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ment of biological knowledge or
technique. At this last sequential
stage at which some form of official
public action is indicated, policy im-
plications have often developed to a
point of feasible inquiry. There is
seldom a clearly marked threshold
when an issue passes from the
political stages of conceptual for-
mulation and legislative action to the
confirmation of a public policy.

Policy is a vaguely bounded con-
cept, but | take it to mean both what
is intended and what is done in the
name of public authority. In recent
times the conventional agents of
policy have been governments and
intergovernmental agencies.
Historically, of course, churches,
religious brotherhoods, and private
corporate bodies for trade and
development have made public
policy. Yet | believe that we should
not assume that the concept policy is
axiomatic, understood by everyone,
and in need of no examination. Ques-
tions of definition and semantics
often lead to sterile debate, but this
need not be the outcome of serious
inquiry into important but diffuse
ideas.

During the past two centuries, the
state has become the predominant
policymaker, but its primacy appears
to be waning. A phenomenon of our
times is the growing complexity of
the public policy process. At all
levels of the process of govern-
ing—-local, national, and interna-
tional-—nongovernmental organiza-
tions are becoming increasingly in-
volved, not only in the politics of
policy choice, but in the actual for-
mulation and implementation of
public policies. Thus both the en-
vironment and process of policy for-
mation is changing, and the associa-
tion of policy with government
through the mechanism of the
political state is not as clear as it has
been. Politics has expanded beyond
the polis to become a generalized
process of social decision-making.

The expansion of the life sciences
and their associated technologies
has greatly enlarged the scope and
complexity of biopolitical policy
studies. It is becoming difficult to find
a public issue that does not have
somewhere within it a bioscience
component. Thus, there will be little
reward in seeking a precise focus for
the policy subfield of biopolitics
(however policy is defined). The

dynamics of biobehavioral research
preclude it. Individual research ef-
forts may be as sharply focused as
their subject matter permits; very
often it will not permit great preci-
sion. The diversity of the subjects
and circumstances of policy sug-
gests that no particular set of
methods is exclusively appropriate
to its study.

The development and implementa-
tion of policy is an ongoing process.
The innovative, dynamic, and com-
plex character of the biopolitical field
of inquiry suggests that one function
of the Association for Politics and the
Life Sciences is consideration of the
development of a system for
monitoring the course of policy
development on at least the salient
biopolitical issues. From such effort
it is possible that collegial strategy
for policy research might be
developed that would enhance the
prospects for subject matter
coverage and productive inquiry in
this subfield.

At least one sector of inquiry into
biopolitics and public policy should
join analytic methods to hypothesis
construction and conjecture. It
seems to me that focus here should
be on possible consequences of
alternative policies. In open
democratic societies policymaking
appears more often to be reactive
than anticipatory. Policies and pro-
grams are adopted on what are
believed to be their intrinsic merits
with little inquiry into their collateral
and longer-range consequences.

Progress in bioscience has fre-
quently led to unanticipated
developments with which societies
have been unprepared to cope. Ex-
amples are numerous and
well-known. Sanitation and medicine
brought death control to traditional
societies with no attempt to alter
birth rates. Birth control
technologies reached a level of
reliability and accessibility that has
profoundly influenced the structure
of modern society. Advancements in
geriatrics, combined with birth con-
trol, are altering the age distribution
in society and undermining establish-
ed policies regarding social in-
surance and employment. Govern-
ments and social institutions
generally have failed to anticipate
problems which could have been
foreseen.
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The policy focus of biopolitics
could provide, among other contribu-
tions, early warning of problems la-
tent in biobehavioral innovation. To
this end, systematic scanning of
emergent developments for possible
synergistic relatedness is needed.
Here biopolitical researchers may
benefit from the work of the more
reliable  futurologists and
technological forecasters. However,
to avoid the utopian taint that has too
oftendiminished the value of conjec-
tural studies, biobehavioral in-
vestigators need solid and realistic
grounding in whatever knowledge is
available regarding patterns and
tendencies of human behavior. For
all its deficiences, recorded human
experience should be drawn upon in
estimating the probable human
responses to innovations that have
an impact on the most basic aspects
of interpersonal and collective
human association.

