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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCING THE BOOK.

1.A. Philosophical Questions and Wonder
Introduction

a. Children and adults raise philosophical questions in the course of
wondering about their world. 

1.B. Features of this Book.

1.C. A Little Logic.
Introduction

a. Logic examines the ways in which people give reasons for their beliefs
and actions. 

b. Since people are constantly giving reasons, to themselves and others,
for their beliefs and actions, logic is constantly being used by all
people.

c. To give reasons is to construct arguments. Philosophers have tried to
systematize and evaluate and criticize various forms of argument.

d. The criticism of arguments from a logical perspective often consists in
pointing out fallacies.

1. Deductive Arguments and Inductive Arguments.
a. Arguments consists of statements, some of which (the premises) are

offered in support of others (the conclusions). 
b. When the premises conclusively support the conclusions, the argument

is deductively valid. When the premises make the conclusions
more or less probable, the argument is inductive.
i. Arguments are strong when, if the premises are true, they make

the conclusion certain or highly probable.
ii. Sound arguments are deductively valid arguments with true

premises.
2. Refutation by Counterexample.

a. Logic includes the evaluation and criticism of arguments. Arguments
containing fallacies get low evaluations. 

b. One common form of criticism consists in showing that a given
argument is weak by constructing an argument with the same
structure as the given argument, but with an obviously false
conclusion. This is called a refutation by counterexample.

3. Confusing necessary and sufficient conditions.
a. A further form of criticism consists in showing that an argument

depends upon a confusion of necessary and sufficient conditions.
i. Examples: the presence of oxygen is a necessary, but not

sufficient, condition, for fire. The co-presence of oxygen, a



combustible material, and a source of combustion, are a
sufficient condition for fire. 

ii. Sometimes arguments are weak because a necessary condition
has been treated as though it were sufficient. For example,
the following is a weak argument: All thought requires
brain activity. Therefore, thought is nothing but brain
activity. This is a weak argument because it is possible that
something else is necessary for thought besides brain
activity, just as something else besides oxygen is necessary
for fire. It may be that brain activity is not sufficient for
thought, even if it is necessary.

4. Reduction to Absurdity.
a. A further form of criticism consists in showing that the statements in an

argument lead to a contradiction. Such an argument cannot be
strong or sound.

5. Other Kinds of Critiques.
a. There are many other forms of criticism. Arguments are weak when

they depend upon irrelevant premises. The claim that a presidential
candidate has a kinky sex life is not relevant to the claim that his
foreign policy proposals will not work. An argument that moves
from the first claim to the second commits an ad hominem
(attacking the person) fallacy. 

CHAPTER 2: THE PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION.

2.A. Challenges to Religious Belief.
Introduction.

a. In recent centuries, several philosophers have challenged central
assumptions of religious belief, often with the purpose of
advancing atheism.

1. The Irrationality of Believing in Miracles: David Hume.
a. Thesis: it is never reasonable to believe second hand reports concerning

miracles.
b. Evidence and belief.

i. The wise person should proportion his belief to the evidence; this
counts for sensory evidence from testimony as well.

c. Reasons for not trusting testimonies.
i. The opposition of contrary testimony: when witnesses contradict

each other.
ii. The character or number of the witnesses: too few or of a

doubtful character.
iii. The manner of delivering the testimony: when delivered with

bias, hesitation, violent declaration.
d. Definition of a Miracle.



i. General definition: "a miracle is a violation of the laws of
nature".

ii. More accurate definition: "a transgression of a law of nature by
a particular volition of the deity, or by the interposition of
some invisible agent".

e. Main argument against miracles.
i. Uniform experience of nature amounts to a direct and full proof

against the existence of any miracle.
ii. Argument in propositional form.

(1) The evidence from experience in support of a law of
nature is extremely strong.

(2) A miracle is a violation of a law of nature.
(3) Therefore, the evidence from experience against the

occurrence of a miracle is extremely strong.
iii. General maxim about testimonies: a testimony is reasonable

only if its truth is more likely than its falsehood.
f. Four additional arguments against miracles.

i. Witnesses lack Integrity.
ii. Predisposition to Sensationalize.
iii. Abound in Barbarous Nations.
iv. Miracles Support Rival Religious Systems.

g. Miracles in Christianity: two interpretations of Hume’s point.
i. Friendly interpretation: the miracles and prophecies in the Bible

are not rational, and can only be believed through an act of
divinely inspired faith.

ii. Unfriendly interpretation: belief in miracles is so irrational that
it requires miraculous stupidity on the part of the believer.

2. Religion as the Opium of the Masses: Karl Marx.
a. Thesis: religion is like a drug insofar as it is created by people as a

means of dealing with genuine suffering and oppression.
b. 19th century critics of religion commonly offered psychological and

sociological explanations for how presumably erroneous religious
convictions arise in the minds of believers and how they function
in society.

c. The Opium of the People.
i. It is a projection of the best conception we have of human life. It

lulls people into complacency to accept their present status
in hopes for a better life in the hereafter.

d. Marx’s Naturalism.
i. Theologians often defend the concepts of God and religion with

arguments about the first cause of the world; Marx believes
that these questions are misguided and prove nothing.

3. The Death of God: Friedrich Nietzsche.
a. Thesis: civilization has “killed” (i.e., outgrown) God through advances,

and we need to find a new value system as a replacement for
religion.



b. The Significance of the End of Religious Belief.
i. Parable of the madman: announces the death of God and the

effects this has produced.
c. The Consequences of the End of Religious Belief.

i. The value system of religion is gone, and we have no fixed truth
to rely on – not even science, which is left over from belief
in God.

d. Religion, Science, Pessimism, and Need.
i. People are reluctant to give up religion because of a certain need

to believe and to rely on something. The instinct of
weakness preserves religions, metaphysics, and other kinds
of convictions.

2.B. The Problem of Evil.
Introduction.

a. Principal question: how could an all-good God permit human suffering
and other evils.

b. Sometimes discussed to clarify God’s nature and human expectations of
God; other times as an argument against the existence of God.

1. God and Human Suffering: Fydor Dostoevsky.
a. Thesis: the suffering of innocent animals and children seems to serve no

greater good, and we would expect God to prevent these things.
b. Dialogue between two brothers, Ivan (an atheist) and Alyosha (novice

monk).
c. Main problem.

i. Innocent animals and children frequently suffer, and there is no
apparent good that comes from this to justify it.

ii. Believers in God are often the sources of suffering, which
compounds the problem.

iii. Divine punishment of the offenders would not solve the
problem.

2. The Logical Problem of Evil: John L. Mackie.
a. Thesis: belief in an all good and all powerful God is logically

inconsistent with the fact of suffering in the world.
b. The only adequate solutions to the problem are to deny God’s goodness,

God’s power, or the existence of evil. However, theologians do not
take this route.

c. Inadequate solutions.
i. Goodness cannot exist without evil. Mackie responds that evil

may be necessary to recognize goodness, but evil is not
ontologically necessary for goodness to exist.

ii. The universe is better with some evil in it; for example, without
poverty (a first-order evil) there would be no charity (a
second-order good). Mackie responds that first-order evils
like poverty will also allow for second-order evils, such as
malevolence.



iii. Free will defense: evil is the result of free human choice, for
which God bears no responsibility. Mackie responds that
God could have created a world containing free creatures
that always freely chose to do good.

3. The Logical Problem of Evil Challenged: William Rowe.
a. Thesis: the presence of suffering is not logically inconsistent with the

existence of an all good and powerful God.
b. Logical contradiction vs. inconsistency.

i. Logical contradiction: asserting a particular statement and its
negation at the same time.

ii. Logical inconsistency: two statements lead to a contradiction,
but are not explicitly contradictory themselves.

c. A third statement is needed to generate a contradiction.
i. Mackie suggests “A good omnipotent thing eliminates evil

completely,” but Rowe argues that this statement is not
necessarily true.

ii. Alternative statement: “A good, omnipotent, omniscient being
prevents the occurrence of any evil that is not logically
necessary for the occurrence of a good which outweighs
it”; Rowe maintains that this statement is true, but it will
not generate a contradiction.

4. A Soul-Making Theodicy: John Hick.
a. Thesis: human creation is a developmental process during which time

we evolve to eventually become a more perfect likeness of God;
suffering is part of the process.

b. Hick follows Irenaeus, who maintained that human creation involves a
two step process: (1) we are created in the image of God, and, (2)
after much development, become re-created in the likeness of God.

c. Hick’s view is compatible with evolutionary theory.

2.C. Mysticism and Religious Experience.
Introduction.

a. Mystical experiences are a kind of religious experience that specifically
involves a sense of union with God.

b. Unanimity thesis: there is a presumption in favor of the reliability of
mystical experiences because mystics in different religions
generally report the same thing (i.e., a unity of all things).

1. Hindu Mysticism.
a. Thesis: Hindu mysticism involves experiencing the Self-God (Atman

Brahman), which is the ultimate reality of all things that lies at the
core of each of our identities.

b. Bhagavad Gita.
i. Dialogue between Arjuna (an expert archer) and Krishna (his

chariot driver Krishna) about engaging in a bloody family
feud. Krishna teaches Arjuna about the Self-God and the
meditative path of yoga.



ii. Those who cannot accomplish it in this life can try again in the
next.

b. Patanjali’s Yoga Sutra describes an eight-step meditative process that
lead to this mystical experience.
i. Appetitive restraint, social observance, bodily postures, breath

regulation, suppression of the senses, focus, even
awareness, and meditative union.

2. The Limited Authority of Mystical Experiences: William James.
a. Thesis: the claims of various mystics and concluded that they may be

justly authoritative for the mystic having the experience, but they
have no authority over the nonmystic.

b. James defends three points.
i. Mystical states are authoritative for the mystic because they are

directly perceived in a way similar to the way our senses
perceive the world around us.

ii. “No authority emanates from them which should make it a duty
for those who stand outside of them to accept their
revelations uncritically”.

iii. Mystical experiences show that our normal consciousness of
the world is only one type of consciousness that human
beings are capable of.

4. The Untrustworthiness of Mystical Experiences: Bertrand Russell.
a. Thesis: mystical claims about the world are untrustworthy because they

require abnormal physical states.
b. Three common points in reports of mystical experiences: the unity of

the world, the illusory nature of evil, and the unreality of time.
c. In spite of the unanimity of reports of mystical experiences, Russell

argues that they should be dismissed because they require
abnormal bodily states.

d. There may be some psychological benefits to moderate mystical
experiences, particularly as it gives the sense of “Breadth and calm
and profundity”.

5. The Trustworthiness of Religious Experiences: Richard Swinburne.
a. C.D. Broad’s thesis: abnormal physical states are needed to tap into the

reality beyond our ordinary perceptions.
b. Swinburne’s thesis: mystical experiences are trustworthy since they

fulfill the general criterion of trustworthiness that we all adopt.
c. Principle of credulity (i.e., trustworthiness): if we perceive that an

object is there, then it probably really is there, unless there are
special reasons to think otherwise.

d. Uniform past experience: critics of mystical experience argue that, for a
report to be trustworthy, there must be uniformity in past
experiences. Swinburne replies that uniform past experience isn’t
required for trustworthiness, since uniformity relies on induction,
which is flawed. That is, when demonstrating that past experiences



are similar, we ultimately rely on our memories to prove the
reliability of our memories.

2.D. The Ontological Argument for God’s Existence.
Introduction: an a priori proof of God’s existence (no appeal to empirical facts).

i. Main argument: the concept of God (the greatest conceivable being)
includes the notion of existence.

ii. Main assumption: existence is a great-making quality; that is, an object
that exists is greater than it would be if it did not exist.

1. Anselm’s Proofs.
Thesis: the “greatest conceivable being” must exist since “existence” is a

greater quality than “nonexistence”.
a. First proof shows that God exists.

(1) We have the concept of God, and in that sense God exists “in
the understanding.”.

(2) The concept of “God” is the concept of the greatest conceivable
being.

(3) Real existence is greater than mere existence in the
understanding.

(4) Therefore, God must exist in reality, not just in the
understanding.

b. Second proof shows that God exists necessarily.
(1) We have the concept of God, and in that sense God exists “in

the understanding.”.
(2) The concept of “God” is the concept of the greatest conceivable

being.
(3) Necessary existence is greater than mere contingent existence.
(4) Therefore, God must exist necessarily, not just contingently.
(5) Therefore the denial that God exists must be logically self

contradictory.
2. Against the Ontological Argument: Gaunilo, Aquinas and Kant.

a. Gaunilo’s criticism: ontological-type arguments could prove the
existence of almost anything, such as the greatest possible island.

b. Aquinas’s criticism: although “existence” is part of the notion of God, it
is possible to deny, or not know, that there is any such essence.

c. Kant’s criticism: Anselm misuses the notion of existence when asserting
that “what exists in reality is greater than what exists only in the
mind” by treating it as an ordinary predicate on the same level as
“red.”.

2.E. The Cosmological Argument for God’s Existence.
Introduction.

a. Main point: events in the world trace back to a first cause.
b. Muslim version of argument: the chain of causal connections in the

world cannot go back through time forever; there must be some
first cause to the series, and this cause is God.



i. Criticism: it is logically possible for causal chains to go back
through time forever.

1. Aquinas’s Proofs.
Thesis: an infinite chain of simultaneous causes is impossible, and such a

sequence of causes must terminate in God.
a. Two kinds of causes.

i. Accidental causes (causes per accidens): causes that occur
through time (e.g., Abraham begetting Isaac, who begat
Jacob).

ii. Essential causes (causes per se): causes that occur
simultaneously (e.g., a hand moving a stick moving a
stone).

b. Proof from efficient cause.
(1) Some things exist and their existence is caused.
(2) Whatever is caused to exist is caused to exist by something

else.
(3) An infinite series of simultaneous causes resulting in the

existence of a particular thing is impossible.
(4) Therefore, there is a first cause of whatever exists.

c. Criticism: the concept of simultaneous causes is based on a medieval
notion of science that we now reject.

2. Clarke’s Proof and Hume’s Criticisms.
a. Clarke’s thesis: God is needed as an explanation for the fact that the

entire infinite series of causes exists at all.
b. Clarke’s proof.

(1) The world contains an infinite sequence of contingent facts.
(2) An explanation is needed as to the origin of this whole infinite

series, (which goes beyond an explanation of each member
in the series).

(3) The explanation of this whole series cannot reside in the series
itself, since the very fact of its existence would still need an
explanation (principle of sufficient reason).

(4) Therefore, there is a necessary being which produced this
infinite series (and which is the complete explanation of its
own existence as well).

c. Hume’s criticisms.
i. Characters in Hume’s Dialogue: Demea defends Clarke’s

cosmological argument, Cleanthes criticizes it.
ii. General problem with a priori arguments: a priori arguments

fail because the are based solely on conceptual notions
(such as an infinite sequence of dependent beings) without
focusing on things that we actually experience.

iii. The material universe itself might be the “necessarily existent
being” that the cosmological argument attempts to
demonstrate.



iv. The existence of the entire series of dependent beings is fully
explained by the existence of each dependent being in the
series.

2.F. The Design Argument for God’s Existence.
Introduction.

a. Central argument: the occurrence of natural design in the world suggests
the existence of a designer.

b. Aquinas’s version: unintelligent things which act towards some end
must be guided by something which is intelligent.

c. Watchmaker analogy: a watch is to a watchmaker just as the universe is
to the creator.

d. Argument from analogy.
(1) Machines (which have orderly and purposeful arrangements of
parts) are the products of intelligent design.
(2) The universe resembles a machine (insofar as it has an orderly
and purposeful arrangement of parts).
(3) Therefore, the universe is the product of intelligent design.

1. Against the Design Argument: David Hume.
a. Thesis: the design argument fails because the analogy between

machines and the universe is very weak.
b. Characters in Hume’s Dialogue: Cleanthes defends the design

argument, Philo criticizes it.
c. Problem with any argument from analogy: any difference between two

compared things weakens the analogy.
d. Three main criticisms.

i. The universe does not sufficiently resemble human machines,
and thus the analogy falls apart.

ii. Even if parts of the universe exhibit some design, this does not
entitle us to say that the whole universe was created by
God.

iii. Even if parts of the universe exhibit design, we cannot justly
conclude that the designer was a single, all powerful, all
intelligent and good being.

2. The Design Argument Revisited: William Paley.
a. Thesis: the analogy between the universe and objects of human design

is strong enough for us to infer the existence of a supremely
intelligent designer.

b. We would be justified in concluding that a watch was produced by an
intelligent being even under the following circumstances: we never
saw how it was created; some parts didn’t work properly; we
didn’t know what all of the parts were for.

3. Evolution and the Design Argument: Charles Darwin.
a. Thesis: evolution offers an alternative and naturalistic explanation of the

origin of apparent design in the world.



b. Two main principles of evolution: (1) naturally occurring random
mutations in organisms; (2) organisms compete for survival, and
those with the most advantageous mutations are likely to survive.

c. The evolutionary mechanism itself is not the product of divine design:
there is no inherent design to simple random variations in biology,
in spite of the spectacular things that the process of natural
selection can make of them.

d. God may have foreseen the evolutionary outcomes of random variations
in biology, but this does not mean that God intentionally ordered
those evolutionary outcomes.

