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Some Questions for Discussion/Papers

 II. 5.


a.
Compare Locke's state of nature with the state of war.  How different are they?  What do you think life would be like in a state of nature?


b.
Why does Locke think private property is in principle just?  Would he think it just for even the rich to accumulate still more property?  Why?  Do you find Locke's arguments on property persuasive?


c.
Would you rather be Locke's "day laborer in England" or "the King of a large and fruitful territory" in America (p. 25).  Why?


d.
According to Locke, why and how do men form government?  What do just governments do?  Why are only limited governments just?  Is Locke's limited government more or less limited than the U.S. government?  Compare men's rights in the state of nature and in civil society.


e.
In what sense does Locke believe in the equality of man?  Is he a spokesman for democracy?


f.
Does Locke think reason rules man?  What does Locke think it means to say that a man is ruled by reason?  What do you think it means?

 II. 6.


a.
For Smith what are the principal causes of the wealth of nations? Do you agree?  Did an invisible hand exist in Smith's time?  Does it today?  Consider Smith’s views on what we today call “industrial policy.” 


b.
What does Smith think of the average landlord's motivation?  The average businessman's?  The average laborer's?  Are they public spirited?  Does Smith think they should be?  Is Smith right on these subjects?  Why does Smith think the landlord's and the laborers' interests are more congruent with the publics interest than the businessmen's?)  Is he persuasive?  Does Smith think the law is even handed in disputes between capitalists and laborers? Have things changed today?  How much of Smith's teaching on the correct public policy toward business and labor is applicable today?

c-1  Why does Smith think menial servants, judges, opera singers, etc.  are less productive than manufacturers(351-2)?  Should we encourage more of the latter and less of the former today?  Is this what supply side economics is all about?

c-2  Why does Smith prefer some kinds of consumption to others?  Does      he really argue that selfishness is more in the public interest       than generosity (pp. 368-71, 437-440)?  Why or why not?  Do you       agree? Would you favor consumption taxes and subsidies designed       to move expenditures toward those Smith approves of? Why or why       not?


d.
Explore Smith's belief that the differences in "natural" talents between individuals are primarily a result of the division of labor, not intrinsic differences (19-20, II 232).  Are you persuaded?  Why or why not?


e.
"I have never known much good done by those who affected to trade for the common good (478)."  Do you agree?  Why or why not?  Does this mean that Smith would disapprove of the activities of Ralph Nader?  Common Cause?

 II. 7.

     a.   [Smith was a hard grader and gave very few A’s.]


b.
How important does Smith think organized religion is in a good life for the individual and for society?  How important is a belief in God?  What public policy does he recommend on these matters?  How relevant do you think his teaching is to today's world?


c-1.
What do you think of Smith's agenda for government?  Is it sufficient?  How does it compare with that of today's economists?


c-2.
How does Smith use the economic incentives insight in his discussion of justice and public works?  Compare his discussion of the efficiency and equity of user charges (toll or fees) with that of contemporary economists.  Does Smith use public goods and externality theory?


d.
Compare Smith's discussion of government's tendency to incur debt and spend beyond its means with today/s discussion of these subjects.  Was Smith right then?  Are the "conservatives" right on this subject today?


e.
What alternative methods of university finance does Smith consider and why does he support the one he does?  Is he persuasive?  How much of his analysis of the universities of his time is applicable today at the University of Virginia and at other universities?


f.
How does Smith explain the superior abilities and (at least for the Romans) the morals of the Romans and Greeks?  How important was education?  How important were other factors?  Is one implication of this teaching that the state will do more harm than good if it tries to create a "great society?"  A decent society?  Do you agree with Smith on these points?

 II. 8.
(These questions refer to all of your reading in Smith, not just this week's reading.)


a.
Why do men seek to accumulate wealth?  Smith at times seems to make fun of the desire of men for "trinkets and baubles(305)."  If it is silly, why does Smith seem to approve of it, especially in light of his account of the disadvantages of the division of labor?  What motivates the middle class to want more today?  Are they (we) silly or irrational?


b.
Does Smith think the results of the system of natural liberty leads to a just distribution of income?  Do you?  Why or why not?


c.
"According to Adam Smith society is a commercial enterprise.  Every one of its members is a salesman.  It is evident how political economy establishes an alienated form of social intercourse as the true and original form and that which corresponds to human nature . . . .



