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FINAL EXAM


TEST 1
Phi1301 Final exam Notes:
Argument:  claims some as reasons for- at least one  is true.Claim: sentence /part- used to assert sthm in the case.  True if what it says is the case, is in fact the case and false otherwise.Sentence:  grammatical string of one /more words used to express a proposition, question, command, or request. Premise: iclaim in an argument - supposed to provide reason for believing one other claim in the argument.Conclusion: claim in an argument that the premises are intended to supply reasons for believing. Inference:  act whereby the conclusion is derived or drawn from the premises in an argument. Logic: study of inferences - determine which are successful and which are not. Acceptability: degree to which we can accept an argument for its consistency, source of information, or scope of claim when evaluating arguments. Relevance: degree to which a claim is relevant/ meaningful to conclude   argument on the basis of support. Adequacy:  degree to which a premise provides enough relevance to support conclusion, it must be the right amount. Pr. Indicators: since, because, for the reason that, after all, inasmuch as, seeing that, 1st,2nd,3rd. Conclusion ind.: Therefore, thus, ergo, as a consequence, it follows that, it can be inferred that, we may conclude that, hence. Standard form: every premise (reasons): BERGMANN: 1. Liberalism - Freedom is always good, of high value, an ultimate, self-justifying goal - Freedom or death 2. Escape from Freedom - Humans suffer from too much freedom.  Instead, they want something to worship, something that gives them structure and goals and guidance – even at the cost of losing freedom. Escaping from your own independence. -- Denies that freedom universal: because people find it necessary to submit their lives to an inspection. Humans value their basic needs for survival more than freedom. “Two forces pull in opposite directions: the desire for freedom, and the fear or going hungry. “criticism : Western society is inclined to seeing freedom as right and infallible, comparing its positive aspects to the negative aspects of its polar opposites: totalitarianism, slavery. If taking someone's freedom does not make him a slave, giving freedom back his freedom back is not sufficient. Better comparison: primitive societies - i.e. Sparta/medieval China. Gong: If we learn that something terrible is happening (the gong is sounded), we have no tools to tell us what to do. Idea that “more freedom is always better” does not give us meaning or direction for our lives.  Instead it paralyses us. = Notion of freedom is not a fit instrument for thought. PLATO: -Cities created by people/ to satisfy needs (food, shelter, safety, desires) No single person can be completely self-sufficient and no person can be good at everything. Division of labour key to communal- People need to give and take and share -each person specialize+ become efficient at their own specific role, trade with others, (ex: farmer is good at making food but not clothes, tailor is good at making clothes but not food) -Everyone has a role = satisfies need -Meritocracy roles based on abilities or merit. - Division of labour =concept people must perform the job of their innate talents-need specialise=  more efficient. More skills= stronger than state. Most productive when we specialise =most productive leads to highest quality.  -true city efficient/ functioning society= satisfies needs through division of labour led by men of wisdom -seek the best for the city. Pyramid of soul must be satisfied: Reason, spirit, desires. Craftsfolk responsible 4 material needs; auxiliaries defense+ security city;  rulers : make= decisions +allocate roles. feverish/luxurious city-  see how justice and injustice grow in. Develops injustices because: property +materials. Socrates: bare minimum not be enough for some/ luxuries are important [fancier furniture, food, gold and ivory, art (singing…] -> other city provides them with necessities- New city: guardians to wage war- impossible for one man to practice many crafts successfully (cannot expect farmers to become soldiers)- Guardians should be brave, high-spirited, quick to see things and swift in the pursuit as well as strong to fight the enemy, gentle, and wise, literate (Auxiliaries: Keep the peace, internally and externally (war, policing))/ Rulers: believe right to pursue what is advantage of the city.  Do what is needed (Leaders: Pass laws, govern). God has put gold, silver and iron and bronze into people, God expects rulers make sure to watch souls =next generation- right path-  guardians  pedigree dog like qualities:  wisdom/ knowledge: highest education, Gentle /Swift strong by nature. Virtues: wisdom, bravery, self-discipline or temperance+ justice.  Wisdom= knowledge of what is true and good.  Bravery =knowledge of when, how and whom to fight.  Self-discipline involves the rule of the best parts over the worst parts with the consent of all parts.  Justice is the principle of the division of labour—each part fulfilling its proper function, with no meddling by one part in the function of another.(iii) the soul is wise because ruled by reason, which knows what is good for the soul.  The soul is brave by virtue of its spirit which protects the soul from internal and external threat.  The soul is self-disciplined because reason (the better part) rules desire (the inferior part) with the help of spirit and each part accepts this as good.  The soul is just because each of its parts performs its proper function. Ideal state=Wisdom is found guardians. Courage/bravery found in warriors/soldiers/ army. Self-discipline –  each individual. justice is found across the whole city. Pyramid: Rulers-Auxiliaries-Crafstfolk.  Ideal soul: rational/logic/reason/spirit/desires (appetites).  Where found: rational element: Wisdom. Spirited element: Courage/Bravery. Irrational-desiring element: Preferences, desires. Self-discipline= reason working thru soul - control desires/courageous in virtue of their knowledge of when to fight and when not to/ wise in virtue reasonable knowledge=make good judgments /self-disciplined in virtue of the approval of all three in regards to who should rule and who should obey/each part fulfilling/doing its own function.  Justice harmonizes the other parts of the soul. Objections: have no choice but placed based on their inherent talents, raised /trained in that discipline and nothing else. State would be more productive; people would do what they want. Citizens subordinate to the will would be happy - they get to focus on their talents and what they enjoy doing. If they are more skilled at a certain task, this is where they will be doing. Plato says that if we're good at doing something, we will enjoy it more. State ideal as undemocratic=follows principle of division of labour. Citizens who are not rulers do not know what is best for the city=know their trade. Rulers know what is best for the city.  Social roles wise rulers: assess people's’ inherent skills, values=Meritocracy. Social ruler allocated into the ruler's; auxiliaries (peace and security) and the crafts folk. /innate talent determines place in society. Rulers +guardian’s: ensure that everyone is doing the right job. Not hereditary. KANNT: We are moral beings. Have an obligation/ duty. Unconditional. Humans can self-govern =follow morality strictly and unconditionally. Good will=What makes a person good is possession of a will that acts a way that is ‘determined’ or governed exclusively by ‘the moral law’. Good will must be good itself /not in virtue relationship to other things - including our happiness or welfare.Moral law and good will = be obeyed regardless of any human wants or desires. Imperative=moral obligation-- principle  action in conte- specific situation (maxim in Kant’s words)Morality to duty and obligation: duty to choose  most moral path. We may then be obliged to act in ways that we don't want. But action does not count if the motive is anything other than duty. Actions manifest determination to act dutifully. (ex. doctor who hates what he does). Morality to autonomy and free will: autonomy and moral law: must autonomously act as if we are legislating universal laws. We must set aside any anterior motives (i.e. self interest). Rational wills are autonomous, and autonomy key to understanding / justifying authority of moral laws. FRIEDMAN:  (I)FREEDOM= ABSENCE OF CONTROL PEOPLE BY ALIEN WILLS—PEOPLE OTHER THAN THEMSELVES. (II)A FREE SOCIETY COMPRISES LIBERAL DEMOCRACY AND FREE-MARKET CAPITALISM. (III) LIBERAL DEMOCRACY DELIVERS POLITICAL FREEDOM BECAUSE POLITICAL AUTHORITY LIES WITH THE PEOPLE AND EACH PERSON HAS AN EQUAL RIGHT TO CONSIDER THE LAWS BY WHICH THEY ARE GOVERNED.=MAKES COMMUNITIES SELF-GOVERNING AND INDEPENDENT OF CONTROL BY EXTERNAL POWERS.-FREE SOCIETY INCLUDES FREE MARKET CAPITALISM: GUARANTEES ECONOMIC FREEDOM--RIGHT TO CHOOSE FOR YOURSELF WHAT TO DO RESOURCES YOU CONTROL, SUBJECT TO ONLY TO DEMOCRATICALLY ENACTED CIVIL LAWS.  CONTRIBUTES TO POLITICAL FREEDOM BECAUSE, ON HIS IDEAL, CIVIL LAWS ARE LIMITED TO THOSE NECESSARY TO ENSURE FAIR MARKET COMPETITION AND THE FLOW OF INFORMATION TO INDIVIDUALS. UNDER THESE CONDITIONS MARKETS GUARANTEE FREEDOM BY ALLOWING EACH PERSON TO DECIDE WHAT EXCHANGES TO ENTER INTO BASED ON THEIR OWN PREFERENCES AND TALENTS.  BECAUSE OF COMPETITION, NO ONE IS FORCED TO TRADE WITH ANY PARTICULAR BUSINESS OR INDIVIDUAL—THERE IS ALWAYS SOMEONE ELSE ONE CAN BUY THINGS FROM OR SELL THINGS TO (LABOUR INCLUDED).  THIS ENSURES THAT EVERY EXCHANGE OCCURS TO THE MUTUAL ADVANTAGE OF THE PARTNERS AND THAT THEY OCCUR AT PRICES ARE GIVEN TO BUYERS AND SELLERS ALIKE—FIXED BY MARKET FORCES (THE SUPPLY AND DEMAND FOR GOODS) AND NOT A CENTRAL GOVERNMENT. proportional representation. Economic arrangement can be similarly unfree to political ones ex: license to work./Market freedom and capitalism/buy and sell whatever you want/ you choose/ exchanges with other. In general=voluntary/informed. Mix =political + economic freedom. What this means is that you are free to do with your property and possessions i.e cooperative society : provides both Fr. Competitive market= no individual member can influence the whole market/regulated by everyone’s desire to fulfill  needs. Consumers protected from coercion: presence of other sellers and vice-versa. -”Within a free private enterprise exchange economy, each household uses the resources it controls to produce goods and services that it exchanges for goods and services produced by other households. Increased product made possible by division of labour and specialization of function. (1) Cooperation is strictly individual and voluntary”. Competitive market capitalism contribute=If gov’t not coerce the economy = economic freedom keeps political freedom in check and counters it by being decentralized. Political coercion =Political action centralized+tends to create conformity; economic freedom provides diversity. If you vote for a political party in the minority, you must still conform and submit to the majority party that you did not vote for. Free market, you get what you vote for. Minimal state intervention,= no restrictions on the market thus, enabling a free, cooperative market society.  Roles of government in a free society= essential as forum and umpire to enforce the rules of the market (things like fraud and monopoly). Market serves to greatly reduce the range issues that must be decided thru political means. COHEN: everyone owns something if only his labour. Each is free to buy and sell. Economic freedom limits property rights. The yacht is private property, so, he is limited and INTERFERED with his freedom. Private property limits economic freedom to sell someone else’s thing. LITERAL: “doing what we wish without the interference of others” MORALIZED: “ability to do what you want without the unjustified interference of other”. Libertarians ( Narveson) those who favour “the public welfare or the general good” should say so. No pretending that what they are advocating for is freedom. Should not stop locating values different from liberty. Dilemma: if freedom is freedom from interference, capitalism is both free and unfree - cannot be equated=if freedom is freedom from unjustified interference =capitalism free= granted  legitimacy of interferences= protection of private property. Tool sharing system - allowed access to idle tools-limits certain buying and selling rights/ restricts one's own use- however enhance economic freedom because it increases what people own collectively. FRYE= oppression: pressed between two forces (double bind), and not have an option that has a positive outcome. A DOUBLE-BIND OCCURS WHEN A PERSON HAS ONLY A FEW OPTIONS OPEN TO THEM AND THEY FACE NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES NO MATTER WHICH OPTION THEY TAKE.  FRYE GIVES MANY EXAMPLES (ANY OF WHICH WAS ACCEPTABLE). WOMEN ARE SEEN NEGATIVELY IF THEY ARE SEXUALLY ACTIVE AND ALSO IF THEY CHOOSE NOT TO BE SEXUALLY ACTIVE.  ANGELA Davis=>previous attempts ending slavery + racial discrimination failed( Lincoln + 13th amend.). struggle continues. UNSOLVED ISSUES=racism/forms of slavery/ get rid of closures, separations of periods/ recognize the continuity of struggle. Struggle for black freedom: actions speak louder than words and not enough was done.The Prison industrial complex - rapid expansion of US inmate population for profit. 900+ streets named after Dr. King, but also 2.5 million ppl. in the prisons/correctional facilities (25% ppl).Hide social problems (racism). Collective consciousness: Rosa Parks =Bus strike - everyday people lead to movements like civil rights movement (leaders have no backing or ability to do what they do w/o mass collective of individuals behind them). Leaders (i.e. MLKj, Lincoln). Cristism=IMPLIED SUGGESTION= black people gained economic freedom with the end of slavery and political freedom with the passing of the civil rights act. ( after the civil war, during the civil rights movement and in contemporary culture—is and always was far broader than the struggle for the rights and freedoms granted under liberal capitalism.  It is and always was a struggle for decent housing, employment, health care, and education, as well as freedom from discrimination (including economic discrimination), race-based violence, including police violence, incarceration and imprisonment for one’s political ideas. (vi) denial of  above PART OF the historical oppression of black people, oppression that is rendered invisible on, what she sees, as the very narrow conception of (market and democratic) freedom that Friedman and other liberal capitalists defend.


