METAPHYSICS & EPISTMEOLOGY

EO 2: Students will appraise various metaphysical and epistemological questions and theories
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Guiding Questions:

What is reality?

What are some different ways to look at reality?

What does it mean “to know”?

How do we gain knowledge?

____________________________

Name


Curricular Components:

Diagnostic Self-Test

Differentiate epistemological from metaphysical theories

Contrast Plato and Aristotle’s theories of reality

Interpret the meaning of Plato’s Allegory of the Cave

Define Plato’s Divided Line Theory

Distinguish between rationalism and empiricism

Describe Descartes Four Rules and theory of Dualism

Apply Descartes and Spinoza’s mind-body theories to near-death experiences

Analyze arguments for and against the concepts of determinism and free will

Explain Kant’s efforts to resolve conflict between rationalism and empiricism

Assess the Chinese Room scenario

Summarize how existentialist merge “point of view” into reality

Metaphysics and Epistemology Definitions:
Epistemology:
Metaphysics:

Knowledge:
Forms:

Rationalism:

Empiricism:

Logical Positivism:

Radical Skepticism:

Dualism:

Monism:

Determinism:

Free-Will:

Existentialism:
“KNOW THYSELF”
Self-Diagnostic:
Directions: Answer the diagnostic questions on pages 170-173 of the textbook.  When you are finished, transfer the score for each number into the boxes below to calculate your total for each category.

	Platonic Dualist
	Cartesian Rationalist
	Empiricist
	Kantian Structuralist

	1.
	
	3.
	
	2.
	
	4.
	

	5.
	
	6.
	
	7.
	
	8.
	

	9.
	
	10.
	
	11.
	
	12.
	

	16.
	
	15.
	
	14.
	
	13.
	

	17.
	
	18.
	
	19.
	
	20.
	

	Total
	
	Total
	
	Total
	
	Total
	


“Know Thyself” Explanations
	Platonic Dualist
	

	Cartesian Rationalist
	

	Empiricist
	

	Kantian Structuralist
	


What is Real?

Excerpted from About Philosophy, 8th Edition, Robert Paul Wolfe- For Instructional purposes only

Instructions:  Read the attached article and answer the question: How would you know if you were really in this situation or not?

The Case of the Brains in a Vat, by Hilary Putnam (paraphrased)

Imagine this possibility:  An evil scientist has knocked you unconscious and subjected you to an operation.  Your brain has been removed and placed into a vat of nutrients.  The nerve endings of your brain have been connected to a super-scientific computer which causes you to have the illusion that everything is perfectly normal.  You see people, objects; the world as you knew it. The computer is so good that if you raise your hand, the feedback from the computer will cause you to see and feel the hand being raised.  Also, by varying the program, the evil scientist can cause you to experience any situation or environment he wishes.  He also has the power to obliterate the memory of the brain operation, so you will seem to have always been in this environment.  In fact, you are sitting here reading this amusing but quite absurd article about an evil scientist who removes people's brains from their bodies and places them in vats of nutrients…..

What if there is a collective vat with all or many of our brains in the vat communicating and interacting.  I am not mistaken about your real existence, only about your (and my) brain being in a vat without bodies.

How would you know if this was true or not?

Would it matter?

What is Real? Examples:

Instructions:  Look at the following list of items and determine which exist and which don't.  Develop a very brief definition to explain what you chose was real or not.  Be prepared to discuss in class. 

Which of the following things exist? 

1. A rock 

2. Water 

3. Fog 

4. A deer 

5. Superman 

6. A dream 

7. A thought 

8. Love 

9. A soul 

10. Good 

11. Evil 

12. George Washington 

13. Your not yet conceived child 

14. A shadow 

15. A flashlight beam 

16. Your mirror image 

17. The star you see in the nighttime sky which is 100 light years away and, unknown to you, was destroyed 50 years ago. 

18. Empty space 

19. The person you were at age 10 

20. Abraham Lincoln's ax which has had 10 new heads and 12 new handles since Abraham Lincoln owned it 

21. A black hole which no one can see and which swallows up all evidence of its existence 

22. A quark 

23. The edge of the universe 

24. Anything beyond the edge of the universe 

25. The beginning of time or the end of time 

26. Anything before the beginning or after the end of time  

If I cease to exist, will these other things exist or is their existence dependent on my knowledge of them? 

