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I. Rational Deliberation

A. Plato, Laches
1. Dialogue

a. Lysimachus and Melesias, sons of Aristides and Thucydides, respectively, invite Nicias and Laches into a debate over the value of teaching their sons to fight in armor.

b. Focus on 182: Unlike everyone else, Nicias is a very well-known Athenian.  6 justifications for learning to fight in armor.

c. Nicias’ arguments for:

i. Keeps them from leisure

(a) But the question is, is armor to be preferred over no armor, not over learning nothing?

(b) May not even be a proper subject for individual study.

ii. Improves their bodies.

iii. Appropriately aristocratic

(a) Affording armor separated elite from citizenry.

iv. Survival as free citizen (in the Peloponnesian War) depends on skill in such arts.  Experience in actual combat

v. Naturally impelled to other military arts, including organizing troops in battle (taxis), and ultimately commanding an army (strategia).

(a) Another pathology of decisionmaking: Elevating one’s own choices for use as a baseline or model.  Granted, generals alone are electable.

(b) Even assuming taxis and strategia are worthy goals, Nicias simply assumes that fighting in armor will encourage study in these things.

vi. Makes young men bolder and braver.

d. Socrates: One ought to make decisions by knowledge acquired from experts, and not by majority rule (184E, 185A).

e. The real question here is the care of these young men’s souls, and whether any of the men is expert in the field and has had good teachers (185E).

i. Nicias: It is not to a bad thing to have brought to our attention that we have done or are doing wrong.  A man should be willing to learn throughout his life, and not simply suppose that old age will bring him wisdom (188B).

f. Socrates begins by attempting to define virtue, and he goes on to gain agreement that courage is a part of virtue.

g. Laches’ attempts to define courage:

i. A man’s willingness to hold his post in the face of the enemy without running away (190E).

(a) Laches’ 1st attempt is too narrow; fails for lack of extensional equivalence.

ii. A sort of endurance of the soul (192C).

(a) His 2nd attempt is overbroad, again failing for extensional equivalence.

iii. Wise endurance of the soul (192D).

(a) 3rd attempt also seems overbroad.  [Circular as well?  What’s “wise” endurance?]  May also be too self-serving.

h. Nicias’ turn.  He quotes Socrates: A man is good in respect to that in which he is wise and bad in respect to that in which he is ignorant (194D).

i. Knowledge of the hopeful and fearful in war and in every other situation (195A).

(a) Turns out what matters is outcomes.  Seers are the most courageous, but even they have qualified(not unlimited(knowledge of what is to be hoped for and feared.

i. Socrates then walks them through the proof.  See the handout.

2. Historical Background

a. The sluggishness of the Athenian ‘horse’ (for which Socrates was the ‘gadfly’) was due to its unexamined life, i.e., the failure of Athenians to properly reflect about their choices.

b. Dialogue is set between 424 and 418 B.C., approx. 30 years before it was written (circa 390s and 380s).  Socrates is a relatively youthful 50, and Plato is early in his career at the time of writing (dies in 347).  The reader, though, is aware of the subsequent disastrous expedition, as well as the fame Socrates will achieve.

c. Nicias was known as a thoughtful man who opposed Cleon, a demagogue.  However, while Nicias opposed the expedition, he did take charge of it with disastrous consequences.  Laches is a good guy who dies in battle in 418 B.C.  Other 2 guys are undistinguished sons of famous guys.  Their purpose is to reflect on the proper education for their sons.

d. 184B is a shot at Athenian democracy and majority vote.  Role for expertise?

3. Socratic Method

a. Standard Socratic method: “What is ‘x’?”  Dialogue serves as an attempt to answer the question.

b. MN: What is gained by a good definition?  More importantly, what is a good definition?

i. Extensional equivalence.

(a) Definition must apply to all and only the cases of ‘x.’  Must isolate the overarching, defining characteristic.

(b) Wittgenstein replies that different defining characteristics will catch various subsets of the cases.

ii. Core or Nature

(a) Further, the defining characteristic might turn out to be arbitrary or a matter of happenstance, i.e., we might define horses as those things which are thought about by MN every Wed. at 10 a.m., but this would hardly give us the nature of horses.

4. Final Argument

a. 10 seems to contradict 2.  MN thinks 7 is the crucial step.

b. Options:

i. Deny Step 2.

ii. Narrow the act of knowledge, as to a specific context.

iii. Add an emotional component (i.e., overcoming an element of fear or the like, making courage an affective(not a rational(response).

5. What Does This Accomplish?

a. We find that those who have led lives of courage are unable to answer Socrates’ questions.  Why should this matter?

b. Advantages

i. Conflicts in our thought might have a bearing on conduct.  Perhaps one advantage of reflection on our beliefs is increased consistency.

ii. There may also be a personal dividend to such reflection: They might stop short in their arrogance, or alternatively begin to doubt themselves.  Moral virtue might arise from Socratic exchange, checking arrogance and cultivating gentility.

iii. Further, Socratic dissection of arguments and its less adversarial style promotes a respect for one’s ‘opponent.’

c. Disadvantages

i. Does the lack of a definite answer to Socrates’ question hinder the dialogue’s efficacy?  It is liberating from past dogmas, but perhaps dangerously, lacking an acceptable substitute.  ( Contempt for authority.

ii. However, reflection may result in relativism and inaction.  It may unfasten us from tested traditions without offering us guiding substitutes.

B. Thucydides, The Mytilenian Debate and The Sicilian Expedition
1. Background

a. Cleon equates not changing one’s mind with strength; vacillating after having made a decision is unmanly inaction and a form of weakness or softness.

b. Diodotus: Defends deliberative element in democracy.  Strangely, though, he has a very pessimistic view of rational thought’s ability to affect the passions; people can’t be changed, e.g., his argument against capital punishment as a failed deterrent.  [Contrast with Aristotle, for whom the passions were in some sense emotional responses to cognitive thoughts.]

c. The final passage shows the greatest power in the world (Athens) ruling in a bit of a haphazard fashion, as the 2nd ship arrives in the nick of time.

i. DB: Immediately after the “rescue,” still killed a 1000 men.

d. Thucydides’ account is contemporaneous with the Peloponnesian War.  Attempts an objective account, but note the anti-democratic bias.  He was a general, so it’s a military, instead of a social, history.  Mixed feelings about the Athenians.  Basically sympathetic to Nicias and his class.

2. Nicias and the Sicilian Expedition

a. No fault in Nicias’ actual leadership of any actual military engagement.

b. Decisions:

i. Nicias opposed the expedition.

(a) Protracted debate; might have had more success had he objected earlier, before the envoys were sent to Sicily to gather information.

ii. He urged the doubling of forces.

(a) Compromises safety at home.

(b) Plus, the sight of such an overwhelming effect will preclude negotiations with otherwise willing allies in Sicily.  Huge signalling effect.  Changes the underlying character of the mission from shuttle diplomacy to war.

(c) Doubles the number of people who require food and shelter.  Decreases the willingness of towns to help.

iii. Note that Nicias rejects an immediate attack when they arrive, which is the opposite of what he counseled earlier: If you’re going, then go all the way.

(a) 3 generals must decide when they arrive about what to do (beyond vague notions of helping allies).  Lamachus wants a sudden attack.  Alcibiades wants diplomatic replations.  Nicias wants to save Egesta and leave.

(b) However, doubling the force is at odds with Nicias’ plan.  He has compromised his position.

(c) Alcibiades is recalled to Athens.  If they’re going to attack Syracuse, there is no reason for delay, which only allows Syracuse to better prepare.  They do attack, and win a victory.

iv. He withdrew.

(a) Explanation was that finishing the job by entering the city would have been difficult without cavalry.

v. Asked for reinforcements from Athens.

vi. Delays the retreat.

vii. Eclipse ( 2nd delay (after they have finally decided to retreat).

(a) The pathology may be a bad character trait of Nicias’, who is simply not bold enough to do the duty of a general and lead.  More broadly, though, it is Nicias’ habit to put the responsibility for the decision on others, and take it out of his own hands.  Consistently unwilling to make decisions.

(b) Contrast this with Demosthenes’ decision to make the immediate night attack when he arrives with reinforcements.  No criticism of this unsuccessful decision; attitude seems to be that one takes one’s chances on an expedition of this sort.

viii. Tricked by Syracusans ( 3rd delay.

c. What do we make of Alcibiades’ role?  Consider….

d. MN: We see throughout the passage a complete unclarity about objectives.  They are uncomfortable with their empire, so they couch their efforts in terms of assisting democracies, but they equivocate throughout.

C. Cuban Missile Crisis

1. Considerations

a. What would we want to know to be current on the issues?

b. What would we then want to ask to advance the state of our knowledge?

c. (  Challenge the frame of reference.  Must take into account the attitudes, biases, cultures of the audience.

d. Kennedy is always looking at timelines: What do we need to be doing now, if we want to do ‘x’ later?  What will be the next step ‘y’ after ‘x’?  How long will we need to get ready for ‘y’?  What will be the opponent’s response to ‘x’ and then to ‘y’?

2. Background

a. Kennedy was a hawk on the missile issue: “missile gap” between US and USSR created by Eisenhower.  He had scored points in the pres. debates and had reiterated in his inaugural address that he would actively oppose Communism worldwide.  However, Kennedy known more for words than action.

b. Republicans were accusing Kennedy of not being tough enough.  Khrushchev regarded him as weak.  Bay of Pigs invasion failed disastrously.  Berlin and the Soviets’ wall were a mess.

c. Kennedy himself had said the “gravest issues” would arise if ever there were offensive weapons in Cuba.  Senate passed resolution to same effect (?).

