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Schedule 

 

UCL Week Topic Date Activity 

6 Introduction 05.10.20 1. Listen to Lecture 
Video  

  2. Complete 
Asynchronous Activity  
3. Read required 
reading  

7 Inference to the best explanation 12.10.20 1. Listen to Lecture 
Video  

  2. Complete 
Asynchronous Activity  
3. Read required 
reading 

8 Values in Science and Objectivity 19.10.20 1. Listen to Lecture 
Video  

  2. Complete 
Asynchronous Activity  
3. Read required 
reading 

9 Novel Prediction and Evidence 26.10.20 1. Listen to Lecture 
Video  

  2. Complete 
Asynchronous Activity  
3. Read required 
reading 

10 Data and the Digital Age  02.11.20 



16 The epistemic value of classification  10.12.18 1. Listen to Lecture 
Video  

  2. Complete 
Asynchronous Activity  
3. Read required 
reading 

 

Assessments 

 

Summary 

  
Description 

 
Deadline 

 
Word limit 

 
Deadline for Tutors to 

provide Feedback 

Essay plan 
Plan for feedback, including peer 
feedback, no grade 

04 November 20 2 pages 

http://www.ucl.ac.uk/sts/handbook


¶ A grounding in the core conceptual accounts of knowledge, explanation and classification in contemporary 

philosophy of science  

¶ A grounding in some case studies in scientific practice, from a range of scientific disciplines e.g. 

biochemistry, medicine, astronomy 

¶ A grounding in some case studies from the history of science and how they illuminate these 3 

philosophical topics. 

¶ Students will be encouraged to think about other case studies and how the theoretical accounts would 

apply to them 

¶ Students will be able to think philosophically, analyse arguments critically 

¶ Students will be able to integrate the philosophical concepts learnt on this course with other HPS and 

STS courses. 

Reading list 
 

Week 1: Introduction: Background  

 
Lecture Reading: 



Lipton, P.(1991) Inference to the Best Explanation, London: Routledge.                                                                      
Lipton, P. (1996) ‘Is the Best Good Enough?’, in D. Papineau (ed.), The Philosophy of Science (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press), pp. 93–106.                             Lipton, P. (2001) What Good is an Explanation?', in G. Hon 
& S. Rackover (eds.), Explanation: Theoretical Approaches, Kluwer, 2001, 43-59. Reprinted in J. Cornwell 
(ed.)Understanding Explanation, Oxford University Press, 2004, 1-22.                                                                  
Makonis, A (2013). Inference to the Best Explanation, Coherence and Other Explanatory Virtues. Synthese 
190(6): 975-995.                                                                                                                                                                                  
Okasha, S. (2000) "Van Fraassen's Critique of Inference to the Best Explanation", Studies in History and 
Philosophy of Science 31: 691-710. 

 

Week 3: Values in Science & Objectivity  

 
Lecture Reading: 
Longino, H. (2013) The Social Dimensions of Scientific Knowledge, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 
 
Seminar Reading: 
Longino, H. E. (1990). Science as Social Knowledge: Values and Objectivity in Scientific enquiry, CH 4.  
Douglas H. (2000) ‘Inductive Risk and Values in Science’, Philosophy of Science, 67(4).  
 
Further Reading: 
Kitcher, P. Science, Truth and Democracy, Oxford, Oxford University Press. 
Longino, H. E. (1990). ‘Science as Social Knowledge: Values and Objectivity in Scientific enquiry’ 
Machamer, P. & Wolters, G. (2004) Science, Values and Objectivity, Pittsburgh, University of Pittsburgh 
Press. 
 

Week 4:  Novel Prediction & Evidence  

Lecture Reading: 

‘Prediction’, The Philosophy of Science: An Encyclopedia, eds. Jessica Pfeifer and Sahotra Sarkar. New York: 
Routledge, Inc 

Seminar Reading: 
Scerri, E and Worrall, J. (2001) ‘Prediction and the Periodic Table’. In Studies in History and Philosophy of 
Science



Further Readings: 

Ankeny, R.A. (2017) Bringing Data Out of the Shadows. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 42(2): 306–
310. 

Leonelli, Sabina (2016) Data-Centric Biology: A Philosophical Study. Chicago, IL: Chicago University Press. 
pp. 288.         

Woodward & Bogen, (1988) ‘Saving the Phenomena ’ The Philosophical Review, 97(3), pp. 303-352. 

Woodward, J.F. (2011) ‘Data and Phenomena: A Restatement and Defense’. Synthese 182 (1): 165-179. 
McAllister, W. (2011) ‘What do Patterns in Empirical Data Tell us About the Structure of the World?’ Synthese, 
182 (1): 73-87.                                                                                       

 

Week 6: Testimony  

 
Lecture Reading: 
Lipton, P. (1998) ‘The Epistemology of Testimony’ Stud. His. Phil. Sci., Vol. 29, No. 1, pp. 1-31.  
 