The rapidly expanding areas of in-
formation and communication
science and technology are certain
to join with biomedical develoments
in synergistic ways. Biopolitical
studies, and especially their policy
aspects, advance toward a receding
horizon of knowledge. An expanding
terrain thus opens for exciting and in-
novative work.

Lynton Caldwell
Indiana University

Report from the Curriculum
Committee

The Associaton of Politics and the
Life Sciences sponsored a cur-
riculum workshop at the 1981
meeting of the American Political
Science Association. Participants
were Benson Ginsburg (University of
Connecticut), Samuel Hines (College
of Charleston), Glendon Schubert
(University of Hawaii), John Wahlke
(University of Arizona), Herbert
Wilcox (West Virginia University),
Fred Willhoite (Coe College), Elliott
White (Temple University), and
Thomas C. Wiegele (Northern lllinois
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University). In their diverse and at
the same time converging interests,
these scholars are representative
exponents of the field of biopolitics.

Each participant was asked to res-
pond to three principal questions.
The questions and a synopsis of the
participants’ responses to each one
are presented below.

1. What has been your experience in
teaching biologically oriented
political science courses, what
observations would you want to
make on the basis of this experience,
and what suggestions do you have?

The teaching of biologically
oriented political science courses
seems to be more successful at
smaller colleges more than at large
universities. Both Fred Willhoite at
Coe College and Sam Hines at the
College of Charleston reported that
the cooperation of colleagues in
various departments is good, that
there is substantial student interest,
and that enroliment in their courses
is good.

Willhoite, together with a
psychologist, an anthropologist, and
a biologist, is involved in an inter-
disciplinary major called *‘Biosocial
Science.” He and the psychologist
have taught the introductory course
for five years. During the past four
years, the course has acquired an
explicitly sociobiological frame of
reference, although it also includes
an introduction to human evolution.
Willhoite reports that it is difficult to
find people to take on the added
burden of teaching in an inter-
disciplinary program. Nevertheless,
overall cooperation is good, and the
major has attracted some of the
ablest students in the college.

Willhoite also includes evolu-
tionary materials in most of his
political science courses. Last year
he introduced a new course called
“Political Origins,”” combining evolu-
tionary theory, prehistory, ar-
cheology, and ethnography as well
as political science to explore the
evolutionary origins of politics,
government, and the state.

Sam Hines's experience at the
College of Charleston is equally
favorable. During the past five years,
he has taught several political
science courses that incorporate
substantial materials from the
biobehavioral sciences. These offer-

"ings include: a course in contem-

porary political issues, with attention
to scarcity and biomedical
technology; an introduction to
Western political thought, which ex-
poses students to ethological and
sociobiological findings as well as to
the work of anthropologists and
paleontologists; a scope and
methods course, which directs atten-
tion to naturalistic observation; a
course on the politics of violence,
which includes the study of the work
of Lorenz and Eibl-Eibersfeldt; and a
seminar in biopolitics, which has at-
tracted biology majors as well as
political science students. He plans
to develop an interdisciplinary minor
in biobehavioral or biosocial
sciences.

By contrast, at the University of
Hawaii (a large institution) the pro-
gram in biopolitics has been ex-
clusively the responsibility of Glen-
don Schubert. He has been teaching
biologically oriented political science
courses there for the past ten years
at all levels, including an introductory
sophomore course in biopolitics,
upperclass under-
graduate courses, first year
graduate courses, and advanced
seminars for Ph.D. candidates.
Schubert reported that, with the ex-
ception of a single colleague, the
response of departmental col-
leagues has ranged from neutrality
to open hostility. The senior
ethologist in zoology at the Universi-
ty of Hawaii is interested in
Schubert’s efforts, but he remains
convinced that the real scientists are
in biology and that social scientists
with interests in social biology are
dilettantes. Schubert finds that,
since work in the biology of political
behavior takes so much time and ef-
fort, only persons who firmly believe
that it is indispensable are likely to
attempt it. Undoubtedly, every per-
son in our profession who has a
serious interest in biopolitics shares
this view. The enormity of the task is
probably one of the reasons why the
field has attracted very good, but
relatively few, graduate students.

