampshire ed., Public and Private Morality
R. Fisk


Chapter in Daniels, ed, Reading Rawls

M. Walzer           
Spheres of Justice esp Chs 1, 2 & 13

A. MacIntyre      
After Virtue
A. Buchanan      
‘Assessing the Communitarian Critique’ Ethics (1989)

M. Walzer         

‘The Communitarian Critique of Liberalism’ Political Theory (1990)

S. Caney            

‘Liberalism and Communitarianism: A Misconceived Debate’




Political Studies (1992)

J. Rawls
 

Theory of Justice sects. 60, 65, 67, 68, 79

J. Rawls           

Political Liberalism
M. Nussbaum    

in A. Rorty, ed., Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics
S. Avineri &

Communitarianism and Individualism
A. de-Shalit (eds)

J. Raz                       
‘Multiculturalism: A Liberal Perspective’ Dissent (1994), also in his 



book Ethics in the Public Domain
A. Gutmann             
 ‘The Challenge of Multiculturalism in Political Ethics’ Philosophy 




and Public Affairs (1993)

C. Kukathas (ed.)    
Multicultural Citizens
R. Rorty                  
‘Human Rights, Rationality, and Sentimentality’ in S. Shute and S. 



Hurley (eds.) On Human Rights
E. Gellner               
Nations and Nationalism
J. Horton (ed.)         
Liberalism, Multiculturalism and Toleration
M. Walzer (ed.)       
The Politics of Ethnicity
B. Barry


Culture and Equality
B. Parekh

Rethinking Multiculturalism
perfectionism and politics:

G. Sher


Beyond Neutrality:  Perfectionism and Politics
T. Hurka

Perfectionism, part II

J. Raz


The Morality of Freedom

(iii)  issues

· *Can a theory of justice be ‘political, not metaphysical’?

· *Is Rawls’s theory of justice vulnerable to Sandel’s criticisms of it?

· *How should Rawls answer Sandel’s charge that he is guilty along with utilitarianism of failing to recognize the distinctions within persons?

· In what sense or senses is liberalism inherently individualistic?

· ‘Communitarians disagree amongst themselves as much as they disagree with liberals’. Do you agree?

· *Can liberals be perfectionists?

· Why, if at all, should ‘culture’ be treated as politically valuable?

· Does ‘multi-cultural society’ raise different problems than ‘single-culture society’?

· *Do cultural minorities have special rights? If so, how should they be protected?

· How does the concept of community relate to those of culture, nation, and ethnic group? Do communities have intrinsic value?

· Do cultural differences provide special reasons not to intervene to prevent harm?

· *Is cultural relativism incoherent?

Week 10. Leftist Criticism of Liberalism and Libertarianism
(i)    core reading

G. A. Cohen

‘Incentives, Inequality and Community’, in S. Darwall, ed., Equal 

Freedom, pp. 331-397

G. A. Cohen
          
Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, Introduction & chs. 3, 4, 

9,10. Note: this book does not appear under ‘author’ search for 

Cohen on OPAC : use the ‘title’ search

G. A. Cohen
          
‘Where the Action is: On the Site of Distributive Justice’,



           
Philosophy and Public Affairs (1997)

J. Carens                   
‘Rights and Duties in an Egalitarian Society’, Political Theory 14:1 (1986)

(ii)   additional reading

G. A. Cohen

Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, ch. 5, 6

G. A. Cohen

If You’re an Egalitarian, How Come You’re So Rich?, esp chs. 8, 9, 10

A. Williams
       
‘Incentives, Inequality, and Publicity’, Philosophy and Public Affairs (1998)

D. Estlund

‘Liberalism, Equality and Fraternity in Cohen’s Critique of Rawls’, 



Journal of Political Philosophy 6 (1998)

L. Murphy

‘Institutions and the Demands of Justice’, Philosophy and Public 

Affairs 27 (1998).

M. Otsuka

‘Self-Ownership and Equality:  A Lockean Reconciliation’,




Philosophy and Public Affairs 27, 1998, 65-92

T. Nagel

‘Equality and Motivation’ and ‘Inequality’, in his book Equality and 

Partiality, ch. 10, 12

J. Carens
 
Equality, Moral Incentives and the Market
N. Geras             

‘The Marxian Critique of Justice’, Philosophy and Public Affairs (1972)

N. Geras              

‘The Controversy about Marx and Justice’ in A. Callinicos (ed) 

Marxist Theory

D. Parfit
    
‘Equality or Priority?’, Lindley Lecture for 1991, published 1995 

University of Kansas pamphlet, in SRC 

P. Van Parijs      

‘Rawlsians, Christians and Patriots’, European Journal of Philosophy (1993)

K. Nielsen        

‘Arguing about justice’, Philosophy and Public Affairs (1998)

W. Kymlicka     

Contemporary Political Philosophy, Chs. 3 and 5.

D. Miller
           
Market, State, and Community
C. Woodard

‘Cohen and the Basic Structure Objection’, Acta Politica (2000),

SRC xerox

R. Ware &

   K. Nielsen

Analyzing Marxism:  New Essays on Analytical Marxism
(iii)  issues

· *How egalitarian is the difference principle? Does it support incentive-maintaining low rates of income tax?

· *How does Cohen criticise the incentives argument for inequality, and with what success?

· *Is the ‘basic structure objection’ to Cohen’s critique successful?

· What assumptions should we make about the range of motivations to be productive which persons could have? Is Carens’ scheme of moral incentives utopian? (What makes something ‘utopian’?)

· Do the demands of distributive justice apply to individual actions as well as to institutions?

· *What is the relationship between the aim of equality and the aim of making the worst-off as well off as possible?

· *Does Cohen show that the principle of self-ownership is incompatible with egalitarianism, and that Marxists typically endorse that principle?

· Is justice compatible with: (a) capitalism; (b) market allocation?

· *‘What matters is not whether people are equal but whether everyone has enough’.  Discuss.  (See Frankfurt)

· Can an egalitarian be a perfectionist?  (See Nagel)

PHILOSOPHY AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS STREAM:

Week 11. Sex and Justice
(i)    core reading

W. Kymlicka

An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy Ch. 7

C. Pateman

The Sexual Contract, esp. ch. 1, 6

S. M. Okin

 Justice, Gender and the Family whole is relevant, but esp. ch 5.

R. Wright

The Moral Animal, ch. 3, 4, 6 (12, 13 may also be interesting)

M. Ridley

The Red Queen:  Sex and the Evolution of Human Nature, ch. 6-8

W. Kymlicka

‘Rethinking the Family’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1991, vol. 20,




 pp. 77-97 (review of Okin)

(ii)   additional reading

Sarah Hrdy

Mother Nature
Sarah Hrdy 

The Woman that Never Evolved
M. Nussbaum

Sex and Social Justice

L Barrett, R. Dunbar

   & J. Lycett, eds
Human Evolutionary Psychology, ch. 5, 7 Palgrave 2002

Sinopoli, 

Symposium on Feminism and Liberal Theory,

Hirschmann, etc
American Political Science Review vol. 85, 1991

E. Anderson

‘Is Women’s Labor a Commodity?’, Philosophy and Public Affairs 




19, 71-92, 1990

I. Young

Justice and the Politics of Difference
C. Delphy & 

Familiar Exploitation:  A New Analysis of Marriage in
D. Leonard

 Contemporary Western Societies, ch. 5, 6
A. Sen


Inequality Reexamined, ‘Gender and Inequality’, pp. 122-125

A. Phillips

Feminism and Politics, part II

J. Evans & 

Feminism and Political Theory  symposium in American Pol. Sci.
J. Hills, eds

 Rev. 1991, on feminism and political theory; another in 1992
N. Frazer

Unruly Practices:  Power, Discourse, and Gender ....
N. Frazer & N. Lacey
‘Politics and the Public in Rawls’ Political Liberalism’, Pol Stud 1995

N. Frazer & N. Lacey
The Politics of Community:  A Feminist Critique of the Liberal/

Communitarian Debate

C. Pateman & 

Feminist Challenges:  Social and Political Theory
E. Gross, eds



S. Hekman

Moral Voices, Moral Selves:  Carol Gilligan and Feminist Moral Theory

J. Landes, eds

Feminism, the Public, and the Private
M. Shanley &

C. Pateman, eds

Feminist Interpretations and Political Theory
M. Mosher

‘Boundary Revision:  The Deconstruction of Moral Personality in 

Rawls, Nozick, Sandel, and Parfit’, Pol. Stud. 39 (1990)

M. Ridley

The Origins of Virtue, ch. 5, 8

E. O. Wilson

On Human Nature, ch. 6

J. Fishkin

Justice, Equal Opportunity, and the Family, ch. 1, 2, 3

R. Posner

The Economic Analysis of Law, 4th ed., ch. 5, ‘Family Law and 




Sexual Regulation’

R. Posner

Sex and Reason (legal orientation)

G. Becker

A treatise on the Family  (economic orientation)

E. Anderson

Value in Ethics and Economics, ch. on sex-related commodification

E. Anderson

‘The Ethical Limitations of the Market’, Econ & Phil 1990, 179-205

M. Nussbaum & 
Sex, Preference, and Family: Essays on Law and Nature
D. Estlund, eds



A. & B. Moir

Why Men Don’t Iron
J. Diamond

Why Sex is Fun, ch. 2, 5

C. Sunstein

Feminism and Political Theory
G. Mackie

‘Ending Footbinding and Infibulation:  A Convention Account’, 




American Sociological Review 1996, vol. 61, pp. 999-1017

J. Wolff


An Introduction to Political Philosophy, ch. 6

S. Berk


The Gender Factory
M. Walzer

Spheres of Justice, ch. 9

R. Green

Sexual Science and the Law
B. Skryms

‘Sex and Justice’, in his Evolution of the Social Contract, also in

J. Phil. 1994, 305-20 

R. Wintemute

Sexual Orientation and Human Rights, ch. 1, 9

M. Vetterling-Braggin

F. Elliston & 

Feminism and Philosophy
J. English
           


M. Nussbaum & 
The Quality of Life, part III

A. Sen, eds



E. Frazer, S. Lovibond, 
Ethics:  A Feminist Reader
& J. Hornsby



J. Butler & J Scott, eds
Feminists Theorise the Political
S. Hewlett, N. Rankin,

   C. West, eds

Taking Parenting Public (2002), Roman Littlefield

K. Struening

New Family Values (2002), Roman Littlefield

the ethics of care debate:
C. Gilligan            
In a Different Voice
B. Barry                
Justice as Impartiality ch. 10

J. Dancy              
‘Caring about Justice’, Philosophy, 1992

V. Held (ed.)         
Justice and Care Introduction and Parts One and Two

S. Okin                 
‘Justice and Gender’ Philosophy and Public Affairs (1987)

S. Okin                 
‘Reason and Feeling in Thinking About Justice’ Ethics (1989)

N. Frazer and N. Lacey 
The Politics of Community
Hekman               
Moral Voices, Moral Selves
I. M. Young         
Justice and the Politics of Difference
L. Blum                   
‘Gilligan and Kohlberg: Implications for Moral Theory’, Ethics, 1988

C. Pateman              
‘‘The Disorder of Women’: Women, Love and the Sense of Justice’, 


Ethics 1980-1

S. Mendus           
‘Some Mistakes about Impartiality’ Political Studies (1996), and 

Barry’s reply

prisoner’s dilemma, sociobiology,  and applications of game theory  to politics, ethics:

M. Ridley        

The Origins of Virtue, ch. 3, 4 (a readable, non-technical explanation of 


prisoner’s dilemma and many related game-theoretic ideas)

R. Dawkins
 
The Selfish Gene, ch. 9; also chs.1‑4, 10, 12

J. Mackie
 
‘The Law of the Jungle’, Philosophy 1978

S. Pinker

How the Mind Works, ch. 7

J. Diamond

Why Sex is Fun, ch. 1,  4, 7

R. Axelrod

The Evolution of Cooperation, Parts I, II, V

D. Parfit

‘Prudence, Morality and the Prisoner’s Dilemma’, Proceedings of the 

British Academy 1979

E. Ullman‑Margalit
The Emergence of Norms, parts I, II

T. Schelling
 
The Strategy of Conflict
D. Gauthier
 
‘Morality and Advantage’, in Raz, ed., Practical Reasoning, OR



 
‘The Impossibility of Rational Egoism’, Journal of Philosophy, 1974  OR 

his book Morals by Agreement
M. Olson
 
The Logic of Collective Action
(iii)  issues: (These are emotive topics:  REASON, DON’T SOUND OFF!  Be sure to seek out and take fair account of opposing points of view. Don’t let your standards of analysis & argument drop!)

