Phil 102 
September 11/2012
Readings Chapters 1+ 2

Plato’s Euthyphro
The year 399 BCE in the city-state of Athens..
Spartans better land fighters/Athenians better sea warriors 
Spartans ruined Athens
	-Socrates meets Euthyphro at the King Archon’s law court
	-Euthyphro has charged his father with murder (back then it was up to the family to lay charges)
	-Socrates has been charged with corrupting the young and inventing new gods.
	-Euthyphro says that, in his case, the only question is whether his father acted justly (why are you so sure it was right to charge your father with murder? Have you acted justly?)
	Socrates asks Euthyphro to teach him about the nature of justice
	-Compare the Latin (“pietas”) and Greek (“eusebia”) with:
		1) Justice
		2)Piety
		3) Responsibility
		4) Trustworthiness
		5) Loyalty
	It is overall about doing the right thing. The overall translation is “tell me about piety” and it happens to have religious undertones.

What is Piety?
Euthyphro’s First Answer:
	“I say that piety means prosecuting the unjust individual who has committed murder or sacrilege, or any such crime, as I am doing now…means not prosecuting him”
	-Even Zeus bound his own father, Cronos, for devouring his children
	Socrates is sceptical for two reasons:
1) Such stories are hard to prove
2) He didn’t ask for a list of pious actions, but for a definition of piety
Euthyphro’s second answer:
“What is pleasing to the gods is pious, and what is not pleasing to them is impious”
-What justice comes from is from the command of the gods. If something pleases the gods, it is right.
	-Socrates is sceptical since:
- There are quarrels and disagreements among the gods (some gods would find Euth right and some would find him wrong)
		-Action may be pleasing to some and not for others
Euthyphro’s thirs answer
“piety is what all gods love” and “impiety is what they all hate”
-On important issues like murder, “there will be no difference of opinion”
-Socrates is sceptical for two reasons:
	-Even on important questions there are likely to be disagreements
-Pious actions are loved by the gods because they are pious (why do the gods love some actions but not others? Why do they command some actions, but not others?)
		-This means they can’t be pious because they are loved by the gods
		-This means they have to be pious (or just) for some other reason
 
Key Quotation
· Pages 9-
Socrates: Now consider this question. Do the gods love piety because it is pious.. 
(cont’d to 12)
Actions are loved by the gods because they are the right thing to love. 

Socrate’s Key Argument
Euthyphro claims that
	-An action is pious because it is loved by the gods.
But in answer to Socrates’ question, “do the gods love piety because it is pious, or is it pious becayse they love it?”
Ht also claims that
	-An action is loved by the gods because it is pious,.
So just as
	-An object is in a state of being seen because it is seen
	-An object is in a state of being carried because it is carried
It follows that there must be some other reason that makes pious actions pious

Until we know this reason, we won’t know the nature of piety (or justice)

Religion and Ethics:
Basic Issue:
	Is there a necessary connection between religion and ethics?
		-Euthyphro says yes, Socrates is sceptical.
Divine Command Theory:
· Justice = Piety
· An action is only right if it is commanded by the gods
Socratic Skepticism
· Wouldn’t the gods command the action because it is right?


Hume’s Three Rules for Better Writing
1) When writing, people are most convinced by eloquence. Writing style is extremely important. 
2) When thinking about your argument: When thinking about your thesis, go straight to the heart of the matter. Find the center; go to the heart of the issue. (Is divine command theory correct?) Go quickly to the heart of the issue. Make sure the reader knows what the key idea/thesis is
3) When thinking about your Thesis: you should proportion your belief to the available evidence. The stronger the evidence, the more likely the thesis is correct. Don’t overstate or understate your thesis or conclusion.  
*Never go back on your argument (aka concluding with “but who’s to know”)*
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Socrates’ Trial

The year 399 BCE and Socrates has been brought to trial..
· Context
· Sources
· Procedures
· Charges
· Arguments
· Execution

· Context 
Fifth century BCE
1) Greece’s Golden Age (c.488-c.404 BCE)- leader of the democratic movement.  Socrates’ trial is five years after Sparta took over Athens
2) Athenian isonomy/democracy (democracy = power of the people) – opponents of democracy called it democracy, Athenians referred to themselves as an isonomy. 
3) Protagoras (one leading sophist) (490-420 BCE) and the Sophists (Sophists were professional teachers that wandered around the city – taught public speaking) controversial for 2 reasons: 1) people thought it was wrong to not educate their children themselves (they compared it to prostitution). 2) Many of the Sophists taught how to win any case regardless of what the person actually wanted (does not teach them right from wrong). 
-Socrates refused to accept money. He felt that one should argue for what is right, not to win an argument unlike the Sophists. Many thought Socrates was a Sophist because he would speak his ideas in public.
4) Socrates (469-399 BCE), Plato (428/7-348/7BCE), Aristotle (384-322BCE)
5) Peloponnesian War (431-404 BCE) – This war was extremely significant. Every member of society lost someone. (Many people fail to realize the importance of the war)

Socrates Trial – Sources:
1) Aristophanes – Clouds (famous play writer, wrote a comedy about Socrates, knew Socrates personally)
2) Xenophon – Memorabilia, Apology, symposium, Hellenica (Also knew Socrates, he was a General) – An elected General
3) Plato (Early) – Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Laches, etc (knew Socrates)
4) Plato (Middle) – Meno, Republic, Symposium, Theaetatus, Phaedo, etc
5) Plato (Late) – Timaeus, Critias, Sophist, Laws, etc
6) Aristotle, Aelian, Cicero, Diogenes, Laertius, etc (Did not know Socrates) 
7) Lost Sources
8) Archaeological Record 

Socrates Trial – Procedures:
1) Jury Selection (cf. Kleriterion)
2) Water clock
3) Ballots (cf. psephoi) cf = compare the following
4) Archon
Socrates trial – Charges
1) Charges (came five years after the end of the war; cf. Alcibiades, Critias – Two most famous traitors during the war. Many thought Socrates educated these traitors)
-Corrupting the young
-Failing to honour the traditional Greek Gods
2) Prosecution (Meletus, Anytus, Lykon)
3) Defence (Plato’s Apology – 3 main parts)


Socrates’ Trial – Arguments I
	Part I of Plato’s Apology
1) Introduction (style vs. content) – There is a difference between eloquence and the truth
2) Old accusers vs. new accusers
3) Chaerephon and the Oracle at Delphi – Priestess who tells the future and who is all knowing lived in Delphi, said that Socrates was the most intelligent man.
4) Argument 1 – Horse-training analogy (is it harder to train a horse or a human?)
5) Argument 2 – Corruption leads to self-harm (If I try to corrupt someone else, I in turn corrupt myself, I don’t want to be around corrupt people so why would I corrupt people)
6) Argument 3 – Children of gods argument (Melytus says that Socrates is not an atheist, he just believes in the wrong gods. Says he believes in the children of gods; how could I believe in the children of gods, but not believe in their parents?)
7) Argument 4 – Argument from poverty (if I was amongst the sophists, I would have charged money and I have not charged for money)
8) Argument 5 – (a) Arginusae and the democrats(stood up to the democrats) (Socrates stood up against the jury and said that they must have eight separate trials for the generals who ‘ignored their duty’ instead of having a trial on one day) – Socrates also says that he always tries to do the right thing regardless of the risk. Him standing up against the jury at this trial is proof of this. He could easily have been killed. I have always tried to do the right thing
-(b) Leon and the anti-democrats (Socrates stood up to the anti-democrats)(Socrates opposed both the democrats and the anti-democrats)
9) Truth versus ad misericordiam  (many bring their wife and children to the trial and can gain sympathy votes through their misery)
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 Apology can mean to explain or defend.

	Part II of Plato’s Apology
1) The first vote – Whether or not he was guilty (Why was the jury so big? – Because it’s hard to bribe 500 people: the larger the jury, the harder it is to corrupt)
2) Ostracism (banishment)? Free room and board (proposed by Socrates because he tried to educate the public)? A fine? 
3) Execution? (suggested by Meletus)

Part III of Plato’s Apology
1) The second vote – voted for execution because they were so annoyed by his speech
2) “A good man can never be harmed”

Socrates’ Execution:
	Plato’s Crito and Phaedo
1) Ship of Theseus – Religious ceremony that took a month and they weren’t allowed to execute during this time
2) Discussion of death
a. Is death simply an end to life?
b. Or is it the start of life in a new place?
3) Refusal to escape
a. Refusal to harm one’s self – what makes a good life is having a good character. If I escape it would harm my character, and therefore it would harm me.
b. Refusal to break a contract – I’ve had a contract with the city of Athens. The city has done some things for me (protected me with soldiers, my family, set up a system where I can be married and my children be educated) therefore I must do things for them (they have asked me to obey the law and to change the law if it is unjust; fundamental to this contract. In all of these years I have never gone to the assembly to try and change the law. Now the law says I need to be executed, so I must be executed) 
c. Refusal to corrupt the young – If I escaped, wouldn’t I be teaching the young that the law is not important? 
4) Last words – Much debate about what they mean

GOOD RESOURCES:
https://circle.ubc.ca/handle/2429/39408
Youtube Socrates on trial





Ruth Benedict (1887-1948)
Are ethical claims or value claims relative (subjective)?
· An early American anthropologist
· Graduate of Vassar College and Columbia University
· Completed her PhD under “The Father of American Anthropology,” Franz Boaz
· Had Margaret Mead as her student
· Founder of the “culture and personality school” of anthropology
· She was among the cultural anthropologists who worked for the US government

Ethical Relativism vs. Ethical Absolutism
Do ethical values (as opposed to beliefs about ethical values) vary from culture to culture?
	Example 1
1) Can a burqa (nijab hijab) protect and empower in one culture and imprison in others?
Example 2
1) Can euthanasia be morally appropriate in some cultures and not in others
Example 3
1) Can capital punishment be justified in some cultures and not in others?