Cooperation from biological scien-
tists in teaching biopolitics has cer-
tainly not been a problem at the
University of Connecticut, as Benson
Ginsburg, the head of the Depart-
ment of Biobehavioral Sciences,
reported. The department has areas
of concentration in neuromor-
phology, neurochemistry, neuro-
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psychopharmacology, endocrinology
and reproductive physiology, human
genetics, behavioral genetics,
developmental psychobiology, and
biological anthropology. Ginsburg’s
specialty is behavioral genetics, but
he has also developed courses in
animal behavior, neurogenetics,
population biology, and human evolu-
tion. Resources for teaching
biopolitics are immense at the
University of Connecticut, and they
have been utilized in the
undergraduate and the graduate
courses that are taught jointly by the
Departments of Biobehavioral
Sciences and Political Science. Fur-
thermore, with these resources,
complete and very effective
undergraduate and graduate pro-
grams in biopolitics could be
developed. However, as at the
University of Hawaii, relatively few,
although again very good students
have been attracted to the program.
If more postdoctoral fellowships
were available, the number of
students would probably increase.

The teaching of biopolitics also
can take place without any formal
recognition of such a field. Herbert
Wilcox, who indicated at the
workshop that he does not share the
group’s commitment to bringing the
life sciences into political science,
exemplifies this situation at West
Virginia University. His overall objec-
tive is to instill in students ‘‘the
courage to fear” a frightening future.
Strengthening the capacity for con-
fronting anxiety includes giving
students an understanding of the
physical, chemical, biological,
political, social, technological, ad-
ministrative, and moral factors in the
crisis. The experience of Wilcox has
been that students are much better
prepared in that respect now than
they were earlier in the decade. On
the basis of the evaluation of his
teaching by students, he thinks that
the response of students to this unor-
thodox instruction has been
favorable.

At Northern lllinois University,
Thomas C. Wiegele has incorporated
biopolitical components into tradi-
tional political science courses. For
example, in his foreign policy deci-
sion making courses he includes
materials on biomedical aspects of
elite behavior, and in courses in in-
ternational politics a broad range of
subject matter from demographic
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factors, through leadership behavior,
to food and climate can easily be ap-
proached from a biopolitical
perspective.

2. What kind of curricula do we need
for graduate and undergraduate
students, especially with respect to
combining education in the biological
sciences with education in political
science? Please refer again to your
own experience, if you wish.

The suggestions for curriculum at
the workshop were as diverse as the
teaching experiences of the par-
ticipants. John Wahlke made a
distinction between ‘‘intermediate
range”’ plans and the ‘‘long run
future,” extending the former to an
examination of the applicability of
biobehavioral sciences to political
behavior topics and pursuing the lat-
ter only after a sufficient reorienta-
tion in a sufficient number of depart-
ments has taken place.

Wilcox, who wishes to proceed
along informal lines, wants to make
students aware of aspects of reality
ranging from the physics of
energy-matter relationships to all
evolutionary phenomena, including
prehistory and history.

The suggestions of Elliott White
went beyond the boundaries
associated with a biobehavioral
orientation in political science. To be
sure, White has a special interest in
neurobiology, and he was emphatic
in his remarks about including
statistical research methods in the
curriculum. He also emphasized the
importance of maintaining the rap-
port between political philosophy and
a biological approach to the study of
politics, an importance that Willhoite
and Hines also stress.