4. The Fine Tuning Argument: Robin Collins.
a. Thesis: the physical conditions that make life possible on earth are

extraordinarily delicate, and their occurrence is more probable
under a theistic hypothesis than an atheistic one.

b. Example: if the initial big bang as physicists describe it had differed in
strength by only the tiniest fraction of a fraction, life on earth
would have been impossible.

c. Main argument.
(1) The existence of the fine-tuning is not improbable under
theism.
(2) The existence of the fine-tuning is very improbable under the
atheistic single-universe hypothesis.
(3) Therefore, the fine-tuning data provides strong evidence in
favor of the design hypothesis over the atheistic single-universe
hypothesis.

2.G. Faith and Rationality.
Introduction.

a. Fideism: belief in God’s existence is largely or entirely a matter of faith
rather than reason (e.g., Tertullian: “What does Athens have to do
with Jerusalem?”).

b. Religious rationalism: belief in God’s existence can be supported
through rational demonstration (e.g., Toland).

1. Waging on Belief in God: Blaise Pascal.
a. Thesis: reason is neutral on the question of God’s existence, and that

our belief should be based on faith.
b. The wager: when reason is neutral on the issue of God’s existence, the

balance of positive and negative consequences of believing vs.
disbelieving in God should compel us to move towards a faith-
based belief in God.

c. Steps towards faith: reduce our passions, and do all religious things as if
you believed in them, e.g., “in using holy water, in having masses
said, etc.”.

2. The Will to Believe: William James.



a. Thesis: we have a right to believe in God based on our passions when
reason is neutral and such belief constitutes a genuine option for
us.

b. Types of options (or choices between two hypotheses).
i. Living vs. dead (e.g., becoming Muslim is a dead option).
ii. Forced vs. avoidable (e.g., choosing to go out with an umbrella

or without one).
iii. Momentous vs. trivial (e.g., going to the North Pole.
iv. Genuine option: living, forced, and momentous.

c. Two criticisms of Pascal’s wager: (1) the same argument applies to
belief in other deities; (2) it is too cold and impersonal.

d. William Clifford’s position: when reason is neutral on any matter
(including belief in God), we should not believe on the basis of
passions, but instead abstain from belief.
i. Clifford feels that avoiding error is more important thank

knowing truth; James feels that knowing truth is more
important than avoiding error.

ii. Willing or passionate nature: “all such factors of belief as fear
and hope, prejudice and passion, imitation and partisanship,
the circumpressure of our caste and set”.

e. James’s thesis in his own words: “Our passional nature not only
lawfully may, but must, decide an option between propositions,
whenever it is a genuine option that cannot by its nature be decided
on intellectual ground; for to say, under such circumstances, “ Do
not decide, but leave the question open,” is itself a passional
decision, – just like deciding yes or no, – and is attended with the
same risk of losing the truth”.
i. Friendship analogy: we must first make an assumption that

someone is interested in our friendship, otherwise we
would never have benefit of the friendship; similarly, we
must first believe in God, otherwise we would miss out on
the possible benefits.

f. Religious belief and our passionate nature.
i. Two essential points of the basic religious hypothesis: (1) the

best things are the more eternal things; (2) we are better off
even now if we believe the first hypothesis.

ii. Religion is a genuine option: it is obviously live and
momentous; it is forced since by abstaining we lose a
possible good as if we chose not to believe.

iii. Rejection of the agnostic's position: "a rule of thinking which
would absolutely prevent me from acknowledging certain
kinds of truth if those kinds of truth were really there,
would be an irrational rule".

3. Can we Know God without Arguments: Alvin Plantinga and Jay M. Van Hook.
a. Three positions.



i. Evidentialism: questions of God’s existence must be subjected to
rational scrutiny (Aquinas, Paley, Hume, Darwin).

ii. Fideism: (1) God’s existence cannot be rationally demonstrated,
and (2) belief in God rests solely on personal faith, and not
on reason (Tertullian, Pascal, and James).

iii. Reformed epistemology: (1) God’s existence cannot be
rationally demonstrated; (2) God’s existence is a
foundational belief (Calvin, Oswald, Plantinga).

b. Plantinga’s thesis: belief in God is properly basic; that is, it is a
foundational notion, not deduced from other principles, and we are
rationally justified in holding to this belief without needing to offer
any proof for it.
i. Foundational beliefs: beliefs that are not based on any more

fundamental beliefs; “I believe that 2 + 1 = 3, for example,
and don’t believe it on the basis of other propositions”.

c. Van Hook’s thesis: belief in God is not a foundational belief for
everyone, but is instead a conviction relative to one’s peer group.
i. We should abandon the claim to “know” that God exists and be
content to simply believe this.

CHAPTER 3: HUMAN NATURE AND THE SELF.

3.A. Determinism vs. Free Will.
Introduction.

a. Determinism is the view that human beings as well as other beings are
determined in nature and action by factors over which they have no
control, such as heredity and/or environment. 
i. Determinism appears to be in conflict with the common sense

view that humans can make real choices, that they are
sometimes responsible for their actions, and can sensibly be
praised or blamed for the way they act. 

ii. Libertarianism:If humans can be held responsible for at least
some of their actions, then it appears that they must have
free will, in a strong sense, capable of producing actions
not caused by heredity and/or environment.

b. The natural sciences describe nature, of which humans are a part, in
terms of naturalistic laws, and the importance of those sciences to
the modern era has stimulated the debate about free will and
determinism.

1. The Case for Determinism: Baron d’Holbach.
a. Thesis: all human actions are determined by causes over which humans

have no control. Therefore, there is no such thing as freedom of the
will. 

b. Some actions appear to exhibit free will. For example, someone could
will to hold her hand in a fire, despite the desire to escape pain. But



such an action would be motivated by desires that are even
stronger than the desire to escape pain, such as the desire to
impress an enemy. And all desires are the result of hereditary and
environmental factors which are outside the control of those who
have them.

2. Compatibilism: David Hume.
a. Thesis. It is true that all motives and the actions that arise from them are

caused by factors over which humans have no control. But it does
not follow that no actions are free. Freedom and determinism are
“compatible.”

b. The dispute between determinists and libertarians is merely verbal. To
say that a person is free is simply to say that she is not chained
down, confined forcibly or otherwise constrained by external
powers.

c. The libertarian idea of free will as uncaused action is nonsensical. 
3. In Defense of Free Will: Thomas Reid.

a. Thesis. Some human actions are free in the sense that the agent could
have done otherwise. That is the common sense view.

b. To say that an action is free is not to say that it is uncaused. Free actions
are caused by motives over which we do have control.
i. The facts that we deliberate, make promises, advise and

command others, and so on, all assume that we can act in
more than one way, and are not compatible with “the
system of necessity” propounded by Hume and others.

c. Common sense distinguishes degree of freedom and responsibility. For
example, courts of law assign varying degrees of responsibility to
the insane, children, and people acting out of extreme passions.
Such practices assume the falsity of the “system of necessity.”

4. Determinism, Indeterminism, and Agency: Richard Taylor.
a. Thesis. All the traditional positions in the free will/determinism

controversy are defective. What is required is a ”theory of agency.”
i. Compatibilism, or soft determinism, is defective since it assumes

that actions which are caused by my own motives (desires
and so forth) are free even though those motives arise in me
without my consent. Thus for any action, I could not have
done otherwise, since I could not have had different
motives. Thus no action is free after all.

ii. Simple indeterminism, or libertarianism, is defective since it
requires the assumption that actions could be causeless. But
the notion of a causeless action is not the notion of a free
action. The latter proceed from the agent, the former come
out of the blue, so to speak. 

iii. Determinism is defective since it violates our fundamental
conviction that we can be held responsible, praised or
blamed, and so forth. 



b. The theory of agency is the theory that free actions are caused by
agents. Thus they are not uncaused. They are not caused by
particular motives (desires and the like), as the soft determinist
claims, but by the agent herself. 
i. The notion of an “agent” is not, Taylor admits, perfectly clear. 

5. Determinism and Second Order Desires: Harry Frankfurt.
a. Thesis. Freedom of the will exists where second order desires, desires

regarding other desires, carry a person all the way to action. 
b. The traditional approaches to the free will/determinism controversy fail

to notice what is distinctive about persons, namely that they, unlike
other beings, such as dogs, can and do have desires about desires.
For example the unwilling addict has a second order desire that he
not have a desire for drugs. 

c. An unwilling addict does not have free will, since his second order
desire is not efficacious, does not lead to the action desired. 

d. The willing addict, on the other hand, could have free will, since he
desires to have his desires for drugs, and that desire is efficacious,
since he does take the drugs (he is after all an addict!).
i. Since the willing addict is an addict, when it comes to taking

drugs, he cannot do otherwise, he has no alternative
possibility. Nonetheless on Frankfurt’s account, he has free
will! For, in taking the drugs he is doing what he, at the
second level, wants to do. 

e. What matters to people, what they care about, is whether they are able
to mold their own lives, to have the kinds of desires and wants that
they think worth having. Since the traditional positions do not take
into account such second order desires, they fail to explain why we
should even care about having or not having free will. 

3.B. Identity and Survival.
Introduction. We may wonder what constitutes the “self” or what makes any

person the same person from childhood to adulthood, or for that matter
from hour to hour. How do I know it will be “I” that wakes up in the
morning? Perhaps there is no permanent core, no real self, that persists
through all changes, but even if there is, perhaps it could not survive
death.

1. No-Self and Transmigration of the Soul: Buddhism.
a. Thesis. A central contention in Buddhist philosophy is the no-self

doctrine: there is no unified and continuous self. This view
contrasts with the Hindu notion that souls transmigrate (leave one
body at death and enter another).

b. In the Buddhist Questions of Kind Melinda the character Nagasena
denies that there is any enduring self.
i. There is no subject of actions, no self that is good or bad, and

thus can be praised and blamed.



ii. It is not possible to identify the self with any bodily part, or any
quality of a body.

iii. It is not possible to identify the self with any psychological act
or trait.

c. A person’s name, such as “Nagesena” is simply a conventional
designation for a collection of particular bodily and psychological
traits which themselves have no connection to one another though
an enduring self or soul.

2. The Self as a Bundle of Perceptions: David Hume.
a. Thesis. There is no basis in experience for the idea of a self or soul that

persists through time and change. 
b. Our experience consists in particular perceptions or various kinds.
c. When we “enter into ourselves” we perceive particular things going on,

such as feelings of heat or cold, hate or love, but we never
experience a “self” or soul. 

d. The only sense we can make of the idea of a self is that the self is just a
bundle of particular experiences, without any consistency or
identity through time.

3. Identity and Survival: Terence Penelhum.
a. Thesis. The notion that a person could survive death is not obviously

intelligible. It would require that there be criteria of identity in
terms of which a post-mortem self could be identified with the self
before death. 

b. Hume’s puzzle about personal identity can be resolved by
distinguishing numerical and specific (or qualitative) identity. A
person is the same numerical individual from day to day,
throughout all sorts of changes.
i. A can be numerically identical with B even though B has

different qualities.. For example, the empire state building
in 2003 is numerically identical with the empire state
building in even though the building may have additions,
new paint, etc. 

ii. A is specifically identical with B if and only if A has all or some
of the same traits as B. The empire state building in 2003 is
not specifically or qualitatively identical with the empire
state building in 1963 in every respect. 

iii. Hume confuses these two senses of identity. He assumes that
change is inconsistent with identity. It is inconsistent only
with change in the specific sense.

iv. Some changes, however, are inconsistent with continued
numerical identity. When a house burns to the ground it
loses its identity completely, since it is no longer a house,
but just a pile of ashes.

c. What would make a person numerically same person through time and
change? He would have to be the same mind or soul, or the same
body, or the same combination of both. 



i. Hume focuses on mental criteria of identity, and the contents of
the mind do seem to change very rapidly. 

ii. Perhaps one mentalistic criterion for identity would be
continuity of memories. But this criterion can only be
stated by assuming that there is a single self (mind or soul)
which has the memories.

d. Bodily criteria might suffice for identity through time. We do in fact
identify changing persons through time by the use of bodily
criteria, such as fingerprints. 

e. What criteria be used to secure the identity of a post-mortem self with a
pre-death self? Mental criteria fail even for identity within a life.
So it seems that only bodily criteria could be used.
i. Bodily criteria seem to require physical continuity. If we know

that a certain body is a replacement for an earlier body,
then we hesitate to say it is the same body even though it
may be qualitatively alike in every respect to the earlier
body.

ii. It seems that a resurrection body would be more like a
replacement body than one continuous with a pre-death
body, since the body disintegrates at death. 

f. The notion of survival of death, either as a soul or as a body, is not
clearly an intelligible notion. But the notion of bodily survival
depends upon criteria that are workable at least for personal
identity in general.

3.C. The Self as Active Being.
Introduction. . A person can, it seems, be engaged with themselves and their

surroundings so as to shape themselves and the world to some extent. I am
in that sense an active being, responsible not only for my actions, but for
the kinds of desires, wants, and even moods that I have and the kind of
environment I inhabit. 

1. The Self as Spirit: Søren Kierkegaard.
a. Thesis. A human being is not just soul as Plato believed, or thought as

Descartes believed, or body as materialists believe. Humans are not
bundles of ideas, or souls that can float free of this world, or cogs
in a mechanistic, deterministic universe. Instead, a human self is
constituted by a constant struggle and activity, which Kierkegaard
denotes “spirit,” to achieve some ideal. Failure in that struggle is
despair which is the “sickness unto death.”

b. A human being has unavoidable, finite features due to heredity and
environment. But humans are uniquely able to construe and
struggle with their “given” features in a wide variety of ways. 

c. The more active and concerned a person is, the more she struggles to
bring her given self into line with ideals of various sorts. 



i. Hardly anything in human life comes naturally. We “make
something of” even our most natural propensities, by
imitating others or otherwise consciously or unconsciously
adopting various ideals or projects.

ii. If there could be a human being who was entirely passive,
utterly without interest in shaping themselves, they would
be “spiritless,” having weakly despaired in failing to
struggle for any kind of identity 

d. There are two principal forms of despair: despairingly refusing to be
oneself, or to do away with oneself, and, despairingly willing to be
oneself. 
i. The second form consists in will to be oneself independently,

without acknowledgement of any limits on one’s ability to
achieve a genuine self other than those due to given
features. 

e. Despair is rooted out when a person wills to be himself in relation to
“the power that constituted him.” Otherwise put, the ideal in terms
of which one can realize authentic selfhood is a religious ideal.
i. It follows from this account of the self that most people are in

despair, that is, are failing in their struggle to become an
authentic self. This is not an entirely gloomy claim, since
the possibility of despair is a sign of human dignity. 

2. The Self as Worker: Karl Marx.
a. Thesis. Humans are essentially homo faber, -- that is, makers or

producers. They can only realize themselves as workers or
producers. Where work does not play its proper role in people’s
lives, they remain “alienated” from their own human essence.
Communism is the form of economic organization that overcomes
alienation.

b. The laborer under capitalism is necessarily alienated from his own
essence.
i. Capitalism is a form of economic organization in which laborers

do not own the means of production or the result of their
labor. Instead they work for a wage. 

ii. Under capitalism the worker cannot identify himself with the
product of his work and take pride in it, nor can he set a
price on it. It belongs to someone else, the capitalist. Thus
he is alienated from, made a stranger to, the product of his
own work in the very act of producing it.

iii. Under capitalism the worker is also alienated from other
workers, with whom he must compete for work, and from
the capitalists, who employ him merely as a means.

c. Under capitalism the worker seeks human fulfillment in eating,
drinking, resting, and various brute pleasures. He thus seeks his
humanity in the least human part of himself. 



d. Humans are essentially social beings. 
i. The way humans perceive and think about the world and act in it,

is a function of their language, training, socially embodied
traditions of various kinds. 

ii. Humans cannot be truly human in isolation. They thrive in
community. 

iii. The institutions of private property violate the social nature of
man.

e. Communism places the means of production and the product of labor in
the hands of the laborers, and unites them to one another in
communal endeavor. Also it does away with private property. Thus
communism is the solution to the problem of alienation.

3. The Self as the Will to Power: Friedrich Nietzsche.
a. Thesis. The healthy person, the aristocrat, does as he wills, not as

religion or morality or science or anything else dictates.
b. The will, as emotion of command, is the distinguishing characteristic of

sovereignty and power.
i. The less power a person exerts, the more they need some

external power to guide them, such as a ruler, a caste, a
dogma, an ethical code, a religious creed, and so on.

ii. Christianity and Buddhism both manifest a weakness of will, a
giving up on the world and a need to be commanded.

iii. The person with power or will ceases to look up to any source
of command or “venerate” it and thereby rejects what has
supported most of humanity. That is one kind of nihilism.
Another kind rejects humanity itself.

c. A new morality is needed, one for the person who is above ordinary
morality, religion, or any other cause. Such a person is an “above
person”, that is, a superman.

d. A portrayal of the superman is given. He is represented by Zarathustra,
the Persian prophet. 
i. The superman rejects “super earthly hopes” and affirms this life

and the body, rather a next life and an “immortal soul.”.
ii. The superman surpasses man more than man surpasses the ape

or a worm.
e. The superman contrasts with the “last man,” whose weakness consists

in refusing both to command and to obey. The last man believes in
“equality” and complacent “happiness.”