· *What is the significance of the sexual contract for social contract theory?

· In the traditional sexual division of labor, is housework exchanged for maintenance?  Does it matter to our assessment of the justice of such arrangements?

· *Can liberalism do justice to the private sphere?

· Do women let men exploit them?  If so, why?

· *Is justice about mutual advantage?  Are norms of justice conventional solutions to collective action problems?  Do the answers to these questions help us to understand whether the traditional sexual division of labor is unjust?

· Suppose a man marries his live-in housekeeper; his income does not increase, she does the same jobs as before, and her standard of living does not change.  Has she suddenly become ‘unpaid’?

· *Do sociobiological explanations of the division of labour between male hunters and female gatherers tell us anything about what division of labour between the sexes would count as fair?

· *Does justice between the sexes demand that parental leave be available equally and on the same basis (for example,  paid or unpaid for specified periods and with job protection) to men and to women?

· What is the contrast between an ‘ethics of justice’ and an ‘ethics of care’ supposed to be? Is it genuine?

· Does Barry’s critique of the ethics of care debate safeguard liberalism?

· *Is the idea of an ethics of care detrimental to feminism?

· ‘The state should regulate childbearing and child-rearing for the benefit and protection of children; sex per se is none of its business’.  Discuss.

Week 12. Discrimination
(i)    core reading

R. Wasserstrom

‘Racism, Sexism, and Preferential Treatment’ in his edited volume




Philosophy and Social Issues;  and in Goodin and Pettit, Anthology 

R. Dworkin

‘Reverse Discrimination’ in his book Taking Rights Seriously
M. Cohen, T. Nagel, 
Equality and Preferential Treatment, essays by Nagel (also in Phil.
& T. Scanlon, eds
Publ. Affairs 2,348-363, 1973), Thomson (PPA 2, 1973), Simon (also in
PPA, 3, 312-320, 1974), Goldman (PPA 5, 1976).

S. Steele 

‘Affirmative Action: The Price of Preference’, in F. J. Beckwith and 




J. E. Jones (eds) Affirmative Action (SRC xerox)

U. Bronfenbrenner
‘Is Early Intervention Effective?’, in A. Montague, ed, Race and IQ 




(Use ‘title’ search to find this)

OR



U. Bronfenbrenner
‘The Origins of Alienation’, Scientific American 1974

R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue, ch. 11, 12

(ii)   additional reading

G. Ezorsky

Racism and Justice:  The Case for Affirmative Action
B. Boxill         

‘The Morality of Preferential Hiring’, Phil & Pub Affairs 1978, 7: 246-68

J. Radcliffe Richards  
‘Discrimination’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society Supp. 59, 

53-82, 1985 (plus reply by Lucas)


L. Newton

‘Reverse Discrimination as Unjustified’, Ethics 1973, 83:308-312

R. Dworkin

‘Bakke’s Case:  Are Quotas Unfair?’, New York Review of Books 




Nov. 10, 1977

A. Phillips

Feminism and Politics, part V

O. Fiss 


in Cohen, Nagel & Scanlon, eds, also in Philosophy and Public 

Affairs 5, 107-177,  1976)
R. Wasserstrorm
‘Rights, Human Rights, And Racial Discrimination’, Journal of  

Philosophy 61, 628-640, 1964

R. Simon

‘Individual Rights And ‘Benign’ Discrimination’, Ethics, 90, 88-

97,1979 (criticism of Dworkin’s position)

J.R. Lucas

‘Discrimination’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 86,307-324, 1985-86

D. Miller

‘Deserving Jobs’, Phil Quart, 42(167), 161-181, 1992

W. Block

‘Discrimination: An Interdisciplinary Analysis’ J Bus Ethics, 11(4), 

241-254, 1992

T. Schelling

‘Sorting and Mixing by Race and Sex’, in his book Micromotives and 

Macrobehavior
R. Dworkin

A Matter Of Principle
E.F. Paul, F. Miller 
Equal Opportunity
& J. Paul, eds

.

focussing on affirmative action/reverse discrimination/preferential hiring:
L. Newton

‘Corruption Of Thought, Word And Deed: Reflections On 

Affirmative Action And Its  Current Defenders’

M. Levin

‘Reverse Discrimination, Shackled Runners, And Personal Identity’, 

Phil Stud,   37,139-149,  1980 Cont. Phil. 14-16, 1991

G. S. Becker & 

The Economics of Life, part 6, pp. 115-132

G. N. Becker



B. Boxill

‘Equality, Discrimination and Preferential Treatment’ in A 

Companion to Ethics, ed. Peter Singer

I. Thalberg

‘Themes In The Reverse-Discrimination Debate’, Ethics 91,138-150, 1980

R. Gahringer

‘Race And Class: The Basic Issue Of The Bakke Case’, Ethics, 90,97-

114, 1979

G. Sher


‘Reverse Discrimination, The Future, And The Past’, Ethics, 90, 81-87, 1979

G. Ezorsky

‘Hiring Women Faculty’, Phil Pub Affairs, 7,82-91, 1977

A. Minas

‘How Reverse Discrimination Compensates Women’, Ethics, 

R. Wasserstrorm
‘The University And The Case For Preferential Treatment’ Amer 

Phil Quart,   13,165-170, 1976

A. Wertheimer

‘Jobs, Qualifications, And Preferences’, Ethics, 94,99-112, 1983

S. M. Cahn, ed

Affirmative Action and the University
F. Kamm           

‘Equal Treatment and Equal Chances’ Philosophy and Public Affairs 1985

E. Paul et al.    
          
Equal Opportunity  esp. articles on reverse discrimination

L. Groarke

‘Affirmative Action As A Form Of Restitution’, J Bus Ethics, 9(3),

207-213, 1990

W. Cooney

‘Affirmative Action And The Doctrine Of Double Effect’, J Applied 

Phil, 6,201-204, 1989

B. Shaw


‘Affirmative Action: An Ethical Evaluation’, J Bus Ethics, 7, 763-770, 1988

J. Teichman

‘Reverse Discrimination’ In Law, Morality And Rights, M. A. 

Stewart, ed, 315- 322.

G. Sher


‘Justifying Reverse Discrimination In Employment’, Phil Pub Affairs, 

4,159-170, 1975

G. Ezorsky

‘It’s Mine’, Phil Pub Affairs, 3,321-330, 1974

J. Nickel

‘Classification By Race In Compensatory Programs’, Ethics, 84,146-

150, 1974

statistics and discrimination:
P. Beider

‘Sex Discrimination In Insurance’,  J Applied Phil, 4,65-75, 1987

Underwood

‘Law and the Crystal Ball’, Yale Law Journal 1979

A. Piper

‘Higher-Order Discrimination’ in Identity, Character, And Morality

The IQ controversy (a small sample; there’s another related controversy over sex differences):

N. Block & 

The IQ Controversy
G. Dworkin, eds


A. Montague

Race and IQ

R. Hernstein & 

The Bell Curve
C. Murray



N. Block & G. Dworkin
‘Heritability and IQ’, parts I, II, Phil. and Public Affairs 4, 40-99

J. Flynn


‘Massive IQ gains in 14 Nations: What IQ tests Really Measure’, 



Psychological Bulletin 1987, 101, 171-191

S. Scarr


Race, Social Class, and Individual Differences in IQ
Debates in the journal Analysis (very short articles, replies, rebuttals):

P. Woodruff

‘What’s Wrong With Discrimination?’, Analysis, 36,158-160, 1976

S. Kleinberg

‘Woodruff On Discrimination’, Analysis, 37,46-48, 1976

R. Simon

‘Statistical Justifications Of Discrimination’, Analysis, 38,37-42, 1978

P. Woodruff

‘Unfair To Groups: A Reply To Kleinberg’, Analysis, 38,62-64, 1978

J. Robertson

‘Woodruff On Reverse Discrimination’, Analysis, 39,54-57, 1979

S. Ketchum

‘Evidence, Statistics And Rights: A Reply To Simon’, Analysis, 39,




148-153,  1979

R. Simon

‘Rights, Groups And Discrimination: A Reply To Ketchum’ Analysis, 




40,109-112,   1980

P. Taylor

‘Reverse Descrimination And Compensatory Justice’, Analysis, 

33,177-182, 1973

M. Bayles

‘Reparations To Wronged Groups’, Analysis, 33,182-184, 1973

R. Shiner

‘Individuals, Groups And Inverse Discrimination’, Analysis, 33,185-

187, 1973

P.  Silvestri

‘The Justification of Inverse Discrimination’, Analysis, 34,31, 1973

J. Nickel

‘Should Reparations Be To Individuals Or To Groups?’, Analysis, 34,

 


154-160, 1974

(iii)  issues

· ‘Some ways of taking account of differences are discriminatory; some failures to take account of differences are also discriminatory.’ Are both these claims true? Explain why or why not.  (You may wish to consider differences between members of different sexes, different races,  and/or different cultures.)

· *How should we understand the claim that the best-qualified applicant for a job deserves to have it?

· *Can reverse discrimination be justified?  If so, is its justification backward looking, forward looking, or both?  What are its limits?

· *In determining who is best qualified for a job, is it ever right to take account of ‘qualifications’ based on third persons’ reactions to the applicants’ characteristics (e.g. height, beauty, personality)?

· What are the strongest arguments against reverse discrimination?  Do they succeed?

· What exactly is discrimination?  Can it be identified in a morally neutral way?

· *When is it discriminatory to base judgements about individuals on statistical information? 

· ‘Many social and economic systems lead to aggregate patterns of behavior that individuals do not intend, and may not even be aware of’. What is the significance of this claim for issues about discrimination?  (See Schelling)

Week 13.  Distributive Justice and Health


N. Daniels

Just Health Care (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press,





 1985).


R. Dworkin
“Justice in the Distribution of Health Care”, McGill Law Journal 38:4 (1993), 883-898.  Reprinted in The Ideal of Equality, eds. Matthew Clayton and Andrew Williams (London: Macmillan, 2000), 203-222.


R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue, ch. 8


R. Wilkinson

Unhealthy Societies:  the Afflictions of Inequality  (London:  Routledge, 1996)


J. Roemer

"Equality and Responsibility," Boston Review 20 (2), 3-7, 15-6, 1995.

D. Brock

“Justice and the ADA:  does prioritising and rationing health care 

discriminate against the disabled?”, Social Philosophy and Policy 

12, 1995.