The less you eat, drink, and buy books, go to the theater or the balls, or to the public-house and the less you think, love, theorize, sign, paint, fence, etc., the more you will be able to save and the greater will become your treasure which neither moth nor rust will corrupt--your capital.  The less you are the less you are the less you express your life, the greater is your alienated life and the greater is the saving of your alienated being.  Everything that the economist takes from you in the way of life and humanity, he restores to you in the form of money and wealth.  And everything which you are unable to do, your money can do for you . . . ."  (Karl Marx as quoted in E.G. West "Introduction" the Theory of Moral Sentiments, p. 26.)  Comment.


d.
Adam Smith emphasizes, as Locke does, property but he also emphasizes sympathy.  Is man more social in Smith than in Locke?  Compare Locke and Smith on man's fundamental nature.  Who is more correct?  Does Smith's description of how we achieve a reasonable concord of sentiments as principals and spectators seem convincing?  Is Smith's man "other" rather than "inner" directed?  Does his description of man's nature seem true?  Is it an appealing description?


e.
"We like to say that Adam Smith was remarkably perceptive for his time but that we know more now since we have been able to build our social sciences on his shoulders.  In fact we have forgotten far more of importance in his teaching than we have learned since.  If Smith were given a few months to bone up on developments since his death, he would be a far more valuable senior White House policy advisor than would be any recent President of the American Political Science Association or of the American Economic Association."  Do you agree or not?  Why or why not?


f.
In the Wealth of Nations Smith talks of self-interest and gain; in The Theory of Moral Sentiments he speaks of benevolence and duty.  Do you think that the teachings of the two books are compatible?

 II. 10.


a.
Why does Marx think the bourgeoisie a relatively useful class of oppressors--one that has played 'a most revolutionary role in history"?  Would Marx then think it a sign of muddled thought to talk of a "conservative capitalist"?  Is capitalism conservative?


b.
Why does Marx think that economics is the only really fundamental cause of what happens in society and through history?  Do the conditions of production determine the forms of government, the prevailing ideas and the way of life of every age?  Do you think social relations, laws, intellectual life and the educational system have been dominated by capitalists in America?  Are people's political views determined by the conditions of production and the historical process?  Are yours?


c.
Explain Marx's description of how the capitalist exploits the laborer.  Are you persuaded?  More specifically, is it the case that "the wretchedness of the worker is in inverse proportion to the power and magnitude of his production" (70)?


d.
Was work enjoyable for most people in Marx's time?  Is it today?  Will it be in the future?  Are skilled, intelligent workmen less efficient than the near idiotic when working on the assembly line?  If so, what conclusions should we draw?  Will we ever do away with the division of labor?  Can we have work not as a means to life but as "life's prime want" (531)?


e.
Compare Smith (especially pp. 53-56) and Marx on whether profits and capitalists are unjust.  Who is more persuasive?


f.
"In at least one important respect Marx and contemporary mainstream economists are alike.  Both see the causes of political action and the levers for change in conflicting economic interests not in ideas."  Discuss.


g.
What is the charge against the Communists with respect to the family and the community of women?  How does Marx respond?  Is he persuasive?  Is marriage against the interests of women (487-488)?

 II. 11.


a.
Do property and money corrupt morality, love, nature and theory as Marx suggests?  Does the pursuit of money set man against man?  Does it actually make humanity more needy by glorifying excess, intemperance and "imaginary" appetites?  Does it turn image into reality and vice versa?  How would most economists respond to Marx's critique?  What do you think of it?


b.
Is Marx correct in criticizing those who give opinions on policy from a narrow disciplinary perspective (e.g. as a political economist, an ethics expert, etc.) rather than in the round, as human beings?  Do today's economists and political scientists do this?  If this is a problem, what if anything can be done about it?


c.
To what extent do you think Marx has been proven right in his predictions about what the future holds?  For example, which of Marx's proposed specific reforms have been achieved in contemporary communist countries?  In contemporary capitalist countries?  Has capital become more and more centralized and monopolized through time?  Are we closer to an international community in which self-interest and balance of power politics do not prevail?  Are some countries significantly closer to achieving the sort of communist society which Marx envisioned?


d.
Why does Marx think the political reform movements of his day to establish political rights are so inadequate?  What are the principal elements of Marx's description of a communist society and an international community.  Is it a complete description?  Would you like to live in such a community?  Do you think it is one that could someday be brought into existence?


e.
Do you agree that "mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve (5)?


f.
Marx saw himself as a hard nosed realist--a man whose philosophy sprang from a careful, empirical assessment of the way things are.  Others have called him an idealist.  Which is he?  Why?

 II. 13.


a.
What are the similarities and the differences between utilitarianism's conception of societal welfare and that of welfare economics and benefit-cost analysis?  Which understanding of welfare do you find more persuasive?  Why?


b-1.
Are men moved only by pain and pleasure?  Is this utilitarian "is" reconcilable with the utilitarian "ought"?  Why does Mill think men can be brought to put the pleasures of all above their own individual pleasures?