Ethical Relativism
Ethical Relativism claims that:
· Ethical truths vary from culture to culture or from society to society
· There is no single, universal moral standard
· Morality is identified with socially approved customs
Ethical Absolutism
Ethical Absolutism claims that:
· Ethical truths do not vary from culture to culture or from society to society
· There is a single, universal moral standard
· Morality is identified with some objective (non-relative) property (eg. the maximization of happiness, or justice, or freedom)
Benedict’s View
· Question: To what extent are beliefs about what is normal and abnormal (right and wrong) culturally determined?
· Observation: Different cultures have different norms with regard to:
· Fashion, dress, mannerisms
· Trickery, economic customs
· Trances, ecstatic experiences
· Homosexuality
· Ethical, dietary and sexual taboos
· Head-hunting
· Conclusion: This diversity shows “That normality is culturally determined”


Questions:
· Does Benedict mean to claim that all ethical judgements are culturally determined?
· Rape
· Cannibalism
· Theft
· Caste systems 
· Apartheid
· Slavery
· Murder/Ritual Sacrifice or other killings
· Does it follow from the fact that different cultures have different beliefs about ethics (or about biology, or astronomy, or…) that different cultures should have different beliefs about ethics (or about biology, or astronomy or..)
· Does Benedict’s observation that there has been a greater “standardization of custom and belief” within modern, developed nations show that objective ethical standards can be discovered?

W. T. Stace (1886-1967)
· American Philosopher who taught at Princeton University
· Wrote on Greek philosophy and the philosophy of religions
· Holds that ethical beliefs and customs may differ; but ethical obligations do not
· In other words, descriptive relativism does not entail prescriptive relativism
· Mortality “is in some sense objective, not man-made, not produced by human opinion”

Arguments in favour of Ethical Relativism:
1) Empirical Argument – Moral customs vary throughout the world; therefore there is no objective moral standard
2) Skeptical Argument – No one has ever been able to discover an objective moral standard; therefore there is no objective moral standard. 
a. Reply:  “I am assuming that it is no longer possible to solve this difficulty by saying naively that the universal moral law is based upon the universal commands of God..”
b. “There is the necessity of finding for morality a basis independent of particular religious dogmas..”
c. “”If not then it would seem that we cannot any longer believe in absolutism. We shall have to fall back upon belied in a variety of perhaps mutually inconsistent moral codes operating over restricted areas and limited periods. No one of these will be better, or more true than the other.”
Arguments Against Ethical Relativism:
1) Comparative Judgements – If relativism is true, it is impossible to compare moral standards or to claim that one set of moral standards is better than another.
a. Ex. Do we really want to say that when people compare the ethical actions of one civilization to another, such as comparisons are literally without meaning?
2) Moral Progress – Without a common objective standard, “the whole notion of moral progress is a sheer delusion”
a. Ex. Have we not progressed from the days when “our ancestors employed slaves, practiced barbaric physical tortures, and burnt people alive?”
3) Minority Opinion – If moral standards are determined by the majority of a group or culture, minority opinion must always be wrong.
a. If moral opinion happens to be held only by a minority “we should have no logical right whatsoever to resist the claim of the gangsters of Chicago… that their practices represent the highest standard.
4) Practical Consequences – If relativism is accepted, moral conduct declines
a. Ex. “If men come really to believe that one moral standard is as good as another, they will conclude that their own moral standard has nothing special to recommend it. They might as well slip down to some lower and easier standard.
Stace’s conclusion : Ethical Relativism is Incorrect.



Reconciling Absolutism & Relativism
Four additional factors may allow for diversity within absolutism:
1) Descriptive Relativism is consistent with prescriptive absolutism
2) Not all norms need to be ethical
a. Fashion, dress, mannerisms
b. Accepting cash, cheque , credit cards
3) There may be no uniform account for ethical norms
a. Some may be relative ( perhaps prison sentencing, mercy killing, etc.)
b. Other may be absolute (perhaps sadism, slavery, etc.)
4) The same ethical norm might be expressed using different social conventions.
a. Driving safely
b. Showing respect to a host
Example – How do we protect a child?
· The same ethical norm might be expressed using different social conventions
· In one society we might do so through (early) education and socialization
· In another society we might do so through (early) isolation.
· Despite different social conventions, the ultimate ethical norm may be the same
· To maximize justice (Katianism)
· To maximize happiness (Utilarianism)
· To maximize freedom (Libertarianism)
· To maximize flourishing (Aristotleanism) 
· If so, ethical norm  (or goal) becomes the test of the social convention

Citations & footnotes
	Name of book in italics
	Footnote
	Editor, place, publisher, year/edition, page number
	Or ____ says that “___” (Name, year, page number) with reference page
		Reference page “Name, page number, (year)”
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Plato (428/427-348/347 BCE)
-Born into a wealthy Athenian family
-Follower of Socrates, who was executed in 399 BCE
-Served as tutor to Dionysus II of Syracuse
-Founded the Academy in 388 BCE, where he was the teacher of Aristotle
-Held that the world of appearance is a weak copy (or shadow) of a greater, more perfect world of eternal, ideal Forms (or Ideas or Universals) – Compared to a perfect circle (almost NEVER perfect)
- Hence his distinction between observable objects that appear beautiful (good, just, big etc) and the true form of beauty (goodness, justice, bigness, etc)
-Held that the soul is something separate from, and corrupted by, the body.
-Held that knowledge (especially of the Forms) results from memory
-Suggested that the ideal perfect society would be divided into Workers (labourers), Guardians (soldiers), and Rulers (philosopher kings, people who love the truth.
-Died after a wedding feast in 348/7 BCE

Plato’s Writings:
· Early Period
· Including Apology, Charmides, Euthyphro, Ion, Laches, Lysis
· Early Middle Period
· Including Gorgias, Meno, Phaedo, Protagoras, Symposium
· Later Middle Period
· Including Republic, Phaedrus, Parmenides, Theaetetus
· Late Period
· Including Timaeus, Critias, Sophist, Statesman, Laws
Plato’s Theaetetus
Protagoras (one of the most famous sophists – all beliefs are subjective and that is why he would teach people how to argue) claims that “Man is the measure of all things” (Theaetetus, 152a)
· Normative Version – All values are subjective; all are relative to the believer
· Epistemic Version – All knowledge is subjective; knowledge is always relative to the believer
Socrates’ Five Objections
Socrates five objections to Relativism:
1) Argument about Dreams, Madness, and Misperceiving (Theaetetus, 157e-158e)
a. Is man the measure even when he is dreaming, mad or misperceiving? 
2) Men-or-pig Argument (Theaetetus, 161c-d)
a. Why should human being be the measure rather than, say, pigs?
3) Man-or-Gods Argument (Theaetetus 162c-e)
a. Why should human beings be the measure rather than the gods?
4) Ordinary-Man Ad hominem (Theaetetus, 161c-162a)
a. If Protagorus is correct, then he is no wiser than an ordinary man
5) Peritrope Argument

Socrates’ Peritrope Argument 
Socrates’ Peritrope (or Turning-the-Tables) Argument (Theaetetus, 168d-171d)
1) Most people believe that Protagorus is wrong.
2) And since, for Protagorus, whatever a person (or society) believes will be true (for that person or society)
3) For most people (or for their society), Protagorus is wrong.
4) For Protagorus, Protagorus is wrong.
a. – i.e “In conceding the truth of the opinion of those who think him wrong, he [Protagorus] is really admitting the falsity of his own opinion” (171b)

Plato’s Republic (Papirus Oxyrhynchus, 3rd cent. CE)
Plato’s Republic
A dialogue in which Socrates and others discuss
· The form of an ideal state
· The nature of justice
· The relation between justice and happiness
· The distinction between appearance and reality
· The theory of Forms
· The nature of knowledge
· The immortality of the soul

Glaucon’s Argument (Thesis 1)
In the Republic, Plato’s older brother Glaucon introduces three theses:
Thesis 1: Justice is not a good in itself, but a compromise 
· To do wrong (to steal, etc) is a desirable thing
· To suffer wrong is not a desirable thing
· “Consequently, when men have had a taste of both, those who have not the power to seize the advantage and escape the harm decide that they would be better off if they made a compact neither to do wrong nor to  suffer it”
· Justice therefore “stands half-way between the best thing of all – to do wrong with impunity – and the worst, which is to suffer wrong without the power to retaliate”
· So justice is not a good in itself, but accepted as a compromise

Glaucon’s Argument (Thesis 2)
Thesis 2: People practice justice with reluctance
· Because justice is not the most desirable outcome, it is avoided whenever possible
· To see this, “imagine two men, one just, the other unjust……until forcibly turned aside by law and custom” 
· “ For all men believe in their hearts that injustice is far more profitable to the individual than justice”
· As evidence, Glaucon tells the story of the shepherd Gyges who
· Works for the King of Lydia
· Witnesses a great storm and an earthquake which produces “an opening in the earth”
· Finds the opening “a hollow brazen [brass] horse” containing a corpse that is “more than human”
· Takes from the corpse a ring that makes him invisible
· Gives him the power to act immorally without punishment
· Kills the King, steals his throne and seduces his Queen
· In such a case, no man would have the iron will to ignore his desires

Glaucon’s Argument (Thesis 3)
Thesis 3: This reluctance is reasonable
· In Gyges case,
· “People would think him a miserable fool if they found him refusing to wrong his neighbours”
· “though in public they would keep up in pretence of praising his conduct, for fear of being wronged themselves”
· So because
· Justice is not a good in itself, it is a compromise
· People practice justice only with reluctance
It is reasonable to act unjustly if there is no risk of being caught.