4. The Self as Being Towards Death: Martin Heidegger.
a. Thesis. The being of an entity is a function of its meaningful status

within human experience. An entity is meaningful when it serves
some human interest or passion. Thus human life is the proper
focus of philosophy. What is distinctive about human being is
awareness of being, including its own being, and its own death.



b. The world viewed objectively is “present at hand.” The term for human
being is “Dasein” (“being there” in German). Dasein cannot be
viewed “objectively.”
i. The essence of Dasein is its existence, that is, its projecting of

itself forwards in terms of various possibilities.
ii. Dasein is characterized by self concern, the sort of being whose

being is an “issue” for it. 
iii. Dasein’s concern is to be something of its own, to be

“authentic.”
c. Dasein is “in the world.”It is never an isolated subject of consciousness.

It is always engaged in a concernful way with the world. For
example it is engaged in producing, or neglecting to produce. Even
neglect is a mode of concern, though it is defective.
i. The entities encountered in concern are “equipment.”
ii. Equipment always is in terms of its belonging to other

equipment: inkstand, pen, ink, paper, blotting pad, table,
lamp, furniture, windows, doors, room. These ‘Things’
never show themselves proximally as they are for
themselves, so as to add up to a sum of realia. 

d. The world of Dasein is a with-world. Being-in is Being-with Others.
Their Being-in-themselves within-the-world is Dasein-with
i. Engagement in the world with equipment is already engagement

with others. For example, a boat seen at the dock is not just
an object but a boat belonging to another, used for voyages,
fishing, and so forth.

e. Because one is in the world with others, those others acquire power over
the self. What “they” do and say becomes crucial for each person.
Thus it is built into the very nature of dasein that it be threatened
by conformism, by immersion in the “they.”
i. Dasein’s being with others shows its fallenness. A

tranquillization, alienation and self-entangling
(entanglement)-characterize it. People fall into conformism,
become herd animals, when they engage in idle chatter, are
merely “curious” and the like.

ii. Fallenness is essential to Dasein and cannot be escaped by
illusory assertions of individuality. 

f. Authenticity requires a certain mode of being with others, rather than
severing oneself from them. It is only a modified way in which
such everydayness is seized upon.

g. Being in the world evokes anxiety, not about some particular thing, a
particular danger, for instance, but over the very character of
human life. Our very situation as beings that are not fixed by
nature but must live in the face of and choose among many
possibilities explains anxiety.



i. Anxiety tears people away from the “they” by interrupting the
false security felt with others, the crowd one belongs to. It
thus opens the door to authenticity.

h. The fact of temporality, that is, finite existence in time, and the end of
that existence in death, provides the strongest basis for escape from
the tyranny of the “they” and fallenness. 
i. My death is one thing I cannot share with others. It is the end of

myself, the end of the defining feature of dasein as anxious
life in the face of possibility. It is the end of possibility. 

ii.The “they” tries to strip death of its power to make clear the
nature of existence, by assimilating my personal death to
the idea that “everyone dies.” 

iii. Authenticity is possible where one accepts the revelation of
existence that death gives, accepts that “my death” really
does mean the end of possibility for me. Such authenticity
is being towards death.

iv. Authentic existence is characterized by resoluteness.
“Resoluteness” signifies letting oneself be summoned out
of one’s lostness in the “they.” 

 
3.D. The Self Connected with a Larger Reality.

Introduction. The views discussed in the preceding section share a kind of
individualism, which is often associated with western perspectives on
human nature and life. Many eastern perspectives on the other hand stress
that individuals are only parts of larger wholes, such as the universe, or
God, where God is somehow identified with the universe. In the west
some thinkers have adopted aspects of eastern views in order to emphasize
unity with nature, or have evoked evolutionary theory in order to insist
that humans are simply part of a larger natural system.

1. The Self-God: Hindu Upanishads.
a. Thesis. Ultimate reality is the Self-God (Atman-Brahman), which

pervades all things, including the true inner identity of people.
b. Pantheism is the view that God is, or is in, everything, or that all of

reality is absorbed into God. The Chandogya Upanishad, among
others, expresses such a view of God. 

c. Thus at the deepest level, the true human self is one with, nothing more
or less than, God, understood pantheistically. Individuals are, so to
speak, the material for the one reality, somewhat as the nectars
gathered from many plants are the material for the mass of
undifferentiated honey. 

d. Mahatma Ghandi used the Upanishads to derive an ethical conclusion.
Since all individuals have their reality only in God and everything
belongs to God, no one should covet what another has. It follows
further that we should be at peace with one another, since we have
life in this common source. 



i. By renouncing our claims to everything we are reborn, and
experience liberation (mukti) from covetous individualistic
desires.

e. Other modern Hindus stress our unity not only with other persons but
with all of nature. The natural world is God, and is thus sacred and
should be respected, rather than being exploited for selfish human
purposes. 

2. The Way of Nature: Chuang-tzu.
a. Thesis. Ultimate reality is the “Tao” which cannot be described, but can

be followed. Following it requires submission to nature.
b. Nature is no other than a man’s parents. It produces us and we remain

part of it, whether we want to or not. Therefore a person should
honor it and “go with the flow” of natural processes. 

3. The Ecological Self: Arne Naess.
a. Thesis. Our true nature is intimately connected with the surrounding

environment, and ultimately with all life. This is our ecological
self. If we adopt this deeper notion of who we are, then our
treatment of the environment will be radically different. We will
value the environment in its own right, and not simply for how we
can most efficiently exploit it. 

b. “Deep ecology” is contrasted with shallow ecology. According to the
latter, we should take care of natural environments since failure to
do so may lead to trouble for human beings. Deep ecology, in
contrast, is the view that we should care for nature because of its
intrinsic worth.

c. One comes to recognize the worth of nature by realizing that we can and
should identify with it. Human identity is not individualistic. 
i. The process of human maturation leads away from identity with

the individual ego, towards identification with others and
ultimately with the entire natural order.

ii. True joy and meaning and self-realization thus require enlarging
the sense of “who I am.” 

d. Naess quotes Ghandi with approval: “I believe in the essential unity of
man and, for that matter, of all that lives.” Our unity with all that
lives requires non-violence towards people and nature. 

e. Ecological ethics is not an ethic of duty, in which we do what we must
even though it seems to be against our own desires and interests.
Rather, ecological ethics points towards true self-fulfillment in the
sense of “self” as including all of nature. Rather than “giving up”
something for the sake of duty, I discover true gratification in the
flourishing of all people and things.

4. Human Beings as Evolved Animals: Charles Darwin.
a. Thesis. Who we are, our identity, is entirely a function of the natural

world and the evolutionary processes that have shaped all life on



earth. Thus we are not unique or higher than the rest of nature in
any fundamental sense.

b. Physical similarities between organisms suggest a common descent.
Embryos of humans are not easily distinguished from those of
many other animals, and there are many similarities between
mature humans and other animals. Those similarities suggest
development from lower to higher forms of life. 

c. Mental differences are more noticeable but once again are not
fundamental. They way in which even quite lowly animals learn is
not different fundamentally from the way humans learn.
Conditioning is basic in both cases.

d. Emotional differences are not so great either. Darwin claims that
“higher emotions” such as shame can be felt by dogs, and they also
exhibit a sense of humor, while monkeys can take offense. 

CHAPTER 4: SOULS, MINDS, BODIES AND MACHINES.

4.A. Ancient Western Views on Body, Soul and Mind.
Introduction. Some of the earliest philosophers on record, and many of the latest,

have struggled intensely to understand the nature of the mind or soul, the
nature of body, and the relations between them. Some ancient thinkers,
both eastern and western, have questioned whether there is some essential
connection between the soul and God, whereas others have claimed that
minds are physical things. 

1. Materialism, Atoms, and Sensation: Democritus and Lucretius.
a. Thesis. Everything that exists is material. Therefore, minds are not

“spiritual” in any sense.
b. Sensation is shown to be dependent upon states of the body. Thus the

taste of something may be affected by sickness. Sensations and
other mental phenomena are simply atoms in motion. 

c. Mental abilities vary with physical condition (cf. the very young and the
very old). This suggests that minds are simply kinds of conditions
of bodies.

2. Body and Soul: Plato.
a. Thesis. The correct view on the relation between the soul and the body

is dualism, which in this context means that humans are composed
of two distinct things -- a physical body and a non-physical soul.

b. The soul is intrinsically pure, the body is associated with misleading or
evil passions and appetites. 

c. The soul is also intrinsically immortal. It is by definition a principle of
life, so it cannot “admit death.” Thus it must be able to exist apart
from the body, which is mortal.

d. Plato’s concept of the soul develops. In his later dialogues he thinks of
the soul as complex. Some parts of it are no longer thought of as



intrinsically pure, but rather in need of direction by the pure parts.
The soul is thus conceived as an arena in which various principles
struggle for dominance. But the notion of immortality is
maintained. 

3. Soul as Form of the Body: Aristotle.
a. Thesis. There is obviously a principle of life in all living things, so the

soul, conceived as such a principle, must exist in plants and all
animals. It is not separable from the body, but rather is the form, or
manner of operation, of a living thing. 

b. Some living things have only vegetative functions, and thus a
“vegetative soul.” Others have capacities for perception and
locomotion, the animal soul. Still others have rational capacities,
the rational soul.

c. To speak of the soul is to speak of certain kinds of powers or capacities
that living things, living bodies, have. Therefore individual souls
cannot be thought of as existing after death apart from the body.

4.B. Classic Hindu Views on Soul, Self and God.
Introduction. Eastern ideas about body/soul/mind/self are often colored by

religious concerns. According to some thinkers the soul or true self is
identical with God! When God is conceived pantheistically the self is thus
identical with reality itself. But there are continuing puzzles about the
relation of that which is more mind-like or spiritual to that which is more
physical. 

1. The Outer Empirical Self and the Inner Self-God: Katha Upanishad.
a. Thesis. The true self is buried deep within us, and discovering it

requires a remarkable effort. It is not identical with either the
physical or psychological as ordinarily conceived. 

b. The object of our search for the self is the great unchangeable self,
which is without beginning or end, and without qualities. 

c. The wise seek the true self in what is eternal, and are undistracted by the
senses or ordinary fears and hopes. 

2. Strict Monism: Sankara.
a. Thesis. The outer empirical self and all other empirical entities are mere

illusion. The one reality is God (Brahman), and “you are that.”
There is no plurality, reality is one, unchanging, eternal. 

b. Reality is not distinct from God and God is one. So reality is one
(monism).

3. Qualified Monism: Ramanuja.
a. Thesis. The outer empirical self and my true inner Self reflect two

distinct aspects within the single God. Thus strict monism is not
quite correct.

b. In texts such as “You are that” (tat tvam asi), the relation of the
constituent partst parts is not meant to convey the idea of the
absolute unity of an undifferentiated substance. The word “that”
refers to God (Brahman) as omniscient, etc. The word “you,”



which stands in relation to “that,” conveys the idea of God
(Brahman) insofar as its body consists of the individual souls
connected with non-intelligent matter. 

4.C. Modern Views on Mind and Body.
Introduction. In the 16th Century, many European philosophers turned their

attention to the nature of mind or consciousness and its relations to the
body and physical nature generally. This interest was partly the result of
scientific achievements of the time. Engineers and clock makers were
capable of crafting complex and sophisticated machines which were self-
regulating. Biologists and anatomists, armed with a much better
understanding of human anatomy than their predecessors, began to think
of the human body as a sophisticated soft machine. Questions then
naturally emerged about how our human minds relate to our bodily
machinery. The resulting mind/body theories defined the nature of the
debate for centuries to come.

1. Mental and Physical Substance: René Descartes.
a. Thesis. The realm of the mental is completely distinct from the realm of

the physical. What distinguishes the physical is that it can be
measured, weighed, and in general treated mathematically,
whereas the mental cannot be treated in those ways.

b. The mind is not divisible. It does not have parts. The body obviously
does.

c. The brain plays the crucial role in mediating between mind and body.
i. This is shown by the way pains “in the foot,” for example, can be

produced by prodding the nerves leading from the foot to
the brain at any point. Therefore soul or mind is not
dispersed throughout the body, but works through the brain,
and ultimately through its centermost part, the pineal gland.

d. The way in which the body affects the mind through the brain naturally
produces bodily actions which are conducive to survival.

2. The Mixture of Body and Soul: Anne Conway.
a. Thesis. Body and soul (or “spirit”) are “originally in their first substance

one and the same thing.” 
b. Those, like Descartes, who hold that body and soul are entirely different

things, the body being a mere dead machine, completely fail to
explain how body and soul can interact so intimately.

c. If perception, for example, is finally in the soul or spirit, and Descartes
and others hold, why does sight require such a subtle and complex
bodily instrument as the eye? 

3. Idealist Monism and Parallelism: Benedict Spinoza and Gottfried Wilhelm
Leibniz.
a. Thesis. Since on Cartesian assumptions the apparant interaction of body

and soul is a complete mystery, those assumptions must be altered.
Spinoza argues that the entire universe is soul-like, Leibniz that



body and soul do not interact, but physical and mental events are
lined up in a parallel series pre-established by God.

b.Spinoza’s monistic idealism identifies all that exists with God. God and
nature are two aspects of one thing. There is no distinct physical
substance apart from God.

c. According to Leibniz the activities of souls are to be explained in terms
of final causes (purposes, intentions) while the activities of bodies
are explained mechanically or in terms of efficient causes (the
causal interactions described in physics and chemistry for
example). 
i. There is no actual interaction between mind and body. If a nail

punctures my foot (physical event) and I feel a pain in my
foot (mental event), the physical event does not cause the
mental event. However physical and mental events occur in
orderly relation to each other.

ii. The realm of the physical and of the mental “represent” the
universe from different points of view. Their harmony is
built into God’s orderly creation.

 
4.D. 20th Century views on Mind and Body.

Introduction. There has been a particularly intense focus on questions in the
philosophy of mind in the 20th and 21st centuries. Brain research and
developments in the relatively young science of psychology have
provoked philosophical commentary, as has research into artificial
intelligence done by non-philosophers. Philosophers have employed
careful analysis and “thought experiments” to explore the conceptual
“geography” of “mind,” “belief,” “intention” and the like. As a result
some philosophers have challenged the findings of neurologists and
psychologists on the grounds that they are conceptually confused, while
others have put some of the detailed results of brain research or AI
research into the larger context of long standing debates about the nature
of mind and the relations of the mental to the physical.

1. Logical Behaviorism: Gilbert Ryle.
a. Thesis. Expressions referring to what is mental – such as “he thought

about his brother” – belong to a different logical category than do
expressions referring to physical objects and occurrences. Once
that fact is understood the “mystery” of the mind and its interaction
with the body disappears, as does materialism.

b. Minds are not entities at all, either spatial or non-spatial. They are in a
different logical category than bodies, just as Wednesdays are in a
different category than navies. Wednesdays do not “exist in space”
and neither do minds, but that is not because they are both non-
spatial entities. 
i. The concept of mind is the concept of various complex behaviors

or dispositions to behave of persons. It is not the concept of
a distinct kind of thing. 



ii. By the same reasoning, mind cannot be “reduced to” brain
activity or the mechanical activities of bodies. 

2. Mind/Brain Identity and Eliminative Materialism: J.J.C. Smart and Paul
Churchland.
a. Thesis. Some philosophers hold that mental events are identical with

brain events. These views are usually “reductionist” in the sense
that mental events are reduced to physical events. Others argue
that mentalistic concepts (think, imagine, fear, and so forth) should
be entirely eliminated from scientific descriptions of the world,
rather than being reduced to physical concepts.

b. J.J.C. Smart argued that just as a nation is nothing over and above the
citizens that make it up, so the mind is nothing over and above the
particular neuronal events that make it up. Minds (nations) are
“reducible to” bodies (individual citizens). 
i. Although minds are reducible to bodies or brain events,

descriptions of mental events may differ logically from
descriptions of physical events. For example, a thought can
be described as clever, whereas it sounds logically odd to
describe a brain event as clever. Similarly a nation can have
a trade deficit, whereas individuals within a nation cannot
have a trade deficit. 

c. Churchland argues that folk psychology is defective and should be
abandoned. Folk psychology is the familiar set of concepts and
explanatory strategies that we use everyday to describe and explain
ourselves and others. For example, we explain someone’s going to
the restaurant in terms of her “desire” to eat and her “belief” that
the restaurant serves food. 
i. Folk psychology cannot be refined or improved the way genuine

scientific theories can.
ii. Folk psychology is helpless in the face of “abnormal” behavior

produced by damaged brains. 
iii. Instead of looking for reductions of the mental to the physical,

we should give up mentalistic or folk psychological
descriptions completely, and replace them with descriptions
of brain states.

iv. Eliminativism is motivated in large part by the quest for the
unity of science. All explanations and descriptions of the
world should ultimately be part of something like physics, a
single comprehensive science. 

3. Functionalism: Jerry Fodor.
a. Thesis. Folk psychology describes the mental functionally. To say, for

example, that someone is “seeing green” is to say that they will
function in a certain way, for example, they will step on the gas
pedal in a certain situation. It is not to say anything about specific



states or activities of particular physical structures, such as the
brain. 

b. Thoughts, for example, are identified in terms of functional role.
Different functions = different thoughts. Since thoughts can be
realized in many physically different kinds of things,(humans, bats,
aliens, Gods), there could be no identity between a mental state and
a specific physical configuration. Physically different things can
have the same thought.

c. It is a confusion to try to reduce the mental to the physical. Such
reductions construe mental states as particular things, rather than
functional roles. 

d. It is likewise a mistake to try to eliminate folk psychology. We need to
be able to say what a human and a bat have in common when they
both have the thought that there is something in the way that needs
to be avoided. What they have in common is not anything physical,
but being in the same functionally defined state. 

