STUDY NOTES FOR PHIL1100
DESCARTES:
IN THE MEDITATIONS, DESCARTES AIMS TO PROVIDE WHAT HE CALLS A SECURE FOUNDATION FOR SCIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE IN GENERAL. PURPORTEDLY THIS NEED AROSE FROM HIM REALIZING THAT MUCH THAT HE THOUGHT WAS TRUE—THAT HE TOOK FOR GRANTED—TURNED OUT TO BE FALSE. HIS FOCUS, AS WE SEE IN MEDITATION ONE, IS ON PERCEPTION AND HOW IT CAN MISLEAD.
ULTIMATELY, DESCARTES WANTS TO BASE KNOWLEDGE ON WHAT IS CERTAIN. HE THEREFORE ADOPTS WHAT IS CALLED ‘METHODOLOGICAL DOUBT’. THAT IS HE DECIDES TO DOUBTS EVERYTHING HE POSSIBLY CAN. ONLY THAT WHICH HE CANNOT DOUBT WILL HE ACCEPT AS TRUE. TO HELP HIMSELF IN THIS ENTERPRISE, HE AVAILS HIMSELF OF THE FOLLOWING IDEAS: DREAM SKEPTICISM (I CANNOT BE SURE THAT I’M DREAMING OR AWAKE) AND THE EVIL DEMON (WHO IS INTENT ON DECEIVING HIM).
ONLY WHEN HE STARTS DOUBTING WHETHER HE, DESCARTES, EXISTS DOES HIS DOUBT COME TO AND END. “I DOUBT, THEREFORE I THINK; I THINK, THEREFORE I AM” IS THE BASIC LINE OF REASONING. HOWEVER, IT IS ONLY HIS EXISTENCE AS A THINKING THING—NOT AS A THINKING THING IN A BODY, E.G.—THAT HE IS CERTAIN OF. NEXT, DESCARTES PROVIDES A PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. HE HAS AN IDEA OF GOD, EVERYTHING HAS A CAUSE, SO THE IDEA OF GOD MUST HAVE A CAUSE. COULD HE, DESCARTES, BE THE AUTHOR OF THE IDEA OF GOD? NO. WHY NOT? THERE MUST BE AS MUCH REALITY IN THE CAUSE OF AN IDEA AS THE IDEA PRESENTS THE OBJECT THAT THE IDEA IS ABOUT AS HAVING (FORMAL AND OBJECTIVE REALITY). DESCARTES DOES NOT HAVE AS MUCH REALITY AS GOD HAS, SO HE CANNOT BE THE CAUSE OF THE IDEA OF GOD (REMEMBER THE IDEA OF THE SCALE OF REALITY OF EXISTENCES, WITH GOD AT THE TOP). ONLY GOD OR ANOTHER BEING MORE PERFECT THAN GOD COULD BE THE CAUSE OF THE IDEA OF GOD. BUT DESCARTES CANNOT THINK OF A BEING MORE PERFECT THAN GOD. SO GOD MUST BE THE AUTHOR OF THE IDEA OF GOD. SO GOD EXISTS.  
TWO CONCERNS PERMEATE MEDITATION FOUR: 1. FINDING THE SOURCE OF TRUTH SO THAT WE CAN MOVE FORWARD IN OUR CONSTRUCTION OF KNOWLEDGE, AND 2. THEODICY CONCERNS—TRYING TO COUNTER THE ATHEISTS WHO PRESUMABLY DOUBT THE PERFECTION OR GOODNESS OF GOD GIVEN HOW IMPERFECT THE WORLD IS. SO D. GOES OUT OF HIS WAY TO ARGUE THAT GOD IS PERFECT AND GOOD EVEN IF HIS CREATION SEEMS NOT TO BE SO.  THE SOURCE OF OUR BEING MISTAKEN ABOUT THINGS IS OUR TENDENCY TO OVEREXTEND OUR WILL BEYOND OUR POWER OF UNDERSTANDING AND AFFIRM OR DENY THAT OF WHICH WE DO NOT HAVE CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS. INDIVIDUALLY, NEITHER CAPACITY IS FLAWED. THE UNDERSTANDING IS NOT POSITIVELY MISTAKEN IN ANY WAY, RATHER IT IS INCOMPLETE OR THERE IS NEGATION IN IT. THIS SOLUTION IS REQUIRED NOT TO IMPUGN THE PERFECTION OF GOD AND HIS CREATION. THE WILL, ON THE OTHER HAND, IS AS PERFECT (QUA WILL) AS THAT OF GOD. BUT WHERE GOD HAS THE UNDERSTANDING AND THE POWER TO SET INTO MOTION THAT WHICH HE WILLS, WE DO NOT. 
IN MEDITATION FIVE, DESCARTES PROVIDES ANOTHER PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. IT IS CLOSE TO ANSELM’S. WHEN I CONCEIVE OF GOD, I CONCEIVE OF A PERFECT BEING; IF GOD DID NOT EXIST, HE WOULD NOT BE PERFECT; INSOFAR AS I CONCEIVE OF GOD, HE MUST EXIST. IN FACT, THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IS PART OF HIS ESSENCE. 
NEXT WE MOVE ON TO THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS. FIRST, DESCARTES FOCUSES ON THE ESSENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS, WHICH IS TO BE EXTENDED. BECAUSE THE ESSENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS IS TO BE EXTENDED, AND THE ESSENCE OF BEING A THINKING THING IS TO THINK, THE TWO ARE NOT THE SAME. INDEED, THE TWO ARE IN ACTUALITY SEPARATE EVEN IF THEY ARE INTIMATELY CONNECTED IN THE FORM OF HUMAN BEINGS. THE ARGUMENT FOR THE SO-CALLED ‘REAL DISTINCTION BETWEEN MIND AND BODY’ IS THAT IF THE MIND IS THE BODY, IT TOO MUST POSSESS THE PROPERTIES OF THE BODY. ONE PROPERTY OF THE BODY IS TO BE DIVISIBLE. THE MIND, HOWEVER, IS NOT DIVISIBLE. ERGO, THE MIND IS NOT THE BODY. 
FINALLY, DESCARTES PROVES THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS, DESCARTES NOTES THAT HE HAS A PASSIVE POWER TO SENSE THINGS. HE KNOWS IT IS PASSIVE BECAUSE HE CANNOT CONTROL IT. THEREFORE, SOMETHING ACTIVE OUTSIDE HIM MUST PRODUCE THESE SENSATIONS IN HIM. JUST AS THE IDEA OF GOD MUST HAVE AS MUCH FORMAL REALITY AS IT HAS OBJECTIVE REALITY, THE ACTIVE PRINCIPLE OF MY IDEA OF MATERIAL OBJECTS MUST HAVE AS MUCH FORMAL REALITY AS MY IDEA OF MATERIAL OBJECTS HAS OBJECTIVE REALITY. IF MY IDEA OF MATERIALS OBJECTS DID NOT COME FROM MATERIAL OBJECTS, BUT FROM A MORE EMINENT SOURCE, THEN GOD WOULD BE A DECEIVER. BUT GOD IS NOT A DECEIVER, SO MATERIAL OBJECTS MUST EXIST. NOTE THAT THE OBJECTS THAT DESCARTES HAS PROVEN THE EXISTENCE OF ARE EXTENDED OBJECTS, NOT OBJECTS AS WE KNOW THEM, I.E. THINGS THAT ARE COLORED, SMELL, ARE HOT OR COLD, AND SO ON. HERE AGAIN HE RELIES ON CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS AND GOD ENSURING THAT CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS ARE TRUE. THIS LINE OF THOUGHT ALSO ALLOWS HIM TO RESOLVE HIS DOUBT ONCE AND FOR ALL. WE DO NOT HAVE TO BE AFRAID OF BEING DECEIVED—AS LONG AS WE TRUST ONLY OUR CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS.