Is Glaucon Correct?
Psychological vs. Ethical Egoism
· Psychological Egoism:
· The descriptive view that people always act to promote their own interests (eg. happiness, well-being)
· An empirical thesis defended by Glaucon (but not Plato)
· Ethical Egoism:
· The prescriptive claim that people should always act to promote their own interests (eg. happiness, well-being)
· Normative thesis also defended by (Glaucon but not Plato)
· Is either view correct? Why?
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Egoism
Psychological Egoism is the (descriptive) view that:
· People always act to promote their own interests (e.g. happiness, well-being)
Ethical Egoism is the (prescriptive) view that
· People should always act to promote their own interests (e.g. happiness, well-being)
Compare
· Glaucon’s story of Gyges’ magic ring
· Economic theories of market behaviour 
· Darwinian theories of human evolution
· Ordinary experience
James Rachels (1941-2003)
· American ethicist who taught at the U of Alabama
· Received PhD from the U of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
· An advocate of affirmative action, animal rights and euthanasia
· A proponent of a modified form of utilitarianism that takes into account both human and non-human happiness
Are we right to assume that we (sometimes) have an obligation to consider
· The happiness of others, as well as ourselves?
· The welfare of others, as well as ourselves?
· The rights of others, as well as ourselves?
Rachel’s basic theses
1) Psychological Egoism is false since people don’t always act to promote their own interests
2) Ethical Egoism is false since people shouldn’t always act to promote their own interests
Psychological Egoism
· Requires that we always act to promote our own interests
Rachel’s basic argument
We (seem to) do unpleasant actions
· For instrumental benefits
· For reasons of obligation
· For reasons of altruism
So psychological egoism is false

(1) Against Psychological Egoism
Objection 1
· Whenever an agent is “acting voluntarily”, it follows that the agent “is merely doing what he most wants to do”
· And if an agent “is merely doing what he wants to do”, then he is acting selfishly
· So it follows that all voluntary acts are selfish acts
Rachel’s first reply
· There is a distinction between “acting voluntarily” and “doing what one most wants to do”
· “If I have promised to do something…We do not want to do what we feel obligated to do”
Rachel’s second reply
· There is a distinction between “doing what one most wants to do” and “acting selfishly”
· Selfish acts promote one’s interests
· “It is the object of a want that determines … then my action is not selfish.
Objection 2:
· Whenever an agent is acting “unselfishly” he obtains “a sense of self-satisfaction”
· So it follows that the point of unselfish acts “is really to achieve a pleasant state of consciousness, rather than to bring about any good for others”
Rachel’s Reply
· “Isn’t the unselfish man precisely the one who does derive satisfaction from helping others, while the selfish man does not?”
· “Moreover, suppose we ask why Smith … and then try to figure out how to achieve it….”
Three confusions
· Selfishness is distinct from self-interest
· Self-interested behaviour; unlike selfish behaviour, need not ignore the interests of others (selling bread to make money – other families have bread
· Pleasure seeking is distinct from self-interest
· Self-interested behaviour need not be pleasurable
· Self-interest is compatible with Altruism 
· Sometimes our interests coincide; sometimes our interests are not involved
Conclusion
“Once these confusions are cleared away… accept psychological egoism”

(2) Against Ethical Egoism
Ethical Egoism
· Requires that we should always act to promote our own interests
Rachel’s basic argument
· Rational action requires motive as well as means
· The ethical egoist must be motivated to act in his own interests
· The ethical altruist must (at least sometimes) be motivated to act in someone else’s interests
· So neither is more fundamental than the other, since both require that an agent have a motive prior to exercising (instrumental) reason.
So Ethical Egoism is no more rational or fundamental than ethical altruism

Preliminary Remarks
· Naïve ethical egoism is a radical doctrine
· Enlightened ethical egoism is inconsistent (I act out of your interests, but only out of my interests. I want to protect your rights because it, in turn, protects my rights)
· Individual ethical egoism is consistent but unfounded
Naïve ethical egoism
“Suppose I have the urge to set fire to some public building… the only person I need think of is myself”
But perhaps, like Glaucon, we will want to argue that it is in our enlightenment self-interest to act morally. (consequences will be associated, maybe it is in one’s own self-interest not to burn down the store”
“Therefore, it is said, the egoist would not be such a bad man… to his own advantage to be kindly and considerate”

Enlightened ethical egoism is inconsistent
· Assume that (unlike Gyges) we can’t avoid the consequences of our acts
· This shows not that we should act morally, but only that we should encourage others to do so
· The ethical egoist “must take care to conceal from public view his own self-centered method of decision-making, and urge others to act on precepts very different from those on which he is willing to act”
· So the claim that everyone should always act to promote their own interests is inconsistent with genuine ethical egoism
· The individual ethical egoist must defend the claim that he alone should always act to promote his interests
Individual ethical egoism is consistent but unfounded
· Ethical egoism and ethical altruism are both instrumental theories (depending on your motives, you might want to help someone else or not)
· So both theories require independent motivation (the motive drives the action)
· “What we have come up against is simply a fundamental requirement…prior existence of certain attitudes is the agent”
· “In this respect ethical egoism, and what we might call ethical altruism… before they can get started”
Basic question
	What reason is there to be moral when it is not to our advantage to do so?
Rachel’s Answer:
“The reason one ought to do actions that would hurt people is… not merely for the sake of something else”
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Free Will and Determinism
When we encounter a fork in the road
· Do we freely choose which way to go?
Or
· Is our choice determined by prior events?

Option 1: Determinism – The view that all human acts are determined (The view that we don’t have free choice/will, humans are a lot like machines – must follow a certain predictable pattern even when it breaks)
Option 2: Libertarianism – The view that at least some acts result from free will
Option 3: Compatiblism – The view that determinism and libertarianism are compatible
· Which view is correct?
· Is determinism incompatible with moral responsibility? (throwing someone out the window and hitting another – is he responsible for the pain caused?)
Paul-Henri Thiry d’Holbach
· Born in Germany but raised in France where he inherited his uncle’s title
· A leading figure of the French enlightenment
· Advocated a deterministic metaphysics and a utilitarian political theory
· The first openly atheistic modern writer of influence in Europe
· An important contributor/translator to Diderot’s Encyclopedia 
· Principle writings included:
· Systeme de la nature [The System of Nature/”The Bible of Atheists”]

D’Holbach’s Basic Argument
· The System of Nature (1770)
· (1) All parts of nature are governed by “necessary and immutable laws”
· (2) Since human beings are part of nature, we too are governed by these laws
· (3) So given enough information, it would be possible to predict all actions
· (4) It follows that all of our actions must be necessary and determined
· “Man’s life is a line that nature commands him to describe on the surface of the earth…his ideas come to him involuntarily…”
· “In consequence, he acts necessarily…no means of emancipating himself”
· “The errors of philosophers on the free agency of man…give motion to the will itself…”
· Example:  
· We drink because we are thirsty
· We decline to drink because we fear the water is poisoned
· D’Holbach: “ In short, the actions of man are never free…by education and by daily experience”
· (1) The Ambitious Man: Acts as he does since he cares for rank, honours and power
· (2) The Miser (tight with his money): Acts as he does since he cares for money (“The greatest blessing”)
· (3) The Voluptuary: Acts as he does since he cares for luxury and debauchery
· (4) The Choleric (Irritable) Man: Acts as he does since he wants to punish those who have harmed him
· (5) The Zealot (or fanatic): Acts as he does because he enjoys zeal
Window Counterexample:
D’Holbach: “Man, then, is not a free agent in any one instant of his life...he attaches to the objects by which his passions are roused”
Skeptic: “Am I not the master of throwing myself out of the window?”
D’Holbach: “I shall answer him no…There is, in point of fact, no difference…having its more remote cause also exterior”

Second Counterexample:
· “Man believes he acts as a free agent…is always necessary and independent of himself”
· In contrast, the chained prisoner can see his restraints
· Skeptic: “The virtuous Socrates submitted to the laws of his country…The fear of tarnishing his glory, kept him in his prison”
· The skeptic might think that Socrates chose the idea of acting freely
· “But the question is, what gives birth to this idea in his brain?...or from renewing itself in his brain?”
Objections (But don’t we have free will?):
1) But don’t we have Free will? - No- even our so-called free will is determined from past events
a. “The will…is a modification of the brain…and is resuscitated…”
2) Don’t we prove we have free will by the choices we make? – No, because every choice is determined.
a. “Man in performing some action …which decides his will either for the one or the other of these actions”
3) Isn’t there a difference between being forced to act and choosing the act? – No, the absence of restraint is not absence of necessity
a. “There is, in point of fact, no difference…having its more cause also exterior”
4) Why does it seem we have free will? – Because we are unaware of the many past events that cause us to act as we do.
a. Just because we are unaware of the chain of operations that cause na action does not mean that the action is uncaused

October 4, 2012
Richard Taylor
· American Philosopher
· received PhD from Brown

Libertarianism:
Taylor’s basic Arguments:
· It is very likely that (at least sometimes) we deliberate in order to make decisions.
· It is very likely that (at least sometimes) these decisions initiate and result in free, previously undetermined actions
· therefore, libertarianism is to be preferred to determinism
· the 2 assumptions underlying this argument, “to the effect that men do sometimes deliberate before acting, and that when they do, the presuppose among other things that it is up to them what they are going to do” appear to all of us “quite certain.”
· Of course, both assumptions might be wrong, but so might any theory or observation
· “We must, accordingly, if we ever hope to be wiser, adjust our theories to our data and not try to adjust our data to our theories.”

What follows from this basic argument?
· First, we are (at least sometimes) agents than mere patients
· We are “being, who act, of who are agents, rather than things that are merely acted upon, and whose behaviour is simply the causal consequence of conditions which they have not wrought”
· we are “beings which are sometimes the cause of their own behaviour”
· Second, the resulting theory of agency is admittedly “strange indeed, if not positively mysterious.”

