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Plato circa 424 father of philosophy
Polar academy = school greek building 
students= Aristotle —a detail from Raphael’s academy
oral tradition 
Plato was the student of socrates the founder of the academy[the name comes from academia, a sanctuary of the goddess Athena a school for philosophical education and training of statesmen.
Wrote many dialogues in which societies was the main character
the dialogues are characterized by the use of the socratic method, the so-called midwifing.
book iii
 The main topic of this book is the concept of justice in the state.
in previous chapters plato stated that we are in need of the structure of the state with the division pf classes for our survival and prosperity 
now he will try to prove that harmony and balance are the premises for achieving justice.
 Three main ideas in this book 
1. he ides of unity
 2, the idea of harmony and balance 
3, education.

Unity is more important than individuality
unity is a wholeness, a composition of ideas people. which has meaning and purpose behind it .
the polis [state ] is a unity but not uniformity of individuals.
Uniformity individual: do same task even same dress like army 

harmony and balance - the principles of the universe
if don't harmony and balance you have excessiveness of anything, wealth or poverty leads to unhappiness and ultimately, to evil.
book iv
Classes in polis
Three classes guardians, auxiliary and workers.
The class of the guardians are in love with the truth, beauty justice, etc, in other words, with everything good.
Also, guardians are not just knowledgeable but they are also wise.
Auxiliary class: aid the guardians.
Education ‘
from the previous chapters of the republic we learn that education is very important for becoming a guardian and a philosopher 
The guardian has to develop a philosophical temperament and to acquire a knowledge of truth
education gives the guardians the four cardinal virtues which are wise courage self discipline.
self discipline : keep one from fielding to lowly desire keeps the harmony and balance.

Justice: to do what one is supposed to.
the guardians are not only protectors but also guardians of the principle of justice.
Exchanging jobs among the three classes only harms the stats and leads to social and political disaster and possible destruction of the state.

plato dont think that there is absolutely no way In which the class barrier can be closed 
on the contrary he thinks that this could happen and in some cases.
Justices and the soul now plato turns to the concept of the justice on the level of the individual.
For that purpose he has to investigate the concept of the soul.
human soul has threes parts [by analogy with the three classes in the state]

Everyone has three parts to their souls .
in some people , however, some parts prevail over others, very often. due to the lack of knowledge, self discipline and justice
if you know yourself, will try to keep the balance between the three parts of the soul and this will help you determine your place in society.
 the three part of the soul naturally desire different objects [ the part of the soul which desires knowledge cannot desire pleasure and vice versa.]
whats is the relationship between the object of desire and desire it self?
The soul desires what is natural\good for it: good emotion good knowledge.
people undergo a course of education what there are . In other words, education helps people understand and bring out their natural abilities, in this course of education people deal with knowledge.
 the class of workers/artisians learn how to build house, construct ships weave baskets .
the class of auxiliary learn how to handle bureaucracy and military affairs.
 the class of guardians/philosophers learn about knowledge as such. they alone will have .
the main question here is what knowledge is this question is tied with the question of way philosophers will mane the best governors , and so what is knowledge for plato?
Knowledge is a capacity it is the capacity to recognize what there truly is.
the knowledge that the guardians possess is not factual or specialized knowledge
It is a general knowledge of the forms/ideas, or the general principles of reality.
Knowledge for plato is a capacity to know what is as it is.]
the opposite of the knowledge is ignorance
They presuppose a level of employment of universal concepts and principles but they piecemeal the lack whole ness.

So, knowledge is about the forms, the principles the source of all things the perfect ideal forms of all things.
Beliefs and opinions are about the individual, concrete imperfect things that we encounter in our everyday life.
we cam have true opinions or true beliefs, but the are partial they are not connection with each other to give us universal. True knowledge.
Opinion and belief confuse reality with a sensible.
 plato theory forms.
 What is a form 
the form is what there is.
all beautiful things have something in common beauty
all good things have something is common 
all just things have something in common justice 
All true beliefs have something in common 
in order words, all individual beautiful things or good things or just things.
These ideals form are also called by plato ideas
they are called ideas because we don't have then in experience they exist at the level beyond experience only.
Philosophy deals with these ideas, it explores what beauty or truth, etc, is in itself as such, apart from beautiful.
all other beautiful or truthful etc things are what they are because there forms exist.
Also, the form is one and the individual , things are the many that partake in the one form. the forms are ideal.

alone the same lines all specialized types of knowledge pasture this universal and truthful knowledge 
Philosophers/guardians are I possession of this very general principals of knowledge .
Three myth/ allegories 

Myth of the divided line
 The divided line things, invisiable to the senses but visible to reason is much clearer than its distorted version which we have in the world of senses

Knowledge 
Intelligence 
Mathematical reasoning 

Intelligible /ideal world
Forms

Opinion 
Belief       
Illusion 
                      Representation of the world is knowledge and opinion
Visible 
Physical things 
Shadows and images

the fire is a symbol of opinion /belief
 Sun is the symbol of reality of the world of forms and ideas the world of the permanent and perfection
Everything that we see in the cave is a projection of the sun the sun is the real source of the light and knowledge and not the fire.
Odd and ends 
there is a hierarchy oh forms just as there is a hierarchy of knowledge
the study of lower forms is what science  does.\
 science works with hypothesis 

the soul and the problem of evils]
on two souls: against the manichees, chapters 2 3 7 10 11
who are the Manichees
Manichees are Dualists 
Our world is a battle ground of good and evil 
the problem of (moral ) evil is
 1 if god is omnipotent, omniscient and all bemevolent, then there can be no evil.
2,if god is omnipotent, omniscient and all benevolent, then there can be no evil.
3. but there is evil in the world 
Therefore, either god is not omnipotent, omniscient, and all benevolent, or a combination of any of those three characteristics.
Augustine's account of the soul 
Things to keep
1,augustine agrees with plato that the soul is immaterial and divine.
But 2. god created one being man, who is not just a soul but a body + soul.
the soul desires/loves order and goodness
sin/evil - disordered love
soul and the will.
When the soul desires, it consents that what it desires is good.
Consent involves the will.
 the will is free and good, by definition.
But then how is moral evil (sin) possible?
three types of good: higher intermediate and lesser.
Sin: the desire for a lesser good.
is god responsible for my sinning?
No
God gave me the free will, so he could not have known that i would make a choice to sin.