TEST 2
EMMA GOLDMAN
1) Why Goldman thinks anarchism does not get a fair hearing and is dismissed by most people:

1) Anarchism is impractical
2) Stands for violence and destruction

2) The two main objections to anarchism she considers:

 (i) It is impractical: people think we need society and government to rule to create order. Anarchism is organized around needs and caring.

 (ii) anarchism leads to violence and chaos—and her replies to them:
If people are against government, then they must be against security and laws, if people are against religion, they must be for immorality, if people are against property, they must be for theft, if people are against government, then they must be against security and laws, if people are against religion, they must be for immorality, if people are against property, they must be for theft

Goldman response to impractical and chaotic: no private property is a need, getting rid of private property will provide meaningful work, no religion promotes independent thought, not restricted to specific thoughts, no religion frees the mind, no government frees people from forcing them to follow laws that are enforced

3) Her definition of anarchism

Philosophy of a new social order based on liberty unrestricted by man-made law; the theory that all forms of government rest on violence, and are therefore wrong and harmful, as well as unnecessary.

Anarchism is indeed practical. More than any other idea, it is helping to do away with the wrong and foolish; more than any other idea, it is building and sustaining new life.

Destruction and violence! How is the ordinary man to know that the most violent element in society is ignorance; that its power of destruction is the very thing “Anarchism is combating? Nor is he aware that Anarchism, whose roots, as it were, are part of nature's forces, destroys, not healthful tissue, but parasitic growths that feed on the life's essence of society. It is merely clearing the soil from weeds and sagebrush, that it may eventually bear healthy fruit.”


4) The three sources of enslavement and why she thinks they keep us unfree

(i) Religion:  the dominion of the human mind, it humiliates and degrades his soul. God is everything, man is nothing, says religion. It is organized and subordinates people and keeps them from independent thought. Anarchism rouses man to rebellion against this black monster. Break your mental fetters, says Anarchism to man, for not until you think and judge for yourself will you get rid of the dominion of darkness, the greatest obstacle to all progress.

(ii) The State/Government: organized authority, or statutory law- the dominion of human conduct. Dictates every phase of conduct. "All government in essence," says Emerson, "is tyranny." It matters not whether it is government by divine right or majority rule. In every instance its aim is the absolute subordination of the individual= forces laws and gives the sense of freedom but in reality it is subordination.

 (iii) Property: the dominion of human needs, the denial of the right to satisfy his needs. "Property is robbery," ( Proudhon). Yes, but without risk and danger to the robber. Monopolizing the accumulated efforts of man, property has robbed him of his birthright, and has turned him loose a pauper and an outcast 

5) What is the alternative to maintaining these three sources of enslavement and what aspects of human nature does she think will be liberated with their abolition?

·  Anarchism aims to strip labor of its deadening, dulling aspect, of its gloom and compulsion. 
· It aims to make work an instrument of joy, of strength, of color, of real harmony, so that the poorest sort of a man should find in work both recreation and hope.
·  Government, with its unjust, arbitrary, repressive measures, must be done away with.
·  Gov’t has imposed  mode of life upon all=without regard to individual and social variations and needs.  
· destroying government and statutory laws, Anarchism proposes to rescue the self-respect and independence of the individual from all restraint and invasion by authority.
·  Only in freedom can man grow to his full stature.
·  Only in freedom will he learn to think and move, and give the very best in him. 
· Only in freedom will he realize the true force of the social bonds which knit men together=>true foundation of a normal social life.
· Freedom, expansion, opportunity, and, above all, peace and repose, alone can teach us the real dominant factors of human nature and all its wonderful possibilities.
·   Anarchism stands for:
·  the liberation of the human mind from the dominion of religion; 
· the liberation of the human body from the dominion of property;
·  liberation from the shackles and restraint of government.
· Anarchism stands for: 
· a social order based on the free grouping of individuals for the purpose of producing real social wealth; an order that will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth and full enjoyment of the necessities of life, according to individual desires, tastes, and inclinations.
· conclusion: individual liberty and economic equality=>the twin forces for the birth of what is fine and true in man.


NOTES FROM UNDERGROUND: PART 1


1) The general character of the Underground Man (or lack thereof).

	- Sad
	- Hates life
	- Self-pity/self-loathing
	- Confused
	- Contradictory
		○ Says he is spiteful and then says he can not become spiteful 
		○ Then says that he lied about something out of spite 
	- Suffering 
	- Bad
	- Intelligent -> too intelligent for everyone else (superior)
	- Thinks he is old -> believes nobody should live past 40

2) Why he must be contradictory/paradoxical.

