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REA S FF DAL T
F] % %2 Causal Explanation

i« %- % _=(Deductive-Nomological) 3¢ %
W G- fap e
f3 & erx % ( Explanandum)
= ¥ & # (Antecedent conditions) ( & %] cause or
explanans)
Z_i& % 3& (Nomological premise) ~ & £ B2 &
(Covering law) ~ /& £ {4324 (Subsumption theory)
ou & & & (Sufficient condition): 2 & {4 f%$ (Exhaustive
explanation)
% & A & ((Necessary condition): ¥ 4% (Universal
explanation)
prI A ISV i L
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i# % - 2= (Deductive-Nomological) ;¢ f# &

T =3V & = B4 (Logical syllogism)
Premises
Universal law
Conclusion

P nn s
FLF IR enle =
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i# % -2 = (Deductive-Nomological) ;% f#
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Deductive-Nomological Explanation and
Logical-Empiricism

The components of scientific explanation

Nomological Premise/Covering Law

Sufficient & rl1ecessary condition

> Explanadum

A

- TN
Explanans/
Cause
conditionality s Explanandum/Effect/

Object of Explanation
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i« %- % _=(Deductive-Nomological) 3¢ %
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Deductive-Nomological Explanation and
Logical-Empiricism

The components of scientific prediction

Nomological Premise/Covering Law

Sufficient & rl1ecessary condition

> Explanadum

A
~ TN
Explanans/
Cause
predictability s Explanandum/Effect/

Object of Explanation




LEALFF AL FERHOF] KRR

13— F (Inductive-Probabilitistic) 3% j##
fRfa g ¢ st — S o 3% (Statistical-
probabilistic premise) £ + zZ_E e 3
%+ 1 22 2> & non-exhaustive ~ 24 #non-
universal
AR L bR A2 R~ F ~ $7R £ standard
errors ~ ¥ 13 & level of confidience
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Carl G. Hempel 1942# & (7% %3¥F) "X B
{ ¢ ¥k E ez | (The Function of
General Law in History) » 31 5 §# £ {7 ¥ 2 4
SFETE? FEAYL 2 ned
Hempeli i/ -2 &R I E2R
(scientific explanation) ek - 3 /& ;
Hempel 7~ &£V p—PF sV ja R v fLE 24
(- WA ;
Hempel3*: &R § 2113 FHFAAL P EFE ALK
BT G- RN R R A L o




Aspects of S(Biellt.iﬁc
Explanation

and other Essays in the Philosophy of Science

#PHE FREE PRESS
on of Macmillan Publishing Co.
New York
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*tHempelefl Z jaE i 1 3 2 F - ~4
monism » 3142 § ¥3 AL E F < ik
v 3 L
Hd Bl & gnge vI—j&{ » Georg H. von Wrightef
AL E RS AL o TERALL I fER
Bes e 3E
¥] % 2 (Causal explanation)

p er4 j2$& (Teleolgical explanation)/ &, = 2
(Intentional explanation)



Georg H. von Wright’s Two Traditions of
Explanations
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tHempel el £ j2 f2....
7% 3
% 4 |4 f2$ (Retrospective explanation)
T4 | efE 2 (Because explanation) : & £k 7]
(cause)
Law-like
peud f2
7 P& |+ 2 & (Prospective explanation)
"# AR efE$(In-order-to explanation): & R332
d (reason)
Action-like



Distinctive features of
Teleological Explanations

Causal explanation

Antecedent Condition/ Cause

— retrospective attribution ——> Explanandum: An apple falls

Explanandum: A man acts

prospective protention
\ 4

Means & belief Desire/goal

Teleological explanation
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*tHempelefl Z j2 ...
PRIk BEALL IR % i 2 % ek ’p"‘ £ B
$ 38 3R 4 ¢ ehi= FHmotion ~ 18 * 4 force ~ & 8% 4
s pod EG s Y FEIR %P et £ 5 Rchemical
reaction
AL I % ¥ h X F I AL {74 behavior ~ 7
action ~ *+ %] project ~  i¥coordination



P sz b 3214 ik 3532 54 (Rational
Choice Theory):

