Explanation in Social Science

Autumn Term 2004

Wed. 12-2, S2.81a  

Prof. Susan Hurley

tel. 524257, office:  B0.04

s.l.hurley@warwick.ac.uk

office hours: Wed 4:30-5:30; Thurs 3-4

NB:  Will all students please send me an email message immediately at the start of term so that I can establish email contact with you and facilitate your collaborative study.

AIMS:

This course explores philosophical and methodological issues relevant to research in social and political science and political theory.  It focuses on the nature of explanation in the social sciences; a recurrent theme will be interactions between topics in the social and cognitive sciences.  The seminar will draw on materials from various disciplines, including philosophy, politics, economics, psychology, anthropology, sociobiology, and law.  Attention will be given in seminar discussions to cultivating the ability to draw together arguments on a particular topic from relevant discussions in different disciplines.  Topics covered may include:  causal explanation vs. interpretation, functional explanation, rational choice and irrationality, game theory/strategic rationality, collective and cooperative action, sociobiology, evaluation, objectivity, relativism, cultural evolution and social learning, imitation, methodological individualism, causal mechanisms, relations between macro and micro levels, emergence, complex systems, autonomous agency and responsibility.  Attention will be given to well-established debates, but also to probing more recent developments to find new issues to explore (in particular, in relation to cultural evolution and emergence, the explanation of violence, and the explanation of inequality).  The seminar  aims to foster understanding of philosophical and methodological issues about explanation in the social sciences.  It also aims to foster skill at making effective philosophical and methodological arguments in relation to substantive issues in the social sciences, and to enable students to analyze and interpret various kinds of explanation.  The “study group technique” will be used to provide training in research skills and to help students develop the ability to produce a substantial piece of academic work that is well-argued and well-researched.

OBJECTIVES:

The course has been designed to meet the requirements of the ESRC Training Guidelines C15, 1.1, The Nature of Explanation in Political Science, in particular,  to give students a “good understanding of the main epistemological issues and debates relating to research in the social sciences”.

The ESRC specification requires that students acquire an awareness of:

----”the practical implications of the major alternative philosophical positions in the social sciences for research in at least one of the major sub-fields of political science; 

----theoretical debates concerning issues of objectivity vs. subjectivity and research methodol ogy;

---the epistemological implications of the use of different quantitative and qualitative methods in social research”.

It is further specified that students should “receive a grounding in the nature and historical development of political science and its relationship with cognate disciplines”.  The subfield of political science to which particular emphasis is given in this seminar  is political theory,  to reflect the philosophical orientation of this module and the content of flanking compulsory modules.

At the end of the coures candidates should possess excellent knowledge of key philosophical and methodological argumetns relevant to research in political and social science.  They should also have the abilitly to produce a well-prepared piece of research, clearly written and argued in good English, properly referenced and to the required length.

REQUIREMENTS AND ASSESSMENT:

Seminars will be organized in part  using the study groups technique, which will divide labor in outlining the readings and then exchanging outlines among students, in order to maximize your exposure to and understanding of the week’s topic, and enables students to pursue readings of special interest to them, while also benefitting from other students’ special interests.  Students should attend all seminars, participate in seminar discussions and complete study group outlines; other students will be relying on you to do your fair share and contribute within the study group division of labour.

For each week’s two-hour seminar:   Read one book or several articles/chapters from the basic readings at the start of each week’s list. Based on the basic reading you’ve done and your interests, choose some further reading that will give you a different point of view.  You should try to identify ‘the opposition’ to the basic selection[s] you’ve read.   Read some of the opposition and come up with an assessment.  In some weeks you will be asked to write a one-page analytical outline of one or two of the readings you do, to be copied, brought to class and distributed among the group, so that at the end of the course you will all have a collection of concise outlines on the material covered.  You may be asked to explain the material you have outlined informally to the group in the course of discussion.

NB:  The department expects as standard 10-12 hours per week of preparation for an MA seminar.
The course will be assessed by one 5000 word essay, though your final mark can in marginal cases be affected by your participation week to week. Your assessed essay should represent significant independent research.  It can be a positive argument of your own or a critical argument.  Your essay can also take the form of an in depth critical study of a substantial book or several related books by the same author, and this is a good choice if you are uncertain.  You should propose an essay title to the course leader for approval.  Use the lists of questions at the end of each set of readings for guidance (not all of them are suitable as course essay titles); you can also formulate your own essay title.  Either way, your  title must be approved by the course leader.  Essays should provide clear,  succinct statements  of your position and of arguments pro and con.  The focus of your essay should be on arguments. Don’t make claims without arguing rigorously for them.  Your  overall argument in defense of your position should consider the strongest counterarguments, objections and replies.  If the debate is inconclusive, say exactly why and what further assumptions or claims or arguments would be needed to support a conclusion one way or the other.  Essays are marked on the basis of strength and clarity of argument.  Literary or emotive or heavily jargon-laden style is often unhelpful.  Do not write a one-sided essay: be sure to evaluate the strongest arguments on both sides!  Your essay should be professionally presented:  carefully proof-read for errors and bibliographically meticulous;  notes should include page numbers.    

Your are responsible for keeping within the word limits stated in the Handbook; penalties stated there for being outside the specified word limits and for late submission will be adhered to.

Examples of previous assessed essay titles (you are welcome to propose others):

· Explanations of altruism: a comparative assessment

· A critical assessment of Sokal and Bricmont’s Intellectual Impostures
· Sex and gender: a critical assessment of the work of Sarah Hardy

· The implications of human irrationality for democracy/freedom of speech/the role of the jury

· The role of psychiatry in assessing legal responsibility

· The limitations of rational choice theory in the social sciences

· A comparative assessment of theories of aggression

· On the role of the media in explanations of aggression

· A critical comparison of Sen and Becker on the economic model on behaviour

· Cultural versus genetic explanations of human cognition

· On the significance of the concept of emergence for the social sciences

· Economical justice? The economic theory of law a free market ideology

· On the question of unity versus disunity of method across the social and natural sciences

· Reassesssing the nature/nurture dichotomy in the social sciences

· From group selection to selfish genes and back again:  reassessing the debate

· Explanations of religion:  a comparative assessment of Sloan Wilson, Atran, and Boyer

· On what social science can learn from complexity theory

· Genes vs. memes:  on the relationships between genetic and cultural evolution

· A comparison assessment of the objectivity of the natural and social sciences

· On the status of functional explanation in social science

· An assessment of game theoretic approaches to international relations

· A Marxist assessment of Diamond’s Guns, Germs, and Steel
· On whether ecological rationality is relevant to the social sciences

· Adaptive preference formation, rationality, and autonomy

· An assessment of assumptions about human autonomy in the social sciences

· An examination of the relationships between evolutionary psychology and feminism

If you are unsure what to write about, a good option can be to write a critical assessment of an important recent book that interests you.  This requires you to assess book reviews of it and to locate its place in the ongoing debate and to assess significant criticisms from rival views, as well as to develop your own assessment.  Books that might lend themselves to this treatment have asterisks (*) in reading lists (though others are also possible).

Plagiarism

Powerful anti-plagiarism software is systematically applied to essays submitted, and plagiarism will be dealt with rigorously.  Your essay should be word-processed, not hand-written, and you must also submit the essay on a virus-checked floppy disk (preferably in Word), with a statement saying that that the disk has been virus checked and giving the name and edition/date of the virus-checking program, as well as certifying that the essay is your own work.