Ginsburg expressed the opinion
that there does not have to be just
one model for a biologically oriented
political science curriculum.
Students should acquire an
understanding of the evolutionary
legacy in analyzing the roots of
human group behavior, but they also
should be grounded in the public
policy areas of biopolitics. In this
connection, an awareness of the
uses and abuses of ethology and
sociobiology in arriving at interpreta-
tions of ‘““human nature’ and in mak-
ing assesments of human behavior
and behavioral goals is important.

The evolutionary perspective also

is one of Willhoite’s principal in-
terests, both in his research and
writing and in curriculum develop-
ment, especially as it relates to the
history of political thought. Indeed,
this aspect is important, for it has
been demonstrated quite frequently
now that there is a considerable con-
vergence of the ideas of the great
political thinkers with evolutionary
explanations of political phenomena.
The evolutionary dimension is one of
Hines’s main interests in his work on
the origin of the state and in his
teaching, but in his curriculum sug-
gestions he also noted the special
opportunities for furthering
biobehavioral inquiries that lie in the
study of organization theory,
technology assessment with respect
to public policy, and public ad-
ministration.

Schubert was quite specific in his
suggestions for curriculum, un-
doubtedly as a result of his extensive
experience in this respect. He pro-
posed that there should be a univer-
sity-wide interdisciplinary course in
social biology, wih political science
participating in instruction and pro-
viding students. Biopolitical findings
should be integrated as an important
component into the introductory
course of political science. Further-
more, introductory courses in
biological approaches to the study of
politics and more specialized upper
division courses should be taught.
Similarly, at the graduate level,
biopolitical research results should
be incorporated into existing courses
and more specialized graduate
courses and seminars in biopolitics
should be taught. However, not even
an undergraduate curriculum can
stop at such a point. Undergraduate
political science majors should be
encouraged to enroll in courses in
general biology, chemistry,
mathematics, cellular biology,
genetics, ethology, comparative
pyschology, human development,
ecology, physical anthropology,
reproductive biology, and other
courses along such specialized lines.
Moreover, Schubert was quite em-
phatic on the need for developing
good Ph.D. programs. From the
viewpoint of the discipline of
biopolitics, such a development is
imperative, of course. However,
scholars trained in biopolitics may
find that they have limited profes-
sional opportunities.
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3. What kind of careers do we en-
visage for students educated in
biologically oriented political
science? In particular, for careers in
the public service is the education
we have in mind more appropriate
than conventional training in public
administation and the policy fields?

The most divergent views express-
ed by the participants of the
workshop were on career develop-
ment. Ginsburg and Schubert took
the position that a biologically
oriented education is more ap-
propriate for public service careers
than conventional training in public
administration and in the public
policy fields. Thomas C. Wiegele ex-
pressed reservations in this respect,
however, arguing that biomedical
policy training combined with tradi-
tional public administration would be
a fine, marketable combination.
Wahlke stated that it actually would
be a disservice to students to en-
courage them along these lines in
view of limited career opportunities.

Of course, an appreciation of
biobehavioral dimensions can be ac-
quired outside a formal program.
Even Wilcox, who indicated reserva-
tions about career preparation within
a biological setting on the ground
that biological terminology by ad-
ministrators may become a haven
for bureaucratic rationalization,
agreed that awareness of and sen-
sitivity to the survival prospects of
the human species have to be
cultivated in future public servants.

According to Willhoite, students
were well prepared to enter public
service careers with a background in
biopolitics. His majors generally
have gone into social services or
public graduate programs, and the
indications are that their education in
‘“biosocial science’’ has made them
more perceptive and realistic about
human nature. Essentially, these
thoughts were also refiected in the
comments by Hines.

Conclusion

Representative exponents of
biopolitics are not in agreement on
career development for students in
this field. For a field that has emerg-
ed fairly recently, such a position un-
doubtedly is understandable and
responsible. The participants agreed
that a biological orientation was
necessary to a meaningful political
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science. Since a higher degree of ex-
planatory power is the aim of any
academic discipline, the agreement
on this point undoubtedly is the
decisive criterion.

