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Course Syllabus

Description: “Contemporary problems introduce major areas of philosophy: metaphysics, theories of knowledge, ethics, aesthetics, and philosophy of religion.  Students explore writings of notable philosophers, past and present, and examine how their ideas have shed light on problems and their relevance to modern life.”  
Philosophy always begins with wonder about life.  Philo (love) or sophia (wisdom) is about finding our way to love practical wisdom.  The world does not talk about this practical approach to life very much.
Objectives: You will be encouraged to grow in knowledge of philosophy and to make choices and shape your own values.  This class is very interactive, with large group and small group discussions.  You will be encouraged to communicate your knowledge and values in groups and papers and to write about and act on your convictions. There is no prerequisite for this class.

Philosophy of Education: Education is about you, the student, learning new information about yourself and about life, and learning how to choose to live a better life in light of that information.  We will cover plenty of traditional academic components and we will do a number of activities which will lead you to apply your past knowledge and present learning to life issues. 

Attendance: Active participation in class and in discussion groups is the single most important factor in your probable success in this class.  We will be covering topics from the text in class, and have three quizzes, and there will be an occasional handout from the professor.  Second, the ability to participate in class and group discussions is essential and depends upon four hours per week of reading and writing.  There will be group discussions most weeks and participation will count toward your grade.  Third, papers answering questions will be written each week, on your own, during the semester, per the schedule.  If you are not committed to read and write each week, please do not take this section. 

Withdrawal: If students do not attend one of the first three class sessions they will be dropped.  If you miss two consecutive weeks of class you will be withdrawn from the class.  All withdrawals will reflect the grade in the class at the last time of attendance (WD or WF). 

General Information: My job is to help you learn and experience this class successfully and thereby to succeed, at least in academics, so feel free to contact me at the email above.  I have no office, or office hours, but I will be glad to meet with you by appointment. The professor may change assignments or class content at any time.
Classroom Behavior: We want an open expression of opinions and beliefs and we need an environment which helps this process. It will be important for you to express thoughts, experiences, and opinion in group discussions. Accommodations will be made for students with disabilities. If you have any special needs please let me know.   

Valencia College is dedicated to promoting honorable personal and social conduct. By enrolling at Valencia, a student assumes the responsibility for knowing and abiding by the rules articulated in the Student Code of Conduct (6Hx28:10-03). The instructor reserves the right to refer students who are disruptive to the learning environment to the Dean of Students for disciplinary action.  There is to be no recording of other students or the faculty in video or audio modes.  

Common courtesy, such as turning cell phones off at the beginning of class or being on time so you do not disrupt the session for others, are expected of all students.  Being late to class more than once, or cause interruptions, or other behavioral problems, will result in your grade being lowered.  Do not: use any electronic device in class, including but not restricted to: cell phones, iPods, and laptop computers; prepare homework for other courses during this class; engage in private conversations with classmates in class; leave and re-enter the classroom while the class is in session.  
Assignments – no papers will be accepted after the due dates
1. Log: You will form groups of four students which will meet approximately weekly for discussion of reading assignments.  Due April,16. Each student will keep a log of your experience of the group (one page, about 250 words of notes per week, using full sentences), including: 

1) the date and page being discussed, 


2) comments from people in each session, 


3) any conclusions you reach.
2. Then, after class and discussion, write a one page answer to assigned questions. There are 14 questions. Due Apr 16.
3.  Three periodic quizzes on current chapters of the textbook. 

4. During week fourteen you will write a response paper to the class (5 pages) :  


1)  which theories and issues in the class have been important for you in forming your own philosophy (use class notes and the book), and 


2) any conclusions you have reached about the 36 main positions (from your group logs and/or what you believe at the end of the class).  

Note that this response is not a summary of the content of the class.  You will turn in your response, on April. 16. 

Textbook

Velasquez, M. (2011).  Philosophy.  11th Ed., Belmont, CA: Thompson-Wadsworth.