we cant blame the soul for the existence of moral evil because it is from god
but we cont blame the free will either because it is from god as well
god as well.
can be blame the lesser goods such as pride, vanity etc. for moral evil?
no this would be equal to blaming the rochs for not having souls.
then, moral evil comes from the faulty functioning of the different human faculties.
When the soul doesn't recognize the lesser goods for what they are( but gives them the status of higher goods) and gives its consent to the free will, and the free will makes the choice, we end up with sin.
This is what Augustine means by sin is a disordered love of the soul.
so sinning does involve ignorance but its not the simple ignorance that plato and Aristotle talk about.
 the soul actually consents that what it desires is good.
So, the soul is confused and ignorant about the proper order of desires , but not simply confused , it is willfully confused.
sin is the will of retaining or of obtaining what justice forbids.
Gods responsibility for moral evil: god has created me in his image, that is ,with intelligence and free will( which I also have and which are both gifts from god,
So, he know that i will be making free choice but that doesn't mean that he knows that i will make the choice to sin
also, god has created me in his image but that doesn't mean equal to him.
Machiavelli was born and lived in florence. the prince. written around 1513, was dedicated to Lorenzo de medici, a brutal ruler of florence.
Machiavelli wad a diplomat
he was considered one of the first political philosophers and the founder of tactics, the art of war.
the prince remains his most popular work in which he describes human nature and what should and should not be excess from a ruler.
Machiavelli's philosophy has been believed to be just the opposite of plato’s
However there are many similarities between the two thinkers.
the princes, sections/ chapters 15- 19, Machiavelli and plato
The first idea js the idea of state
Plato’s republic- describing an imaginary and non- achievable state.
 how things actually are vs. how things ought to be.
Machiiabellis method: scientific (descriptive) and critical approach of dissection of all available facts (and approach typical for the renaissance)
for machiavelli, however, just like for plato, the state is also a unity that require s balance
two types of cities; the corrupt city.
human nature:
 Machiavelli: humans are a “sorry lot”. What dose that mean?
human nature is a mix of good and evil, of virtues and vices and in many cases vices prevail.
human soul:
Machiavelli: the human soul is weakened and corrupt, that is, not harmonious.
Machiavelli: we live in a world of appearances (a world of imperfection and deception) and just like plato< machiavelli thought that the soul is more often than not deceived by appearances and the outcomes of things.
for machiavelli humans are much more interested i the consequences than in the reasons/sources of things.
the world of forms: not a concern for ordinary people or for the ruler either.
the ruler
the machiavellian ruler differs considerably from plato’s ruler.
a ruler should be able to balance between virtues and vices.
a ruler is involved in the human affairs and not in the metaphysical world.
Ordinary people cam afford to be either only bad or only good. But ruler cannot afford to be either the one or the other.
main reason: we live in a world of appearances and virtues and vices are contingent, that is they depend on the situation.
so virtues or vices are such according to their consequences and circumstances.
Machiavelli's  balance - not plato
thus, for Machiavelli’s, the highest virtue for a ruler must be wisdom.
 for Machiavelli wisdom means prudence .
Moral dilemma for the machiavellian prince could/ should he engage in acts usually considered bad if it’s for good purposes?
Machiavelli's answer:yes , he mush if he want to serve his people ( and the ruler must choose to serve his people and not the ultimate good.
the knowledge of machiavelli’s prince knowledge of human nature , not of the forms.
Vices: necessary for the survival of the state.
a ruler guards something but it is not virtues nit his own interests.
Qualities of the ruler:
a machiavellian ruler must be prudent and balanced.
a ruler must avoid hatred at all costs.
the prince and power
 the prince’s reputation. Reputation and appearance
the prince must retain his reputation intact at all costs.
A prince must be both a Lion and a fox ,that is courageous and sly/prudent.
Generosity and frugality of the prince
Cruelty of the prince. 
the prince should avoid appearing cruel. Why?
a ruler, better feared than loved. Why?
Authority and power: for machiavelli whoever has the power has the authority(compare to plato)
There is no moral basic way to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate authority.
Being virtuous doesn’t entitle anyone to authority. 
Authority cannot exist without the power to enforce it.(this is another reason why it’s better for a ruler to be feared than loved.
this theory is known as power politics.
Machiavelli's virtu: virtu is closely related to the notion of power’
A ruler has virtu
to have virtu means to know how to apply power’s, for a ruler to be virtuous means that he has mastered the rules connected with the effective application of power.