Contradiction: Envy the people of action, loathe them because they acted out of stupidity. 
Every option has reasons for and against it. Therefore, can’t make a decision. Best thing is to do nothing.

Contradictory:
- He thinks he is more intelligent than others
- Also envies people who can make decisions
- Also is happy that he is a human and not a mouse

3) Why he views his extreme consciousness as a disease and yet would not surrender or change it even if he could. 

He is conflicted with his impulses (he talks about “ conflicts swarming inside him”: wickedness, sentimentality, self-loathing, and spite for others. So his extreme consciousness of these opposing elements has paralyzed him.  He then resorts to settle into his miserable corner of the world. He is incapable of wickedness and incapable of action, so he loathes himself  and even congratulates himself on his own intelligence and sensitivity. 


4) Why he is unable to act or be or become anything.
Because he is full of preoccupations, contradictions and indecisions:
Ex: knows well his liver suffers, but decides, out of spite, not to seek medical treatment 

He chooses not to act, his intelligence results in inactivity. His consciousness is his only character trait - a conscious man cannot choose any course of action because of the fact that he is conscious.
· He’s never able to start or finish anything 

Because he thinks that his actions can never truly be justified. Their is always a reason to act and not to act and by picking one is to do a cheap rationalization. 

5) Why he is spiteful towards others and himself.

Envies other people who are dull because they can act and he can’t, loathes them because they’re acting on stupidity, loathes himself because he can’t act. He want people to see him as superior. Angry at himself because he's not holding true to his virtues by needing other people's acceptance 

6) Why he also denies he is spiteful.

Denies he is spiteful because it is a character trait, and he does not have any character traits or personality 

A) Why he feels superior: 
· because he has been able to see through the hypocrisy of society in general
· Superior and inferior: wants people to recognize and applaud his superiority and follow him, wants to be good example to them so they pay attention to him, mocks reader, says they’re like him (suffering), he’s superior to them, he can avoid people and feel superior, but that’s not confrontation or courageous, pathetic and degrading, makes him inferior at same time

B) Why he hates himself.

His conflicts swarming inside lead to his inability to act because he is a nihilist: human existence to him is useless, despises his society: St Petersburg’s  weather is horrible, his culture is built on bureaucracy and hypocrisy and he is resentful towards almost everything in society. He feels powerless to do anything against it, and he reasons that he cannot even be wicked himself, so he takes it out on himself and remains sick.

Because he constantly goes against his own values.  

9) Why he takes pleasure in his degraded state.

He feels like he is in control

Because he knows his own misery

10) What is the difference between the man of thought and the man of action. Which is he and which is better.

Man of thought vs. man of action: can’t be person of thought and person of action, he’s a person of thought so he can’t act, person of thought because he plans things, not person of action because he doesn’t act out thoughts and plans
Underground Man is a coward because they can't stand up for things like these virtues

A man of thought would be the underground man, he thinks everything though, so a conscious man and a man of action would be the underground man’s school friends or people who are not conscious and therefore are capable of action, views secondary causes as primary, the People the underground man calls sheep

11) The Crystal Palace as a metaphor of noble, moral ideal societies.

all rational people, all people are good, ideal good, perfect world, conforming to perfects world is rational, then will be irrational to go other way, act differently out of spite, independence is truly good, trumps others (morality). 
Need to break out 

12) What he considers to be the most advantageous advantage and how he thinks it undermines every moral vision or political ideal.

-Most advantageous advantage: that disrupts all systems of crystal palace is independence, people saying no, retorting, rejecting, refusing to be small person in giant perfect world, conforming to ideal world, controlled


NOTES FROM UNDERGROUND PART 2


1) The nature of Underground Man’s relationships at school, at work, with “friends”, with his servant and with Liza
· In every case the Underground man sees others as lesser. He sees them as sheep, unconsciously flocking to the societal norms put upon them.
· 
2) The role of virtue in his conduct, as both motivation and moral standard.
· He finds that his consciousness, that being his freedom and hell, is virtuous.
· Virtue then limits his conduct, makes him a man of thought. One that is both a slave and a coward, one that refuses to act as that would compromise his authenticity.   
· His level of consciousness is something that he deems greater than that of his community’s, and so he see’s his role as one of a saviour. He is motivated to help others gain consciousness and with that, gain adoration from the masses in the form of acceptance.
· He then holds a higher moral standard in his mind, one that he refuses to compromise on his view of freedom.   

3) The source of his inability to act in the name of virtue. 
he says they don’t stand for virtue, he wants to (and must) stand up against them because the virtues matter, noble for him to be thrown out of window because it shows he’s superior and they’re trying to kill virtue (him), they disregard him and treat him as not superior, offends him and his ideal, he needs to avenge it, knows it’ll go badly, needs to get them to come see him to create peace and harmony, beats himself up because he didn’t stand up

4) The source of self-hatred in his failure to act virtuously.

See question 3

5) The episode with the soldier in the bar: details of what takes place and what it says about the Underground Man and the lives of men of thought and men of action more generally.	
· Man at the bar, the soldier, walks past him and bumps him on his way. The Underground Man takes offense to this and starts penning a letter that demands an apology, as well as challenges the soldier to a duel. This letter is never sent, however, and the Underground Man opts to plot revenge in the form of a petty facade that end in the soldier being fooled into moving out of his way. 
· Underground man represents men of thought, the ones that spend their time thinking of action rather than committing any. The soldier represents the men of action, ones that commit acts without/before deep revision and thought. 

6) The episode with Liza—what takes place, how it ends, why he undermines all connection with her and what this all says about the Underground Man and men of thought versus men of action more generally

"Liza! Liza!" I cried on the stairs, but in a low voice, not boldly. There was no answer, but I fancied I heard her footsteps, lower down on the stairs.
"Liza!" I cried, more loudly.
No answer. But at that minute I heard the stiff outer glass door open heavily with a creak and slam violently; the sound echoed up the stairs.
She had gone. I went back to my room in hesitation. I felt horribly oppressed. (Part II, episode x, pr.9)

Always needs to be superior or inferior - views everything as a power struggle 
· Can’t experience love as anything other than tyranny

More generally: man of action - he wouldn’t be in the situation (power struggle) if he were a man of action, would be able to make a decision about whether or not to chase her.
· As a man of thought, he is indecisive in what to do, as well as obsessed with the power struggle




BERGMANN 


Chapter 2: Bergmann’s (meta)theory of freedom

1) In what sense does Bergmann have a theory of freedom. 

An act is free if the agent identifies with the elements from which it flows; it is coerced if the agent disassociates himself from the element which generates or prompts the action

· Spectrum - escape from freedom → freedom or death
· Ex. if we identify with a religion - we are free within the confines of the relationship
· If there are people outside of the religion, they would view the religion as unfree

2) The basic structure of every theory of freedom according to Bergmann

· Basic theory structure: inner (true self, identify with) and outer circle (coercive, not true self, don’t identify with)

· CIRCLES

3) The notion of identification—what it means and how it is connected to selfhood and freedom. 

· free if identifies with elements from which acts flow, having something to identify with
· Identification - 
· When you identify with your actions/experiences
· natural expression of being is yourself
· feel/experience, action
· If you identify with an action and it flows and there is harmony there is freedom.

4) Application of Bergmann’s meta-theory to the conceptions of self and freedom offered by : 

(i) Underground Man: 
[image: Screen Shot 2017-11-07 at 6.37.04 PM.png]
a) what the conception of selfhood is: 
i) Free only if completely independent, only from whim. No reason, emotions or social norms
b) experiences of the self that are associated with this conception:
i) Nothing is of the self
c) examples from common experience that seem to confirm or fit the theory:
i) Giving money to the Panhandler (many positives and doubts about all options)
ii) Retirement
iii) Empty nest syndrome 
iv) Do things on a whim
d) examples from common experience that seem to be at odds with the theory:
i) Subscribing to a religious set of beliefs
1) Really identifying with ANYTHING

(ii) Plato:
[image: Screen Shot 2017-11-07 at 6.37.08 PM.png]
a) what the conception of selfhood is: 
i) Free only when it is rational, obey reason
b) experiences of the self that are associated with this conception:
i) Reason, rational thought, 
c) give examples from common experience that seem to confirm or fit the theory:
i) Desiring drink for example: if you are thirsty for a drink you will want to have a drink which is a desire but not from the rational element
d) give examples from common experience that seem to be at odds with the theory:
i) Giving money to poor people
ii) Doing something out of emotion against reason
1) Jumping in front of a bullet for a loved one
2) Going on a hike on a hot day and giving your dog water rather than drinking it yourself 

(iii) Aristotle:
[image: Screen Shot 2017-11-07 at 6.37.29 PM.png]
a) what the conception of selfhood is: 
i) All aspects are part of self, all aspects must be accepted
b) experiences of the self that are associated with this conception:
i) Emotions, reason, desires
c) give examples from common experience that seem to confirm or fit the theory:
i) Anything you do identifies with self
ii) art
d) give examples from common experience that seem to be at odds with the theory:
i) Things you don’t do, things you’re forced to do
ii) Anything that happens out of your control

Chapter 3: Freedom and Absolute Independence

1) The importance of the Underground Man:
(i) as limiting case of identification
· Freedom - absolute independence
· Underground man is an extreme. He can’t be associated with anything because he can’t identify with anything
(ii) as a type promoted by our contemporary culture.
· Represents a culture that perpetuates this type of freedom
· Lot of alienation - “alone together”
· Fosters a gap b/w who you are and what you do  (ex. school)
· Working as a means to an end
· Goldman’s anarchism theory

2) Bergmann’s explanation of the psychological traits of the Underground Man in terms of his experience of freedom—i.e. his account of the psychology of complete disassociation.