Taylor’s theory of Agency
1. A new conception of the self
1. Each person or self “is not merely a collection of thing or events, but a substance and a self-moving being.
2. “It is man himself, and not merely some part of him or something within him, that is the cause of his own activity”
3. I am an agent or a being who initiates his own actions, sometimes under conditions which do not determine what actions he shall perform
1. A new conception of causation
1. which avoids the absurdities of simple indeterminism by conceding that human behaviour is caused, while at the same time avoiding the difficulties of determinism by denying every chain of causes and effects is infinite
2. A free action initiates an event without anything else causing the action




Free Will and Causation
· “this conception of activity involves an extraordinary conception of causation... indeed, if he is a free agent then he can, on this conception, cause an event to occur, namely, some act of his own without anything else causing him to do so. This means that an agent is sometimes a cause, without being an antecedent sufficient condition: for if I affirm that i am the cause of some act of mine, then i am plainly not saying that my very existence i sufficient for its occurrence.”

John Stuart Mill (1806-1873)
· Son of utilitarianism James Mill
· “I should say that from about 1860-1865or thereabouts he ruled England in the region of thought as very few men ever did; i do not expect to see anything like it again.”

Compatiblism
John Stuart Mill’s Question:
· Does the law of causality apply “in the same strict sense to human actions as to other phenomena?”
1. the Doctrine of Necessity (Determinism) asserts that human volitions and actions are necessary and inevitable
2. Libertarianism asserts that human will “is not determined, like other phenomena, by antecedents, but determines itself.
3. Compatiblism (Soft determinism) accepts determinism, but rejects “the misleading terms in which it is often expressed”

Mill’s Basic Arguments
· Determinism is simply the view that, given enough information (of people’s character, etc.) human actions could be predicted.
· This claim does not “conflict in the smallest degree with what is called our feeling of freedom”
Therefore, free will is not inconsistent with determinism

But what about premise 2?
· this claim does not “conflict in the smallest degree with what is called out feeling of freedom”
· “We do not feel ourselves the less free because those to whom we are intimately known are well assured how we shall will to act in a particular case. We often, on the contrary, regard the doubt what our conduct will be as a mark of ignorance of our character, and sometimes even resent it as in imputation”
· “The religious metaphysicians who have asserted freedom of the will have always maintained it to be consistent with divine foreknowledge of our actions; and if with divine, then with any other foreknowledge

Mill’s Theory of Causation:
First Objection
· But isn’t the Doctrine of Necessity more than simply the view that, given enough information, human actions could be predicted?

Mill’s Reply
· No, since causation (as Hume tells us) is merely “constancy of succession”
· “There is nothing in causation but invariable, certain, and unconditional sequence”
· There is no additional “mysterious constraint,” or “magical spell,” or “mysterious compulsion,” or “mystical tie.”
· Necessity is simply “uniformity of order, and capability of being predicted.”
Second Objection
· But isn’t Mill guilty of equivocating between two forms of causation/
· IN other cases necessity “implies irresistibleness. Applied to the will, it only means that the given causes will be followed by the effect.
· For example, “there are physical sequences which we call necessary, as death for want of food or air”
Mill’s Reply
Necessity does not imply fatalism
Just because that which happens is “the infallible result of the causes which produce it,” it need not follow that “it will happen however we may strive to prevent it.
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Jeremy Bentham & Utilitarian Ethical Theory
Basic Question of Ethical Theory:
When we say things are right or wrong, what makes them right or wrong?
Two Main Types of Ethical Theory (p. 119)
1) Rule-Based Theories (Kant):
· What makes an action wrong is that it breaks moral rules (Kant: “Moral Law”)
· Moral rules derive from some kind of principle
· E.G. The Golden Rule: Treat others as you would have them treat you, OR Thou shalt not steal
· Right action = obey the rule.
· Wrong Action = Disobey the rule
· E.G. 2: Divine Command Theory: Thou shalt not steal (because God said so)
2) Consequence-based Theories (goals or purposes) (Bentham & Aristotle):
· Forget about rules
· What makes an action right or wrong are its consequences. Harm or benefit?
· Consequence-based theories:
1) Aristotle: Human flourishing (well-being, something being good for you – objective – independent about how you feel about it)
· Right consequence: maximize objective utilities 
2) Bentham: Utility (subjective utility, what it’s like on the inside. What it’s like to feel pleasure and pain) 
· Maximize subjective utilities 
· E.G. 1 UTIL = ONE BIT OF PLEASURE OR PAIN

Objective vs. Subjective Theories
· Objective = health and virtue (“flourishing”)
· May be determined by others, from a 3rd person perspective (e.g. you’re sick but you need to eat)
· Subjective = pleasure/pain
· Cannot be determined by others. Must be experiences directly by the subject, from the 1st person perspective (The subject determines what happens to themselves)
· Aristotle, appealing to objective utility:

1) Rule-Based Theories:
a. Kant: Wrong actions break moral rules
2) Consequence-Based Theories:

Utilitarianism:
Bentham:
Ethics comes down to one principle:
-Do whatever will bring about the most pleasure or the least pain overall

· Pascal’s Wager
· Maximize your own utility
· Bentham
· Maximize everyone’s utility in the long run.
· E.g. Maximize utility overall 

Determining overall utility for an action:
1) Determine which individuals will be effected
2) Identify all costs and benefits for each individual
3) Add up all costs and benefits for everyone
Determining which actions are right:
1) Identify all relevant actions
2) Compare overall utility of each
3) Only the one with the highest utility is right. All others are wrong.
So, this works for public policy and decision-making, as well as for individuals’ ethical decision-making

Hedonistic Calculus:
For each particular Utility:
1) Intensity:
a. How much pleasure/pain?
2) Duration:
a. How long will it last?
3) Certainty:
a. How accurate are your expectations of pleasure/pain?
4) Propinquity/Remoteness:
a. When will the pleasure/pain be produced? Sooner or later?


For each action (in the long run):
5) Fecundity
a. Will the act also help produce more sensations of pleasure in the future?(e.g. Playing sports)
6) Purity
a. Will the pleasurable act also produce pain later on? (e.g. Heroine, impure pleasure)
7) Extent
a. How many people are effected

Hedonistic Calculus
Obviously, you can’t do this kind of calculation for all actions. 
	Remember: This is supposed to specify what it means for an act to be right or wrong. It isn’t supposed to be a decision procedure, first and foremost.
	It just happens that it can be used as a decision procedure in those cases where we have time and there’s something at stake

Regarding Motivations:
Kant bases everything on motivation, or intention; it’s the thought that counts (some people are motivated to do bad things e.g. stealing or killing).
Bentham bases nothing on motivation or intention.
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Kant’s Moral Philosophy
Lived in Koenisberg, Lived from April 22, 1724 – Feb 12, 1804

Plan (for today):
· Flavour of Kant’s philosophy
· The Kantian Project of a critique of Reason
· Kant’s Moral Theory
Starry Heavens and the Moral Law
· “Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing admiration and awe, the more often and steadily we reflect upon them: The starry heavens above me and the moral law within me” – Critique of Practical Reason (Kant)
Heaven to Moral Law: The Critiques of Reason
· First: Critique of Pure Reason – Theoretical Reason (1871-2nd ed. 1787)
· Second: Critique of Practical Reason – Moral Theory(1788)
· Third: Critique of Power of Judgement – Philosophy of Art (1790)
Kant has one Guiding Idea
Critique of Pure Reason: “All our cognition commences with experience, yet it does not on that account all arises from experience”
· This is saying there is an element of knowledge that is not in experience. The whole of Kant philosophy is to explain these non-empirical components of knowledge.
Kantian Program:
· Two elements always present in knowledge, moral action, aesthetic judgement..
· Not from experience: A Priori (pure, necessary)
· From experience: A Posteriori (empirical, contingent) 
The Core:
· The a priori elements provide necessary conditions for knowledge, moral action, aesthetic judgement
· Kant’s basic strategy is to “prove a priori”
To Prove “A Priori”:
· Means to show how knowledge, moral actions and aesthetic judgements are explained from principles that even if they are applied to experience (cognitive, practical, aesthetical)..
· They do not come from experience.
A Priori knowledge is purely objective, and rational
For Example:
· Moral action (an action with moral worth) does not come from “immediate inclination” (empirical element) but from duty (a priori element).
· “Duty is the necessity of an action from respect for the law.” (Kant GMM)
· What are the necessary conditions for this?

Moral Philosophy
· Groundwork for the metaphysics of Morals (1785)
· Critique of Practical Reason (1788)
· Metaphysics of Morals (1797) – Gives an a priori explanation

Remember Taylor…
· Central question: What makes an action right?
· What was the utilitarian answer?
· Kant’s deontological answer: moral law – “Supreme Principle of Morality”

Kantian’s Moral World
Moral Law = 
1) Good Will
2) Imperatives
3) Duty

From the Textbook:
1) Good Will
2) Imperatives
3) A Priori Proof

Good (Rational) Will:
· “Nothing can possible be conceived in the word, or even out of it, which can be called good without qualification, except a Good Will.” (p. 136) = A PRIORI ACTION
· “The will is a faculty (a human capacity) to choose that only which reason independent of inclination (structure of rationality) recognizes as practically necessary, that is, as good.” (p. 137) – a will that’s capable of choosing an action according to a moral principle and it CANNOT be explained empirically, it must be explained a priori.
HYPOTHETICAL Imperatives VS. CATEGORICAL Imperatives
An action by itself is not a good action (per say), we have to check if it is demonstrated by the moral law (Kant)
Imperatives: express a moral command
· HYPOTHETICAL:
· All imperatives command either hypothetically or categorically. The former represent the practical necessity of a possible action AS A MEANS OF SOMETHING ELSE that is willed (or at least which one might possible will) (p.137) 
· If you want to live, you eat
· If you want to do well in your exam, you have to study
· HYPOTHETICAL IMPERATIVE IS SOMETHING THAT WORKS TOWARDS SOMETHING ELSE
· Kant says hypothetical imperatives will not exist while constructing moral law.
· IF AN ACTION IS GOOD ONLY AS A MEANS OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEN THE IMPERATIVE IS HYPOTHETICAL
· CATEGORICAL:
· The categorical imperative would be that which represented an action as necessary of itself WITHOUT REFERENCE TO ANOTHER END, that is, as objectively necessary
· A good will is not subject to any empirical motivations. It is a structure in which that reference is not made.
· IF AN ACTION IS GOOD IN ITSELF, AND CONSEQUENTLY AS BEING NECESSARILY THE PRINCIPLY OF A WILL WHICH OF ITSELF CONFORMS TO REASON, IT IS CATEGORICAL
· A command to act on reason. There is no other reason to act but reason itself (moral law).
Kant says:
CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE = MORAL LAW
-
Formulations of Categorical Imperative:
1) Universal Law
2) Humanity
3) Kingdom of Ends
Universal Law
· Act only on that maxim whereby you canst at the same time will that it should become a universal law (follow a rule so that the rule you follow will become a universal law)
· Act as if the maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a universal law of nature
· If it can be thought it as a universal law, it is moral law. If it cannot, it isn’t.
Maxim = Practical rule (that you can follow).