Rene descartes has been named the father of modern philosophy
Meditations on first philosophy. Meditations, 1,2,3
Descartes’s method - hypherbolic/systematic doubt.
Descartes proposes to systematically follow a process of doubt.
the doubt is not simply a common sense one, as when i doubt whether black cats are bad luck.
Instead, his doubting process is a philosophical one the issue is whether a class of knowledge can be in any way doubted.
the goal;
Descartes does not intend to doubt the truth of every spec judgment - an impossible task - but to undermine, wherever possible, the foundations of one’s views.
Descartes can do this by discussing broad classes o supposed knowledge, such as sensory knowledge or mathematical knowledge.
The mail/first class of knowledge he brings under suspicion is sensory knowledge.
to be noted here that desc, unlike Plato, finds sensory knowledge important, as it makes for the biggest chunk of knowledge we have.
 to test the reliability of sensory knowledge.
 Meditation 1: examination of sensory knowledge , three arguments, which represent 3 states if doubt.(the goal of all the arguments is to get to the absolutely certain knowledge.)
the first argument: the dream argument, the goal here is to explore what I can doubt and id there is anything that i cannot doubt.
the result of argument: my sensed deceive me, as they bring to me a representation of what i think is real, and distorted, when it turns out that it may or may not be real and might be seriously distorted .
so, the first stage of doubt confirms that sensory knowledge is unreliable.
However, there are two positive results from the dream argument:
sensory knowledge is not completely unreliable
The distorted representations of objects and events that our senses bring to us in out sleep are at least, representations of something real (existent), even if not accurate.example, i dream of a unicorn, i combine my representation of a horse and my representation of a horn.
so there faculty of imagination cannot conjure up images, unless they were once perceived ( that is unless they were once perceived ( that is unless they were true representations of  existing objects.
even when i dreams 1+1=2 still true.
What desca is suggesting, without proving it yet, that there is another type of knowledge, knowledge that comes from geometry and arithmetic( not just any scientific knowledge).
This knowledge is unchangeable, regardless of state of mind. 
It doesn’t seem to be unreliable, or at this stage, at least, not as unreliable as sensors knowledge.
the nest argument is cod the deceiver argument. with this argument, desc doubts knowledge even further.
The argument is nutshell:
 i have discovered that my senses deceive me but I know with certainty that 2+2=4. But what if god, the creator of everything, including me, deceives me ?in other words, what id 2+2=4 is not true( because god tricks me into thinking that it is what i think it is)?
The decorates quickly rejects this possibility ( he will come back to this argument in meditation 3, though ! ) why?
God is omnipotent, omniscient and above all, benevolent so god cannot deceive me ( god the deceiver is a contradiction of terms).
However, descartes doesn't give up on the idea of being deceived by a creature whose intelligence and power is higher than mine. He calls this creature evil genius.
the evil genius argument has the purpose of sweeping the whole ground of knowledge clean.
the evil genius argument is the ultimate test for knowledge.
if there is any knowledge left after the test, then this will be the absolutely certain knowledge.

If there is an evil genius ( a creature which is more powerful than i am, in every respect, but unlike god the creature is evil) ,then isn't it possible that this creature creature can deceive me about 2+2=4. 
yes, it is always possible that there is such a creature and that i am being deceived.
is there then, anything that i could be certain about.

meditation 2
what can i be certain about, even if i an deceived nu an evil genius.
if I am deceived, it means that aim thinking ( deceiving is part of the thinking process) and if I am thinking or being deceived, then it means that i can be certain that there is, at least, something that is being deceived .
This is how desc formulates his famous cogito argument which says, cogito ergo sum( i think therefore i am).
so ,this is what lies at the very bottom of all knowledge: nobody, not even an evil genius can deceive me that i exist, because i think.
In other words, ‘i think therefore i am’ is the only thing that i can know with absolute certainly at this point
criticisms: the cogito argument doesn't follow, because there’s ta missing premise.
Descarte's response: the ‘cogito’ is not deduced but it is recognized by the mind as a clear and distinct immediate act of the mental intuition.
in other words, the ‘cogito’ is self-evident, a distinct and clear idea.
at this point, descartes is done with the sweeping ( his hyperbolic doubt has done its job), and he will start building up the edifice of his history of knowledge.
Cogito is the foundation of knowledge upon which all certain knowledge rests.
 there are two things that descartes has estanblished so far.
there is absolutely certain knowledge and
 clarity and distinctness are criteria for truth and certainty.
the next step is to establish wha kind of a thing he is.
the answer is : a thinking thing(RES COGITANS)
A thinking is a thing which is being deceived, which doubts, imagines, feels, desires, hesitates, etc.
are there any other thing in the world , except for the thinking thing.
Yes, there are extended things.
Desc only hints here what will later become known as the infamous cartesian dualism.
according to Cartesian dualism there are who substance, body and mind, which are not only distinct but also fully independent substances of each other.
Decorates will provide proof for the view late I'm the meditation here he only note s that i the thinking.
 now that he has established what the most certain knowledge is, descartes can start building up his positive account of knowledge.
 tje first thing he need to establish is an account of what we know.
it seems that what we know better( more clearly and distinctly) are physical things and not our own minds.
However, this is wrong, as we know best out minds.
For this he pick the wax example
the example shows us that when we try to describe what we know, when we say that we know physical things( which we know through our senses), we actually get confused.
 the wax changes its shape and consistency so much after being heated, that it is unrecognizable .
This shows that we don't really know physical reality better than we know our own mind.
another thing that emerges out of the wax example: primary an secondary quantities .