Explanation in Social Science

Schedule:

wk 1:  
Organizational Meeting

wk 2:  
Varieties of Explanation

wk 3:  
Rational Choice and Irrationality

NB:  The seminar in week 3 will be held on Tuesday Oct 12 instead of Wed Oct 13.  Details to be arranged.

wk 4:  
Game Theory/Strategic Rationality, Collective and Cooperative Action, 

Evolutionary Psychology

wk 5:  
Cultural Evolution and Social Learning

wk 6: 
Reading Week:  no seminar,  catch up on reading and read for Week 7:

wk  7: 
The Explanation of Inequality:  focus on Jared Diamond’s Guns, Germs, and Steel (everyone must read this extremely interesting book, so get started early; you won’t regret spending time on it!)
wk 8: 
Individualism and Mechanisms, Emergence and Complexity

wk 9: 
Evolutionary Psychology, Sex, and Gender

wk 10: 
Imitation, Media Violence, and Freedom of Speech


OR


Causal Explanation,  Autonomous Agency, Responsibility

extra reading lists:

--evaluation, objectivity, relativism

--probability and legal evidence, human irrationality and the jury

--deliberative democracy and human irrationality

--law and economics

--Sokal and the Intellectual Impostures controversy

General or useful texts:

J. Elster, Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences (Cambridge 1989)


B.  Fay,  Contemporary Philosophy of the Social Sciences (Blackwell 199 )


P. Gardiner, The Nature of Historical Explanation (Oxford 1961)

S. Hargreaves Heap et al, A Theory of Choice (Blackwell 199 )


S. Hargreaves Heap & Y. Varoufakis,  Game Theory


M. Hollis,   The Philosophy of Social Science (Cambridge 1994)


D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation (Westview 1991)


Michael Martin & Lee C. McIntyre, eds Readings in Philosophy of Social Science 


A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science (Westview 1988)


A. Ryan, The Philosophy of the Social Sciences


C. Taylor, Human Agency and Language (Cambridge 1985)


C. Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences (Cambridge 1985)

Some important background texts in general Philosophy of Science 

 (if you read just one of these, I suggest Kuhn):


T. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd ed (Chicago 1962)


C. Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science (Prentice Hall 1966)


C. Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation and Other Essays in the Philosophy of Science (Free Press 1965)


R. Carnap, An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science (Basic 1966)


P. Feyerabend, Against Method


K. Popper, The Poverty of Historicism


K. Popper, Conjectures and Refutations


E. Nagel, The Structure of Science


I. Lakatos, Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge

wk 2:  Varieties of Explanation

A. Rosenberg, ch. 2, 4, 5


Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings, selections from parts II, III, V, esp. Kincaid, Hempel


P. Winch, The Idea of a Social Science (Routledge 1958), ch. 3, 4


C. Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, ch. 1, 3, 4


D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, ch. 2, 4, 5


D. Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events:  “Actions, Reasons and Causes”, “Mental Events”, “Causal Relations” (for those with some philosophical background)


*J. Dupre, The Disorder of Things (choose a chapter that interests you)

further readings:

P. Pettit, “Intentionality”, in his The Common Mind, ch. 1


A. Goldman, “Interpretation Psychologized”, in Davies & Stone, eds, Folk Psychology


R. Gordon, Sympathy, Simulation, and the Impartial Spectator, Ethics 105 (July 1995) 727-742. Reprinted in Mind and Morals: Essays on Ethics and Cognitive Science, L. May, M. Friedman, & A. Clark, eds. (MIT Press, 1996


G. von Wright, Explanation and Understanding (Routledge 1971)


B. Fay, Contemporary Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 5-8


P. Achinstein, The Nature of Explanation (Oxford 1983), ch. 6, 7, 8


C. Taylor, The Explanation of Behavior, part 1 (Routledge 1964)


E. Sober, ed, Conceptual Issues  in Evolutionary Biology, essays by E. Nagel, “The Structure of Teleological Explanations” and by L. Wright, “Functions”


A. Ryan, Philosophy of the Social Sciences ch. 6, 7, 9


N. Goodman, Fact, Fiction & Forecast, 3rd ed,  ch. III (Harvester 1979)


F. Dretske, Explaining Behavior:  Reasons in a World of Causes


C. Hempel, “The Function of General Laws in History”,  in Apects of Scientific Explanation, ch. 9


C. Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation, ch. 11, 12


*P. E. Tutlock and A. Belkin, eds Counterfactual Thought Experiments in World Politics:  Logical, Methodological, and  Psychological Perspectives (Princeton 1996), ch. 1, 2, 9, 10 (not in library)


S. Hurley, Natural Reasons, ch. 4


What is involved in providing an explanation?  How is explanation distinct from and related to interpretation?  What distinguishes causal, functional, a nd intentional explanations?


Should the primary goal of social science be to provide law-like explanations, capable of supporting predictions?  Or are law-like explanations impossible, or unnecessary, within social science?


Is there unity or disunity of method between the social and natural sciences?


Is the idea of causation derived from our experience of action?


What is the relation between causation and counterfactual claims?

Some philosophers of mind on interpretation:

D. Dennett, Brainstorms, "Intentional Systems" (the most accessible)


D. Davidson, Essays on Action and Events, "Psychology as Philosophy", “Actions, Reasons, and Causes”  and "The Material Mind" (former in Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings)--extremely influential


D. Lewis,  Philosophical Papers, vol. 1, "Radical Interpretation"

What exactly are principles of charity?  Are they really necessary?


Must we interpret people as rational?


What, if anything, is special about the explanation of action?


Can one act for no reason at all?


Could any creature have desires but no beliefs, or beliefs but no desires?


Could actions be governed by psychophysical laws?


Can we know what a person believes without knowing what he wants?

Wittgenstein’s views about rules have influenced debate about interpretation vs. explanation (e.g. Winch):

L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sections 148‑401--extremely influential primary text


S. Kripke, Wittgenstein:  On Rules and Private Language, pp. 7‑113 or "Wittgenstein on Rules and Rule‑Following", in N. Block, ed., Perspectives on the Philosophy of Wittgenstein


S. Blackburn, "The Individual Strikes Back", Synthese 1984


P. Hacker and G. Baker, Rules, Grammar and Necessity, Ch. 3, 4, or Skepticism, Rules and Language


C. McGinn, Wittgenstein on Meaning


Note:  Winch is strongly influenced by Wittgenstein, but it is controversial whether his interpretation of Wittgenstein is correct.


"This was our paradox:  no course of action could be determined by a rule, because every course of action can be made out to accord with the rule."  (Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sect. 201)  Explain the paradox and Wittgenstein's arguments for its existence.  What conclusion does he draw from the paradox?  What is the role of the community and its practices in his view?


What relevance do Wittgenstein’s argument about rule-following have for the social sciences?

wk 3:  Rational Choice and Irrationality

NB:  The seminar in week 3 will be held on Tuesday Oct 12 instead of Wed Oct 13.  Details to be arranged.


Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings, selections from part IV, especially Follesdal


S. Hargreaves Heap et al, part 1, especially ch. 1, 3


C. Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, ch. 5


*G. Gigerenzer, P. Todd, et al, Simple Heuristics that Make us Smart 1999 OUP, ch. 1


*J. Broome, Weighing Goods, ch. 5  OR


*J. Broome, Ethics out of Economics, ch. 1-3


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 (Prentice Hall 1980)


D. Davidson, “Psychology as Philosophy”, Essays on Actions and Events, also ch. 6 in Martin & McIntyre


D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, ch. 3


A. Sen, “Rational Fools”,  in Hahn & Hollis, eds, Philosophy and Economic Theory


T. Wilson & N. Brekke, “Mental Contamination and Mental Correction:  Unwanted Influences on Judgments and Emotions”, Psychological Bulletin 1994, 116(1): 117-142

See the later reading lists for lists on the implications of human irrationality for various social issues including:  the effects of media violence, democracy, and the role of the jury in assessing courtroom evidence

further readings:


M. Archer & J. Tritter, eds., Rational Choice Theory:  Resisting Colonisation, Introduction (Routledge 2000)


A. Sen and B. Williams, eds, Utilitarianism and Beyond,  articles by Schick, Elster



J. Elster, Sour Grapes: Studies in the Subversion of Rationality, CUP 1983


J. Bargh et al (2001), “The automated will:  nonconscious activation and pursuit of behavioral goals”, J. Personality and Social Psychology 81(6):1014-1027


J. Kim, Supervenience and Mind, ch. 11 (on Davidson, by one of his main critics)


*J. Searle, Rationality in Action, MIT 2001


*G. Gigerenzer, Adaptive Thinking, OUP 2000, parts II, III


*K. Sterelny, Thought in a Hostile World, Blackwell 2003


M. Hewstone, ed, Attribution Theory, Blackwell 1983


A. Mele, Irrationality OUP 1987


*D. Kahneman & A. Tversky, eds., Choices, Values, and Frames, CUP 2000


B. Wilson, ed, Rationality 


D. Davidson, "Paradoxes of Irrationality", in Wollheim and Hopkins, eds., Philosophical Essays on Freud


A. Sen, Choice, Welfare and Measurement, part I, esp. essays 2, 4


A. Sen, PAS 1980‑81


*J. Broome, Ethics out of Economics

A. Tversky, "Intransitivity of Preferences", Psychological Review 1969

     
K. May, "Intransitivity, Utility and the Aggregation of Preference Patterns", Econometrica 1954


A.  Tversky, "Critique of Expected Utility Theory", Erkenntnis 1975, and comments by Vickers


A.  Tversky and D. Kahneman, "The Framing of Decisions", Science 1981


Piatelli-Palmarini, Massimo, Inevitable Illusions (Wiley 1994)