Metaphysics & Epistemology Overview:
Directions: Read pages 175-176 of the textbook and answer the following questions.

1. How does the book define Epistemology?

2. What are two epistemological questions that philosophers might ask?

3. How does the book define Metaphysics?

4. What are two metaphysical questions asked by philosophers?

Directions: Think about these questions from About Philosophy by Wolfe.  Jot down some of your thoughts and be prepared to discuss with the class.

1. What are minds?  

2. Does it make any sense to say that my mind is a substance with neither spatial location nor mass?

3. On the other hand, does it make sense to identify my mind with the brain, the heart, the nervous system, or some other anatomical structure?
Plato's Forms & The Twice Divided Line:
Plato Biographical Information:
Plato's Form Theory

· Everything you __________, __________, __________, etc. are _______________ of what is really "___________"

· What is real are ___________________.

· FORMS:

· FORMS:

[image: image1.wmf]
List the attributes (characteristics) of a desk-

Define desk:
According to Plato, this form is  ______________________.  There is a form for everything.

FORMS are the only permanent reality, everything else is a temporary shadow of reality; all the things we can sense.  (The Allegory of the Cave)

Plato's Forms & The Twice Divided Line:
[image: image3.wmf]

Plato's Divided Line Scenarios

Directions:  Put an x in the appropriate column according to Plato's divided line.

	Subject
	Permanent
	Changing
	Real
	Unreliable

	Photo of you
	
	
	
	

	Mrs. Thiessen
	
	
	
	

	Idea of a "teacher"
	
	
	
	

	Study of math
	
	
	
	

	Study of philosophy
	
	
	
	

	Day dreaming
	
	
	
	

	The light reflected from a mirror
	
	
	
	

	A painting of Mount Rushmore
	
	
	
	

	Rules to live your life by
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PLATO & “THE ALEGORY OF THE CAVE”:

· Epistemology:   One of the 5 branches of Philosophy - study of…


What major philosophical question is explored by Epistemology?

List two ways you acquire knowledge

#1

#2

· What is Knowledge then? 

Why is perception, without understanding, NOT knowledge?

List two bits of knowledge that you possess

#1

#2

Epistemology is a large part of philosophy with lots of philosophers writing about it.  The philosopher we will look at today is Plato.  He lived in the ancient Greek city of Athens and wrote a number of philosophical works about Epistemology and other subjects.  One of his books was The Republic.  In it he wrote about an allegory of a cave.  After we define allegory, we will look at this work in greater detail. 

· Allegory:  

Make a prediction – based on your knowledge of allegory, do you think Plato's real meaning will have something to do with a cave?    

Make a prediction – Think of the properties of a cave.  What might a cave represent in an allegory?

PLATO & “THE ALEGORY OF THE CAVE”:
[Socrates is speaking with Glaucon] 

[Socrates:]  And now, I said, let me show in a figure how far our nature is enlightened or unenlightened: --Behold! human beings living in a underground den, which has a mouth open towards the light and reaching all along the den; here they have been from their childhood, and have their legs and necks chained so that they cannot move, and can only see before them, being prevented by the chains from turning round their heads. Above and behind them a fire is blazing at a distance, and between the fire and the prisoners there is a raised way; and you will see, if you look, a low wall built along the way, like the screen which marionette players have in front of them, over which they show the puppets. 

[Glaucon:]  I see.[image: image7.png]



And do you see, I said, men passing along the wall carrying all sorts of vessels, and statues and figures of animals made of wood and stone and various materials, which appear over the wall? Some of them are talking, others silent. 

