
Limits and Value of Philosophy

Recap:

*next week: axiological questions

*where Russell leaves off is where Murdoch believes philosophy should begin; Murdoch was an author, trained as a philosopher

*different philosophers with different inflections; ultimately a question of temperament; will be reading all kinds of people with vastly different ideas

*if you talk about philosophy, you have to spend the rest of your life explaining your existence; how to you make money as a philosophy student? value already loaded in the question

*value of philosophy important; can Russell give a real answer in the parameters of his own thought? 

*to say that “I know something” is to say that I have a correct belief about the world

*example: you believe in unicorn theory; I believe in physics; I would be right; if you believed what I said based on my authority, you wouldn’t really know it; you can know something to be true by accident; is it knowledge? no, just true opinion

*knowledge: justified true belief; truth: quality of beliefs/ claims corresponding to facts; example: “the piglets are re-enacting Magic Mike” is true only if they actually are; scientist could be playing with electrodes and making them do it; in that case, they would not be actually re-enacting male exotic dancing; their observed behaviour does not mean that they are actually doing the thing

*can’t ever get to certainty; empirical knowledge requires logical principles that I can’t prove beyond a shadow of a doubt

*example: “the sun is hot because of fusion” and “the sun is a ball of ice;” something must be seriously wrong; coherence is important in the secondary sense; correspondence must come first

*reconstructed the world of common sense so we can get on with our lives; burden of proof often rests upon those who can advance the world

*what can philosophy contribute to the world? always coming up with a counter-example; why bother with philosophy?

Limits of Philosophical Knowledge:

*having ideological convictions in political science makes you dumber in math? can philosophy hope to anything else?

*helps foster critical thinking; have to sift through messages from media, politicians, etc

*advances view of the world; can reinforce your knowledge of what you believe; example: Christians are generally the strongest when they go through a spiritual crisis; have stronger beliefs when we put it through the test of critical thought

*if you’re a philosopher and you change your mind, you’re probably doing it right; shows that you’re actually thinking

*some people believe in their beliefs even more when there are fewer reasons for you to do so; need absolute certainty

*Russell brings up GWF Hegel; German idealist in the nineteenth century; if we start with being, we can derive it from the material universe; must be a problem with facts and not the system

*does a book on nature; makes claims like there’s a relation between sound and heat; if you play a trumpet loudly, it kind of heats up; there can be outliers in the theory; Hegel will say basically yes but I’m right

*still study him because some of his ideas are interesting; he was instrumental to the founding of the modern university; philosophy was the head faculty; science: here are particles; philosophy: this is what they mean

*things have changed partly due to Russell; says philosophy not meant to just interpret everything; does he go too far?

*Hegel put himself and his philosophy at the centre of the world; make it the end goal; like the nineteenth century version of Kanye West?

*example: gnomes move everything in the universe except for the known universe

*philosophers do very little, but the very little they do is very important; helps sciences to stay sharp and avoid error

*not an exact science; Plato thought that you can have expert political knowledge

*neither is better than the other; can’t really say very much; you can make vague claims regarding universals

*Plato: here’s a plan on how to run your life; Russell has a problem with that

*Russell thinks that some things are important enough for him to put himself out there; potentially put himself in jail; does so in a calm way

*good philosopher will not want to be in charge; what if they’re wrong? will all sit around discussing whatness

*here’s a minor contribution to your field; congratulations; you’re a doctor

*philosophy one of the most humble positions; if philosophy has any value, what is it?

*raises question of value in and of itself; why should we help physicists with their ontology through philosophy? 

*what is value? how can we say that philosophy is valuable if we can’t define value?

*example: the piglets are adorable; is this true? this is true only if piglets are adorable; is there any way to objectively prove adorability? all we’d have at the end of our experiments would be pig juice; in what way is adorability a particular way in which elements of the world hang together?

*example: Justin Bieber is god-awful; really saying that Justin Bieber’s music causes nausea in relation to your personal beliefs and preferences; bad refers to a universal; can we have any knowledge at all of axiological matters

*Russell says we can, but it’s very minimal; good is better than bad; but where can we go beyond this?

*can boil down to personal tastes? what if we are arguing ethics instead of aesthetics? example: you should never kill children; is that as suggestion? 

*ethics: what we should do; ethics implies a universal view

*relativist: it depends on someone’s personal opinion; not really talking about ethics anymore; ethics implies universal view

*what is importance? how do we value these things? where’s the scale of valuation?

*at the end of the day, you’re making a claim that human life is valuable; Russell says how do we value it? it subsists rather than exists

*things can be innate, but we can challenge them on ethical grounds; example: are we innately racist? if we are, we have to work harder in order to not be racist

*has to be in context; context raises question of what basis? ethics is context dependent, but what to you mean by that?

*do we accept culture specific behaviours simply because they are culture specific?

*example: female genitalia mutation; done for culturally specific feelings; if you are able to feel sexual pleasure, you are going to be a bad mother

*I would feel offended by that; would find it unacceptable; make cross-cultural criticism on it; very easy to slip into empirical position where you tell other people how to live their lives; where’s the sweet spot?

*how can you criticize another culture without feeling like a jerk?

*example: what is good? feeding a lost puppy; what makes it good? when we think of good, we usually think of useful; good is instrumentally valuable; the lost puppy doesn’t die; I get a certain kind of joy; I feel better about myself

*why is anything of use good? at some point, you have to say “it’s just good;” has to be some notion of intrinsically good

*intrinsically good: universally good; subsists in the world rather than exists

*challenge: if I blow everything off, is it worse off? by whose perspective? if the world is perspective-based, wouldn’t matter as you are the last being on earth; saying “don’t crap on the Mona Lisa” based on your perspective