P s fRREGNY o ARRFATIY - [THRT L
3 AR E’v”EE-'.v‘Mj&{EE—'.'Ié‘.s‘i’E#EE—'.% o 35 3W 4§ 3F
ARpxtAEFHUTHABER DA ENFLUE T
= §_p B~ (goal-oriented) fr %+ Eifene W T
Bk 4 A E.E 3 - &5 end| F (interests) » # 1148
2 @ R H B RBeeig {7 %4 (causes of action)
» 8 ML E ST R AT L L 7 Rins AL At
EREZREFRER  ARHFREFH - Flpt
SR fE AL Tph—2 5 | ®ibehm
f7=42_+ o  (Little, 1991, p. 41)




P evnd izt 5 3214 3% 5324 (Rational
Choice Theory).

Jon Elster (1983 ) 7~ 4132 |4 {7 =4
(Triadic model of rational action)
7 # & #7x desire, goal, interest
(7% g belief > & 33 3 ¥4k P ehefjeid
opportunities, chances, prospects
7 %% action

- %



p ez b 32 %3532 24 (Rational
Choice Theory).

Wk TEEL | 5 TR | chy A
Daniel Little (1991) =433 #— # & i chi p 3%
Frfadh > f52 % a4 & EFben D E4 | (thin
theory) enfa$ o @ Littlesa@ (it fren T Fm
4 b FEJ.;“H‘&J thick theoryey A& » i 4335
p fi'ﬁi?f“ SRS EL e R R g Bl gt u R R
b o



P evnd izt 5 3214 3% 5324 (Rational
Ch0|ce Theory).

Wk F@:ie | 5 TEEL | &9 4.,
P+ it (maximizing) & # & (satisficing) e~ 4
Herbert Simons &% ¥ % ({757 % ) (1957)-
T dpgdi oA EFLRBR % TR
(economic man) etk « it B eh i P (4ot 4
AR FE AT SRR A S E A ) &
A AFTEEL o 2F T T4 | (administrative
man) B3 % > RERTEHR ) » F i
r«'f\/f“:.&— ‘?-ﬂ'f\ T = nbﬁ_l./i"h& ‘3»%
good enough,]dn{ 1 (Simon, 1957, p.xxv)



P evnd izt 5 3214 3% 5324 (Rational
Ch0|ce Theory).

—

FLEM L X YPRME HY L L Herbert Simon {
$n &Wﬂ%?mﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂ’rﬁﬁ***ﬁ
Jﬂ} AAFPHARBAEAEM o B BIF kT {
g Ldr 4 ’%u@mggérwﬁmaw
Bdopt B4 ;) T B2 R- [ ELGIEM RIE
Jo L2 Bike [ A NEFRFT M A- [ KT HI¥
B a given enwronment‘fL ToOo /AR RBERIR
TETTH [ 174 v"éa""}'i':}ﬁ-mau&ﬁ fept o> 7%
Fo e im'w:]‘f 1% d1ig F-adaptive o |
(Simon, 1957, P.79)
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P evnd izt 5 3214 3% 5324 (Rational
Ch0|ce Theory).

RPHxFa FrL 5 TEEL | 9 4.,
FRALEAT gRI X et % (Science of
I\/Iuddllng Through) " Charles Llndblomfhsfﬂ
(1959) » £ R b (Foceraf L @ »
35| §_E] ’?\m,}’;c“‘ {7 =4 Tfnf KB-— F# LlndeOmi,s
2_ 4 Afm i ¥ incrementalismen= jE o e FTyT iR
AT RATIM > BT L 2 ey et 2
successive limited comparison o # £, 8 % Bt % 3% o
A2 e ) L % Fpolicy scientists » # i L*'L’r?i ﬁﬁ—:p
p1EiadgjrgaplE > and- T7R4
3( E'hﬁ‘l'iJ °
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e ke 032 2 Empathetic understanding
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% &5 & ivCoordination and cooperation
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Hans-Georg Gadamerf ‘4R ¥ 2% : -
i&;@/\ B3T3 AT T AU R ES N

e % 3 > Gadamerse £ ¥ % ¥2Hermeneutic
expereince B & % :