You have shown me a strange image, and they are strange prisoners. 

Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only their own shadows, or the shadows of one another, which the fire throws on the opposite wall of the cave? 

True, he said; how could they see anything but the shadows if they were never allowed to move their heads? 

And of the objects which are being carried in like manner they would only see the shadows? 

Yes 

And if they were able to converse with one another, would they not suppose that they were naming what was actually before them? 

Very true. 

And suppose further that the prison had an echo which came from the other side, would they not be sure to fancy when one of the passers-by spoke that the voice which they heard came from the passing shadow? 

No question 

To them, I said, the truth would be literally nothing but the shadows of the images. 

That is certain. 

And now look again, and see what will naturally follow if the prisoners are released and disabused of their error. At first, when any of them is liberated and compelled suddenly to stand up and turn his neck round and walk and look towards the light, he will suffer sharp pains; the glare will distress him, and he will be unable to see the realities of which in his former state he had seen the shadows; and then conceive some one saying to him, that what he saw before was an illusion, but that now, when he is approaching nearer to being and his eye is turned towards more real existence, he has a clearer vision, -what will be his reply? And you may further imagine that his instructor is pointing to the objects as they pass and requiring him to name them, -- will he not be perplexed? Will he not fancy that the shadows which he formerly saw are truer than the objects which are now shown to him? 

Far truer. 

And if he is compelled to look straight at the light, will he not have a pain in his eyes which will make him turn away to take and take in the objects of vision which he can see, and which he will conceive to be in reality clearer than the things which are now being shown to him? 

True
And suppose once more, that he is reluctantly dragged up a steep and rugged ascent, and held fast until he 's forced into the presence of the sun himself, is he not likely to be pained and irritated? When he approaches the light his eyes will be dazzled, and he will not be able to see anything at all of what are now called realities. 

Not all in a moment 

He will require to grow accustomed to the sight of the upper world. And first he will see the shadows best, next the reflections of men and other objects in the water, and then the objects themselves; then he will gaze upon the light of the moon and the stars and the spangled heaven; and he will see the sky and the stars by night better than the sun or the light of the sun by day? 

Certainly. 

Last of he will be able to see the sun, and not mere reflections of him in the water, but he will see him in his own proper place, and not in another; and he will contemplate him as he is. 

Certainly. 

He will then proceed to argue that this is he who gives the season and the years, and is the guardian of all that is in the visible world, and in a certain way the cause of all things which he and his fellows have been accustomed to behold? 

Clearly, he would first see the sun and then reason about him. 

And when he remembered his old habitation, and the wisdom of the den and his fellow-prisoners, do you not suppose that he would felicitate himself on the change, and pity them? 

Certainly, he would. 

And if they were in the habit of conferring honours among themselves on those who were quickest to observe the passing shadows and to remark which of them went before, and which followed after, and which were together; and who were therefore best able to draw conclusions as to the future, do you think that he would care for such honours and glories, or envy the possessors of them? Would he not say with Homer, 

Better to be the poor servant of a poor master, and to endure anything, rather than think as they do and live after their manner?
Yes, I think that he would rather suffer anything than entertain these false notions and live in this miserable manner. 

Imagine once more, I said, such a one coming suddenly out of the sun to be replaced in his old situation; would he not be certain to have his eyes full of darkness? 

To be sure 

And if there were a contest, and he had to compete in measuring the shadows with the prisoners who had never moved out of the den, while his sight was still weak, and before his eyes had become steady (and the time which would be needed to acquire this new habit of sight might be very considerable) would he not be ridiculous? Men would say of him that up he went and down he came without his eyes; and that it was better not even to think of ascending; and if any one tried to loose another and lead him up to the light, let them only catch the offender, and they would put him to death. 

No question 
PLATO & THE ALEGORY OF THE CAVE

What do each of the following symbolize in the allegory?