3. What would a newcomer to the White House conference need to know to get up to speed?

a. Gary Powers and U2 incident.

b. Missiles in Cuba double the amount of missiles they can launch against the eastern US, but not significant militarily because we can still wipe out USSR [and, I suppose, anybody else].

i. Kennedy challenges the military on their analyses, because only 18 mos. earlier the military has provided him with misinformation during the Bay of Pigs.  Cf. the lies of Egesta when they misled Athens into coming to their aid with the Sicilian expedition.

c. The election is rapidly approaching in two weeks.  Kennedy remembers the rise of Germany “when England slept,” and he’s leery of inaction in the face of Soviet expansion.

i. If Kennedy does nothing, the USSR may be more inclined to try and take West Berlin.We’re back to Chamberlain and English appeasement of Hitler.

4. Options:

a. Take out missiles.

i. Won’t get them all, even just the ones in Cuba.

b. Expanded air strike

i. Still no promises; probably won’t get 100%.  Worsened by the lack of recon. (single fly-over).

ii. Problem: You can’t do this, without the land invasion.

c. Land invasion

i. Downside: Had we invaded, the men on the ground were under orders to fire tactical nuclear weapons.  Of course, we didn’t know that.

d. Blockade

i. What if they don’t stop?  (And they won’t, if they’re carrying nuclear warheads.)

e. Diplomacy

i. Chamberlain and Munich(dialogue

ii. Compromises the ability to have a quick strike, because USSR doesn’t know that we’re aware of the missiles

5. Early Look in Terms of Upcoming Models (Nussbaum)

a. Utilitarian: good decisionmaking involves maximizing total or average well-being.

i. Types:

(a) Consequentialism

(b) Hedonism

(c) Some ranking, which involves the idea of commensurability (of pleasures or whatever)

ii. We find quite a bit of consequentialism in the Cuban missile crisis tapes, but not much hedonism or ranking.

b. Kantian approach

i. Necessary first step to making a good decision is asking 2 questions:

(a) What would the world look like if everyone did this?

(b) Is this a principle that treats humans generally as ends in themselves?

ii. No sign of Kant here.  They treat people of Cuba as means to their own ends.

c. Aristotelian.  

i. Identify a number of distinct ends worth pursuing, and then rank them.  Which are ultimate ends and which are means?  Look at the picture as a whole, and ask what kind of ultimate end is being sought?  Finally, grapple with the concrete details, and distinguish through perception which details really matter.

ii. What they are doing is actually closest to Aristotle.  Asking what kind of relations they want with allies, with pol. opponents, with enemies.  Not sticking to any Kantian abstract process.

II. Philosophical Utilitarianism

A. Key Figures

1. Bentham 
1748-1832

a. Contemptuous of the common law and its lack of intellectual structure.  Lived as an outsider and a writer.

2. Mill


1806-1873

a. Spent time working for East India Co. like his father.  

b. Radical democrat like Bentham(extend suffrage to women, animal’s rights, anti-slavery…feminist all his life.  As a MP, reformed some unfair property laws and tried hard to push women’s rights.  

c. Married Harriet Taylor, strong feminist, late in life after long friendship.  She contracted TB from Mill, who recovered but suffererd tremendous guilt and depression afterward.

3. Sidgwick
1838-1900 (Methods of Ethics published between 1874-1907)

a. Insider with the academic chair.  Victorian gentleman.  In his own way, a reformer.  

b. Concerned with women’s rights; pioneer of higher education for women.  

c. Wife: Eleanor Sidgwick; first head of Newnan (?) College.

B. Background

1. Util. is a normative moral theory.  Not explanatory(indeed, radically revisionary.

2. For Sidgwick, util. is also explanatory: People are moved by pleasure and pain.  In addition to Empirical Hedonism of the others, he believes in Psychological Hedonism.

C. Goals of Util.

1. Interest in scientific precision

a. Lot of vagueness in social and personal choice.

b. ( Powerful carry the day.  (And just intellectual distaste for imprecision.)

c. Interest in commensurability of all choices

i. Aristophanes’ The Frogs: Which poet to bring back from the dead?  Use weight!

2. Empiricism

a. People use a variety of vague terms and handwaving to justify their opinions and actions (“moral sense,” “common sense”…).  These are fantastical, invented notions.  Should make reference to real, tangible things out in the world.

3. Democratic inclusiveness

a. Extend franchise beyond the propertied to the poor and women.

b. Active in animals’ rights movement.

i. Bentham compares their treatment of animals to Americans’ treatment of slaves.

D. 3-Part View

1. Consequentialism

2. Hedonism: consequences are to be assessed in terms of the pleasure/pain produced

a. renders a way of making all choices commensurable

3. Sum-ranking

a. Principle of equality: everyone counts for one and only one; then do the math

b. Might not be the best way to think about democratic choice.  For instance, a small few might be exceedingly miserable, and yet be outweighed by the moderate happiness of a large number.

E. Bentham

1. Philosophy

a. Pleasures vary only quantitatively(not qualitatively.  Vary in intensity, duration, certainty, remoteness, fecundity.  2 causal qualities are purity and extent.

b. Right action produces greatest possible sum of happiness.

c. Strange is that, given the air of precision, Bentham is very loose both in his formulation and in what groups’ pleasures shall count.  No emphasis on redistribution or globalism (accounting for international cultures).

2. Problems for Bentham

a. How do we assign numbers to pleasures?  Do we even numerically evaluate our own pleasures and pains?

i. Much more complicated, the larger the decision.  Just the decision to attend class calls into question all sorts of effects, and this for a relatively minor and simple decision.  ((: choosing a particular field of law)

ii. ( Now we have to reassess the decision in terms of maximizing social well-being by estimating the effects of the decision on others.

iii. ( Extremely difficult to actually perform this sort of util. calculus.

b. How do we perform interpersonal comparisons?

i. Has vexed util. in all its forms to the present day, since pleasure is a subjective feeling.

c. Whom do we count?  All nations?  Future generations?  Humans and animals?

d. What is pleasure?

i. Does it refer to a number of different feelings?  Not obvious that pleasures are easily commensurable(even with each other!

e. What about things in life other than pleasure that might be valuable?

i. Might be reasons for choosing unassociated with pleasure.

f. Is pleasure always a good thing?

i. It is at least not self-evident that the pleasure a sadistic murderer derives from his act is outweighed by the pains suffered by his victims. 

F. Mill

1. Philosophy

a. Very critical of Bentham as a person (no sense of spiritual side of life; empiricism of one who has little experience of life).  Mill was a child prodigy who had a breakdown in his 20s; he felt that his own life lacked experiences outside of the purely calculative.

i. Poetry of Wordsworth pulled him from his depression, and exposed for him the weakness of the util. calculus.

b. ( Mill attaches great importance to the qualitative differences among pleasures, with a focus on the ‘higher’ (or intellectual and spiritual) pleasures.

i. Not elitist, b/c Mill was a big proponent of public education and universal cultivation of these higher pleasures.

c. MN: The question is whether this is a form of util. at all.  Still concerned with maximization of happiness, but happiness has been expanded so broadly as to include nearly all goods.

d. Mill also propounds liberty and individual rights so that people have the freedom to develop these pleasures, which is the connection between his util. and his classical liberalism.  

i. BUT: Mill says there are instances in which the freedom of expression should not be limited even though it might give pleasures to others.  Don’t infringe on the minority to satisfy the majority.

ii. MN: Does it still have the precision of Benthamite util.?

III. Modern Utilitarianism

A. Where are we now?

1. Some die-hard Benthamites, like Peter Singer, who emphasizes animals’ rights and redistribution of wealth among nations.

2. Most have made modifications:

a. Recognized non-homogeneity of goals.  

i. Some have replaced ‘pleasure’ with the ‘satisfaction of desire/preference.’

ii. Some use ‘utility’ as a catch-all without specifying what precisely utility encompasses.

b. Winnowed the set of pleasures (or whatever) that get to be counted in the calculus.

i. Solve informational problems by saying that it’s not what actually gives pleasure, but what would give pleasure if one were fully informed.

ii. Harsanyi: actual v. real preferences.  The latter are what you would have if fully informed and capable of complete rational choice.

iii. Brant: cognitive psychotherapy.  Before we can determine whether these are your real preferences, have to subject you to scrutiny to root out irrational preferences, many of which are based in psychoses (childhood memories, etc.).

iv. Harsanyi: Discount sadistic or malicious preferences.

c. Had to handle rights and liberty-based objections.  Historical weakness of util.: Seemed to allow too much infringement on liberty in name of majoritarian satisfaction.  Degree to which this has been successful is questionable.

d. Focused on rules.  Mill and Sidgwick recognize that it would be stupid to urge people to go through the calculus each time(actually counter-productive on util. view!  Interest within util. in rules as useful shortcuts.

i. What if people have time?  Should they still follow the rule?

ii. Rule v. act utilitarianism.  (MN seems to prefer act-util.)

e. Problem with population.  Total can grow, even while average diminishes.

i. Derek Parfit: paradoxes of util.  What ought a util. to prefer: aggregate or average?

B. Main Criticisms to Util.

1. The good is too heterogeneous to be lumped into this calculus.

a. [Raz?  Basic incommensurable human goods.]

b. Kantians and Aristotelians

2. All the winnowing and tinkering with preferences doesn’t go far enough.

a. Amartya Sen: adaptive preferences.  People form preferences in response to their background cultures.  Ex., women who are malnourished tend to report a level of satisfaction with their health.  Better nourished men complained much more.  

b. ( Silly to take people’s subjective measures of happiness.  Need a more objective account of the good!