Grades 






Attendance


13



Group log 


11

questions


14
Quizzes


15
Response paper

12

Final Exam


35



    Total 

         100



Schedule

Jan 8, 10 
Introduction to Philosophy
Jan 15, 17 
3-36; discuss p.10:3, 4; p. 16:3; p. 30:2*, 3, 4
Jan 22, 24 
47-94; p. 51:4*; p. 74:3, 4, 5; 97: 1, 2
Jan 29, 31
98-108; p. 107:2, 3* ; Logic
Feb 5, 7 
133-185; p. 144:2*; p. 152:1, 3; 170: 3; 185-6:3, 7*
Feb 12, 14
186-204; p. 203:2* 4; Syllogism & Venn Diagrams
Feb 19, 21
221-260 ; p. 225:3; 242:2, 5, 7*; 258:3, 5*; 271:2
Feb 26, 28
Review of metaphysics and quiz 1
Mar 5, 7
Spring Break

Mar 12, 14 
295-350; p. 326:1, 3*; 338:1, 2,; 349: 3, 4; Good Arguments
Mar 19, 21
367-412; p. 376:1-10; 396:5* 7, 10; quiz 2
Mar 26, 28
429-483;  p. 433:1, 3*; 446:4a, d; 455:1; 463:3; 483:2
Apr 2, 4
517-579; p. 537:1, 3, 4*;554:3, 5*; 578:6
Apr 9, 11 
597-611; 610:2, 4, 6*; quiz 3
Apr 16, 18 
Log and Response paper due Tuesday; Review for final Thursday
Apr 23 
Final Exam
Discuss each of the numbered questions listed each week. Write up the numbered question which has the asterisk after the number, for example 2* or 7*   
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Getting to know each other worksheet
Circulate and meet people, find someone who can sign one of the following.  One person may only sign one box per worksheet. 

	1.  Enjoys football or basketball
	

	2.  Has a job that works from home 
	

	3.  Does not play a musical instrument
	

	4.  Goes to church or synagogue weekly
	

	5.  Vacations four weeks (or more) per year
	

	6.  Has children
	

	7.  Likes Bubbalou’s
	

	8.  Has, or has had, an opposite gender boss
	

	9.  Knows who T. S. Eliot is and why he is important
	

	10.  Hates yard work
	

	11. Has owned a Corvette or Trans Am, or Mustang
	

	12.  Works more than 60 hours per week
	

	13.  Sleeps on a waterbed or airbed
	

	14.  Has a 2-person (or bigger) spa at home
	

	15.  Owns a timeshare
	

	16.  Plans to major in Philosophy 
	


Why study the classics?

Mark Twain said that a classic was something which people talk about, but don’t read.  This represents the popular attitude today to almost anything from the past.  We have this attitude because we live in a time of incredible change and complexity.  World population first grew to one billion in 1870.  Today it is six billion and by 2050 it will be 12 billion.  No one in history has faced anything like the population and technology challenges of today. With all the changes we don’t think the past is relevant to our issues.  Also, the development in the 20th century of movies, TV, and the internet has led to a cultural fixation on entertainment.  In non-western cultures there is far less of this and media is used more for news and information.

But neither population nor technology deal with issues of why we exist, or why our individual lives matter, and what we hope to accomplish together in the long run.  If we ask these questions we begin to appreciate the past, as it tells of the aspirations of the human spirit, the reality of success and failure and how these events mark us and change us, and of the inner drive to reach higher.  We begin to see ourselves as creators and custodians, not just occupants of the world. 

Shakespeare uses the protagonist Hamlet to face these questions in his day.  “To be, or not to be; that is the question.”  Should we continue to live or give up, and die?  Hamlet faces two choices. First, the bitter conclusion of blind Gloucester “As flies to wanton boys are we to the gods; They kill us for their sport.”  Second, the implicit determinism of facing death with the attitude, “If it be now, ‘tis not to come; if it be not to come, it will be now.  If it be not now, yet it will come.  The readiness is all.”  Hamlet makes a third choice, “There’s a divinity that shapes our ends, rough-hew them how we will.”  Hamlet chooses to believe that there is a God who shapes us; we work on the details.