4.E. Intentionality.
Introduction. The distinction between mind and body may be made in terms of a

property which minds have that bodies lack, namely, intentionality. The
idea of intentionality was explored in earlier philosophers but is especially
associated with the 19th century psychologist and philosopher, Brentano. It
figures crucially in most contemporary discussions in the philosophy of
mind.

1. Intentionality as the Mark of the Mental: Franz Brentano.
a. Thesis. Mental phenomena are always “about” something or directed to

something. Even when I am thinking about, or wanting, or fearing,
something that does not exist, such as a unicorn, I am certainly
thinking about something. Merely physical objects or events, on
the other hand, lack such “aboutness.”

b. The idea of intentionality is the idea of the aboutness of the mental.
Thus what distinguishes the mental from the physical is
intentionality.

2. Kinds of Intentional Psychology: Daniel Dennett.
a. Thesis. We can distinguish three kinds or levels of “intentional”

psychology: “folk psychology,”(discussed in b. through d)
“intentional systems theory,” (discussed in e ) and “sub-personal
cognitive psychology.” The first is a mixture of abstract and
concrete features, and works well a lot of the time but can’t come
up to scientific status. The second is purely abstract. The third is
more concrete, for it involves explanations of human behavior in
terms of actual features of the brain or nervous system. 

b. Folk psychology is an abstract way of describing/explaining people
which works well generally, and which should neither be
eliminated nor reduced to physics. 



i. Folk psychology is abstract. It requires conceptual knowledge
but not concrete causal knowledge. I can grasp the concept
of belief, or of fear, without knowing how beliefs or fears
are caused by external/internal factors impacting the
nervous system. That was Ryle’s point. 

ii. Those parts of folk psychology that work successfully in
predicting and explaining behavior should be kept. They
should be kept since they denote what it is that we want to
know about/explain in psychology. 

iii. Parts that do not work may eventually be eliminated or reduced
to physical/chemical accounts. 

c. We approach each other as intentional systems, that is, as entities whose
behavior can be predicted by the method of attributing beliefs,
desires, and rational acumen according to the following principles:

(1) A system’s beliefs are those it ought to have, given its
perceptual capacities, its epistemic needs, and its
biography.

(2) A system’s desires are those it ought to have, given its
biological needs and the most practicable means
of satisfying them. 

(3) A system’s behavior will consist of those acts that it
would be rational for an agent with those beliefs
and desires to perform.

i. In (1) and (2) “ought to have” means “would have if it were
ideally ensconced in its environmental niche.” Thus all
dangers and vicissitudes in its environment it will
recognize as such and desire. 

ii. Treating each other as intentional systems works because we are
well designed by evolution and hence approximate to the
ideal version of ourselves assume by folk psychology. We
only approximate the ideal because evolution only
produces beings that can “get by” in an environment, and
getting by does not require perfect adaptation or perfect
rationality.

iii. Beliefs, desires and other entities poste. ulated by folk
psychology are thus abstracta, calculation bound entities
analogous to the equator, which does not correspond to any
actual thing on the earth’s surface. Thus beliefs are not
“things” like brain processes are.

d. The functionalist notion that beliefs, for example, must be illata (that is,
real, functionally defined, concrete things) that play a role in causal
interactions can be accounted for by the idea that while most
beliefs are really abstracta, or virtual, they presuppose some
complex of “core beliefs” that are indeed illata.
i. Several people (Tom, Boris, Jacques) might all have the belief

that a Frenchman committed murder in Trafalgar square,



even though their brains are in different states, they make
different inferences from that belief due to varying
backgrounds, and the like. The varying background factors
and their causal history could actually cause certain acts
predictable from the virtual belief, such as answering ‘yes’
on a quiz show when asked ‘has a Frenchman ever
committed murder in Trafalgar square?”

ii. Since beliefs are mostly not identifiable things that function as
causes, folk psychology does not do what science does,
namely, search for identifiable things or events that
causally explain other events. 

e. We can separate folk psychology from science in two ways: first, we
can develop “intentional systems theory.”
i. Intentional systems theory assumes the usual notions of belief

and desire, while explaining the behavior of “systems”
(such as economic systems or even individual persons
construed as complex) in terms of the system of relations
(between individuals, environmental factors and like). It
avoids accounts of beliefs as isolated. Thus Boris’ belief
that a Frenchman committed murder in Trafalgar square
must not be isolated from the other sorts of beliefs he has as
a Russian, a mystery fan, and so forth. It thus goes beyond
folk psychology and may include social psychology,
history, economics, and so forth.

ii. The high level of generality of intentional systems theory is
justified because we are interested in such facts as that
certain bats and certain birds both “avoid” or “dislike”
certain noxious insects, a fact which evolutionary biology
seeks to explain. That fact cannot even be stated in terms of
the physiology of the bird and the very different physiology
of the bat, so we must keep the “intentional” description in
order to motivate more detailed explanations.

f. Second, the more detailed explanations, in terms of specific physical
factors such as nerve structures, are the work of “subpersonal
cognitive psychology.”
i. In order for detailed descriptions of a physical structure such as

the brain to have any bearing on psychology (intentionally
characterized behavior), it must somehow account for
semantics or “meaning.” The “aboutness” of intentionality
includes the aboutness, or meaning, of words. Beliefs, for
example, are usually identified in terms of semantics (the
meanings that make up the belief). 

ii. The brain is at best a “syntactic engine.” We might think of it as
operating upon inputs with physical traits (duration,
location, shape, causal connection to structure and other
inputs). 



iii. Thus in order for subpersonal psychology to have any bearing
on accounts of thought, belief, etc. it must seemingly do the
impossible, namely, extract semantics from syntax (for
example, extract meanings from meaningless shapes or
sounds).

g. Though semantics cannot be extracted from syntax, a syntactical system
could mimic the behavior of an intentional, meaning-bearing
system. Thus an animal can be said to “know”(intentional) it has
had enough to eat if it has a physiological “switch” which turns off
its food acquisition behavior at the point where it has enough food
to keep on living and thriving. Such a switch “mimics” knowing
(varies in its activities reliably with what we call “knowing it is
time to stop eating”). 

h. The notion of a Turing machine can be exploited to see how folk
psychology might be reduced to intentional systems theory.
i. Two devices (computers, for instance) which are physically quite

different will be in the same Turing machine state provided
there is an abstract description of them in terms of a
machine table which specifies the relations between inputs,
program and outputs. 

ii. Knowing the abstract description enables me to predict what
each computer will do given certain inputs. The abstract
description works, but does not make inquiry into physical
structure irrelevant.

iii. The systems explored by psychology are more complex and
variable then the logical systems envisioned in Turing
machine talk, but in both cases a way of talking (Turing
machine language, intentional systems language) is
legitimated by the fact that it enables good predictions. 

4.F. Minds and Machines.
Introduction. The idea that humans are nothing more than very elaborate

machines has been around for several centuries. In the 17th century when
mechanical clocks were becoming common, some philosophers
hypothesized that humans might be a kind of very elaborate clockwork.
More recent developments, particularly 20th century inventions, such as
computers and robots that seem to “think,” have lent greater credibility to
the notion of the self as a machine and of thought or mind as consisting of
mechanical activity. But many critiques of these ideas have also been
developed.

1. Humans as Machines: Thomas Huxley.
a. Thesis. Humans are merely physical, machine-like entities. Studies of

non-human animals and brain damaged humans support this claim.
b. A frog can act purposefully even when the spinal cord, through which

most bodily nerves are connected to the brain, has been severed.
Thus its actions appear to be purely mechanical.



i. Purposeful activity implies thought or intelligence, in common
thinking.

ii. Thus what we call thought may be little more than mechanical
action.

c. Similarly, a brain damaged soldier who has spells in which he seems to
lack certain perceptual and intellectual capacities nonetheless
manages to emit behavior that seems intelligent or thoughtful,
including singing a song through.

d. Most, perhaps all, human and animal behavior amounts to mechanical
reflexes of various kinds, caused by various inputs to the nervous
system, which itself is “set up” by mechanical conditioning. 
i. If there is such a thing as “consciousness” it is a mere

“epiphenomenon” that has no causal effect on behavior. 
2. Reminders about Machines and Thinking: Ludwig Wittgenstein and Paul Ziff.

a. Thesis. Attributions of intelligence and feeling to mechanical devices
depend upon misleading analogies and logically inappropriate uses
of concepts.

b. For example, the claim that a robot feels tired is not an empirical claim
but more like the claim that the number 17 feels tired. It manifests
confusions about types or kinds of thing.
i. When we say of any x that it feels tired, we do so not only on the

basis of what we directly observe at the moment, but on the
basis of other knowledge about x, such as that x cannot be
“programmed” to “feel tired” (emit tired-indicating
behavior) after lifting a feather. But that is exactly what we
do not know about robots and machines generally. We do
know that such devices can be programmed to do just about
anything.

ii. In general, the background conditions necessary for the
attribution of feelings to anything are missing in the case of
all machines. 

3. Minds, Brains, and the Chinese Room Argument: John Searle.
a. Thesis. Human mental phenomena cannot be replicated by any device

operating on a formal program. The “Chinese room argument”
proves this claim.

b. According to strong AI, programmed computers actually have or are
minds, that is, actually understand such things as stories and are in
other cognitive states. Otherwise put, they have intentionality, they
grasp meanings, know what symbols are “about” and so forth.

c. The claims of strong AI are undermined by the “Chinese room” thought
experiment.
i. Imagine a room inhabited by a worker who knows no Chinese.

He takes input, such as a batch of squiggles which are,
unknown to him, a story written in Chinese, and another
batch which are questions about it, from an “in box.” He
follows a set of instructions (the program) for transforming



the second batch of squiggles into further squiggles called
“answers” which are placed in an “out box.” To a Chinese
speaker the “answers” make good sense. To the person in
the room they are just marks distinguished by their formal
properties, particularly, their shape. 

ii. This case of application of rules to purely formal input and the
production of formal output might mimic something that
understands Chinese. The room might be able to
“converse” with a native Chinese speaker, and thus pass the
“Turing test” yet the man in it understands nothing of the
story or the questions and answers. 

iii. Neither does the whole room together with program manuals,
pieces of paper and so forth understand the story. What it
does (operating on formal elements according to a
program) is what any computer does. What a thing like the
room does is neither sufficient nor even necessary for
understanding. 

d. The brain simulator reply: imagine that the “room” mirrors the actual
structure of a brain, perhaps in terms of a system of water pipes in
it which connect in various ways and are turned off and on upon
being prompted by Chinese input, according to programmed
instructions (see squiggle #1, turn valve 22, etc), so that the flow
mimics the firings of neurons. 
i. There is no understanding in the simulator either. The person

turning the valves knows no Chinese, and the system, so
long as it instantiates a merely formal program, understands
nothing, even if the end result is good answers in Chinese.

e. The combination reply: imagine a computer lodged in a robot that
behaves in all the ways a human person does, (it does not just
produce marks on paper, but fetches things and so forth). In such a
case we would ascribe intentionality to it.
i. We would ascribe intentionality to it unless we knew better. We

would know better if we discovered that it was operating
according to a formal program.

ii. We ascribe intentionality to non-human animals because we see
that they are made of similar stuff to us and can make sense
of their behavior by ascribing intentionality. However, if
we discovered that the behavior of an “animal” resulted
from the operation of a formal program, we would
withdraw those ascriptions.

f. Human beings are indeed like complex machines, and perhaps we could
construct a machine that could understand stories. It would do so
because it was made of the right kind of stuff to causally produce
perception, understanding, learning as so forth. It would not be in
such intentional states by virtue of instantiating a program,
however. 



i. What kind of stuff is the right kind of stuff? That is an empirical
question, just as the question “what kind of stuff can
photosynthesize?” is empirical. 

g. The claims of AI are motivated by various confusions, particularly, a
confusion about “information processing.”
i. The notion of “information” is ambiguous. In one sense, there is

information only where an outside interpreter makes sense
of things such as sounds, squiggles, the rings on a tree
trunk. In another sense the sounds, squiggles and rings are
themselves information. Only in the second sense do
programmed machines have information, and in that sense
the “processing of information” does not involve any
understanding, memory and so forth.

4. A Reply to Searle: William G. Lycan.
a. Thesis. A machine functionally isomorphic to a human being could

have intentionality.
b. A machine will be functionally isomorphic to a human if it has

functional components like those of a human (see Fodor on
functionalism).

c. Thus something like the simulator reply might work; suppose that the
system of water pipes works on its own and is housed in a being
that produces outputs of all sorts like ours. Why not ascribe
intentionality to it?
i. Searle would answer, first, that if you look at this system, all you

see is pipes, valves etc. Where is the understanding?
ii. Lycan replies: if a tiny person were moving about in a real

Chinese brain they would only encounter neurons, etc. and
might also wonder where the understanding is. The tiny
person’s view is too close, so to speak. 

iii. Searle would answer, second, that even in such a functionally
isomorphic system, manipulation of formal elements
according to a program cannot produce understanding.

iv. Lycan replies by agreeing. The system would have to have
something more, namely interaction with an environment
so that its “beliefs” for example, were the result of the right
kind of causal reactions. For example, the belief that there
is a table here could not be ascribed to the machine unless
the causes leading up to that “belief” were like the causes
leading up to such beliefs in humans. 

v. Lycan argues that all existing programmed devices lack
intentionality because none of them have both functional
isomorphism and rich environments of the sort that produce
the many different sorts of intentional states found in
humans. But we could, in principle, produce devices of that
kind.

5. Natural Languages, AI, and Existential Holism: John Haugeland.



a. Thesis. Understanding requires locating particular bits of “information”
in larger contexts. Computer programs cannot do that to the extent
required for understanding a natural language. 

b. Common sense holism: “holism” is a name for the idea that parts can
only be understood in the light of the “wholes” to which they
belong. This is so for understanding a natural language. We
understand the meaning of any given word by understanding its
connection to other words in the sentence it occurs in, the
paragraph it occurs in, the story, and in terms of a whole network
of common sense as well as more specialized knowledge.
i. To illustrate: consider the sentence “I put the raincoat in the

bathtub because it was wet.” How do we understand ‘it’ in
this sentence? We must decide what antecedent it refers to.
Either the tub or the rain coat are grammatically possible
antecedents. But we would never pick the tub. Why not?
Common sense tells us you do not put a raincoat in a tub
because the tub is wet, but you might put a wet raincoat in a
tub.

ii. Common sense does not seem to be codifiable. We can write a
routine for a machine that rules out certain kinds of
nonsense, but it is not clear how we (humans) process the
‘it’ so as to not take it as referring to the tub. But a machine
needs a code or algorithm to operate. 

iii. Common sense is in fact extremely sophisticated and subtle,
and provides one important “whole” in terms of which we
understand natural languages. 

c. Situation holism: consider “the box is in the pen.” How is this to be
understood? If the situation in which it is uttered is a room with a
play pen and we are looking for a cereal box, we will take ‘pen’
here to mean ‘playpen.’ If the situation is a James Bond movie in
which very tiny boxes are hidden in such things as fountain pens,
we might take ‘pen’ to mean ‘fountain pen’ Understanding
depends upon grasping a situation. 
i. The cues that we depend on in deciding what features of a

situation are relevant to interpretation are subtle and
uncodifiable. It seems doubtful that they could be written
into a program.

ii. A language translating program would have to choose between
‘pen’ in the sense of playpen and in the sense of ‘fountain
pen’ since in French, for example, they are entirely
different words. Haugeland suggests that there is no such
program and probably could not be.

d. Existential holism: the understanding of stories, anecdotes and much
else depends upon grasping what people care about, and why.
What people care about is a function of how they think about and
live their lives.



i. Understanding a folk tale, for instance, usually requires that we
share certain cares and concerns expressed therein. For
instance, the story of the snake and the farmer makes sense
to us to the extent that we share attachments to children,
care about the prospect of living life as a cripple, and might
even accept that prospect if it meant saving our child’s life. 

ii. Since computers and robots lack such cares, attachments and the
like, they will not understand many stories, parables and so
forth.

CHAPTER 5: EPISTEMOLOGY.

5.A. Skepticism and Certainty.
Introduction. Skeptics are people who deny that any knowledge, or any

knowledge within certain domains, is possible. Radical skeptics may deny
that even the most obvious claims can be known to be true. 

1. The Relativity of All Things: Chuang-Tzu.
a. Thesis. We inevitably misdescribe everything that we examine because

our approach is so narrowly focused. We then employ our one-
sided theories in debates with other people’s one-sided theories,
and nothing gets accomplished. This is so even with something as
simple as whether I am a human dreaming that I’m a butterfly, or a
butterfly dreaming that I’m human.

b. The way things are named and described simply reflects the particular
perspectives of individuals. It is a mistake to insist on our own
view.

c. There is a deeper unity beneath all individual perspectives, the way of
the Tao.

2. Goals and Methods of Skepticism: Sextus Empiricus.
a. Thesis. We can achieve tranquility only if we stop dogmatizing

completely. Skepticism will break our dogmatism by showing how
there are equally good arguments pro and con any claim. 

b. The ten methods of skepticism are ten ways of arguing for the necessity
of suspending judgment. They include calling attention to the
differences in perceptions of different animals. 
i. Some animals, as their behavior indicates, find that a certain

object tastes pleasant, others that it is bitter and dangerous.
Which experiences the world as it truly is? There is no way
of telling. So we must suspend judgment regarding “how
the world truly is.”