3. Rights and liberty are insufficiently protected by the util. calculus.

a. Rawls/Posner: Bet your liberty on the outcome on an uncertain calculus.

b. Rawls: Insecure position to liberty, particularly religious liberties.  

c. Posner: Liberties need a certain priority which util. itself can’t justified.

4. Util. can’t handle distributional concerns (Rawls).

a. People may want to guarantee themselves a basic level, rather than gamble on the calculus.

5. Util. awfully demanding.

a. Mill seems evasive when he says that we rarely need project outcomes beyond our immediate circle.  

b. Liam Murphy: Util. asks sacrifice of you without guaranteeing that others will similarly sacrifice.

c. Sheffler: Others think that it just asks too much.  It demands sacrifice of anything that matters if the calculus demands it.  Must build in personal prerogatives.

C. Criticisms to Consequentialism Itself

1. Williams’ critique doesn’t focus on hedonism, but on consequentialism itself.  Examples of George/Jim are famous.  Start with Jim:

a. What about William’s act/omission distinction?  Valid?

b. Sen has attempted to defend consequentialism by arguing that we can always build Jim’s integrity into the goals of the system.

c. Williams: For the utils., this is an easy case.  Seems to be anything but, when Jim has to choose.

2. Judith Jarvis Thomson’s Trolley Problem

a. Does the personal integrity of the switchthrower require that he do nothing?

b. Singer: Simply a more immediate situation than ones with which you’re presented every day.

c. Williams seems to object to the fact that the calculus makes us mere tools.  Compromises integrity.  [Really?  We have the choice of goals.]

D. Similarities/Differences of Philosophical and Economic Util.

1. Econ. often slides from a predictive to a normative theory.  Ex., Posner and “rational” as a loaded good word.

2. Some economists have claimed that human beings are hard-wired mechanisms; to change behavior, change external incentives.  The utilitarians we’ve read do not reject free will, although they admit the importance of habituation.

a. MN: No determinist view has held the scene for long.

3. Concept of preference.  2 views:

a. Samuelson: What you prefer is what you choose.

i. Problem (Becker/Sen): Context can change the preference order, and so transitivity is compromised on Samuelson’s view.

b. Becker/Sen: Preference lies behind choice and explains choice.

i. Problem: Seems like a catch-all for a bunch of different things.

ii. Aristotle: 

(a) Recognizes 3 kinds of desires.

(i) Appetites

(ii) Emotions

(iii) Rational desires

(b) Appetites are stable and can’t be changed by argument.  

(c) Emotions are responsive to teaching; deeply related to social norms(endogenous.

iii. Sen (“Rational Fools”): Contrary to common assumption, people do not always act to maximize self-interest.

4. Completeness of preferences.

a. What happens when one must rank two states of the world which both involve serious violations of one’s fundamental commitments?

i. Sen: We can achieve at best a partial ordering.  There are certain states of the world we simply refuse to rank, because they are all so awful(beneath a threshold of acceptability.

5. Commensurability of preferences (apples, pears)

a. How deeply are economists committed to commensurability?

b. MN: May be a problematic assumption.

IV. Economic Utilitarianism

A. Methodology

1. Part of the frustration with Socrates is the absence of definitive answers, and one of the charms of util., especially for lawyers, is that it appears to provide such answers(or at least a methodology or framework for reaching answers.

2. 2 problems:

a. One of the pathologies of d-making is having the wrong frame.

b. Even inside the framework, is there a way to make a meaningful calculation?

i. Mill qualifies on 151 by saying that there will be few occasions in which one must consider the broad public utility.  So there are some heuristics which will limit the calculus.

ii. To what extent are these mechanized, clean ways of d-making useful in our everyday, messy world?

3. Illusion of control comes with knowledge, even when that knowledge doesn’t factor into the d-making.  How do you update information?  

a. Rocket scientist/farmer Θ.  White stones, black stones, cups demonstration.

B. Assumptions/Axioms

1. The principal challenge economists face is what kinds of assumptions to make.  Aspiration is to be as simple as possible.  Modern econ. has a modest set of assumptions and axioms.

2. DB: Must ask whether we can have even these.  Plausible ones?

a. Assume that people have well-ordered preferences.

b. People choose in accord with those preferences.  Complete preferences.

c. Preferences are transitive.  If A > B, and B > C, then A > C.

d. More is better than less, all else being equal.

i. However: Some no. of C, such that one will prefer C to A.

e. Diminishing marginal utility of goods.

3. D-maker must look at a future state of the world, and then discount its probability.  Do that with other possible future states, and then compare their value.

C. Bayes’ Rule

1. How do we update our paradigm to accommodate new information?  Apply Bayes’ Rule.

2. Setting aside the problems above, and assuming that preferences/goals are given, then you need to determine what you need to know, and then update as new info. comes in.

a. ( Must gain a sense of how much you know (and how much info. you lack).

b. This was the point of yesterday’s quiz on finding a 90% confidence range.  We suck (avg. of 5.5 wrong answers).

c. Stones Θ shows the importance of knowing your “priors.”

i. Ex., lawyers who constantly check the statutes.

D. Expected Utility Theory

1. Compare the possible future states, but people are loss-averse.

a. Ex., EU = ½U(W + $1) + ½U(W - $1)

b. What is the expected utility of the gain?  What is the expected utility of the loss?

c. The problem is that there’s a divide between the way people act and these axioms(and not simply because people are mistaken!

2. Utilitarian doesn’t present a criterion on which to decide between these possible worlds.  Takes preferences as given.  Or: Simply says that people will have preference and choose in the following fashion: Project the possible future-worlds and assess the utility of each, discounting by the probability that each will occur.  Remember that diminishing marginal utility and risk-aversion are the same thing.  Sure gain of $100 tomorrow is not the same as 50% chance of $200 as a single opportunity.  As a repeat case, you’ll be indifferent.

3. Problems

a. Category 1:

i. Decisionmakers who have problems with information.  Bayesian d-making: How to incorporate new information? 

ii. How much information do you need?  When do you stop?  

(a) Ex., how many stones will you pay to take out of the cup before you make a decision?

b. Category 2:

i. Have we updated information?

ii. How do we assess and choose between the possible outcomes?

(a) Van Morgenthau

4. Game theory only works if one buys into expected utility.

5. Hypo

A
$90

B
50% chance of $200

If faced with this choice on a repeat base, you’ll choose B.  

If it’s a one-shot deal, a risk-neutral person will choose B.  Risk-averse person will choose A.

6. Risk-averse: No one likes to take risks.  Some people, though, shy away from a favorable gamble because they dislike uncertainty.

7. Expected utility theory holds that, one way or the other, you’ll have a preference (either A or B).

8. Assumptions:

a. You’ll have clear preferences.

b. Substitutability

i. If A > B, then you’ll favor 50% chance of A over 50% chance of B.

c. Dominance

i. If A is at least as good as B in every respect and better than B in at least one respect, then A should be preferred to B.

ii. Butch Cassidy example

iii. Be careful, though: We may be led to decide the Jim scenario in a snap.  If life is preferred to death, then killing one person seems to dominate killing a number of people.

iv. DB: From experience, dominance is a sensible criterion for d-making, but not for leadership.  But be careful you haven’t unduly narrowed your set of choices.
d. Invariance

i. The preference order between prospects should not depend on the manner in which they are described.

ii. Study with judges: The irrevelant motion to dismiss because amount in controversy < $75,000 made their subsequent damage calculations systematically lower.  The introduction of the figure pulled their calculations downward, even though the number was irrelevant.

iii. Hypos

$30 ticket question.  

½ class: Lost ticket.  Buy another?  

½ class: Lost money.  Buy ticket anyway?




Answers did differ a bit.  Why?

(a) 2 explanations:

(i) Really are 2 different worlds.

(ii) People use heuristics all the time to budget and organize their life.  Maybe this heuristic doesn’t look great here, but ordinarily it’s probably pretty good.

(b) Another Hypo

P. 186-7

E
25% chance to win $240 and 75% chance to lose $760

F
25% chance to win $250 and 75% chance to lose $750

( F dominates E.

Choose:

A
Sure gain of $240

B
25% chance to gain $1000 and 75% chance to gain nothing

Most people prefer A.

Choose:

C
Sure loss of $740

D
75% chance to lose $1000 and 25% chance to lose nothing

Most people prefer D.

( People hold inconsistent preferences.

Does the violation of our axioms make the model unreliable?

V. Kant (1724-1804) and Kantianism

A. Background

1. Tremendous revival of Kantian thought, directly traceable to Rawls in the States.  Revival in moral thought, too.  Reaction to prior dominance of utilitarianism and the still dominant utilitarian approach to public choice.

2. Contemporary of Bentham, but not familiar with his work.

3. Enlightenment

a. Enlightenment is the human being’s emergence from self-incurred immaturity.  People are moving out from under the aegis of kings and priests, and beginning to think for themselves.

b. For this, they require freedom.  One of the early advocates of freedom of speech.

i. Kant believes strongly that freedom of speech is an essential prerequisite to human dignity, even while he’s acutely aware that his speech may be curtailed at any point by Frederick.

c. Kant an admirer of the French Revolution, although he’s conflicted because he’ll ultimately decide that people don’t have a right to revolution.

B. Heteronomy and Autonomy

1. Heteronomy: Being given a law by someone else.  Autonomy: Given a law by oneself.

2. Idea with game theory is that preferences and desires are simply there, and reason responds to the existing material of desire and preference.

a. Hume: Reason is, and ought to be, the slave of the passions.

b. Kant: Submitting reason to preexisting passions is its own form of slavery.  =Heteronomy.