J. Broome

Ethics out of Economics, ch. 13

Additional readings:

D.  Brock

“Priority to the worse off in health care resource prioritisation”, in 

Health Care and Social Justice, M. Battin, R. Rhodes & A. Silvers, 


eds, OUP NY 2001

D. Brock

“Health care resource prioritisation and disrimination against 

persons with Disabilities”, in Americans with Disabilities, L. 

Francis & A. Silvers, eds., NY Routledge 2000.

N. Daniels &


J. Sabin


“Limits to Health Care”, Philosophy and Public Affairs 26, 303-350, 1997


C. Murray

“Rethinking DALY’s”, in The Global Burden of Disease, Christopher J. L. 





Murray and Alan D. Lopez, eds (Cambridge:  Harvard University 





Press, for the World Health Organization and the World Bank), 1996, 





1-98.


C. Murry, J. Salomon, C. Mathers, A. Lopez, Summary Measures of Population Health 2003,





 WHO; also at:  www.who.int/smph

     K. Arrow
“Uncertainty and the Welfare Economics of Medical Care”, American Economic Review 53,  941-73, 1973


D. Brock

“Quality of Life Measures in Health Care and Medical Ethics”, in The





Quality of Life, Martha C. Nussbaum and Amartya Sen, editors (Oxford: 





 Clarendon Press), 94-132.


J. Roemer

"A Pragmatic Theory of Responsibility for the Egalitarian Planner," 





Philosophy and Public Affairs 22.


R. J. Waldemann
“Income Distribution and Infant Mortality”, Quarterly Journal of 





Economics 107, 1283-302, 1992.


M. Walzer

Spheres of Justice  (New York: Basic Books, 1983)


D. Braybrooke

Meeting Needs (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1987).


N. Daniels

articles on his website:  www.tufts.edu/~ndaniels/projects.html
    See also:  http://www.medadvocates.org/ethics/SocialJusticeHealthcare.html

Think also about how arguments made by Rawls, Sen, Dworkin, Cohen, Parfit, Frankfurt, and others, which we studied last term,  apply to this topic.

· Is health just one resource among others, for purposes of distributive justice, or does it make special demands of justice? (Compare education.)

· Compare and assess the treatment of disabilities by any three theories of distributive justice you have studied.  

· If someone autonomously chooses to smoke, is she entitled to subsidized health care if she develops lung cancer as a result?

· Is paternalistic legislation for healthy lifestyles justified in a state with subsidized healthcare?  Consider smoking, AIDS, or other examples.

· Is private healthcare unjust?  (Compare private education.)

· Are disabilities negative talents?

Week 14. Justice, Future Generations, and the Environment
(i)    core reading

J. Glover

‘Actual and Potential People’ in his book Causing Death and Saving Lives
D. Parfit

Reasons and Persons, ch. 16

E. Page


‘Intergenerational Justice and Climate Change’, Political Studies 1999 

(good intro to nonidentity and reciprocity problems, easier than Parfit)

B. Barry


‘Circumstances of Justice and Future Generations’, in Sikora & Barry, 

eds, Obligations to Future Generations
A. Dobson

Green Political Thought
R. Elliot (ed.)

Environmental Ethics (read the introduction and choose several 

essays that interest you)

G. A. Cohen

Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, pp. 1-12

(ii)   additional reading: future generations

‘Political Theory and the Environment’, various articles;  a special issue  of Environmental Politics 10:1,

 2001;  also published 2001 by Frank Cass, London.

M. Humphrey

Preservation vs. the People? Oxford UP, 2002

A. Light &

   D. Rothenberg, eds
Beneath the Surface:  Essays in the Philosophy of Deep Ecology, MIT 2000

A. Light & 

   A. de-Shalit, eds
Moral and Political Reasoning in Environmental Practice, MIT 2003

B. Barry


‘Justice Between Generations’ in Hacker & Raz, eds, Law, Morality and Society
J. Feinberg

‘Rights of Unborn Generations’ in his book Essays in Social Philosophy
J. Narveson

‘Utilitarianism and New Generations’, Mind 1967

J. Pasek
         

‘Obligations to Future Generations’, World Development 1992

A. de Shalit
         
‘Environmental Policies and Justice between Generations’, European



          
Journal of Political Research 21, 1992

P. Casal


‘Environmentalism, Procreation, and the Principle of Fairness’, Public 

Affairs Quarterly 13:4, 363-376, 1999.

Laslett & Fishkin
Justice Between Age Groups and Generations, Yale 1992

P. Casal


‘Is Multiculturalism bad for animals?’, J. Pol. Phil. 9:3, 2001

Sikora & B. Barry, eds
Obligations to Future Generations, articles by Bennett, Sikora

D. Parfit

‘Overpopulation and the Quality of Life’, in P. Singer, ed, Applied Ethics
A. de Shalit
        
Why Posterity Matters
R. Routley & 

‘Nuclear Energy and Obligations to the Future’, Inquiry 21, 1987

V. Routley



J. Rawls  

A Theory of Justice, pp. 280ff

B. Barry


‘Justice as Reciprocity’, and ‘Ethics of Resource Depletion’, in his 

book Democracy, Power and Justice
J. Bruce, H. Lee & 
Climate Change 1995:  Economic and Social Dimensions of Climate
E. Haites, eds   

Change pp. 80ff 

D. Heyd
        
‘Procreation and Value’, Philosophia 18, 1988

G. Kavka

‘The Paradox of Future Individuals’, Phil & Public Affairs  11, 1982

B. Barry


comment on Kavka, Phil. Studies vol. 31, 1977, pp. 317-325

D. Parfit

‘Future Generations: Further Problems’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1981

D. Parfit

comments in Ethics 1986, section on future generations

Sikora


in Canadian J.Phil. 9, 1979

Warren


in Canadian J.Phil. 1, 1977

J. Woodward

‘The Non-Identity Problem’, Ethics 96, 1985-86

J. Broome
          
Counting the Cost of Global Warming


L. Temkin

Inequality (New York:  Oxford University Press, 1993).

(iii)   additional reading:  the environment

A. Carter

A Radical Green Political Theory

D. Brown, ed

American Heat:  Ethical Problems with the US’s response to Global 

Warming, 2002 Roman Littlefield

P. Miller & 

   L. Westra, eds

Just Ecological Integrity 2002 Roman Littlefield
B. Williams

‘Must a concern for the environment be centred on human beings?, 

in his book Making Sense of Humanity, 233-240

A. Carter
 
‘Humean Nature’, in Environmental Values 1999

J. O’Neill

Ecology, Policy, and Politics: Human Well Being and the Natural World
R. Eckersley

Environmentalism and Political Theory: Toward an Ecocentric Approach
J. Passmore

Man’s Responsibility for Nature: Ecological Problems and Western Traditions
L. Gruen & 

Reflecting on Nature
D. Jamieson, eds


T. Chappell, ed

The Philosophy of the Environment
D. Cooper & 

Just Environments
J. Palmer, eds



M. Ridley

The Origins of Virtue, ‘Ecology as Religion’

N. Low & B. Gleeson
Justice, Society, and Nature
T. Hayward

Ecological Thought
R. Elliot, ed

Environmental Philosophy: A Collection of Readings
F. Ferre & P. Hartel
Ethics & Environmental Policy
B. Doherty & 

Democracy and Green Political Thought
M. de Geus



J. O’Neill

Ecology, Politics and Policy
M. Sagoff

The Economy of the Earth
D. Scherer, ed

Upstream/Downstream: Issues in Environmental Ethics
W. Beckerman

Small is Stupid: Blowing the Whistle on the Greens
J. Broome

Counting the Cost of Global Warming
Dasgupta & Maeler
The Environment and Emerging Development Issues
R. Hare


‘Moral Reasoning about the Environment’, J. App Phil. 1987, 4, 3-14

T. Sprigge

‘Are there intrinsic values in nature?’, J. App Phil. 1987, 4, pp. 21-28

H. Steiner

‘Markets and Law: The Case of Environmental Conservation’ in M. 

Moran & M. Wright, The Market and the State
H. Shue


‘Avoidable Necessity: Global Warming, International Fairness, and




Alternative Energy’, in NOMOS XXVII, Theory and Practice, eds




I. Shapiro & F. Decew

H. Shue


‘Envrionmental Change and the Varieties of Justice’, in F. Hampson 

& J. Reppy, eds, Earthly Goods
H. Shue


‘The Unavoidability of Justice’, in A. Hurrell & B. Kingsbury, eds,




 The International Politics of the Environment
G. A. Cohen

Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, ch. 5

Various


Environmental Politics—‘shallow green’ UK journal

Various


Environmental Values—‘shallow green’ UK journal (have a browse 

in these journals and find what interests you)

B. Bandman

‘Do Future Generations have the Right to Breathe Clean Air?’




Political Theory 1982, vol. 12, pp. 95-102
K. Shrader-Frechette
‘Practical Ecology and Foundations for Environmental Ethics’ 

Journal of Philosophy 1995, 92 (12), pp. 621-635

L. Gruen & 

Reflecting on Nature
D. Jamieson


L. Allison 

‘Politics, Welfare and Conservation’, Brit Journal of Political Science 1972

L. Allison 

Environmental Planning Chs. 7-9

O. O’Neill          

‘Transnational Justice’ in D. Held (ed) Political Theory Today
Various


J. Ec. Perspectives fall 1993 (on global climate change, the problem of 

the commons)

(iv)  issues:  future generations

· *Does justice place us under obligations to future persons?

· *Can a person be benefited or harmed by being brought into existence?

· Can our present acts be constrained by the rights of future people?  Even if our present acts make it the case that those people rather than others come into existence?

· *Can social contract theory make a useful contribution to our understanding of our obligations, if any, to future people?

· *Should our relations to future people be understood in terms of obligations, duties, rights, benefit and harm, or what?

· Can our acts harm people who do not yet exist at the time of our acts?  Can people who exist only after we are dead harm us?

· If justice applies only within generations, what counts as a generation?

· *If the theory of justice cannot explain our obligations to future generations, does that show that we have no such obligations, or that the theory of justice is wrong?

· How should the welfare of future generations be taken into account?

(v)  issues:  the environment
· *Is there an ‘ecologically grounded case for reduced tolerance of inequality’ (Cohen)?  

· *Is there any basis within liberalism for ecological principles?

· *Does justice demand protection of the environment?

· What light does game theory shed on problems of pollution?  (Consider the prisoner’s dilemma, the problem of the commons, public goods,  and/or negative externalities.)

· Do ecological limitations affect the arguments about an unconditional basic income?

· *What is the difference between ‘light green’ and ‘deep green’ views?

· Can non-persons be sources of value?

Week 15. Punishment
(i)    core reading

J. Rawls
             

‘Two Concepts of Rules’, Theories of Ethics, P. Foot, ed (back in the 

early days when Rawls was still sympathetic to Utilitarianism!)