Similarly in art, Picasso wanted to speak against the social corruption and population growth which was destroying the value of the individual in modern, mass society.  So he took a truth, social disintegration of individuals on a massive scale, and combined it with unusual art forms to create in 1907 a new art form: cubism.  Cubism joined other forms of social protest art, and as part of that movement is still evident today.

At the heart of any culture are a set of values; how a people define themselves and life.  Discovering the values which lead to healthy stability, or to change when needed, are the focus of studies of the humanities.  The classics of Western thought and life reflect style, artistry and intellect and create new ways of seeing life.  They portray life as complex, which it is, and often depict both negative and positive characteristics of life.  The purpose is to examine and test the values which help us to adapt and face the future with hope.  We study authors and artists who make enduring impact in changing or elevating culture and values rather than ones who make significant but time-bound impressions.  In this way the classics of all the humanities have a transforming effect: we come to self-understanding of who we are and the choices we face, which we may not even have seen as possibilities before.

A Chart and Glossary of Philosophic Terms
I. Many terms and ideas are included under the general idea of “Philosophy.”   This document is intended to supply the most historically accurate use of the terms, up to and including the discussions of the present. 

II. Some assumptions of this document are:

1.  There is no universal standard for philosophical terms or systems, other than the original author’s meanings.

2.  The whole field of knowledge is dynamic, so any definition or diagram is tentative, depending on the perspective and intent of the designer.

3.  A few great contributors stand out in each century, either because of their innovative approach to the field or because of their insight and ability to synthesize the ideas in relevant application to their culture.

III. Philosophy: the love of wisdom. Technically, making basic ideas clear and justifying descriptions and beliefs of reality.

A. Major divisions

1. Metaphysics: questions of reality, humanity, God
2. Epistemology: questions of how we know; judgment of truth; logic

3. Axiology: value theory; personal & social ethics; meaning of life

B.
Major philosophers

	           1.
Solomon

           2.        Plato


3.
Aristotle


4.
Augustine

           5.        Al-Ghazali

           6.        Maimonides

           7.        Aquinas

8.
Boneventura

9. 
Descartes

10.
Locke

11.
Berkeley

12.
Kant

13.
Hegel

14.
Kierkegaard
           15.
James


	           16.
Heidegger


17. 
Moore


18.
Rawls


19.
Rahner
                      20.     Chisholm
                      21.     Putnam
                      22.     Noddings
                      23.     Plantinga


24.
Willard


25.
Craig
            

	
	


36 Positions in Philosophy

I. Metaphysics: Theory of Reality

1. Nature of Reality –  materialism, idealism, dualism, realism
2.  Human Nature – ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​ thought, soul, memory, consciousness
3.  God –   existence, nature, good and evil, religious experience

II. Epistemology: Theory of Knowledge

1. Sources  –   reason, experience, intuition, systematic consistency   

2. Truth – reason, experience, intuition, science
3. Logic – propositions, syllogisms, fallacies, arguments

III. Axiology: Theory of Values

1. Personal Ethics – egoism, utilitiy, duty, rights, character

2. Social Ethics –justice, the state, liberty, social issues

3. Meaning of Life – theism, nihilism, self-chosen
Structural Derivation of Ethics
Axiology: Theory of Value

Ethics: Nature of the Good
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 (me)       (everyone)   
(imperative)       (natural, divine)        
(intuition)


Relativism



Absolutism

The Nature of Ethical Systems

Steve Clinton, Ph.D. 
International Leadership Council





Sept. 26, 2011

In most ethical decision‑making one person judges from one bias against another person with their bias. That is, I begin by assuming the correctness of my own thinking and evaluate all contenders using the standard of what seems right to me. This biased approach usually is simply a naive assumption. But philosophers have refined this approach in technical ethical studies and sociologists use the same approach in social theory. It is referred to as personally warranted belief.