3. Utilitarianism

a. Bentham’s Util. is clearly heteronomous.

b. Mill’s is not, since the pleasures associated with deliberation are accorded a special place.

4. Both the Kantian and utilitarian are interested in impartiality, and the tendency of human beings to create exceptions for themselves.  Neither of them teaches us to focus on our own happiness.

5. Kantian offers a criterion by which to choose between future worlds.

6. Inviolability

a. With social choice, there’s a notion of inviolability of human dignity driving Kantianism.  

b. Util. sees society as one organism, with boundaries between people as unimportant.  It’s their aggregate happiness on which we’re focused.

i. Rawls and Kant: This violates the dignity of the individual.  What would it be for a society of many people to be truly autonomous?

ii. ( Ethical content begins to emerge.  Choices must show respect for everyone as inviolable person = “kingdom of ends.”

c. Mill’s version of Util. not as vulnerable to this critique.  

i. In addition to according deliberation and the like a higher status, Mill also says that justice and basic rights have a special place in the social calculus.  Certain times in which these are not to be sacrificed.  

(a) Ex., women should enjoy suffrage; Mill doesn’t even consider the negative effects on men.  (Calculus be damned!)

C. Autonomy in the Personal Life

1. Imperatives

a. Hypothetical imperative: Do A if you want to get G (some goal).  Depends on contingent circumstances.

b. Categorical imperative: Do A (because A is a value in itself).

2. Good Will

a. Good will is the only thing of value in itself.  Source of worth as human beings is in the will, i.e., our power of moral choice.

b. MN: ( Source of profound dignity and equality, since presumably all of us are equally able to choose.

c. Kant is not a moral meritocrat.  The worst of criminals is deserving of the respect due all humanity.  Still possess moral capacities.

3. Categorical Imperative

a. 4 formulations

i. Formula of Universal Law

(a) Act only in accordance with that same maxim through which you can at the same time will that it become a universal law.

ii. Formula of Humanity

(a) Act that you use humanity, whether in your own person on in the person of any other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a means.

iii. Formula of Autonomy

(a) Act that you regard yourself as giving universal law through all the maxims of your will.

iv. Formula of the Kingdom of Ends

(a) Act such that one is a lawgiving member in the kingdom of ends.

(b) Insofar as we give this universal law to ourselves through our willing, we form a moral community of human beings who respect each other.

b. CI is a test we propose when we’re about to act.

i. Kant thinks that people pursue happiness, not unlike Bentham.  However, they have the idea that they should only pursue happiness when it’s compatible with not disrespecting others.  This idea is part of our ordinary moral understanding.

ii. These two parts of ourselves(moral and pleasure-seeking(are constantly in conflict.  If we do not hold firm to our moral rules, they’ll be eroded.  The CI is a way of reaffirming and shoring up our moral commitments.

c. Formula of Humanity shows us what the Formula of Universal Law does for us: It allows us to manifest respect for all others.

i. Kant never treat people merely as a means.

ii. Exs., sex, international relations.

d. Omissions

i. What about the person who does nothing to help others?

ii. Kant: The person can’t rely on being self-sufficient.  

D. Problems

1. Can make your maxims sufficiently specific to justify exception to the general rule.  But you can’t require that maxims always be generalized, because narrowing is necessary when there are morally relevant features.

a. Modern Kantians tend to defend suicide.  

i. ( Shows the problem: It all depends on how specifically you make your maxims.

b. Kantians respond that this is why the Formula of Humanity is so important.

c. Problem there is that Kant didn’t have a lit of faith in our ability to sense when we’re treating people as means rather than end.

2. Overly categorical for someone concerned with social well-being.  Kant says person should never lie, including about hiding Anne Frank in the attic.

a. Kant may not be sensitive enough to the multiplicity of moral ends.  What about saving a life?  Or saving the world?  Multiple moral ends in play?

3. What is the role of the emotions?

i. To be beneficent from duty has true moral worth, while to do so from inner satisfaction does not.

ii. Θ: 2 people treat all people fairly.  1 does it because he loves all people; the other has deep-seated racial hatred, but is aware of his moral duty and acts as he believes he should.

b. Kant thinks the emotions are hard-wired; they’re given.

c. Kant severed morality from animality.  People have charged that this makes Kant a cold rationalist.

i. MN: Not strictly true.  The needs, desires and appetites are not the source of our dignity.  

ii. This does have consequences for moral behavior.  According to Kant, we have no duties to animals.  We can have sympathy with them and be kind to them, but no duties to them.  Also no duties to respect the extremely disabled.

E. Herman and Kantian Crudeness

1. Herman is a contemporary Kantian.

2. Begins with the criticism that it’s a crude moral theory.  Seems to many, especially the Aristotelians, that Kant underemphasizes perception and interpretation.

3. Herman: Kant focuses elsewhere on moral education, and there’s nothing which precludes much from happening before one reaches the point at which one begins testing the maxims of one’s actions to see if they manifest equal and substantial respect for others.

4. What is this ordinary understanding and how does it get there?

a. RMS (rules of moral salience) teach us how to read a moral situation.

b. Kant’s testing is no good unless you can identify those situations in which it’s necessary.

c. Ex., “Effi Briest,” German movie by Fontane.  Oft-used example by Kant’s critics to show the harshness of Kantian adherence to duty.  Protagonist ends up coldly hurting his wife by rigorously applying moral rules.

d. Kantians respond, like Herman, with idea that a good Kantian develops his moral sense…

e. Kant does say that people should cultivate sympathy, but only as a tool to make it easier to do our duties, and not because sympathy is valuable in itself.

F. Social Choice

1. Cicero, De Officiis

a. Cicero is telling his son why studying philosophy will matter to his conduct as a statesman.

b. Influential on philosophers and statesmen.  Proto-Kantian ideas are converted into a practical manual of statesmanship.

c. Basic idea of the book is to take the idea of respect for humanity and see what difference it makes for conduct, particularly war and peace.

d. Very influential, especially through writings of Grotius (17th c.), on foundations of international law.

2. Book III: What happens when the useful conflicts the honorable?

a. Morality is about a set of restrictions on our actions that stems from respect for others.

b. Romans treated gravely offenses against one’s family.  Cicero says that pursuing one’s advantage at the disadvantage of others in the family undermines the bonds of friendship.  Expands the concept beyond the family to the community.  Kant even insists that respect must be shown to all people, including all those outside of one’s national boundaries.

c. Cicero trying to preserve the republic.  But even the actions of one’s own nation must be kept in check by the need to show respect for humanity.

i. No torture, cruel punishment.

ii. No aggressive war

iii. Coming to the assistance of those being aggressed against

d. Regulus story. 

i. (Mythic(probably not true.)

ii. Carthaginians allow Regulus, a prisoner of war, to return to Rome, thinking that the fear of torture in Carthage will cause Regulus to persuade the Senate to trade Carthaginian captives for Regulus.  In fact, Regulus speaks against the idea, and then obeys his oath to return to Carthage, where he faces torture and death.

iii. Why does Cicero think that he did the right thing?

(a) (On consequentialist view, nations will respect Rome’s view.  Considerations of national glory and military success.)

iv. To qualify the maxim(keeping promises(simply because it’s wartime and so on, is self-serving and disrespectful of the promisees.

v. MN: Case is too easy.  Imagine Θ: If Regulus stays, he can provide info. which will prevent Rome from losing the war.

(a) Keep in mind the consequentialist: Breaking his promise will mean that future prisoners are not released on their word.

vi. Kant: Can only achieve perpetual peace if all nations are republics.  Achilles’ heel is that he says that people don’t want war, leaders do; republics mean that public sentiment will win out.

vii. Cicero is willing to consider costs, but he doesn’t make clear what level of costs is acceptable. 

e. How would Bentham advise Regulus?

i. Do the personal calculus for Regulus; do the calculus for Romans; then do the calculus for Carthaginians!  How do we decide who we want to win?  Who will be the most beneficent winners?  Which world will have the most pleasure or least pain in it?

ii. ( Regulus is required to step far back from his identity and assess the consequences; his identity as a Roman must be set wholly to the side.  Realistic?  Desirable?

iii. ( Real Benthamism has never been a serious guide to int’l relations.

iv. This is the modern bewilderment: How large does distant suffering loom, and how are we to prioritize, say, kid’s college tuition vs. donating to humanitarian relief?  Can we find middle ground between selfishness and Benthamism?

3. Rawls

a. Rawls: equal respect for all human beings = inviolability founded upon justice, which even social welfare as a whole can’t trump.

b. Political institutions should try to ensure that people’s life choices are not warped structurally by moral accidents, particularly systemic accidents like race, sex (and class?).

c. Rawls attempts to combine morality and economic rationality.

i. In the original position, we are rational actors, but there are also constraints on our information, i.e., the “veil of ignorance.”  The veil, taken with our self-interested rationality, makes us moral people.

(a) They are rational actors who don’t know in advance their future positions in society.

ii. Rawls: People then will want to build into society certain essential guarantees.

d. Guarantees

i. fundamental liberties

(a) particularly freedom of religion

(b) they will build in strong protection for civil liberties; “priority of liberty”

(i) Remember that Rawls’ major criticism of util. was its inability to secure a protected place for liberty.

ii. Difference principle (maximin?)

(a) Maximin tells us to rank outcomes by their worst possible outcomes.

(b) Inequalities in wealth distribution will be tolerated only insofar as they raise the level of the least well-off, i.e., what we would care about is the floor

(c) Competition may raise the floor even while it makes some people exceedingly rich, but this is tolerable.