QUESTIONS:

1. WHAT IS A FOUNDATION OF KNOWLEDGE?
2. IS IT REALLY TRUE THAT DREAM EXPERIENCES ARE JUST LIKE AWAKE EXPERIENCES?
4. HOW CAN DESCARTES BE CERTAIN THAT THINKING IS TRANSPARENT TO ITSELF? I.E. HOW CAN HE KNOW THAT HE KNOWS WHAT IS IN HIS MIND? 
5. HOW DOES THE COGITO WORK? IS IT AN ARGUMENT? IS IT AN INTUITION?
6. HOW DOES DESCARTES KNOW THAT HE’S A THINKING THING – THAT HIS ESSENCE IS THINKING, AND NOT HAVING A BODY?
7. WHAT ARE CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS?
8. WHAT CAN DESCARTES ASSUME ABOUT THE CAUSES OF HIS IDEAS?
9. WHY IS IT THAT DESCARTES THINKS HE CAN BE THE AUTHOR OF ALL HIS IDEAS, BUT NOT HIS IDEA OF GOD?
10. WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF OUR BEING MISTAKEN ABOUT THINGS?
11. HOW CAN WE KNOW THAT GOD IS NOT A DECEIVER?
12. WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN REGARDING SOMETHING AS AN IMPERFECTION AND AS A NEGATION? WHY IS THE DIFFERENCE IMPORTANT?
13. WHAT IS DESCARTES’ ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IN MEDITATION 5?
14. WHY IS THE ESSENCE OF GOD INSEPARABLE FROM HIS EXISTENCE?
15. TO WHAT EXTENT IS DESCARTES RELYING ON THE TRUTH OF CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF GOD? IS THIS A PROBLEM?
16. WHY IS PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF GOD SO IMPORTANT TO DESCARTES AT THIS POINT IN THE MEDITATION? WHY CAN’T HE FIRST PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS AND ALL THE OTHER THINGS THAT SEEM MORE EVIDENT, THEN WORRY ABOUT THE EXISTENCE OF GOD?
17. WHAT IS THE ESSENCE OF PHYSICAL OBJECTS, AND HOW DOES DESCARTES PROVE THIS?
18. WHAT IS DESCARTES’ ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL THINGS? 
19. WHEN DESCARTES HAS SHOWN THE EXISTENCE OF MATERIAL OBJECTS, HAS HE SHOWN THAT THE THINGS YOU AND I THINK EXIST, EXIST? 