M. Hewstone, ed, Attribution Theory:  Social and Functional Extensions (Blackwell 1983)  (not in library)


*E. McClennen, Rationality and Dynamic Choice, ch. 1  (hard, for those who don’t mind technicality)


I. Little, A Critique of Welfare Economics, 2nd ed (Oxford 1957), ch. 2, 3


M. Hollis and E. Nell, Rational Economic Man


G. Becker,  The Economic Approach to Human Behavior (Chicago 1976), Introduction


G. Becker & G. Stigler, “De Gustibus non est Disputandum”, American Economic Review 67, 1977, 76-90


J. Elster, Ulysses and the Sirens (Cambridge 1979)


J. Elster, Sour Grapes (Cambridge 1982), ch. III, IV


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


M. Bacharach & S. Hurley, Foundations of Decision Theory, Introduction and ch. 1, 4 (not in library; but Introduction is in SRC)


P. Moser, Rationality in Action


R. Sugden, “Rational Choice:  A Survey of Contributions from Economics and Philosophy”, Economic Journal 1991


M. Hollis & R. Sugden, “Rationality in Action”, Mind 1993


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)


E. Eells, Rational Decision and Causality, ch. 1‑3


D. Pears, Motivated Irrationality, chapter 5

If Tversky & Kahnemannnn interest you, try more on probability

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)


P. Gardenfors and N. Sahlins, "Unreliable Probabilities, Risk Taking and Decision Making", Synthese 1982


N. Sahlin, "On Second‑Order Probabilities", in Stigum & Wenstop, eds, Foundations of Utility and Risk Theory with Applications


R. Nozick, Philosophical Explanations, pp. 283‑288

on self‑deception:


D. Pears, "Paradoxes of Self‑Deception", Questions in Phil. of Mind


D. Pears, Motivated Irrationality, ch. IV


B. Williams, "Deciding to Believe", Problems of the Self


Haight, A Study of Self‑Deception


H. Fingarette, Self‑Deception


H. Fingarette, in Wollheim & Hopkins, Philosophical Essays on Freud


de Sousa, Inquiry, 1970


R. Rorty, Inquiry 1972


Hamlyn & Mounce, Proc. Aris. Soc. Suppl 1971

interpersonal utility theory:

A. Sen,  Choice, Welfare and Measurement, ch. 9, 12

I. Little,  Critique of Welfare Economics, ch. 1‑5

Robbins,  "Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility", Economic Journal 1938

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

J. Broome, “A cause of preference is not an object of preference”, Social Choice and Welfare,  1993, 10, 57-68  (not in library) or see the first 3 chs of his Ethics out of Economics

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

Robert Lane, The Loss of Happiness in Market Democracies

A. Oswald & D. Zizzo, Are People Willing to Pay to Reduce Others' Incomes?", Annalesd'Economie et de Statistique, July/December 2001, 63-64, 39-65.  For link see:  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/staff/faculty/oswald/ 

A. Oswald & A. Clark, "A Simple Statistical Method for Measuring How Life Events affect Happiness", International Journal of Epidemiology, 2002, 31(6), 1139-1144. For link see:  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/staff/faculty/oswald/

A. Oswald, "How Much do External Factors Affect Wellbeing? A Way to Use 'Happiness Economics' to Decide", The Psychologist, 2003, 16, 140-141. For link see:  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/staff/faculty/oswald/

A. Oswald, "The Macroeconomics of Happiness", Review of Economics and Statistics, 2003, 85, 809-827. For link see:  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/staff/faculty/oswald/


Is a purely instrumental conception of rational choice plausible?


Can there be reasons to care as well as reasons to believe?


Are reasons for action just reasons for belief about what to do?


How are preference and rational choice related?


Does thinking in subpersonal terms help to understand how people can be irrational?


Is the difference between rationality and irrationality relative to descriptions?  If so,  what determines the right description?  Why do the answers to these questions matter to social science?


What is the role of rationality in interpretation?


What makes an attitude irrational?


Can human irrationality be experimentally demonstrated?


Is it rational to have a particular attitude toward risk?


Can human irrationality be experimentally demonstrated?


Does a person if unconstrained necessarily do what he thinks is best for himself?


'One can’t believe impossible things' (Lewis Carroll).  Are there limits to what even the credulous can believe?


Does self‑deception show that we can decide what to believe?


In self‑deception is the true self the deceiver or the deceived?


How can one deceive oneself?

wk 4:  
Game Theory/Strategic Rationality, Collective and Cooperative Action, 
Evolutionary Psychology (Sociobiology)


Rosenberg, Phil. of Soc. Sci. ch. 6


Luce and Raiffa, Games and Decisions (ch. 3‑5 are a good introduction to the theory of games)


S. Hargreaves Heap et al,  The Theory of Choice, part 2



S. Hargreaves Heap & Y. Varoufakis, Game Theory, ch. 5, 6, 7


A. Coleman, Game Theory and its Applications

A. Colman, “Cooperation, psychological game theory,
and limitations of rationality in social interaction", Behavioral and Brain Sciences 2003, vol. 26


L. Cosmides and J. Tooby,  “Cognitive Adaptations for Social Exchange”, in Barkow, Cosmides & Tooby, eds, The Adapted Mind

M. Ridley, The Origins of Virtue, ch. 3, 4, 7 (Viking 1996, Penguin 1997)


D. Dennett, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea, pp. 251-57, plus ch. 16, 17 (Penguin 1995)


R. Axelrod, The Evolution of  Cooperation (Basic 1984), parts I, II, V

R. Dawkins, The Selfish Gene, ch. 9; also chs.  1‑4,  10, 12—try to get the updated second edition

J. Mackie,   "The Law of the Jungle", Philosophy 1978 (review of Dawkins)


*P. Kitcher, Vaulting Ambition (an important critique of socio-biology)


further readings
*Sober and Wilson, Unto Others:  the Evolution and Psychology of Unselfish Behavior (on altruism; Harvard 1998)

*D. Sloan Wilson, Darwin’s Cathedral (on group selectionist explanations of religion)

(for other explanations of religion, see:  S. Atran 2002, In Gods we Trust, and P. Boyer 1994, The Naturalness of Religious Ideas)

*G. Gigerenzer, Adaptive Thinking OUP 2000, Part IV

G. Gigerenzer, “The modularity of social intelligence” in A. Whiten & R. Byrne, eds, Machiavellian Intelligence II (CUP 1997)

R. Sugden, 1993, “Thinking as a Team:  Towards an explanation of nonselfish behavior”, Social Philosophy and Policy 10: 69-89

R. Sugden, 2000, “Team Preferences”, Economics and Philosophy 16:175-204

J. Elster, Ulysses and the Sirens, CUP 1979

*K. Sterelny, Thought in a Hostile World, Blackwell 2003

C. Heyes and L. Huber, eds, The Evolution of Cognition MIT 2000

S. Shettleworth, Cognition, Evolution, and Behavior, OUP 1998
*Tuomela, R., The Importance of Us, Stanford 1995

*R. Sudgen, The Economics of Rights, Cooperation, and Welfare (Blackwell 1986)

K. Sterelny, Dawkins vs. Gould, Icon books 2001

H. Cronin, The Ant and the Peacock


Deacon, T. The Symbolic Species:  The Co-evolution of Language and the Human Brain

S. Pinker, The Blank Slate


L. Katz, ed, Evolutionary Origins of Morality


B. Williams, in Making Sense of Humanity:  “Evolutionary Theory and Epistemology” and “Evolution, Ethics, and the Representation Problem”


C. Woodard, “Group-Based Reasons for Action”, Ethical Theory and Moral Practice 6:215-229 (2003)

J. Elster, The Cement of Society, esp’ly introduction and conclusion


 T. Schelling,  The Strategy of Conflict 


G. Mackie, “Ending Footbinding and Infibulation:  A Convention Account”, American Sociological Review 1996, vol. 61, pp. 999-1017


*A. Rosenberg, Sociobiology and the Preemption of Social Science (1980)


P. Van Parijs, Evolutionary Explanation in the Social Sciences (1981), pp. ix-xv, 1-57, 215-227


M. Olson, The Logic of Collective Action (Harvard 1965)


T. Schelling, Choice and Consequence, “What is Game Theory?” (Harvard 1984)


J. Maynard Smith, Evolution and the Theory of Games

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
D. Lewis, Convention


M. Gilbert, “Game Theory and Convention”, Synthese 1981


A. Colman, Game Theory and its Applications, ch. 5,  6,  7,  11,  12


B. Skyrms, The Evolution of the Social Contract


E. Wilson, Sociobiology


A. Montague, Sociobiology Examined


M. Ruse, Sociobiology:  Sense or Nonsense?


D. Gauthier,  Morals by Agreement, ch. 6, esp. pp. 158-170


D. Regan, Utilitarianism and Cooperation (not in library)

S. Pinker,  How the Mind Works, ch. 7


D. Parfit,  "Prudence, Morality and the Prisoner's Dilemma",
 Proceedings of the British Academy 1979, or Reasons and Persons, part 1


Campbell & Sowden, eds, Paradoxes of Rationality and Cooperation: Prisoner's Dilemma and Newcomb's Problem

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

J. Elster, The Cement of Society


D. Gauthier,  "Morality and Advantage", in Practical Reasoning, J. Raz, editor, OR "The Impossibility of Rational Egoism", Journal of Philosophy  1974


B. Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World (Oxford 2000)


C. McMahon, Collective Rationality and Collective Reasoning, CUP 2001

Game theory, evolutionary theory, and international relations:


*R. Axelrod 1984, The Evolution of Cooperation:  search for updates, reviews, applications of Axelrod’s classic work and its applications in social science.