Humanity
· So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or in any other, in every case as an end withal, never as a means only (using someone as a means = using that person)
Principle
· Rational nature exists as an end in itself (p. 143)
· This principle that humanity and generally every rational nature is an end in itself (which is the supreme limiting condition of every man’s freedom of action), is not borrowed from experience… 
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Aristotle (384-22 BCE)
· Born the son of Nicomachus (physician to King Anyntas of Macedon) in 384 BCE
· Student at Plato’s Academy from c.367 to c.347 BCE
· Served as a tutor to Alexander the Great, beginning in 343 BCE
· Founded in Lyceum in 335 BCE
· Many of his best works (which Cicero described as “a river of gold”) are now lost
· Creator of formal logic (Organon)
· Held that rightness of an action is not as important as a person’s character
· Also wrote on rhetoric, physics, metaphysics, botany, biology, zoology, psychology, politics, law, music, poetry, theatre, etc.
· Known for centuries as “The Philosopher”
· Died in 322 BCE after refusing to let Athens “sin twice against Philosophy”
His Writings:
· Logic (Organon)
· Categories, On Interpretarion, Prior Analytics, Posterior Analytics, Topics, Sophistical Refutations
· Developed theories of term logic and model logic
· Physics, metaphysics, Biology
· Believed there were five elements (earth, air, fire, water, aether)
· Believed that there were four causes (material, formal [form/structure/blueprint], efficient [cause that brings it about], final [like God from the universe])
· Rhetoric
· Including Rhetoric, poetics
· Held that “Man is by nature a political animal”
· Ethics and Politics
· Held thatg the city, family and individual are all connected to each other as an organic whole
· Held that hum0an flourishing/happiness (eudemonia) is necessarily connected to virtue
Today’s Reading
Aristotle’s Nicholachean Ethics
Basic View
1) There is only one ultimate human good: Eudaimonia
2) Eudemonia results (primarily) from having virtuous character throughout one’s life
3) A virtuous character comes from having a disposition to choose the right (or excellent, or “mean” <-average) action
4) Right (or excellent) actions are discovered by reason and are at “the mean”
a. Quote:
i. “The good of man is an activity of the soul…so one day or a short time does not make a fortunate or happy man”

Two Types of Good:
1) Instrumental Goods:
a. Money (a tool that allows you to get something else you want; or something as a means to something else)
b. Include honour, pleasure, intellect, etc. (Bentham disagrees with this, thinks pleasure is an ultimate good in itself [intrinsic]).
2) Intrinsic Goods:
a. Are sought “for their own sake”
b. Seem to include only “eudaimonia”

Two Key Terms:
1) Eudaimonia
a. Happiness = perfection = well-being = flourishing
2) Arete 
a. = Virtue = Excellence (cannot live without one or the other)

-For Aristotle, eudaimonia results
· Partly from having external goods such as health, wealth, beauty and friends
· Mostly from the existing of arête (or virtue).
-Key Idea:
· Eudaimonia = fulfillment of one’s purpose or function or nature = Arete 

Two Types of Virtues:
1) Intellectual Virtues
a. Are obtained by listening to (the right) teachers
b. Sophia (or “wisdom” or “science”), the ability to think about universal truths
c. Phronesis (or “Practical Wisdom” or “prudence”), the ability to think about how to achieve a desired end (how do you get the CD you want?)
2) Moral Virtues
a. Are obtained by developing (the right) habits, for the right reasons
b. Quote:
i. “We become, for example, builders by building…we become either cowardly or courageous”

Three Conditions for Moral Action
· Conditions for Moral Action
1) Knowledge of the action
2) Deliberate the choice of the action (if it's done by instinct it isn’t a moral action e.g. breathing)
3) Made for the right reason (i.e., “as an instance of a settled and immutable moral state”)
· These conditions then lead to Aristotle’s “Golden Mean”
Golden Mean:
	Reason tells us that the best actions are those midway “between excess and deficiency”
· “Moral virtue.. is a mean state as lying between two vices, a vice of excess on the one side and a vice of deficiency on the other”
· The best action is that which is equally distinct from both extremes”
Examples:
· Virtue as a mean = Courage, friendliness, generosity, moderation, confidence, truthfulness, monogamy
1) [bookmark: _GoBack]Vice as Deficiency = Cowardice, Aloofness, Stinginess, anorexia, bashfulness, depreciation, celibacy
2) Vice as Excess = Foolhardiness, Obsequiousness, profligacy, gluttony, vanity, exaggeration, polygamy

Connection between the Virtues:
Q: Why is it hard to be virtuous?
· Because there are so many different ways to be virtuous. You have to be consistently practicing these virtues
Q: Is Aristotle’s virtue ethics teleological or deontological?
· Teleological = Bentham
1. Ends based, consequence-based
· Deontological = Kant
1. Reason will show you if an action is right or wrong regardless of the consequences
c. Teleological approaches to ethics:
· Emphasize an act’s consequences
· Emphasize ends over means
d. Deontological
· Emphasize the principles underlying each act
· Emphasize means over ends
A: For Aristotle
· Our goal is to lead a happy, fulfilled, flourishing life
· But this only results FROM DOING THE RIGHT THING


October 18, 2012
· What is Philosophy?
· Plato (Ch. 1, 2, 3)
· Are Ethics Relative?
· Benedict (Ch. 12)
· Stace (Ch.13)
· Are Humans Always Selfish?
· Plato (Ch.14)
· Rachels (Ch. 15)
· Are Humans Free?
· Holbach (Ch. 40)
· Mill (Ch. 41)
· Taylor (Ch. 42)
· What is Basic in Ethics?
· Bentham (Ch. 17)
· Kant (Ch. 18)
· Aristotle (Ch. 16)
· Review + Midterm
Categorical and Hypothetical Imperative
· Hypothetical – If, then statement. (if this condition is met, then you should go)
· Categorical – Imperative (should) statement, that doesn’t have a condition attached to it. 
· Kant believes that ethics are about categorical imperatives.
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New Section – Political Theory (Government)
Thomas Hobbes Leviathan (1651)
Argued in favour of:
1) Government created for mutual advantage (without reference to divine rights).
a. Wants to make the argument without reference to God (theory of government that explains the mutual advantage we have living under government)
2) Monarchy as the best form of government
3) A restricted form of the rule of law
a. Not to be confused with rule by law (use laws to get their way) – Rule of law = laws are universal and apply even to the government.
Hobbes Core Argument:
1) We all have equality with regard to desires
2) We have subjectivity with regard to goods 
a. Different people have different preferences 
3) The result is conflict
a. We both want different things and we come into contact, we will have conflict
4) We also all have equality with regard to harms
a. We are all equally vulnerable to be harmed, and we are all equally capable of harming each other – meant in a pragmatic sense
5) Safety requires justice
a. The way to protect people as a whole is by enforcing a law and ensuring that it is followed.
6) Justice requires covenants (i.e. contracts or agreements) – justice arises through agreement (defending Glaucon)
7) Covenants require enforcement
8) Enforcement requires a sovereign (some figure powerful enough to settle disputes – hence the Leviathan).

Background – State of Nature
	Without the protection of government, we are in a State of Nature (or State of War)
· In a state of nature: “there is no place for industry, because the fruit thereof uncertain…which is worst of all, continual fear and danger of violent death; and the life of man solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.”
· “To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent…Where there is no common power, there is no law; where no law, no injustice”
In a State of Nature, we all have effective equality of power
· Power is the ability to obtain future goods through natural faculties of the body and the mind (but also through riches, reputation, eloquence, etc.)
Background – Covenants 
	To remove from a State of Nature, we enter into covenants
· “The passions that incline men to peace are fear of death, desire of such things as are necessary to commodious living, and a hope by their industry to obtain them”
· “The final cause, end, or design of men, who naturally love liberty and domination over others…and of a more contented life thereby”
· Arguing against the divine right of kings

Hobbes on Monarchy
	Argument in favour of monarchy:
1) There are three types of commonwealth (government)
1. Monarchy (rule by one)
2. Aristocracy (rule by a group) – Choose the best people out of a whole group
3. Democracy (rule by all)
2) All three have the power to protect citizens
3) But of the three, monarchy is the most efficient and least likely to become corrupt
1. Long term stability of a monarch comes from long term stability of society
The Rule of Law
“Stripped of all technicalities, [the rule of law] means that government in all its actions is bound by rules fixed and announced beforehand – rules which make it possible to foresee with fair certainty how the authority will use its coercive powers in given circumstances and to plan one’s individual affairs on the basis of this knowledge.” – F.A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom
· Whoever has arbitrary power is not bound by the law
· In other words, the law applies universally, to citizen and government alike
Hobbes on the Rule of Law (1)
First argument against the Universality of the Rule of Law
1) The sovereign, by definition, is more powerful than all others
2) But “He is bound to himself only, is not bound”
3) It follows that the rule of law is not universal
Second argument
1) We honour our covenants (we obey the law) to avoid sanction
2) Sanctions are imposed against one’s will
3) No person (and hence no sovereign) can act against his own will
4) Therefore, no sanction can bind the sovereign
5) Therefore, the sovereign is not bound by the law
6) It follows that the rule of law is not universal

Third Argument
1) Either the law-maker is bound by the law or he is not
2) If the law-maker is bound by the law, then he is not sovereign over the law and cannot be the law-maker, so the law-maker cannot be bound by the law and the rule of law is not universal
3) If the law-maker is not bound by the law, then the rule of law is not universal
4) It follows that the rule of law is not universal

John Locke (1632-1704)
Locke’s Two Treatises of Government
· Published in 1689 (although dated 1690)
· But written well before the Glorious Revolution (1688) and the passing of the Bill of Rights (1689)
· Agrees with Thomas Hobbes that we voluntarily enter into political covenants for our mutual benefit
· Argues against the absolute monarchy defended by Robert Filmer and Thomas Hobbes (First Treatise
· Argues that governmental legitimacy comes through the consent of the citizenary (Second Treatise)
Locke’s main themes
1) State of nature
2) Origin of civil society
3) Legitimacy of government (key difference between Hobbe’s and Locke)
4) Role of government
5) Rule of law

1 – State of Nature
For Locke, a State of Nature is
· A state of perfect freedom and equality
· A state of peace, goodwill, mutual assistance, and preservation
· Distinct from a state of war (exactly opposite of Hobbes)

Note, a state of nature is simply a state without government.