AR ES E’ixj&{ i+ (corrective) .Ls:tiz
o &3 a2 (thinking reason)
K1AGE S enE|E ¢ B di R (escapes the
prison of language) - ; (Gadamer »1975 -
0.363)
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Michel Foucaulteri¥ +4 A5 = 38 24

Michel Foucault




Michel Foucaulteri¥ +4 A5 = 38 24

Mk, g% d 0 TH# | £ Foucaultses43Eis @
il hmAE e v A

Mgt e & 24 & > st (statement)
Foucaulter»@ir ¥ » f&ik 3 2 X - ‘g—k ¥ 9 ha 3
SRR ESE 0 A Rt R iy i e 2
G LSRR LR g PR B Lo o £ SARSH
R ﬁ{%z""’{%‘%’l SR
AAFFNLD -2 BF ERFOT 1%{#*?&%’#
ya IR { AxtHR iRt & H R EF e FE o

2ok > 2007 2 p.17)



Michel Foucaulteri¥ +4 A5 = 38 24

WL LS

LA ) REE2 S o8-8 F— 2T - 4353 (%
S EIRRIE o [T B bi{\%f/b s — B (=
st %) F a4k 2enf 2 | (Foucault,
1972, p117) i —ga ST > %
ekt ensu & i+ o (‘The totality of all
effective statements ) 1 (Foucault - 1972 -

p.27 )



Michel Foucaulters 4 35 = 32 34

w8 EnAG
Wb x e 635
B A TSR WRLE LS
B THARR ) PR
TiREltee , dudia



Michel Foucaulte:¢:4 a5 = 38 24

w8 EnAG
A o8 Rl rgb R
WAy - [ ER 2 "'Kf,\ LR iz ez #%
b and | """‘fﬂ 2 AR SR A 8Kk
(enunciative field ) (Foucault » 1972 »p.122)
 WedE - d S BEFHGITES PR
(a network of distinct sites ) (Foucault » 1972
» p.55) s AW [ K 4:—\.;%;@13 » BT EPFR B
,T/bfg' g feo @ nlv&-n Ty AT AP



Michel Foucaulters 4 35 = 32 34

w8 EnAG

_g“f,l -3 74 FT'JII ..

7% - ?#'Jlihfsrs‘."lfii*?‘-*”ﬁ Sl
Wl g T d g xR ehy 5 2 32 (TS0 R B
, BT e Lféuﬂ ¥4 34 0 ik 2
» Foucaultmm, : F‘§= 4 el i 5;#—; a
4 —l-?‘“f"rm’f""/ ’ ,: S Y ?3(3 Jﬂ..y" ’

@ F 474443 rz]‘ MR 3 IR H R
EELAE . | (Foucault 1972 » p.50)



Michel Foucaulte:¢:4 a5 = 38 24

W3k eAs
AR AR L
A% &% | B B ensg @t (institutional sites) @ ¥ 2
o E P ZFAGLHRE 0 A TR IR MG AT
A P Fheid ko HAFAGF ko VIR R
._ni” » 2 B ARL A T RN ks R
% o (p.51-52)



Michel Foucaulters 4 35 = 32 34

¥ 14 A

A =8 Sl s R

A5 41 & {arp o7 (institutional sites )

W TR FAGRLNGLA AT B R o 8
hhiGE R (A ) QAR HEE 0 94

Foucaulter=i % » ¥ 4 2T — f Hxjh & e

AT BINT AL R G TR BRLE

A~ #3#- (p52)
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w8 EnAG

FEL A58 (LA e = [ B A IR
% 23R Foucault#7:§ ¢h T # & e 3% (ftl;\e
family of concepts ) (1972,p.56) s iy &£ 4 &_
£ A ekt g (field of statements ) # 4
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Michel Foucaulters +4 35 = 32 34

WL A B
WL PR L X - F LR et g s B ARECE
ARG 0 T AN - RERRLLE FEL R
DIk f 4y (themes) #3274 (theories) > =
Foucault{ 35 &) : r?“?wf,’r.szg_&{ﬁa BT R
o PRI A B LM T NP B g ¥ AF o
(Foucault, 1972, p.64 ) 3£ ¢ » ¢34 35 8 dng 5 -
T XML 7 A RR L { EiFd
£ ’f}‘i{@’}‘r R ENE Y WL F (
theoretical choices) H_EHivd » 3 %% § % &
FTALLBRARY > A RELEF LA TF o
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Michel Foucaulters +4 35 = 32 34