Fred Kort
University of Connecticut

TEACHING BIOPOLITICS

In each issure of Politics and the Life
Sciences, we plan to publish course
descriptions and syllabi covering
topics in biopolitics. We invite com-
ments about experiences teaching
biosocial science, as well as any
materials that might have been
developed. We would also like to
hear about the responses of col-
leagues and students to these ef-
forts.

We include here a description of a
new set of courses developed from a
biopolitical perspective and offered
by the biology, anthropology, and
government departments of Dart-
mouth College.

A Curricular Experiment:The
Nature of
Human Nature

Many students have complained
about the fragmentation produced by
the elective system in colleges like
Dartmouth. Too often, it is said, the
curriculum fails to provide ex-
periences linking different disciplines
in a coherent way. As a response to
this concern, The Nature of Human
Nature is a major curricular experi-
ment developed at Dartmouth Col-
lege. Designed for juniors and
seniors, The Nature of Human
Nature is intended to show the com-
plex relationships between evolu-
tionary biology, genetics, human
evolution, political theory, and con-
temporary ethical issues. More simp-
ly, it is an inquiry based on the
Socratic injunction: ‘‘Know thyself.”

The current generation will have
the awesome possibility of changing
the direction of human evolution.
Modern biology has transformed our

knowledge of genetics, and human
evolution is understood in more
detail than ever before. Biomedical
technologies advance at a dizzying
rate. But will the species survive?
How does our evolutionary past il-
luminate the problems of the present
and the challenge of the future?
What are the philosophical, political,
and ethical implications of contem-
porary research in the life sciences?
The Nature of Human Nature is
designed to enable students to con-
front such questions.

Three new courses have been
created as an integrated program to
be taken as a package: Biology 16,
Evolutionary Genetics and Humans;
Anthropology 16, Biological Basis of
Human Behavior; and Government
26, Evolutionary Theory, Politics, and
Ethics.

Biology 16 begins with a survey of
human genetics and a description of
the methods used to analyze the in-
heritance of simple and complex
traits. Included is a discussion of
modern genetic engineering and its
applications to humans. Next, the
neo-Darwinian theory of evolution is
considered, with emphasis on the
kinds of evidence that can be used to
confirm or disprove its theoretical
assumptions. Finally, we examine
the validity of sociobiological
theories that claim that many facets
of human nature and society are
genetically evolved traits.

Anthropology 16 focuses upon the
evolution of human behavior. The
paleontological evidence for hominid
evolution is studied with emphasis on
its behavioral implications. Varied in-
terpretations of this evidence
relating the coevolution of genes and
culture are evaluated in light of com-
peting theoretical constructs. This in-
quiry is grounded in the present with
cross—cultural analysis of selected
human behavioral characteristics,
e.g., incest avoidance, gender
assymetries, and kin-based social
units, that frequently have been held
to manifest specific genetic
predispositions. Finally, the different
kinds of evidence that might il-
lustrate the nature of the interaction
between genes and culture are
critically examined.

Government 26 focuses on the
ways that ‘*‘human nature’’ has been
related to ethics and politics since
the ancient Greeks. Almost every
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major thinker has had some
understanding of the natural grounds
of political obligation and social in-
stitutions. Texts to be studied and
compared with contemporary scien-
tific approaches include Antiphon
the Sophist's On Truth, Plato’s
Republic, and Rousseau’s
Discourses on the Origins of Ine-
quality, as well as selections from
Aristotle’s Politics, Hobbes's
Leviathan, and Marx’s German
Ideology. Particular attention will be
given to recent developments linking
evolutionary theory to the analysis of
human cultural behavior, politics,
and ethics.

Each course is open only to
juniors and seniors also enrolled in
the others. To ensure that all par-
ticipants have a common
background, there are two prere-
quisites, one course covering con-
temporary evolutionary biology and
another in political theory. Students
are required to attend all classes,
which are not formally divided by
subject matter. Classes and reading
are planned as a coherent whole, but
distinct assignments are given for
each of the courses, and students
receive three distinct grades.

Roger Masters
Dartmouth College
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