3. Dreams, Illusions, and the Evil Genius: René Descartes.
a. Thesis. Descartes proposes to doubt anything which he has the slightest

reason to doubt, so called “hyperbolic” or “exaggerated” doubt. He
finds that nothing can withstand such philosophical doubt. 

b. The senses are not a reliable source of knowledge, since they have
deceived in the past (optical illusions and the like). 



i. Ordinary experience of the world seems to be completely
replicated in dreams, and there is no certain way to
distinguish dreams from waking experience. But the
“world” of a dream is unreal, or not what it appears to be. 

ii. Nonetheless the most general features of things experienced in
dreams such as having position, duration in time and so on
for other “primary qualities” must be derived from real
things, as an artists fictional images are derived from real
things. 

iii. Accordingly the conclusions of mathematical sciences, that deal
with general quantitative facts seem to be least subject to
doubt.

c. Even mathematical truths might be doubted if a very powerful God, or
alternatively a demon, deliberately deceived me with respect to
them. 

4. Skepticism about the External World: David Hume.
a. Thesis. We do not know many things that we have confidence in, such

as that there are real connection between causes and effects, that
experiential reasoning is reliable, that there is an enduring self, and
that there is a world existing independently of our experience.

b. There is no reason to think that things continue to exist when not
experienced. There is no reason in experience, obviously, and no
other kind of reason can be given for believing in the existence of
things that persist independently of experience. So we cannot be
sure there is any world existing independently of experience.
i. The human mind extends the continuousness of certain

experiences, such as that of solid objects, beyond
experience itself, but without warrant. 

c. There is no experience of a continuing self. All experience contains is
particular perceptions rapidly succeeding one another. There is no
grounds apart from experience for the belief that there is a
continuing self. 

5. The Problem of Induction: David Hume and Peter Strawson.
a. Thesis. Hume:we cannot justify induction, no matter how much

knowledge it seems to provide. Induction involves projecting
something from the present into the future. If all lima beans that
I’ve tasted so far are bitter and pasty, I may inductively infer that
all lima beans that I taste in the future will be the same. Inductive
knowledge seems to be essential to the sciences. Strawson:
Inductive reasoning does not require any justification. 

b. Hume argues that the belief that the future will be like the past in some
relevant respect, which is the foundational belief for induction,
cannot be justified. 



i. It cannot be justified by past experience, since it is about the
future, and we cannot assume the future will be like the
past when proving that very thing. 

ii. And it cannot be justified logically or a priori. If it were, a single
counter-instance could not defeat an inductive belief.

c. Strawson argues that inductive reasoning does not need any
justification.
i. Any method of reasoning about matters of fact that works (yields

truths most of the time) is inductively justified by
definition. The repeated use of a method that gets mostly
true results is what is meant by induction justification.

ii. The “inductive method” is not a method in the sense that
particular methods of empirical inquiry (noting correlations
and the like) are methods. One can neither have, nor lose,
confidence in it.

5.B. Sources of Knowledge: Rationalism and Empiricism.
Introduction. Even if skepticism is rejected, questions still remain about how we

know what we know. Common sense often answers “we know through
sense perception.” For example, I know there is a green bowl in front of
me because I am in normal perceptual circumstances and can see it. I
know Napoleon was short because people who saw him have reported that
he was. Empiricism stresses this side of common sense. There are also
things I know just by thinking or reasoning abstractly. For example, I
know that the parts of a thing cannot be greater than or bigger than the
whole thing. Rationalism stresses abstract reason.

1. Knowledge does not come through the Senses: Plato.
a. Thesis. In order to understand particular facts about the world, such as

what is just in any act, I must compare that act with a standard
which tells me what perfect justice is. I could not have gotten the
idea of justice by abstracting it from my experience with particular
just acts. How could I determine which acts were just if I did not
already have the idea of justice?

b. The ideas or concepts with which I use to organize experience exist as
eternal standards, independent of the empirical world. Since they
are used to organize experience, they could not possibly be derived
from experience. They must then be grasped by reason, not the
senses. 

2. All Knowledge Derives from the Senses: John Locke.
a. Thesis. Rationalism does not square with the facts. All purported cases

of knowledge not based upon experience but upon “reason” turn
out to be based on experience after all. 

b. Among the things rationalists claim to know apart from experience are
such ‘innate ideas” as that a thing cannot both be and not be (
principle of non-contradiction). 



i. Such “ideas” are not found in idiots and children. So they are not
present innately in all minds, and thus must be built up
from experience.

c. The mind is blank at birth. Experience fills up the blank. All our ideas
can be traced back to experiences of the external and internal
worlds. 
i. Some of my ideas are of “primary qualities” such as extension,

motion, solidity, figure, and these represent or picture
accurately the world as it is apart from experience.

ii. Other of my ideas are of secondary qualities such as color, taste,
texture, and these are produced in me by the primary
qualities, and do not exist outside of the mind of a
perceiver. 

3. The Nature of Perception: John Searle.
a. Thesis. Empiricist accounts of perception assume that all I am ever

directly aware of is the contents of my own mind (“sense data,
impressions, experiences”) and that awareness is passive. These
accounts are mistaken. Perception is intentional and active. 

b. In perception I typically am directly aware of external objects, not of
“ideas” or sense data or any other mental item.
i. The empiricist way of thinking of sense experience seems to

account for the fact that I sometimes “have the experience”
of something red, for example, when in fact there is nothing
red in the neighborhood. In such cases I supposedly
experience a mental content.

ii. However it is bizarre to suppose that what I experience when I
look at a red car is a red-car-datum in the mind. What I see
in such a case is typically a red car. Mental contents are
neither red nor non-red. When I “see” a red car where there
is none, I actually see nothing, or I see a strange light
reflection, and so forth. 

c. Perceptions have intentionality, are directed upon objects, and thus have
conditions of satisfaction just as beliefs do. Even if when I have an
experience like that of seeing a red car there is no red car around,
my perception still has an intentional content. It is “about” a red
car, not about a “red car datum” whatever that would be.
Empiricist accounts ignore the intentionality of perception.
i. The conditions of satisfaction for the belief that there is a red car

here include that there be a red car here. 
ii. The conditions of satisfaction for the perception that there is a

red car here include that there be a red car here. 
iii. The conditions of satisfaction for the perception must actually

cause the perception in order for those conditions to be met.
Thus there being a red car here must be what is causing me
to see a red car, otherwise the perception is not veridical. If
something else (a “red-car hallucinogen”) is causing that



experience, its conditions of satisfaction are not met, and I
am not seeing a red car, nor am I seeing a red car datum. I
may be seeing nothing at all.

iv. The conditions of satisfaction for beliefs can be met, on the
other hand, even when the belief is caused by something
other than its conditions of satisfaction. Thus my belief that
it is raining might have been caused by my dreaming that it
is, when in fact it is. It would still be a true belief.

d. The empiricist notion treats perception as the passive reception of data
(called impressions, sense data, experiences) which then become
available to consciousness. 
i. The empiricist notion is mistaken. I actively “take” what is in my

visual field in different ways, depending upon my
background, training, expectations. For example, I see a
house, rather than the façade of a house, only when I expect
the unseen parts of the house to be there upon further
inspection. Perception is as it is due to a background of
training, culture and situational expectations.

ii. If I actually did take what I see to be a façade only, as when
viewing a Hollywood set, the optical stimuli might be the
same as when I see a house, but my beliefs about what I am
seeing result in different conditions of satisfaction.
Generally the relations between perception and belief are
complex. 

e. This account of perception avoids the inevitable skeptical challenge that
arises on the empiricist account, namely, what is the relation
between data or impressions, which I do see, and the objects which
cause them, which I never do see? What reason could I even have
for thinking there are such objects? On this account on the other
hand what I see are the objects themselves. 

5.C. A Priori Knowledge.
Introduction. Both empiricists and rationalists have tried to distinguish knowledge

that is a priori, or independent of experience in some sense, from
knowledge that depends upon experience, or is a posteriori. The
distinction has been made in various ways, and has been attacked.

1. The Fork: David Hume.
a. Thesis. All knowledge is either based in experience (impressions of

various kinds) and thus bears on matters of fact, or is merely a
matter of relations of ideas, and thus has no bearing on matters of
fact. There is no third alternative. The “fork” has only two prongs.

b. Such statements as “all bachelors are unmarried” or “all squares are
round” simply relate ideas. They are known to be true or false a
priori, by simply thinking about the idea of a bachelor, or the ideas
of a square and of roundness. Mathematical knowledge is abstract
in the same way.



c. Knowledge that there is a bachelor in the room is, on the other hand, the
result of empirical investigation and is a posteriori knowledge.
Such a thing cannot be known to be true simply by thinking about
the idea of a bachelor.

2. Analytic and Synthetic Judgments: Immanuel Kant.
a. Thesis. Judgments like “all bachelors are unmarried” are “analytic.”

Judgments like “there is a bachelor in the room” are synthetic. The
former are known to be true independently of experience. The
latter usually require experience and thus are known a posteriori,
but a few of them are known a priori.

b. The judgment that all events have causes, for example, is synthetic and
is known to be true, but not on the basis of experience. It is a
“synthetic a priori judgment.

3. One Dogma of Empiricism: Willard Van Orman Quine.
a. Thesis. The empiricist claim that there is a special class of propositions,

namely those that Kant called “analytic,” that can be known to be
true independently of experience, is unsupportable, a mere
“dogma.”

b. Propositions are said to be analytic when true by definition or by virtue
of “meanings,” or true when synonyms can replace one another so
as to produce tautologies. But there is no viable account of the
notions of meaning or synonymy.
i. Suppose, for example, that “all bachelors are unmarried male

adults” is shown to be analytic by replacing “bachelors”
with a synonymous expression, namely, “unmarried male
adult.” The result would obviously be a tautology, a simple
identity, “all unmarried male adults are unmarried male
adults.”

ii. Unfortunately there is no way to distinguish expressions that are
synonymous from those that merely apply to all and only
the same things, such as “creature with a heart” and
“creature with a kidney.” The notion of synonymy is
hopelessly opaque.

5.D. Foundationalism and Coherentism.
Introduction. Foundationalists in epistemology believe that knowledge claims

must have secure foundations in order to resist skepticism. Empiricist
foundationalists argue that those foundations must be in certain empirical
claims. Rationalist foundationalists require rational intuitions as a
foundation. Coherentists have rejected foundationalism altogether.

1. Foundationalism: René Descartes and John Locke.
a. Thesis. Descartes: Genuine knowledge requires clear and distinct

rational intuitions. Locke: Genuine knowledge is founded upon
sense experience and other direct awarenesses. 

b. Descartes argues that the senses can never be trusted. But there are
claims that can be seen to be true directly, such as the claim that I



exist. Descartes thinks that the claim that God exists can also be
proven a priori. These claims supposedly can support further
claims about the ordinary world. Unfortunately, not everyone has
the same “rational intuitions” so appeal to them cannot settle
disagreements. 

c. Locke thinks genuine knowledge can be based on direct reports of the
senses. But most of what we know in science and common sense is
not based on experience in that way. For example, scientific claims
typically go far beyond experience. Thus scientific laws are
supposed to apply to things no one has experienced or that do not
exist yet. 

2. Knowledge and Coherence: Jonathan Dancy.
a. Thesis. I should consider those beliefs to be true and justified which

cohere best with my other beliefs.
b. Suppose, for example, that I see with my own eyes someone jumping

twenty feet into the air. I am likely to doubt that a human being can
jump that high, even though I just “saw” it, simply because I have
already formed a great many quite secure beliefs about how high
humans can jump – and perhaps related beliefs about gravity,
about the way certain tricks are done by magicians, and so forth.
The belief that a human can actually jump 20 feet into the air,
without assistance, from a standing position on the earth, does not
cohere with all those other beliefs. So I am likely to reject it and
assume that my senses, or something or someone else, is doing
tricks on me.
i. It follows that no particular kinds of beliefs, such as those based

on direct reports of the senses, are foundational. 
c. A coherent set of beliefs must be consistent (all can be true together),

and complete in some sense. Its members should also be mutually
explanatory.
i. Since explanations can improve, coherent sets can improve by

including more and more mutually explanatory members.
d. A coherence theory of knowledge and justification may require a

coherence theory of truth. “P is true” equals by definition, “P
belongs to a coherent set.”
i. An objection; there can be more than one coherent set of

propositions.
ii. Reply; no theory of truth can rule out competing sets of truths. 

e. Coherentists stress as a virtue of their theory that truth and justification
are according to them all of a piece. The coherence of a belief set
goes to make its members justified; the coherence of a set of
propositions, believed or not, goes to make its members true.

f. Coherentism fits our actual practice. In evaluating any truth claim we
always check to see how it fits or coheres with other claims we
believe.



i. Coherentism also fits with the common intuition that knowledge
is social. We evaluate claims in the context of other beliefs
acquired from parents or teachers, in the light of ways of
reasoning and assessing learned from others, and so forth.

g. Coherentism may seem to not do justice to the importance of experience
in arriving at knowledge. However coherentists can and do hold
that a lot of our knowledge gets started with sense experiences. But
the very empirical claims with which we begin must have, in the
long run, no more security or certainty attaching to them that do
any other beliefs, if the coherentists are right. 

h. The belief that empirical beliefs should get special treatment is not itself
an empirical belief. If we accept it that will be because doing so
increases coherence. So even those who give special weight to
empirical beliefs depend ultimately upon coherence as the criterion
for justification. 

3. The Raft vs. the Pyramid: Ernest Sosa.
a. Thesis. Foundationalists picture knowledge as a pyramid, with each

element resting on others until secure foundations are reached. Any
weakness in the foundation spreads to all beliefs. The coherentist
pictures knowledge as a raft which keeps us afloat so long as all
the parts stay together or cohere. If any element rots or breaks it
can be replaced by a new element, so long as that element fits the
whole. Both pictures present problems. 

b. A coherentist critique of foundationalism: the foundational elements
must either be propositions, or experiences of some kind without
propositional content. 
i. If the former, the foundations will be insecure, since propositions

can be grasped only by grasping concepts which are
themselves reflections of particular histories, perspectives
and so forth. These concepts filter reality in various ways,
and prevent direct, secure access to it.

ii. If the latter how could those non-propositional experiences be a
foundation for propositions? How get from them to truth
claims?

iii. A possible foundationalist reply: not all propositions are
justified through other propositions. An example from
ethics is given.

c. Foundationalists think of justification, which is an evaluative property,
as supervening upon such properties as being directly experienced,
or being clear and distinct. Formally, Sosa claims, coherentism is
also foundationalist. For it gives us a general theory about a non-
evaluative property upon which justification supervenes. That
property is coherence. A belief is justified if it has the property of
cohering well with our other beliefs. Substantively coherentism
differs from those views normally counted as foundationalist, but



then those foundationalist views differ from each other
substantively too. 

d.Doxastic ascent: foundationalists believe that only beliefs that rest on
experience are likely true. What justifies that belief? Some further
belief such as that the senses are generally reliable? One belief
requires others in an unending ascent. However, if coherentism is
formally like foundationalism (see 4 c) then the same problem may
arise. A belief is accepted because it coheres. Presumably because
it is believed that beliefs that cohere are likely to be true. But what
justifies that belief? Must I believe that it also coheres? 

e. Perhaps a different approach is needed in which knowledge is tied to
good procedures and virtues of the mind, rather than to either
foundations or coherence. 

 
5.E. Problems with Justified Belief and New Issues in Epistemology.

Introduction. . The notion of “justified belief” has begun to appear
problematic in ways not noticed before. Moreover many
philosophers have begun to protest against the way in which
disputes in epistemology have been conducted. “Particularism”
which was mentioned above is one such protest. Close attention to
various senses of “justification” have also proved to be important,
as have close analyses of intellectual vices and virtues.

1. True Justified Belief is not Sufficient for Knowledge: Edmund Gettier.
a. Thesis. It is possible to believe some statement P, where P is true and

one is justified in believing it, without having knowledge. That fact
appears to conflict with a long standing analysis or definition of
knowledge.

b. The JTB analysis of knowledge seems intuitively plausible. But suppose
someone, George let us say, believes that an American will win the
gold in fencing, and suppose he is justified since Mary the
American fencer gives every indication of being able to do it, and
suppose it is true. Suppose further that it is true because Jean,
another American fencer, will win the gold. George believes P, (P=
“an American will win the gold”), he is justified in believing P,
and P is true. But does he know that P? It seems he does not. He
has merely experienced some epistemic good luck, so to speak.

c. There must be something missing from the JTB analysis, or perhaps the
notion of justification is the wrong notion to use in analyzing
knowledge. 

2. Justification, Internalism, and Warrant: Alvin Plantinga.
a. Thesis. The JTB analysis is wrong since justification has nothing to do

with knowledge. What is needed is not justification but warrant.
Knowledge will be true warranted belief.

b. Justification is usually used as a deontological concept. That means it is
used to indicate duty. The idea is that I am justified in a belief



when I have done my epistemic duty by checking my sources,
comparing notes, so to speak, with others, and the like. 

c. Justification is internalist. The idea is that I am justified in believing P
when I understand what would be good reasons for believing P,
and know I have those reasons. That is, I have access to the
justifying conditions. 

d. Justification is the wrong concept to use in the account of knowledge.
i. It is not sufficient for knowledge. I could be doing my epistemic

duty to the max while being systematically deceived, by,
say, an alien scientist who is feeding me data via electronic
devices and brain implants that I know nothing about. 

ii. It is not necessary for knowledge. Provided my beliefs are being
produced in a reliable way, I might have knowledge even
though I do not know they are being so produced. 

iii. The notion of justification in this context is internalist, but what
matters to knowledge is how my beliefs are produced, not
that I know how they are produced. I do not need to have
access to the conditions that warrant a belief in order to be
warranted in holding that belief. Warrant is an externalist
notion, such as a good analysis of knowledge requires. 