Are people as likely to do the right thing if they  believe moral obligations are "entirely subjective" as they would be if they believe such obligations have their roots in transcendental facts, something "out of the mind"?


b-2.
Do you think Mill was justified in his view that over time, improved political conditions and improving minds would "tend to generate in each individual a feeling of unity with all the rest; which, if perfect, would make him never think of or desire any beneficial condition for himself, the benefits of which they are not included"?  Are we less selfish than men and women used to be in Mill's time?


b-3
Mill is often seen as a spokesman for enlightenment.  Is his emphasis on the importance of habituation (17,31,32)as a sanction for utilitarianism reconcilable with this view?


c.
Through American history both utilitarianism and Lockean natural rights have been influential.  How different are they?  Is one or the other better suited to give specific guidance in resolving particular policy issues?  Does one or the other place more emphasis on a good political process rather than good outcomes from a process?  Does one or the other provide more solid grounds to protect individual rights?  Is a just utilitarian obligated to adopt society's goals as his own?  Is this alienating?  Which doctrine is more demanding of individuals?  Which doctrine, if either, do you think should guide American policy makers?


d.
Why does Mill believe that the pleasures of the intellect, of feeling and of imagination are of higher value than those of mere sensation?  Are you persuaded?  Is it true that those who have experience with all these kinds of pleasures prefer those which employ the higher faculties?  Is it true that few humans would consent to be changed into any of the lower animals for the fullest allowance of a best's pleasures?  What does it mean to say one must know both pleasures (8,9) to be able to judge between any two?  Take, as examples, the pleasures of a hard rock concert on the one hand, or going to a symphonic concert on the other (or any other pairing you like, e.g., sex or getting drunk vs. reading Shakespeare).


e.
Is Mill right in his belief that the principal causes of unsatisfied lives are selfishness and lack of mental cultivation(13)?  Do you enjoy your studies at the University?  Is this a fair test of Mill's mental cultivation claim?  What do consumer sovereignty and welfare economics do to remedy Mill's sources of dissatisfaction?


f.
Mill seems to argue that an intelligent interest in the objects of contemplation, a sincere interest in the public good and more are quite likely for most men if they are left free of bad laws and other men's wills and have just a little luck.  Do you agree?  Why or why not?  Is Mill's argument on this point reconcilable with his earlier emphasis on habituation?


g.
Mill argues that noble characteristics are good not only because they make those who possess them happier but also because they make those who surround the virtuous happier.  Are there positive externalities from being surrounded by bright, educated, talented, energetic and public spirited people?  From being surrounded by honest people?  Are there negative ones?  Would you want more around you?  If so, is there any public policy which would help develop more such people?  What might it look like?

III. 14.


a.
Why does Schumpeter think that through history poorer people have gained more than richer ones from the fruits of capitalism?  Why does Schumpeter think that the capitalist process provided both the means and the will to help the poor?  Do you agree?  Is the unemployment problem today worse or better than when Schumpeter wrote?  How might Schumpeter explain the changes?  How would you?


b.
"All the features and achievements of modern civilization are, directly or indirectly, the products of the capitalist process."  (125)  Consider Schumpeter's examples and indicate the extent (if at all) that you agree with this statement.


c.
". . . though the incompetent men and the obsolete methods are in fact eliminated, sometimes very promptly, sometimes with a lag, failure also threatens or actually overtakes many an able man, thus whipping up everyone, again much more efficaciously than a more equal and more "just" system of penalties would . . . private enterprise effectively chains the bourgeois stratum to its tasks . . . .  Most methods of social selection . . . do not guarantee performance of the selected individual; and their failure to do so constitutes one of the crucial problems of socialist organization . . . in most cases the man who rises first into the business class and the within it is also an able businessman and he is likely to rise exactly as far as his ability goes."



Do people work harder and more effectively if kept under pressure?  Would you study as hard if there were no exams?  Who works harder on average, public or private employees?  Do you think that those best able to do the job rise more surely in capitalist businesses than in socialist regimes?  Are the fruits of the pressured life Schumpeter describes worth the pressure?


d.
Why does Schumpeter think businessmen are relatively ineffective politically?  Compare Schumpeter's analysis to Marx's.  Whose analysis is more persuasive?


e.
Why does Schumpeter think that over time there has been and will continue to be a loss of political support for capitalism and private property?  Do you agree that this has happened or is happening?  Is it a cause for concern?]


f.
Intellectuals "live on criticism."  Is this true?  Do you agree with Schumpeter's interpretation of the role of the intellectual in U.S. history?  Is Schumpeter right about the typical attitudes of intellectuals?  In your time at the University how many professors and graduate students have you found who seemed pro-capitalism and pro-business?  How many anti?


g.
Do we have an oversupply of college educated people in the United States or can we never have too many educated people?  Does our heavily subsidized university system breed under-employed graduates who feel unjustified resentment toward the social and economic system?  Should we cut back on subsidies to higher education?  You may wish to address these questions in the course of an essay comparing Schumpeter and Mill on the effects of the spread of higher education throughout the populace.


h.
Are you persuaded that man's desire to work and save (and thus economic growth) is connected to a strong family structure?


i.
How would you assess the record of capitalism?  Why does Schumpeter think it is doomed to die?  Do you think it will die? Are we "not free to choose" (129) whether it survives or not?