· Not having any qualities, experiencing them as detached
· never feels free, everything feels coerced, all actions are outside of him
· Things feel alien, disassociated

Bergmann (p.42, 43) on Dostoevsky
· Sense of inauthenticity takes form of his complaint = he ‘has no qualities’. If he were a sluggard, he’d be defined as someone that has something,--profession…he is self unqualified=> has only non-identification
· Feels free only by doing sudden /irrational [capricious acts]
· But coerced by his reflections

3) Why Bergmann thinks the way the Underground Man structures experience is self-reinforcing and self-replicating. (p. 48)

· Underground Man - alienation is reinforcing constantly
· Not that he had his early experiences - original cause is relevant. Those causes 
· Non-identification - everything is a threat - draws away even more, non-identifying - interpretation of the present that is it, not the wound from when he was a kid
· He doesn’t feel like any of his thoughts or actions are his, he doesn’t take responsibility for his failing and feels Godlike, but then he fails this high standard and so hates himself
· People are afraid of relationships, commitment - withdraw, inability to form relationships  
· VICIOUS CYCLE

4) Comparison of the Underground Man with the ideal Platonic Soul in terms of the 4 Platonic virtues of wisdom, courage, self-discipline and justice. Does the Underground Man have these or not, why and in what sense?

· Wise - own consciousness - sees through everything else - everything is a disguised attempt, sees himself as wise but isn’t, why everyone should subordinate to him
· He is superior bc of his wisdom 
· Wisdom is acting rationally and knowledge of what is good so the Underground Man is not wise as it is defined by Plato
· Courageous - he can’t act, he can’t do anything - he stands up in the face of convention, weird sense of superiority - then he’s a mouse
· Neither one or the other
· Totally contradictory
· Tries to be courageous but backs out at the last minute, mouse
· Courage: knowing when to fight and when not to fight - Underground Man is not courageous
· Self-discipline - yes and no - the better parts - obsessed with love and virtue, show the world how awful and degrading it i
· s, redemption, wants fraternity and brotherhood
· A minute later - everything’s horrible, lowered, everything’s boring, sham, I lied, even when I was noble, i wasn’t noble - nothing sticks
· Justice - everything performing its own function - strong sense of justice- immediately corrupts itself
· As much as he wants justice - his view is moreso vengeance and dominance
· Do I want them to suffer for justice, or just because they’re lower and deserve to suffer
· Just - sham, unjust - petty
· Nothing drives it

5) Does Bergmann think the Underground Man is free?—why or why not?

 Bergmann does believe that the Underground Man is free, since he has absolute independence, which is freedom for him since he does not have an identity. The Underground Man sees that dependence is subordination, and so being unfree.

6) Does Bergmann think freedom require absolute independence? Why or why not? 
If you lack identity (like the Underground Man does), then absolute independence is needed for freedom, since freedom, according to Bergmann, comes from what you identify with.

7) What for Bergmann is the connection of freedom and absolute independence? 

Bergmann gives the Underground Man as the example of freedom correlating to absolute independence. Since the Underground Man has no identity, nothing to identify as the self, nothing that he can connect to or with; an essential non-identification, the only way for the Underground Man to be free is if he is completely free from everything (i.e. absolute independence). 

For the average person, however, we find ourselves somewhere in the spectrum of Absolute Freedom (give me freedom or give me death) and a complete lack of freedom (escape from freedom). This is because we find ourselves as free when our actions and self correlate. Absolute independence would not be freedom for the regular person, and where we fall on the spectrum is subjective - it depends on each person’s own identifications.

NOT COVERED: Marcuse’s criticism of contemporary culture and Bergmann’s critique of it. 


Chapter 4: Freedom and Choice

1) Why, according to Bergmann, choice is not necessary for freedom (including examples of cases in which we he thinks we are free in the absence of choice).

Even though a person does not choose their eventual course of action does not mean that the outcome is bad. Their only option may enlighten them, and they may identify with it making them happy with the result even though they did not necessarily have “freedom of choice”.
Example, giving more options for courses to university students make them capable of making more wrong decisions which could dim or darken their mind more slowly than other courses might have. Seems more like being harassed by too many choices.
Example, Bergman himself resist becoming a philosophy professor because of their image in general was very uninviting to him, but something kept forcing him back to teaching, but it enlightened him in the end, even while not being his choice per say.

2) Why, according to Bergmann, choice is not sufficient for freedom (including examples of cases in which we are not free even though we have choice).

Choice is simply a set of options, however, it does not mean that all the option were desirable or left us uninfluenced in our choice. The only way in which we could make an uninfluenced, and therefore, a totally free choice is if we had all the relevant information of the choices, no irrational persuasion from outside sources, and no duress of the consequences. This is impossible and will never occur. 
Example, if there was a choice with simply two options, one leading to starvation, there is little room for argument on which choice will be chosen, such as being forced out of the country where your profession’s licence are no longer valid.

3) How the Underground Man experience choice and what Bergmann thinks it tells us about choice and freedom.

-desires, thoughts, influences, circumstances, nature control him and make him not able to make a decision at all, more choices means more demands

-Would see two paths, both have own consequences and results, hopes and desires all part of him and also not part of him, small moment where he thinks he knows which decision to make, and then he doesn’t
-Saw two paths, a force outside his control sent him on one of the paths, his thoughts don’t help him act, part of a machine, no matter what his thought was
-Tries to convince himself that his thoughts helped make the decision, when they didn’t
p.55-56

4) What makes choices free or unfree on Bergmann’s view.

-having a choice doesn’t make someone free, that would make everyone free, no choice is free in usual freedom sense, free choices don’t exist, everyone always has obstacles, freedom without obstacles is death, obstacles don’t make someone unfree, only make decision harder, freedom isn’t any less or more than what is described here, need to reject expectations of being superior with freedom, nothing less than acting by own choice is freedom

5) Why Bergmann thinks freedom cannot be identified with choices made on the basis of complete information, free from irrational forms of persuasion and without duress. 

Think decisions don’t need all relevant info to be made, not influenced by only rational arguments, no duress, impossible theory, duress always present, in risks, obstacles, limitations, influences, decisions don’t need all relevant info

6) Why Bergmann thinks freedom does not require absence of obstacles or constraints.
The ‘having of a choice’ doesn’t make one free, because everybody would be always free if that were freedom.

No choice is ‘free’ in the usual sense of freedom.  “Free choices” (made in the absence of duress-coercion/force) do not exist.

People always surrounded by obstacles + constraints. If freedom=absence of all     constraints, then it is a kind of death

7) Why Bergmann rejects the view that the mere presence of obstacles and constraints makes us unfree.

-Obstacles don’t make people unfree, just make decision more difficult, don’t restrict freedom, they still have choices with obstacles

8) Why Bergmann thinks governments do not give us choices and cannot take away our choices?

- Government can’t protect people against risks that can happen when someone says something, always risks
- Freedom = gift by state = debt to state

-Government cannot take away choices  because no matter how dangerous or difficult a situation may become, there always are, if we look closely enough, an inexhaustible diversity of paths  to take...Nothing at all that those who try to “coerce” us have in their arsenal, nothing in their array of instruments (from the deprecating-criticizing  puzzled look to prison and threat of torture) can ever ever constitute (be) as a final barrier...they are just added consequences, that can ultimately be assessed and accepted as costs that may be worth incurring. In that sense, even the cruelest government is subject to a kind of limitation: it cannot set us ‘free’, but it can neither subject us to ‘coercion’.
p.70-72

9) What he takes the right to free speech to involve. Why he thinks debates about the nature and limits of free speech are better understood in terms of the imposition of (or removal and protection from) specific obstacles, risks and consequences, rather than in terms of freedom?
See p.g 66
Example of free speech
- What does it actually involve? What is it?
·  The right to free speech involves that  the utterance of words, our merely saying something, will be left unhindered
Censorship: the ability to speak/express opinions - cannot be jailed, fired
· Is free speech actually free? Immunity from the risks mentioned above, but not all risks - can be ostracized 
· Gov’t cannot protect against countless risks when expressing yourself. Every word has unending consequences. So free speech is not actually Free.
· 
Debates? P. 67:  ‘his point is not that these freedoms should be given some other and less shimmering name. But to understand that the actualities involved can be expressed without the use of that bewildering word, that our expectations would be far less misled if we conceptualized them in more restrained and simple terms. Be clear, that..no government has the power to bestow “freedom” on me; that my actions always occur in a complex context, and that a government in essence can only refrain from imposition of a particular increase in the risk or in the cost of some very few of them (freedoms?).