              D. A. Lake & R. Powell, eds, 1999, Strategic Choice and International Relations


P. Allan & C. Schmidt, eds 1994, Game Theory and International Relations:  Preferences, Information, and Empirical Evidence


M. Intriligator & U. Luterbacker, eds 1994, Cooperative Models in International Relations Research


R. W. Stone 2001, “The use and abuse of game theory in international relations”, J. of Conflict Resolution 45 (2), 216-244


S. Brams 2000, “Game theory:  pitfalls and opportunities in applying it to international relations”, International Studies Perspectives, 1(3), 221-232


D. Scott Bennett & A. Stam 2000, “A universal test of an expected utility theory of war”, International Studies Quarterly 44 : 451-480


In World Politics, XIV (1961):  T. Schelling, “Experimental Games and Bargaining Theory”; R. Quandt, “On the Use of Game Models in Theories of International Relations”; S. Verba, “Assumptions of Rationality and Non-Rationality in Models of the International System”


B. Thayer (2000), “Bringing in Darwin:  Evolutionary Theory, Realism,and International Politics”, International Security 25 (2): 124-151


D. Bell & P. MacDonald (2001), “Start the Evolution without Us”, reply to Thayer, International Security 26 (1): 187-198


D. Lal (2000), “Globalisation, Imperialism, and Regulation”, Cambridge Rev. of International Affairs


F. Fukayama (1998), “Women and the Evolution of World Politics”, Foreign Affairs 77 (5)


What is the relationship between game theory and self gene theory?

What is the logical structure of an evolutionary explanation?


What is a collective action problem?


What is the difference between coordination and cooperation?


Does the prisoner’s dilemma suggest that ethical concern is needed to compensate for the consequences of rational behavior, or that it is rational to be ethical?


Is utility-maximization ever a self-defeating conception of rational choice?  If so, should it be revised in favor of some account of rationality in terms of indirect or constrained maximization?


Is there any merit in group selection arguments for cooperation?


Do norms evolve?

wk 5:  Social Learning and Cultural Evolution

R. Dawkins, The Selfish Gene, final ch. on memes:  a classic, all should read


*S. Blackmore, The Meme Machine--read as much as you can, very informative, provocative, and lots of fun, though controversial 


M. Tomasello, The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition, ch. 1, 2, 3, 7—fascinating

R. Boyd & P. Richerson, Culture and the Evolutionary Process (Chicago 1985), ch. 1,  3, 9--on reserve in SRC, difficult, but a classic:  the summary chapters give a good idea of the whole


D. Dennett, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea, part III, esp. ch. 12


M. Donald,  Precis of : Origins of the Modern Mind, with commentaries, in Behavioral and Brain Sciences,  16 (1993) 737-791


L. Tooby and L. Cosmides, “The Psychological Foundations of Culture” in The Adapted Mind, Barkow, Tooby & Cosmides, eds, difficult, a position piece


Dijksterhuis, A., & Bargh, J.A. (2001). The perception-behavior Expressway:
Automatic effects of social perception on social behavior. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology , 33, 1-40.  Fascinating.


*D. Sperber, Explaining Culture:  A Naturalistic Approach  (Blackwell 1996)
Check out the abstracts of papers and posters at:  www.imitationconference.org  for an overview of work on imitation in the cognitive and social sciences

See the Journal of Memetics (online):  www.cpm.mmu.ac.uk/jom-emit
See various articles on memetics in Scientific American Oct. 2000.

futher readings:


R. Cubitt & R. Sugden, “The Selection of Preferences Through Imitation”, in Review of Economic Studies 65 (1998), 761-771


Baldwin, James, “A new factor in evolution”, American Naturalist 30 (1896), 441-51, 536-53.  (See also discussion of Baldwin effect in Deacon--below, etc.) 


Meltzoff, A.N., & Prinz, W. (Eds.). (2001). The imitative mind: Development, evolution, and brain bases. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
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)

C. Frith & D. Wolpert, The Neuroscience of Social Interaction:  Decoding, Imitation, and Influencing the Actions of Others (Oxford UP 2003)

A. Bandura, Social Learning Theory
A. Meltzoff & M. Moore, ‘Imitation of Facial and Manual Gestures by Human Neonates’ 1977, Science 198, 75-78



C. Heyes & C. B. Galef, eds 1996 Social Learning in Animals:  The Roots of Culture (Intro and any chapters that interest you)

R. Byrne, The Thinking Ape:  Evolutionary Origins of Intelligence, part II

R. Boyd & P. Richerson, ‘Cultural Transmission and the Evolution of Cooperative Behavior’,  1982, Human Ecol. 10, 325-351

C. Lumsden & E. Wilson, Genes, Minds & Culture
W. Durham, Coevolution:  Genes, Culture, and Human Diversity, ch. 1, 4, 8, 9

R. Brodie, Virus of the Mind:  The New Science of the Meme

R. Byrne and A. Whiten, eds, Machievellian Intelligence:  Social Expertise and the Evolution of Intellect


P. Hedstrom, “Rational Imitation”, in  P. Hedstrom & R. Swedberg, eds, Social Mechanisms


R. Sugden & R. Cubitt, 'The selection of preferences through imitation', Review of Economic Studies 65 (1998): 761-771.

              T. Rosenthal & B. Zimmerman,  Social Learning and Cognition (not in library)

              T. Deacon, The Symbolic Species:  The Coevolution of Language and the Human Brain:  huge, wide ranging interdisciplinary romp


How are functional explanations in social science related to evolutionary explanations in biology?  Are there any processes similar to natural selection in social life?


What is imitation?  What different types of imitation should be distinguished?  What is the significance of imitation for the social sciences?


How is cultural evolution related to genetic evolution? 


What methodological difficulties does social learning theory pose for social science? (Consider the debate about the effects of television violence--further readings available on request.)


Is the concept of the ‘meme’ helpful?


DO genes keep culture ‘on a leash’, as Wilson claimed? (see also topic 4)


Does imitation make culture possible?  (see Tomasello on the rachet effect)

wk 6:  Reading Week:  no seminar, catch up on reading and read for week 7
wk. 7:   The Explanation of Inequality:  focus on Jared Diamond’s Guns, Germs and Steel
Everyone is expected to read the whole of Diamond’s prize-winning, influential and riveting book.  But it in paperback (it is cheap); get started on reading it early in the term.  This will be the main focus of our discussion in seminar.

In addition, everyone should bring to the seminar 1 copies of 1 page to circulate to other members, reflecting one critical perspective on either Diamond’s book (eg summary of a book review; you will have to search databases to find book reviews) or on an alternative approach to the general topic of the explanation of inequality.

As well as book reviews of Diamond, which you are expected to find yourself, other relevant readings might include:  

*David S. Landes, The Wealth and Poverty of Nations: Why Are Some So Rich and Others So Poor? (New York: W.W. Norton, 1998).