Secondary qualities: taste smell color, are generally unreliable because they come from the subject.
Primary qualities: shape quantity, magnitude, belong, so to speak, to the object it self and that is why, they are more reliable than secondary qualities.
So, we now the primary qualities of all physical objects more clearly and distinctly than we know their secondary qualities.
the next thing that Descartes want to know is which cognitive faculty ( which part of the mind ) is in charge of our clear and distinct ideas?
a few options: the faculty of perception, the faculty of imagination, or the faculty of judgment ( which Descartes some time call faculty of knowledge)
First, he analyzes the faculty of imagination.
Even though imagination is responsible for the organization of the information coming from the senses, it is limited by whatever the senses bring to it.
Also, imagination needs to be coordinated. If left on its own, it gets out of control.
what about the faculty of perception.
zombie example : if you look out the window and you are asked what you see you will normally say< “ i see people “ . However, what you actually see is coats and hats moving for all you know, there might be aliens or zombies( automatic machines) under the hats and coats.
 so, we actually assume that there are people under the hats and coats.
and this assumption is delivered by the faculty of  judgment.
These assumptions that we often take for granted, are actually institutions of the mind.
so the faculty of judgement, also called by descartes the faculty of knowledge, is superior to the faculty of perception in that it organizes the sensory information 
It is also superior to the faculty of imagination in that it doesn't go out of control, when left on its own. so judgement brings us understanding of the world, including ourselves.
and what we understand is that we know our own mind best.
Descartes has established five things so far:
1)There is absolutely certain knowledge and it is the knowledge that we exist as thinking things /minds (which we know in virtue of the fact that we think)
2) we are aware that there are extended things (bodies), but he hasn't proven yet that we know for sure that there are bodies( independent of the mind);
3) we know the mind better than any physical object ( because we have immediate access to it);
4) the mind consists of three cognitive faculties;
5) the clear and distinct ideas come from the faculty of judgement which is the most reliable source of knowledge. 


DAVID HUME

One of the most prominent representatives of British empiricism, as well as the scottish enlightenment, also known as the counter-enlightenment.
Enquiry concerning human understanding - the popular version of his main work, treatise of human nature.
often called a mitigated skeptic.
His mitigated skepticism stems from his firm belief that all our knowledge, no matter how direct and certain it seems, is fallible.

Section 2 of the enquiry: examines what there is in the mid, that is, what the objects of reason are.
Impressions and ideas( thoughts ).
Another way of putting it: the objects of reason are matters of fact and relations of ideas.
Impressions are being perceived by the senses, remembered by the faculty of memory, or anticipated by the faculty of imagination.
two types of impressions: sense-impressions and emotional impressions:
Emotional impressions: sensed by the inner sense ( for example, when i feel pain, this is an emotional impression).
the faculty of introspection is generally responsible for delivering the emotional impressions.
All impressions are representations of facts, that is, all knowledge comes from sensory experience.
Ideas: decided into simple, complex, concrete and abstract.
Abstract ideas: the lead useful and reliable ones ( they are always confused and false).
we get them through repetition and resemblance with concrete ideas.
all idea, without exception, have their origin in impressions.
in other words, all idea are copies of impressions. this is known as the copy principle.
the copy principle is a general principle, that is is accounts for the origin of all of our ideas.
Example: the idea of god as an intelligent, all powerful being comes from reflecting upon our own mind and its powers.
the controversial phenomenon of ‘ the missing shade of blue’ against the copy principle.
the missing shade of blue tells us that we might have an idea( a simple idea) of a particular shade of blue which we have never experienced before ( that is m of which we have no impression).
this example weakens the generality of the copy principle and makes it look rather arbitrary.
on the one hand, Hume admits that this example goes against the copy principle that he has established.
on the other hand, he tries to sweep it under the carpet by saying that it is only one exception and we should not consider it.
so how are we interpret the missing shade of blue example ?
a possible charitable reading of the example: think of the mind as a paint shop where impressions of colors are mixed, just like paints are mixed in paint shops.
our mind has mixed different shades of blue and even though, the newly received shade of blue is a mixed color, that is , a complex idea, we cannot really take it apart as we can take apart a car.
in the word, the newly mixed shade of blue is still a simple idea which, however, does not have one antecedent impression, by is composed of a few impressions of shade of blue.

the next step: determine how our impressions and ideas are connect with each other, discussed in section 3 of the enquiry.
Section 3 : hume argues that the principle of association is the principle which connects both our impressions and ideas.
note : the principle of association is not a theoretical principle but a natural operation of the mind
why does Hume want to know how our impressions and ideas are connected?
 of we do not account for the connection between impressions and ideas, the we are stuck with eidetic atomism.
eidetic atomism: all we have in our minds are discrete impressions and ideas which are not connected in any way, except that they happen to be in one mind at a given time.
for hume the principle of association is a universal principle.
Three types of association: resemblance, contiguity in time and space, and causation.
Causation - the most important principle of association , and the only one that takes us beyond the faculty of judgment / understanding.
in other words, according to hume, all my knowledge results from causation.
Discussion of why knowledge is , where it originates, and an explanation.
relations of ideas, such as the ideas of geometry and algebra, are the one s that provide us with demonstrative, a priori knowledge.
a priori knowledge is knowledge which is prior/independent of experience that is, knowledge which comes from reason and reason alone.
Hume thought that a priori knowledge is to be handled with extreme caution, philosophers think that there is way more a priori knowledge than there is .
note: although hume doesn't like priori knowledge, he cant ignore  geometry and algebra as sources of a priori knowledge.
Regardless of what knowledge is, though, he insists that all knowledge is based on the principle causation.
in other words, no causation, no knowledge.
the question, then , is how do we acquire the principle of causation?
Contrary to Descartes and rationalism, hume dose not think we get the principle of causation a priori that is , from reason. why not.
Because we can always conceive of a chance in the course of events which will pave out rational principle of causation wrong.
We uncover the principle of causation through experience. how does it happen?
we obsess r particular objects which are constantly conjoined with one another ( the stone always seems to break the window when thrown at it.
But how come that we can make a general statement about causation from the observation of particular objects/events.
in other words, how can we connect the past conjoined events with the future conjoined events, so that we can justify our expectation that the stone will break the window, if thrown at it?
the connection is problematic when we observe constantly conjoined events, who we observe is distinct events, which are not really connected with each other.
With this begins the so called negative phase of his investigation of the notion of  causation.
It turns out that the effect is a distinct  event from the cause and they don't seem to be ever really connected just conjoined( in space and time).
So, habit or custom ( a very important concept in hume’s philosophy) tricks us into believing that causes and effects are necessary connected.
Hence, we think its a law of nature that the stone will break the window the thrown at it.
Put simply ,we just get used to observing the same events conjoined in a cause- and- effect relation, and we make predictions for the future base on this habit.
but as the billiard balls example shows, in reality causes and effects are conjoined arbitrarily, and there in no necessary connection between.
this is precisely what makes hume a skeptic toward knowledge.
so it turns out that our belief in the causal law( as a law of nature), is based on the supposition that nature is uniform.
this supposition is dogmatic and not based on anything scientific or empirical ( in other words, we cant really justify this claim.)
in section 7 of the enquiry, hume completes the discussion of the problem with causation.
we can’t help thinking of causality as a necessary principle ( universal a priori principle).
where does this conviction that causality is a necessary principle come from?
a product of the imagination which has made the transition from one observation of events to another many times.
this transition based on habit, has established a feeling of necessary connection in us.
this is hume’s skeptical solution to the problem of causation.
it says: the necessary connection is nothing more but there determination of our minds ( to believe in the order of nature), acquired by habit.
why is this solution skeptical?if we don't have a priori knowledge of causality, has to come from experience.
but experience, as we know, is limited, and so all of our conclusions are only tentative and falsifiable, the is never absolutely certain and necessary.