SRl & 12 R R 7 s E

Mt E R4 1 B > X E4 gk o
(Foucault, 1978, p.101) i # B Z & ¢4 1T
LB @GR AT R R R A
B8 H 5 »xd (effectiveness) o &yt >
Foucault?‘na‘%, T4 oy Do > o T
datis R4 _Pgi‘rig'?}:‘,?.g'_l‘j%/‘_;‘, hode o T
(p.100)
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& 4 [Frig b b ehX

Eilehip 4 X 3 £ %9 R~ ZME2 &40
Ko gk P d s Rl 5
FERI X JEAFFTRFNEE s FHENE

o FRTF F AN NE BALen% T (economy
of discourse of truth) » k4 HiFR VA E A ¥
e o "Mt EMeruE » ¥V Ngsdk 4 kit
13\1’5\113"”‘71 A S a'% 2R BT ER
ez = o (Foucault » 1994 > p.31)
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Max Weber” s M %5 4 2 4 ¥

F mz,&z—“:}n PRt TR RE 4
REHIR K m . %8 it #2 mental processes
that consciously strive to master reality |

(Kalberg, 1980, P. 1159)



(1864-1920)




Max Weber” s 32 {4 e 4 2 A& #

TE A B
1 E 1@ instrumental rationality / sk F=32 44
practical rationality
% 7 % substantive rationality
I 3/35 38 @4 formal rationality
724 38 M4 theoretical rationality
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Weberian #- £ 17 # ¢4 #typology of social
action

% 217 #5 traditional action

&R 7 = affectual action

W B T2 4 17 =4 value-rational action

p 32 4 {7 =4 Purposive-rational action



Types of action in
descending order of

Subjective meanings covers the following elements:

rationality Means Ends Values | Consequence
Purposive-rational + +
Value-rational + -
Affectual + - -
Traditional + _ _ _

Source: Habermas, 1984/81, p. 282
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sincerity of expressions
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Types of Argumentation

Reference

Dimensions Problematic Controversial
Forms of Expression Validity Claims
Argumentation
Theoretical Cognitive Truth of propositions;
Discourse Instrumental efficacy of teleological action
Practical Discourse Moral- Rightness of norms of action

Practical
Aesthetic Criticism Evaluative Adequacy of standards of
value

Therapeutic critique Expressive Truthfulness or sincerity of

expressions

Explicative Discourse

Comprehensibility or
well-formedness of symbolic
constructs

Source: Habermas, 1984, p. 23
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John Rawls’ == & 31 {4 Public Reason
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John Rawls’ = £ 32 44 Public Reason

Rawls’ & 32 {4 4 (rational and reasonable
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Rawls’ & 32 {4 4 (rational and reasonable
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John Rawls’ = £ 32 44 Public Reason

Rawls’ = & 78 |4 132 4 idea of public reason

Meanings: ‘Public reason is characteristic of a
democratic people: it Is the reason of its citizens, of
those sharing the status of equal citizenship. The
subject of their reson is the good of the public:
what the political conception of justice requires of
soclety’s basic structure of institutions, and of the

purposes and ends they are to serve.” (Rawls,
1993, P. 213)



John Rawls’ = £ 32 44 Public Reason

Rawls’ = & 72 4 5232 £ 1dea of public reason

Content: The content of public reason...is formulated by
what | have called ‘piltical conception of justice’.... By
this I mean three things: first, it specifiies certain basic
rights, liberties, and opportunties (of the kind familiar from
constitutional democratic regims); second, it assigns a
special priority to these rights, liberties, and opportunities,
especially with repect to claims of the general goo and of
perfectionist values; and third, it affirms measures
assuring all citizens adequate all-purpose means to make
effective use of their liberties and opportunities.” (Rawils,
1993, P. 223)