K. Arrow, S. Bowles, S. Durlauf, eds, Meritocracy and Economic Inequality (Princeton UP 2000), Introduction and any chapters that interest you

Atkinson & Bourguingon, eds, Handbook of Income Distribution
P. Seabright, The Company of Strangers:  A Natural History of Economic Life (Princeton 2004)


See also various issues in the journal Contemporary Sociology for readings on the causes and explanation of inequality.

wk  8:  Individualism and Mechanisms; Emergence and Complexity

Individualism and mechanisms:


Martin & McIntyre, eds, parts V, VI


*J. Searle, The Construction of Social Reality, ch. 1-6


T. Schelling, Micromotives and Macrobehavior, ch.1, 7  (Norton 1978)


D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, ch. 5, 9


A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 6


J. Elster, Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences


P. Hedstrom & R. Swedberg, eds, Social Mechanisms, Introduction and essays by T. Schelling “Social Mechanisms and Social Dynamics”, and J. Elster, “A Plea for Mechanisms”

further readings:


P. Pettit, the Common Mind, part II


A. Ryan, Philosophy of the Social Sciences, ch. 8


*M. Gilbert, On Social Facts


S. Lukes, Individualism


S. Lukes, “Methdological Individualism Reconsidered”, Br. J. Sociology 1968, and in A. Ryan, ed, The Philosophy of Social Explanation


E. Nagel, “Wholes, Sums, and Organic Unities”, Phil. Stud. 3, 1952


M. Brodbeck, “Methodological Individualisms”, Phil. Sci. 25, 1958


K.  Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies, ch. 14


K. Popper,  The Poverty of Historicism, ch. 7, 23, 24, 31


Critically assess Elster’s plea for mechanism and various responses to it.  What is the best response, in your view?


Are functional explanations justified only if they are elaborated by individualistic mechanisms?  Once elaborated thus, are they then superfluous?


What are social facts?


“There are no societies, only individuals who interact with each other”.  (Elster, The Cement of Society, p. 248)   Are individuals any more real than societies?  If so, on what criterion?

Emergence and Complexity

*J. Epstein & R. Axtell, Growing Artificial Societies:  Social Science from the Bottom Up (MIT 2004):


Eve, R., Horsfall, S., and Lee, M. , Chaos, Complexity, and Sociology, Sage 1997, especially introductory material

L. Kiel & E. Elliot, eds, Chaos Theory in the Social Sciences, U. Michigan Press 1996


J. Kim, Supervenience and Mind, ch. 17, 10

A. Clark, Being There, ch. 6, 9, 10  (MIT Bradford 1997)


J. Casti, Would-Be Worlds, esp. ch. 4 (Wiley 1997)


E. Hutchins, Cognition in the Wild, pp. 239-262, and  ch. 7, 9 (MIT 1995)


S. Kaufman, At Home in the Universe, ch. 1-4


Johnson, Steven, Emergence (Penguin 2001)

A. Beckermann, H. Flohr, J. Kim, eds, Emergence or Reduction? Essays on the Prospects of Nonreductive Physicalism. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter. 1992, the following articles: Beckermann, “Supervenience, Emergence, and Reduction”;  Kim, “Downward Causation”; P. Teller, “A Contemporary Look at Emergence”;  Bechtel & Richardson, “Emergent Phenomena and Complex Systems”


J. Heil and A. Mele, Mental Causation, read first 2 short articles, by Davidson and Kim, setting out their dispute (for those with some philosophical background)  OR:


Kim, J. 1999. Making sense of emergence. Philosophical Studies 95:3-36.


also: check out the website of the Santa Fe Institute for the Sciences of Complexity:  www.santafe.edu/publications

further reading:

Bedau, B. “Weak Emergence”, in J. Tomberlin, ed, Philosophical Perspectives:  Metaphysics vol. XI (Ridgeview 1997)


Boden, M., ed, The Philosophy of Artificial Life,  Introduction and any chapters that interest you:  I suggest Intro, Langton, and Clark on emergence (Oxford 1996)


Brown, Courtney, Serpents in the Sand:  Essays on the Nonlinear Nature of Politics and Human Destiny (Michigan UP, 1995)


Bruntrup,  G, “Is Psychophysical emergentism committed to dualism?  The causal efficacy of emergent mental properties”, Erkenntnis 1998, 48:133-151


Drogoul, A.,  Ferber, J., et al, “A Behavioral Simulation Model for the Study of Emergent Social Structures”, in Varela & Bourgine, eds, Towards a Practice of Autonomous Systems (MIT 1992)--also other interesting articles on emergence in social systems in this volume


Elman, Bates, et al, Rethinking Innateness, Elman, Bates,  (MIT 1996), ch. 1, 3--on emergent properties in cognitive neuroscience; think about possible parallels for social science


Emmeche, C., The Garden in the Machine:  The Emerging Science of Artificial Life (Princeton 1994)


Epstein, J.,  & R. Axtell, Growing Ariticial Societies: Social Science from the Bottom Up (Princeton 1996)


Eve, Raymon A., Chaos, Complexity, and Sociology (Sage 1997)


Garnett, A. C. 1942. Scientific method and the concept of emergence.  Journal of Philosophy 39:477-86. 


Goodwin, B. How the Leopard Changed its Spots, ch. 6, 7 (Phoenix, 1994)



Holland,  J. Emergence


Holland, J. , Adaptation in Natural and Artificial System--a classic (Michigan 1975)


Holland, J., Hidden Order, esp. ch. 3

S. Hurley, “Rationality, Democracy, and Leaky Boundaries:  Vertical vs. Horizontal Modularity”, in Journal of Political Philosophy 1999


Kelso, J. A. S. Dynamic Patterns, ch. 1


Klee,  R. “Micro-Determinism and Concepts of Emergence”, Phil. Sci. 1984, 51: 44-63


Lowe, E.J. (1993) - The Causal Autonomy of the Mental, in Mind, vol. 102.



Lowry, A. 1974. A note on emergence. Mind 83:276-77. 


Newman, D. 1996. Emergence and strange attractors. Philosophy of Science 63:245-61. 


Prigogine,  I, & Stengers, I., Order out of Chaos (Bantam 1984)


Schoder,  J. “Non-Deducibilitly or Downwards Causation?, Phil. Q. 43, 1998


Silberstein, M. & McGeever, J. 1999. The search for ontological emergence. Philosophical Quarterly 49:182-200. 


Silberstein, M. 1998. Emergence and the mind-body problem. Journal of  Consciousness Studies 5:464-82. 


Spencer-Smith, R. , “Reductionism and Emergent Properties”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society (1995)  95: 113-29


Stone,  M, “Chaos, Prediction, and Laplacean Determinism”, Amer. Phil. Quarterly 1989 26:123-131

still further readings:


R. Robertson and A. Coombs, Chaos Theory in Psychology and the Life Sciences, parts I, IV, VI, and ch. 11


Agre, , P. The Dynamic Structure of Everyday Life (Cambridge 1991) (not in library)


T. Kohler & G. Gumerman, eds, Dynamics of Human and Primate Societies


J. Haldane, “The Mystery of Emergence”, Proc. Aris. Soc. 1996


C. Dyke, The Evolutionary Dynamics of Complex Systems (OUP 1988)


Humphreys, P. 1997. How properties emerge. Philosophy of Science 64:1-17.



Bergmann, G. 1944. Holism, historicism, and emergence. Philosophy of Science 11:209-21.



Bunge, M. 1977. Emergence and the mind. Neuroscience 2:501-9. 


Henle, P. 1942. The status of emergence. Journal of Philosophy 39:486-93. 


Humphreys, P. 1996. Aspects of emergence. Philosophical Topics 24:53-71. 


Humphreys, P. 1997. Emergence, not supervenience. Philosophy of Science  Supplement 64:337-45. 


Jones, D. H. 1972. Emergent properties, persons, and the mind-body problem. Southern Journal of Philosophy 10:423-33. 


Kekes, J. 1966. Physicalism, the identity theory, and the concept of emergence. Philosophy of Science 33:360-75. 


Lovejoy, A. O. 1927. The meanings of "emergence" and its modes. In (E. S. Brightman, ed) Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress of Philosophy. Longmans, Green, and Co. 


Mackenzie, W. L. 1926. The notion of emergence. Aristotelian Society Supplement 6:56-68. 


Margolis, J. 1986. Emergence. Philosophical Forum 17:271-95. 


Meehl, P. E. & Sellars, W. 1956. The concept of emergence. In (H. Feigl & M. Scriven, eds) Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, vol. 1.University of Minnesota Press. 


Morris, C. R. 1926. The notion of emergence. Aristotelian Society Supplement 6:49-55. 


O'Connor, T. 1994. Emergent properties. American Philosophical Quarterly 31:91-104.  (Argues against Alexander's and van Cleve's accounts of emergence, instead suggesting an account in terms of supervenience, non-structurality, and downward causation.) 


Pap, A. 1951. The concept of absolute emergence. British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 2:302-11. 


Pepper, S. C. 1926. Emergence. Journal of Philosophy 23:241-45. 


Peters, S. L. 1995. Emergent Materialism: A Proposed Solution to the Mind-Body Problem. University Press of America. 


Pihlstrom, S. 1999. What shall we do with emergence? A survey of a fundamental issue in the metaphysics and epistemology of science. South African Journal of Philosophy 18:192-210. 