Immanuel kant
Kant worked toward the end of the enlightenment.
what has happened up to the point when he wrote his significant works?
in Europe, enlightenment was in full swing.
two main goals of the enlightenment:
to reconcile theology and science ( which has significantly advanced) ,and 
to bring every branch of human knowledge ( including theology )to the trial bench of reason. 
Counter - enlightenment : skepticism, or doubt in the strength of reason .
at the same time, strong intellectual currents tugging in opposite directions, either toward science and against science.
 so when Kant comes on the Intellectual stage there is already a tendency to doubt, or question what the whole point of the enlightenment is ,ir what the whole point of knowledge is.
kant sees the task of his philosophy , as one of reconciling. What does his philosophy reconcile?
Speaking in general terms , he tries to reconcile theology and science ( newton’s accomplishments).
Speaking more specifically, he tries to reconcile rationalism ( plato and Descartes ) and empiricism ( hume ), and over come skepticism.
Kant tries to bring the enlightenment to a closure, and restore the hope in he abilities of human reason 
For this, he invents a new philosophical vocabulary, and a new philosophical method.
kant’s main contributions are in espitemology ( theory of knowledge ) and ethics.

with the first critique begins the so called critical period in ant’s philosophy ( immediately preceded by the silent decade during which kant didn’t not write or publish anything, except personal letters).
the critical period : characterized with kant’ s critical method and what he himself calls, the copernican revolution.the critical method consists of a self- examination of reason.
Kant believes that nobody before him was able to or has done it.
The copernican revolution: the world and the mind cannot exist without each other; both the world and the mind ( the subject and object) are dependent upon each other. 
That is why the world is only the knowable world ( the world capable of being known), not the world as it is in itself.
both rationalists and empiricists have missed this point.
Kant admits that this ‘metaphysical attitude ‘( to regard the world as something in itself ), has strong intuitive power. ( that is what common-sense asserts! )
However, from  a philosophical point of view, it is not serious to tale about knowledge of the world as it is in itself.
the world as it is itself ( which includes god), kant calls nominal world.
 the world, as we know it, is the phenomenal world.
the nominal world is not accessible to us, we cannot know anything about it.
this is why there is a problem with metaphysics and why kant needs to solve it.