OR:

H.L.A. Hart

‘Prolegomenon’ in his book Punishment and Responsibility
R. Nozick

Philosophical Explanations, part IV (a recent retributivist view)

OR:

M. Moore 

‘The Moral Worth of Retribution’, in F. Schoeman, ed, Responsibility, 

Character, and the Emotions 
J. Hampton

‘The Moral Education Theory of Punishment’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1984

J. Andenaes        
Punishment and Deterrence, Chs 2, 4 

(ii)   additional reading

J. Braithwaite &

  P. Pettit

Not Just Deserts: A Republican Theory of Criminal Justice 1990 

Clarendon Oxford

A. Duff


A Reader on Punishment
P. Griffiths, ed

Philosophy and Practice
A. Ashworth
  
‘Criminal Justice and Deserved Sentences’, 1989 Crim. Law Rev. 340

D. J. Galligan
  
‘The Return to Retribution in Penal Theory’, in C. Tapper, ed, Crime, 

Proof, and Punishment
McCloskey       

‘Utilitarian and Retributive Punishment’, in J.Phil. 1967

I. Primorak

‘Punishment as Language’, Philosophy 64 (1989), 187-205

E. Wolgast

‘Intolerable Wrong and Punishment’, Philosophy 60 (1985) 161-174

T. Honderich      
Punishment: The Supposed Justifications
T. Honderich

‘Punishment, the New Retributivism, and Political Philosophy’, in

I. Griffiths, ed, Philosophy and Practice
J. Feinberg
 
‘The Expressive Function of Punishment’, in his Doing and Deserving
Mabbott

‘Punishment’, Mind, 1939

S. Benn

 
‘An Approach to the Problems of Punishment’, Philosophy 1958

McCloskey
 
‘Utilitarian and Retributive Punishment’, J.Phil. 1967

I. Kant               

‘The Penal Law and the Law of Pardon’, in his The Metaphysics of 

Morals, part I, section II.E

J. Bentham        

The Principles of Morals and Legislation, ch. 13‑17

Hodgson            

The Consequences of Utilitarianism
M. Foucault       

Discipline and Punish
D. Lyons            

Ethics and the Rule of Law
H. Acton ed.      

The Philosophy of Punishment
J. Glover           

Causing Death and Saving Lives
N. Lacey           

State Punishment
A. Duff &         

A Reader on Punishment
D. Garland (eds.)


R. Plant               
Modern Political Thought ch. 8

B. Hudson          
Understanding Justice especially chs 2-4

D. Regan

‘Hodgson, Expectations, and Act‑Utilitarian Punishment’, in his 

Utilitarianism and Cooperation
W. Cragg

The Practice of Punishment
K. Armstrong

‘The Retributivist Hits Back’, in Action, ed., The Philosophy of Punishment

I. Primorak

‘Punishment as Language’, Philosophy 64 (1989), 187-205

E. Wolgast

‘Intolerable Wrong and Punishment’, Philosophy 60 (1985), 161-174

some empirical work on punishment:
J. Andeneas

see Core readings

D. E. Lewis

‘The General Deterrent Effects of Longer Sentences’ 1986, 26 Br. J. of 




Criminology 47

N. Walker

‘The Efficacy and Morality of Deterrents’ 1979 Crim. Law Rev. 129

Bottomley & Pease
Crime and Punishment:  Interpreting the Data
S. Farrall

Rethinking what works with offenders, Willan
On responsibility:

H.L.A. Hart

‘The Ascription of Responsibility and Rights’, Proceedings of the 

Aristotelian Society 1948‑49

C. Taylor

‘Responsibility for Self’, in Watson, ed., Free Will

C. Taylor

‘What is Human Agency?’, in his book Human Agency and Language
H. L. A. Hart

Punishment and Responsibility, essays II, IV

J. Mackie

‘The Grounds of Responsibility’, Law, Morality and Society, Hacker and

Raz, eds.

H. Fingarette

‘Insanity and Responsibility’, Inquiry 1972

Zaw


‘Irresistible Impulse and Moral Responsibility’ in Human Values,




Royal Institute of Philosophy, vol. II, 1976‑77, Vesey, ed

A. Kenny

Freewill and Responsibility
H. Eysenck

Crime and Personality
B. Wootton

‘Diminished Responsibility:  A Layman’s View’, 76 Law Review 

Quarterly 224‑239 (April 1960)

U.S. v. Brawner

471 f 2d 969 (1972), esp. Bazelon’s separate opinion

On capital punishment:

Hood, R (2002), The Death Penalty:  A Worldwide Perspective OUP 

M. Martinez, W. Richardson, & D. Brandon-Hornsby, eds, The Leviathan’s Choice, 2002,

Roman Littlefield

S. Nathanson, An Eye for an Eye?  2001, Roman Littlefield

Amnestry International Website:  

http://web/amnesty.org/pages/deathpenalty_index_eng?openview
Burgh, R (1982), ‘Do the Guilty Deserve Punishment?’ J. Phil. 79(4) 193-210

Conway, D (1974), ’Capital Punishment and Deterrence’, Philos. & Public Affairs 3(4):431-443

Death Penalty Information Centre:  http://ww.deathpenaltyinfo.org
Eddlem, T (2002), ‘Ten Anti-Death Penalty Fallacies’, New American 18(11);


www.thenewamerican.com/tna/2002/06-03-2002/vo18no11_fallacies.htm

Gerstein, R (1974), Capital Punishment:  Cruel and Unusual?  A Retributivist Response’. Ethics 85 (1), 214-223.

Goldberg, S. (1974), ‘On Capital Punishment’, Ethics 85(1), 67-74

See also:

www.dpa.state/ky.us/library/advocate/jan00/dppotter.html
www.thenewamerican.com/focus/cap_punishment/vo10no07_dilemma.htm
www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/angel/procon/haagarticle.html
etc.

(iii)  issues

· What is punishment? Can it be justified?

· *What is the role of empirical evidence in theories of punishment?

· Do criminals have a right to be punished, as Hegel claimed?

· *‘Utilitarian justifications of punishment demean; retributivist justifications dignify.’  Discuss.

· *Does the moral education theory of punishment constitute a distinct alternative to traditional theories, i.e. deterrent, retributive, rehabilitative? 

· *If we are justified in imprisoning a man on the basis of a high probability that he is guilty of a crime, why should we not detain a man if we know him to be very likely to commit a serious crime?

· Can a person deserve to die?

· *What arguments are there for or against imprisonment as a form of punishment?

· In his book The Consequences of Utilitarianism, Hodgson makes the following criticism of utilitarian theories of punishment:

Potential offenders would not have a rational belief that they might be punished if they committed a crime and were caught, unless they believed that their punishment might (at least in the belief of the judges) have best consequences.  As the judges would know, such punishment could not have best consequences unless it deterred either the person punished or some other potential offenders from committing further crimes.  To have best consequences, it must have the effect of causing some potential offender (perhaps the person punished himself) rationally to believe that he might be punished similarly if he committed a (further) crime and was caught.  But no potential offender would have such a rational belief, unless he believed that his punishment might (at least in the belief of the judges) have best consequences . . . .  And so on ad infinitum. As the judges would know, potential offenders would at all times know that the judges knew that punishment in particular cases would never be justified by its utility unless it caused some potential offenders to believe that the judges believed that punishment in future cases would be justified by its utility.  The judges would therefore never have a rational ground for believing that punishment in particular cases would be justified by its utility, or that it would deter potential offenders.

Is this criticism conclusive? (See Regan, Utilitarianism and Cooperation)

· Both Bentham and Holmes tried to justify certain principles of distribution of punishment on utilitarian grounds.  Hart claims that both of their arguments are non sequiturs.  Can this be right?  (See Hart, Punishment and Responsibility, pp. 19, 224.)

· What good effects of punishment might consequentialists use to justify the practice?

· How can retributivists distinguish between retribution and revenge?

· *Could it ever be right to punish an innocent person?

· *Is Hart’s suggestion of a hybrid theory of punishment, combining elements of utilitarian and retributivist thought, a coherent one?

· *‘Empirical research on punishment confronts insoluble methodological problems’. Discuss.

· Why do we punish bad parkers, but not liars or smokers?
Week 16. Reading Week – no lecture or seminars

Week 17. Leftist Libertarianism and Basic Income
(i)    core reading

P. van Parijs     
 
‘Why Surfers Should be Fed’ Philosophy and Public Affairs (1991)

B. Barry               
‘Real Freedom and Basic Income’, Journal of Political Philosophy 4:3 (1996)

S. White             

‘Liberal Equality, Exploitation, and the Case for an Unconditional 

Basic Income’, Political Studies (1997), also reply by van Parijs in 

same issue

J. Elster
    

Solomonic Judgements, pp. 215ff

(ii)   additional reading

R. van der Veen
    
‘Real Freedom versus Reciprocity: Competing views on the Justice of 



     
Unconditional Basic Income’, Political  Studies 46:1 (1998), 140-163.

P. van Parijs         
Real Freedom for All, especially chs 1, 2, 5

P. van Parijs (ed)  
Arguing for Basic Income, chs by Steiner, Carling, Baker, Barry, van Parijs

P. van Parijs        
‘Basic Income Capitalism’, Ethics (1992)

P. van Parijs
     
‘In Defense of Abundance’, Canadian J. Phil, Supplement Vol. 15, 

1989, 467-495

R. van der Veen

‘A Capitalist Road to Communism’, Theory and Society 1986, 15,

& P. van Parijs

 635-655, and replies, 723-757

R. van der Veen 
Basic Income on the Agenda (on order – a useful collection including

& L. Groot (eds.)
 essays on the real politics of UBI in many European states)

H. Steiner             
An Essay on Rights ch. 7-8

J. Elster
   

Comment on van der Veen and van Parijs, Theory and Society 1986,




15, 709-722

Symposium           
Political Studies (1996)

Symposium           
Utilitas (1997)

G. A. Cohen
    
Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, ch. 5

M. Otsuka

‘Self-Ownership and Equality: A Lockean Reconciliation’, 

Philosophy and Public Affairs 27, 1998, 65-92

R. Arneson           
‘Is Socialism Dead?’ Ethics (1992)

E. Torisky, Jr.       
‘Van Parijs, Rawls, and Unconditional Basic Income’ Analysis (1993)
B. Barry


Justice as Impartiality on justice as mutual advantage

P.Vallentyne

    & H.Steiner (eds.)
Left-Libertarianism & Its Critics,  Palgrave 2000
S.White


The Civic Minimum, OUP 2003
Also see the Basic Income European Network (BIEN) website:

http://www.etes.ucl.ac.be/BIEN/bien.html

(iii)  issues

· What is an unconditional basic income (UBI)?

· What is the difference between a pragmatic and a principled argument for a policy? Which kind of argument best supports an UBI?

· *Should there be an UBI?

· Does Van Parijs succeed in showing that the level of an UBI could be sufficient to cover basic needs?

· *Would non-contributing recipients of an UBI be exploiting those who did contribute?

· *Is justice based on reciprocity?

· How does Steiner’s ‘left-libertarianism’ differ from Nozick’s libertarianism?

· *Is the work ethic unjustifiably perfectionist?

Week 18. Freedom of Speech Theory
(i)    core reading

T. Scanlon

‘A Theory of Freedom of Expression’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1972, 1, 

204, also in R. Dworkin (ed.), Philosophy of Law

T. Scanlon

‘Freedom of Expression and Categories of Expression’, 1979, 




40 U. Pitts. Law Rev. 519  (SRC box only)—he revised his view

O. Fiss


The Irony of Free Speech, ch. 1, 3

S. Brison

‘The Autonomy Defense of Free Speech’, Ethics, 1998

A. Haworth

Free Speech, part I (good if you’re interested in Mill on this; more below)

E. Barendt

Freedom of Speech, ch. 1, 2 (for summaries of various approaches)

OR:

K. Greenawalt

Speech, Crime, and the Uses of Language, ch. 1 (also ch 2 on speech 

vs. other action)

OR:

F. Schauer

Free Speech, part I

(ii)   additional reading

B. Williams

Obscenity and Film Censorship, ch. 5, 6

J. Cohen

‘Freedom of Expression’ Phil Pub Affairs, 22(3), 207-263, 1993

   A. Meiklejohn

Free Speech and its Relation to Self-Government.  1948 New York:  Harper.

