Philosophy 371  - Summaries of classes
Please note that these are summaries, not 'the notes' for the class. These have been prepared by students in the class, and I have posted them here, unchanged, as a ready reference for those who could use a quick idea of what topic(s) have been discussed. But there is no guarantee of accuracy (or even proper spelling)! Caveat lector!

Sept 9 / Keith Searing

Course webpage: 

http://people.stfx.ca/wsweet/phil371-2013.html

I. Key Terms: Liberal, Conservative, Right, Law, Obligation, Sovereignty
-important to consider how the author uses these terms, the historical context, and how the meaning of the terms have changed over time.

a.  Law
-Definition 1: Rules or principles that govern or regulate the behavior of people, including sanctions of punishment or reward. (Laws in society)
-Definition 2: Rules or principles that govern (describe?) the actions of physical bodies. (Natural laws)
-Similarities: -general or universal
                  -regulates behavior
                  -consequences or sanctions
-Differences: (?)

-"Classical" definition: (Thomas Aquinas): "an ordinance of reason for the common good, made by one who has care for a community, and is promulgated"
-P. 2 in textbook: "specifically, a 'law' is an ordinance- a command, not advice, counsel or a suggestion- of reason (and so consistent with all other law), for the common good (i.e, for the community as a whole, or else it is only a command), that is issued by the person or persons who govern that community (i.e, whoever is is that has authority), and which is promulgated (i.e, thereby known to, or knowable by, all).

b. Nature/ Natural Law
What is nature?
-Physical reality
-non-artificial reality (anything not made or altered by humans)
-hypothetical reality (like the state of nature)
-heuristic tool for understanding the essence of a thing (?)
How does Hobbes use the terms nature or natural law in the Leviathan?
Is natural law derived from god or is it a statistical generalization based on observation? 

c. Freedom
How does Hobbes use the terms liberty or freedom in the Leviathan?
-Negative liberty: freedom from external restraints; the ability to do as we wish without impediments on our actions.
P. 38 in text: "By LIBERTY is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the absence of external impediment" (Leviathan. Chapter XIV)

If there is nothing stopping me, am I free to sprout wings and fly?
-no because this would be an illogical action
If there is no law, am I free to walk outside at night?
-no because there are no restraints on others actions, which makes walking outside at night more dangerous 
-Positive liberty- freedom to opportunity; freedom to set goals and pursue them; freedom of thought. (we may not be restricted but still not free to pursue goals)
 (in what ways do these types of liberty contrast/ conflict?) 

II. Hobbes
a.      England 1588-1679
1588- Spanish Armada
1642-49- civil war; execution of Charles IV; Cromwell’s commonwealth
1660- monarchy restored
1688- glorious revolution 
-Hobbes lived through personal and political instability and turmoil
b.    Leviathan
-image of leviathan holds sword and bishops staff; symbol of union between civil and ecclesiastic power
-amour of leviathan is constructed from human bodies
Ch 1-6: Human nature
Ch 10-13: State of nature
Ch 14, 15: Laws of nature; Rights 
Ch 16: Contracts; Representation
b.      Methodology 
-understood politics as rooted in scientific laws of human nature
-“read thyself”: proposed introspection as the key to understanding others and forming scientific understanding of human nature
-Resoluto-deductive method: reduce a thing to its constituent parts and then rebuild it in order to see the nature of the thing.  
Sept. 11 / Corey Fields
Readings from the Leviathan. 

Hobbes is examining society utilizing a scientific method. 

-Hobbes is building up to his ideal society. First by examining what it means to be human. Hobbes says that to understand how humans will interact and how to form the ideal society you must first understand the human itself. (deductive method)  

-The first question raised: What is life? Hobbes states that life is motion. There is no unification of body and soul to produce life, only motion. 

-Hobbes then raises the question of what causes motion. 


Before delving into this question Hobbes states the two types of motion:
Vital motions  Autonomic Functions of the body (Breathing, heart beat etc..)

Voluntary Motions To move with intent, to speak, etc..)


Voluntary motions are driven by Appetites and aversion. 



-Appetites are those good things such as water, food, sex etc..



-Aversions are those evil things, which humans tend to avoid. Such as the sight of a poisonous snake. 

On good and evil: There is no inherent good or evil (on the level of an individual human). They arise from subjective experiences. Eg: When someone tastes water and realizes it benefits them greatly, they continue to drink the water and it is good (that is the idea or understanding of something being “good” is drawn from experience), the water is not “good” on its own accord. 


-This definition of good and evil holds when examining the individual. However when examining a body of humans or society, this definition may change. 

Deliberation: The act of deciding to do or not to do something in reference to our appetites and aversions. The last apatite or aversion that enters the mind leading to an action whether it be omission of the event/thing or completing, attempting the event/thing in question.
Sept 16th - Tamara Saulnier

Next Week: Read up to pg. 77 in text

Notes:

What does it mean to be a human being?

Life is merely motion.

Even mechanisms experience some form of motion.

Therefore, mechanisms in some sense are also alive at a basic level.

Ex. Is the elevator alive?

-
It moves -> primitive being

-
Might even have personality


They may be cooperative 


Or may temperamental

-
However, does not possess free will?

-
Does it have a consciousness 


Low degree of consciousness 


Confined to something below human thought

Humans have free will?

If humans have no free will, then choices are merely electrons & impulses just like the elevator responding to external stimuli. 

Consciousness is its most basic form is merely ability to either desire or have an aversion to some particular thing or situation.