· The cave 

· The prisoners

· The chains holding the prisoners

· The moving shadows of the puppets (vessels)

· The fire

· The pain at seeing bright light

· The sun

What is the allegory really about?

What does Plato want you to do?

What “cave” do you have in your life and how might you come out of it?  What “shackles” would need to be removed?

Interestingly, Plato mentions one potential problem for the enlightened at the end of the story.  What happens to the freed prisoner when he returns to share his knowledge?  What potential warning does this offer to us?

RATIONALISM:

Rene Descartes:
http://www-gap.dcs.st-and.ac.uk/~history/PictDisplay/Descartes.html
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René Descartes was a philosopher whose works includes his application of algebra to geometry from which we now have Cartesian geometry. 

Born 1596 - Frenchman

Wrote a number of important works dealing with mathematics, physics, philosophy, and other subjects

Widely acclaimed as the man who started the new theory of knowledge

Roman Catholic his entire life, educated by Jesuits

Set forth a way of thinking about reality called the epistemological turn

- Method of inquiry

- Method of doubt

According to the book About Philosophy, by Robert Paul Wolfe, Descartes' first rule is inquiry    

…" a method for finding things out and making sure that you get them right."  

Descartes' second rule was to "accept nothing as true which I do not clearly recognize to be so."
· Have to be 100% sure to accept 

· If there is the slightest, wildest possibly that something else might explain what he was seeing, then it is to be rejected

· What do you know for sure?

· He wondered if an evil demon or power could reach into his mind and trick him even about basic reality.  What's real and what's not, how could he tell?

When Decartes said accept nothing, he meant nothing that he was not 100% sure about, even with a possible evil power running around in his head trying to confuse him.  This doesn't leave much to be sure about.  In court there is reasonable doubt, but Decartes wanted the total absence of doubt….a very high standard!

DEFINITION:  Epistemological Skepticism - The idea that there is no justification for any belief about the world, not even for obvious things like the existence of our bodies.  The object of Epistemological Skepticism is to get us thinking about these issues, not to convince us that these things don't exist.

This became a major philosophical turning point in history.  Prior to this time, existence or being was the first principal upon which all philosophy rested.  Now, what one knew became the foundation of philosophy.

Descartes and inquiry:  Break everything into its parts and proceed deliberately almost like you are in a court of law (Water Jug Defense)

When you combine that detailed skeptical inquiry with the high standards of 100% doubt, it is difficult to prove anything at all.  (Boa Constrictor Car Example)

Would Descartes doubt his own existence?  Perhaps the evil power is fooling him into thinking he existed when he did not!

Here is where Descartes makes his philosophical stand.  You can doubt everything, but your own existence.  This is the foundation.  In his Meditations he used the Latin phrase Cogito, ergo sum, which means "I think, therefore I am."  or I think, therefore I exist.  This proof has become known as the Cogito Argument.  If I say or assert this fact, I think therefore I exist, then someone must be asserting and someone is me.

Can't use this proof to establish the existence of anyone else.

Only proves his existence to himself.  We can all use the argument to prove the existence of ourselves, but each person is an island, it only works with the self.

Descartes Notes:
Descartes Four Rules
"Cogito Ergo Sum"  means-

Descartes' Epistemology

RATIONALISM:

[image: image9.jpg]


Baruch Spinoza (1632 - 1677)

Rationalist

· Dualism: Two basic substances in nature - the mind and the body

· Monism: There is one basic substance in nature - the mind and body are aspects of the same thing

Spinoza argued that two separate entities could not cause changes between each other.  So the mind and body can not be two independent and separate things

What do you think?

1. Can the mind exist outside of the body?

2. When you die does your mind go somewhere or does it die with the body?

3. What would Descartes and Spinoza say about this?

4. What would modern science say about these theories?

5. What is their evidence?

6. Why do some people think that near death experiences add credence to the idea of Dualism?

7. Do you think near death experiences prove that the mind and body are separate or do you support the scientific explanation that near death experiences are a product of oxygen deprivation?