so kant wants to solve the problem of metaphysics.
this is leads him to systematizing philosophy ( that is m ti saying what goes and what doesn't in philosophy.
so, the question is not to say that there is or isn't any match between the world as it is in itself and our representation of it, but to show itself and out representation of it, but to show how we can rationalize it ( how and whether we have a rational isight into it at all).
the place of home’s philosophy : kant says that hume woke him up from his academic slumber.
 it is hume ’s empiricism and orientation to experience that kant appreciates and adopts in his philosophy.
Kant ’s philosophy : a response to home’s philosophy.
Kant : hume was right in claiming the all we have access to is our experience ( the phenomenal world), but he was wrong to argue that there is no a priori  basis for our knowledge.
so, our knowledge is limited ( in an absolute way and not just by human nature ) to our experience, but this doesn't mean that all of out knowledge  comes from experience. what ’s the difference?
when kant’s talk about experience, he means ‘possible experience’ and  not personal experience, as hume thought.
the allows kant to claim, without contradiction that the foundation of our knowledge =, that is , the foundation of our experience, is a priori ( in the sense of being prior to experience and also, in the sense, of enabling experience.
so, then ,we are justified in thinking that not all of our knowledge comes through experience.
Mathematical knowledge : and example that there is a priori knowledge and that we necessarily need it in knowledge.
what is the nature of a priori knowledge in kant ’s system ?in order to understand that, we need to look at how kant divides the objects of thought.
So, kant begins his inquiry the same way that Descartes and Hume have begun , bu examining what there is in the mind.
 all of our knowledge can be grouped into three types of judgements ( knowledge statements ): analytical a priori, synthetic a posteriori, and synthetic a priori.
Analytic a priori judgements are judgements of the type: “ all bachelors are unmarried men” or “ all triangles have 3 sides.”
This judgment is analytic because the predicate ( unmarried men) is contained in the concept of the subject.( bachelors).
said more simply, analytic a priori judgments are tautologies and they add nothing new to our knowledge. they are confined only to concepts.
the principle of contradiction guarantees the truth of analytic a priori judgments.
Example : ‘all triangles have 3 sides.”
if we replace the predicate ( have three sides), the concept that we define ( triangle disappears, and the whole statements fall apart.
Synthetic a posterior judgments are judgments of the type: the chalk board is green’ kant calls such statements ‘synthetic’ because the mind literally synthesizes ( put together ) it is elements of the statement.technically expressed, in synthetic judgements the predicate is not contained in the concept of the subject.
such judgments are a posterior, which literally means ‘coming from experience’,because we need experience in order to verify whether they are true or not. in other words, unlike analytic ,synthetic judgements are to confined to concepts
in synthetic a posteriori judgments the principle of contradiction does to guarantee the truth of the statement.  (whether the chalk board is green is not guarantee by the concept of chalk board.
There are green, black etc, chalk boards.
Synthetic a priori judgments are the ones that interest kant the most. they are of the type “ all bodies have weight or 7+5=12.
These judgments are hybrid judgments.
ont the one hand , they are priori, which means that they do not come from experience ( they are prior to together by the mind , that is , they need to be applicable to experience.
Technically speajing , the predicate of such statements is not contained in the concept of the subject. The predicate and the subject are put together by the mind in a new and unexpected way, not contained in either the subject or the predicate of the judgment.
so, synthetic a priori judgments are necessary and universal judgments.
However, they have a lot to do with experience in the sense that they need to be applicable to experience in order for us to know whether they are true or not.
put otherwise, synthetic a priori knowledge does not come entirely from concepts ( as analytic a priori knowledge does), but comes out of the construction of concepts.
what does it mean?
we need to have an a priori concept of number ( identity ) as well as an understanding of how this number acts in experience.
 the act of construction is for kant an ‘act of spontaneity’ of mind.
The mind constructs concepts spontaneously out of precepts: ‘concepts without percepts are empty, percepts without concepts are blind.
Synthetic a priori knowledge is the one that defines the structure of experience.
knowledge, in other words, has who sources: the structure comes from the mind ( and which his a priori) and the content comes form experience.
to explain how synthethc a priori judgments are possible means to explain how judgments or concepts relate to their objects. (the old metaphysical problem of how mind and body are related.)
Kant believed that there are exactly 12 ( a priori) ways in which the mind relates to the objects.
these 12 ways are 12 a priori  concepts which he calls categories ( such as identity, unity, causality, magnitude, etc.).
Another set of a priori elements of knowledge an conditions of experience are space and time.
Space and time are a priori intuitions and the prove the absolute framework of  experience.
So, the 12 categories and space-time provide the overall structure of experience.
what about metaphysics 
First , kant asks, what is metaphysics?
it is rather difficult to define metaphysics, but what kant means is the discipline that deals with what there is in the world and with knowledge that goes beyond experience ) plato’s world of forms, or Descartes’ knowledge of god.
so, kants is interested in the question whether such knowledge ( metaphysical knowledge ) is at all possible.
Kant's answer is no 
Kant thinks that traditional metaphysics ( he kind described by plato and Descartes) try to explain the world in a way which is completely devoid of experience and this for kant cannot be.


