
Fall 2018     Discussions of Justice                          2nd Paper  

Pick one of the following prompts: 

(1) Over Thanksgiving dinner, your uncle claims that the Florida Yoga studio shooter 

(https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/florida-yoga-studio-shooter-was-a-far-right-

misogynist_us_5bde028de4b09d43e31f6df6) was in fact not a misogynist but a sick person who 

didn’t hate women deep down (he desired them too much!); nor did he hate women exclusively (he 

also hated black people and foreigners!). Having discussed Manne’s definition of “misogyny,” do 

you agree with your uncle? Why or why not? 

 

(2) Over Thanksgiving dinner, you talk to your family about your “Discussions of Justice” class. You 

explain that, most recently, you discussed whether we can justify punishing criminals. Your aunt 

responds “Of course we can! Would any reasonable person claim that we cannot justify punishing 

guys like Brock Turner?” After having learned about the two main justifications of punishment and 

their problems, how do you respond to your aunt?   

Enter a (potentially) real-life conversation about a controversial topic by applying what we learned in class. Keep 

your audience in mind. Clarity is key! 

Paper outline proposal for both prompts: 

1. Opening line: clear thesis statement (do you agree with your uncle/aunt? In a nutshell: Why or why 

not?) 

2. Clearly present your own argument.  

3. How could your opponent respond to your argument?  

Present the strongest counterargument against your own argument. 

4. How do you respond to their counterargument? 

5. Conclusion: restate your thesis and your strongest point for your thesis.  

The conclusion is your closing argument – your last chance to convince your family! 

Before you start writing, please consult Pryor, Portmore, and Lenman on how to write a philosophy paper (on BB 

under “Writing Philosophy Papers”). 

 

Formatting: 4 pages max., 1.5 spaced, Times New Roman 12-point font, 1-inch margins, Word Doc. 

Please submit on Blackboard by Tuesday Dec. 4th, 11pm (under “Content”, “Paper 2”) 
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DISCUSSION SUMMARY 
Discussions of Justice. Fall 2018 

Estlund: Why Not Epistocracy? 

Epistocracy: the knowers/the wise rule (are the only ones that vote) 

Moderate Scholocracy: everyone gets at least one vote; better educated get more votes. 

If we can reject moderate scholocracy, we can also reject epistocracy. 

 

What kind of education/knowledge? “there is much reasonable disagreement about what qualifies a person as the kind of 

moral knower that is in question” (60). “But I wish to grant to the advocate of scholocracy that there is some education such 

that it would be unreasonable […] to deny that a population with that education will tend to rule more wisely” (61) 

 

The Argument that Estlund rejects (61): 

1. “A well-educated population will, other things being equal, tend to rule more wisely.” 

(The Political Value of Education Thesis) 

2. “Therefore, were some are well-educated and other are not, the polity could be better ruled by giving the well-

educated more vote.” (The Scholocracy Thesis) 

Estlund: we can accept (1), while denying (2) because: 

3. Demographic Objection: “the education portion of the populace may disproportionately have epistemically 

damaging features that countervail the admitted epistemic benefits of education.” (62) 

“the educated subset is also demographically distinctive in ways that countervail the epistemic value of education” 

(68-9). 

The better educated are demographically distinct: educated tend to be … (certain gender, race, age, class). These 

characteristics may come with biases (more racist/sexist etc.), and these biases “damage […] the expected quality of 

collective decision” (62). “their racism might nullify the epistemic advantage their education might have given them” (62) 

BUT: We can correct demographics! Let the group of well-educated consist of equal representatives of all social groups! 

(63). “From the set of the literate [or well-educated], pull a demographically representative sample” (65), then give 2 votes 

to them, 1 vote to the others. 

The Demographic Objection stands: it is not unreasonable that “the demographically adjusted group of educated still 

disproportionately have some epistemically distorting feature […] that travels with education. […] Suppose it turns out that, 

unbeknownst to anyone, the more highly educated are […] also more sexually frustrated.” (64) 

! The point is: other factors that travel with being better educated might distort the educational advantages ! 

The point is not: letting the more educated vote is unfair because some demographics are excluded, or: people tend to vote 

for their own advantage (let’s assume that “those entitled to vote gave full and fair weight to the interests of everyone” (63)! 