Pluhar, E. 1978. Emergence and reduction. Studies in History and Philosophy of Science 9:279-89. 


Rohrlich, F. 1997. Cognitive emergence. Philosophy of Science Supplement  64:346-58. 


Smart, J. J. C. 1981. Physicalism and emergence. Neuroscience 6:109-13. 


W. Wimsatt, “Aggregativity:  Reductive Heuristics for Finding Emergence”, Phil. Sci. vol. 64, supplement 372--384


C. Thornton, Brave Mobots use Representation, Mind Mach 7, 1997


C. Emmeche, S. Koppe, S. Frederik, “Explaining Emergence”, J. Gen. Phil. Sci. 28, 1997


K. Popper, “Natural Selection and the Emergence of Mind”, Dialectica 32, 1978


D. Gotshalk, “Causality and Emergence”, Phil. Rev. 51, 1942


S. Berenda, “On Emergence and Prediction”, J. Phil. 50, 1953


D. Lane, “Artificial Worlds and Economics” parts I and II, J. Evolutionary Economics 3 (1993), 89-107, 177-197 (not in library)


M. Waldrop, Complexity (Penguin 1992)


Are there different senses of “emergence”?  Do the philosophers and the scientists of complexity  mean the same thing by “emergence”?  If not, what exactly is the difference?


What is the relationship between supervenience and emergence?


Does making sense of emergence require making sense of downward causation?   If so, can the latter be done?


Lack of isomophism between emergent properties and what they emerge from is characteristic of many complex dynamic systems.   What is the significance of this kind of  emergence for social science?  For the connection between micro and macro levels of explanation?  For the debate about individualism vs. holism?


Suppose a large-scale pattern emerges deterministically from recursive application of an algorithm that is sensitively dependent on initial conditions.  If the pattern is completely unpredictable until observed, has it been mechanistically explained?


Are issues about whether social properties are emergent analogous to issues about whether mental properties are emergent?

Wk. 9.   Evolutionary Psychology, Sex, and Gender
R. Wright

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

OR:

M. Ridley

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

*Sarah Hrdy

Mother Nature
OR:

Sarah Hrdy 

The Woman that Never Evolved
S. M. Okin

 Justice, Gender and the Family
M. Nussbaum

Sex and Social Justice  OR

OR:

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



further readings on feminism and political theory:

L Barrett, R. Dunbar

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

R. Wrangham & Peterson, Demonic Males:  Apes and the Origins of Human Violence

C. Sunstein

Feminism and Political Theory
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

W. Kymlicka

An Introduction to Contemporary Political Philosophy Ch. 7

W. Kymlicka

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




 pp. 77-97 (review of Okin)

C. Pateman

The Sexual Contract, esp. ch. 1, 6

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)

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

A. & B. Moir

Why Men Don’t Iron
J. Diamond

Why Sex is Fun, ch. 2, 5 (also 1, 4, 7)

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
F. Fukayama (1998), “Women and the Evolution of World Politics”, Foreign Affairs 77 (5)

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


What relationship is there, if any, between human nature and justice between the sexes?

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?

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

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?

wk 10:  Alternatives:

A.  Imitation, Media Violence, and Freedom of Speech

On media violence and imitation:

Anderson, C.A., Berkowitz, L., Donnerstein, E., Huesmann, L.R., Johnson, J., Linz, D., Malamuth, N., & Wartella, E. (2003). The influence of media violence on youth. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, Vol. 4, pp. 81-110.

L. Berkowitz

Aggression, part 3

R. Geen

Human Aggression, ch. 4

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

S. Smith &

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

     E. Donnerstein 

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

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-

OR:

G. Comstock

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

T. Chartrand

   & J. Bargh

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

893-910, 1999

OR:

J. Bargh &

    T. Chartrand
“The Unbearable Automaticity of Being”, American Psychologist, July 

1999, 462-479

OR:

Dijksterhuis, A., & Bargh, J.A. (2001). The perception-behavior Expressway:

Automatic effects of social perception on social behavior. Advances in

Experimental Social Psychology , 33, 1-40.
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  (This documents the disconnect between public opinion and the evidence about effects of media violence)

This pair of recent commentaries make a good pair to compare in the light of your own assessment of the primary evidence:  Freedman is skeptical about harmful effects, Potter is skeptical about the skepticism:

J. Freedman

Media Violence and its Effects on Aggression (U. Toronto, 2002)

W. J. Potter

The 11 Myth of Media Violence (Sage 2003)

On freedom of speech:

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

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

further readings on effects of media violence:

J. Renfrew 

Aggression and its Causes, ch. 9 

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)

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



J.L. Freedman

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

G. Comstock, ed, Public Communication and Behavior

Anderson, C. A. & Bushman, B. J. (2001). Effects of violent games on aggressive behavior, aggressive cognition, aggressive affect, physiological arousal, and prosocial behavior: A meta-analytic review of the scientific literature. Psychological Science, Vol. 12, pp. 353-359.

Anderson, C. A., Gentile, D. A., & Buckley, K. E. (under review). Violent Video Game Effects on Children and Adolescents: Further Developments and Tests of the General Aggression Model.

Further readings on freedom of speech:

J. Cohen

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

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”

O. Fiss


100 Harvard Law Review 781

O. Fiss


100 Yale Law Journal 2087

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


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?

 
“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?  Consider especially the autonomy justification of freedom of speech.

B.  Causal Explanation, Autonomous Agency, Responsibility


Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings, part III


C. Taylor,  Human Agency and Language, ch. 1,  7


*D. Dennett, Freedom Evolves, Viking 2003


S. Wolf, Freedom Within Reason (Oxford 1990)


D. Davidson, “Actions, Reasons, and Causes”, Essays on Actions and Events, also in Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings


J. Glover, "Self Creation", Proc. Br. Acad. 69 (1983) 445-71 (excellent survey), or in his book I:  The Philosophy and Psychology of Personal Identity (Penguin 1987)


G. Watson, ed, Free Will, Introduction, article by Frankfurt “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person” (also in J. Phil. 1971), Taylor, “Responsibility for Self”, Strawson, “Freedom and Resentment” (also in his Freedom and Resentment), and any other articles that interest you (Oxford 1982)


U.S. v. Brawner,   471 f 2d 969 (1972), esp'ly Bazelon's separate opinion (for those interested in law--a turning point in the US law on criminal responsibility --ask for more readings if this interests you)
*P. Pettit, A Theory of Freedom : From the Psychology to the Politics of Agency (OUP 2001) 


S. Hurley, Justice, Luck and Knowledge, ch. 1, 3


J. Christman, “Autonomy in Moral and Political Philosophy, in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, at:  http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2003/entries/autonomy-moral
further readings:

P. Greenspan, "Free Will and the Genome Project," Philosophy and Public Affairs, 22
(1993), 31-43


K. Lehrer, “Freedom, Preference, and Autonomy”, in Journal of Ethics, vol. 1 (1997), 3-25

T. Wilson & N. Brekke, “Mental Contamination and Mental Correction:  Unwanted Influences on Judgments and Emotions”, Psychological Bulletin 1994, 116(1): 117-142

R. Arneson, “Autonomy and Preference Formation”, in J. Coleman & A. Buchanan, eds, In Harms Way:  Essays in Honor of Joel Feinberg, CUP 1991


J. Bargh, “Bypassing the Will:  Towards Demystifying the Nonconscious Control of Social Behavior”, in The New Unconscious, R. Hassin, J. Uleman, & J. Bargh, eds (OUP 2004)


T. Wilson, Strangers to Ourselves


J. Searle, Rationality in Action, ch on The Gap


D. Wegner, The Illusion of Conscious Will (MIT 2002)


B. Libet, Mind Time, ch. 4 (Harvard UP, 2004)


H. Rachlin, The Science of Self Control (Harvard UP, 2000)


T. Wilson, Strangers to Ourselves


D. Davidson, "Freedom to Act", in his Essays on Actions and Events


M. Klein, Determinism, Blameworthiness and Deprivation


J. M. Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will



F. Dretske, Explaining Behavior:  Reasons in a World of Causes (MIT 1988)


P. Foot, "Free Will as Involving Determinism", Virtues and Vices


T. Nagel, The View from Nowhere, ch. VII


D. Dennett, "Mechanism and Responsibility", and "On Giving Libertarians What They Say They Want", in Brainstorms, former also in Watson, ed


S. Wolf, "The Importance of Free Will", Mind 1981, and "Asymmetrical Freedom", J.Phil. 1980


Campbell, "Is Free‑will a Psuedo‑Problem?", Mind 1951, or first two essays in his In Defense of Free Will


A. Kenny, Will, Freedom & Power, ch. 7


H.L.A. Hart, “The Ascription of Responsibility and Rights”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 1948‑49

H. L. A. Hart,  
Punishment and Responsibility, essays II, IV


J. Mackie,  “The Grounds of Responsibility", Law, Morality and Society, Hacker and Raz, eds.

A. Kenny,  Freewill and Responsibility

relevant to the causes of crime: 

P. Greenspan, "Genes, Electrotransmitters, and Free Will," in D. Wasserman and R.

Wachbroit (eds.), Genetics and Criminal Behavior: Methods, Meanings, and

Morals (New York: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). Elbow Room (Oxford Clarendon 1984)

James McGuire, ed. (1995) What Works: Reducing Reoffending 
(Wiley)

J. Vennard, D. Sugg and and C. Hedderman (1997) ‘The Use of 

Cognitive-Behavioural Approaches with Offenders: Messages from 

the Research,’ Part I of Home Office Research Study 171, which can 

be found at:  http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/horsarchive.html

von Hirsch, A., A. Bottoms, E. Burney, and P-O. Wikstrom (1999).  