In social relations this often results in the question "whose pressure or arguments do you agree with?" It does not often result in a unitary framework for teaching to children, since agreement is rarely reached on a very widespread basis. 

A special case of this fragmentation is deconstructionism, via Derrida, Foucalt, and Rorty (1982). In deconstructionism no bias is taken except to be critical of all biases, believing there is no foundational value or truth possible. This critical approach often is useful to show weak points in arguments, but it is no help in building a positive case for values or ethics.

What is needed is a point of objectivity and there have been many claimants to have found such a point. Some people think the best alternative is relativistic pragmatism. This is where many contemporary philosophers are, although only a few are consistently ready to say there is no right or wrong. Most who claim to be relativists still wish to avoid harm or pain and wish to live under a system of law. Thus, they are cultural or social relativists. Of course the exact ethical base may change from person to person or society to society in this approach (Gutmann, 1986 ‑ State of Families).  In modern terms this form of social pragmatism is called post-modernism.

Other people think there is something more absolute on which to base ethics but still use social or legal bases for their determinations. This could result in a cultural pragmatism or national regulation which says "this is right in this time and place, although it may change tomorrow or elsewhere." This belief in rights may be the most consistent with the laws of the United States and the United Nations.

A variation on cultural regulation is to think that the regulations are based on some absolute, whether that absolute is thought to be simply a matter of fact, or a metaphysical truth, or a spiritual truth. This is where many people appreciate Kohlberg, for he thinks there are ethical absolutes with which all people with sixth stage moral thinking have come into contact, even if their wording varies slightly. 

This position raises once again the question of "how do you know which is the real absolute?" Kohlberg uses the factual approach of looking at the common ethical assertions of the best respected people of history: Socrates, Jesus, Buddha, Gandi, etc. But this just raises the questions of why choose these people, and why use a "great minds" type of consensus. Kohlberg offers little to defend his choices. 

However, Power and Kohlberg (1986) suggest that schools must do more than transmit values. They must become ‘just communities’ which demonstrate via the hidden curriculum (built in values of the school system) that moral standards exist and must be followed. This takes the discussion beyond the question of which values should be taught to actually expecting positive moral behavior from the students and teachers.

Another approach within the absolutist group is to see if social consensus is possible. Is there some set of truths or ethical thoughts by which all people would be willing to live? This approach is found in some of the great religions of the world and in the United States and United Nations founding documents based on a universal set of rights. But this can be hard to apply to local settings and, because of its wide spread social foundation, is usually inappropriate to develop much depth.

Finally, there are many people who believe that there are ethical absolutes and that we can know these absolutes and hence derive a workable system of ethics, whether we come to know them through divine revelation or by intuition or by natural law. They think that some agreeable base can be developed which is compatible with U.S. law.  This has been the traditional position of U.S. legal thinking.

The great questions for each system of thought, excluding the deconstructionists who offer no system, are: 

1. can you offer a description of your ethical system which seems to make sense and to fit our intuitive choices;

2. can you articulate a theory of axiology, a value theory, which gives the foundation for the ethical system; and 

3. can you give criteria which will result in justification or warrant for your system? 

The criteria given will vary in keeping with the nature of the system offered, which in turn depend on philosophical values or axiology. In this way, the method of value assessment depends on the choice of world view or philosophy.

Rokeach Value Survey

began with 250 items, analysis to 18; test on 10,000 people in five countries

all people hold the same values, but the order (importance) changes

cultures are characterized by a value set

a value set represents a world view (consistent way of thinking and acting)

tells us what is, not what ought to be

Milton Rokeach - The Nature of Human Values:  Eighteen Terminal Values



A Comfortable Life 


An Exciting Life



A Sense of Accomplishment



A World at Peace



A World of Beauty



Equality of Opportunity



Family Security



Freedom



Happiness



Inner Harmony



Mature Love



National Security



Pleasure



Salvation



Self-respect



Social Recognition



True Friendship



Wisdom
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