O. Fiss


‘Why the State?’, 100 Harvard Law Rev. 781, 1987

R. Dworkin

Sovereign Virtue, ch. 10, “Free Speech, Politics, and the Dimensions of 

Democracy”

T. Eastland, ed

Freedom of Expression in the Supreme Court:  The Defining Cases 
(2000) Roman Littlefield

    O. Fiss


(1991), “State Activism and State Censorship”, 100 Yale Law Journal 2087-

2106.

O. Fiss


‘Free Speech and Social Structure’, in Equality of Opportunity, ed. N. Bowie

S. Brison

“Speech, Harm, and the Mind-Body Problem in First Amendment 

Jurisprudence”,  Legal Theory 4, 39-61, 1998.

K. Greenawalt

“Free Speech Justifications”, Columbia Law Review 1989, 119-155

J. Weinstein

Hate Speech, Pornography, and the Radical Attack on Free Speech Doctrine,

 ch. 7-8

F. Schauer

“Must speech be special?”, Northwestern University Law Review 1984, 

1284-1306

L. Alexander

& P. Horton

“The Impossibility of a Free Speech Principle” (critical discussion of 

Schauer’s theory), Northwestern University Law Review 1984, 1319-1357

S. Fish


There’s No Such Thing as Free Speech, and It’s a Good Thing Too

L. Alexander

“Low Value Speech”, Northwestern University Law Review 1989, 547-554

J. Raz


‘Free Expression and Personal Identification’, in his book Ethics in 

the Public Domain
C. Sunstein

‘Preferences and Politics’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1991, vol. 20, 3-34; 

also in Goodin and Pettit, Anthology
M. Bullinger

‘Freedom of Expression and Information:  An Essential Element of 




Democracy’,  1985, 6 Human Rights Law J. 339

G. Rutherglen

‘Theories of Free Speech’ 1987, 7 Oxf. J. Legal Stud. 115

J. H. Ely

Democracy and Distrust
D. Richards 

‘Toleration and Free Speech’ Phil & Pub. Affairs 17,323-336, 1988 

(review of books by Schauer and Bollinger)

D. Weissman

‘Free Speech’ Metaphilosophy, 27(4), 339-355, 1996

F. Schauer

‘The Phenomenology Of Speech And Harm’ Ethics, 103(4), 635-653, 1993

C. Cohen

‘Free Speech And Political Extremism: How Nasty Are We Free To 

Be?’ Law Phil, 7, 263-279, 1988

A. Altman

‘Liberalism And Campus Hate Speech: A Philosophical Examination’ 

Ethics, 103 (2), 302-317, 1993

J. Grcic


‘Freedom Of Speech And Access To Mass Media’  Int J Applied Phil, 

4, 51-58, 1988

J. Lichtenberg

‘Foundations And Limits Of Freedom Of The Press’ Phil Pub Affairs,




16, 329-355, 1987

D. Brink

“Millian Principles, Freedom of Expression, and Hate Speech”, Legal 

Theory 7, 119-157, 2001

some historical background:

J. S. Mill

On Liberty
M Glass

‘Anti-racism and unlimited freedom of speech: an untenable 

dualism’, Canadian J. Phil. 8,559-575,  1978

M. Davis

‘Kant’s Fourth Defense Of Freedom Of Expression’ S J Phil, 21,13-30, 1983

J. Gray


Mill on Liberty: A Defense
A. Haworth

Free Speech
(iii)  issues

· Why protect freedom of speech?

· *‘Some speech makes it impossible for others to participate in the discussion as equals’.  What is the significance of this claim, if true, for the role of the state in relation to freedom of speech in a democracy?

· *Is freedom of speech essential to democracy?

· Is freedom of speech an end in itself or a means to other ends, or both?

· *Is there an unrestricted right to freedom of speech?

· Why should speech be a specially protected activity?

· How do the reasons for protecting free speech affect our understanding of what counts as ‘speech’? 

· Do arguments for restrictions on what can be said presuppose the falsity of the opinions in question?  If so, does that weaken them?

· Is Mill right that political views, even if true, must continually be tested?

Week 19.  Media Violence and Freedom of Speech

core readings:

L. Berkowitz

Aggression, part 3

R. Geen


Human Aggression, ch. 4

Ashcroft v. Free Speech Coalition (2002): 122 S. Ct. 1389 (2002), and at: 

http://laws.findlaw/com/us/000/00-795.html, 

R. Huesmann

“The Role of Social Information Processing and Cognitive Schema in 

the Acquisition and Maintenance of Habitual Aggressive B ehavior”, 

in Geen & Donnerstein, eds, Human Aggression, 73-109

Bernard Williams, ed.
Obscenity and Film Censorship, ch. 5, 6

S. Smith &

‘Harmful Effects of Exposure to Media Violence’, ch. 7

E. Donnerstein 

of Human Aggression, eds R. Geen and E. Donnerstein

At least one of these:

J. Johnson et al

“The effects of media violence on society”, Science 295, 2468, 2002.

      H. Paik &

‘The effects of television violence on anti-social behavior: a meta-

G. Comstock

analysis’, Communication Research 1994, 21(4) 516-46

At least one of thess:

T. Chartrand

   & J. Bargh

“The Chameleon Effect”, J. Personality and Social Psychology 76:6, 

893-910, 1999

J. Bargh &

    T. Chartrand

“The Unbearable Automaticity of Being”, American Psychologist, July 

1999, 462-479

violence and the media:

J. Renfrew 

Aggression and its Causes, ch. 9 

 B. Bushman

& C. Anderson

“Media violence and the American public:  scientific facts vs. media




misinformation”, American Psychologist 2001, 477-489, or 

www.psychology.iastate.edu/faculty/caa/abstracts/2000-
2004/01BAA.a

B. Gunter & 

Children and the Faces of Television, 2nd ed, ch. 7 (part II)

D. Howitt

Crime, the Media, and the Law
J.T. Hamilton

Channelling Violence (an economic perspective:  interesting economic 

analysis of violent entertainment as a kind of externality)

   Huesmann, L. R. & Taylor, L. D. (in press).  The case against the case against media violence.  In D. 

Gentile (Ed.) Media Violence and Children.  Westport, CT:  Greenwood Press.

R. Huesmann

J. Social Issues 1986, 42(3) 125-40

A. Bandura, D. Ross & 
‘Imitation...’, J. of Personality & Social Psychology 1963, 66, 3-11

S. A. Ross



   Philo, Greg (1999), Message Received.  Harlow:  Longman.

pornography and free speech: (readings in this section are also relevant to the theoretical arguments of week 18)

R. Langton

“Whose Right?  Ronald Dworkin, Women, and Pornographers”, Phil. 

& Public Affairs 19:4, 1990, 311-359.

A. Dworkin

Pornography
C. MacKinnon

Only Words
C. MacKinnon

‘Pornography Left and Right’, in Nussbaum & Estlund, eds, Sex, 

Preference, and Family 
R. Dworkin

‘Is there a right to pornography?’, 1981, 1 Oxf. J. Legal Stud. 177

D. Jacobson

‘Freedom Of Speech Acts?’  Phil Pub Affairs, 24(1), 64-79, 1995

E. Barendt

Freedom of Speech, ch. 9

F. Schauer

Free Speech, ch. 12

B. Williams

Obscenity and Film Censorship, ch. 5, 6

relevant background work on imitation, social learning theory, cultural transmission:

www. Imitationconference.org—see abstracts of talks and posters

L. Dugatkin

The Imitation Factor, New York: Free Press 2000

K. Dautenhahn &

   C. Nehaniv

Imitation in Animals and Artifacts MIT 2002


A. Meltzoff &

W. Prinz, eds

The Imitative Mind (MIT 2002)

S. Blackmore

The Meme Machine
R. Dawkins

The Selfish Gene, final chapter

M. Tomasello

The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition
A. Bandura

Social Learning Theory
A. Meltzoff &

‘Imitation of Facial and Manual Gestures by Human Neonates’ 1977,

M. Moore

 Science 198, 75-78

A. Heyes & 

Social Learning in Animals:  The Roots of Culture
C. B. Galef, eds



R. Byrne

The Thinking Ape:  Evolutionary Origins of Intelligence, part II

R. Boyd & 

Culture and the Evolutionary Process, ch. 1, 3, 9  (Hard but v.

P. Richerson

 interesting; in SRC)

R. Boyd &

‘Cultural Transmission and the Evolution of Cooperative Behavior’

P. Richerson 

 1982, Human Ecol. 10, 325-351

C. Lumsden & 

Genes, Minds & Culture
E. O. Wilson



D. Dennett

Darwin’s Dangerous Idea, part III

W. Durham

Coevolution:  Genes, Culture, and Human Diversity, ch. 1, 8

Additional reading:

Anderson, C. and Bushman, B. (2001), Effects of Violent Video Games on Aggressive Behavior, 

Aggressive Cognition, Aggressive Affectc, Physiological Arousal, and Prosocial Behavior:  A Meta-Analytic Review of the Scientific Literature”, Psychological Science 12(5), 353-359.  www.psychology.iastate.edu/faculty/caa/abstracts/2000-2004/01AB.html

Anderson, C. and Bushman, B. (2002), “The Effects of Media Violence on Society”, Science 295,


2377-2378.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1986), Social Foundations of Thought and Action:  A Social Cognitive Theory.  Englewood 

Cliffs, NJ:  Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A., Ross, D., and Ross, S. A. (1963), “Imitation of film-mediated aggressive models”, Journal




 of Abnormal and Social Psychology 66, 3-11.

Bargh, J. (1999), “The most powerful manipulative messages are hiding in plain sight”, The Chronical of 

Higher Education (January 29), B6.

Bargh, J. (forthcoming), “Bypassing the Will:  Towards Demystifying the Nonconscious Control of

 Social Behavior”, in R. Hassin, J. Uleman, and J. Bargh, eds., The New Unconscious.  New York:  Oxford University Press.

Bargh, J., Chen, M., and Burrows, L. (1996), “Automaticity of Social Behavior:  Direct Effects of Trait

 Construct and Stereotype Activation on Action”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 71:2, 230-244.

Bushman, B., and Huesmann, L. R. (2001), ‘Effects of television violence on aggression’.  In D. Singer 

and J. Singer, eds., Handbook of Children and the Media.  Thousand Oaks; Sage.

Carver, C., Ganellen, R., Froming, W., Chambers, W. (1983), ‘Modelling:  an analysis in terms of 

category accessibility’, Journal of Experimental  Social Psychology 19, 403-421.


Chartrand, T., & Bargh, J. (1996). Automatic activation of impression formation and memorization 


goals: Nonconscious goal priming reproduces effects of explicit task instructions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 464-478.

Chartrand, T., and Bargh, J. (2002), “Nonconscious Motivations:  Their Activation, Operation, and 

Consequences”, in A. Tesser, D.A. Stapel, and J. V. Wood, eds, Self and Motivation:  Emerging Psychological Perspectives.  Washington D.C.:  American Psychological Associatiion, 13-41.


Chen, M., & Bargh, J. (1997). Nonconscious behavioral confirmation processes: The self-fulfilling 


nature of automatically-activated stereotypes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 33, 541-560.

Comstock, G. (1991), Television and the American Child (San Diego:  Academic Press).
Comstock, G., and Scharrer, E (forthcoming), “The contribution of meta-analysis to the controversy 

over television violence and aggression”, in Gentile, D.A., Media Violence and Children.  Westport, CT:  Greenwood Press.

Dijksterhuis, A., & Bargh, J. (2001). “The perception-behavior Expressway: Automatic effects of social 

perception on social behavior.” Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 33, 1-40.