2 – Origin or Civil Society
Civil Society arises since reason teaches us that
· “being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty of possessions”
· A man may destroy those who make war upon him “for the same reason that he may kill a wolf or a lion, because they are not under the ties of the common law of reason, have no other rule but that of force and violence, and so may be treated as a beast of prey”
· In short “I have a right to destroy that which threatens me with destruction”
· For mutual protection (of ourselves and our property) we thus enter into civil society
3 – Legitimacy of Government
The legitimacy of government comes
· Not simply from acting on behalf of citizens, but by obtaining the consent of the citizens
Locke’s Basic Argument
· 1) Everyone is born with some natural rights, freedoms and privileges 
· 2) Civil society is formed by the voluntary joining together of its members for mutual benefit
· 3) Therefore, no government has legitimacy without the consent of its citizens
Locke’s Secondary Argument
· 1) Although everyone is born with the same natural rights, freedoms and privileges, not everyone will participate in government to the same degree
· Infirmities of health
· Avocations of business
· Variety of opinions contrary to interests
· 2) In other words, if unanimity were required “this would make the mighty leviathan of a shorter duration than the feeblest creatures”
· 3) It follows that the consent of the majority is all that is required for democratic legitimacy
4 – Role of Government
For Locke,
· People give consent to be governed “for the mutual preservation of their lives, liberties and estates, which I call by general name – property” 
· People join together to form government since “no political society can be…without having in itself the power to preserve the property, and in order thereunto punish the offences”
· “the community comes to be umpire” – The community acts as a referee
5 – Rule of Law
For Locke, Governments must have three powers to fulfill their role:
1) An established, settled, known law
a. i.e. An agreed-upon, standard of right and wrong
2) Impartial judges (an argument between neighbours – settling the disagreement) (Judges)
a. i.e. someone with the authority to decide cases
3) the “power to back and support the sentence when right, and to give it due execution” (president of US)
a. i.e. the power to ensure that legal decisions are enforced
5 – Rule of Law vs. Absolute Monarchy
For Locke, The rule of law turns out to be inconsistent with Hobbes’ absolute monarchy:
· “Wherever any persons are who have not such an [impartial, independent] authority to appeal to, and decide any difference between them there, those persons are still in the state of Nature, and so is every absolute prince in respect of those who are under his dominion…”
· “Hence it is evident that absolute monarchy, which by some men is counted for the only government in the world, is indeed inconsistent with civil society, and so can be no form of civil government at all”  


November 1, 2012
John Stuart Mill – On Liberty (1859)

Important Themes from On Liberty
· Authority versus the Individual
· The Harm Principle
· Definitions of Liberty
· Definitions of Harm
· Harm versus Offense
· Public versus Private
· Tyranny of the Majority
· Example: Free Speech
· Example: Prohibition
Mill’s Question:
· What limits, if any, should be placed upon state power?
· “There is, in fact, no recognized principle by with the propriety or impropriety of government interference is customarily tested,” (Ch.1).
· “There is a limit to the legitimate interference of collective opinion with individual independence; and to find that limit, and maintain it against encroachment, is as indispensable to a good condition of human affairs as protection against political despotism,” (Ch.1)
Mill’s Answer
· The state may interfere with the liberty of her citizens for one reason only to prevent them from causing harm to others
· The only way power can be exercised over citizens is in the protection of the citizens 
The Harm Principle
· To justify state interference “the conduct from which it is desired to deter hum must be calculated to produce evil to someone else,” (Ch.1)
· “The only part of the conduct of anyone for which he is amenable to society is that which concerns others. In the part which clearly concerns himself, his independence is, of right, absolute. Over himself, over his own body and mind, the individual is sovereign,” (Ch.1)
Issues Arising from the Harm principle:
1) What is meant by “compulsion and control”?
a. Cf. “Physical force in the form of legal penalties”
b. Cf. “The moral coercion of public opinion”
c. Cf. “Visiting him with an evil”
2) What is meant by “harm to others”, “self-protection”, and “evil to someone else”?
3) What is meant by requiring a harm or evil to be “calculated”?
4) What is meant by conduct “which merely concerns himself”?
Definitions of Liberty
	Mill’s working definition of liberty:
· Liberty is the freedom to pursue our preferences, not the ability to achieve them (eg. You are free to speak German, but it doesn’t mean you can)
· “The only freedom which deserves the name is that of pursuing our own good in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of theirs or to impede their efforts to obtain it,” (Ch.1) 
A Caveat
· The Harm Principle applies only to competent adults 
· “It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine is meant to apply only to human beings in the maturity of their faculties…Liberty, as a principle, has no application to any state of things anterior to the time when mankind have become capable…”
Definitions of Harm
	How does Mill define “harm”?
· Harms are “violations of a person’s sovereignty over oneself”
· Harms are physical or moral compulsions that impair one’s action of judgement
An objective test:
· Harms are actions or events that:
· Impair the value, usefulness or normal function of a part of one’s body
· Restrict one’s ability to act(i.e. restrict one’s liberty in thought and deed)
· Bring an end to one’s life

Harm versus Offense
	Mill on Offense
· Being offended is not the same as being harmed.

Public versus Private
	Mill’s two spheres
· Private actions are actions which are of only indirect interest of others
The role of examples
· Indirect harms are also indirect goods
· If someone is doing something bad, an indirect harm would be a person following in their footsteps. An indirect good would be a person looking at them as a bad example

Tyranny of the Majority
	Even democratic governments are bound by the Harm Principle
· The source of government power is irrelevant 
Benjamin Barber (b. 1939)
· A graduate of Grinnell College and Harvard University
· American political theorist who has taught at the University of Maryland, Rutgers University, and CUNY
· Argues for:
· A renewed focus on civil society
· A greater citizen engagement through an increased emphasis on local democratic institutions
· Principle writings include
· Strong democracy (1984, 2004)

Weak Democracy versus Strong Democracy
Weak Democracy 
· Representative democracy
· Government by professionals
· Is said to eliminate, repress or ignore dissent
· Believed to weaken our sense of community
Strong Democracy
· Direct democracy/participatory democracy
· Government by citizens
· Is said to turn “dissensus [dissent, conflict, faction]  into an occasion for mutualism and private interest into an epistemological tool of public thinking”
· Believed to engender greater sense of community

Strong Democracy:
It is said to require:
· “Self-government by citizens rather than representative government in the name of citizens”
· Institutions designed to facilitate ongoing civic participation in agenda-setting, deliberation, legislation, and policy implementation
It is said to result in:
· Greater citizen participation
· A revitalized sense of community
· Increased human autonomy and dignity
· Better, more reliable decisions and outcomes

Benefits of Participation
Barber’s key idea:
· The best political institutions should be “capable of transforming dependent private individuals into free citizens and partial and private interests into public goods”
-In other words, democracy is impossible without participation of citizens
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3 Early Themes of Art:
1) Mimetic – Science reports, art mimics
2) Ideal Value – Art imitates ideal value of eternal beauty, truth, etc.
3) Katharsis – Good art provokes emotion
Mimetic – Plato
· Art represents (or mimics nature rather than reporting
· Ex. The three beds (ideal, carpenter, artists)

(2)Plato’s Theory of Ideal Values
· Good art imitates ideal values
· Eternal, perfect beauty
· Eternal, Perfect truth
· Eternal, perfect justice, etc.
· Plato’s allegory of the cave
· Imagine a group of prisoners trapped in a cave and able to observe only shadows cast upon a wall
· The world we perceive is similarly a mere copy (or shadow) of perfect, ideal, eternal world of true reality
· The Allegory:
· Analogy – Prisoners/prisoner-house/light from the fire/shadows/world beyond
· Actual World – Ordinary people/world of sight/power of the sun/ordinary perceptions/world of the intellect/eternal, ideal good (sun)
· Art is powerful since it influences:
· Our emotions
· Our behaviour
· Our character
· Art is therefore dangerous
· Especially since it is misleading (a copy of a copy)
· So it should be censored
· “The couch potato” – watching TV who is only connected to the world
· So the arts (poetry, music, drama, painting, etc) need to be controlled and censored to ensure that they result in the best education
(2)Plotinus on Ideal Values
· Born in Egypt, studied in Alexandria, taught in Rome
· Last of the great, ancient neo-platonists
Examples of beauty:
· Art (for seeing)
· Music (for hearing)
· Conduct of life (for the intellect)
Plotinus’ Main Question:
· “Is there some One Principles from which all take their grace”