Bias Objection VS Demographic Objection: 

Bias Objection: “the privileged group is statistically unrepresentative [e.g., mostly white/black, rich/poor, males/females], 

and so biased in a way that outweighs any other epistemic advantages”. Assumes: self-interested bias! 

“The general demographic objection is more powerful […] since it applies even in the […] case where it is assumed that 

there is no significant self-interested bias in people’s motivation” (66). 



 

Barclay: Cognitive Impairment and the Right to Vote 
 

(i) Everyone whose interests are affected should have the right to vote. 

(ii) People with cognitive impairments (PCI’s) interests are affected. 

(iii) So, PCI should have the right to vote. 

 

Problem: “over-inclusive” (includes animals, children, p. 148) 

 

Revision: 

(i*)  Only those whose interests are affected and who have competency should have the right to vote. 

(ii*)  PCI don’t have competency. 

(iii*)  So, PCI should not have the right to vote.  

Problem: premise (ii) is false. 

Revision: 

(i**)  Only those whose interests are affected and who have competency should have the right to vote. 

(ii**)  Some PCI don’t have competency. 

(iii**)  So, some PCI should not have the right to vote. 

How not to argue against partial enfranchisement: 

➢ Bad argument #1: reject (ii**) because: all people can have required competency.  

Bad because: empirically implausible. 

➢ Bad argument #2: reject (i**) because: competence doesn’t matter. 

Bad because: “over-inclusive” (includes animals, children) 

➢ Bad argument #3: reject (iii**) because: discrimination (understood as: a form of testing that is imposed on me 

simply in virtue of my belonging to a certain group) 

Bad because: “over-inclusive” (includes children, p. 153) 

How Barclay argues against partial enfranchisement: 

➢ Competency tests for PCI are too costly (money, resources, self-worth, social standing). 

➢ Our goal: “excluding people who do not have the capacity to express their preferences” (p. 154) 

➢ Get goal more efficiently: practical measure: “requirement that each voter be able to cast a vote on their own” (p. 

155).  

➢ With some exceptions: those who need help and cannot entirely cast their vote on their own are still allowed to vote. 

➢ This excludes some PCI (namely those who cannot cast their vote on their own – not even with help) 

Some of your Discussion Questions: 

(1) Barclay says that “electoral officials must verify that the person has expressed her own wishes” (156). I worry that 

such a verification system would be too costly. But Barclay rejects other positions because they’re too costly. Does 

Barclay’s account fail to meet her own requirement of efficiency?  

(2)  How different is Barclay’s account from the ones she attacks? It seems like she simply lowers the standards for 

competency (all that is required is: you have to be able to cast your vote on your own).  

(3) I am confused about who has the right to vote, in Barclay’s account. She says that those “who really need a proxy 

or very extensive assistance” (156) do not have the right to vote. People with locked-in syndrome seem to me to 

require such “extensive assistance” to vote. Nevertheless, Barclay seems to say that they are allowed to vote (156), 

right? 

 



 

Fall 2018     Discussions of Justice               1st Paper    

Pick either Estlund “Why not Epistocracy?” or Barclay “Cognitive Impairment and the Right to Vote” and answer 

the following questions: 

6. In one sentence, what is the author’s thesis? 

7. How does the author argue for her/his thesis?  

8. Take a stand! Do you (dis)agree with the author? Why or why not? 

a. If you agree, present more supportive evidence.  

b. If you disagree, present strong counter evidence.  

Be precise about which part of the argument you reject. 

Remember that your job is to convince your reader and that you can only convince your reader if s/he can follow 

your argument. Simplify complex arguments as much as you can (imagine that you explain the argument to your 

roommate who has never taken a philosophy class before).   

Before you start writing, please consult Pryor, Portmore, and Lenman on how to write a philosophy paper (on BB 

under “Writing Philosophy Papers”). 

 

Formatting: 3 pages max., 1.5 spaced, Times New Roman 12-point font, 1-inch margins, Word Doc. 

Please submit on Blackboard by October 11th, 11pm (under “Content”, “Paper 1”) 

 