3. Naturalist Externalism vs. Internalism: Keith Lehrer.
a. Thesis. Lehrer sets forth two fundamental objections to externalism: (1)

Possession of correct information is inadequate for knowledge, and
(2) we may be justified in a belief even when it has not been
caused (or sustained) by a reliable process.

b. Naturalist externalism analyzes knowledge as true belief that has been
caused in a certain (natural) way. For example the belief that there
is a desk in front of me will be knowledge if what caused me to
have that belief was light reflecting off the desk, affecting in
certain ways my retina, and so forth. I do not have to know about
these belief forming processes in order to have knowledge.

c. The externalist account has two virtues. 
i. It provides a plausible account of what makes perceptual beliefs

into knowledge. 
ii. The externalist account provides a way out of skepticism.
iii. However these virtues are of limited value. Much knowledge

has nothing to do with perception. And the externalist
account fails to make an important distinction. 

e. We must distinguish having true information from knowing. Naturalist
externalism fails to do this.
i. Consider the case of Mr. Truetemp, with a temperature detector

implanted, without his awareness, in his skull so that he
frequently thinks about the temperature and is always right
about it. It seems false to say Truetemp has knowledge
even though his beliefs about the temperature are formed in
a reliable way and are true. They are not knowledge



because he does not know how they are formed. In general,
one must have some way of knowing that the information
one possesses was reliably produced in order to call it
knowledge.

ii. Having good reasons for a belief may justify it even though the
belief was not caused by those reasons. Consider Mr. Raco,
who was caused, by his racism, to have the belief that only
people of a certain race get a certain disease. Suppose he
later amasses good scientific evidence for that belief. He is
then justified in that belief, even though what caused it was
a notoriously unreliable process in which irrational
prejudice played a crucial role. Reliable belief forming
processes are not necessary for knowledge. And e. i. shows
that they are not sufficient either.

4. Justified Belief and Intellectual Virtues: Linda Zagzebski.
a. Thesis. Some principal epistemological theories use moral vocabulary

and parallel moral theories in which the focus is on particular acts.
But some moral theories focus on agents rather than individual
acts, and thus on character as exhibited in virtues. An
epistemological theory could do something similar. The result is a
definition of knowledge as cognitive contact with reality produced
by acts of intellectual virtue. 

b. Belief based epistemologies tend to employ deontological or
consequentialist ideas from ethics. 
i. A particular belief might be said to be justified if the believer has

done her duty, intellectually speaking. The concept of duty
is “deontological.”

ii. A belief might be justified or warranted if the process that
caused is one that generally leads truth.

iii. The use of ethical concepts in epistemology is warranted but
there are definite advantages in using the concepts of agent
centered, rather than act centered, ethical theory.

c. Agent based epistemology will evaluate the agent in terms of such
“thick” concepts as “careful,” “patient,” “lazy,” “narrow minded”
and the like, rather than simply evaluate the agent’s belief as
“justified” or not. This approach generates several advantages.
i. Virtues and vices are situation-sensitive. Virtue epistemology

takes account of the fact that the way to knowledge is not
governed by rigid rules.

ii. Virtue epistemology also takes account of the importance of
wisdom, as opposed to mere knowledge, and of the
importance of cognitive integration. Wisdom and integrity
are fundamental moral and intellectual virtues which belief
based theories tend to miss.



iii. It also takes account of the importance of cognitive power. We
value agents who can acquire knowledge on their own
because they know how it is achieved. This is missed by
reliabilist theories that undervalue the way to the goal
(truth), and stress only that one gets there.

iv. Belief centered approaches stress the need to avoid epistemic
blame. But there is a range of cognitive states, some of
which are much higher than mere avoidance of blame.
Virtues approaches take account of this important fact.

v. Virtues approaches in both ethics and epistemology naturally
stress the social character of goodness. Knowledge does
depend upon social relations in crucial ways, and the
virtues approach is naturally fit to explain why.

d. Several supposed disanalogies between virtue ethics are discussed,
relating to the place of feeling and of instruction in knowledge. In
fact feeling does play a role in knowledge acquisition, just as it
does in moral goodness, and instruction leading to knowledge is
often indirect, subtle, and not rule governed, a point often made
about moral virtues. The disanalogies do not exist. 

e. Knowlede can be defined as cognitive contact with reality produced by
intellectual virtues. 
i. This definition does some justice to both externalist (reliabilist)

and internalist intuitions. Intellectual virtues are valued
because they quite reliably lead to true belief, but also the
person who has them knows how they lead to true belief.

f. Apparent counterexamples: sometimes a vice, such as nosiness, may
lead to knowledge.
i. The counterexamples depend upon mixed motivations. The

nosey person has both virtues (an eye for detail for
instance) and a vice (unseemly interest in other people’s
business). The virtues are what produce the knowledge. 

5.F. The Social Construction of Knowledge.
Introduction.. The basic idea of social construction is that how and what we think

and believe, even when we are being most “objective,” are the result of
social factors, such as power relations or economic factors or educational
styles, rather than the result of bumping up against plain facts which
constrain our thinking or belief systems. 

1. Social Factors in the Development of Knowledge and Science: Thomas Kuhn.
a. Thesis. Scientific revolutions are generated by “paradigm” shifts.
b. Paradigms in science are constituted by ways of “taking” data, ways of

training new scientists, particular standards for what counts as a
problem or a solution, and other factors which are socially
generated. 

c. These social factors can produce “revolutions” such as the Copernican
revolution, which are a lot like political revolutions. What drives



them is not better observation or experiment but a shift in
paradigms. 

d. It follows that it is not correct to think of the sciences as cumulative,
with the present always built on the best of the past. 

2. Epistemology and the Sex of the Knower: Lorraine Code.
a. Thesis. Typical analyses of knowledge in the modern era ignore or even

systematically repress the question, “who is the knower?” These
analyses miss the male bias at work in constructing science and
knowledge. 

b. The sex of the knower is epistemologically significant. What counts as
knowledge in any context is determined in part by ideas about
gender.
i. Attention to the sex of the knower does not commit one to

subjectivism or relativism, or amount to the claim that the
sex of the knower is the only factor that matters to
knowledge. 

c. Claims that woman are less objective and analytical than men, and
therefore cognitively defective, depend upon social factors, such as
the tendency to elevate certain kinds of knowledge (e.g. math or
physics) and denigrate others (such as aesthetic or personal
knowledge).
i. Such claims also rest upon dubitable “essentialist” assumptions.

It has not been proved, by brain studies or in other ways,
that women think or know in some essentially different
way from men. Purported differences may themselves be
socially constructed.

d. An example of male-biased approaches to knowledge: the adversarial
method. 
i. In many philosophical circles argument about details which

seeks to defeat an adversary is highly valued. 
ii. This is a bias associated with supposedly masculine traits. It

systematically undervalues traditionally feminine traits,
such as cooperation, loyalty to a view or value, and the like.
As a result it may engender warped inquiry that misses
important truths. 

e. The power of men over women has enabled an account of knowledge
which dismisses typical “feminine” concerns or keeps certain
issues and methods of inquiry “off the table.” Power relations
influence thinking about what problems are real problems and
what real solutions would be. This point, stressed by Foucault, is
also found in Kuhn. Given the fact that men historically have had
power over women, this point supports the claim that the sex of the
knower can be epistemologically significant. 

3. Confusions in Constructivist Views: Alan Sokal.



a. Thesis. Constructivist views contain valid points, but the ideas of
Foucault and other “post modern” thinkers are often confused or
get put to a confused use.

b. Confusions in constructivist views stem from conflating ontological,
epistemological, sociological and ethical issues.
i. Example: Feminist philosopher Sandra Harding points out that

much research in physics has been motivated by military
interests. Though that sociological claim is true, it has no
bearing on the truth of the claim that thee are atoms and
they do behave according to the laws of quantum
mechanics (the epistemological and ontological issues).

c. It may be true that political, economic and other cultural factors play a
role in various “knowledge industries” and that ethical choices
reflecting those factors my be required when deciding what
research to fund. These points are worth keeping in mind.

d. The constructivist claim that social factors play an important or even
decisive role in the “construction” of science is quite plausible for
the social sciences. To say that ‘physical reality is a social and
linguistic construct’ is just plain silly, but to say that ‘social reality
is a social and linguistic construct’ is virtually a tautology.

CHAPTER 6: ETHICS.

6.A. Are Moral Values Objective?.
Introduction.

a. Central issue: whether moral values are created by humans or originate
independently of human will or desire.

b. Optimist (objectivist) view of morality.
i. Objective: moral values are based on some spiritual component

of the universe, which is independent of human activity.
ii. Absolute/eternal: they don’t change.
iii. Universal: apply to all people.

c. Pessimist (skeptical/relativist) view of morality.
i. Not objective: moral values are human inventions, not grounded

in a spiritual realm.
ii. Not absolute/eternal: moral values change from culture to

culture.
iii. Not universal: people are bound by their own values, not a

universal set of values.
d. Moral relativism is represented in Protagoras’s statement that “Man is

the Measure of All things”.
e. Two kinds of moral relativism.

i. Individual: moral truths are relative to (created by) each
individual.

ii. Cultural: moral truths are relative to (created by) societies, not
individuals.

1. Morality Grounded in Unchanging Spiritual Forms: Plato.



a. Thesis: objective morality is grounded in the eternal spiritual realm of
the forms.

b. Plato’s view of the universe.
i. Spiritual realm: contains perfect forms of mathematics and

morality.
ii. Physical realm: contains imperfect physical things which gain

their character by participating in the spiritual forms.
c. Allegory of the cave.

i. People are chained inside a cave, and think that their shadows are
reality’ one man escapes, discovers the real world, returns
to tell the others, but is ridiculed.

ii. Discovery of the forms is difficult, painful, and nearly
impossible to convey to others.

2. Moral Relativism: Sextus, Montaigne, and Mackie.
a. Sextus Empiricus.

i. Thesis: nothing is by nature good or evil, and moral notions are
just a matter of personal and social preference.

ii. General skepticism: we cannot gain knowledge of any subject,
and the best way to achieve mental tranquility is to simply
withhold our beliefs.

b. Montaigne.
i. Thesis: moral values are matters of custom, which change

radically in different cultures.
c. Mackie.

i. Thesis: moral skepticism is supported by the fact that different
cultures have different moral practices.

ii. Moral skepticism: there are no objective moral values; instead,
such values are created by people.

iii. Why diverse practices support skepticism: “people approve of
monogamy because they participate in a monogamous way
of life rather than that they participate in a monogamous
way of life because they approve of monogamy”.

3. The Case Against Moral Relativism: James Rachels.
a. Thesis: there are universal values.
b. Cultural differences argument.

(1) Different cultures have different moral codes.
(2) Therefore, there is no objective “truth” in morality. Right and

wrong are only matters of opinion, and opinions vary from
culture to culture.

c. Criticism: the above argument is unsound because premise 1 is about
beliefs, and the conclusion is about fact.

d. Three consequences of supposing cultural relativism is true.
i. We could no longer say that customs of other societies are

morally inferior to our own (but we have universal
intuitions against slavery and anti-Semitism).



ii. We could decide whether actions are right or wrong just by
consulting the standards of our society (but few think that
society has a perfect moral code).

iii. The idea of moral progress is brought into doubt (but this
would imply that there is no justification for moral reform).

e. There are fewer cultural differences than relativists claim.
i. Hindu practice of not eating cows: we agree that we shouldn't eat

Grandma; we simply disagree about whether the cow is
Grandma.

f. Three core values common to all cultures (which are necessary for
society to exist).
i. Care for children: perpetuation of society would cease.
ii. Truth telling: communication would be impossible.
iii. Prohibition against murder: society on any large scale would

collapse.

6.B. Can Human Conduct be Selfless?.
Introduction.

a. Psychological egoism: human conduct is selfishly motivated, and we
cannot perform actions from any other motive.

b. Psychological altruism: while much of our conduct is selfishly
motivated, human beings are at least occasionally capable of acting
selflessly.

1. Whether Human Nature is inherently Good or Evil: Mencius and Hsun-tzu.
a. Kao-tzu’s thesis: human nature is neither good nor evil, but can be

fashioned in either direction through environmental influences.
b. Mencius’s thesis: human nature is inherently good.
c. Hsun-tzu’s thesis: human nature is inherently bad, and we need customs

to enforce proper behavior.
2. The Selfish Origins of Pity and Charity: Thomas Hobbes.

a. Thesis: human actions are motivated by self-interest.
b. Selfish motivations behind pity: we imagine ourselves in a situation of

misery.
c. Selfish motivations behind charity: we delight in exercising our power

over other people.
3. Love of Others not Opposed to Self-Love: Joseph Butler (Sermon 11).

a. Thesis: we have a particular instinctive appetite for benevolence, which
is distinct from our general desire of self-love; the two operate on
different motivational levels, and thus do not conflict.

b. Human nature has two classes of motivations.
i. General desire for personal happiness; genuine self-love, which

proceeds from reason as we reflect on our own interest.
ii. Particular appetites to pursue specific external things, e.g., the

desire for food; technically not self-love (benevolence is
included in this category.)

c. Limits to self-love/happiness.



i. Particular appetites are established by nature, not through self-
love/happiness: “Self-love then does not constitute this or
that to be our interest or good; but, our interest or good
being constituted by nature and supposed, self-love only
puts us upon obtaining and securing it.”.

ii. Hedonistic paradox: we pursue tennis (for example) to get
pleasure; but if we are not initially interested in tennis, then
we will not get pleasure out of it.

iii. Extreme self-love/happiness is counterproductive: by indulging
in it too much, we harm our own interests.

d. Benevolence does not conflict with self-love.
i. Benevolence is a particular affection (in the same category with

the desire for food),.
ii. No particular affection necessarily promotes (or fails to

promote) self-love/happiness; sometimes it may, sometimes
it may not.

iii. Benevolence may actually increase personal self-
love/happiness.
iv. Self-love/happiness is not like property, which we have less of

when we give some away.
4. Altruism and Sociobiology: Edward O. Wilson.

a. Egoism and sociobiology.
i. Philosophers have backed away from the egoism/altruism

dispute because it is theoretically unfalsifiable (incapable
of proof or disproof).

ii. Sociobiology: human social behavior emerged through human
evolution – including so-called altruistic actions.

iii. Genuine altruism is self-defeating: we sacrifice ourselves
though kindness, and fail to pass on our altruistic genes to
offspring.

iv. Altruism to family may be explained by the notion of kin
selection: we seek to preserve our genes, not our individual
selves.

c. Wilson’s Thesis: so-called altruism towards others is motivated by a
complex system of social agreements that we create with others
which allows us to survive.
i. Hard-core altruism: completely unselfish; directed towards kin.
ii. Soft-core altruism: selfishly motivated and directed towards

non-kin; it aims at our survival by establishing a social in-
group”.

6.C. Reason and Moral Judgments.
Introduction.

a. Moral reasoning: traditionally thought to do two things: detect moral
truth, and motivate moral behavior.



b. Emotion: traditionally seen as an obstacle to both tasks of moral
reasoning.

1. Can we derive Ought from Is: David Hume and John Searle.
a. Hume’s thesis: moral assessments are emotional reactions, not rational

judgments.
i. Ought cannot be derived from is: statements of obligation cannot

be rationally derived from factual statements.
ii. Statements of obligation (e.g., murder is wrong) must spring

from an emotional reaction, not a rational judgment.
b. Searle’s thesis: institutional facts can lead to statements of obligation.

i. Institutional facts: facts about social rules and expectations, such
as those surrounding promise keeping.

ii. Ought from is.
a) Statement of institutional fact: Smith promised to return

Bob’s car.
b) Ought statement: Smith is morally obligated to return

Bob’s car.
iii. There may be institutional facts underlying all of our basic

moral obligations.
2. Expressing Feelings: Alfred Jules Ayer.

a. Thesis: moral utterances only express feelings (emotivism) and
encourage others to adopt our attitudes (prescriptivism).

b. Two kinds of utterances.
i. Fact-stating: describe some fact about the world (e.g., “moldy

bread is on the table”).
ii. Non-fact-stating: do not describe facts, but convey feelings or

prompt behavior (“moldy bread, yuck!”).
c. Moral utterances (e.g., “stealing is wrong”) look like fact-stating

utterances, but really aren’t; that is, they express no facts that we
can judge to be true or false.

d. Moral utterances are non-fact-stating, and do two things.
i. Express feelings (emotivism): “stealing, yuck!”.
ii. Recommend others to adopt our attitude (prescriptivism): “don’t

steal!”.
3. Morality and the Best Reasons: Kurt Baier.

a. Thesis: moral assessments are rational and involve surveying relevant
facts and weighing the pros and cons of those facts.

b. Two steps to moral deliberation.
i. Surveying the facts based on our experience of which facts are

relevant (e.g., whether an act is harmful to someone or
against the law).

ii. Weighing the facts based on rules of priority that society
typically endorses (e.g., the rule that long-range goals are
better than short-range ones).

c. Our moral conclusion will only be presumptively valid, in view of other
facts that we might later discover.