INTUITIONS
IN THE NEXT SECTION OF THE COURSE, WE WERE LOOKING AT INTUITIONS. WE WERE CONSIDERING STICH’S CRITIQUE OF ‘PLATO’S METHOD’, AND WE SAW THE METHOD IN ACTION IN PHILIPPA FOOT’S PAPER, GREENE ET AL.’S EXPERIMENTS, AND WERE EXPOSED TO FURTHER CRITICISMS OF THE IDEA IN STICH & BUCKWALTER.
‘PLATO’S METHOD’ IS TO EXPOSE OUR THEORIES ABOUT THING TO OUR INTUITIONS ABOUT WHAT WOULD FOLLOW, WERE THOSE THEORIES TRUE. FOR INSTANCE, LET US ASSUME THAT JUSTICE IS RETURNING TO OTHERS WHAT THEY HAVE LENT US. LET US IMAGINE THIS IS TRUE. IF SO, IF MY FRIEND HAS LENT ME HIS SWORD AND WANTS IT RETURNED TO HIM, I SHOULD RETURN IT TO HIM. HOWEVER, HE MIGHT HAVE GONE CRAZY AND STARTED TALKING ABOUT KILLING OTHERS OR HIMSELF. SHOULD I STILL RETURN THE SWORD TO HIM? WELL, MY GUT TELLS ME ‘NO’. HOWEVER, I CANNOT BOTH THINK THAT JUSTICE REQUIRES THAT WE RETURN WHAT WE HAVE BORROWED TO OTHERS AND THAT WE SHOULD NOT RETURN TO OTHERS WHAT WE HAVE BORROWED. SO SOMETHING MUST GIVE. IN THE EXAMPLE IN QUESTION, SOCRATES SUGGESTS THAT THERE IS SOMETHING WRONG WITH THE THEORY OF JUSTICE. SO WE NOW NEED TO REVISE THIS THEORY TO BRING IT INTO EQUILIBRIUM WITH OUR INTUITIONS ABOUT SPECIFIC CASES INVOLVING JUSTICE.
THIS METHOD STILL HOLDS SWAY IN MUCH PHILOSOPHY, STICH CLAIMS. HE IS THINKING ABOUT PHILOSOPHY ABOUT NORMATIVE CLAIMS, I.E. CLAIMS CONCERNING KNOWLEDGE AND ETHICS (THOUGH POSSIBLY ALSO AESTHETICS). IN THE THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE, HE GIVES THE EXAMPLE OF EDMUND GETTIER WHOSE ARTICLE WE ALSO DISCUSSED IN CLASS. GETTIER’S ARTICLE IS A GREAT EXAMPLE OF A MODERN APPLICATION OF PLATO’S METHOD. THE REASONING GOES SOMETHING LIKE THIS. WHAT IS KNOWLEDGE? KNOWLEDGE IS JUSTIFIED TRUE BELIEF. OK, LET’S ASSUME WE BELIEVE DEIRDRE DRIVES AN AMERICAN CAR BECAUSE WE’VE SEEN HER DRIVING A FORD TO CAMPUS A COUPLE OF TIMES. HOWEVER, UNBEKNOWNST TO US SHE HAS TRADED HER FORD IN FOR A CHEVROLET. SO SHE DOES, IN FACT, DRIVE AN AMERICAN CAR. OUR BELIEF IS THEREFORE TRUE AND JUSTIFIED. BUT IS IT KNOWLEDGE? OUR INTUITIONS SAY ‘NO’ (GETTIER CLAIMS). THEREFORE, THERE IS SOMETHING WRONG WITH THE VIEW THAT KNOWLEDGE IS TRUE JUSTIFIED BELIEF. 
STICH DOUBTS THE VALUE OF THIS APPROACH. HE DOUBTS IT BECAUSE HE DOUBTS THE VALUE OF INTUITIONS. PLATO THOUGHT THAT WE WERE BORN WITH KNOWLEDGE OF THE FORMS. IN SIMPLE MODERN LANGUAGE, PLATO THOUGHT WE WERE BORN WITH KNOWLEDGE OF THE TRUTH PERTAINING TO THE DEEPER REALITY OF THINGS, INCLUDING MORAL AND POLITICAL REALITY. BEFORE WE WERE BORN INTO OUR CURRENT FORM, WE EXISTED WITH THE FORMS. HOWEVER, BY BEING BORN AS HUMAN BEINGS, WE FORGET THE TRUE NATURE OF REALITY, WHICH THE FORMS EXEMPLIFY. HOWEVER, WE CAN COME TO REMEMBER THESE TRUTHS WITH A LITTLE HELP. THIS IS WHAT SOCRATES TAKES HIMSELF AS PROVIDING—HE CALLS HIMSELF A MIDWIFE. BY MEANS OF THE DIALECTICAL METHOD—THE PRACTICE OF QUESTION-AND-ANSWER THAT IS TYPICAL OF THE PLATONIC DIALOGUE—WE CAN BRING OUT OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE FORM. THIS IS THE DOCTRINE OF ANAMNESIS, THE IDEA THAT ALL KNOWLEDGE IS RECOLLECTION (REMEMBERING). BECAUSE THERE ARE ONLY THE ONE FORMS, AS IT WERE, AND BECAUSE WE ARE ALL REBORN SOULS WHO HAVE KNOWLEDGE OF THOSE FORMS, OUR INTUITIONS ABOUT SUCH FORMS CAN BE TRUSTED. THERE IS NO REAL POSSIBILITY OF DISAGREEMENT HERE. OUR INTUITIONS ARE TRUSTWORTHY BECAUSE IT IS NOT SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED THAT THEY MIGHT DIFFER. IF THEY SEEM TO, WE TRY HARDER (PERHAPS WE ARE MORE CAREFUL ONLY TO TRUST THE REALLY GOOD ONE—THE CLEAR AND DISTINCT ONES?). BUT, STICH CLAIMS, NOBODY BELIEVES IN ANAMNESIS ANYMORE. IF SO, WHY SHOULD WE TRUST OUR INTUITIONS?
STICH CLAIMS THAT PLATO’S METHOD SEEMS FISHY TO HIM BECAUSE HE CAN CONCEIVE OF THERE BEING PEOPLE WHOSE INTUITIONS DIFFER FROM OURS. IF THERE ARE, WHOSE INTUITIONS ARE WE TO TRUST? IRONICALLY, STICH SEEMS TO BE USING PLATO’S METHOD HERE—WE HAVE A THEORY ABOUT COUNTS AS GOOD PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIZING, WE EXPOSE IT TO OUR INTUITIONS, AND THEN THE PROBLEM ARISES… FORTUNATELY, EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE SUGGESTS THAT THERE ACTUALLY ARE SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCES IN PEOPLE’S INTUITIONS ABOUT A RANGE OF THINGS. IF THIS IS TRUE, THEN STICH’S WORRY IS A REALITY, AS IT WERE.
TAKE THE GETTIER CASE. IN AN EXPERIMENT CONDUCTED BY STICH AND COLLEAGUES (NICHOLS, STICH & WEINBERG 2003), THEY FOUND THAT WESTERN SUBJECT OVERWHELMINGLY AGREE WITH GETTIER THAT WE ONLY HAVE TRUE BELIEF, BUT NOT KNOWLEDGE, THAT DEIRDRE DRIVES AN AMERICAN CAR (74%). BY CONTRAST, EAST ASIANS WERE LESS LIKELY TO AGREE WITH GETTIER (57%), AS WERE SOUTH ASIANS (61%). [BEWARE, HOWEVER, OF THE STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THOSE NUMBERS] THESE ARE CERTAINLY DIFFERENCES, AND THEY ARE DIFFERENCES THAT STICH FINDS WORRISOME. IT ALSO TURNS OUT THAT INTUITIONS ABOUT WHAT COUNTS AS KNOWLEDGE VARY ACCORDING TO YOUR SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS. THOSE WITH HIGHER SES ARE MORE LIKELY TO HAVE STRICTER DEMANDS ON WHAT COUNTS AS KNOWLEDGE, THAN THOSE OF LOWER SES. (AND IN ANOTHER READING, STICH ALSO ARGUES THAT WOMEN AND MEN HAVE DIFFERENT INTUITIONS) WHO ARE WE TO TRUST WHEN INTUITIONS DIFFER?
WE HAVE TWO OPTIONS. EITHER WE ASSUME THAT HIGH SES AND WESTERNERS, PERHAPS, HAVE THE INTUITIONS THAT WE SHOULD TRUST. IT’S PRETTY OBVIOUS WHY THIS IS PROBLEMATIC. OR WE CAN REJECT PLATO’S METHOD AS A USEFUL WAY OF SETTLING NORMATIVE ISSUES. STICH OPTS FOR THE LATTER. 
QUESTIONS:
1. WHAT IS PLATO’S METHOD? GIVE EXAMPLES.
2. WHAT IS THE PROBLEM, ACCORDING TO STICH, WITH PLATO’S METHOD?
3. DOES STICH’S CRITIQUE AFFECT ALL AREAS OF PHILOSOPHY?
4. STICH FIND THAT ONLY APPOX. 59% OF ASIANS (EAST & SOUTH) HAVE GETTIER STYLE INTUITIONS WHEREAS 74% OF WESTERNERS HAVE SUCH INTUITIONS. IT IS STILL TRUE, HOWEVER, THAT MOST OF BOTH GROUPS HAVE GETTIER STYLE INTUITIONS. SO WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?
5. WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO STICH TO POINT OUT THAT PHILOSOPHERS NO LONGER BELIEVE IN ANAMNESIS, PLATO’S THEORY OF RECOLLECTION?
6. WHAT IS A GETTIER CASE AND WHAT DOES IT PURPORT TO SHOW?


THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT, TROLLEY CASES & INTUITIONS

IN HER PAPER, PHILIPPA FOOT IS CONCERNED WITH THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT, AND THE WAY IN WHICH IT CAN BE USED IN ARGUMENTS ABOUT THE PERMISSIBILITY OF ABORTION. THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT HOLDS THAT IT IS SOMETIMES PERMISSIBLE TO BRING ABOUT BY OBLIQUE INTENTION THAT WHICH ONE IS NOT PERMITTED TO BRING ABOUT BY DIRECT INTENTION. PUT DIFFERENTLY, UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES IT IS ALRIGHT TO PERFORM AN ACTION THAT LEADS TO CERTAIN CONSEQUENCES THAT ONE FORESEES, BUT DOES NOT DIRECTLY INTEND, EVEN IF IT IS NOT PERMITTED TO INTEND TO BRING ABOUT THOSE VERY SAME CONSEQUENCES. FOR INSTANCE, IT IS PERMISSIBLE TO KILL SOMEONE IN SELF-DEFENSE BECAUSE WHAT ONE INTENDS IS TO DEFEND ONESELF AND ONE DOES NOT INTEND TO KILL THE ASSAILANT EVEN IF ONE FORESEES THAT HE/SHE MIGHT DIE AS A RESULT OF SUCH SELF-DEFENSE.  

THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT IS USEFUL IN ARGUING AGAINST CERTAIN UTILITARIAN CONCLUSIONS. IN FACT, SOME MIGHT THINK IT IS THE ONLY WAY OF ARGUING AGAINST SUCH CONCLUSIONS. HERE IS THE PROBLEM. WE THINK THAT IT IS ACCEPTABLE TO WITHOLD A DRUG IN SHORT SUPPLY TO A PERSON WHO NEEDS A LOT OF IT IF WE CAN SAVE THE LIVES OF FIVE PEOPLE WITH THE SAME AMOUNT THAT IT WOULD TAKE TO SAVE HER, EVEN IF SHE DIES AS A RESULT OF NOT RECEIVING THE DRUG. BUT CAN WE NOT APPLY THE SAME CONSIDERATIONS TO THE CASE OF KILLING ONE INNOCENT PERSON IN ORDER TO USE HER ORGANS TO SAVE FIVE—ALSO INNOCENT—PEOPLE? THE CONSEQUENCES ARE THE SAME, IT WOULD SEEM. HOWEVER, MOST PEOPLE FIND SUCH AN IDEA ABHORRENT. HERE THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT CAN SAVE THE DAY. IN THE FIRST INSTANCE, WE INTEND TO SAVE THE FIVE AND FORESEE THAT BY DOING SO, THE ONE DIES. THE MEANS TO OUR END OF SAVING THE FIVE IS TO GIVE THEM THE DRUG, WHICH IS EQUIVALENT TO WITHHOLDING THE DRUG FROM THE ONE PERSON. BUT THOUGH HER DEATH IS FORESEABLE, IT IS NOT INTENDED. BUT IN THE ORGAN TRANSPLANT CASE, WE MUST INTEND TO KILL THE INNOCENT PERSON, BECAUSE HARVESTING HER ORGANS IS THE MEANS TO OUR END OF SAVING THE FIVE. 

JUNGLE CASE—WE ALSO TALKED ABOUT AN EXAMPLE FROM BERNARD WILLIAMS ABOUT A MAN HIKING IN THE JUNGLE COMING UPON A VILLAGE WHERE THE NATIVES ARE BEING HELD HOSTAGE BY NAZIS. THE NAZIS GIVE HIM A CHOICE: SHOOT ONE MAN AND EVERYBODY WILL GO FREE, OR WE WILL KILL EVERYBODY. WILLIAMS POINT WAS THAT THERE WOULD BE NOTHING WRONG ABOUT REFUSING TO KILL SOMEONE BECAUSE YOU ADHERE TO NORMS THAT PROHIBIT YOU FROM KILLING. TRUE, YOU COULD SAVE THE MANY BY KILLING THE ONE, BUT WHAT SHOULD NOT BE IGNORED IS THAT IN KILLING THE ONE YOU ARE KILLING A PERSON, WHEREAS IN REFUSING TO KILL THE ONE, THE NAZIS WILL KILL MANY PEOPLE. MORALITY IS NOT JUST ABOUT OPTIMIZING WELLBEING AND REDUCING SUFFERING, IT IS ALSO ABOUT YOU ADOPTING CERTAIN NORMS AND LIVING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEM. AFTER ALL MORALITY IS ABOUT HOW WE SHOULD ACT, WHICH MEANS THAT SOMEONE HAS TO ACT. IF YOU GET PRESSURIZED INTO KILLING THE ONE TO SAVE THE MANY, YOU MAY LOSE YOUR INTEGRITY. [WILLIAMS DOES NOT ACTUALLY USE THIS AS AN ARGUMENT AGAINST UTILITARIANISM; HE USES IT AS AN ARGUMENT TO HIGHLIGHT THE IMPORTANCE OF INTEGRITY IN MORALITY.]

FOOT SAYS THAT ONE EFFECTIVE WAY TO DEFEND REFUSING TO KILL THE ONE TO SAVE THE MANY IS, AGAIN, TO USE THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT. IN WILLIAMS’ JUNGLE CASE, THE DOCTRINE TELLS US NOT TO KILL THE ONE TO SAVE THE MANY. THE REASON IS THAT SINCE KILLING THE ONE IS THE MEANS TO SAVING THE MANY, THERE IS NO PLAUSIBLE SCENARIO IN WHICH WE DO NOT INTEND TO KILL THE ONE, AND SO THE KILLING OF THE ONE IS NOT OBLIQUELY INTENDED. IN OTHER WORDS, IT IS NOT MERELY A FORESEEN CONSEQUENCE, BUT AN INTENDED MEANS TO AN END. NOTICE THAT THIS USE OF THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT MILITATES AGAINST THE UTILITARIAN CONCLUSION. IN EFFECT, IT SPECIFIES THAT WE ARE NOT PERMITTED TO SAVE THE MANY BY KILLING THE ONE IN THIS PARTICULAR CASE (CONTRA WILLIAMS). 

FOOT HERSELF GOES ON TO SUGGEST AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT. SHE SUGGESTS THAT WE CAN RELY ON THE CONCEPTS OF POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE DUTIES TO DO THE WORK THAT DDE DOES. NEGATIVE DUTIES ARE DUTIES WE HAVE NOT TO DO CERTAIN THINGS (MORALITY IS TYPICALLY PRIMARILY ABOUT WHAT WE SHOULD NOT DO; COMPARE 10 COMMANDMENTS (8 NEGATIVE). POSITIVE DUTIES ARE USUALLY DUTIES TO PROVIDE AID. GENERALLY, NEGATIVE DUTIES (E.G. NOT TO KILL) ARE WEIGHED HEAVIER THAN POSITIVE DUTIES (E.G. FOOD PROVISIONING). WHEN THERE IS A CONFLICT BETWEEN A NEGATIVE DUTY NOT TO KILL OR HARM AND A POSITIVE ONE OF PROVIDING AID, THE NEGATIVE ONE WILL TYPICALLY WIN OUT. (THOUGH ONE WONDERS WHETHER THIS WILL REMAIN TRUE AS ONE CRANKS UP THE NUMBERS OF PEOPLE ONE COULD AID BY ONE KILLING…) THIS THEORIZING CAN TAKE CARE OF JUNGLE-TYPE CASES IN THE FOLLOWING WAY. WE ARE ASKED TO FLOUT A NEGATIVE DUTY IN ORDER TO PERFORM A POSITIVE DUTY BUT, GENERALLY SPEAKING, A NEGATIVE DUTY TRUMPS A POSITIVE ONE PARTICULARLY IF THE NEGATIVE DUTY IS NOT TO KILL AND THE POSITIVE ONE IS TO PROVIDE AID. 