John Rawls’ = £ 32 44 Public Reason

Rawls’ theory of justice:

“Justice Is the first virtue of social institutions, as
truth i1s of system of thought. A theory however
elegant and economical must be rejected or revised
If it Is untrue; likewise laws and institutions no
matter how efficient and well-arranged must be
reformed or abolished if they are unjust. ...Being
first virtue of human actives, truth and justice are
uncompromising.” (Rawls, 1971, Pp. 3-4)



John Rawls’ = £ 32 44 Public Reason

Rawls’ theory of justice:

Rawls’ two principles of justice

“First Principle: Each person is to have an equal right
to the most extensive total system of equal basic

liberties compatible with similar system of liberty for
all.

“Second Principle: Social and economic inequalities
are to be arranged so that they are both

to the greatest benefits of the least advantaged, ...and

attached to offices and positions open to all under

conditions of fair equality of opportunities.” (Rawls,
1971, p. 302)



Debate on Public Reason between
Habermas and Rawls

1995 Jurgen Habermas published a “Remark
on John Rawls’s Political Liberalism” in

Journal of Philosophy Vol. 92 (3), Pp. 109-131.
On the same iIssue of the journal John Rawls
wrote a “Reply to Habermas.” (Pp. 132-180)



Debate on Public Reason between
Habermas and Rawls

L_ocating this debate within the discussion on
the foundation of public/practical reason, we
can see that there are two distinct foundations
of public/practical reason, namely
Habermas’s theory of communicative rationality
and ethics, which emphasizes the procedural

rationality and ethics necessary for the reciprocal
and consensual foundation of practical reason.

John Rawls’s theory of justice, which emphasizes
the substantive foundation in constituting practical
reason, namely principles of justice



Practical foundation of

Practice
Rationality
Mean-ends calculation
N
—
Instrumental Substantive Formal Theoretical
Rationality Rationality Rationality Rationality
N \( -/
Communicative Principles of Justice &
Rationality Public Reason
(procedure-based) (result-based)
N \( -/
Legitimacy

Foundation of Practice: The connection between Rationality and Reason
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Anatomy of the Concept of Power

Definition
Max Weber’s conception: ''In general, we
understand by 'power’ the chance of a man or of a
number of men to realize their own will Iin a
communal action even against the resistance of
others who are participating in the action"
(Weber, 1948, p.180)

Robert Dahl’s conception: "' A has power over B to
the extent that he can get B to do something B
would not otherwise do'" (Dahl, 1957, p. 203)



Anatomy of the Concept of Power

Definition ...

Denis Wrong’s conception: \Wrong defines power
as “the capacity of some persons to produce
intended and foreseen effects on others.” (Wrong,
1995, p.2)

Steven Lukes defines “the concept of power by
saying that A exercises power over B when A
affects B in a manner contrary to B’s interests.”



Anatomy of the Concept of Power

Four faces/substances of power relationship

Robert Dahl’s behavioral conception: A overpower
B in behavioral terms

Denis Wrong’s subjective-psychological
conception : A overpower B In terms of
Intentionality

Max Weber’s phenomenological conception: A
overpower B in terms of will

Steven Lukes’ evaluative and ideological
conception: A overpower in terms of interest



Anatomy of the Concept of Power

Dimensions of power: Steven Lukes (2005 & 1971)
specifies that power can be exercised in three ways

Explicit dimension: A focus on behaviour in the making
of decisions on issues over which there is an observable
conflict of interest, seen as express policy preferences,
revealed by political participation' (Lukes, 2005, p.19).

Implicit dimension: "‘consideration of the ways in which
decisions are prevented from being taken on potential
Issues over which there is an observable conflict of
(subjective) interests, seen as express policy preferences
and sub-political grievances." (Lukes, 2005, p. 25)



Anatomy of the Concept of Power

Dimensions of power: Steven Lukes (2005 & 1971)...

Ideological dimension: Focus on ideological or hegemonic
process through which “people’s wants may themselves be
a product of a system which works against their interests,
and in such cases, relates the latter to what they would
want and prefer, were they able to make the choice."