Seminar Reading: 
Haack, S. (2005) ‘Trial and Error: The Supreme Court's Philosophy of Science’, The American Journal of 
Public Health.  
Miller, Boas, (2016) “Scientific Consensus and Expert Testimony in Courts: Lessons from the Bendectin 
Litigation” Foundations of Science,  21, 15-33.  
 
 
Further Readings: 
Graham, P.J. (2000) ‘The Reliability of Testimony’ Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Vol. 61, No. 
3. (Nov., 2000), pp. 695-709. 
Fricker, Elizabeth (1987) "The Epistemology of Testimony." Proceedings of the Aristotlian Socieo 
Supplementary Volume 61, pp. 59-83. 
Fricker, Elizabeth (1994) "Against Gullibility" in Matilal and Chakrabarti (1994), pp. 125-61. 
Graham, Peter J. (1997) "What is Testimony'?" The Philosophical Quarterly, 47, pp. 227-32. 
 
 

Week 7: Natural Kind Realism  

Lecture Reading: 
Bird A. and Tobin E. Natural Kinds, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 

Seminar Reading: 
Boyd, R. N. (1991). “Realism, Anti-foundationalism, and the Enthusiasm for Natural Kinds.” Philosophical Studies 
61: 127–48. 
lHawley, K. and Bird, A., (2011). “What are Natural Kinds?”, Philosophical Perspectives, 25: 
205-221.  
 
Further Reading: 
Bird, A. (2018) “The metaphysics of Natural Kinds”. Synthese, 195:4, pp/ 1397-1426. 
Ellis, B., (2001), Scientific Essentialism, Cambridge Studies in Philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press.                                                                                                                                                                                                        Ellis, 
B., (2002), The Philosophy of Nature. Chesham: Acumen. 

Ellis, B., (2005), “Physical Realism”, Ratio 18: 371–384. Reprinted in Metaphysics in Science, A. Drewery 
(ed.), (2006), Oxford: Blackwell: 1–13.                                                                                                                     Hacking, 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0162243916689138
http://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/D/bo24957334.html


Tobin, E. (2017) Mechanisms and Natural Kinds, The Routledge Handbook of Mechanisms and Mechanical 
Philosophy, Routledge, Ch. 15. 

Craver, C. “Mechanisms and Natural Kinds”, Philosophical Psychology, Vol. 22, No. 5, October 2009, 575–
594. 

 
 

Week 8: Realism Undermined: The Species Problem  

Lecture Reading: 
Ereshefsky, Marc. (2017) Species, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.  
 
Seminar Reading:                                                                                                                                                                                           
 Dupré, J., (2001), “In Defence of Classification”, Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and 
Biomedical Sciences, 32(2): 203–219.Ereshefsky, M. (1998). “Species Pluralism and Anti-Realism.” Philosophy 
of Science 65: 103–20. 
 
 
Further Reading: 
Wilson, R.A. Barker, M. Brigandt, I. (2007), ‘When Traditional Essentialism Fails: Biological Natural Kinds’, 
PHILOSOPHICAL TOPICS, VOL. 35, NOS. 1 & 2. 
Beatty, J., (1997), “Why do biologists argue like they do?”, Philosophy of Science 64: 432–443.         
Ereshefsky, M. (2001). The Poverty of the Linnaean Hierarchy: A Philosophical Study of Biological Taxonomy. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.                   Ghiselin, M. T., 1974, “A Radical Solution to the 
Species Problem”, Systematic Zoology 23: 536–544.                                                                              Ghiselin, 
M. T., 1987, “Species Concepts, Individuality and Objectivity”, Biology and Philosophy 2: 127–144. Hull, D. 
L., (1965), “The Effect of Essentialism on Taxonomy: 2,000 Years of Stasis”, British Journal for the Philosophy 
of Science 15: 314–326.                                                                                                                      Hull, D. L., 
1976, “Are Species Really Individuals”, Systematic Zoology 25: 174–191.                                Kitts, D. B. and 
Kitts, D. J., 1979, “Biological Species as Natural Kinds”, Philosophy of Science 46: 613–622. Wilson, R. A., 
1996, “Promiscuous Realism”, British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 47: 303–316. 
 
 
Week 9: Classification in Practice: Some Case Studies  
Lecture Reading: 
Slater, M. H. (2009) Macromolecular Pluralism, Philosophy of Science 76 (5): 851-863. 
 
Seminar Reading: 
Further Reading: 

Tobin, E. (2010), “Microstructuralism and Macromolecules: The Case of Moonlighting Proteins”,  2010 - 
Foundations of Chemistry 12 (1):41-54 
Tahko, T. (2020) Where do you get your Protein? Of Biochemical Realization  British Journal for the 

Philosophy of Science 71 (3):799-825. 
Messeri, Lisa r. (2009), “

http://philpapers.org/asearch.pl?pubn=Philosophy%20of%20Science
http://sss.sagepub.com/search?author1=Lisa+R.+Messeri&sortspec=date&submit=Submit