Plotinus’ First Hypothesis
1) Beauty comes from symmetry
Counterexamples
· “What symmetry is to be found in noble conduct?”
· “What symmetry can there be in points of abstract thought?”
· “Beauty in an aggregate demands beauty in details: it cannot be constructed out of ugliness”; but the most simple parts cannot have symmetry – E.g. here is an eye, the left hand side may be lovely but the right have side might have a sty. If you keep dividing, you’ll simply get color like brown or blue, and it will be too simple to be beautiful
· It follows that beauty cannot come (solely) from symmetry
Plotinus’ Second Hypothesis
2) “We hold that all the loveliness of this world comes by communion in Ideal-Form”
· For Plotinus, both the human soul and the perfect good are part of the divine
(3)Aristotle’s Elements of Tragedy
· Tragedy is “an imitation of an action that is serious, complete, and of a certain magnitude”
Six elements of tragedy:
· Manner (1) Plot – the arrangement of incidents
· Objects (2) Character – the virtue of which we ascribe qualities to agents (not the person in the story, but their qualities) (3) Thought – The faculty of saying what is possible and pertinent  (4) Spectacle – embellishment through stagecraft
· Medium (5) Song – Embellishment of language with rhythm and harmony (6) Diction – The expression of meaning in words
Of these, the most important is plot, “For tragedy, is an imitation, not of men but of an action and of life, and life consists in action

(3)Aristotle’s Theory of Katharsis
· Aristotle’s Paradox of Tragedy
· How can we enjoy artistic works that portray misery and suffering?
· Aristotle’s Doctrine of Katharsis
· Tragedy provokes emotions (revulsion, pity, fear, etc.)
· Once experiences, they are purged from us
· Once purged, we experience a corresponding pleasure (you feel better after you cry).
· The result is a “calming, purifying and ennobling of the affections”
· Comedy versus Tragedy
· None of Aristotle’s existing writings discuss comedy
· Even so, it’s easy to generalize about art and the cathartic release of emotions more generally

Citations and References:
· Author, title of book, city:publisher, year, p. 1
· if the same book, same everything directly above, just put: 
· Ibid., pg. 1
· If previously cited above:
· Abbreviated author name, Abbreviated book title, op cit., p. 123
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GO OVER FOR EXAM: Principle of Utility and Categorical Imperative 
· Principle of Utility was a TEST to achieve the greatest happiness for the greatest number.
· Categorical Imperative was also a test

Second Essay Assignment:
When writing, always remember to:
1) Identify your main thesis (find the precise questions being asked, and then say yes/no) eg. Is Bentham’s principle of utility a viable one.
a. What do you want to say?
2) Identify main argument in defense of your thesis
a. What evidence do you have in support of your thesis – Examples often work very well -> use them!
3) Identify your main audience – In this case, you will be speaking with TA’s/your professor so you don’t need to introduce large amounts of information if irrelevant to your argument
4) Structure your overall essay first, then individual sections, then individual paragraphs, then individual sentences. 
a. What structure will make it easiest for your readers to understand what you have to say?
b. What structure will make your readers want to read and understand what you have to say?
5) Proofread only after you’ve finished writing.
a. What is your main job today, editing or writing? (don’t proofread while you’re writing and don’t write while you proofread)
6) Read what you’ve written out loud to yourself, from start to finish.
a. Why did you pause or stumble? (Do revisions need to be made?
b. Why did you want to stop? (Was this section repetitive? A little boring?)

Henri Bergson (1859-1941)
· Early 20th century French Philosopher
· College de France (1900-21)
· Nobel Prize for Literature (1927)
· Grand-Criox de la Legion d-honneur (1930)
· Known for his:
· Defense of Free Will
· Opposition to mechanism and materialism (Good for cars and clocks but not with regard to human beings)
· Belief that knowledge of the world comes primarily through first-person intuition (participant)

The Nature of Comedy
· Life is characterized by
· Freedom and spontaneity
· Creativity
· Laughter
· In contrast, the material world is mechanistic 
· The primary source of comedy is the absurdity when we misapply mechanistic accounts to the human situation

Laughter
· Bergon’s three key observations
· 1) “The comic does not exist outside the palke of what is strictly human”
· The physical world may be beautiful, but never laughable 
· “You may laugh at an animal, but only because you’ve detected in it some human attitude or expression. You may laugh at a hat, but what you are making fun of, in this case,  is not the piece of felt or straw, but the shape that men have given it”
· 2) Laughter requires “The absence of feeling”
· Humour is appreciated only among the disinterested – everyone else finds it funny but you don’t because it’s too close to the bone
· “It seems as though the comic could not produce its disturbing effect unless it felt, so to say, on the surface of a soul that is thoroughly calm and unruffled”
· 3) “You would hardly appreciate the comic if you felt yourself isolated from others”
· Laughter is not just human, it is essentially social
· “Laughter appears to stand in need of an echo…Our laughter is always the laughter of the group”
· “How often has the remark been made that many comic effected are incapable of translation from one language to another, because they refer to the customs and ideas of a particular social group”
Comedy vs. Tragedy
· For Bergson, it is the same social nature of comedy which distinguishes it from other art forms:
· Tragedy is personal, comedy is social
The Significance of Laughter
· For Bergson, laughter is essentially social
· For Bergson, laughter this arises from our misunderstanding of the social:
· “Every comic effect, it is said, implies contradiction in some of its aspects”
· “The comic character always errs through obstinacy of the mind or of disposition, through absentmindedness, in short, though automatism”
· Laughter reminds us of what it means to be human

Epicurus (341-c.270BCE)
Founder of Epicireanism
· Happiness comes from living a life of enlightened, moderate physical pleasure
Writings
· Principle Doctrines
Founded “The Garden” (in 307 BCE)
· One of the five main schools of Ancient Athens
· Plato’s Academy (Platonists)
· Aristotle’s Lyceum(Peripatetics)
· Diogenes’ Gymnasium (Cynics)
· Zeno’s Porch (Stoics)
· Epicurus’ Garden (Epicureans) – 
· First to accept women into his school
Key ideas
· Taught that:
· Knowledge – Nothing should be believed unless it is tested by observation and reason
· The Gods – The Gods to not reward or punish humans
· Pleasure and Pain – Pleasure and pain are the basis of all good and evil
· The Good Life – The good life is one of enlightened and moderate pleasure
· Justice – Justice results from pledges that bring about mutual advantage (taken from Glaucon)
· Death – Death is not a harm
Knowledge
· Nothing should be believed until it is tested by observation and reason
· What should count as evidence for belief?
· Observation (experience)?
· Introspection?
· Memory?
· Intuition?
· Religious Experience
· Sacred texts?
· Conclusive reasoning?
· Probable reasoning?
· Gossip?
· Common Sense?
· Traditional practice?
· Epicurus: Doctrine XII

The Gods
· The gods do not reward or punish humans
· “For the statements of the many about the gods are not conceptions derived from sensation, but false suppositions, according to which the greatest misfortunes befall the wicked and the greatest blessings the good by the gift of the gods”
· Doctrine XIII: There is no profit securing protection in relation to men, if things above and things beneath the earth and indeed all in the boundless universe remain matters of suspicion. 
· The world unfolds according to natural laws, not the whim of the gods

Pleasure/Pain
· Pleasure and pain are the basis of all good and evil
· “For we recognize pleasure as the first good innate in us, and from pleasure we begin every act of choice and avoidance, and to pleasure we return again, using the feeling as the standard by which we judge every good”
· “For it is to obtain this end that we always act, mainly, to avoid pain and fear”
· III:”The limit of quantities in pleasures is the removal of all that is painful. Where ever pleasure is present, as long as it is there, there is neither pain or body nor of mind, nor of both at once” (your leg can’t hurt and be pleasurable at the same time)
· VIII: “No pleasure is a bad thing in itself: but the means which produce some pleasures bring with them disturbances many times greater than the pleasures”
· Good = good for the INDIVIDUAL (self-interest) 

The Good Life
· The good life is one of enlightened and moderate pleasure
· A life of tranquility requires:
· Moderation
· Self-sufficiency
· Friendship
· The absence of pain
· V: “It is not possible to live pleasantly, without living prudently and honourably and justly, nor again to live a life of prudence, honour, and justice without living pleasantly” (If you don’t have a good character, you can’t have a good life).
· “For the virtues are by nature bound up with the pleasant life, and the pleasant life is inseparable from them”
· “the greatest good is prudence…for from prudence are sprung all the other virtues”

Justice
· Justice results from pledges that bring about mutual advantage
· XXXI: “The justice that arises from nature is a pledge of mutual advantage to restrain men from harming one another and save them from being harmed”
· XXXI “For all living things which have not been able to make compacts not to harm one another or be harmed, nothing is either just or unjust”
· XXXIII: “Justice never is anything in itself, but in the dealings of men with one another in any place whatever and at any time it is a kind of compact not to harm or be harmed”
· XXXV: “It is not possible for one who acts in secret contravention of the terms of the compact not to harm or be harmed, to be confident that he will escape detection, even if at present he escapes a thousand times. For up to the time of death it cannot be certain that he will indeed escape”

Death
· Death is not a harm
· II: “Death is nothing to us: for that which is dissolved is without sensation; and that which lacks sensation is nothing to us”
· “So death, the most terrifying of ills, is nothing to us, since so long as we exist death is not with us; but when death comes, then we do not exist”
· “And just as with food he [the wise man] does not seek simply the larger share and nothing else, but rather the most pleasant, so he seeks to enjoy not the longest period of time, but the most pleasant”
· XIX: “Infinite time contains no greater pleasure than limited time”

Epictetus (55-135 AD)
· Greek slave (epiktetus means acquired) who was born in Turkey and who studied in Rome under the Stoic philosopher Gaius Rufus
· In 93 AD the Emperer banished all philosophers from Rome and Epictetus returned to Greece where he founded a school
· He seems to have written nothing, but his lectures were gathered together.
The Enchiridion
· Part advice manual
· “If you desire philosophy, prepare yourself from the beginning to be ridiculed”
· “As to pleasure with women, abstain as far as you can before marriage: but if you do indulge in it, do it in a way, which is comfortable to custom”
· “If…a certain person speaks ill of you, do not make any defense (answer) to what has been told you: but reply, the man did not know the rest of my faults…”
· Part theory of happiness
· External events are determined, and so outside our control.
· Suffering comes from trying to control what we can’t control, and from ignoring what we can control. (You shouldn’t want to control the tides and things we can’t control).
· Happiness comes from bringing our desires under rational control. (If you can’t satisfy your desire, change your desire).
· Two analogies
· Banquet analogy
· “Remember that in life you ought to behave as at a banquet”
· Theatre analogy
· “For this is your duty, to act well the part that is given to you; but to select the part, belongs to another”
Stoicism
· “Of things some are in our power, and others are not”
· Within our power are:
· Our opinions
· Our movements
· Our desires and aversions
· Our actions
· Beyond our power are
· Our bodies
· Our property
· Our reputations
· Our offices (theatre analogy – the role we play in life)
· The opinions, movements, desires and aversions, and actions of others
· Happiness comes from bringing our desires under rational control (can you change your desires?).