6.D. Gender and Morality.
Introduction.

a. Traditional view of morality and women: morality involves reason;
women are less rational than men; therefore women have less of a
moral capacity than men.

b. Neurological male/female differences.
i. Men are more single-focused.
ii. Women multitask.

1. Rational Morality for Men and Women: Mary Wollstonecraft.
a. Thesis: women have the same rational abilities as men, and both sexes

should be ruled by rational virtue.
b. Women have developed irrational and manipulative characteristics,

aimed at trapping and keeping men; they also are preoccupied with
manners and artificial social graces.

c. Men have dominated women to make them either slaves or sexual play
things.

d. Proper husband/wife relationships.
i. Friendship is more important in a relationship than love, since

love is transitory.
ii. Feminine genteelness should be abandoned since it makes

women dependent and forces them to suffer in silence.
iii. Just as we have abandoned the notion of divine right of kings

over subjects, so too should we abandon the notion of the
divine right of husbands over wives.

iv. Neither the man nor woman should dominate, but, instead,
reason should rule.

e. To solve these problems, men and women should be educated together
in public schools.

f. Marriage will never be satisfying and society will never be virtuous until
women become men’s companions rather than mistresses, and both
men and women acquire rational virtues.

2. Uniquely Female Morality: Carol Gilligan.
a. Thesis: uniquely female moral thinking focuses on care within

relationships.
b. Women both define and judge themselves in terms of their ability to

care.
c. Psychological studies in moral development are flawed since they have

ignored female ideals and focused only on those of men.
i. Kohlberg: children and young adults pass through a series of

stages in which their moral reasoning advances; they are
progressively guided by rules (stage 4) and eventually
abstract notions of justice (stages 5 and 6).

ii. Gilligan’s criticism: Kohlberg’s scheme reflects male qualities
and ignores female ones which are non-abstract and
contextual, and emphasize responsibilities and care.



d. Male and female subjects in Kohlberg’s study.
i. One 25 year old man in Kohlberg’s study felt that morality

centered on fairness and freedom.
ii. One 25 year old woman felt that morality centered on

cooperation, living in harmony, developing better
relationships, and responsibilities to the world.

e. Male notions of rights and noninterference are frightening to women,
and women’s notions of responsibility are frightening to men.

f. The myth of Persephone illustrates the feminine approach to the
resolution of conflict by emphasizing “the strengths of
interdependence, building up resources and giving”.

6.E. Virtues.
Introduction.

a. Virtue theory: morality must be understood in terms of the acquisition
of certain good habits of conduct or “virtues” such as courage,
temperance, justice and wisdom.

1. Virtue and Happiness: Aristotle.
a. Thesis: ethics informs us about the good life, which we achieve by

rationally developing virtues that moderate our emotions and
appetites.

b. Happiness and the highest good.
i. Happiness (eudaimonia), that is “to live well,” is the ultimate

goal which we all seek for its own sake.
ii. It is not a specific thing such as pleasure, wealth or honor.
iii. It requires a community (polis), including family life,

friendships, and other relationships.
iv. It is linked to your human function: the activity of the soul in

accordance with reason and virtue.
c. The Nature of Virtue.

i. Good habits, acquired through training, ensure that our emotions
and appetites will be rational. 

ii. These good habits, or virtues, are at a mean between two
extremes; e.g., in response to the emotion of fear when
facing danger, we developed the virtue of courage, which is
midway between the vices of cowardice and foolhardiness.

iii. Definition of virtue: “Virtue then is a disposition with respect to
choice, i.e. the disposition to choose a mean that is relative
to ourselves, the mean being determined by reasoned
principle, that is, as a prudent man would determine it”.

iv. Prudence: practical wisdom (phronesis), that is, discernment
about matters which are uncertain and which can be
approached in more than one way. Needed for the exercise
of the other virtues.

d. Catalog of the virtues.
i. Courage: regarding the fear of facing danger; vice of excess is

foolhardiness, vice of deficiency is cowardice.



ii. Temperance: regarding pleasure; vice of excess is
licentiousness, vice of deficiency is insensibility.

iii. Magnificence: regarding giving money; vice of excess is
vulgarity, vice of deficiency is liberality.

iv. Modesty: regarding the expression of emotions; vice of excess
is shamelessness, vice of deficiency is bashfulness.

v. Righteous indignation: regarding the fortunes/misfortunes of
others; vice of excess is envy, vice of deficiency is malice.

2. Traditions and Virtues: Alasdair MacIntyre.
a. Thesis: the proper development of virtues rests on a unified social

tradition.
b. The Virtues require a unity of a human life.

i. Although we often think of human actions as isolated activities,
they are part of a larger setting; we cannot “characterize
behavior independently of intentions, and we cannot
characterize intentions independently of the settings which
make those intentions intelligible both to agents themselves
and to others.”.

ii. The unity of our actions is like the unity of stories, or of
characters in stories .

iii. Some of these narrative histories may go back thousands of
years.

iv. Actions are done in two contexts: (a) the agent’s intentions in
his/her history, and (b) the history of the large settings to
which the intentions belong.

v. We should ask ourselves “Of what story or stories do I find
myself a part?”.

c. Human lives as quests: we must engage in a quest to organize our whole
lives, and not just one feature of it.

d. Virtues and community: virtues must be formed within the context of a
particular coherent social order.
i. We are not isolated individuals, but fill various roles; e.g.,

someone’s son or daughter, a member of some profession.
ii. “The story of my life is always embedded in the story of those

communities from which I derive my identity.”.

6.F. Duties.
Introduction.

a. Human reason tells us our principal obligations, and, as rational rules of
conduct, they are universal and binding on all rational people.

1. Duties to God, Self, and Others: Samuel Pufendorf.
a. Thesis: we have instinctive knowledge of duties to God, ourselves and

others.
b. Knowledge of duties is instinctive in the same way as people acquire

their native language.
c. Duties to God.



i. Theoretical duty to know the existence and nature of God.
ii. Practical duty to both inwardly and outwardly worship God.

d. Duties to oneself.
i. Duties of the soul to develop one’s skills and talents;.
ii. Duties of the body to avoid harming our bodies such as through

gluttony or drunkenness, and not killing oneself.
e. Duties to others.

i. Absolute duties, which are universally binding on people: avoid
wronging others, treat people as equals, and promote the
good of others.

ii. Conditional duties: the result of contracts between people, the
duty is to keep one’s promises.

2. The Categorical Imperative: Immanuel Kant.
a. Thesis: our fundamental duty is a command of reason, the categorical

imperative; all specific duties are applications of this.
b. Morality is not based on virtue, happiness, or consequences.

i. only the good will (good intentions directed by reason) is good in
itself.

ii. This does not involve virtues or the consequences of actions.
c. Hypothetical vs. categorical imperatives.

i. Hypothetical imperative (non-moral rules of prudence): If you
want X, then you ought to do A.

ii. Categorical imperative (distinctively moral rule): you ought to
do A.

d. Formula of the law of nature: “Act as if the maxim of your action were
to become through your will a universal law of nature.”.
i. Step by step process: (1) Take an action, and turn it into a rule;

(2) see if it can be willed consistently as a universal law of
nature; (3) if so, then the action is moral, if not, then it is
immoral.

ii. Suicide: a rule allowing suicide through self-love would have us
continue and shorten our lives at the same time, which is
contradictory.

iii. Lying promise: a rule allowing the intentional violation of a
promise would involve a contradiction in willing (one
would have to will that they be generally kept and not
kept.) 

iv. Squandering talents: a rule allowing us to squander talents
could not be rationally willed, since as a rational being we
will that our talents be developed.

v. Charity: a rule denying charity would deny love, and would thus
be in conflict with our need for love.

e. The Formula of the end itself: “Act in such a way that you always treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any
other, never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an
end.”.



i. That is, treat people as intrinsically-valuable beings, and not as
mere instruments for your own benefit.

ii. Based on the idea that human beings have a special dignity
because of their ability to act freely on principles, which
must be respected in all people.

iii. Suicide: we treat our own lives as a means to happiness, to be
eliminated where continued existence would be miserable.

iv. Lying: we treat others as a means to our happiness.
v. Squandering talents: we fail to treat ourselves as ends.
vi. Charity: we fail to treat others as ends.

3. Prima Facie Duties: William D. Ross.
a. Thesis: we have seven instinctive duties that are tentatively binding

until outweighed by a stronger duty.
b. The notion of “prima facie”: duties that are binding on first appearance

(prima facie), until we resolve possible conflicts with other duties.
i. e.g., the case of the inquiring murderer which involves a conflict

between not lying (a type of fidelity) and not harming
others (a type of nonmaleficence).

c. Seven instinctive duties.
i. Fidelity: the duty to keep promises.
ii. Reparation: the duty to compensate others when we harm them.
iii. Gratitude: the duty to thank those who help us.
iv. Justice: the duty to recognize merit.
v. Beneficence: the duty to improve the conditions of others.
vi. Self-improvement: the duty to improve our virtue and
intelligence.
vii. Nonmaleficence: the duty to not injure others.

c. Two distinct intuitions.
i. Intuitively apprehending the above duties.
ii. Intuitively resolving conflicts between our duties.

4. Duties towards Animals: Kant and Regan.
a. Kant’s thesis: we have only indirect duties towards animals (not direct

duties to the animals themselves), based on how cruel treatment
weakens our sense of humanity.

b. Regan’s thesis: we have direct duties to animals because they
experience pain and are capable of other mental states that give
them moral status.
i. Animals are “experiencing subjects of their lives” to the degree

that they have preferences, beliefs, feelings, recollections,
and expectations.

6.G. Pleasure and Consequences.
Introduction.

a. Consequentialism: an action is morally right if the consequences of that
action are more favorable than unfavorable.

b. Three types of consequentialism.



i. Ethical Egoism: more favorable than unfavorable only to the
agent performing the action.

ii. Ethical Altruism: more favorable than unfavorable to everyone
affected except the agent.

iii. Utilitarianism: more favorable than unfavorable to everyone
affected.

1. Hedonistic Ethical Egoism: Epicurus.
a. Thesis: our aim in life should be one in which there is a favorable

balance of pleasure over pain.
b. Two features of Epicurus’s theory.

i. Hedonism: pleasures and pains are foundational for ethics.
ii. Egoism: the agent’s pleasures and pains count, not those of

affected people.
c. Restricting our pleasures.

i. We should seek a pleasure only when it pains us if we don’t have
it.

ii. The fewer desires we have, the more easily we can be pleased.
2. Utilitarian Calculus: Jeremy Bentham.

a. Thesis: we should numerically quantify the pleasures and pains of all
people that result from an action.

b. Seven factors in evaluating pleasures.
i. Intensity: how extreme the pleasures and pains are.
ii. Duration: how long the pleasures and pains last.
iii. Certainty: whether the pleasurable and painful consequences

are certain or only probable.
iv. Remoteness: whether the pleasures and pains are immediate or

in the distant future.
v. Fruitfulness: whether similar pleasures and pains will follow.
vi. Purity: whether the pleasure is mixed with pain.
vii. Extent: whether other people experience pleasure or pain.

3. Utilitarianism and Higher Pleasures: John Stuart Mill.
a. Thesis: right actions are those which follow rules that produce more

pleasure (specifically higher pleasure) than pain.
b. Inductive vs. Intuitive School of Ethics.

i. Intuitive school believes moral principles are a priori, and the
inductive school believes they are from experience.

ii. Intuitive school doesn't always list second principles.
iii. Intuitive school doesn't say what the first principle is, or they

sometimes give an unauthoritative first principle.
iv. Even intuitionists implicitly adhere to consequentialism and

utilitarianism; e.g., Kant’s categorical imperative only
shows that the consequences of universalizing certain
actions are bad.

c. Higher and Lower Pleasures.
i. Standard criticism of utilitarianism: by appealing to pleasures, its

doctrine is worthy only of swine.



ii. Epicurus's answer: people are capable of pleasures higher than
swine.

iii. Mill's answer: there are two kinds of pleasures: lower
sensational pleasures (quantifiable) and higher intellectual
pleasures (not quantifiable).

iv. Utilitarians stress higher pleasures.
c. Higher Pleasures and the Sense of Dignity: we choose higher pleasures

over lower ones because we have a natural sense of dignity.
e. Why People Reject Higher Pleasures.

i. Infirmity of character; it is easy to kill our nobler feelings.
ii. No time or opportunity to keep their intellectual tastes alive.

f. Rejection of Virtue Theory.
i. Standard criticism of utilitarianism; it is cold-hearted for

focusing only on consequences.
ii. Version one: utilitarianism makes moral judgments impartially

of the agent's character; Mill replies that this is the way it
should be since an action is not right when merely done by
a virtuous person.

iii. Version two: utilitarianism takes no regard of any motive; Mill
replies that it is better to err by being too strict than by
being too lenient.

g. Act vs. rule utilitarianism.
i. Standard criticism of utilitarianism: there’s no time to weigh

alternatives; Mill replies that we don't need to weigh each
alternative.

ii. Act utilitarianism: consider the consequences of each action that
we perform (Bentham’s approach).

iii. Rule utilitarianism: consider the consequences of rules that
society adopts, rather than the consequences of individual
actions (Mill’s approach).

iv. We should follow established social rules, since they are
founded upon a history of experience respecting the
beneficial or harmful tendencies of types of actions.

iv. Only when those rules conflict with each other should we
calculate consequences for particular actions.

CHAPTER 7: POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY.

7.A. Anarchism.
Introduction.

a. Literally “no rule”.
b. Anarchism: the existence of governments is completely unjustified.
c. Three features of theories of anarchy.

i. An explanation of why governments are illegitimate.
ii. A description of what a truly anarchical society would be like.
iii. An explanation of how to achieve anarchy.



1. Governments Contrary to the Way of Nature: Chuang-Tzu.
a. Thesis: we should reject political systems that require structure and

conformity, and instead let people act naturally.
b. The first horse tamer, potter, and carpenter imposed order on their

subject, but distorted nature in the process.
c. People lived in accord with nature before society’s teachers and

philosophers imposed rules and structures, and thereby thwarted
natural harmony.

2. An Argument for Anarchy: Errico Malatesta.
a. Thesis: in the name of preserving peace, governments viciously

subjugate us and reduce society’s production; social order is better
achieved individually or through voluntary associations.

b. Government authority is based on a metaphysical illusion: we arrive at
an abstract concept of government, and then assume that this
abstract thing has real properties.

c. Main justification for government: people are naturally antagonistic to
each other, and we need governments to mediate our private
conflicts.

d. Problems with government: they oppress people and they decrease
society’s production by restricting initiative to a few people.

e. Alternative to government: cooperation is best motivated by the love of
humanity, the desire for knowledge, and the passion for
amusement.

3. The Conflict between Authority and Autonomy: Robert Paul Wolff.
a. Thesis: human autonomy is vital to our human identity, but

governments limit our autonomy.
b. Kant: autonomy is central to human identity.

i. Moral responsibility arises from both our capacity to make free
choices and our ability to reason.

c. All governmental authority is fundamentally in conflict with human
autonomy.

d. Eradicating governments is impossible, but the anarchist would still
hold that governmental authority is illegitimate.

e. We should not have a sense of bonding with our home government.

7.B. Sources of Political Authority.
Introduction.
1. Natural Law: Samuel Pufendorf.

a. Thesis: political authority is grounded in divinely-created natural law,
the main principle of which is that we should be sociable.

b. Fundamental law of nature: “every person ought to preserve and
promote society, that is, the welfare of humankind”.

c. Moral and political rules are both authored and commanded by God.
d. Only a community of a considerable number of people will offer

effective protection against harm from others.
e. The function of the government is to promote safety.