FOOT ORIGINATED MUCH OF THE TALK ABOUT TROLLEYS AS A WAY OF EXPLORING OUR MORAL INTUITIONS. IN THE LAST DECADE OR SO, RESEARCH INTO PEOPLE’S INTUITIONS ABOUT TROLLEY CASES HAS TAKEN OFF. JOSHUA GREENE, IN PARTICULAR, HAS CONDUCTED MUCH RESEARCH IN THIS AREA. HE IS INTERESTING IN WHAT TYPES OF MECHANISMS UNDERLIE OUR MORAL INTUITIONS. LIKE STICH, HE IS NOT INCLINED TO PUT TOO MUCH CREDENCE IN OUR INTUITIONS, THOUGH HIS APPROACH IS DIFFERENT. INSTEAD OF RAISING DOUBTS, IN GENERAL, ABOUT THE USE OF INTUTIONS IN NORMATIVE RESEARCH, HE EXPLORES THE PRINCIPLES THAT MOST LIKELY UNDERLIE OUR MORAL INTUITIONS AND THEN CONSIDER WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE GOOD ONES AND, CONSEQUENTLY, THE EXTENT TO WHICH THEY SHOULD BE TRUSTED, IF TRUSTED AT ALL, WHEN WE TRY TO DECIDE MORAL MATTERS. 

IN “PUSHING MORAL BUTTONS”, GREENE ET AL. SUGGEST THAT TWO PRINCIPLES UNDERLIE TYPICAL JUDGMENTS IN TROLLEY CASES: THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT AND THE PRINCIPLE OF PERSONAL FORCE. BUT THERE SEEMS TO BE AN INTERESTING INTERACTION BETWEEN THE TWO THAT DOES NOT QUITE FIT WITH THE TYPICAL PHILOSOPHICAL RELIANCE ON THE DDE. SO IN THE TROLLEY LOOP CASE, THERE IS NO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUBJECTS’ RESPONSES TO THE SIMPLE LOOP SCENARIO AND THE LOOP-OBSTABLE SCENARIO. BUT IN THE LOOP CASE, THE SUBJECT IS USED AS A MEANS TO THE END OF STOPPING THE TROLLEY SO WE CAN SAVE THE MANY (FIVE). WE THEREFORE PLAUSIBLY INTEND THE DEATH OF THIS PERSON, THUS VIOLATING DDE. IN THE LOOP-WEIGHT SCENARIO, HOWEVER, WE INTEND TO USE THE WEIGHT BEHIND THE SUBJECT AS MEANS TO OUR END OF STOPPING THE TROLLYE/SAVING THE FIVE. THE DEATH OF THE PERSON IN FRONT OF THE WEIGHT IS MERELY A FORESEEN, NOT INTENDED EFFECT. THEREFORE, IF PEOPLE’S INTUITIONS ACTUALLY DID ACCORD WITH, OR WERE PRODUCED BY ACCEPTANCE OF, DDE, THEY SHOULD JUDGE THE LOOP SCENARIO AS MUCH LESS ACCEPTABLE THAN THE LOOP-WEIGHT SCENARIO. BUT THEY DO NOT. SO, THE EXPERIMENT SUGGESTS THAT DDE PLAYS A MUCH MORE LIMITED ROLE IN OUR MORAL INTUITIONS THAN WE ARE SOMETIMES LED TO BELIEVE. (A SIMILAR CONCLUSION IS SUGGESTED BY FOOT, THOUGH HER REASONS ARE DIFFERENT.)

WHERE DDE SEEMS TO PLAY A SIGNIFICANT ROLE IS WHEN IT IS PAIRED WITH PPF. SO, IN THE OBSTACLE PUSH/OBSTACLE COLLIDE SCENARIOS, IT SEEMS THAT APPLYING PERSONAL FORCE IN THE DEMISE OF THE PERSON IN THE FOOTBRIDGE IS JUDGED TO BE SIGINIFICANTLY MORE PROBLEMATIC WHEN DOING SO IS A MEANS TO THE END OF SAVING THE FIVE THAN WHEN IT IS A FORESEEN, BUT NOT INTENDED, SIDE-EFFECT OF SAVING THE FIVE. SO DDE SEEMS TO PLAY A ROLE, BUT ONLY IN PF CASES. HOWEVER, IT DOES NOT SEEM TO BE MORALLY RELEVANT HOW WE CAUSE THE DEATH OF SOMEONE, I.E. WHETHER WE PUSH A LEVER THAT CAUSES THEM TO FALL IN FRONT OF A TROLLEY AND BE KILLED OR WHETHER WE PUSH THEM WITH OUR ARMS TO THEIR CERTAIN DEATH. THUS, WHAT I HAVE CALLED THE PRINCIPLE OF PERSONAL FORCE (PPF) IS MORALLY IRRELEVANT. HOWEVER, IF PF IS MORALLY IRRELEVANT WHAT ARE WE TO MAKE OF OUR INTUITIONS IN THE TROLLEY CASES? HOW CAN THEY GUIDE OUR MORAL THEORIZING? HOW CAN THEY HELP US MAKE THE RIGHT DECISIONS ABOUT WHAT TO ALLOW AND WHAT TO FORBID? (GREENE ULTIMATELY WANTS TO SUGGEST THAT WE SHOULD NOT TRUST THEM; IN PART BECAUSE HE SUBSCRIBES TO UTILITARIANISM.)