III. 16.


a.
For Friedman private markets bring to mind not "dog eat dog" and exploitation but cooperation and progress together. Why?  How does Friedman defend the way that capitalism distributes income(13-15)? Is he persuasive on these matters.  Later in his book Friedman says that "the ballot box produces conformity without unanimity; the marketplace, unanimity without conformity."  Is this true?  Taking your own case as an example, do you get more of what you want more often from the market than from the ballot box?  Do other people?


b.
Does liberty provide a route to greater excellence by demonstrating "that some manners of living are more successful than others."  What sort of success does liberty provide?  


c.
Is Hayek right that "factually" men are not equal and that "the importance of individual differences would hardly be less if all people were brought up in very similar environments?"(87)



If Hayek were right what would be the policy consequences?  


d.
Will society get "better elite(s)" if family influence on children is not impeded by society(90)?  Is it an advantage to the community if some children can start with the advantages which only wealthy homes can offer(90)?  Is Hayek right in suggesting that children born to rich parents are no more advantaged than children born to kind or intelligent parents?



Is Hayek right in arguing that talented people doing things in new ways benefit most other people(88).


e.
Is Hayek right in arguing that justice requires only that "all should be allowed to try" not that "all must be assumed an equal start and the same prospects?"  Why does he oppose the latter principle?  Is he persuasive?



Evaluate Hayek's argument for private inheritance.

f.  
Is Hayek persuasive in arguing that distribution "based on merit" 
is "as irreconcilable with freedom" as egalitarian demands—
“neither desirable nor practicable.”

          More specifically, is he right to say that inborn traits are not           the result of moral merit so inequalitites based on different              innate capacities are not more just than those based on  

           familial resources?



Is he right to deny that a free society generally rewards based on merit?  Is he right to say that a society that did reward based on merit would not be free?  Are there other understandings of merit besides Hayek's? Discuss.  



Consider Hayek's linking of praise to the moral character of an action not the value of the achievement.  Is praise always so linked to morality?  Should it be?  



Is Hayek's argument in effect an argument against praise itself? Discuss.



Is Hayek right to claim that we really want people to provide a "maximum of usefulness" with a "minimum of merit" i.e. sacrifice? 

          Is Hayek right that we feel obligation to people based on the value of their performance not their merit(97)?



Is he right to say that popularity and esteem are not dependent on merit?

          Is Hayek right in arguing that a society which rewarded strictly on merit would be harder for the less successful to tolerate than our current one?(98)


g.
Is Hayek saying (100) that egalitarians cannot be just because they place such importance on the accidental fact of whether a poor person is born in a rich or poor country?  Is there any just reason to give priority to America's poor rather than those in Bangladesh?  Discuss.



Hayek opposes coerced redistribution of income?  Does he oppose a social insurance state(101)?

III. 17. 


a.
How does Kristol define "thinking economically"?  Is that the way you and your friends think?  Is thinking economically the same as thinking rationally?  Why does Kristol think the radical young and Galbraith are fundamentally reactionary, counter-revolutionary forces?  Do you agree?  Is it true that capitalism cannot resist self-destructive nihilism and anti-business sentiments on the basis of the Friedman/Hayek philosophy alone? What else does Kristol think is needed?  What do you?  (Or if you think capitalism cannot or should not be saved, say why.)  


b.
Discuss Kristol on utopians.  Do you agree with him?  Do we have unreasonable expectations of what politics can accomplish (e.g., worlds without war, poverty, hate)?  Is there any harm in thinking we can achieve these goods?  Is Thomas Moore a good model for an understanding of the proper spheres of political philosophy and politics?


c.
Was Madison right to want a regime that did not encourage charismatic leaders(53), and that substituted interested behavior for "better motives" (58)?  Discuss.



Is majority faction the most dangerous and likely evil of popular government?  Discuss.



Should character formation of the citizens play a part in American statesmanship?  Discuss.



Is there a distinctive American character?  Is America a genuine political community?  Discuss.