Chapter 5:  Freedom and the Self
1) The target of Bergmann’s view of the self: the self as permanent real inner essence or substance. 
· Dubious idea. We imagine a consciousness that does not have a self yet.
·  Not a harmful thought, it s an imagined inner essence. We conceptualize it and believe, give and form/
·   Idea of having a miniature person (self) inside is a fairy tale/fantasy
·   Is not something we can just find
· There are no characteristics to detect i.e as having 10 paintings of Monet (9 real, 1 fake). Real self (to be free)= is not sthg w/ real qualities to make it real.
· Bergman does not accept the notion that man has an inner, an eternal, essence and he denies this for the individual.
· When he speaks of the ‘real self’ he is not talking about an underlying or hidden or mysterious ‘inner nature’, but about the plain surface identifications. Freedom= expression of what we are, of the qualities and characteristics we possess, but in an unpretentious sense: It is the expression of qualities with which we identify! (p.91)

ESSENCE
 UN= human condition-----> good person
Bad traits
Character 
Bergmann criticizes this  = because it s only the self-identification= there is no inner (essence) or inner substance if you look deeply in the soul
 Neil’s  view= if we leave child naturally to develop= it ll bear great fruit, which is a great thing!.


2) Bergmann’s alternative model of the self as a complex of identifications.  How it follows from this conception that:
	(i) the self is impermanent: 
-In real life we do not actually identify with all of our reasons and with nothing else, nor with the whole person, nor with none of the parts of our person, but more nearly with irregularly broken pieces of fragments. We also do not identify either totally or not at all. It is a matter of increasing and diminishing degrees, fluctuating patterns  develop gradually in a stabilizing way[85]?



 (ii) self-constitutive=  (p.81,82,83)
· a mental phenomenon may be  so constituted that it and our perception of it  are not two different components= but that they coincide, so that the phenomenon happens through our apprehension of it and has no existence apart from it. There is nothing there to discover. If we observe the river of experience and waited for a special sign floating down, we would be disappointed: Our identity, or our self, is not a collection of such premarked bits. The qualities in virtue of which something becomes part of the real self are not there beforehand, but are only brought into existence when the self is formed.


 (iii) not created by thought or will : (p. 84-85) 

The absence of any inherent self and the fact that it arises only when that significance is attached to some parts of an otherwise neutral experience leads us to speak of its ‘self-constitutiveness’ but this does not mean that  the self or an identification exists only in the thoughts we have about it, that it comes into being only through reflection, or that it is as we think or imagine it to be. The beginning of the self involves a rearranging of experience and that reorganization exists and is real whether we are aware of it or not. The self is genuinely mental, it exists only in our minds and not apart from it. But it would be a mistake to believe that this reorganization has its being only in what we think about our minds--in the consciousness we have of our minds. 
	
(iv) crystallizes behind our backs:

· Meanings attach themselves, experience is organized into new structures, and progress is not announced to us. Self happens discretely/gently in the background. 
· To determine what one feels, wants, hopes, thinks is hard, but even harder to question: are these thoughts truly mine, copied, borrowed, invented, wishes? Is this what I want? A reaction of the mind?  So the lines are blurred and shift, only fragments come into view, and then disappear.

**Our self forms quietly behind our backs. It is not by our intention, desire, or invention, it is something that is being created even when we are not conscious of it. This is because throughout our lives, “meanings attach themselves, experience is organized into new structures, and no announcement of the progress is are made to us. It happens unobtrusively and in the background”.
Since the self is not of our own creation, in order for us to find it, we must question our experiences. Are they my own? Or are they simply borrowed or copied from another source? 
The self also forms like crystals. It is not linear, it is rather like inkblots. Nothing is explicit - we do not completely identify with our reason or desires, for example.

 (v) is hard to identify or recognize and easy to get wrong:

Identification does not appear in the instant we recognize it, and it does not vanish when we close our eyes. So it seems that one can be wrong about our own identifications. It is never really sure of what our identity or real self is. It is elusive and unstable, always seen as through a veil...just guesses, suspect an error and grope in a new place. But this is not in conflict with previous  idea that there is no self which could be discovered or detected (no inherent). He is saying that once significance has been given to a concept or that reorganization of it has occurred, then that different fact can be either missed or grasped. Process is not an ‘inspection”. We cannot discover who we are by something analogous to a mere ‘look’ but only to certain kind of actions.


 (vi) vague in outline:

I think it Bergmann is saying that we never know 100% what our self is composed of. that we only have a "vague outline" of what our self is

3) The implications of this view of the self for our understanding of freedom. More specifically,
  (i) explain self-expression as a condition of freedom, 

Freedom for us is the expression of what we are - of qualities with which we identify

and (ii) how, according to Bergmann’s view, we can still be unfree in a so-called “Free society” (i.e. a contemporary North American democracy).
Reverse the servitude of all under the tyranny of work in one direction and right the inversion of means and ends=break subordination of human life to work for wages & human life again becomes the end. By creating a new social order in which the fear of falling below the level of a frugal sustenance was permanently lifted and in which wage labour was reduced to a minimum would provide more freedom across the range of its entire population than any other possibility on the horizon. It would not eliminate all obstacles, but the termination of the struggle for mere sustenance would finally bring down these hindrances.

4) Bergmann’s rejection of freedom as an absolute value (i.e. the live free or die view). p.95

 
A.S. NEILL: 
1) Neill’s characterization of the unfree versus free child: defining psychological traits of each.

According to Neil the unfree child is moulded, conditioned, disciplined, and repressed. The child is docile, prone to obey authority, fearful of criticism, and almost fanatical in his desire to be normal, conventional, and correct. The child accepts what he has been taught almost without question; and his children inherit all his complexes, fears, and frustrations. All children in our civilization are born in a life disapproving atmosphere. The free child has respect for everyone. The free child can self regulate. 

2) The connection of discipline to unfreedom.

The breastfeeding example: “the timetable feeding advocates are basically anti pleasure. They want the child to be disciplined in feeding because non timetable feeding suggests orgastic pleasure at the breast. The nutriment argument is usually rationalization; the deep motive is to mould the child into a disciplined creature who will put duty before pleasure.” 

3) The connection of discipline, respect for authority, and religion to repression, self-hatred, anxiety, patriarchy.

Patriarchy: Emotions tend to be crowd emotions rather than individual feelings. Children are being fashioned into a product the patriarchal state finds necessary for its continued existence. They accept the father without constructive rebellion against him; and so the father authority tradition is carried on for generation after generation. 

4) Neill’s critique of standard education and his view of the relative importance of knowing and feeling  (i.e. the head versus the heart).

Difference between head vs heart
· Educating the head vs educating the child as a whole

Difference between school and home, self-education
· Can learn a language through experience, but school teaches grammar, how to write. 
· Train the mind and let the soul figure itself out

[page 86] course pack
Rigid character training makes rigid human bodies--cramped and confined instead of being alive and pulsating, such rigid deadness will prohibit the pulsation in every human organ necessary to life.
So unfree education results in life that cannot be lived fully.  
Such education almost entirely ignores the emotions of life; and because these emotions are dynamic, their lack of opportunity for expression must and does result in cheapness and ugliness and hatefulness. 
Only the head is educated. If the emotions are permitted to be really free, the intellect will look after itself.


5) The connection between self-regulation and freedom.

Self regulation implies a belief in the goodness of human nature; a belief that there is not and never was original sin. Self regulation means the right of a baby to live freely, without outside authority in things psychic and somatic. A self regulated child can overcome the influences of conditioned children in a comparatively brief time. In a community of self regulated children, no single child would stand out. No child would show off and no jealousy.

Self regulation: belief in the the goodness of human nature. Belief there is not and never was original sin. 

Within children:
· Self regulation = the right of a baby to live freely, without authority in things psychic and somatic


6)  Neill’s distinction between freedom and licence.