QUESTIONS:
1. WHAT IS THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT?
2. IN THE CASE OF ABORTION, WHAT TYPES OF THINGS WITH THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT ALLOW YOU TO DO TO SAVE THE MOTHER, AND WHAT TYPES OF ACTIONS ARE IMPERMISSIBLE, AND WHY? (ONE EXAMPLE OF EACH IS SUFFICIENT)
3. WHAT ARE NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE DUTIES AND WHAT JOB DOES FOOT WANT THOSE CONCEPTS TO DO IN MORAL THEORIZING?
4. WHY ARE TROLLEY CASES USED IN MORAL THEORIZING?
5. WHAT DOES GREENE ET AL. SAY ABOUT OUR INTUITIONS IN TROLLEY TYPE CASES?
6. WHAT IS THE PRINCIPLE OF PERSONAL FORCE, WHAT ROLE DOES IT PLAY IN INTUITIONS ABOUT TROLLEY CASES AND WHAT IS ITS MORAL RELEVANCE?
7. SHOULD THE EXPERIMENTAL DATA ON TROLLEY CASES LEAD US TO ABANDON OUR TRUST IN THE INTUITIONS OF PROFESSIONALLY TRAINED MORAL PHILOSOPHERS? WHY?


FEMALE PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS
BUCKWALTER & STICH ARGUE THAT THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN MEN’S AND WOMEN’S INTUITIONS ABOUT PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS, WHEREFORE WE HAVE REASON TO THINK THAT THEIR PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS DIFFER. THEY ALSO ARGUE THAT THE EVIDENCE SUGGESTS THAT SMART WOMEN ARE MORE DISCOURAGED ABOUT BEING CONFUSED ABOUT A SUBJECT MATTER THAN LESS SMART WOMEN. THESE TWO PIECES OF DATA POINT, IN THEIR VIEW, TO THE IDEA THAT THE GENDER GAP IN PHILOSOPHY—WHICH IS SUBSTANTIAL BOTH IN THE STUDENT AND PROFESSIONAL POPULATION—MIGHT BE EXPLAINED PARTLY IN TERMS OF SUCH DIFFERING INTUITIONS. THIS IS YET ANOTHER REASON TO PURGE PHILOSOPHY OF INTUITIONS. AS WE HAVE SEEN, STICH IS VERY SKEPTICAL ABOUT THE USE OF INTUITIONS IN SETTLING ISSUES ABOUT NORMATIVE CONCERNS. THIS IS PARTLY BECAUSE HE THINKS INTUITIONS ARE BOUND TO DIFFER AND WE ARE THEN LEFT IN THE DIFFICULT POSITION OF DECIDING WHOSE INTUITIONS TO TRUST. THIS IS YET ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF THE SAME PROBLEM. ONLY IN THIS CASE, THE USE OF INTUITIONS IS NOT ONLY PHILOSOPHICALLY AND SCIENTIFICALLY PROBLEMATIC, BUT IT ALSO LEADS TO SOCIALLY AND ACADEMICALLY NOXIOUS EFFECTS BY FAVORING MEN OVER WOMEN. 

THERE ARE AT LEAST FIVE DIFFICULTIES WITH BUCKWALTER & STICH’S  ARGUMENT: (1) IT IS QUITE LIKELY THAT THERE IS NO GENDER EFFECT. TO FIGURE OUT WHETHER THERE IS, WE NEED TO KNOW HOW MANY STUDIES OF PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS DID NOT SHOW A GENDER EFFECT. IF THE NUMBER IS HIGH, THE 13 (ACTUALLY 11) STUDIES THAT B&S MENTION ARE JUST NOISE. THIS IS A RATHER SERIOUS QUESTION ABOUT SCIENTIFIC METHDOLOGY. (2) WE HAVE NO REASON TO THINK THAT THE GENDER EFFECT ACTUALLY FAVORS MEN, AS WOMEN’S INTUITIONS SEEM TO ACCORD MORE WITH THE MAINSTREAM PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS. (3) WHAT SHOULD WE MAKE OF INTUITIONS ON LIKERT SCALES THAT CLUSTER AROUND THE MIDPOINT? HOW ARE WE TO INTERPRET THAT DATA? (4) THE EVIDENCE THAT WOMEN ARE MORE DISCOURAGED BY CONFUSION (PARTICULARLY SMART WOMEN) IS TIED TO A TRADITION EXPLORING THE UNDERREPRESENTATION OF WOMEN IN MATH. THAT HAS SINCE CHANGED, AND MANY MATHEMATIC PROFESSIONS SHOW SOMETHING LIKE PARITY IN REPRESENTATION, AND CERTAINLY A MUCH SUPERIOR GENDER SPLIT THAN PHILOSOPHY. A NUMBER OF THE STUDIES THAT B&S RELY ON ARE QUESTIONABLE. (5) ALL THIS TALK ABOUT GENDER DIFFERENCES IN PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS MIGHT HAVE A NEGATIVE LOOP-BACK EFFECT ON WOMEN IN THE PROFESSION. THIS LATTER ARGUMENT BRINGS US TO FINE’S PAPER.