Assess Hofstadter's critique of the founding fathers.  Would Kristol call him a utopian?  Is he?


d.
Is Kristol right in arguing that stability must be the prerequisite for justice rather than the other way around?  Explore some of Kristol's eight (unofficial) principles of the neo-conservative creed.  What if anything do you agree with?  What do you disagree with?  Are the neo-conservatives right about Locke and Rousseau?  About markets, bourgeois society, the role of government, family, religion and capitalism?


e.
Is contemporary liberalism an uncertain friend of liberty?  Does any attempt to achieve "social justice" in the "distribution of income" assume more consensus on the common good than a freedom loving country can produce?  Discuss Kristol on "social justice."


f.
Kristol says today's liberalism (138) is a combination of "moralistic egalitarianism and optimistic 'permissiveness.'"   He thinks it absurd for the law to say an 18 year old girl "has the right to public fornication in a pornographic movie--but only if she is paid the minimum wage. Discuss.


g.
Assess Kristol's reasons for thinking our culture threatens our economic system and his predictions and hopes for the future.  Compare Kristol and Schumpeter on liberal intellectuals.


h.
Do feminists think that "relations between the sexes are, above all, power relations?  Are they?  Should men again become "gentlemen" who treat women as "ladies"?  Should Goya's "Naked Maja" have been left in the Pa.  State classroom?  Is sexual liberation a "male scam"?  Is easy sex debasing to women?  Are mixed bathrooms? Was Victorianism pro-women?


i.
Carefully assess Kristol's views about what is good and bad in capitalism.  Are his two cheers about right?


j.
Does capitalism need a justification beyond acquisitiveness?  Why do we no longer create a literature with heroes like those in Horatio Alger novels?  Did such heroes exist in Alger's time?  Do they today?



Is it a sign of societal deterioration that so many Americans are so quick to buy and to sell on credit?

k. Does every political/economic system create privilege?  Compare the capitalist way of channeling men's desire to advance with the alternatives.  Are people in the USA "often more satisfied with their employer than with their community?"  If so, is this an argument for capitalism?  Is the ordinary activity of big business moral? 

III. 19.
a.
How does Galbraith define producer sovereignty?  How important do you think it is?  Would we want to travel by air, go to the movies and buy automobiles without advertising?  Would we want to "fly United" or see the U.S.A. in our Chevrolet?  Do businesses often "impose their preferences" (79) on us so that we buy things we'd be better off without?  Does the market bias our preferences toward certain elements of a good life rather than others?  Does capitalism or socialism do a better job of satisfying minority tastes?  Is the capitalist system stacked against responding to consumer tastes for "artistic, educational or other humane achievement?"


b.
Is Galbraith saying that desires which are dependent on persuasion and conditioning are less worthy?  Less real?  If he is, would you agree?  Would Galbraith give less attention to desires originating in the psyche not physical need?  Would you?


c.
Does Galbraith argue that it is part of the economist's system of belief that government satisfies consumers well?  Do you think economists say this?  Is Galbraith's argument about the dissatisfaction of workers with our current system accurate?  Is worker dissatisfaction compatible with an economy which responds to consumers' desires?


d.
What are the similarities and differences between Galbraith and Schumpeter?


e.
Are you persuaded by Lindblom's argument that business domination makes capitalistic systems unusually resistant to change?  Does business react in the way Lindblom suggests to policies such as tough anti-pollution legislation or worker participation in management?  Is it contrary to the public interest when they do so?  If it is, what if anything does Lindblom think we might do about it?  What do you think we might do about it?


f.
Assess the argument for a “stakeholder society.”  Is it more fair than the current system which give aid to college bound students and not to those not going on?  What would be the costs and benefits of the wealth tax to finance the plan?

g.  Compare Lindblom, and Hirschman on the relationship between    

   markets/economic progress and political progress.  Assess their   

   respective arguments.

III. 20.


a.
Is Mishan correct in believing that we are more vulnerable now (physically and psychologically) than we used to be and that our vulnerability is connected to economic growth?  Do those who do less well in life feel worse if there is equal opportunity then if there is not?


b.
Is there a connection between man's ability to love God and his ability to love other human beings?  Does economic growth undermine both?  Does it weaken the quality of human relationships?


c.
Is it true that good, even viable, societies need a moral consensus and that economic growth undermines that consensus?  Is a belief in God necessary for an effective societal moral code?


d.
Why does Mishan think that professionals have less real leisure now than they used?  Do you agree?  Would too much leisure and the absence of a job that has to be done be good or bad for most people?  Should we pay more attention to providing for agreeable work opportunities and less to maximum efficiency in production to meet consumers' demands?


e.
Is there a good side to frustration, conflict, suffering and sacrifice?  Do you wish you had more of these things?  Would you like a world in which you had none of them?  Is Mishan's a fair critique of the society growth men envision?  Of Marx's vision of a communist society?


f.
Is it possible to stop economic growth and still encourage decentralized private enterprise and competitive markets?  In other words is there some tension between Mishan's argument in Chapter 39 and that in Chapter 52?  If so which goal is the more important (but feel free to reject both if you'd like)?  If you think we should stop growth are you as pessimistic as Mishan about whether it could be done?