2. Social Contract: Thomas Hobbes.
a. Thesis: to secure our survival, we mutually agree to set aside our

hostilities and establish a government to assure that we abide by
our agreements.

b. Of the natural condition.
i. People are physically equal: slight inequalities in body and mind

balance out; even the weakest has the strength to kill the
strongest through secret machination or confederacy with
others.

ii. People are mentally equal: prudence is attained by all in a matter
of time; only vanity makes people think they are better than
others.

iii. Three causes of quarrel: (1) competition: conflict when two
people want the same thing; (2) distrust: each tries to
subdue the other; (3) glory: conflict continues as each
person tries to maintain his reputation.

iv. State of war: of all against all, actual or anticipated.
v. Proof: even now with laws we protect ourselves; primitive

societies were in a constant posture of war.
vi. Two cardinal virtues: force and fraud.
vii. Motivations toward peace: fear of death; desire of an adequate

living; hope to obtain these through industry.
c. Natural right and liberty.

i. Right of nature: the liberty of each man to preserve his own
nature.

ii. Liberty: the absence of external impediments.
iii. Law of nature: a general rule of reason which forbids us from

self-destruction.
iv. Because of the natural condition, we have rights to everything,

including another's body.
d. Three first laws of nature.

i. Seek peace as a means of self-preservation.
ii. Mutually divest ourselves of hostile rights.
iii. Keep the agreements that we make.

e. Problem: selfish people will not always keep contracts.
i. Solution: performance requires terror of potential punishment.

f. Other laws of nature: (4) show gratitude, (5) be accommodating, (6)
pardon, (7) recognize that the purpose of punishment is to correct
the offender, not “an eye for an eye” retribution; (8) avoid direct or
indirect signs of hatred or contempt of another; (9) avoid pride;
(10) retain only those rights which you would acknowledge in
others; (11) be impartial; (12) share in common that which cannot
be divided, such as rivers; (13) assign by lot those items which
cannot be divided or enjoyed in common; (14) allow mediators of
peace safe conduct; (15) resolve disputes through an arbitrator.

g. Laws of nature and morality.



i. Laws of nature are eternal and immutable (i.e., timeless and
unchanging) in the sense that all rational people would
adopt them.

ii. Virtues are habits which reinforce the 15 laws of nature.
3. Natural Rights: John Locke.

a. Thesis: God has invested all people with fundamental rights to life,
health, liberty and possessions, and governments are formed to
protect these rights.

b. Against the divine right of kings.
i. Robert Filmer: kings have absolute rights over citizens in the

way that fathers have natural rights over their children, and
they inherit that authority from the patriarchal authority of
Adam.

ii. Locke’s criticism: even if God gave Adam such rights, it is not
clear how these rights would be passed down to other
generations.

c. State of nature and its laws.
i. State of nature: a pre-political, yet moral, society where humans

are equal and bound by divinely commanded laws of
nature.

ii. Fundamental law of nature: “we ought not harm others with
respect to life, health, liberty, or possessions”.

iii. Law-breakers: each person has the authority to punish those
who break the law of nature.

iv. Right to life: We retain our right to life unless we forfeit it by
violating the rights of others.

d. State of war.
i. The innocent have a right to wage war against law breakers.
ii. Includes a justification to kill, even when the perpetrator doesn’t

present an obvious threat to life; if a thief takes away my
liberty to get my money, I may also assume that he’d take
my life.

iii. State of war vs. state of nature: state of nature is a peaceful
condition of rational beings; in a the state of war we protect
ourselves against aggressors (in a political state the
government has the task of protection).

iv. A state of war can also emerge when someone harms us and a
corrupt political system prevents adequate redress.

e. Property.
i. We create private property when we mix our labor with an object

held in common.
ii. Everything in the world first belonged to all humans in

common, and we don’t need to seek permission to mix our
labor with common objects.

iii. God has provided virtually unlimited natural resources that we
may acquire.



iv. Land is also acquired by mixing our labor with common land;
this is in virtually unlimited supply, especially in America.

f. Political society: we form larger communities for the benefit of mutual
protection, but in exchange for this we give up some of our liberty.
i. We must follow the will of the majority, which is the only basis

of lawful government.

7.C. Liberalism and Communitarianism.
Introduction.

a. Liberalism: governments should protect our individual liberties, rather
than threaten them.

b. Communitarianism: value is placed on the wider communities to which
individuals belong, rather than on our individual liberties.

1. Justice in the Original Position: John Rawls.
a. Thesis: justice is a question of fairness, the basic principles of which we

create behind a veil of ignorance.
b. Original position and veil of ignorance: we ignore our actual advantages

and disadvantages within society when settling on principles of
justice, to ensure impartiality.
i. In this condition we arrive at fair principles of justice, by which

we develop laws.
c. Fairness.

i. Unlike utilitiarian theories of justice, the principles do not permit
exploiting people for the sake of the greater good.

ii. The principles will not unfairly give preference to people who
have special natural advantages (inheritance, intelligence,
strength).

d. Two principles.
i. “Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive basic

liberty compatible with a similar liberty for others”.
ii. “Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they

are both (a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s
advantage, and (b) attached to positions and offices open to
all”.

e. The difference principle (principle ii. (a)): allows for redistribution of
wealth.

i. Initial inequalities are reduced as far as possible consistent with
everyone’s advantage. 

2. Libertarianism: Robert Nozick.
a. Thesis: governments are created through a social contract and should be

very minimal, being restricted to protecting our rights, particularly
our property rights.

b. Justification of minimal state.
i. Private self-defense: each person is entitled to protect themselves

against others.
ii. Mutual protection associations: collaboration with neighbors.



iii. Mutual protection agencies: privately run, like security
companies; limits individual retaliation.

iv. Dominant protective agencies (ultra-minimal states): natural
monopolies.

v. Minimal states.
c. Wealth and distribution.

i. Distributive justice contrasted with entitlement. Distribution not
a justice issue per se. 

d. Entitlement: initially acquiring property justly and voluntarily
transferring it by just means.
i. Governments cannot take away our private property against our

wills.
ii. Historical principle of distribution: history of how people

acquired property (Nozick’s entitlement principle).
e. End-result principles: based on the elimination of poverty, a more equal

distribution of wealth, or a better society on the whole.
i. Examines only current time-slice, and how much money people

have now.
ii. Utilitarian view: redistributes based on the greatest good.
iii. Rawls’s view: historical entitlement is eliminated in the veil of

ignorance.
3. Communitarianism: Michael J. Sandel.

a. Thesis: governments should be directed towards the advancement of
community well-being, and not towards individual liberty as a
value conceived independently of our nature as communal beings.

b. MacIntyre: people are by nature attached to their communities, and the
good that each of us seeks as individuals involves the community.
i. MacIntyre’s view is a broad critique of Lockean liberalism, with

not much detail about the notion of community.
c. Hobbes’s instrumental notion of community: we’re forced to have

communities to best pursue our private goals.
i. Sandel’s criticism: Hobbes’s view too individualistic.

d. Rawls’s conception of community: people have some shared final ends,
and cooperation towards these goals is good in itself.
i. Sandel’s criticism: also too individualistic; Rawls’s view is

sentimentalist, based on emotional gratification that we
receive when cooperating with others.

e. Sandel’s view: our identities are defined to some extent by the
community of which we are a part.

7.D. Virtuous Leadership.
Introduction.
1. Virtuous Leaders at the Root of Good Government: Confucianism.

a. Thesis: political rulers are models that impact the moral conduct of the
entire country.



b. Rulers begin by obtaining knowledge of the world and cultivating their
own lives. They then pass virtuous character onto their families
and then to the whole country.

2. The Philosopher King: Plato.
a. Thesis: all tasks within society are governed by the philosopher king,

who devotes his life to the pursuit of ultimate truth and moral
virtue.

b. Philosopher-kings are born as natural leaders, and are curious about all
sorts of knowledge, which is grounded in the realm of the forms.

c. Key virtues: liberality, magnificence, courage, justice, gentleness, good
memory, harmonious, noble, gracious, friendliness toward truth,
temperance.

3. Political Survival: Nicolo Machiavelli.
a. Thesis: rulers should use any means of retaining power, including

conduct traditionally thought to be vicious.
b. Alleged qualities of a good monarch.

i. Typical virtues of a monarch: generous, compassionate, honest,
bold, friendly chaste, sincere, easy, lighthearted, religious.

ii. Human nature does not allow us to always be virtuous.
iii. Some virtues will lead to a ruler’s destruction, some vices allow

him to survive.
c. It is better to be stingy than generous.

i. If generosity is done in secret, no one will know about it and the
ruler will be thought to be greedy.

ii. If it is done openly, ruler risks going broke to maintain his
reputation.
iii. Generosity should only be shown to soldiers with goods taken

from a pillaged enemy city.
d. It is better to be severe when punishing people than to be merciful.

i. Severity through death sentences affects only a few, but it deters
crimes that affect many.

e. It is better to be feared than loved, but avoid being hated.
i. Hannibal was severe yet militarily successful; Scipio was

humane, but a failure militarily.
f. Honesty: know how to be deceitful when it suits your purpose.

i. Reason is unique to humans, but often insufficient; force is in
common with humans and animals.

ii. Rule with both force and reason; when forceful, be both like the
fox (clever, detects traps) and the lion (powerful, frightens
large predators).

iii. Leaders should appear to be merciful, honest, humane,
religious, upright.

iv. It is easy to appear religious since people judge our outer
appearances, and not our inner thoughts.

g. Avoid being hated.
i. Don’t confiscate property, and don’t appear greedy or indecisive.



ii. The best way to avoid being overthrown is to not be hated.

7.E. Limits of Political Coercion.
Introduction.

a. Six common justifications for political coercion.
i. Harm principle: preventing us from harming other citizens.
ii. Offense principle: preventing us from offending other people.
iii. Legal paternalism: preventing people from harming themselves.
iv. Legal moralism: preventing sinful or immoral conduct.
v. Extreme paternalism: having us act in ways that benefit each of

us ourselves.
vi. Welfare principle: having us act in ways that benefit others.

1. The Limited Purpose of Punishment: Cesare Beccaria.
a. Thesis: punishment should aim at creating a better society by deterring

others and preventing the criminal from repeating his crime.
b. Two common justifications of punishment.

i. Retributive: punishment is deserved and should be equal to the
harm done.

ii. Utilitarian: punishment should increase the total amount of
happiness in the world.

c. Intent of punishments.
i. The purpose of punishment is to create a better society.
ii. The main factor in determining the mode of punishment should

be its deterrence value.
d. Advantages of immediate punishment.

i. Punishment should be swift since this has the greatest deterrence
value.
ii. The justification for confining a person before his trial is to
secure him.
iii. Associationism: ideas of "crime" and "punishment" are best

associated when punishment is swift; delaying punishment
separates the two ideas.

iv. The link between a crime and a punishment is stronger if the
punishment is somehow related to the crime.

v. Small crimes should be punished publicly for greater deterrence.
e. Mildness of Punishments.

i. There is no need for severe punishments since swiftness of
punishment deters the best; severe punishment makes
criminals more brutal since they try harder to avoid
punishment for their crimes.

ii. In time we grow accustomed to increases in severity of
punishment, and thus the initial increase in severity will
lose its effect.

iii. For a punishment to be effective, all that is needed is that the
evil it brings about should exceed the good expected from
the crime.



f. Capital punishment.
i. Capital punishment is not necessary to deter, and long term

imprisonment is a more powerful deterrent since execution
is transient.

ii. Capital punishment cannot be founded on the social contract;
when creating the social contract, we negotiate away only
the minimal number of rights necessary to bring peace, and
this doesn't include the right to life.

iii. Forfeiture of rights is inconsistent with the view that we do not
have the right to kill ourselves.

iv. Capital punishment is justified only when a criminal’s
continued existence may produce a revolution.

v. History shows that capital punishment fails to deter determined
criminals.

vi. Fear of being deprived of liberty has a greater deterrence than
capital punishment.

vii. Advantages of perpetual slavery: makes a more lasting
impression on the spectator; is not as cruel as the death
penalty since the criminal himself does not experience the
totality of his misery at a given time; involves the criminal
being put on public display; deters people from wanting to
return to the state of nature.

viii. Harmful effects of the death penalty: it reduces people's
sensitivity to human suffering; the potential criminal sees it
as a method of perpetuating tyranny; people have a natural
hatred towards capital punishment as seen in their hatred
toward the executioner.

2. Preserving Individual Liberty: John Stuart Mill.
a. Thesis: governments may restrict a person’s liberties only when his

actions harm other people, but not simply because that person’s
actions harms himself.

b. Tyranny of the majority: social and political coercion to restrict
conduct.

c. Common grounds for restricting conduct.
i. Society appeals to so-called self-evident rules, which are merely

established by custom and grounded in prejudice and
superstition.

ii. Restrictions are based on class superiority and servility to rulers
or God.

iii. Restrictions are based on the likings and dislikings of society.
d. The Harm Principle: “the only purpose for which power can be

rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community,
against his will, is to prevent harm to others”.
i. Harm to oneself is not sufficient to restrict a person’s conduct.

e. Freedom of the press.



i. British law permits the suppression of free press, but in practice
it is not applied “except during some temporary panic”.

ii. The people themselves do not have a right to voluntarily restrict
free press; such restrictions rob future generations, and
don’t simply affect existing people.

f. Offensive conduct.
i. Conduct cannot be restricted on grounds that it offends or

disgusts people.
ii. Religious groups have imposed restrictions based on the

offensivness of some conduct: e.g., adhering to other
religious denominations, married clergy.

iii. If we allow restrictions by one religious group (e.g., Puritans),
we make ourselves vulnerable to restrictions by others
(e.g., Methodists).

3. Offense to Others: Joel Feinberg.
a. Thesis: governments can justifiably restrict seriously offensive

behavior, but not trivially offensive behavior.
b. Examples of Offensive Conduct.

i. Thought experiment about riding in a bus in which passengers
engage in a range of offensive behavior.

ii. The conduct (a) affronts the senses, (b) disgusts and repulses, (c)
shocks moral, religious and patriotic sensibilities, (d)
causes shame, embarrassment and anxiety, (e) causes
annoyance, boredom and frustration, (f) causes fear,
resentment, humiliation, anger.

c. Factors that distinguish between offensive nuisances and profound
offense.
i. The magnitude of the offense, which is a function of its intensity,

duration, and extent.
ii. The standard of reasonable avoidability: the more difficult for

the offended person to avoid, the more serious the offense.
iii. The Volenti maxim: something cannot be an offence if it was

voluntarily incurred.
iv. The discounting of abnormal susceptibilities: offense is less

serious if a person is abnormally susceptible to it.
d. Five features of offensive nuisances.

i. The offense is relatively trivial or shallow.
ii. It is caused only by the perceptual experience itself, not reports
of it.
iii. The offense is entirely personal for the perceiver, not for

humanity at large.
iv. It usually derives from an affront to the senses.
v. It is thought wrong because it offends (rather than offends

because it is wrong).
e. Five features of profound offences.

i. The offense is serious (as opposed to trivial).



ii. We can be offended at the idea of the conduct without
experiencing it.

iii. It is not merely an affront to our senses, and so we cannot avert
it by simply turning away.

iv. It offends because it is wrong (rather than thought wrong
because it offends).

v. The offense is impersonal, and offends humanity at large (e.g.,
corpse mutilation).

f. Profound offense should remain impersonal.
i. Offended parties weaken their case when attempting to make it

simply an issue of how they personally are offended.

7.F. Civil Obedience, Disobedience, and Revolution.
Introduction.

a. Types of resistance to governments.
i. Civil disobedience: violating the law in a non-violent manner for

the purpose of changing some law.
ii. Coup de etat: forcible change of a regime or political system

initiated by some organized group within a society.
iii. Rebellion: opposition to one element of a political system.
iv. Revolution: complete transformation of a political system.

1. Obedience to the State: Plato.
a. Thesis: we are morally obligated to obey the rules of society.
b. Crito’s arguments for Socrates to escape (not included in book).

i. He will lose a friend.
ii. People will think bad of Crito for not having helped Socrates.
iii. Socrates is playing into the hands of his enemies.
iv. He would be deserting his children.

c. Socrates’ response.
i. Don't worry about what the many think, which underlie Crito’s

concerns.
ii. General rule: only the opinions of the experts count (e.g., the

physician, trainer).
iii. We should therefore not listen to the opinions of the many

regarding justice, but only the one who has true
understanding (perhaps only the laws themselves).

iv. Crito's arguments (money, loss of character, duty to educate
children) are only opinions of the many, and should not be
taken seriously.

v. The real issue is whether it is right for him to escape.
vi. One should not render evil for evil; even though the jury’s

decision was evil, it would be a further injury for Socrates
to go against them.

d. Discussion with the Laws (or constitution of Athens).



i. Debt of Gratitude argument: there is a strong analogy between
the obligation that we owe our parents and the obligation
that we owe our government since both have raised us.

ii. Social contract argument: if we choose to reside in a particular
area, then we thereby agree to follow the laws of the area.

e. Additional arguments for why Socrates should obey the jury.
i. His assisting friends will be exiled.
ii. He will be viewed with suspicion if he goes to good cities.
iii. He might have to live in less ordered cities.
iv. He would have to live shamefully as a flatterer.
v. He would have to take his children with him and deprive them

of their citizenship.
2. Civil Disobedience: Martin Luther King.

a. Thesis: nonviolent civil disobedience is justified when lawful attempts
at ending unjust policies have failed.

b. King’s letter is a response to eight clergymen who criticized King’s
tactics.

c. Protest and tension.
i. Nonviolent protest creates tension within an oppressive

community and forces change.
ii. Socrates’ life activity is a model for tension-producing civil

disobedience.
e. Just and unjust laws.

i. Augustine: an unjust law is no law at all.
ii. Aquinas: an unjust law is a human law that is not rooted in

eternal and natural law.
f. Undermining authority.

i. Problem: undermines the authority of political institutions and
risks throwing a society into chaos.

ii. King’s solution: protestor should retain a sense of respect for the
law even during demonstrations, and accept civil penalties
for breaking the law.

3. A Defense of Revolution: John Locke.
a. Thesis: revolution is justified when the government violates laws and

threatens the life, liberty and property of citizens.
b. Two ways of dissolving governments.

i. Voluntary and peaceful disbanding of the government.
ii. Violent resistance or insurrection.

c. Violation of public trust.
i. The purpose of government is preserving our basic rights, and

when it fails to keep its part of the agreement, the people
may remove the offending government and set up a better
one.

ii. Legislative and executive branches of the government can
violate public trust and justify revolution.



d. Criticism: perhaps people will always be dissatisfied with a government
and thus continually overthrow and replace it.
i. Locke’s response: people grow content with their systems and

would not likely do this.
e. Criticism: permissiveness regarding insurrections may lead to all out

civil war, and this is not justified.
i. Locke’s response: the fault of civil war is that of the offending

government, not that of people who are seeking to preserve
their rights.