4. Altgeld and his Pardon of the Haymarket Anarchists

a. History

i. Lot of labor unrest.  Protest in favor of 8-hr. workday (48-hr. work week).

ii. May 1 meeting was broken up by police and several men were killed = Haymarket Riot.  Protests arose in response.

iii. Haymarket defendants allegedly conspired to kill policemen who died at Haymarket.  One of the Haymarket Ds had made bombs.  Several had published the circular (from class) encouraging armed men to gather at Haymarket.

(a) Prosecutor: Ds had conspired to incite men to kill police.

(b) No damning evidence, but P builds a case out of circumstantial evidence.

b. Players

i. Anarchists 

ii. Community at large, a vast majority of whom disliked anarchists and did not support interdiction.

iii. Small minority of people who support pardon on various moral and legal grounds.

c. How to decide?

i. 2 grounds

(a) Unfairness of the trial.  

(i) Is pardon an appropriate response?  What if Ds had thrown the bomb, but received an unfair trial?  But Altgeld can’t order a 2nd trial.

(b) Was it an act of personal revenge?  

(i) Ignores the reality that the Ds had created a situation ripe for violence.  Why can’t a jury decide between those 2 different stories?  And again, if it’s the tainted process that bothers us, this wouldn’t seem to justify a pardon.

ii. As a legal document, it is neither rigorous nor carefully drafted.  As a political document, is it effective?

iii. Altgeld follows Kant and Cicero: “No man’s ambition has a right to stand in the way of a simple act of justice.”

(a) He was pressed on whether it was good public policy: “It is if it’s right.”

iv. One view of Altgeld is as example of institutional role and competence.

VI. Aristotelianism

A. Happiness

1. This is not happiness in the way Bentham and Sidgwick (and perhaps Mill?) conceive it.

a. Aristotle and Mill don’t think it’s obvious that there is one feeling of pleasure produced by a number of different activities.

2. Eudaimonia 
( state of contentment or satisfaction, as the utilitarians use the word;   




= full flourishing life (human flourishing).  It’s an active notion.

a. A: Can’t aim for pleasure directly.  You aim at activities, and happiness arises from those.

b. Back to the happy warrior: He chose to do the right thing, resulting in some pain and misery, but he was nevertheless ‘happy.’

c. A: Pleasure is too unreliable as an end.  Bad people take pleasure in their ends.

3. Agent is not self-interestedly pursuing happiness (Kantian concern).  Happiness is a much richer notion for Aristotle.

a. Roughly 20 types of virtuous activity that Aristotle discusses.  Also discusses intellectual contemplation.

b. Friendship is crucial (2 books in Nicomachean Ethics).  Includes family relations and civic/political relationships.

c. Primary part of eudaimonia is activity in accordance with virtue.

4. What is good functioning for a human being?

a. Aristotle would not have limited the conception to a given culture or community.  The nature of a human being transcends those boundaries.

b. ( Provides the basis for cross-cultural dialogue!

B. Virtue

1. What is virtue?

a. For Kant, virtue is a matter of strength.  Inclinations are suppressed and rational judgment prevails, motivating the moral agent to perform his duty.

b. Aristotle distinguishes between self-control and virtue.  A person who is self-controlled has this struggle with his disordered desires.  Something incomplete about this person.

c. Only virtuous when your passions themselves are in a certain degree of harmony.  Emotions are intelligent: They are a way of seeing the world, and they do change as we ourselves change.

i. Requires a good moral education.  Train one’s character.

ii. Must be a moral person over the long haul.  Can only understand the person or his moral effort as part of a narrative.  Hence the importance of literature.

C. Practical Reason

1. Aristotle argues against a science of practical reason.

2. Noncommensurability 

a. The question is, Does this thing add anything to eudaimonia that wasn’t there before its inclusion?

b. Sidgwick: Utilitarians understand that people view ends as qualitatively distinct, but we assign these values to the ends as a process of d-making.

c. Aristotle: Strangely irrational.  The difference amongst the ends makes a single overarching metric inappropriate.  [Value is lost in the translation.]

d. How are choices made if the ends are all distinct?

i. Aristotle: Must keep all of the ends in mind.  You will avoid situations in which noncommensurable ends are in conflict.

ii. We miss the conflict if we believe in the homogeneity of goods!  We don’t see the conflict; the need to sacrifice one of our valuable ends.

3. Priority of the Particular

a. We are committed deeply to a set of ends, so “empty situation” concern doesn’t loom so large.  Life is constantly throwing up new obstacles(requires improvisation.

4. Role of Emotions and Imagination

a. Feeling that ‘something just isn’t right’ may be more precise than any thought sent down by the intellect.

D. Criticisms

1. Lack of content or guidance: Kant

a. If mean is middle course between 2 extremes, this seems unhelpful.  What is too much?  More than is good.  What is too little?  Less than is good.  We want our moral system to dictate to people.  Rule-bound.

b. A thinks rules will be inadequate.

c. ( This is a MAJOR disagreement over the fundamental tendencies of human nature.  Are we naturally good?  Naturally capable of ruling ourselves?

i. Kant’s Pietist upbringing has convinced him that there is some genuine evil in human nature.  A views humans as more malleable; wrongdoing seems to arise from ignorance.

d. What would give Aristotelianism more content for people looking for guidance?

i. One option is to emulate people who appear to be practically wise.

ii. Kant would probably be troubled; Aristotle is not: He makes clear that he’s writing for those who have already benefitted from good moral tutelage.

iii. [This philosophy is as helpful as any will be in the living of life.  Our moral intuitions often cut against Kantianism, and qualifications of the imperative compromise the whole enterprise.  Back to Jenkins’ concern about how far we are able to particularize the maxims.  Aristotle doesn’t believe that life is susceptible in advance to a set of rules.  Is it?  Doubtful.]

2. Not enough attention to impartiality in Aristotelianism.

a. MN: Modern Aristotelianism needs to recognize this and expand the range of duties to others.

3. Little guidance in int’l relations

a. Back to Cuban Missile Crisis: Remember that MN thinks those actors were closer to doing Aristotle than any of the other schools.

b. MN: Little guidance in int’l relations.

c. What does Aristotle’s theory say about Alexander’s aggressive war-making, etc.?

i. MN: Not much.  Little about duties to others outside our city or country.

4. Duties to others

a. Duties to others and other forms of life play little role in Aristotle’s thought.  Virtually silent on these topics, especially unusual re: erotic love and duties to animals.  ( Large gaps

5. Resistance to expert systems

a. Util. has no resistance at all to expert systems.  Aristotelian instinct resists this.

i. Θ: Computer that can identify all diseases.  But you want a physician (especially if you have measles, apparently).

ii. One of the dangers in the modern environment is that doctors may never have seen a case of measles.

iii. ( Perhaps there is a value to expert systems.

6. Not always practical in action/ Role of Discretion?

a. Assume that Truman was an Aristotelian d-maker, and he has internalized the troubling consequences of his decision.  Now he has to pick the pilot for the mission.

b. Does he pick a pilot who’s an Aristotelian d-maker?  Seem to prefer a cold, calculating, heartless pilot.

c. DB: When and under what circumstances should people be afforded, or choose to exercise, that much discretion?

7. All of Aristotle’s interesting material comes in his discussion of the specific components of eudaimonia (friendship, justice, etc.).  Does not provide a d-making process.  See Richardson.

E. Specification of Ends

1. Henry Richardson is trying to produce a philosophy which will ground public policy.

2. View Richardson thinks is too simple:

a. Desires sends the ends, and so the ends are set.

b. Reason then calculates the means to those ends; “slave to the passions,” in the words of Hume.

3. Θ: MN and students’ dinner.  MN: This is the way we think.  When we face sacrificing an end, we have to ascend the hierarchy of ends, to see what we’re ultimating sacrificing.  If time is taken away from writing an article, that compromises to some extent our reputation for meeting deadlines, pursuit of a philosophical career, and so on.

4. Cost-benefit analysis doesn’t capture 2 things:

a. The deliberation that goes on prior to assigning the values.  (Aristotelianism comes before the cost-benefit analysis, which does the simple stuff.)

b. Distinction between ultimate ends and means to ends.

F. Henry James, The Golden Bowl
1. Characters have the property of “being finely aware and richly responsible.”

2. Grind of daily life distracts us from seeing fully our situations; worried also about the influence of general theories.

3. Job of novelist is to promote public and civic use of the imagination?

4. Summary

a. Maggie has been going around the world with her father collecting art.  Father’s a widower.  Doesn’t think of himself as made for passionate love; some kind of shame about his sexuality.

b. They decide to complete the collection by having Maggie marry an European prince.  That’s Amerigo, who years ago had an affair with Charlotte, a poor but beautiful and talented friend of Maggie’s.

c. Charlotte marries Maggie’s dad.  Renews affair with Amerigo.  Maggie thinks things are great until this chapter….

d. What are Maggie’s ends?

i. Possess Amerigo

ii. Love?  Show Amerigo her love, or have his love.

5. Maggie has always achieved consistency by “cutting down her prior term.”  Changing the major premise from “all” to “some” and creating exceptions for herself.

6. Maggie realizes that her marriage (the pagoda in the garden) is in the center of her world and she’s never noticed it.

7. Maggie takes her father to America.  Hurts her father, because he loses Charlotte.

8. MN: Does Maggie deliberate well?  MN thinks so, but critics have responded that she’s a selfish, possessive woman.

9. DB: A whole chapter about a woman deliberating whether to be home when her husband gets home.  If this is an example of the kind of careful d-making Aristotelianism requires, how does this translate into an environment with a lot more variables?

