Phil 122 - Anderson         

Fall 05

Writing assignment on Nozick's Anarchy, State and Utopia, Part I.

Due Thursday, September 22.

The questions are designed to be answered by short, one or two paragraph answers, not lengthy essays.

1. Why worry about the legitimacy of the state?  The state will force me to do things in any case, so what does it matter whether it is legitimate or not?

2. Why does Nozick think life in the state of nature is less desirable than life in the minimal night-watchman state?

3. Why is Locke's consent theory of the legitimate state a failure?

4.  Nozick does not address the possibility that people might favor joining a protective association that is democratically managed rather than one that is managed from the top down.  This could give them more control over the way it fulfills its function of protecting their rights.  But if this were so, could Nozick still claim that an invisible hand explanation can account for the transition from state of nature to life under a state?  Explain.

5.  Since no one can justifiably be forced to join the minimal state, the possibility exists that some people will in fact refuse to join - what Nozick calls "independents".  (a) Would it be rational to be an independent?  Explain.                  (b) How does Nozick try to explain how independents could be forced to join a dominant protective association, yet not have their rights violated.

6. The principle of fairness holds that when a number of persons engage in a mutually advantageous, cooperative venture, those who have sacrificed their time, effort and money to produce the intended outcome have a right to insist that those who have accepted the benefits of their labors must make a contribution proportion to the benefits they have gained.  Those who refuse to do so are free-riders.  Nozick rejects this seemingly reasonable principle.  Can his grounds for rejecting it be faulted?     