Spinoza Notes:
Spinoza’s Epistemology:
Artificial Intelligence –AI:
· What is consciousness?

· What is mind?
· Can a non-human have a mind?

· Can a computer/robot have a mind?

· If so, how could you tell?

· Is it possible to make a robot that can think? 

· How would we evaluate if it was thinking and not just pretending to think?  

· What method of evaluation do we use to insure other people are thinking? 

AI Definitions

[image: image10.jpg]



The Turing Test

[image: image11.wmf]The Chinese Room

Empiricism:
Definitions:
Empiricism:

Logical Positivism:

John Locke - British (1632 - 1704)

[image: image12.wmf]
· Tabula Rasa:

· How do we experience reality?

· Reason is

· Locke believed in a form of 

· Why does Descartes' Wax story still work with Locke's empiricism?

· We can still recognize

George Berkeley - British (1685 - 1753)

· [image: image13.wmf]More or less empirical than Locke?

· We do not directly interact with substances

· If something isn't sensed, then

David Hume - British - (1711 - 1776)
[image: image14.wmf]
- Radical skepticism - what we know about 
the world is not certain (Hume the wrecking ball)

- Only two types of ideas


1.  



2.  

-
Humans can associate ideas (imagination)


1. 


2. 


3. 

-
Anything not sensed is unreal 

-
The problem here is that this is not real, it is 
just human nature to make these connections

-
We just have a feeling of compulsion that makes us think these relationships exist

-
Hume is left with the proposition that metaphysics, science, and everyday common 


sense doesn't exist

Francis Bacon (1561-1626)

[image: image15.jpg]



Coined the famous phrase _________________________________

Moved learning from Rationalism to _____________________

Felt that personal circumstances _______________________________________________________________________

Believed that true knowledge could only come from ___________________________________

Died of pneumonia at age 65 while _________________________________________________

Give three examples of how different people could view the same reality in a different way:

Empiricism:
[image: image16.jpg]Library of Congress



 If a tree falls in the forest, and no one is around to hear it, does it make any sound?

-
What does Berkeley say about this proposition?

- 
What do you think?

[image: image17.jpg]


When the refrigerator door is closed, does the food disappear?
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When you go to sleep, does the world disappear?
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How does Berkeley solve this problem of reality being destroyed and reconstructed as our senses come into range?

Answer the following questions from an empiricist perspective.
1.  How could you justify the notion that you are sitting in this class?

2. How do we know that this is a circle?   

3. Is killing wrong?

4.  Why is it sometimes desirable to be an empiricist?

Kant’s Synthesis:
Answer the following questions: 

· Do you think the rationalists or the empiricists are right?  
· Do you think the Republicans or the Democrats are right? 
· If I said, choose how you want this room, hot or cold, what would you say?

Immanuel Kant:
-
-
-
Patterns and dots


-
Why did your mind see a triangle?

Kant's Synthesis

· Kant combines empiricism and rationalism

Read 233 - 234


· How did Kant bridge the divide between the two schools of thought?

· Of the two schools, empiricism and rationalism, which do you think would be most pleased and open to Kant's work? Why?

Determinism and Free-Will:
Let us begin with some basic definitions of free will and determinism.  This list is by no means exhaustive but will serve our purpose well.  If an act was the result of free-will, then, even faced with environmental and psychological pressures, the individual could have freely chosen a different course of action.  The individual was not "compelled" by circumstances to choose any particular option.  Deliberation is an attribute of free will.  We don't deliberate about things of which the outcome is already known.  We only deliberate about future events that we conceive of as being in our control.  If a future event is out of our control, we engage in passive thinking (that is, we speculate, guess, or wonder about what is going to happen).