Dijksterhuis, A., & van Knippenberg, A. (1998). The relation between perception and behavior or how


              to win a game of Trivial Pursuit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 865-877.

Eron, L. D., Huesmann, L. R., Lefkowitz, M. M., & Walder, L. O. (1972), “Does TV Violence Cause

Aggression?”, American Psychologist 27, 153-263.
Fadiga, L., Fogassi, L., Pavesi, G., & Rizzolatti, G. (1995). Motor facilitation during action observation: 

A magnetic stimulation study. Journal of Neurophysiology, 73, 2608-2611.

J.L. Freedman

‘Effect...’, Psychological Bulletin 1984, 96, pp.227-46;

Geen, R.,  & Donnerstein, E., eds. (1998), Human Aggression.  San Diego:  Academic Press.

Geen, R., and Thomas, S. L. (1986), “The Immediate Effects of Media Violence on Behavior”, Journal of 

Social Issues 42(3).

Gordon, R. (1995), “Sympathy, Simulation, and the Impartial Spectator”, Ethics 105, 727-742.

Greenawalt, K. (1989a), “Free Speech Justifications”, Columbia Law Review 1989, 119-155.

Greenawalt, K. (1989b), Speech, Crime, and the Uses of Language (New York:  Oxford University Press).

Heyes, C. (2001), “Causes and Consequences of Imitation”, Trends in Cognitive Sciences 5(6), 227-280.

Heyes, C. and Galef, C. B.,  eds. (1996), Social Learning in Animals:  The Roots of Culture. 

Hobson, R. P., and Lee, A. (1999), “Imitation and Identification in Autism”, Journal of Child Psychology 



and Psychiatry 40(4), 649-659.

Huesmann, L. R. (1998), “The Role of Social Information Processing and Cognitive Schema in the 

Acquisition and Maintenance of Habitual Aggressive Behavior”, in R. Geen & E. Donnerstein, eds., Human Aggression, 73-109

Huesmann, L. R. &  Miller, L. (1994).  Long term effects of repeated exposure to media violence in 

childhood.  In Huesmann (Ed.), Aggressive Behavior:  Current Perspectives  (pp. 153-186). New York: Plenum Press.

Huesmann, R. and Malamuth, N. (1986), “Media Violence and Anti-Social Behavior:  An Overview“, 

Journal of Social Issues 42(3) 125-40.

Huesmann, L. R., Moise, J., Podolski, C. P., & Eron, L. D. (forthcoming 2003), “Longitudinal relations 

between children's exposure to television violence and their aggressive and violent behavior in young adulthood: 1977-1992”, Developmental Psychology.
Hurley, S., and Chater, N., eds. (forthcoming 2004), Perspectives on Imitation: From Cognitive 


Neuroscience to Social Science, vols. 1 and 2. Cambridge, MIT Press.

Iacoboni, M., Woods, R., Brass, M., Bekkering, H., Mazziotta, J., Rizzolatti, G. (1999), “Cortical 


Mechanisms of Human Imitation”, Science 286, 2526-2528.

Lhermitte, F. (1986)  “Human Autonomy and the Frontal Lobes, Part II”, Annals of Neurology 19(4), 

335-343.

Lhermitte, F., Pillon, B., Serdaru, M.  (1986), “Human Autonomy and the Frontal Lobes, Part I”, Annals 

of Neurology 19(4), 326-34.

Meltzoff, A. (1996). The human infant as imitative generalist:  A 20-year progress report on infant 

imitation with implications for comparative psychology. In B. Galef & C. Heyes (Eds.), Social Learning in animals:  The roots of culture (pp. 347-370). New York: Academic Press.


Meltzoff, A. and Decety, J. (2003), “What imitation tells us about social cognition:  a rapprochement 


between developmental psychology and cognitive neuroscience”, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B, 358: 491-500.

Meltzoff, A., & Gopnik, A. (1993). The role of imitation in understanding persons and developing a

theory of mind. In S. Baron-Cohen, H. Tager-Flusberg, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Understanding Other Minds, Perspectives from Autism (pp. 335-66). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Meltzoff, A. and Moore, M. (1999), “Persons and representation:  why infant imitation is important for 

theories of human development”, in J. Nadel and G. Butterworth, eds., Imitation in Infancy, 9-35.  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Meltzoff, A.N., & Prinz, W.,  eds. (2001). The imitative mind: Development, evolution, and brain bases. 

Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
Pascual-Leone, A. (2001), “The brain that plays music and is changed by It”, Annals of the New York 

Academy of Sciences, 930, 315-29.

Rizzolatti, G., Fogassi, L, and Gallese, V. (2001), “Neurophysiological Mechanisms underlying the 

Understanding and Imitation of Action”, Nature Reviews:  Neuroscience 2, 661-670.

Rosenthal, R. (1986), “Media Violence, Antisocial Behavior, and the Social Consequences of Small 

Effects”.  Journal of Social Issues 42(3), 141-154.

Royaumont Conference:  Perspectives on Imitation (2002), website:  www.imitationconference.org

Tomasello, M., and Call, J. (1997), Primate Cognition.  New York:  Oxford University Press.

Whiten, A. and Brown, J. (1999), “Imitation and the reading of other minds”, in S. Braken, ed., 

Intersubjection Communication and Emotion in Early Ontogeny, 260-280.  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

Williams, J., Whiten, A., Suddendorf, T., Perrett, D. (2001), “Imitation, Mirror Neurons, and Autism”, 

Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 25, 287-295.

Wilson, Timothy D., and Brekke, Nancy  (1994), “Mental Contamination and the Mental Correction:  

Unwanted Influences son Judgements and Evaluations”, Psychological Bulletin 116 (July), 

117-142.

issues:

· If it could be shown that adults as well as children have a general, innate tendency to imitate behavior they observe, even when it is not rational or in their own interests to do so, would that justify censorship of violent entertainment?

· Is pornography speech or action? Why does it matter?

· Is there a right to pornography?

· “Manipulation of media content by a profit-driven industry with more power than many governments is just as dangerous as government censorship.”  Discuss.

· Does it matter for purposes of freedom of speech if the influences of violent entertainment on behavior are unconscious and automatic?

Week 20. Democracy
(i)    core reading

J. Wolff
   

Introduction to Political Philosophy, ch. 3

C. B. Macpherson
The Life and Times of Liberal Democracy, ch. III

A. Birch
         
The Concepts and Theories of Modern Democracy, Ch. 3

J. S. Mill


Considerations on Representative Government, ch. 2, 3

R. Dahl


Preface to Democratic Theory, ch. 1-3, OR Dilemmas of Pluralist 

Democracy, ch. 3, 5

K. Arrow

‘Values and Collective Decision-making’, in E. S Phelps, ed., Economic

Justice  (also in Laslett & Runciman, eds., Politics, Philosophy and 

Society, 3rd series)

I. Shapiro

Democratic Justice 1999 Yale, ch. 1-2
(ii)   additional reading

I. Shapiro &

   C. Hacker-Cordon
eds, Democracy’s Edges
I. Shapiro &

   C. Hacker-Cordon
eds, Democracy’s Value
R. Harrison

Democracy
A. Phillips

Engendering Democracy
J. May


‘Defining Democracy’, Pol Stud. 1978

J. Cohen

‘Democratic Equality’, Ethics 1989, 99, 727-51

W. Nelson               
Justifying Democracy Introduction, Chs 2-6 especially

J. Buchanan & 

The Calculus of Consent:  Logical Foundations of  Constitutional
G. Tullock

Democracy
J. Lively

Democracy, ch. 2, 3, esp. 4  OR article in Laslett & Runciman, eds., 

Politics, Philosophy and Society, 3rd series

D. Held                    
‘Democracy, the Nation-State and the Global System’ in D. Held 

(ed.) Political Theory Today
D. Held             
        
Models of Democracy
A. Birch                    
Representation, esp. ch. 4, 5, 6

C. B. Macpherson      
Democratic Theory, esp. ch. 1-3

C. B. Macpherson      
The Real World of Democracy
J. Pennock                 
Democratic Political Theory
D. Held (ed.)              
Special issue of Political Studies 1992

R. Wollheim

‘Theories of Democracy’, in British Analytical Philosophy, Williams and 

Montefiore, eds

R. Wollheim

‘Paradox in the Theory of Democracy’, in Lazlett and Runcimann, eds,




Politics, Philosophy & Society, 2nd series

B. Barry                     
Political Argument, p. 293ff (on Wollheim’s paradox)

R. Wolff                      
In Defence of Anarchism
Harrison

Democracy
Holden


Understanding Liberal Democracy
Raphael


Problems of Political Philosophy, ch. 6

Pennock 

Liberal Democracy, essays by Whelan, Beitz, Dahl, Braybrooke

& Chapman, eds



Benn & Peters

Social Principles & the Democratic State, ch. 15

Duncan & Lukes
Pol. Stud. 1963

Plamenatz & Sartori
Pol. Stud. 1957-8

B. Crick


In Defense of Politics, ch. 3

Bickel


The Least Dangerous Branch, ch. 1

B. Minteer &

   B. P. Taylor, eds
Democracy and the Claims of Nature 2002 Roman Littlefield
elitist theory vs. participatory theory:
A. Downs                 
An Economic Theory of Democracy
J. Schumpeter

Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, pp. 250‑283, and in Quinton, ed,




Political Philosophy
Dahl & Walker

‘Elitist Theories of Democracy’, Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 1966

Bachrach

The Theory of Democratic Elitism, ch. 1, 2

C. Pateman,              
Participation and Democratic Theory, ch. 1, 2

J. Lucas                   
Democracy and Participation
J. Femia


‘Elites, Participation, and the Democratic Creed’, Pol Stud. 1979

On Arrow’s Theorem and Social Choice Theory:

K. Arrow                 
Social Choice and Individual Values, 2nd ed

Little

          
in Phelps, ed, Economic Justice, and in J.Pol.Ec. 1952

A. Sen                     
Collective Choice and Social Welfare, ch. 1, 2, 3, 10 (unstarred chs. only)

A. Sen                     
Choice, Welfare & Measurement, ch. 15

W. Riker                 
Liberalism Against Populism, ch. 1, 10

Luce and Raiffa      
Games and Decisions, ch. 14

Miller


‘Pluralism and Social Choice’, Am. Pol. Science Rev. 1983

W. Riker

Liberalism Against Populism, ch. 1, 10

D. Mueller                
Public Choice Ch. 6

(iii)  issues

· *‘If you are a democrat and believe that A ought to be done, but the majority belief is that an incompatible action, B, ought to be done, then you are committed to the view that A both ought and ought not to be done.’ Discuss. (see esp. Wollheim, Barry’s response)

· Has the classical theory of democracy been discredited? (see esp. Mill, Schumpeter, Dahl)

· Can democracy be justified?  If so, how?

· How might Mill comment on or criticize the assumptions that give rise to Arrow’s impossibility result?

· *What is the effect of social choice theory on the theory of democracy? (see esp. Arrow, Sen, Miller, Riker, Braybrooke)

· ‘For a democratic politic to exist, it is necessary for a participatory society to exist.’  Discuss.  (See esp. Pateman, Macpherson, Life & Times, ch. 5)

· *Is democracy either intrinsically or instrumentally better than other forms of government?

· *‘Democracy is just the tyranny of the majority.’  Discuss.

· *Is it more democratic to secure majority rights or to decide by majority votes?

· Does a consumer society erode the conditions necessary for democracy?

· Is democracy an end in itself or a means to other ends?

· What kind of elites, if any, are compatible with democracy?

· *What is at stake in the argument between ‘liberal’ and ‘radical’ theorists about the nature of democracy?