Criminal Deterrence and Sentence Severity, (Oxford:  Hart 

Publishing)

D. Nagin, ‘Criminal deterrence research at the outset of the twenty-

first century’, in Crime and Justice: A Review of the Research (book 

series) vol 23, ed. M. Tonry, 1998.
H. Eysenck,  Crime and Personality


B. Wootton,  "Diminished Responsibility:  A Layman's View", 76 Law Review Quarterly  224‑239 (April 1960)

Schoeman & Roemer are worth reading together, as they discuss similar statistical methodologies for attributing responsibility; Roemer’s application to the theory of justice is extremely interesting:


F. Schoeman, “Statistical Norms and Moral Attributions”,  in Responsibility, Character, and the Emotions, F. Schoeman, ed (other good essays in this volume by  Frankfurt, Wolf, Fischer, etc.)


J. Roemer, “A Pragmatic Theory of Responsibility for the Egalitarian Planner”, Philosophy and Public Affairs  22, 1993; the same argument is presented in his Theories of Distributive Justice, 1996, ch. 8

If the complex systems/artificial life angle interests you, try the following on autonomous systems and related ideas, and see above readings on emergence, complexity, chaos:


M. Boden,  “Autonomy and Artificiality”, in Boden, ed, The Philosophy of Artifical Life


P. Maes, “Modelling Adaptive Autonomous Agents”, in C. Langton, ed, Artificial Life (MIT 1995)


L. Steels, “The Artificial Life Roots of Artificial Intelligence”, in C. Langton, ed, Artificial Life


L. Steels & R. Brooks, eds, The Artificial Life Roots of Artificial Intelligence (Erlbaum 1993) (not in library)


A. Sloman, “The Mind as a Control System”, Philosophy and Cognitive Science, Royal Institute of Philosophy Supp. 34, eds C. Hookway & D. Petersen (Cambridge 1993)


P.S. Churchland, “Feeling Reasons”, in A. Damasio, ed, Neurobiology of Decision-Making  (Springer-Verlag 1996) (not in library)


M. Stone, “Chaos, Prediction, and Laplacean Determinism”, Amer. Phil. Quarterly 1989 26:123-131


What is the significance for social science of the distinction between determinism and predictability?


Does the idea of different levels of description help to reconcile causal explanation with rational agency?



Are rational agents responsible agents?


How, if at all,  is the autonomy of self-organizing complex systems related to autonomy in the sense required for responsibility?


Must social science make assumptions about the necessary conditions for responsible action?  If so, what assumptions should it make?


Is the the causal explanation of action compatible with responsible agency?


In what ways does the issue of whether responsible agency is compatible with determinism depend on how responsible agency is conceived?


What is the relationship between the concept of freedom and the concept of a person?


What does it mean to claim that X could have done otherwise? Can the truth of the claim ever require that X could have been a different person?


What is the relationship between agency  and rationality?


"Causality relates events, not propositions, but causal explanation relates propositions, not events."  Explain and discuss.


What sort of necessity, if any, is involved in causation?


What is the relationship between interpretation and responsibility?
A few extra reading lists, in case of interest:

EVALUATION, OBJECTIVITY, RELATIVISM


Martin & McIntyre, eds, Readings, part  VII,  including Weber, “‘Objectivity’ in Social Science and Social Policy”


J. Bohman, New Philosophy of Social Science  (MIT 2003)


*J. Searle, The Construction of Social Reality (Penguin 1995), ch. 7-9


C. Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, ch. 2


C. Taylor,  Human Agency and Language, ch. 1


J. Cohen, “The Arc of the Moral Universe”, Philosophy and Public Affairs vol. 26 (1997)


B. Fay, Contemporary Philosophy of the Social Sciences, Introd, ch. 4, 10, 11


D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, ch. 10

             J. Mackie,  Ethics:  Inventing Right and Wrong, ch. 1


 G. Harman, The Nature of Morality, part I 


P. Churchland,  “Moral Facts and Moral Knowledge”, ch. 14 in A eurocomputational Perspective:  The Nature of Mind and the Structure of Science; also pp. 286ff in his The Engine of Reason, the Seat of the Soul


A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 7


M. Hollis, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 10, 11


R. Dworkin, “Objectivity and Truth”, Philosophy and Public Affairs 1996


*S. Blackburn, Ruling Passions


*H. Putnam, Ethics without Ontology


*P. Kitcher, The Advancement of Science:  Science without Legend, Objectivity without Illusiosn


*P. Kitcher, Science, Truth, and Democracy

further readings:

L. May, M. Friedman, A. Clark, eds, Mind and Morals (MIT 1996)

M. Smith, The Moral Problem

S. Lovibond, Ethical Formation

D. Davidson, Subjective, Intersubjective, Objective  (OUP 2001)—vol. 3 of his philosophical papers—important, for those with a background in philosophy

J. Elster,  The Cement of Society (Cambridge 1989)


C. Hempel, Aspects of Scientific Explanation,  ch. 3 “Science and Human Values”


A. Montefiore, ed, Neutrality and Impartiality


D. Brink, Moral Realism and the Foundations of Ethics, ch. 3


E. Nagel, The Structure of Science, ch. 13, esp. pp. 485-502


 H. Putnam, The Many Faces of Realism (Open Court 1987)

             R. Rorty,  The Consequences of Pragmatism,  esp. "Pragmatism and Philosophy",  "The World Well Lost",  "Pragmatism, Relativism, Irrationalism"

               M. Nussbaum & A. Sen, eds,  The Quality of Life, part II

               E. Carlton, Values and the Social Sciences (Duckworth 1995), ch. 5

             B. Wilson, ed,  Rationality

             S. Lukes & M. Hollis, eds, Rationality and Relativism

             M. Dascal, ed,  Cultural Relativism and Philosophy (not in library)

              S. Knight,  “Three Varieties of Cultural Relativism”, Educ. Phil. Theor. 16, 23-36, 1984

              S. Lukes,  “Moral Diversity and Relativism”, J. Phil. Educ. 29, 1995, 173-179 (not in library)

              J. Margolis, M. Krausz, & R. Burian, eds,  Rationality, Relativism, and the Human Sciences

             M. Krausz, ed,  Relativism

             M. Krausz,  Rightness and Reasons:  Interpretation in Cultural Practices

             J. Meiland & M. Krausz, eds,  Relativism, Cognitive and Moral

             R. Harre & M. Krausz,  Varieties of Relativism

             S. Lukes,  Essays in Social Theory, sec. 2

              J. Lear,  "Ethics, Mathematics and Relativism", Mind 1983

              B. Williams,  "Knowledge, Science, Convergence",  Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy

              G. Harman,  "Moral Relativism Defended", Philosophical Review, 1975

              H. Putnam,  Reason, Truth and History, chapters 6 and 9


Lukes and Runciman,  "Relativism:  Cognitive and Moral", Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supp. 1974


E. Gellner, Cause and Meaning in the Social Sciences


T. Nagel, The View From Nowhere, ch. 8


B. Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy, ch. 8


What is objectivity?  Should different forms of objectivity be distinguished?  If so, what is the relationship between them?  (Consider issues about what we mean, about what exists, about what we can know and how.)  Can values be objective in any of the senses distinguished?


“Worries about objectivity lead inevitability to deconstruction of the very idea of objectivity, and hence to eliminating the basis for worry”.  Discuss.

             “It’s all relative”.  “Absolutely.”  Is relativism incoherent?