We will use three basic definitions of determinism.  Determinism, in a broad sense, is the assertion that every event in the universe has a cause and since human acts are events, they also have causes.  Furthermore, if every event/action has a cause, then every event/action is predictable…. Soft determinism is the assertion that while hard determinism is true, some acts are decided upon free will.  This is also referred to as compatibilist, since both free will and hard determinism are argued together as reasons for human actions.  For a soft determinist, free will is an act for which the immediate cause is internal or psychological… the result of willing, choosing, desiring, or deliberating.  

	Hard Determinism

	Soft determinism: 

	Self-determinism:  

	Free Will:


Which of these philosophies underlies the criminal justice system?

Which of these do you support?  Why?

Freewill, Determinism and Santa Claus:
[image: image2.png]



One of the longest running arguments in philosophy is the Freewill vs. Determinism argument. Basically it's this: 

· Freewill says that we have a say in what we do, how we behave, etc. We are to some extent the master of our own fate. 

· Determinism says we have no say, when we think we are making a decision, it's just previous conditions coming to fruition. 

The two seem quite incompatible and it seems like only one of them can actually be TRUE. But which one? 

I think we can all agree that to some extent, our behavior is governed by things outside our control. When there is a loud noise, we jump; when we are hungry and there is food available, we eat. But do we get to decide what food to eat first and how much and how fast, etc., etc.? Given that some of our behaviors are determined without us deciding, the question seems to boil down to "Are there any things we freely decide?" Or maybe "Is any part of our behavior under our control?" Or maybe simply "Is there such a thing as Freewill?" 

Taking this last question as the starting point, I'll see what I can do to shed some light on the argument by asking a seemly unrelated question: "Is there a Santa Claus?" Well, what exactly do we mean when we ask such a question? Are we asking "Does Santa Claus have material existence?" If so, the answer is "No." But things don't have to have material existence to influence our behavior - consider things like Love, Anger, Friendship, etc., things like Patriotism, Freedom, or even things like Mathematics and Philosophy. These surely exist and have influence to one degree or another in our lives. 

So even if Santa Claus doesn't have material existence, does he exist in some other way? The answer certainly seems to be "Yes." Small children write him letters, they behave better during early December, department stores hire men to impersonate Santa, Santa rides at the end of the Christmas parades. Dear ole non-materially existent Santa surely influences our behavior - at least in the West. He exists! 

Now neither Determinism nor Freewill have material existence. But does Freewill exist in the same way dear ole Santa exists? Does the fact that in our day-to-day behavior we act as though we had Freewill have any influence on that behavior? I would certainly argue "Yes." People in situations where they perceive that they have restricted Freewill, behave differently from people who don't feel their Freewill is restricted. See for example prisons, concentration camps, people living under harsh dictatorships, etc. These people certainly behave noticeably different from people living in less restricted societies. 

So Freewill has some kind of existence and it influences our behavior. But is this Santa Claus like Freewill just another determining factor in Determinism? Is it only the concept of Freewill that we have proved exists and that the concept has an influence? Or is there anything deeper here? Do we need to prove a non-conceptual existence for Freewill? If so, we also would need to prove a non-conceptual existence for Determinism! But the fact is, both of these are concepts. They are concepts that we've invented in order to make some sense of this world we find ourselves embedded in. 

But if we move beyond concepts, Freewill and Determinism drop away. There is only the unfolding of the moment. We exquisitely experience the moment, but have no ability to comment on it. While we are in the non-conceptual, we can't describe what we are experiencing. Of course, the moment we drop back out of the non-conceptual, we do have concepts to describe our understanding of the non-conceptual - but only in conceptual terms that can never actually capture the experience. 

So now the question has been boiled down to which of these two concepts is the most relevant in understanding and explaining our experiences. But the answer turns out to be "It depends on how you look at it." From a practical perspective, Freewill does make sense in trying to understand human behavior. From a broader, impersonal perspective, Determinism makes more sense. But neither perspective is a perspective that can be adopted all the time! So despite the fact that Freewill and Determinism seems to be mutually exclusive, the answer to the question "Is it Freewill or Determinism?" seems to be "It depends on how you look at it." 