Freedom is doing what you please inside the circle around you and licence is when that circle is transgressed. The circle draws a line between others and you. Interference with others is approved based on whether or not it affects them negatively. With this we have to see each other as equal person to person. We hold claims on each other but we don’t have hierarchy.  
· It is this distinction between freedom and licence that many parents cannot grasp: talking about the misconception some parents get about the Neillian Child: they think they have to allow their kids to do whatever, no discipline. Ex. 7 year old girl standing on Neil’s grand piano and jumping onto a sofa. Mother tells Neil to see how natural she is etc..
·  In the disciplined home, the children have no rights
· In the spoiled home, they have all the rights
· The proper home is one in which children and adults have equal rights. And the same applies to school

7) How Neill reconciles his aim of promoting living according to one’s inner nature (freedom) and his intolerance for bad behaviour and his opposition to spoiling children and selfishness.

· He says that freedom does not involve spoiling the child. If a baby of three wants to walk over the dining table, you simply tell him he must not. He says it is true that this baby must obey, but you must obey him when necessary as well (if your child tells you to get out his/her room you must get out).
· An adult has to make certain amount of sacrifice if children are to live according to their inner nature
· Healthy parents find a sort of compromise agreement
· Unhealthy parents either become violent or they spoil their children (allowing them to have all the social rights)

8) Neill’s response to the objection that children will not succeed unless we train them for the life that lies ahead.
· Gives Mervyn’s case: attended Summerhill for 10 years  (7-17). Never attended a single class. At 17 he could hardly read. When he left school and decided to be an instrument maker, he taught himself how to read and absorbed in a short time through self-study all the technical knowledge he needed. Through his own efforts, he made himself ready for his apprenticeship. He went on to become literate, has a good salary, and is a leader in his community.
· As to self-discipline, he built a good part of his house with his own hands and he is bringing up a fine family from the fruit of his daily labours.
· Other children who attended Summerhill, who had rarely studied, decided to go to college, on their own accord, began the long and tiresome grind of preparing themselves for college entrance examination
· So “the common assumption that good habits that have not been forced into people in childhood can never develop in us later on in life” is an assumption we have been brought up on and which we unquestioningly accept merely because the idea has never been challenged.


9) The connection of freedom and the aim of life (happiness).
· Happiness can be defined as an inner peace and a feeling that something is right and that you have some inner joy/contentment, this in a sense is a freedom that comes from within, which leads to inner happiness, but with no coercion.
· Possibly the greatest discovery made in Summerhill is that a child is born a sincere creature. “We set out to let children alone so that we might discover what they were like. It is the only possible way of dealing with children” The pioneer school of the future must pursue this way if it is to contribute to child knowledge and, more important to child happiness, which is the aim of life.
· The evil of life is all that limits or destroys happiness.
· Happiness always means goodness; unhappiness at its extreme limits means Jew-baiting, minority, torture, or war.

· SO: Neil’s aim of life in general and in education is happiness which the child or individual decides for him/herself. Finding happiness is to find what interests you and since education is something that prepares you for the rest of your life, the child should know and be left alone to find what will bring  him/her happiness. Neil believes that a child is innately wise and realistic and if there is no coercion from adults, he will find his way in life and therefore, he will find happiness and this to him, is also freedom.


10) The organization of Neill’s school—optional classes, democratic self-governance, how punishment is handled etc.


· Individual interest should be allowed precedence to social interest
· Allow children to live out their natural interest
· School should make a child’s life a game (it does not mean that a child should have a path of roses-it would be fatal for his/her character)
· Life itself presents many difficulties that the artificially made difficulties which we present to children are unnecessary
· To impose anything by authority is wrong
· The child should not do anything until he comes to the opinion --his own opinion--that it should be done
· External compulsion is the curse of humanity, whether it comes from Pope, state, teacher or parent = fascism in toto
· Freedom means doing what you like, so long as you don’t interfere with the freedom of others=self-discipline
· Child under freedom plays most of the time for years, but when the time comes, the bright ones will sit down and tackle the work necessary to master the subjects covered by government exams
· Under discipline comparatively poor scholars pass exams, but Neil wonders what becomes of the passers later, so No exams for the sake of passing: If  all schools were free and all lessons were optional, children would find their own level.

 
Frithjof BERGMANN: Chapters 6 and 7:
 
Chapter 6: Freedom and Education:
 
1) The example of the “perfect” vs the “clumsy” mother and what Bergmann uses it to show.

The child learns more and benefits more from the “clumsy” mother than the “perfect” mother. The clumsy, imperfect mother gives the infant the breast a little clumsily to start with. This causes the infant to be uncomfortable. The mother will notice the discomfort and make subtle modifications, following the baby’s lead. The perfect mother, however, pre-empts every action of the baby and every instance where the baby can experience or be affected by the world is diminished. 
The image of our self takes shape only from the denials, from the refusals and resistances we meet. 
In these two ways of nursing: one case, the concern is the removal of all hindrances. For the other (clumsy), the encountering of opposition is not necessarily an evil. It acknowledges that not all barriers should be avoided and some are needed. That the baby meets some resistance does not undo its freedom, but is rather a condition and a prerequisite for it.
1. "The Other" constitutes most fundamentally a limitation
· the impulse of the baby must be met with some "limitations", "resistance", and this of course must happen for its own sake
· if its "Freedom" were not limited, it would not make contact with anything whatever, and that would not only hinder its development - it would quite literally die
· we need that Other not just for the achievement of reaching our own full subjectivity, we have need of it for the most rudimentary accomplishments
· once we acknowledge that we need and benefit from the Other, the traditional idea of absolute freedom is negative





2) Bergmann’s critique of the “liberal model” of freedom (i.e. that free education requires the removal of obstacles or hindrances) as it is applied in education.  Also, what he thinks is wrong with the notion of leaving kids unhindered except when they violate the rights of others.

Freedom vs. License[image: ]


Freedom is doing what you want/what you please within the circle around you. You must stay within this circle (SELF)

License is when that circle is transgressed. You are leaving the circle of self and begin to affect others around you. (OTHERS)



Neill states “do what you want as long as it doesn’t negatively affect others”. 

Bergmann doesn’t like this slogan, he believes that it has negative effects. His first problem that he finds is wrong with the notion of leaving kids unhindered except when they violate the rights of others is that it is difficult to find an action that just concerns you and nobody else. Everything you do has an effect on someone in some fashion. Bergmann also believes that there is no way to be protected from or to avoid all outside influences. 

3) Bergmann’s assessment of the dichotomy between freedom and authoritarianism in the education debate-- what Bergmann thinks each side has right and wrong.

 FREE <-----------------------------------> AUTHORITY: KIDS NEED STRUCTURE
KIDS            	“SOFT AUTHORITY”
NEED
TO BE
KIDS=
RESISTANCE
OBSTACLES

Impossible not to have
Hindrances
Good for kids
Incoherent
 
Both authorities have good points:
Bergmann says: wishy+fragile if no rules. Debate never ceases because both have a point
Neill’s= has a point
-Open classroom model= kids decide what to do, but structured because they have to do certain things, still no respect for individuality
-soft authority= Tommy vs world (which one is the real Tommy
Bergmann. doesn’t like these models, got to get rid of these…bad approach
As Freedom is to act from that which you identify with


4) Bergmann’s criticism of two attempts to steer a middle-road between freedom and authoritarianism:  
(i) open schools

Against open classrooms
· Same sequence for everyone: still very traditional
· Sit in a classroom, follows same learning pattern 

(ii) the use of “persuasion” instead of discipline to correct behaviour (i.e. the example 		of Tommy).

	When we discipline children to correct behaviour, we cannot try to “persuade” Tommy that he didn’t truly want to do it, that Tommy is a good kid and good kids wouldn’t do that sort of thing. The issue is that if we tell Tommy this, he will be stuck questioning his own actions and self. He will do things that are “not a part of him” and struggle with his actions rather than accepting them as his own.
· sets up a conflict within Tommy
· tommy who wanted to do the act, tommy who didn't want to do the act

5) Bergmann’s criticism of the idea of promoting freedom by expanding choices in education (e.g. the selection of courses).

•	Need to have variety of projects, open, lead to complete exploration, so kids can have genuine reactions, kid should be able to stop whenever they get bored
•	Kid should sit to benefit teacher, if sitting isn’t benefiting then don’t do it, kids shouldn’t be using material they don’t understand
•	Boring structural school isn’t challenging, new school is diverse and different, shouldn’t be regular school structure
•	Parents and teacher need alert intuitive intelligence, need to understand kid
•	School can have Neill’s psychology, but tends to intellect, need to teach less, lecture less, vary format, change trajectory and timing, more flexible, can assess creative questions, sensitivity, literacy, self-directed learning, how boring it is, having these aspects make good children that are free, can ask are kids curious, take criticism, thirst for learning
•	Bergmann doesn’t like Neill’s human nature theory



6) Bergmann’s metaphor of the juggler and the Japanese (vs Prussian gardener) and what they are intended to convey.

Juggler: “We said that the parent or teacher should view the child or student as a juggler who already performs with great skill. In our story the “new plate” had to be added at exactly the right moment and in exactly the right way.” (Bergmann 149) This is used as a tool to bolster Bergmann’s argument and alternative to the education system, one where the parents and teachers add to the already present great skill.