(Lukes, 2005, p. 37)



Substances and Dimensions of Power Relationship

Behavior Intent Wil Interest

Explicit
Implicit

Ideological




Michel Foucault’s Studies of Power

Power as subjection § PEand subjugation A ]

“I would like to say, first of all, what has been the goal
of my work during the last twenty years. It has not been
to analyze the phenomena of power, nor to elaborate
the foundations of such an analysis. My objective,
Instead, has been to create a history of the different
mode by which, in our culture, human beings are made
subjects... Thus it Is not power, but the subject, which
is the general them of my research.” (1982, 208-209)



Michel Foucault’s Studies of Power

Power as objectification of subjection: The
technology of power

Objectification in transformation of human beings
Into subjects of human sciences, e.g. philology,
linguistics, biology, economics, ...

Objectification In turning identified human beings

into subjects of “dividing practices”, e.g. the
insane, the sick, the convicted, the uneducated, ...

Objectification in turning human themselves into
subjects e.g. self confession.....



Michel Foucault’s Studies of Power

Typology of power: Emerged from Foucault’s
studies of power, there are at least four
conceptions of power

Disciplinary power

Biopower

Pastoral power

Sovereign power
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Dialectic Nature of Power

Steven Lukes’ revision of his radical view on power:

Lukes admits that “the definition of ‘the underlying
concept of power’ offered in PRV (Power: A Radical View,
1974) is, plainly, entirely unsatisfactory in several
respects.” One of these respects is that “it equates such
dependence-inducing power with domination, assuming
that ‘A affects B in a manner contrary to B’s interest’.
thereby neglecting what we have seen to be the manifold
ways in which power over others can be productive,
transformative, authoritative and compatible with dignity. ”
(Lukes, 2005, p. 109)



Dialectic Nature of Power

Steven Lukes revision of his radical view on power:

Lukes specifically quoted Charles Taylor to substantiate his
assertion. “Charles Taylor has helped to clarify this
essential point. ‘If some external agency or situation wreaks
some change in me that in no way lies athwart some such
desire/purpose/aspiration/interest, then there is no call to
speak of an exercise of power/domination. Take the
phenomenon of imprinting. In human life, it also exist after
a fashion. We generally come to like the foods that have
assuaged our hunger, those we are fed as children in our
culture. Is this an index of the domination of our culture
over us? The world would lose all useful profile, would have

no more distinctiveness, if we let it roam this wide.’” (Lukes,
2005, Pp. 113-4)



Dialectic Nature of Power

John Scott’s conception of signification and
legitimation bases of power (2001): Scott indicates that
apart from coercive force or political manipulation,
power can be constituted by means of “persuasive
influence, which “depends on arguments, appeals and
reasons that cause subaltern (in a power relation) to
believe that it is appropriate to act in one way rather
than another. ... This may involve a commitment to or
recognition of ideas or values that are accepted as
beyond question, as providing intrinsically appropriate
reasons for acting.”



Dialectic Nature of Power

John Scott’s conception of signification and
legitimation bases of power (2001): ...Bases of this
form of power have been differentiated by Scott into

Signification: The compliance of B (i.e. the subaltern) in a
power relation is induced by the fact that a subaltern
accepts the expertise of the system of knowledge or cognitive
symbol of A.

Legitimation: B’s compliance is subscribed to the value
and/or normative systems of a particular social or cultural
context in which B has identified with.



Elementary Corrective influence Persuasive influence
forms of

power Force Manipulation | Signification | Legitimation
Developed Domination

forms of

power Through constraint Through discursive formation

Coercion Inducement
(‘lions’) (‘foxes’)

Expertise Command
(‘owls’) (‘bears’)

Counteraction

Protest

Pressure

Interpersonal power

Figure 1 A map of power relations




Substantive Instrumental Colgnrpuniﬁtive
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Rationality \ (Result-based)
Rationality Reason
Theoretical
Rationality
To Act
To Practice
Behavior
Power as Power as Productive,
Intent | ™~ orcion Coercive & Power Signifying &
Subjecting Legitimizing Force
will Force
Interest Subjection Legitimation Signification
Disciplinary Bio- Pastoral Sovereign Sovereign
Power Power Power Power of Power of

King’s Right People’s Right
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