Leigh Brasington 
2005/05/07 

 Determinism & Crime:
Instructions:  Read MACV Pocket Card (below) and then read the My Lai Case on the next page.  Discuss in your groups and then answer the questions at the end of the handout.

Pocket Card designed to help troops understand the way they should conduct themselves when they took prisoners

	Military Assistance Command Vietnam Pocket  Card

"The Enemy In Your Hands"
 

	As a member of the U.S. Military Forces, you will comply with the Geneva Prisoner of War Convention of 1949 to which your country adheres. Under these Conventions:

	You can and will:

	· Disarm your prisoner. 

· Immediately search him thoroughly. 

· Require him to be silent. 

· Segregate him from other prisoners. 

· Guard him carefully. 

· Take him to the place designated by your commander. 

	

	You cannot and must not:

	· Mistreat your prisoner. 

· Humiliate or degrade him. 

· Take any of his personal effects that do not have significant military value. 

· Refuse him medical treatment if required and available. 

	ALWAYS TREAT YOUR PRISONER HUMANELY


http://www.law.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/mylai/MYL_WMAC.HTM

My Lai Massacre Information:  On March 16, 1968, C Company under the command of Lieutenant William Calley assaulted the Vietnamese village of My Lai.  Prior to the mission, Lt. Calley was given a, "false and misleading picture of the Son My area as an armed enemy camp, largely devoid of civilian inhabitants."  Their mission was to destroy a supply point for enemy activity in the area.  During the assault, somewhere between 175 and 500 civilians were massacred (the exact number was never determined).  Other crimes were committed against the civilians as well.  The ensuing investigation took a year and a half.  In the end, charges of war crimes were made against fourteen American soldiers; four were actually tried.  On March 29, 1971, Lt Calley was found guilty of murdering twenty-two Vietnamese civilians.  He was sentenced to prison for twenty years; his sentence was later reduced to ten years by the secretary of the Army.  On November 9, 1974, William Calley was released on parole and is currently living in Georgia.

Paraphrased from Center for learning - Philosophy Book 1 material and the findings of the official inquiry conducted by the military

Was Lieutenant William Calley Responsible?

Assume the following roles, and tell how each would view the My Lai massacre and Lieutenant Calley's responsibility.

1.  Hard Determinist:

2.  Soft Determinist:

3.  Self-determinist:

4.  Free Will Advocate:

5.  Your personal opinion

Existentialism:
Existence – 
Essence – 
Existentialism- 
  Modern movement with multiple themes, among them the idea that:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Existentialism & Kierkegaard:
· Existentialism attempts to describe our desire to make rational decisions despite existing in an irrational universe. Unfortunately, life might be without inherent meaning (existential atheists) or it might be without a meaning we can understand (existential theists). Either way, the human desires for logic and immortality are futile. We are forced to define our own meanings, knowing they might be temporary. 
· Existentialists believe that individuals are completely free to make choices and decisions.  There are no rules or laws in your head; you can decide anything you want.  Of course, it has to be possible.  If you decide that you want the moon to disappear, you can't make that happen.

Make a realistic, but free decision.  What do you want?
· Existentialists also believe that each individual is completely responsible for each of their decisions.  They see "responsibility" as the dark side of freedom.  Existentialist also believe that very very few decisions are without some negative consequence.

Consider your decision above.  What are the negative consequences?  What responsibility might you bear for your decision?
Existentialist Philosophers:  Note: There are many; they don't agree amongst themselves; most are not true philosophers, but writers, playwrights, etc.  For the purposes of this lesson, we are talking about Kierkegaard.