· What advantages have political theorists seen in high levels of political participation?

· Is some form of democratic rule a necessary condition of state legitimacy?

· *For a state to be democratic, must it be egalitarian?

On civil disobedience:

R. Dworkin

A Matter of Principle, Ch. 4

J. Habermas

‘Civil Disobedience: Litmus Test for the Democratic Constitutional 

State’, Berkeley Journal of Sociology 30, 1985

Martin Luther King
‘Letter from Birmingham City Jail’, in H. A. Bedau (ed.), Civil 

Disobedience in Focus
J. Rawls


A Theory of Justice sections 55, 57, 59

H. A. Bedau (ed.)
Civil Disobedience: Theory and Practice 1969

H. A. Bedau (ed.)
Civil Disobedience in Focus 1991

(These two collections contain key statements of civil disobedience by practitioners and also several philosophical treatments of the topic)

Henry David Thoreau
‘Civil Disobedience’, in his Walden and Civil Disobedience
Mohandus Gandhi
Non-Violent Resistance (vol. 3 of his Moral and Political Writings, 

ed. Iyer Raghavan)

H. Arendt

Crises of the Republic chapter 2 (use title search on OPAC)

P. Singer

Democracy and Disobedience
P. Singer

Practical Ethics
J. Habermas

Between Facts and Norms, pp. 382-384

J. Raz


The Authority of Law chapter 14

C. Pateman

The Problem of Political Obligation
K. Greenawalt

Conflicts of Law and Morality chapter 10

R. Dworkin

Taking Rights Seriously chapters 7 and 8 (extracts in Goodin and 

Pettit, Anthology)

J. Cohen & A. Arato
Civil Society and Political Theory chapter 11

Chairn Gans

Philosophical Anarchism and Political Disobedience 
Vinit Haksar

‘Rawls and Gandhi on Civil Disobedience’ Inquiry, 19, pp. 151-92

David Lyons
‘Moral Judgement, Historical Reality, and Civil Disobedience’ Philosophy and Public Affairs, 1998 Vol. 27 No. 1 pp. 31-49

A. Walen
‘Reasonable Illegal Force: Justice and Legitimacy in a Pluralistic, Liberal Society’ Ethics, January 2001 Vol 111 pp.344-373

I. Shapiro (ed.) 

The Rule of Law, Nomos XXXVI, 1994

R. Martin 

‘Civil Disobedience’ Ethics 1969 Vol. 80  pp.124-138

C. Frazier
‘Between Obedience and Revolution’ Philosophy and Public Affairs Spring 1972 Vol. 1 No. 3 pp. 315-334

 Issues on civil disobedience:
· What, if anything, is distinctive about civil disobedience as a particular form of political protest?

· *What sort of reasons might justify illegal activity against particular laws or policies?

· *Is it possible to outline specific political principles whose violation by government would justify civil disobedience? (Compare Dworkin and Rawls here.)

· *Do you accept the distinction Dworkin draws between justice-based and policy-based civil disobedience? What sort of dissent characterises the anti-nuclear protests, or those commonly carried out by groups like Greenpeace?

· Do you think that the sorts of justifications that philosophers put forward for civil disobedience have any relevance for individuals contemplating breaking the law to make a political point? (Look at King, Gandhi, Thoreau, and the readings in Bedau 1969.)

· *Should civil disobedience always be non-violent?

· *Must civil disobedience involve accepting the legitimacy of the state generally even though specific laws are broken? If so, how is this acceptance to be signalled?

· Should those engaged in civil disobedience willingly accept legal punishment?

· What distinguishes civil disobedience from conscientious objection?

Week 21. Deliberative Democracy:

(i) core reading:

J. Cohen

‘An Epistemic Conception of Democracy’, Ethics 97 (1986) 26-38

D. Estlund

‘Making Truth Safe for Democracy’, in Copp, Hampton & Roemer, 

eds, The Idea of Democracy
J. Elster


Deliberative Democracy, Introduction

David Miller

‘Deliberative Democracy and Social Choice’, Political Studies 40

(1992), 54-67; also in his Citizenship and National Identity.

AdamPrzeworski

‘Deliberation and Ideological Domination’.  In Jon Elster, ed. Deliberative

 Democracy, CUP.

Lynn Sanders

‘Against Deliberation’.  Political Theory(1997), 25(3):347-376.  Also: 

http://faculty.virginia.edu/lsanders/SB617_01.pdf

In J. Bohman and W. Rehg, eds (1997), Deliberative Democracy (MIT):  Introduction, plus essays by:

J. Cohen


‘Procedure and Substance in Deliberative Democracy’, 407-437.

J. Cohen


Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy’ (also in Hamlin & Pettit, eds, The 





Good Polity

D. Estlund

‘Beyond Fairness and Deliberation’, 173-204

J. Habermas

‘Popular sovereignty as procedure’

J. Rawls


‘The Idea of Public Reason’, also in Rawls’ Political Liberalism
J. Elster


(also in Elster & Aanund, eds, Foundations of Social Choice Theory)

(ii) additional reading:

A. Gutmann & 

Democracy and Disagreement
D. Thompson



C. Sunstein

‘Preferences and Politics’, Phil. & Public Affairs 1991, vol. 20, 3-34

J. Raz
 

‘Liberalism, Skepticism and Democracy’, 74 Iowa Law Review 761 




(1989) esp. secs III, IV  (not in library--ask Susan Hurley)

J. Cohen

‘Moral pluralism and political consensus’, in Copp, Hampton & 




Roemer, eds, The Idea of Democracy
J. Coleman

‘Rationality and the justification of democracy’, in G. Brennan &

 


L. Lomasky, eds, Politics and Process 1989, 194-220.

R. Post


Constitutional Domains: Democracy, Community, Management
R. Post


‘Managing Deliberation: The Quandary of Democratic Dialogue’ 

Ethics, 103 (4), 654-678, 1993

Bohman, James (1996).  Public Deliberation: Pluralism, Complexity, and Democracy.  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Benhabib, Seyla (1996), ‘Toward a deliberative model of democratic legitimacy, in her edited volume Democracy and Difference, PUP. 
Cohen, Joshua (1989). ‘Economic Bases of Deliberative Democracy’, Social Philosophy and Policy. Vol. 6: 25-50. 

Cohen, Joshua (1998). ‘Democracy and Liberty’ in Elster, Jon, Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge UP: Cambridge, 185-231.

Dryzek, John S (2001).  ‘Legitimacy and Economy in Deliberative Democracy’.  Political Theory 29(5):651-669. 

Dryzek, John S.  Discursive Democracy. 
Manin, Bernard (1987).  ‘On Legitimacy and Political Deliberation’.  Political Theory 15(3):338-368. 

Bohman, James (1998).  ‘The Coming Age of Deliberative Democracy’.  Journal of Political Philosophy 6(4):400-425. 

Christiano, Thomas, ‘The Significance of Public Deliberation’ in Bohman, James and William Rehg, Deliberative Democracy 243-278.

Cook, Maeve (2000), ‘Five arguments for deliberative democracy’, Pol. Stud. 48:947.

Luskin, Robert, et al (2002), ‘Considered opinions:  deliberative polling in Britain’, Br. J. Pol. Sci. 32:455.

Pellizzoni, Luigi (2001).  ‘The myth of the best argument: power, deliberation, and reason’. British Journal of Sociology 52(1):59-86. 

Pollack, M. (2003).  ‘Control mechanism or deliberative democracy?  Two images of comitology’.  Comparative Political Studies 36(1-2):125-155. 

Simon, Adam, and Igengar, Shanton (2000), ‘New perspectives and evidence on political 

communications and compaign effects’, Annual Review of Psychology.
Fung, Archon (1999), ‘Experiments in empowered deliberative democracy’,

 www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/deliberative.html
S. Chambers & A. Costain, Deliberation, Democracy, and the Media, 2000, Roman Littlefield

On the social division of cognitive labor: 

Bohman, James (1999).  ‘Democracy as Inquiry, Inquiry as Democratic: Pragmatism, Social Science, and the Cognitive Division of Labor’.  American Journal of Political Science 43(2):590-607.  

Hurley, Susan (1989), Natural Reasons, ch. 15

Hurley, Susan (2000), ‘Cognitivism in Political Philosophy’, in R. Crisp and B. Hooker, eds, Morality and Well-Being (OUP); section on democracy.
Hurley, Susan “Rationality, Democracy, and Leaky Boundaries”, Journal of Political 


Philosophy  (1999), vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 126-146.  A slightly different version appears in 


Democracy’s Edges, Ian Shapiro and Casiano Hacker-Cordon, eds., Cambridge 


University Press, 1999.

Hutchins, Edwin (1995).  Cognition in the Wild.  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

More critiques of deliberative democracy: 

Gaus, Gerald F (1997). ‘Reason, Justification, and Consensus: Why Democracy Can’t Have it All’.  In James Bohman and William Rehg, eds. Deliberative Democracy: Essays on Reason and Politics.  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Lupia, Arthur (2002).  ‘Deliberation Disconnected: What It Takes to Improve Civic Competence’.  Law and Contemporary Problems 65(3):133-150.

Michaelman, Frank (1998), ‘How can the people ever make the laws?  A critique of deliberative democracy’, in Bohman and Rehg, eds.

Miller, David (2000), ‘Is Deliberative Democracy Unfair to Disadvantaged Groups?’, in his Citizenship and National Identity.

Parkinson, John (2003).  ‘Legitimacy Problems in Deliberative Democracy’.  Political Studies 51(1):180-196. 

Schroeder, Christopher H. (2002).  ‘Deliberative Democracy’s Attempt to Turn Politics into Law’.  Law and Contemporary Problems 65(3):95-132..

Stokes, Susan C.  ‘Pathologies of Deliberation’.  In Jon Elster, ed. Deliberative Democracy, Cambridge, CUP.  

Sunstein, Cass.  ‘The Law of Group Polarization’.  The Journal of Political Philosophy 10(2):175-195.

Young, Iris Marion. ‘Activist Challenges to Deliberative Democracy’.  Political Theory 29(5):670-690.

More on social choice theory and deliberative democracy:

Dryzek, John S. and Christian List (2003).  ‘Social Choice Theory and Deliberative Democracy:  A Reconciliation’.  British Journal of Political Science 33:1-28

Knight, Zach, and Johnson, James (1994), ‘Aggregation and deliberation:  on the possibility of democratic legitimacy’, Pol. Theory 22 (2).

Hurley, Susan (1989), Natural Reasons, ch. 15

Hurley, Susan (199  ), ‘Cognitivism in Political Philosophy’, in R. Crisp and B. Hooker, eds, Morality and Well-Being (OUP); section on democracy.

Pettit, Philip:  ‘Deliberative Democracy and the Discursive Dilemma’, Philosophical Issues
(Supp. Nous), 2001, vol. 11, and at: http://socpol.anu.edu.au/pdf-files/W11.pdf

C. List and P. Pettit, ‘Aggregating Sets of Judgements: two impossibility results compared’, 

Synthese forthcoming

C. List and P. Pettit,  ‘Aggregating Sets of Judgements:  an impossibility result’, forthcoming 

Economics and Philosophy
background to cognitive approaches to democracy:
E. Burke
        
‘Speech to the Electors of Bristol’, in various editions of his collected works

Hamilton & 

The Federalist Papers, esp. no. 10

Madison


J. Cohen

‘Reflections on Rousseau:  Autonomy and Democracy’, Philosophy and 




Public Affairs 1986, 15, 273-97

J. S. Mill


Considerations on Representative Government, ch. 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12

Burns


‘Mill and Democracy’, Pol. Stud. 1957

Hallowell

The Moral Foundations of Democracy, ch. 1, 3, 4, 6

H. Arendt

‘Truth and Politics’, Laslett & Runciman, eds, Philosophy, Politics & 

Society, 3rd series

Condorcet’s jury theorem:

D. Estlund, &

‘Democratic Theory and the Public Interest: Condorcet and Rousseau

J. Waldron et al

revisited’, Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 1989, vol. 83, 1317-1340 

B. Grofman &

‘Rousseau’s General Will:  A Condorcetian Perspective’, Am. Pol.
S. Feld


Sci.Rev.  1989, vol. 82- 567-576
K. Ladha

‘The Condorcet Jury Theory, Free Speech, and Correlated Votes’ Am. J. 