Prussian: He demolishes the land, and builds from a new base. (idea of forced education, one that ignores what is already present and conforms the environment into a indistinguishable base that needs to be built up all over again. A critique on the ‘your just another number’ saying, common in mainstream education systems.)

Japenese: He cautiously enhances the growth that was already there. (idea of nourished education, one that falls in line with Bergmann’s final alternative. Add to what is already present)

7) Bergmann’s evaluation of Neill:
a) What Bergmann agrees with in Neill’s approach.
He agrees with his approach as far as it provides therapy for the child, enabling them to focus on the education at hand. How, in many ways, it promotes a self-resilience to develop within each child and that they get to pursue what truly interests them. 


b) What he disagrees with: 
(i) Neill offers school vs nothing 
	This approach can be crippling to the development of some youth. For instance the graduate of summerhill that had to teach himself how to read and write later on in life, whilst trying to pursue a career of his own.	The school vs nothing approach offers the student little in form of nurturement as well. Through Bergmann’s examples (juggler, Japanese gardner) one can conclude that Bergmann disagrees in that Neill offers little to the student in terms of developing their strengths. He leaves them be, letting them play or build or do what they please until they feel as though they are ready to learn what they cannot on their own. But this too is something Bergmann disagrees with.
(ii) schooling is too traditional 
	He, Neill, doesn’t supply the students with any form of education that they couldn’t get in traditional schools. He offers a innovative 
(iii) Neill’s distinction of freedom vs licence is impossible to attain, immoral and 		doesn’t fit Neill’s practice, 
The tug-of-war in terms of how much freedom should be granted to each student. You have the free schools who opts to hand the keys, in a sense, to the students. Enabling them to learn what they want, when they want. 
Then you have the more disciplined education system that reserves all the power in how and when a student will learn. 
They are at odds with one another, and a middle ground is not a stable base as there will always be an argument made to contradict one another. Therefore it creates a sort of tug-of-war that cannot be resolved as the argument is too subjective.
	
(iv) Neil assumes the natural goodness of the child and that freedom is an absolute 		good 
	Neill assumes that, at the very base, all children are naturally good. This isn’t necessarily true: ______.
	He also assumes that freedom is an absolute good. This is untrue as it assumes that the elimination of a system will enable the individual the opportunity to do whatever they’d like, when in truth, the elimination of one thing only leads to the introduction of another to take that things place. Freedom is too subjective.
	
(v) Neill undervalues intellectual education.
Neill claims that education holds no weight in the development of a stable individual. This holds that an individual may become a truly defined and wholly realized without an intellectual education. This, however, robs said individual of obstacles. Obstacles, as Bergmann has suggested throughout his work, are a necessity to develop. Therefore, Neill’s undervaluation of intellectual education in that it bears no weight in the development of a child is false, according to Bergmann’s view.	
	
8) Why Bergmann does not recommend the promotion of free schools.
The promotion of free schools, according to Bergmann, brings about a sort of lackluster approach to developing a pupil. In his view, there is a significant lack in bolstering what is already there, as there is not a constant nurture of aforementioned strengths. He uses the example of the juggler, where a proper teacher knows exactly the moment when to add another plate onto the mix,or when to take one away. The free school system does not provide such a focused look onto each student, as that would impede too greatly onto their freedom. 
His view in a quote: 
“This is equally removed from both of the practices now in vogue. It neither abandons the child to its own devices while the teacher in effect does nothing nor does it foist new principles or materials on the student which only bring the “plates” he already juggles down with a crash.” (Bergman p. 151)

9) Bergmann’s program for reforming schools.
He touches on the aspects of Neill’s that he sees as being beneficial: specifically, how Neill approaches the students through therapy. His aim for the students to grow into a more fulfilled and satisfied individual through letting their interests guide them is something he sees as being beneficial.
He has an issue with the conversation of freedom within the school system, acknowledging that an argument can be made either way: whether for more freedom or less freedom. A middle ground, then, cannot be reached as it would forever be in a tug-of-war between wanting more or less freedom within the system. Therefore, Bergmann suggests a focus on cultivating the youth, focussing on how to best benefit the mass administering a system that nourishes what is already present. He opts for providing an alternative through providing the youth with more attention administered by each teacher; a more personal approach so to properly develop the child. This view would, according to the Bergs, prevent the child from becoming bored, anxious, or depressed because of academia. Therefore, creating a more stable base for education.
Main points:
-       Greater focus on each child
-       Nurture what is there
-       Circumvent and cure mental issues (anxiety, depression, boredom, ADHD, etc.) through the therapy administered by the faculty
-       No development of self “to bring about the “expression” of this self is therefore for us not the highest goal of education” (p.156)

Chapter 7:  Freedom and Society
1) The Social contract view of the justification of the state.

“Social contract theory - a person's moral and/or political obligations are dependent upon a contract or agreement among them to form the society in which they live.”

In both moral and political philosophy, the social contract or political contract is a theory or model, originating during the Age of Enlightenment, that typically addresses the questions of the origin of society and the legitimacy of the authority of the state over the individual.  Social contract arguments typically posit that individuals have consented, either explicitly or tacitly, to surrender some of their freedoms and submit to the authority of the state (under a ruler or governed by the  the decision of a majority), in exchange for protection of their remaining rights. The question of the relation between natural and legal rights, therefore, is often an aspect of social contract theory. The central assertion of social contract approaches is that law and political order are not natural, but are instead human creations. The social contract and the political order it creates are simply the means towards an end—the benefit of the individuals involved—and legitimate only to the extent that they fulfill their part of the agreement."   Among the main benefits are security of one's life and property (the fruits of one's labour)

Two additional things Bergmann stresses about this view-- a) it views the justification from the standpoint of the individual-- the state is justified by a comparison of the benefits that accrue to the individual before and after joining the state.  b) it typically views individuals as  threatened by state power in assuming there is a tradeoff between FREEDOM and SECURITY.  The suggestion is that freedom and state power (i.e. the power vested ultimately in one's fellow citizens) are inversely proportional-- the more you have of one, the less of the other.   To protect themselves individuals insist on a set of inalienable rights that create a boundary the state cannot cross.   These are enshrined in constitutions or Bills of Rights or  Charter of Rights and Freedoms.  Traditional democratic freedoms include: the right to free speech, freedom of association, freedom of thought and religion, freedom of movement....

2) The yoga teacher’s list of confusions and contradictions surrounding the view that state that governs least governs best.

· You would not say a doctor who ‘cures least cures best’ (gardener, worker)
· If a government barely governs, it only means that it does not perform its function, that it is a failure and a mistake
· If you believe in this, why do you have government at all?
· Would there not be more freedom with no government at all? Only the absence of government would be really least, and consequently best of all (anarchism)
· Response to this: the results of the abolition of the government would be different - the many will be under the oppression of the few. For this reason we offer a great deal to the interference of the state.
· Not all of us would be completely free in the ‘natural condition’ prior to the state, some of us would be far more constrained than we are now - therefore we didn’t trade in some of our freedom for security
· Limiting the state reduces some very few obstacles that you face

3) The Robinson Crusoe example and the egocentric fallacy—what it is and how Bergmann uses it to criticize the social contract view.

“Our fundamental irrationality of our prejudice against the state … psychological perspective … we associate the establishment of rules, regulations… with the idea that there will be more situations in which someone can tell us ‘what to do’. 
We slip into this fantasy that we are quite alone - like Robinson Crusoe on his small island - and we imagine that the only pertinent relationship is between ourselves and these rules. This would be true if we were alone - more rules would mean more hindrance… however, with a multitude of others present, most rules will far more often prevent them from infringing on me than they will impinge on me directly. 
Egocentric fallacy - when we analyze an instrument which is social, we relapse into a me-centred mode of thought (p. 184-5)
Therefore, Bergmann uses it to criticize the social construct view in that there are greater issues at hand than just our own central vision of social rulings

4) Bergmann’s criticisms of traditional justifications of democracy—specifically that…
(i) democratic societies are free societies, 

This implies that primitive societies were not free → false
“Could we … sustain the claim that no one possessed freedom for the longest part of mankind’s history, but that … democracy transformed their beneficiaries and set them genuinely free?” page 188

(ii) democracies guarantee individual rights, 

· This means that non-democratic societies have no individual rights
· = false.
· Even in tribes, or non democracies, people have individual rights. Tribes will feed each other, not let others starve even if they didn’t hunt with them. Example: Pygmies, every member of the tribe is entitled to his or her established customary portion after a hunt, even if the woman or the man in question did not share in the labor or the danger of the chase but instead stayed home and rested (P.189) 
· Justification 2 is too broad. Includes both, democratic and nondemocratic societies. 