Nietzsche's philosophy: considered existentialist
(focuses on the fact of existence of things, not on the essence of things); his ideas - pre ] cursive of Sartre’s ideas about freedom and the human condition.
Niet’s style - unique. in a lot of his books, he uses aphorisms.
Nietzsche’s philosophy: a radical response of rejection of Kant’s systematic philosophy
he is also one of  the few philosophers to literally lose his mind.
Nietzsche is classically trained ( philologist ) which gave him a good understanding of the ancient literature and philosophy.
his first book was on the greek tragedy.
throughout his philosophical career, he favored homer’s morality, where heroism, courage, and the demonstration of power are the most important moral assets.
Niet’s ideas were quite radical: god is dead.
one of the most important concepts in Nietzsche’s philosophy us the concept of, will to power and life.
Cannot separate life from philosophy - interested in the individual, not the philosophical system.
he always thought that when reading, one is always interpreting because the reader is bringing something in not just passively reading.
Nietzsche; a perspectivist: every concept contains many fundamentally different notions, so one cant get away from interpretation.
the concept of life - a central concept in his philosophy 
when accused that he doesn't define tis at all and allows for contradiction, he personas that it is his philosophy, his perspective.
Nietz's alleged nihilism
darwin’s theory of evolution
the  death of god ( the philosophical god/ absolute)
Nietzsche was influenced by Darwin's theory of evolution, and he thought that by pronouncing the death of god,humans can finally start taking responsibility for their own actions.
in other words, Nietzsche, by his own words, is not a nihilist all!
Niet's idea to fight nihilism: evaluate all existing values and introduce a new set of natural values.
the central question in beyond good and evil: how can we Evaluate the existing values and introduce new ones.
defines, culture  ‘as a set of values that have been communally accepted as true
To evaluate the existing cultures/values, we need to set up a measure.
in culture a: a murder is bad, charity is good; in culture B: murder is good, charity is bad.
Nietzsche: a goof and bad is the wrong language to use to evaluate the values of a culture,
we need an, external metric , namely life.
Cultures are measured by whether they affirm life or not.
Major difficulty: np definition or at least no non- contradictory definition of life
Nietzsls response: every concept contains many fundamentally different things in it, so interpretation of the meaning at ant moment of use, is necessary.
an important thing to understand: nietzsche’s evaluates values/cultures from the point of view of life, not from the point of view of power.
all living things aim at expressing their will to power — a pouring out of their energy.
this energy is expansive and normally, can entail the infliction of pain, deception, and other “negative” effects.
But this is what life is, a pouring out of energy.
so, the will to power is neither negative nor positive,
it just is.
There is no universal moral principle applicable to all human being alike.
Instead, there are types of moralities in an order of rank and according to their genealogy.
in beyond good and evil he talks about master morality and slave morality.
 Meter morality: active morality; affirms the self affirms life
slave morality: reactive morality; it is created in opposition to something else ( negates the other); negate life.
life is also understood as ‘one’ s experiences.
The presupposition for the slave-morality: christian morality (pity, compassion, love, etc.)
Christianity is hostile to nature and instinct (sex is bad).
the presupposition for master- morality: the affirmation of life.
Life affirms nature and instincts.
life is also the ‘temporal, experiential world’, the world ‘here and now’ ( there’s no life beyond here and now).
What counts as a legitimate moral action depends upon the kind of person one is (weak or full of life).
a person’s theoretical beliefs are best explained in terms of one’s moral beliefs; and one’s moral beliefs are best explained in terms of natural facts about the type if person one is.
So, for nietzsche, every significant philosophical system is the personal confession of its author, a kind system is the personal confession of its author , a kind of involuntary and un conscious memoir’ which bears witness of the ‘innermost drives’ of their nature.
So, the morality that philosophy has championed, with its dichotomy of good and evil, is nothing but ‘anti-nature’( against human nature).
This doesn't mean that there i nothing valuable in life.
what is valuable for nietz’ is everything that is necessary for the flourishing of the highest types of life (human excellence); everything that constitutes an obstacle to this flourishing, is harmful.
this interpretation of value suggests that the there are higher types of life, namely, the lives of ‘higher men’.
who are the ‘higher/noble men’?
Nietzsche gives three examples of higher men: Beethoven, Goethe, and himself.
Higher men have resilience, zest for life, and are not easily discouraged.
what Nietzs;s propose is a rather unconventional virtue ethics (upside-down Aristotle ).
the noble man ( the master) has a set of virtues that require ‘severe self -love’. Why?
because the mater is the creator of morality, whose morality equals self-glorification.
Master-morality requires as a necessity to have enemies (both in order to be a good friend, and to give an outlet of the emotions of arrogance, jealousy etc.)
Slave-morality, on the other hand, is characterized by diligence, humility, friendliness, etc. since these are the most useful characteristics for supporting the burden of existence.
slave-morality is the morality of usefulness.
the desire for freedom and the instinct for happiness, belong to the slave-morality, while artifice and enthusiasm in reverence and devotion ( to oneself!) belong to the master-morality.
Master-morality then is based on passion, which leads us straight to the will to power and excellence.
Master-morality is the morality of self-creation.
Nietzsche thinks that the world has not understood the value of master-morality yet.
(this is often described as his anti- realism. it is not that he doesn't believe in reality, but he thinks that society needs awakening to the True morality.
Nietzsche ’s fatalism: he believes that events/people are fated.
the important question: how do we bring in the master morality if certain people are fated to be slaves?
Nietzsche's solution: we should allow those being capable of affirming themselves/being masters, to do so.
new justification of the world: if one is capable of affirming oneself in all its dimensions, one should use this as his/her guidelines.
why is he not a determinist?
he wants to mar the distinction between ‘should’ and would; the master wants, he/she doesn't prescribe.
God is dead
 the death of god is announced by a mad man/Zarathustra, why?
Because anyone who is not within the dominant christian frame work is bound to appear mad.
Why is the death of god and not the non-existence of god announced?
Because the death is an event that has happened. and it has happened recently.
we are all responsible for the death of god. we are either unaware of it yet. or arena denial.
Zarathustra thinks he realizes that people aren't ready to accept the consequences of what that have done, namely, they have lost their foundation.
the overman/ uber-mensche.
Zarathustra is the prophet of the overman 
the overman is not the noble man, the one espousing master morality.
the overman is at war with himself.
he demands a lot from other people because he demands a lot from himself.
his imperative is: ‘become hard!’ which means finding joy even in destroying.
the overman makes no excuses for himself or others.
the overman is healthy and beautiful.
He is not just full of his life, he is life itself.
he is a body, a healthy, beautiful body.
he is the meaning of the earth
the overman is sublime, that is he has created himself as a work of art.
when power becomes gracious and descends into the visible - such descent i call beauty.
the overman has a tense soul, that is he has struggled very hard to get to the top but at the same time, he exerts perfect control over his tense soul.
and this is what nitzsche calls sublime.
Sartue 
what is existentialism?
the common feature of all types of existentialism.( christian or atheist existentialism to which he belongs): the principle : existence precedes essence.
Sartre’s examples: the paper-knife and god a s the creator: in both examples conception comes before production.
man is “the realization of a certain conception which dwells in the divine understanding”.
Even if god is out of the picture, as Kant did, philosophers still believe that there is such a thing as human nature which precedes human existence.
Human being is a particular instance of a universal conception of humanness.
but where is this universal conception of humanness?
Existentialists: man’s existence comes always before any essence/conception: “man first of all exists, encounters himself, surges up in the world - and defines himself afterwards.”
Put more put more formally, existentialism starts with subjectivity.
 The only philosophical principle/ truth that existentialism is based on is the cartesian i think therefore i am.
However, sartre put the emphasis on exists or is, and not on think, as descrartes did.
Human subjectivity, human individuality is the stating point; we cannot transcend our own subjectivity.
No one can go beyond her own unique existence and the conditions of this existence.
man is nothing at first ( pure existence). he becomes something only later.
Note the change in verbs here. Man simply is at first. then , he /she becomes something only in the sense that he/ she make something of himself.
so there is no pre-conceived, pre-thought essence of man.
man is indeed, a project which possesses a subjective life instead of being a kind of moss, or a fungus or a cauliflower.
For Sartre, before this projection of the self nothing exists: not even in the heaven of intelligence.
in other words, man is thrown into existence and he/she creates his / her own nature by willing.
Sartue's willing, however into existence and he/she creates his/her own nature by willing.
What are the implications of this way of thinking ?
the first implication: man is in possession of him/herself. But this brings him her a tremendous responsibility. there is no one else to blame for eat one has become.
then, when man makes him/herself. he doesn't make himself alone. he makes all of humanity. How?
Starter thinks that when man makes him, he also creates his own image, that is, he creates what he should be. ( he asserts that he has make of him the best the he could have.
this ‘should’ be imposes itself upon the world.
So, when man makes a choice, he/she actually chooses for all men.
to say this in other words, in fashioning myself i fashion man.
So, man cannot escape from the sense of complete and profound responsibility for all mankind,
this is the human condition.
this is a big burden and it causes the profound sense of anguish and anxiety that come with the human condition.