Pol. Sci. 1992, 36:617-634

B. Grofman & 

Information Pooling and Group Decision Making
G. Owen, eds.



N.Miller

‘Information, Electorates, and Democracy’, in Grofman & Owen, eds.

democracy and  education:

J. Dewey
       
Democracy and Education, ch. VII

E. Galeotti              
‘Citizenship and Equality’ Political Theory (1993)

W. Galston              
‘Civic Education in the Liberal State’ (both the Gutmann and the 

Galston article are in N. Rosenblum (ed.) Liberalism and the Moral Life)

UK House of 

Education for All: The Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the
Commons            
Education of Children from Ethnic Minority Groups (The Swann Report)

G. Haydon              
Education for a Pluralist Society: Philosophical Perspectives on the 

Swann Report
R. Fullinwider (ed.)
Public Education in a Multicultural Society
C. Taylor                 
Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition
A. MacIntyre           
Three Rival Versions of Moral Inquiry Chapter 10

A. Gutmann            
Democratic Education
A. Gutmann            
‘Civic Education and Social Diversity’ Ethics (1995)

S. Caney                 
‘Anti-perfectionism and Rawlsian Liberalism’ Political Studies (1995)

S. Macedo              
‘Liberal Civic Education and Religious Fundamentalism: The Case of 

God v. John Rawls’ Ethics (1995)

P. Gardner               
‘Personal Autonomy and Religious Upbringing: the ‘problem’’ 

Journal of Philosophy of Education 1991

B. Mitchell               
Law, Morality and Religion in a Secular Society
M. Walzer                
Spheres of Justice
B. Barber                 
An Aristocracy of Everyone
D. Paris                   
‘Moral Education and the Tie that Binds in Liberal Political Theory’ 




American Political Science Review (1991)

B. Barry                  
‘John Rawls and the Search for Stability’ Ethics (1995)

P. Jones                   
‘Two Conceptions of Liberalism, Two Conceptions of Justice’ British 

Journal of Political Science (1995)

A. Bloom                
The Closing of the American Mind
Human rationality/irrationality:

A.  Tversky and D. Kahneman, "The Framing of Decisions", Science 1981

A. Tversky, "Intransitivity of Preferences", Psychological Review 1969

A.  Tversky, "Critique of Expected Utility Theory", Erkenntnis 1975, and comments by Vickers

Piatelli-Palmarini, Massimo, Inevitable Illusions (Wiley 1994)

D. Kahneman, P. Slovic, A. Tversky, eds, Judgment Under Uncertainty:  Heuristics and Biases

 (Cambridge 1982)--Introduction and any chapters that interest you, eg. 1, 8, 34; a classic collection and reference point

R. Nisbett & L. Ross, Human Inference:  Strategies and Shortcoming of Social Judgment (1980)

Gigerenzer, G., P. Todd, et al, Simple Heuristics that Make us Smart 1999 OUP

G. Gigerenzer, Adaptive Thinking:  Rationality in the Real World 2000 OUP

L. Cosmides and J. Tooby, ‘Cognitive adaptations for social exchange’,  in The Adapted Mind, 

Barkow, Cosmides, and Tooby, eds 1992 OUP

J. Elster, Ulysses and the Sirens (Cambridge 1979)

Elster, Jon (1996), Sour Grapes:  Studies in the Subversion of Rationality, CUP 

R. Sugden, “Rational Choice:  A Survey of Contributions from Economics and Philosophy”,

Economic Journal 1991

S. Hargreaves Heap et al, part 1, especially ch. 1, 3

D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, ch. 3

D. Kahneman & A. Tversky, eds., Choices, Values, and Frames 2000 CUP

A. Sen, “Rational Fools”,  in Hahn & Hollis, eds, Philosophy and Economic Theory
J. Broome, Ethics out of Economics
D. Ellsberg, “Risk, Ambiguity, and the Savage Axiom”, Quarterly J. Econ. 1961

M. Machina, “Expected Utility without the Independence Axiom”, Econometrica 1982

J. Broome, "Rationality and the Sure Thing Prinicple", in Gay Meeks, ed,


Rationality, Self-Interest and Benevolence

Luce & Raiffa,  Games and Decisions, ch. 2, 5, 13 

M. Bacharach,  Economics and the Theory of Games, ch. 2

H. Raiffa, Decision Analysis, esp. ch. 4

R. Jeffrey, The Logic of Decision (ch. 1‑3 are a good elementary introduction)

L. J. Cohen, "On the Psychology of Prediction:  Whose is the Fallacy?", plus reply and rebuttal,

Cognition 1979, 1980

L. J. Cohen, "Are People Programmed to Commit Fallacies?",   Journal for the Theory of Social 

Behaviour, 1982

L. J. Cohen, "Can Human Irrationality Be Experimentally Demonstrated?", Behavioral and Brain Sciences 

1981, 1983 (commentary is mixed, Mackie and a few others good; Cohen now thinks his view as 

put here was too extreme)
Spepsle, Kenneth et al (1997), Analyzing Politics:  Rationality, Behavior, and Institutions, WW Norton & co.

Sniderman, Paul (1991), Reasoning and Choice:  Explorations in Political Psychology, CUP.

(iii)  issues on deliberative democracy and following subtopics:

· Do deliberative views of democracy respect the autonomy of citizens?

· Are democratic arrangements the best way to avoid bias in public deliberation?

· *Can public education be neutral between the claims of different cultures within a plural society?

· *Should the promotion of personal autonomy be the pre-eminent aim of liberal education?

· When people disagree, what conditions make it appropriate for decisions to be made by voting?  by bargaining? by deliberation?

· *What is the role of political truth in a democracy?

· Is the education of citizens in a democracy of inherent or only instrumental value?

· Should citizens in a democracy vote for what is in their interests or for what they believe would be right?

· *‘Outcomes are democratically legitimate only if they could be the object of a free and reasoned agreement among equals’. (J. Cohen) Discuss. 

· *What is the relationship between deliberation and the common good in a pluralistic, multicultural democracy?

Example of typical exam

THE UNIVERSITY OF WARWICK

Final Year Examinations:  Summer Term 

ISSUES IN POLITICAL THEORY     

For all candidates: You must not make substantial use of the same material in more than one question.

For candidates being examined wholly by a timed paper: Time allowed:  3 hours.  

Candidates should answer FOUR questions, at least ONE of which must be from section A, and at least ONE of which must be from section B or section C, depending on which stream the candidate has chosen.  No candidate may answer questions from both section B and section C.

For candidates being examined by a combination of a timed paper and a long essay:  Time allowed 1.5 hours. Candidates should answer TWO questions, ONE of which should be from section A, and ONE from section B or section C, depending on which stream the candidate has chosen.  No candidate may answer questions from both section B and section C.

Candidates must not make substantial use of material already presented in long essays.

Read carefully the instructions on the answer book and make sure that the particulars required are entered on each answer book.

SECTION A.  Distributive Justice 

1.
Are objections to consequentialism or to welfarism more damaging to utilitarianism?

2.
Taylor claims both:

(i) that an extreme negative conception of liberty is untenable philosophically because we cannot help taking the first steps toward a positive conception, and

(ii) that it is misguised politically because it abandons some of the most inspiring ideas of liberalism concerning self-realization.

Which objection is more powerful?

3.
EITHER

(a)
Does justice demand that the influence of luck be neutralized?


OR

(b)
‘The fundamental error of egalitarianism lies in supposing that it is morally important 


whether one person has less than another regardless sof who much either of them 


has’ (Frankfurt).  Discuss

4.
What is Rawls’ view about incentive inequality?  Does it occupy an unstable position between Nozick on the right and Cohen on the left?


5.  
Assess any two critiques of Rawls’ theory of justice that you have studied.

6.  
EITHER

(a)
Can the doctrine of self-ownership be defended?

OR

(b)
What is the relationship between self-ownership and equality?

7.  
Compare Sandel’s critique of the role of ‘disembodied selves’ behind the Rawlsian veil of ignorance with Rawls’ critique of the role of ‘bare selves’ in utilitarianism.  Which is more persuasive?

SECTION B.  Philosophy and Public Affairs.

8.
EITHER

(a)
Assess the public/private distinction and the idea that justice governs the basic 

structure of society; compare the gendered division of household labour with 

incentive seeking.


OR

(b)
Does it matter for purposes of justice between the sexes whether differences in 

behavior between men and women owe more to nature or to culture?

9.
What can be learned by comparing sexism and racism and the kinds remedies appropriate to each?

10.
What political issues are raised by the question whether the choice to smoke is autonomous?  Consider issues of paternalism and the distribution of subsidized health care.

11.
EITHER

(a)
How, if at all, do ecological limits to growth affect arguments for equality?

OR

(b)
Can there be obligations of justice that are not obligations to individual persons?

12.
EITHER

(a)
“Retributive emotions are not irrational; they are essential to the deterrent function of 


punishment.”  Discuss.

OR

(b)
Assess the prospects for a communitarian theory of punishment.

13.
EITHER

(a)
If two people are equally talented but one chooses to work hard and earns a high 

income while the other chooses to work very little and spends most of his time 

surfing, should they both pay the same tax?

 
OR

(b)
Is left libertarianism an improvement over right libertarianism?

14.
EITHER

(a)
What kind of speech is protected by a right to freedom of speech, and why?

OR

(b)
Could anything justify censorship?  Does the answer depend on what is at issue 

between liberals and communitarians?

15.
EITHER

(a)
What more than majority rule does democracy require?

OR

(b)
What are the implications of human irrationality for deliberative democracy?

SECTION  C.  Justice Beyond Borders

16.
EITHER

(a)
“Rawls’s theory of international justice rests on a flawed conception of collective responsibility.” Discuss.


OR


(b) Examine the grounds for and against international redistribution of resources in Rawls’s ‘Law of Peoples’. 

17.
EITHER

(a)
Critically examine the ‘Singer solution’ to global poverty relief. 


OR


(b)
“The most important traditions of thought on justice support a Global Resources


Dividend”. Do you agree with this claim of Thomas Pogge?

18.  
‘The ideal of cosmopolitan justice is misconceived, because it wrongly assumes individuals to be the only unit of moral concern’. Discuss.

19. EITHER

(a)
Is there a right to national self-determination?


OR

(b) Under what conditions, if any, is secession justified?

20.   
EITHER

(a)
Under what circumstances, if any, are pre-emptive wars morally justified?


OR


(b)
Is the use of weapons of mass destruction ever morally justified?

21.   
EITHER

(a)
What principles of justice, if any, should guide our response to climate change?


OR


(b) How many people should there be?


22.
‘To enjoy moral rights one must understand what rights involve. Since non-human animals do not have this understanding, it follows that they have no moral rights against humans.’  Discuss.
23.
Critically examine the claim that welfare rights cannot be human rights.
END.