CORDELIA FINE ARGUES THAT PRESENTING EVIDENCE OF SEX-DIFFERENCES CAN HAVE THE SELF-FULFILLING EFFECT OF MAKING DIFFERENCES WHERE PERHAPS THERE WERE NONE. HER EXAMPLE IS BARON-COHEN’S MUCH PUBLICIZED ‘BRAIN ORGANIZATION HYPOTHESIS’. THIS HYPOTHESIS SUGGESTS THAT PRENATAL LEVLES OF FOETAL TESTOSTERONE AFFECTS BRAIN DEVELOP SO THAT WOMEN PREPONDERANTLY DEVELOP AN EMPATHETIC BRAIN WHEREAS MEN DEVELOP A SYSTEMATIZING BRAIN (UNDERSTANDING AND BUILDING SYSTEMS). THIS THEORY HAS BEEN EXPOSED TO A NUMBER OF QUITE DAMNING CRITIQUES ON THE BASIS OF SCIENTIFIC METHODOLOGY (SEE, E.G. REBECCA JORDAN-YOUNG’S BRAINSTORMS). HOWEVER, FINE IS CONCERNED WITH THE IDEA OF SELF-FULLING ‘PROPHESIES’ OR HYPOTHESES. 

THE OPERATION OF STEREOTYPES CAN BE FOUND IN ALL AREAS OF SOCIETY. NOT ONLY DO PEOPLE REGARD OTHER PEOPLE IN TERMS OF THEIR GENDER STEREOTYPE—THOUGHT NOT ALWAYS EXCLUSIVELY SO, OF COURSE—BUT PEOPLE ALSO SEEM TO CONFORM TO STEREOTYPES UNDER MANY CIRCUMSTANCES. THIS SUGGESTS THAT STEREOTYPES MOULD PEOPLE POTENTIALLY AS MUCH, IF NOT MORE THAN, THEY REFLECT AN UNDERLYING REALITY. SPECIFICALLY, STEREOTYPES ABOUT WOMEN, I.E. THAT THEY ARE MORE PEOPLE-ORIENTED, LESS AMBITIOUS, LESS APT AT SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL WORK, ARE PHYSICALLY SMALLER, ETC., AFFECT THE WAY WOMEN ARE BEING TREATED AND THE WAY THAT THEY PRESENT THEMSELVES. FURTHERMORE, THERE IS EVIDENCE THAT WOMEN ARE PUNISHED BY NOT LIVING UP TO THESE GENDER STEREOTYPES; BY BEING TOO AMBITIOUS, FOR INSTANCE. ‘STEREOTYPE THREAT’ DESCRIBES WHAT DECREASED PERFORMANCE ON TASKS THAT ONE IS STEREOTYPED AT BEING INFERIOR AT BECAUSE OF ONE’S GROUP MEMBERSHIP (BEING A FEMALE, E.G.). THE EFFECT IS PERVASIVE AND WELL DOCUMENTED.   

THE STEREOTYPE EFFECT TURNS OUT TO BE PARTICULARLY MARKED WHEN THE TRAITS THAT DIFFER AMONG GROUPS IS SUPPOSED TO BE INNATE. THIS IS WHAT FINE CALLS ESSENTIALISM. BARON-COHEN’S ARGUMENT IS, OF COURSE, ESSENTIALIST SO CAN BE EXPECTED TO BE PARTICULARLY PROBLEMATIC. GIVEN THAT MUCH OF THE VERY PUBLICIZED WORK ON SEX- AND GENDER- DIFFERENCES IS OF PROBLEMATIC SCIENTIFIC STATUS, ONE SHOULD THINK HARD ABOUT THE MORAL REPERCUSSIONS OF NOT ONLY PUBLISHING SUCH WORK, BUT ALSO PUBLICIZING IT AS MUCH AS IT STANDARDLY HAS BEEN. FINE DIRECTS THIS CHALLENGE TO THE SCIENTISTS THEMSELVES TO MAKE RESPONSIBLE USE OF THEIR DATA. SHE ALSO CALLS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH INTO THE EFFECTS OF STEREOTYPING. 

QUESTIONS:
1. WHAT TYPES OF DIFFERENCES DO BUCKWALTER & STICH FIND IN MEN’S AND WOMEN’S INTUITIONS? GIVE EXAMPLES.
2. IF THERE ARE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEN’S AND WOMEN’S PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS, WHAT DOES BUCKWALTER & STICH SUGGEST WE DO ABOUT IT?
3. HOW DOES THE PAPER ON GENDER DIFFERENCES IN PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS FIT WITH STICH’S GENERAL VIEW ABOUT THE USE OF INTUITIONS?
4. IS THE EXISTENCE OF MALE/FEMALE DIFFERENCES IN PHILOSOPHICAL INTUITIONS SUFFICIENT TO SHOW THAT SUCH DIFFERENCES ACCOUNT FOR PART OF THE GENDER GAP IN PHILOSOPHY AS AN ACADEMIC PROFESSION/DISCIPLINE?
5. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE PROBLEMS WITH BUCKWALTER & STICH’S ARGUMENT?
6. WHY DOES CORDELIA FINE THINK WE OUGHT TO BE VERY CAREFUL ABOUT PUBLICIZING SUPPOSED SEX/GENDER DIFFERENCES?
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