g.
Mishan says that fraternal, filial and romantic love are all harmed by economic growth.  Do you agree?  Discuss.  Does growth make us more vulnerable?

h.  Compare Mishan and Hirschman on what the latter calls "harriedness."  Do humans engage in "obituary improving activities?"  Do individuals gain by doing so?  Do societies gain when individuals do so?  (What is Hirschman getting at when he concludes (293) by quoting Hobbes on "honor and preferment"? 

i.  is globalization good for the poor?  Is your parent’s generation 

   happier than their parent’s generation?  Discuss?  Are the rich in 

   the U.S. happier than the middle class?  Is income growth in the 

   U.S. a zero sum game?  Does e-mail increase human happiness?  Do

   you like Frank’s proposal (63) for a progressive consumption tax?

III. 22. a.  Why does Mueller think that capitalism and democracy can’t supply orderliness, certainty, equality, security, and systemic fairness (11)?  Is he right?  Should we support systems which can not supply such fundamental goods?  Discuss. 

b.Are captialists’ virtues insincere?  Does Mueller ultimately think they are (38)?

c.Consider mueller’s treatment of 3 common critiques of capitalism—it’s culture, inequality and economic catastrophes.  Discuss.

d.What does Mueller think is the secret to honest as opposed to barbarous commerce?  Is he persuasive?  What do you think the secret is?

e.Is Mueller persuasive in his view that economists essentially get it right?  Is he persuasive in his view that what they prescribe is politically incorrect?  Consider and evaluate some of the 4 economic propositions (and sub-propositions) which Mueller finds persuasive.  Which authors read this term would contest him (and why) and who gets the better of their implicit debate. 

f.What does Mueller see as the connection between growth and happiness.  How would mishan criticize him?  Discuss.

g. Consider Mueller’s view of democracy.  Is he right that democracy does better than alternative forms at “generating effective governments, choosing leaders, addressing minority concerns, and creating a livable society?”  Was Mexico of 10 years ago a democracy?

h.Why do the poor not confiscate the wealth of the rich?  Or do they?                                                              

I Consider Mueller’s definition of democracy (15, 138-44). How persuasive is it?  Is regular, broad political participation not necessary for a healthy democracy?  Examine Mueller’s arguments.  Are elections not necessary?  Was old TJ wrong when he said a people cannot be ignorant and free (183)?  Is low voter turnout nothing to worry about?

Is democracy “admirable” because it can function “rather well” when people are “flawed, grasping, self-centered, prejudiced, and easily distracted (161)?”

In a democracy is broad participation-- more equality, deliberation and political knowledge “good for its own sake (164-5)?”  does emphasis on these things bread cynicism?  Are democratic idealists responsible for political cynicism?  Do they water hyperdemocracy and put at risk minority rights?

What do you make of Dahl’s proposal for a deliberative body selected randomly (174)?  Is it true that though the public may not like contentiousness, it is near the heart of democratic politics (175)?

Mueller suggests that common complaints about our political process are inconsistent—“pandering to public opinion” and “doing anything to get elected” vs. “ignoring the will of the people” and “pandering to special interests?”  Practicing an “’either/or’” politics rather than a “‘both/and’“ politics emphasizing what broadly unites us.  When the pols agree its “tweedledum and tweedledee “metooism” leaving voters with no real choice.  Is this a fair criticism?  Which motto, if any, should give direction to reform?  Is the idea of democratic consensus as the heart or democratic politics a dangerous myth (178-9)?

Mueller says “If citizens have the right to complain, to petition, to organize, to protest, to demonstrate, to strike, to threaten to emigrate or secede, to shout, to publish, to export their funds, to express a lack of confidence, and to wheedle in back corridors, government will tend to respond to the sounds of the shouters and the importunings of the wheedlers, that is, it will necessarily become responsive—pay attention—whether there are elections or not.” (140)

j.Do democracies characteristically treat minorities well?  Does this mean that Madison was wrong in Federalist 10?

k. Discuss Mueller's views about the connections between capitalism and democracy (231-42).  Is Mueller correct in his belief that you can have a democracy without capitalism?  Does this give new hope to socialists?  Discuss.

l.Is Mueller right to say that democracies help capitalists thrive?  Compare to Schumpeter and Kristol.  Does his treatment of interest groups resurrect Federalist 10?

m.Is Mueller correct in his view that we have too lofty an understanding of democracy and too low an understanding of capitalism?

n. Consider Cammack’s critique of Mueller.  Is Mueller out to create a noble mystique to support capitalism rather than a balanced analysis of it?  Is the morality of Mueller’s capitalism actually calculation and can calculation be morality?  Does Mueller concede that capitalist virtues are often not present because capitalists don’t see their utility?  Is it an important limitation of Mueller that his version of capitalism has nothing to say about truth, the good and the meaning of life?