VII. Problem of Decisionmaking in Highly Complex Situations

A. General

1. A morally aware decision maker is not necessarily a competent decision maker.

2. We can have some very complicated moral decisions—and within this frame a set of decisions that must be made which are highly separated from morality.

a. The goal of the Chernobyl operators is for the plant not to explode and kill millions- there is no struggle that this is the common goal of everyone involved with that machine.

3. “Showstopper”- This is the term in computer science for the premise that there are so many interactions within a given program that you cannot solve any problem without introducing more problems than you solve. At this point the program is unfixable and the problem is a “showstopper”. 

a. You don’t want to judge decision making solely by outcome because there are some problems that are completely insolvable.  Even though the decisions failed doesn’t mean that they were bad decisions, because no decisions would have succeeded. Likewise good results can conceivable luckily result from bad decisions.

B. Doerner

1. DB says that b/c these decision makers did not succeed does not say anything about real world decision making necessarily. CEOs did much better than business students at these games.

2. What are the things that are leading to the catastrophic events in these decision-making experiments?

a. People did not consider tangential effects of their decisions; there were also very short-term thinkers did not consider the long term effects of their decisions.

b. Also bad decision makers spent far more time making decisions than they spent thinking about what decisions they should make.

c. An example of this is that most decisions that people make will resonate for long periods of time- possibly beyond the decision makers own life.

d. One problem is that food will increase in a linear fashion, while population increases exponentially. 

e. People use same numbers in different domains and it leads to bad decisions. 

f. Another bad decision is to stop making decisions and let things run their course 

g. A problem with models is that if you don’t have a good idea of the engines that are running it- your model could be off by a little and lead to catastrophically large differences between the model and reality 

h. Tiny changes do not seem like they would have any effect, yet it can be shown that they actually do (i.e. a price increase of eggs by 5%)

i. This is the justification for the prime directive-, which is from Star Trek- a directive that societies that have not achieved warp speed should not interfere with their affairs because they will do more harm than good.

3. Two types of decision-making pathologies arise because people obtain false or incomplete information.

a. When one is attempting to sell a certain program and puts it in a positive light- they do not understand that in so doing they are categorically biasing the information that comes in. Either people won’t come forward with contradictory information, or people are more likely to search for info in areas more likely to yield info consistent with their beliefs.

b. Inside particular organizations you want people to be rewarded for making good decisions, but in large organizations how can you figure out who makes the best decisions.

C. Relation to philosophies (Nussbaum)

1. Classical utilitarianism does not only not help, but it also does damage to the type of decision making that Doerner calls good.

2. Aristotle is all through business school books in considerations of how he would run a business.  This is because of Richardson’s specification of ends.

3. Nussbaum sees a moral issue involved with treating the population of the African villagers as pawns- she would like it if the computer villagers had dreams and desires that you would know about.  But they’re problems epistemically, too.  Consulting the locals would be a good way to pick up information you’ve overlooked or haven’t considered.

4. At least in this experiment, however, the moral issues are largely in line with the systematic issues.

D. Questions for a d-maker

1. How much time do we have?

a. Ex., Apollo 13

b. Look at the Cuban Missle Crisis excerpt: Kennedy is constantly asking about the relevant time frames.

2. How are our options changing over time?  What’s the variance?

a. Weitzman problem.

b. ( A lot of variance is good, because the variance is always truncated.  A higher price simply means that you return to the lower price.  A lower price means that you have a new baseline.

c. ( With the Omega project, you have simply delayed the Alpha project for one period.

d. The cost is delaying the opportunity to select the other option.

e. ( Counter-intuitively, the larger the risks (the greater the variance), the better it is to take the risk, i.e., people take risks early in their careers.  They only delay the opportunity to take another job for some period of time.

f. Have to know how long to wai before making a decision, and be able to achieve a hierarchical ordering of your choices.

E. Edsel Decision (Robert F. Hartley)

1. There was a middle-tier market in which Ford didn’t have a presence.

2. Premised on taking sales away from other companies.  Have to do better; not simply meet some minimal standard to gain a previously untapped market.

3. Thought about the market niche in the early 1950s and it wasn’t until late 1957 that the car launched.  Another problem is the 1958 recession, which undoubtedly hurt Ford.

4. Infiniti v. Lexis: Some times we take calculated gambles and lose.  (See the guy who makes the night attack in Sicilian Expedition.)

5. Maybe Ford is fighting the last war.  They’re trying to out-GM GM.  GM had made the car a fashion statement with bells and whistles and had taken Ford’s customers.  Ford responded in kind, but maybe Ford should have tried to change the rules of the game.

6. Ford just doesn’t consider some of the changing demographics.  Should they have?

7. Why did the Mustang succeed where the Edsel failed?

a. Found a niche no one else was occupying.

i. Kids who were getting braces from the baby boomers that refused to buy the Edsel were now getting out of college and looking for a sporty ride.

b. Showed designs of the car to people before they released it.  Marketing tests.

i. But the Edsel campaign created a lot of buzz.  Seems like the advertising worked.

c. Also showed people the designs and did price testing.  People loved it at $2500, but not $3500.  Identified support at the relevant price parts.

d. Used parts from the Ford Falcon(low-end model.

e. Had been a family-run co.  After WWII, they brought in some business types.  2 main d-makers were Robert McNamara, accountant, and Lee Iacocca, salesperson.  McNamara 
( Falcon.  Iacocca
( Mustang

8. Cars were lemons.  Separate distribution system.  Dealers spent so much time repairing them that they couldn’t make money.  Car was overdesigned (push-button automatic transmission).

a. Japanese car companies: Cars are so far away from the factory, there’s a powerful incentive to make them work.

9. Marketers were looking for confirmation in the name, rather than conducting the testing to gain new info.?

10. Reputational cascade

VIII. The Limits on Rational Deliberation

A. Strategic Behavior

1. Nash equilibrium: for each player, hold what other players are doing constant, and there’s nothing they can do to make themselves better off

2. Motorist/Pedestrian Problem








Motorist

	
	No Care
	Due Care

	Pedestrian          No Care
	-100, 0
	-100, -10

	Pedestrian          Due Care
	-110, 0
	-20, -10


a. Motorist will not take care.  He loses nothing, which is better than the $10 cost of taking care.  Pedestrian will react by not taking care.

i. = dominant strategy for motorist, because not taking care is better in every situation

3. Returning to the axioms of expected utility theory(these are the axioms grounding this game, so we have to know if those axioms are problematic.

4. Levee Construction Game

	
	L2   Don’t Build

	L2    Build

	L1     Don’t Build
	-4, -4
	-10, -2

	L1                Build
	-2, -10
	-5, -5


a. Strict dominance = you will play any strategy which is strictly better for you in any state of the world.

b. Game theory predicts that both players will build, which is an inefficient outcome.  No matter what decision the other guy makes, building will be a better strategy.

c. Only 1 Nash equilibrium here.

5. Prisoner’s dilemma

a. DB: Overused; strict dominance is rare.

b. Structure works only in an environment in which people can’t make binding commitments with each other.

6. Levee Game 2

	
	L2   Don’t Build

	L2    Build

	L1     Don’t Build
	100, 100
	-10, -2

	L1                Build
	-2, -10
	-5, -5


a. How can this game have 3 Nash equilibria?

i. Mixed stragegy equilibrium

7. Stag Hunt




Stag



Hare

	10, 10
	0, 8

	8, 0
	8, 8


Stag

              Hare

a. Problem of cooperative behavior.

b. Can’t be solved using strictly dominant strategies.  There are 3 Nash equilibria, the 2 above and a 3rd involving mixed strategies.  Each player could hunt stag 80% of the time.  Then the other player would be indifferent to whether he hunts stag or not.

8. Crucial to consider whether the situation are predicting is an equilibrium.

9. Ask how people will react to your behavior!

B. Limitations

1. Can predict how people will act in a given legal regime.  Can’t say which legal regime should be chosen.

a. Seems to miss out on the moral dimension.  Mill is right that preferences about causing pleasure or pain to others are quite malleable.  Some people would prefer to be seriously injured themselves in an accident than to seriously injure someone else.

b. How do we get from the predictive to the evaluative?  Where do words like “optimal” come from?

c. Can we use these techniques to predict what legal regime will actually emerge?

2. DB: How do we decide what is the optimal number of accidents?  At some point, it’s not worth to spend additional money preventing accidents.  

a. = insatiability principle of expected utility.  DB: It’s an assumption; not a normative statement.

3. MN: The work is all done beforehand when you assign the numbers.  This stuff is just simple math for silly people.  Henry Richardson makes this point well.

C. Emotions

1. There is a modern, Western view that emotions are unintelligent forces which just sort of push us around.  Emotions can be important as motivation, but they are devoid of intellectual content.

2. MN: Emotions have a strongly evaluative component.  At the base of an emotion, there’s a belief or a value.  Ex., compassion only follows on an evaluation of the worth of something.

3. Emotions also relate the thing that happens to one’s whole scheme of goals and projects.

4. ( How we do use the energy of emotions to be our ally?

5. 3 factors to consider.  Have to ASK about the influence of all 3 in the emotions:

a. Animalistic nature/element

i. Some species’ complex responses leave open the possibility of a rich emotional life.  MN: Seems like virtually all animals have some analogue of happines and fear.

b. Social element

i. Societies teach you a lot about which objects are valuable, which in turn affect emotional responses

ii. Also teach you which emotions you ought to like in one’s self.