Evaluating Stoicism
· Can we bring our desires under rational control?
· Hedonistic view – Our goal should be the satisfaction of desire
· Self-indulgence
· Religious view – Control comes from the mortification of desire (get rid of/destroy the desire)
· Self-discipline through fasting, flagellation, etc.
· Stoic view – Our goal should be the rational modification of desire (reason can shape/change our desires)
· Self-discipline through education
· Skeptical view – the control of conflicting desires is a vain hope (we want all the benefits of hard work while being lazy)
· Agonizing inner conflicts result from inevitably conflicting desires
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Jean-Paul Sartre
· the leading advocate of 20th century existentialism
· declined Nobel Prize for literature
· was arrested for civil disobedience 
· spent much of his life attempting to reconcile existentialist ideas about free will with communist principle advocating deterministic socio-economic forces.

Existentialism:
· “Existence precedes essence”
· A book of a paper-cutter is inspired by a concept and manufactured for a specific use.
· thus its essence preceded is existence
· in contrast, “man is nothing else but what he makes of himself”
· You are free to determine your own essence, unlike a book.
· If god produces man, then man is “the realization of a certain concept in the divine intelligence.”
· In contrast, if there is no God, then “there is at least one being in whom existence precedes essence, a being who exists before he can be defined by and any concept, and . . . this being is man.
· For us, “there is no human nature, since there is no God to conceive it.”
· “Man is condemned to be free”
· “But if existence really does precede essence, man is responsible for what he is.”
· In other words, since we can’t explain our actions as the result of human nature, it follows that we ourselves are responsible for who we are, both individually and collectively (eg. as a role model for others - your influence is unpredictable)
· “We are left alone, without excuse”
· Consciousness of this situation leads to several forms of anxiety
· Anguish
· Forlornness
· Despair

Anguish
· Anguish is a consequence of responsibility
· Responsibility for our own lives and our own decisions
· responsibility over others (parents, friends)

(2)Forlornness
Forlornness as a consequence of atheism
· If there is no God, where do values come from?
· “The existentialist… thinks it very distressing that God does not exist, because all possibility of finding values in a heaven of ideas disappears along with Him”
· As Dostoevsky wrote, “If God didn’t exist, everything would be possible”
· Consider the example of the young man during World War II faced with abandoning his mother and joining the Free French Forces, or remaining with his mother but giving up the fight.

(3) Despair
Despair is a consequence of uncertainty
· “When we want something, we always have to reckon with probabilities”
· “Given that men are free and that tomorrow they will freely decide what man will be, I can not be sure that, after my death, fellow-fighters will carry on my work to bring it to its maximum perfection”
· “Does that mean that I should abandon myself to quietism? No….The doctrine I am presenting is the very opposite of quietism, since it declares, ‘There is no reality except in action’…’Man is’….nothing else than the ensemble of his acts, nothing else later than life”
Criticism
1) Does existence really precede essence?
a. Does it follow that without God there is no human nature?
b. Can we avoid being sentient? Rational? Linguistic? Social? Mortal? Etc..?
c. If we have no essential nature, why are anguish, forlornness and despair universal features of the limited condition?
2) Are we really condemned to be free?
a. Are Sartre’s examples (such as that of the young man in World War II) fully representative of the human condition? Or are the examples more clear-cut?
b. How can Sartre reconcile the freedom of this existentialism with the determinism of his Marxism?
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Albert Camus (1913-1960)
· Generally thought to be an advocate for existentialism, but he preferred the term absurdism
· Key Quote:
· “There is but one truly serious philosophical problem and that is suicide. Judging whether life is or is not worth living amounts to answering the fundamental question of philosophy. All the rest, whether or not the world has three dimensions, whether the mind has nine or twelve categories – comes afterwards.”
· The Myth of Sisyphus:
· In Greek mythology, Sisyphus obtained fame as the craftiest of all men.
· He seduced his niece, stole his brother’s throne, and betrayed Zeus’ secrets
· Zeus ordered death to imprison him beneath the underworld
· He escaped the underworld and was later captured
· He was then sentenced to push a boulder up a hill every day for all of eternity, therefore leading to endless, meaningless toil.
The Question of Suicide
For Camus,
· Like Sisyphus, we are all condemned to a life of endless, meaningless toil
· Even so, we continue to look for meaning in a life devoid of meaning
· The inability to reconcile this demand for meaning with an uncaring universe is why human life is “absurd”
· “Living an experience, a particular fate, is accepting it fully,” so it follows that continuing to live is “keeping the absurd alive”
· It follows that we need to inquire about the relationship between the absurd and suicide, about “the exact degree to which suicide is a solution to the absurd”
Two Answers to the Question of Suicide:
1) “Dying voluntarily implies that you have recognized, even instinctively,…the absence of any profound reason for living, the insane character of that daily agitation, and the uselessness of suffering”
2) In contrast, recognizing the existence of the absurd and refusing to accept our “unique and dreadful future…gives life its value. Spread out over the whole length of life, it restores its majesty to that life”
Bertrand Russell (1872-1970)
· Grandson of Lord John Russell, Prime Minister of Great Britain
· Studied Mathematics and Philosophy at Trinity College, Cambridge (1890-94)
· Taught at Cambridge University, LSE, UCLA, etc.
· Convicted of anti-war protests, 1916, 1918, 1961
· Appointment at City College New York revoked, 1940
The Problems of Philosophy
· Contains chapters on:
· Appearance and Reality
· Knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description
· Universals and particulars
· The limits of knowledge
· Appearance and reality
· The value of philosophy
What is the Value of Philosophy?
Answer 1: The Practical Man’s Answer
· Philosophy is the making of hair-splitting distinctions on impractical matters about which it is impossible to gain knowledge
· But cf. psychologist Kurt Lewin: “There is nothing so practical as a good theory”
Answer 2: Philosophy as a Source of Knowledge
· Observation (science) versus Conceptual Analysis (Philosophy)
· Philosophy “gives unity and system to the body of the sciences”
Answer 3: Philosophy as a Source of Speculation
· Philosophy keeps alive “that speculative interest in the universe which is apt to be killed by confining ourselves to definitely ascertainable knowledge”
· Philosophy helps us examine critically “the grounds of our convictions, prejudices, and beliefs”

Has Philosophy been Successful?
Answer 1: No
· Philosophy “has not achieved positive results such as have been achieved by other sciences”
· As a result, “it cannot be maintained that philosophy has had any very great measure of success in its attempts to provide definite answers to its questions”
Answer 2: Yes
· The reason philosophy appears to be unsuccessful “is partly accounted for by the fact that, as soon as definite knowledge concerning any subject becomes possible, this subject ceases to be called philosophy, and becomes a separate science”
· Examples: Astronomy/Psychology, biology/linguistics, physics/computer science
Answer 3: Yes
· Philosophy enlarges “Our conception of what is possible”
How do we Define Philosophy?
Bertrand Russell
· Philosophy is “a critical examination of the grounds of our convictions, prejudices, and beliefs”
Ludwig Wittgenstein
· “Philosophy aims at the logical clarification of thought. Philosophy is not a body of doctrine but an activity”
John Dewey
· “Philosophy is what you do to a problem until its clear enough to solve it by doing science”

Arguments
What makes an argument successful?
· Psychological scale – Is the argument convincing?
· Material Scale – Is the argument true or false?
· Logical Scale – Is the logic weak or strong?
A good argument advances knowledge.
Good arguments:
Psych. Scale:
· Sensitive to the dialectical context
· Do you have a short version and a long version? (Don’t want to give your 200 pg. thesis at the bar)
· Is it non-question begging? (Evidence that you offer in favour of your belief has to be acceptable to the context – the reasons have to be plausible to your audience)
Material Scale:
· Based on good evidence
· What evidence do you have?
· Are your premises true?
Logical Scale:
· Needs to have strong consequence relation
· Valid or inductively wrong?

Fallacy – An argument that is convincing when it shouldn’t be
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Go over table of contents: 
Questions as headings are very close to essay questions

Teleological – consequentialist – action judged to be right or wrong based on its consequences
Deontological – “Not teleological” rule-based. Kant
Categorical Imperative  - Kant’s test for determining whether or not an action is a good action – test = can it consistently be universalized. Eg. can you draw a round square? No it’s inconsistent. Anybody can lie, but if it’s universalized, communication would be destroyed. We would no longer be in a business of communication. GOOD WILL DOES NOT MEAN GOOD MOTIVES. HE MEANS A CONSISTENT WILL. GOOD IN THE LOGICAL SENSE. “You have a good will, it is logically good, you are consistent, trustworthy, as opposed to ‘it is morally appropriate,’”
Hypothetical Imperative – If, then imperative. “If you want to become good at your instrument, then you should practice”
A priori – “Prior” experience – Knowledge independent of experience (logic)
A posteriori – “Post” experience – You learn about the world through experience
Stoicism – There are some limits on what we can achieve. On the things we can’t change – we shouldn’t worry about them.  – There are some things we just can’t change. 2) If you have certain inconsistent, illogical desires, educate yourself and change your desires. 