24. a.
What criteria should we use to assess political/economic/social systems (use political, economic, moral or any other criteria you would like)?  By your criteria is Sweden a success or a failure?  By your criteria is the U.S. a success or a failure?


b.
If you think the U.S. performance superior to Sweden's is it because its aims are more worthy or because its aims are more achievable or is it both?  If Sweden's performance is superior, could the Swedish model work in the U.S.? 


c.
If you were not "used to" U.S. food, weather and the surface culture, do you think you would rather live in the U.S. or Sweden?  Why?  What are the attractive (if any) and unattractive (if any) features of life and public policy in Sweden?  Suppose you didn’t know you would be born with the talent to get into UVA.  Would your answer change?

d.  Wolfe says (180-81) that, in terms of its organization for meeting "obligations to both intimate and distant others," Sweden outperforms the U.S.:  "In a few areas, my own political feelings to the contrary, the market does appear to do a superior job, most especially in the realm of private charity. But overall the Scandinavian welfare states are far more successful at organizing modern moral obligations than are market-oriented societies like the United States.  In the welfare state there is better provision for the elderly and the young, government support for the socially needy can be counted on, and a sense of general social solidarity, although weakened, still exists."  Do you agree with these judgments?  Discuss.

e.  Rothstein says that Hirdman’s book errs in assuming that ideas explain policy.  Do you agree with her analysis in the specific case of the Swedish welfare state and more generally?  Rothstein acknowledges that public child care and treatment oriented public assistance (11) are open to the Hirdman critique.  How important is this concession?  Should the Swedish welfare state be seen as decentralized and un-bureaucratic?  

f.  Is Rothstein or Wolf more persuasive on the effect of the welfare state on civil society?  Although, apparently, on the left politically, Rothstein seems to agree with Gilder that taxing the rich to help the poor through selective means-tested programs does not work.  Rothstein, however, argues that general welfare policies that everyone is eligible for do work?  Are you persuaded?  Should we, for example, have child allowances for all families with children rather than means-tested aid to dependent children?  What do you think Gilder would say?

g.  Is the Swedish welfare state implicated in the rise of single parent families in Sweden?

26.  a.
Is data on the distribution of income (among classes) useful or fundamentally misleading?  Is Gilder right when he charges that such figures ignore the real dynamic world in which particular individuals, ethnic groups and companies are constantly moving up and down the income ladder?  Why does Gilder think that the market redistributes wealth far more quickly and surely than any scheme of the state?  Is he persuasive on this subject?


b.
Why does Gilder think a country can have a high per capita   gross National Product and still not be wealthy?  Is Gilder arguing that government statistics called Michael Zabian's (p. 62) family poor when it was in fact wealthier than an Arabian Shiek's (and some rich U.S. athletes' and performers')?  If so, is Gilder right?   Is it useful to distinguish between riches and wealth?  Are the real sources of wealth "thrift," "imagination, purpose" and "faith"; do "the best, most compelling, most original and flexible minds constitute the most enduring gold" (67)?  Can high taxes turn "wealth" into "riches"?  Is unearned privately-held wealth important to the economy or could government tax much of it away and invest it for all of us as productively and more fairly?


c.
Compare Gilder's analysis of modern American industry with that of Schumpeter and/or Galbraith.  Are you persuaded that small firms and entrepreneurs are still extremely important to the American economy?  Has the U.S. government's role in industrial innovation been mainly "taxing and harassing successful business?" (95).


d.
Why does Gilder think "not taking and consuming but giving" (21) a characteristic role of the capitalist.  Is giving "the vital impulse and moral center of capitalism" (27)?  Is there a "Law of Reciprocity" and does welfare tempt the poor to forget it?  Why does Gilder criticize Adam Smith?  Is the criticism persuasive?


e.
Why does Gilder believe that "The crucial question in a capitalist country is the quality and quantity of investment by the rich"?  Is he right?  Compare Gilder and Galbraith on the effect of higher tax rates on the rich.  Whom do you find more persuasive?  Why does Gilder think "regressive taxes help the poor" (201)?  Is he persuasive?  Does the failure of the Reagan-supported tax cuts to pay for themselves by generating increased taxable production and revenues disprove Gilder's view that our economy was "high on the Laffer curve" (200) in the late 1970s?  Assess Gilder's view of the gainers and losers from inflation.  Why is Gilder less concerned about deficits than conservatives (before Reagan) traditionally have been?


f.
Schumpeter, Friedman, Kristol and Gilder are all in some sense conservative thinkers.  Compare Gilder to one or more of the others.  How is he alike?  How different?  Where he differs from the others, is he persuasive?


g.
Stage a debate between Mishan and Gilder.  Whom do you think wins?  Why?