(a) (Jean Briggs, Never in Anger: anthropological study.  Tribe had come to view anger as a threat to their survival, and so they treated anger Seneca-style.  Anger was a thing for children.  Adults suppressed it when forced to, but they genuinely tried not to have anger.  Couldn’t believe that a moral exemplar would actually be angry.)

iii. Have to ask about the social conditioning of the beliefs.

(a) (Unni Wikan, Managing Turbulent Hearts: Another study into view that evil spirits will get inside of you if you allow yourself to be angry and so forth.  Makes you vulnerable to bad spirits.)

c. History of the individual and childhood

i. Child is able to grasp the world before he’s able to control it.  What kind of emotional attachment does this set up?  Psychoanalysis helpful in analyzing the ways that children invest objects with tremendous significance.

6. Pros/Cons of Contributions of Emotions to Rational Process:

a. Most powerful objection to emotions is founded on normative view that we should never deeply care about anything we can’t control.

i. Stoics, Spinoza

ii. MN: Dumb view.  Watch Cicero when he suffers through the death of his daughter.  Intellectually, he has argued the Stoic position, but he comes to believe that he shouldn’t get rid of the pain he feels over his daughter’s death.

b. If that view is wrong, then what good things can emotions offer?

i. Completeness of humanity

ii. Seneca: 2 examples re: King Cambydes (sp?).  “Apollo himself could not have shot straighter.”

(a) Seneca says that it’s just not decent to not get angry when your child is killed.  You might suppress it, but not even to get angry is inhuman and inhealthy.  Getting angry over such a terrible event is a natural part of a good character.  Elie Wiesel and concentration camp/screaming sergeant example.

iii. What about the possible Kantian counter that anger at the act of murder(immoral act(is natural.

(a) MN: There’s a sort of moral blindness here.  [Back to Hermann and RMS?  What is the relationship between emotions and the RMS?]

(b) Look at Bitzer from the MN excerpt.  Gradgrind, who is in fact the utilitarian leader of the group, has a more complete understanding of Reason than does Bitzer.

7. How does this arise in legal decisionmaking?

a. sentencing

i. general agreement (Woodson v. NC) that emotions a crucial part of the rational process of the trial penalty phase 

b. provocation defense

i. Built on Aristotelian view of emotions: Response was in some appropriate.  A reasonable man would have been provoked.

ii. They refuse to grant the defense simply for a bad temperament.

8. Murdoch

a. Murdoch is frustrated w/ philosophy.  By focusing on action and thought, it no longer examines the whole, full good life.

b. Mother-in-law/daughter-in-law example.  Former acts well, but she seethes inside.  Murdoch claims that there is a kind of ‘action’ in the inner world which has a lot to do with what kind of a person you are.  

9. Concerns

a. Emotions might come from a bad society.  We might pick up bad moral beliefs.

i. Seneca and being slighted by where one is seated at the table.

ii. Bad emotions could subvert good rationalizations.  ( MN: We’ve got to criticize emotions in the same way that we criticize anything else.

b. Might turn out that certain fears are programmed in.

c. Infancy and childhood.  Might have delayed reactions to earlier triggers of the emotion.  Emotion might not be irrational if viewed in light of the person’s whole life-story.

d. Partiality.  

i. Give unequal weights to values because of personal attachments.  (See MN excerpt for her take on this.)

ii. MN: We may need the emotions, though, to focus on morally relevant features and to move us to action (and keep us on the right path).

10. Politics of Rescue

a. Gerhardt Rieger (in Switz.) believes that there are Jewish children in Rumania who can be freed, provided support from Congress.  Sends a message to Wise (independent access to FDR), who is supposed to communicate the message to the State Dept.  Sumner Welles, UnderSec. of State, wants info., but Ambassador to Bern hesitates, b/c Long et al. had duped Welles.  Rieger’s policy forwarded to Foreign Funds Control of State Dept., headed by Meltzer.

b. FFC has remedied technical difficulties of the child refugee proposal.  Now Long et al. in State begin raising economic warfare arguments, although FFC has taken care of these.

i. Private financing; FFC just makes sure Nazis can’t get hard currency.

ii. Treasury satisifed; FFC satisfied, and ready to grant license.

iii. Meltzer proposes that it be approved and drafts a telegram to Bern.

c. Analogy to Pearl Harbor: so much information that the important stuff doesn’t get through.

d. Another pathology is the need of careerists to protect their futures.  Beware institutional interests.  Eventually the license goes out, but it’s too late do much good.

D. Role of Material and Social Factors in Rational Deliberation

1. Capabilities Approach

a. Basic

b. Internal

i. Nussbaum worked with an NGO in India dedicated to educating young women(girls traditionally married off at a young age with no education.

ii. Hope is to impart the sense of oneself as a chooser = expressive capacity.

iii. Complicated relationship between social custom, laws, material well-being, etc.

c. Combined

i. One may, however, have come to be a good chooser internally, and yet not be faced with any good choices externally.

ii. MN: Sometimes the absence of state action limits people.

iii. Historically, English liberals (following Locke) upheld freedom of contract and absence of state action as keys to freedom.

iv. Nussbaum’s approach focuses on a full flourishing human life.

(a) Aristotle already had something very much like the capabilities approach.

(b) Focus is on what people are actually able to choose.

v. Rights and capabilities language very complementary.  Rights language reminds one of the normative aspect, while capabilities talk reminds us of the institutional and social barriers to the actual exercise of rights.

vi. It is also able to account for adaptive preferences, and the influences of social conditioning on those preferences.

2. Common errors

a. People have realized that measures of quality of life must be tied to more than GNP.

b. Bad to focus on distribution of resources to individual members (Rawls’ view) by measures of wealth and income.

i. Rawls separates off the area of liberty

ii. Ex., American homosexuals are not necessarily disadvantaged economically, and yet there may be social constraints which meaningfully affect the choices they are able to make.

iii. Sen’s example: Distribute wealth equally.  Still much more difficult for handicapped person.  Need greater resources(financially and politically(for mobility.

3. Difference between Sen (economic side) & Nussbaum (philosophical side)

a. MN spends time, guided by neo-Aristotelians, talking about why we should care about the abilities of others to choose

b. Sen has never made a list.  He is reluctant because he doesn’t want to address cross-cultural controversy.

i. MN: List allows comparison.  But difficult to ask whether people have been free to exercise their imagination, develop their characteristically human faculties.

ii. Nussbaum’s list is left purposely inspecific, in order to allow for nations to recognize the capabilities as they wish.  Additionally, the list covers only a nucleus of capabilities, with things outside the core left to cultural discretion.

iii. However, MN (as opposed to Sen) believes the list should be explicit in itself in order to ensure that society protects this fundamental core.

(a) Ex., Amish, who recognize that people have the right/freedom to vote but request of their members that they not exercise this right/freedom.

c. MN: Sen has moved in the wrong direction in his latest book, “Development as Freedom.”

i. He has not asked what the meaningful kinds of freedom are.  We need an account of the goals we’re trying to recognize.

d. Sen seems to impose his desire for freedom and values it absolutely without respecting others’ valuations of the importance of freedom.  Ex., one who wishes to join a cult and surrender use of the full range of freedoms.

e. Sen is rather disparaging of the idea that rights should be absolute constraints on well-being.

i. MN: Puzzling, because the list of capabilities could be thought of as a list of basic rights.  The idea is that nations should pursue well-being within the constraints of these rights.

ii. Sen errs in focusing on Nozick.  Nozick is a rights-based absolutist, e.g., absolute property rights as constraints on any redistribution of property.  Sen rightly objects to the notion that property shouldn’t be relaxed in situations of necessity (starvation and the like), but Sen makes the mistake of accepting Nozick’s definition of “rights.”

iii. MN: Possible to reconceive of a right as a limitation on action arising from one’s claim of justice(put such a way, the right is non-absolute and qualified in certain situations.

iv. (Sen appears to have a bit more faith in markets than MN, but both realize their importance in solving economic problems and allowing people to make meaningful choice.)

4. Baird

a. DB: Sen points out the inadequacy of traditional cost-benefit analysis.  Informationally too demanding.  Even the metrics themselves are inherently limited.  They have assumptions built-in, as for example about how to discount for the future.

b. DB: No matter how well you craft things, the culture itself will tell us what the heuristics are and how decisions are made.

5. Dissension

a. To what extent is MN’s list distinctly Western and Aristotelian?  Able to graft onto other cultures or be used by cultural relativists?

i. MN: Not the case that basic human dignity and respect are Western notions.  They play themselves out differently in varying cultures, but people repeatedly arrive at such notions. Listening to people over the years, she’s become less defensive of idea she once thought singularly Western.

b. Relations with animals

i. Environmentalism is often an instrumental good in other countries that don’t have the luxury of worrying about it.

c. Freedom from discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation

i. MN feels strongly enough about these things to keep them on the list.

6. Tillie Olsen, “I Stand Here Ironing”

a. Poor white middle-aged woman at home ironing.  She wanted to stay home with her daughters, but couldn’t.  She had to send her daughter away to school for those with asthma.

b. ( See constraints, both internal and external, on choice.  Manual labor wears her out, makes her unable to reflect about whatever choices she might have.  Failure to register choices.

c. = adaptive preferences; she defines her preferences down

d. Someone is asking the woman about her daughter’s comic career.

e. What could have been done to better her life?

E. Cultures of Decisionmaking

1. In examining the culture surrounding the decision to launch the Challenger:

a. What would we do within that culture?

b. How do we critically assess that culture and the decisions (bad decisions?) that were made within it?