Søren Kierkegaard: Protestant religious philosopher, sometimes known as the father of existentialism (before the term Existentialism was created)

-  He believed that all people realize death is at the end of life; life is brief; thoughts about

   death and nothingness cause existential dread or anxiety (this is not something you

   choose to think about, as a human being, you have no choice but to think about this and 

   to experience the existential anxiety that thinking these thoughts brings)

-  He believes that different people employ strategies for not thinking about this subject, 

   but from time to time and definitely at the end of life, the idea of meaninglessness and

   nothingness must be faced

-  Truth is subjective because all reality is experienced inside of a person.  You don't

   experience reality "out there" but in your brain - reality and truth are in your brain; 

   reality is personal, it is yours

-  Kierkegaard was very interested in the existence of God

   -- He concludes that there is no way to find proof or evidence of God though

       individual senses (you can't see, hear, measure, taste, God)

   -- God is unknowable in reality; he is impossible to understand at our level

   -- His solution is to make a "leap of faith” This is an absolute and unconditional leap 

       of faith that God exists

-  This "leap of faith" is how he handles the existential dread caused when thinking about 

    death, isolation, and the absurd non-rational universe

Existentialism & Kierkegaard:
Life Stages:

· The First Level-  _____________________________

· The Second Level- ________________________________

· The Third Level- __________________________________

1. What do you think about Kierkegaard’s life stages?

2. If Kierkegaard evaluated your life, at what stage would he say you are at?  Provide a couple of examples to support this evaluation.

3. If you are in the Aesthetic Stage, what could push you on to the Ethical Stage?

The Purpose in Life Test

(Abbreviated Version):
Read page 63 “Background and Aims” and answer the following questions:

1. What does the term Logos refer to?

2. Frankl says humans have a “will-to-meaning;” what does he mean?

3. Frankl said that when people breakdown because they fail to find meaning in their lives, that it is not an abnormality or neurosis.  What does he say this pervasive (or lasting) human condition results from?

4. What does the Purpose of Life test attempt to measure?

Take the Propose of Life Test on pages 64-66.  Do not write in your book, note all your answers below.  When you are finished total your score.

	_______1. 
	_______2. 
	_______3. 
	_______4. 

	_______5.   
	_______6. 
	_______7. 
	_______8. 

	_______9. 
	_______10. 
	_______11. 
	_______12. 

	_______13. 
	_______14. 
	_______15. 
	_______16. 

	_______17. 
	_______18. 
	_______19. 
	_______20. 


Add up the total for your PIL Test:  ______________  (Maximum score is 140)
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Philosophical attitude Existentialism-
Unit II: Metaphysics and Epistemology

Study Guide

Overview Questions:

1. What is the study of knowledge?

2. What is the study of reality?

3. What is the theory in which knowledge is derived from senses?

4. What is the theory in which knowledge is derived from reason?

Plato’s Theories:

5. What is Plato’s theory of perfection called?

6. What are the highest forms?

7. What is the main idea behind Plato’s “Allegory of the Cave”?

Determinism:

8. What is the theory in which events in the universe are NOT determined by people’s choices?

9. What is the theory in which people have freedom to make almost any decision?

Descartes and Spinoza’s Theories:

10. What is the belief that the mind and body are separate?

11. What is the belief that the mind and body are the same thing?

12. What is the epistemological theory that all reliable knowledge comes to us through our senses and experience?

13. What is the epistemological theory that knowledge flows from our reason rather than experience?

14. Descartes said “Cogito, ergo sum”. What does that mean?

15. What epistemological theory does Descartes believe in?

16. What epistemological theory does Spinoza believe in?

Empiricism and Empiricists

17. What is empiricism?

18. What does Locke’s Tabula Rasa mean?

19. What is Berkley’s theory?

20. What is Hume’s theory?

21. Who said that, “knowledge is power”?

22. What is Kant’s synthesis?

Existentialism:

23. What is existentialism?

24. What are Kierkegaard’s Life Stages?

Metaphysics





Epistemology





Permanent, Perfect & Real





Changing, Imperfect & Unreliable
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