What is the relationship between explanation and objectivity?  Between interpretation and objectivity?


Is social science value-laden in ways absent in natural science?


What factors other than value-dependence jeopardize objectivity in social science?


Does conflict among value judgments show that values could not be objective?  Does the idea that values objectively  conflict make sense?

              Distinguish the following views about moral  and political beliefs: (a) fallibilism; (b) scepticism; and (c) relativism.


“Much of what passes for respect for cultural differences is really a kind of moral squeamishness.” Is there any truth in this? If so, what is it?


"There are no objective values". (Mackie) What does Mackie mean by this claim? Do you agree?


'The denial that moral judgments state facts usually rests on a misunderstanding of what it is to state a fact'. Discuss.


Can consensus in the belief that slavery is wrong show that it is true that slavery is wrong?


Must an objectivist believe that values are independent of human desires? Is the position that human desires are no more independent of values than values are of human desires an objectivist or a subjectivist position?


If value judgments were universally agreed on would such judgments therefore be objective?


"We regard the right thing to do not as something we decide but as something we discover."  Do we?  Should we?


"The familiar contrast of 'normative or evaluative' as opposed to the factual is in need, like so many dichotomies, of elimination."  Discuss.


Could there be a value‑free investigation of human nature whose results might be cited to support specific moral positions?


What are the differences between subjective and objective reasons for action?

On the Intellectual Impostures Controversy:


*A. Sokal & J. Bricmont, Intellectual Impostures--have fun with this!  check out the famous spoof “Transgressing the Boundaries” in appendix A  (Profile 1998) and reviews of Sokal & Bricmont


J. Sturrock, “Le Pauvre Sokal”,  London Review of Books, 16 July 1998, pp. 8-9


B. Latour, We Have Never Been Modern, trans. C. Porter (Harvester Wheatsheaf 1993) or Science in Action (Harvard 199 ?)


or read some of Sokal & Bricmonts’ other opponents, according to what catches your interest


Have poor Sokal & Bricmont missed the point?  If so, what is it?

--------------------------------------------

PROBABILITY AND LEGAL EVIDENCE,  HUMAN IRRATIONALITY AND THE JURY

SMITH v. RAPID TRANSIT (1945):  58 N.E.2d 754.

PEOPLE v. COLLINS (1968):  438 P.2d 43.

CULLISON, Alan D., (1969):  "Identification by Probabilities and Trial by Arithmetic (A Lesson for Beginners in How to be Wrong with Greater Precision)", 6 Houston Law Review 471.

THOMSON, Judith Jarvis (1983):  "Remarks on Causation and Liability", 13 Philosophy and Public Affairs 101.

FINKELSTEIN, Michael O., and FAIRLEY, William B., (1970):  A Bayesian Approach to Idenfitication Evidence", 83 Harvard Law Review 489.

TRIBE, Laurence H., (1971a):  "Trial by Mathematics:  Precision and Ritual in the Legal Process", 84 Harvard Law Review 1329.

FINKELSTEIN, Michael O., and FAIRLEY, William B., (1971):  "A Comment on Trial by Mathematics", 84 Harvard Law Review 1801.

TRIBE, Laurence H., (1971b):  "A Further Critique of Mathematical Proof", 84 Harvard Law Review 1810.

NESSON, Charles R., (1979): "Reasonable Doubt and Permissive Inferences:  The Value of Complexity", 92 Harvard Law Review 1187.

COHEN, L. Jonathan, (1977):  The Probable and the Provable (Oxford, Clarendon Press).  (Read pp. 1‑4, 49‑120.)

Lecture 5:

COHEN, (1977), ibid.  (Read pp. 33‑39, 245‑281.)

BLACKBURN, Simon (1980):  Review of Cohen (1977), Synthese, vol. 44, pp. 149‑159.

SAKS, Michael J., and KIDD, Robert F., (1980‑81):  "Human Information Processing and Adjudication:  Trial by Heuristics", Law and Society Review, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 123‑160.

KAHNEMAN, Daniel, and TVERSKY, Amos, (1974):  "Judgment Under Uncertainty:  Heuristics and Biases", "Causal Schemas in Judgments under Uncertainty", "Evidential Impact of Base Rates" and "Variants of Uncertainty", "On the Study of Statistical Intuitions" in Judgments Under Uncertainty  Heuristics and Biases, edited by Daniel Kahneman, Paul Slovic and Amos Tversky (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1982).

 COHEN, L. Jonathan, (1979):  "On the Psychology of Prediction:  Whose is the Fallacy?", 7 Cognition 385.

KAHNEMAN, D., and TVERSKY, A., (1979):  "On the Interpretation of Intuitive Probability:  A Reply to Jonathan Cohen", 7 Cognition 409.

COHEN, L. Jonathan, (1980a):  "Whose is the Fallacy?  A Rejoinder to Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky", 8 Cognition 89.

COHEN, L. Jonathan, (1982):  "Are People Programmed to Commit Fallacies?  Further Thoughts about the Interpretation of Experimental Data on Probability Judgment", Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 251‑274.

NOTE (1967):  "Evidence:  Admissions of Mathematical Probability Statistics Held Erroneous for Want of Demonstration of Validity", 1967 Duke Law Journal 665.

KAPLAN, John (1968):  "Decision Theory and the Factfinding Process", 20 Stanford Law Review 1065.

BRILMAYER, Lea, and KORNHAUSER, Lewis (1978):  "Review:  Quantitative Methods and Legal Decisions", 46 Chicago Law Review 116.

SCHUM, David A., (1979):  "A Review of a Case Against Blaise Pascal and his Heirs", 77 Michigan Law Review 446.

KAYE, David, (1979):  "The Laws of Probability and the Law of the Land", 47 Chicago Law Review 34.

COHEN, L. Jonathan, and KAYE, David, (1981):  Dialogue, 1981 Arizona State Law Review 627.

WILLIAMS, Glanville (1979):  "The Mathematics of Proof", 1979 Criminal Law Review 296, 341.

COHEN, L. Jonathan (1980b):  "The Logic of Proof", 1980 Criminal Law Review 91, with rejoinder by Williams p. 103 and letter by Cohen p. 257.

EGGLESTON, Richard (1980):  "The Probability Debate", 1980 Criminal Law Review 678.

HAVERY, R. O., and COHEN, L. Jonathan, (1980):  letters, 1980 Criminal Law Review 743.

EGGLESTON, Richard (1983):  Evidence Proof and Probability, Second Edition (London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson).

SINDELL v. ABBOTT LABORATORIES (1980):  607 P.2d 924.

DENNETT, D.  “Intentional Systems”, in The Intentional Stance

COHEN, L. Jonathan, et al (1981):  "Can Human Irrationality Be Experimentally Demonstrated?", with Open Peer Commentary and Author's Response, The Behavioral and Brain Sciences, vol. 4, pp. 317‑370.

COHEN, L. Jonathan, et al (1983):  Continuing Commentary and Author's Response, The Behavioral and Brain Sciences, vol. 6, pp. 487‑517.

How are alleged human tendencies to irrationality in assessing evidence relevant to the jury system?  Can the scientific and political issues here be separated?

---------------------------------------------------------------------

DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN IRRATIONALITY:

(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.

Adam Przeworski
‘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)

*P. Kitcher, Science, Truth, and Democracy
(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, ch on confirmation bias

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:
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What are the implications of human irrationality for democracy, and especially for deliberative approaches to democracy?  How does the answer depend on one’s conception of rationality?
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Is the economic analysis of law descriptive, explanatory, or prescriptive?

Is there an ethical basis to economic thinking?  Should there be one?

Do rights have anything to do with economic analysis?

Are particular forms of economic reasoning relevant to all or some forms of legal reasoning?

Prof. Steven Shavell, direction of the centre for Law, Economics, and Business at the Harvard Law School, writes:


“Suppose a rich country like the United States would have to spend $50 Billion annually to reduce its carbon dioxide emissions by some amount, whereas China could reduce its emissions by this same amount more cheaply, at a cost of $5 billion (say, by installing simple smoke scrubbers in its coal-burning factories).


If trade in emission credits were allowed, both China and the United States would be better off.


The United States could pay China $30 billion for the right to emit carbon dioxide.  This would make China $25 billion better off:  it would receive $30 billion and spend only $5 billion to prevent the emissions. The united States would pay $30 billion rather than $50 billion to abate the emissions.


And trade would probably lead ultimately to less pollution.  When countries know that they can make profits or that ceilings on pollution are easier to meet, they will be more likely to agree to reduce the total amount of permitted pollution over time.”

Are you persuaded?
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