2. Thiokol has to be able to explain what has changed.  Basically, Thiokol is screwed.  They had certified a launch the day before at 40(F, and now they are saying not to launch beneath 53(F.

a. ( Meeting is only to discuss new information, not to reconsider past decisions.

b. ( Further complication is that the data doesn’t support Thiokol’s engineers’ conclusions.  They have an intuition, and they can’t quantify or even justify their intuition.

3. There’s a sort of drift here from a redundant system to a necessary system, to a possibly dangerous system.  Further, because Thiokol is switching out engineers, no one is sensitized to this incremental change.

4. Thiokol had always been in the position of explaining why the shuttle is safe.  Suddenly they are put in the position of explaining to NASA why the launch shouldn’t go forward.

5. What is the best argument to make within this culture?  It is a culture intolerant of new assertions in the absence of data.  There are 800 critical systems; we don’t scrub a launch every time somebody’s got a bad horoscope.

a. Redo the graphs.  Plot the “N/A”s, too.  Showed them the wrong graph: Turns out that 15% of the flights above 65( have had O-ring anomalies.  BUT of the flights below 65(, 100% have had anomalies.

b. They ask the wrong question: They focus on the severity of the anomalies rather than on the overall percentage.

c. ( Would have been a show-stopping graph.  Must present an argument within the culture in which you find yourself.

IX. Pathologies of Decisionmaking

A. Akrasia

1. Davidson translates it as weakness of will; others translate as incontinence.

2. Problem of knowing the good, but of doing something else, i.e., one’s will is somehow overcome.

3. Solutions:

a. External problem(desires, appetites, etc. overcome reasoning

b. Internal problem within the reasoning itself.

i. Competing consideration that has not been fully accounted for….

4. A believes that x is better than y; A can do either x or y; A does y

a. This leaves out cases of physical or psychological compulsion, but not necessarily cases of duress

b. Also left out are cases where there is uncertainty over what is better x or y.

5. A couple of solutions that have come up in the literature- 

a. Medea

i. Medea knows that its wrong to kill her children but this gust of passion (in this case anger) overtakes her and she kills them- but we have to think of the anger as something that does not remove the option to do the other think (must be distinguished from psychological compulsion)

ii. This also might not be how we want to talk about the passions: We want to look at who she was angry at, why she was angry, etc.

iii. Have to remember that passions spring from something in the mind.

iv. Seneca too believes that anger is not just a blind force but involves an intricate series of thoughts

v. People who know that drinking sea water will cause them to die, but drink it anyways are compelled by thirst- even though they had a choice.

b. Paolo and Francesca- Two lovers in Dante, they commit adultery

i. She thinks deception is bad.  She thinks Cheating is a form of deception.  Pleasure is good.  Sleeping with Paolo is pleasant 

ii. So she is assumed not to have internalized the second assumption- that cheating is a form of deception- and this general principal is unable to trump the immediacy of the pleasure which she had before her.

iii. Under this view akrasia is closely linked to self-deception and moral blindness- where we convince ourselves that what we are doing is not wrong- or we are blinded by the immediate pleasure

iv. Plato shows graphically how this notion relies on heterogeneous considerations- because our morals and our striving for pleasure are incommensurable- which is from whence this tension arises. Proof of incommensurability

v. Socrates (Plato’s character) says that if you are faced with $50 or $200 no one would ever choose the $50 (this is in the domain of commensurability) and if they did then they must have just made a mistake- and this is not interesting to study 

(a) If we assume commensurability then this problem disappears- 

vi. We have the idea that the problem requires us to see heterogeneous considerations in the world- the problem lies in how we look at heterogeneity 

c. Davidson

i. Mr. Davidson is lying in bed and is very tired, but he realizes that he has not brushed his teeth. He wants to stay in bed- he will sleep better- but he gets up under some sense of guilt and brushes his teeth.

ii. Does this mean that we actually value the tooth-brushing more than the comfort- or is this a situation of akrasia. 

d. Phaedra

i. She knows that it is best to be faithful to her husband- but she still wants to have the affair- and this feeling scares her to such an extent that she kills herself before she succumbs to this desire.

ii. So what is the theory- does she really think it is best not to cheat on her husband- there are societal interests than go against her- which is that she both would not want her action to become a universal principal (Kant) and she would suffer much condemnation at the hands of society- there would be a considerable amount of additional pain from her being labeled an adulteress. 

B. Recap

1. Passion sweeps over you (Aristotle)

2. Two competing considerations (Plato)

3. Much more complicated psychological story to be told

4. So we have not just one problem but rather a rich family of problems- but they all recognize some level of heterogeneity- but this heterogeneity takes different forms, can be as simple as the Aristotelian conception of the passions, or the more complicated stories. These truly are at some level problems of psychological interpretation. 

C. Economics

1. What would an economist say- Can I construct my life to avoid akrasiatic situations?  Can I predict others’ akrasia?

2. A number of people would prefer $50 today to $200 in 4 years, and yet they would prefer $200 in 6 years to $50 in 4 years.  Problem with discount rates?

a. With hyperbolic discount rates, we expect people to engage in pre-commitment strategies.  Ex., if I don’t want to go drinking on Sat. night, I’ll avoid my friends on Saturday afternoon.

D. Bounded Rationality

1. 3 types of questions:

a. What does the presence of this evidence about bounded rationality tell us about using the methodology of social science to assess decisionmaking?

b. Why are we seeing this?  What is going on?

c. What does tell us about decisionmaking?

2. Hypos

a. Lung cancer v. auto accidents; emphysema v. homicide; tuberculosis v. death by fire

i. Most people think there are more deaths from autos, homicide, and fire.  In fact, there are more deaths from lung cancer, emphysema, and TB.

ii. ( One theory is that this is the availability heuristic.  We can call to mind stories of the latter types of death more easily.

b. K, L, N, R: More common as 1st or 3rd letter in a word?

i. Another theory: People have developed various ways to use limited time and memory to make hosts of decisions with a fair degree of success.

c. Which is larger: San Diego or San Antonio?

i. 65% of UC students picked S.A., which is wrong.

ii. German students picked S.D.

iii. Availability heuristic(which one have you heard of, because it’s probably larger.

3. **Conlisk: The kinds of systematic errors people make reflect heuristic strategies that typically serve people well.

4. Traditional economic view: People use heuristics, but economists don’t need to use them explicitly in predicting behavior.  Economists’ explanations:

a. Don’t need to focus on the process people use, so long as we can predict their actual behavior.  Heuristics are fine, but they don’t falsify on interfere with rigorous methodologies.

i. Willie Mays can’t solve quadratic equations, but he behaves in a way that is consistent with a machine solving quadratic equations (which can figure out where a baseball will land).

b. Rigorous methodologies are very useful.

i. We wouldn’t scrap quadratic equations simply because Willie Mays doesn’t understand them.

c. Survivors and tricksters argument

i. ( If people are making decisions that are systematically biased, it is unlikely that people will continue to make those decisions in an environment in which it matters.

(a) Ex., successful auction bidders are not subject to the Winner’s curse.

ii. Hindsight bias.  Possible explanations:

(a) People are stupid.

(b) As a psychological matter, it’s more comfortable to feel that you saw things coming.

(c) Hindsight bias is a useful heuristic, in the sense that when making future decisions, it’s better to know the actual past than to remember the time when we didn’t know it.

iii. These heuristics may actually help d-making!

5. Problems

a. Intransitive preferences…money pump.  Cyclically bad trades at the hands of one smart buyer.

b. Another problem is not having a way of keeping score.  How do you know whether you’re making a good decision?  Some companies will use different metrics to see which works best.

E. Tragic Dilemmas

1. Assessing the tragic choice clarifies all of the options before us.  In the Arjuna case, he is pursuing a just cause, but it doesn’t make the choice a good thing.

2. 2 questions:

a. What should I do?

b. Are any of the alternatives open to me free of any serious wrongdoing?

3. Why is it useful to raise the second, tragic question?

a. May affect your future conduct.

i. More interested in future conduct

b. May restructure societal values and norms.

i. Why has this clash come about?

4. How is this related to cost-benefit analysis?

a. Good approach to the first question, provided that you’ve already weighted your preferences; helpless with the tragic question.

b. Cost-benefit analysis does not show us the cost of a choice which falls below some threshold of moral acceptability.  And where is the threshold anyway?  Cost-benefit analysis can’t tell us.

Principles for d-making:

1. Plato/Socrates: idea of the examined life

a. Ask what your goals actually are and how concretely we wish to specify them.

2. Utilitarians: interconnectedness of people (and perhaps other species) in the world

a. Have some reasonably principled way of taking others’ interests into account.

i. Include future interests, animals, etc.

ii. Include global and foreign interests

b. B. Williams: Utilitarianism funnels all the satisfaction into a single metric.  2 problems:

i. commensurability of goals within a life

ii. aggregating across lives

3. Have some way of accounting for the separateness of persons.

4. Kant: tendency to treat people as instruments of our ends

a. Act so that you treat humanity as an end and never only as a means.

5. Aristotle: plurality of ends; planning over the course of a complete life

a. Reflect on the overall structure of your ends.

6. Don’t regard emotions and imagination as irrelevant.  Cultivate those aspects of personality as aids to the rational process.  (Murdoch and Seneca)

7. Care about the institutional framework within which you and others are living.  (Mill, Kant, Aristotle, Sen, T. Olsen).  Cultivate conditions of freedom and choice.  Pay attention to forums of collective action.

8. Learn what you can from various forms of scientific modeling, but don’t be bewitched by them.  Plato’s tendency toward systemization may oversimplify; blind us to ways of seeing things.  Like the Greeks, modern society is enthralled by science.

a. Henry James can get lost in the modern world.  Qualitative types of thinking.