III. 27.


a.
Why does Gilder think the level of welfare payments to the poor is too high in America?  Is it true that redistribution "perpetuate[s] poverty"; that "poor people tend to rise up rapidly and will be damaged by a policy of redistribution that will always hit new and unsheltered income and wealth much harder than the elaborately concealed and fortified winnings of the established rich"? (70)[Is Gilder's view here reconcilable with his view that the rich have trouble keeping their heirs wealthy?}; that entrepreneurs fight "America's only serious war against poverty" (94)?  Does welfare hinder "long-run upward mobility" by breaking the psychological link between "effort and reward" (74)?  Does the route out from poverty depend on "extended horizons" and thus on "family and faith"?


b.
Explore Gilder's belief that an understanding of the differences between male and female natures and of relations between the sexes is crucial to an understanding of poverty.  Where if at all do you disagree?  [for example, is "the maintenance of families . . . the key factor in reducing poverty" (80)?  Do families tend to disintegrate if wives earn more than husbands and especially if wives can make more on welfare than their husbands can if they are married?  Should the "first priority" of any serious program against poverty be "strengthen[ing] the male role in poor families? (80)?  Is the key to intractable poverty the dominance of "single and separated men," "flamboyant and impulsive youths rather than responsible men" in poor communities (81)?  Is "civilized society--dependent upon the submission of the short-term sexuality of young men to the extended maternal horizons of women"?  Is it true that "money is far more immediately decisive in the lives of men than women" since it can "determine not only his standard of living but also his possibilities for marriage and children--whether he can be a sexual man" (100)]?


c.
Is there a clash of classes in America today?  Is Gilder's critique of the attitudes of liberal professionals about jobs, integration and bilingual education persuasive?  Is it important that society encourage "'middle class' discipline and morality" (104)?


d.
Explore Gilder's views on welfare reform.  Why does Gilder believe that real welfare reform must "restrict the system as much as possible by making it unattractive and even a bit demeaning" (130)?  Is it true that "In order to succeed the poor need most of all the spur of their poverty (131)?  Should the level of welfare payments be kept below the level of "prevailing wages and productivity levels in poor communities:  Assess Gilder on "The Myths of Discrimination."  Why does he oppose the equal pay for equal (or comparable) work reform movement?  Is he persuasive?  Is it true that "bigotry of the traditional kinds no longer plays a significant role in the market for jobs"?  Do affirmative action policies for black women increase black poverty?  Do they lead companies to "favor the documented qualifications of women over the drive and aggressiveness of men" thereby hurting black males in particular?  Does the greater aggressiveness and competitiveness of men explain their higher incomes?  Would blacks be better off if more worked in industry and fewer in government? Does government discourage this? Should welfare payments be kept below the level of "prevailing wages and productivity levels in poor communities" (134)  Should welfare be easier to get on but harder to stay on?  Would the best welfare system provide "a disciplined combination of emergency aid, austere in-kind benefits, and child allowances --all at levels well below the returns of hard work "(139)


e. 
Assess Gilder on "The myths of Discrimination."  Why does he oppose the equal pay for equal (or comparable) work reform movement?  Is he persuasive?  Is it true that "bigotry of the traditional kinds no longer plays a significant role in the market for jobs"?  Do affirmative action policies for black women increase black poverty?  Do they lead companies to "favor the documented qualifications of women over the drive and aggressiveness of men" thereby hurting black males in particular? Does the greater aggressiveness and competitiveness of men explain their higher incomes?  Would blacks be better off if more worked in industry and fewer in government?  Does government discourage this?


f.
Explore Gilder's arguments in Chapters 19 and 20.  Is it the natural tendency for governments to resist the unfamiliar and get in the way of new technology and the future?  Is it true that central planning is not compatible with a dynamic economy?  Does a successful economy depend on "the proliferation of the rich"?  Should the capital gains tax be kept low?  Is the desire to take risks part of human nature?  Do entrepreneurs and investors use this desire in socially useful ways?  Are government lotteries pernicious?  Would most economists oppose them?  Would they oppose gambling in general?  Are Galbraith and Heilbroner too pessimistic about the future?  Is it true that there is no delicate balance of nature, that change is always unavoidable and that man thrives by "combining faith and freedom with risk and work"?


g.
When Gilder says "most of us work for money and enjoy leisure" is he contradicting what he says in Chapter 3 about the essence of capitalism being "giving"?

h.  From Olson's article what do you conclude about the connection of ideology and economic growth.  Compare Olson's views with Gilder's. Is Olson pro-market?  Pro-government?  Compare Olson with Madison in Federalist #10.  Why does Olson think that politically stable societies may have a hard time prospering economically?  Are you persuaded by his evidence?  In light of Olson's analysis, what is one to make of the 1986 tax reform legislation which eliminated various special exemptions and deductions and cut tax rates?
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