(iii) democracies allow for self-government, 
1. One side: everyone is self-governing
· Too broad: justifies democracy, but also every other system.

2. Other side: no one is self-governing
· In a democracy, we have laws, parliamentarians, who represent us. 
· We don’t govern ourselves, we have a state. 
· No one has self-governance in this sense

(iv) in democracies people decide for themselves, 

· Too narrow: no one technically makes their own decisions (majority always wins, government makes final decision)
· Too broad: everyone has always made their own decisions 
· Easily coerced by their own inner circle: family influence, cultural influence, media influence. 

(v) in democracies people participate in the decisions that affect their lives.(p.193)
	 
	This goal/notion is problematic and unrealistic: if taken literally, the aim cannot be reached. One has to recognize that in the next two days decisions might be made in Africa, Japan, China which five years later could have the most powerful effect on our lives---(an industry to produce a device which will eliminate the job we could have held some years from now). 
	Interdependencies (all borderlines) have become  too numerous for our dream  of gaining  some control in our lives (through democracy) still to be believed- unless that ‘some’ be miniscule. This represents a problem on global scale, points a gap between actual conceptions  and justifications offered on their behalf. Ex. philosophy dept. Democracy requires that all members vote on a decision. But it has effects on families members, and many other people who could not be consulted. The notion that there is participation in decision making of a choice is thus unrealistic.
	
5) Bergmann’s justification of democracy in terms of equality (rights) and informed decision-making.

We must evaluate a social system like democracy in terms of the quality and effectiveness of it as a social system NOT in terms of its level of freedom.

True advantages of democracy (Bergmann’s POV)
1. Openness: accountability, free speech, participation.
· Not what it does for the individual, but for the whole society.
· Keeps flow of ideas and communication between individuals and the governing body
· Without openness, will have a pyramid hierarchy with government at the top and citizens in the bottom, but no participation between top and bottom. 

2. Equality: rights and entitlements
· Democracies allows us to collectively decide what the rights and entitlements will be
· Eg. what do tax policies do for the kind of society we live in?? (NOT what does it do to me as an individual)
· Equal pay for equal work, rights to have a lawyer in court.

6) Why Bergmann thinks democracy has not led to greater human flourishing and why he thinks, therefore, that increasing the scope of democratic participation is not the answer to societal ills.

expand participation, but this doesn't solve everything
decision making more open in the workplace and the school
meetings to enhance workplace (contradiction)
WHAT HE THINKS IS A BETTER SYSTEM

7) Bergmann’s proposal for minimizing work.
i) His criticism about the myths concerning scarcity and attitudes to work of 			pre-modern societies,  

-The myth that, before modernity (industrialization, agricultural revolution), there was never enough, and all human time had to be dedicated to subsistence/survival.  ‘Man was forced to take up agriculture out of necessity’ (not enough berries growing naturally) 

-The myth that leisure only came into being with the advent of industrialism/modernity

Bergmann uses the work of Marshall Sahlins in Stone Age Economics to debunk these myths
-even hunter-gatherer groups from disparate geographical and climatic regions did not suffer perpetual scarcity
-ie: Bushmen: 65% of the people worked only 36% of the time, and 35% of the people did not work at all (average 1.5 days of work per week and 3-5h per adult worker per day in food production

-contrast this with 10h 12h and 16h workdays seen in the past 300 years, or even the 8h workday we have now

-Chayanov in The Theory of Peasant Economics: people did not seek to  indefinitely maximize their gains as Adam Smith says. Rather they would only exert themselves until a marginally comfortable level was reached and then their ‘productivity’ would drop even if increased returns

-So it is clear that, until the recent past, human lives didn’t revolve around work
-Instead: work was dull/strenuous/depressing and we avoided it mostly successfully. The majority of our time was in fact leisure time dedicated to rituals, feasts, marriages, funerals
-it was not ‘overwhelming scarcity’ that prevented man from ‘creating culture.’ rather life was dominated by culture, leisure

(ii) the causes of the change in attitudes about work (i.e. Weber’s explanation and Bergmann’s additions to it,  


Max Weber in the Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism 
Transition from poverty as a virtue  to poverty as sloth/moral failing/Damnation
-metamorphosis of the significance of labour from a biblical curse into a virtue and vocation
-he takes Calvinism as the key source of this change
Calvinism does an about-face: emphasis on worldly material success
-god ‘elected’ some to be ‘saved’ (wealthy) and others to be ‘damned’ (poor) 
-previously christianity had linked poverty to saintliness, begging as religious practice, had the saying ‘poor but honest’, and condemned usury
-However, both the onset of capitalism and the the sudden climb in labour occurred within a short span of time in widely separated parts of europe that have no clear relationship to the strongholds of Calvinism. So there must be more causes in the change in attitudes to labour than just Calvinism: 


-work=salvation=earthly success. 
Loss of collective entitlements, labour determines social status. Lost of traditional culture= time to fill. Labour became a justification for inequality. 
-Consumption expanded. What’s wrong: rich/poor=>danger/morality, Health issues, Unnecessary work= you can minimize it. Use too much time. Social stuff doesn’t get done. Lots of unnecessary get done/ it pays not value. Not fulfilling—just money- boring, dull. Get rid of all this and severe the gap btw rich &poor. Get rid of unnecessary. Job system a social problem. Jobs good thing: money, belonging. View point: dissatisfaction =systemic. Employment landscape not so good right now. Solutions narrow so far. India: no jobs. Silicon Valley: make a living= technology (rat race). Prof at Stratford:  current job system is not the only way of organizing work -job system created, prior people worked differently -many countries still do the same (farming) -different new work system to provide people with what they but designed differently. Jefferson: 200 yrs=  many skeptical of transition,  to other work systems-It makes sense even if at beginning we are inclined to say no -Main calamities: 1) butcher’s split-ever increasing of poor people 2) Wealthy people also growing . Still a gap-People ready to rebel , arming themselves to get i.e. Africa to get  out (poverty), war btwn rich & poor-only one of the epidemics -Financial crises that people have: recession no new, grew out of the idea of sickly economics: 1) adoration 2)greed 3) Migration away from farmers: 80 % of people were working in farms- including many countries around  world, USA , people end up unemployed= drugs, corruption. Now 4 % work on farms -Speeding up the economy to create more jobs -New work to create a different way of working. Old systems=responsible for many of the calamities that we are witnessing (natural disasters, pollution) -Miniaturization=put things into very small dimensions=effectively results- not condemned to be oppressive, hope in this idea -Critique of massive manufacturing= is not the most efficient way of producing. –one product can cost 20% when it was manufactured,  then  you need to add transportation, advertising. So is not efficient. Most efficient: small units, devices, and machines in small organizations i.e. Austrian manufacturing electric bike by a very small company. -Decentralize: villages things can be manufactured no need for massive cement factories -Work last 200 years exhausted people, creating stress.  Changing to a new economy system of production= best alternative: gives stimulation, energy, make people happy, give life back, work that you really want to do, something one believes in, excites you, using recent technology, but a sensible way can lead to a meaning life and satisfaction with what you do.

Bergmann sees work as having both good and bad aspects
-while work has so far been put to degrading uses, it could also be redirected to release an immense potential 




(iii) Bergmann’s proposal for the minimization of working for a wage—its advantages 	and his answers to possible objections.
Yugoslavia model: 
· Self-management= transforms character of work= many jobs engaging, even fun if performed only 3-6 months= Job rotation in short periods=accomplishes a lot with minimum means Ex. bus/taxi driving
· Deflates self-deception and empty arrogance: secretary  performs management tasks (puts both into their place).
· Some limitations with certain jobs: collecting garbage, doctors, 
· “Work integration” = diversity of activities incorporated  to enhance work environment: more time for leisure activities between work hours (film, orchestra)= extends idea of job rotation + breaks routine (8 hr grinding stretch)
Model: Not in place anymore, but the most intelligent and daring response to the problem so far put into practice. It ameliorated some of the symptoms.


	

B’s Proposal
· Idea of work/employment  to obtain sustenance and survival must be cut by:
· Inauguration of a new program with a choice:  continue to live as one has so far or opt for more frugal life: at one half of your salary $30,000--in exchange for being free not to do nothing, except something one really wants to do, ideally a social use. Some might not want to, but others would and the result would be people with more vitality and imagination=>would live different. Might in time attract ever-growing numbers towards a new configuration, different balance: “alternative” would grow till becomes mainstream
· So it is an inversion of the role of work: not a means but an end. People must have a job or else depend on welfare= jobs and work must be created.
· Objection: technology that has replaced human labor
· But no necessary work will have to be eliminated only any present excess
· Same quantity of goods would be manufactured
· If sustenance and labor linked=one force would not cancel out the other
· Technology and labor put into alignment so work is not reduced, but pull together in the same direction (goal).
· Is not a new idea, but return to normalcy (used to be this way in these 200 yrs) and gave it up for obsession, greed, frenzy?
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