by choosing one or another mode of existence, i am becoming lawmaker for all mankind.
Because i create the pattern of choice. i realize that I'm being watched by everyone Andy acts are exemplary, like the act of Abraham.
Anguish: always present even if not always evident; the condition for all my actions.
i acknowledge that there are many possibilities in front of me nut i choose only one which i think is the best.anguish comes with my sense of forlornness.
when i realize that I am thrust into existence, i realize that there is no one else but me, i was born alone and i am going to die alone
there is not god or a superior power to protect me or guide me.
because there are millions of possibilities in front of me/everything is open. i fell lost and abandoned, i cannot find anything to hang on to.
so, man is absolutely free but this freedom fells like condemnation: “ man is condemned to be free.”
Man feels despair because he/she realizes that all the possibilities before him/her have to be somehow involved with his/ her will to consider them as probabilities of action.
man is nothing else but his / her plan, he/she exists only to the extent that he/she fulfills himself.
Man is the sum of his/her acts. (sartre’s example: has student who had a choice to stay with his mother or go to war.)
man is alive as soon as he leaves his print spin life, and that is possible only through his actions. ( dreams and expectations are nothing if one doesn't act upon them.)
So, man is not an object but a subjectivity that is aware of itself.
this subjectivity, however, is not an individual subjectivity, on the contrary, it involve everyone else.
when man becomes aware of him, he/she immediately becomes aware of the others. what are the others?
Man realizes that other men are the condition of his her own existence ( or the limit of  his /her own existence).
How does it work?
i cannot become aware of my own existence without the existence of the other.
my existence is composed of subjectively and inter-subjectivity.
man is an organized situation in which he/she’s him herself involved.
Man makes him herself by constantly creating and recreating his human condition. 
so, the human condition is my subjectivity and my inter-subjectivity ( my awareness of the existence of others).
people accuse existentialists of “ you take with one hand what serious, since you choose them yourselves.”
Sartre's response: “i am very sorry that it should be so; but if I have excluded god the father, there must be somebody to invent values. We have to hake things as they are.”
to ay that men are the only ones that invent rules and values means neither more nor less than this: there are no rules or values a priori.
“ Life is nothing until it is lived; but it is yours to make sense of and the value of it is nothing else but the sense that you choose.”
this is translates in to an absolute freedom of Choice. when man doesn't choose, this is still a choice.
Choice is like a piece of art: there are no hard rules but there is a certain coherence in the initial conditions and the results which coherence is given by the figure of the painter.
the piece of are depends also on the audience that perceives it and thus. it is an ongoing process of it is own creation.
However, choice is limited by what in being and nothingness sartre call facticities ( a term he borrows from heidegger).
in being and nothingness, sartre considered man’s place, body, past, position, his/her fundamental relationship to the other, as well as the other himself, among the facticities of freedom.thus, choice is always a choice in a situation. It depends on the human condition without  one excluding the other.
I can pass judgment on other people, because i depend on them, but i have to always keep in mind that they’re coming from the same position as me, that they belong to the same human condition.
Why is existentialism a humanism?
the essence of human universe is that man is him/herself, he/she’s always seeking to reach out to the other and always chasing what is transcendent.
Man is “self surpassing, he is himself the heart and center of his transcendence.”
a few additional remarks regarding Sartre’s atheism
Sartres’s atheism is an integral part of his whole philosophy and should be read as a starting point.
Sartre thinks that god does not exist because the concept of god entails self-contradiction.
Sartre defines god as a being-in-itself-for-itself.
he is an in-itself in so far as the concept of the divine presupposes that he be an existing entity, complete in himself.
how does god relate to the human being?
At first, the human is an unreflective awareness )pure, row existence).
in this unreflective awareness, the ego/self is nothing, it is an object!
once we start reflecting on ourselves others, the ego/self appears but it appears as an object.
so objectifying others as well as ourselves is something we cannot really avoid.
So, sartre concludes, following heidegger, consciousness is really an emptiness, it is in-itself.
but since we, humans have this strange capacity to be self-aware, we are for-itself (pour-soi) as well.
So, human consciousness never fully concedes with the self/ego.
Reality is where the for-itself and in-itself meet.
So, in reality we are all objects but self-aware objects.
this strange capacity of human consciousness makes sartre say that ‘ we are not what we are, we are what we are not.’
Ultimately, we want to be something and this something to be our own conscious choice.
What this means is that we want to be self-caused beings.
but the only self-caused being is god. 
so sartre, admits, we want to be god, that’s our ultimate project.
However, as we saw, god is self-contradictory.
So, Sartre concludes, man is a ‘futile passion’.