Aside: Hope is an appetite for what you believe you can attain. The good is what you desire.

Chp.10 (p. 32): Transition of individual humans to groups

Power of Man:

His or her present means to achieve what they desire either through Natural Powers or Instrumental Powers.

Natural Power:

~ Abilities derived from physical or mental faculties to achieve what you desire.

~ Based on eminence (a high position)

~ You have power if and only if you can get something and stop someone else from a acquiring it (comparative power)

Instrumental power:

~ refers to resources such as riches, friends, and reputation.

The Value/ Worth of a man is similarly comparative. Only have value when you are compared to something else. Additionally, values change and are relative to particular points in time.

Dignity:

The value given by the Common Wealth

-
Value is not intrinsic to you, it is acquired

-
It is a comparative thing only matters when in a group

-
You are only worth as much as people think you are worth

War vs Peace:

Nature has made use roughly equal in terms of powers. Just because an individual is physically weak doesn’t mean that they can’t cause problems for the physically strong. When two or more people are put together and they desire similar things war/conflict is bound to break out. Conflict for power is, therefore, perpetual. 

What causes humans to obey the Common Wealth?

-
A desire for ease & sensual delight.

-
Fear of death and wounds, also disposes to the same

-
If we had no common laws, we would live in continual fear

Oppositional View: People are nice and peaceful.

Rebuttal: Why then do people lock their doors?

Until there is some form of power or law there can be no right, wrong, or sin.

Things that merely anger you or displease you are not unjust because there are no laws, legal or moral, which make it so.

As humans we want to have peace because we are afraid of pain, and desire ease. Reason states, if you want peace create agreement. 

Chapter XIV:

Right of Nature:

-
Do whatever you need to survive

-
You have a ¬right to everything and everyone

-
A right is merely a power

-
Liberty ability of each man has to use his or her own power

Definition of Liberty: Absence of external impediments

Liberty is inconsistent with law. The more laws there are, the more ones liberty is infringed upon (and visa versa). (It has been argued that laws need not be made public if they can be rationally known).

To create a functional society individuals either have to renounce their liberty or transfer their power.

Once power has been renounced or transferred, then the individual is bound to obey. Though they have a the physical power to do what they like they no longer have the right to.

Laws are things rationally found out by reason, which help you get what you desire. 

Ex. Serial Killers desire to murder individuals, in which case the law is of no assistance in gaining what they desire. Therefore, when acting upon these desires serial killers place themselves outside of the law. This means that they then cannot use the law to defend themselves and revert back to their original state of nature that creates conflict and war.

Interesting question: If outside the law were individuals have a right to do whatever they need to survive, can criminals be captured and killed?

Sept 18th, 2013  - Brandon Martell
Human Beings in the natural environment

Right of nature- people can take whatever they needed to survive 

We are all naturally equal in power 

Conflict is natural

We are motivated by:

-Desires

-Aversions/ fear

Humans are organic mechanisms

The difference between us and machines is that we are organic mechanisms

Hobbes inspired the term that we are meat in motion

Our seeking for power only stops when we die

Law restricts liberty but stops conflict

Egoism 

•
Physiological – fundamentally what motivates people is their natural desires

•
Ethical – should I be motivated to do these natural inclinations

What are the laws that reason leads me to

First fundamental law of nature

Seek peace and follow it.

Second Law

People must be willing to lie down their right to everything if others are willing to do the same

We must be willing to lie down our right of nature as much as necessary to preserve our own life

If I am willing to give up this right I must see it as necessary

You are laying down the right but you are not getting rid of it. By doing this you are not giving anyone else additional rights.

We are not giving rights just the mutual agreement not to use them

Third law of nature

Keep your promises so that others will be willing to keep theirs

There are rights you can’t give up such as the right to defend yourself, because by giving this up you are not going to gain anything.

If you had agreed to give up a right like this then you must not have fully understood what you were saying.

If you enter a contract under psychological duress it still counts.

Ex. If you are robbed and you are offered a choice between your life and your money and you give up your money it is still your choice and the contract is still valid.

This is true because most decisions and promises that we make are constrained in some way.

Fear cannot be a reason for a contract to not be considered binding

Justice exists where there is law and there is an agreement

Without an agreement nothing can be unjust

Other laws of nature ch15 page 44

4. Gratitude – If I offer to give you something for nothing don’t make me regret it. If people do not freely give in return they may not be trusted

5. Complaisance – If I put up with you, you must put up with me

6. Pardon – If I ask for forgiveness, it should me granter to me

7. Punishment is not meant for revenge but to provide a better example for society. If society is not better off from that punishment why do it?

16. Those who are in conflict submit their right of judgement to another. If you do not go to a third party to solve the conflict it may never be solved

17. We should not be able to decide our own fate because we will choose in favor of ourselves

18. No conflict of Interest

19. Witnesses to be given equal credit

Later

20. Text page 75

If the law and state protects you in times of peace, you should protect it in times of war

No class on Monday Sept 23
Sept. 25 – Ryan Langevin
Natural Laws Continued

We now know what these laws are; now what is the nature or status of these laws? 

P.47 – Natural laws are binding in action only when other people also acknowledge and follow these laws. If you follow them and others do not, you will be taken advantage of. 

By definition, universal laws have to exist in a positive sense – murder by definition is wrongful killing and therefore will always be wrong. The aim of these laws is to keep us civil and not to regulate our lives from A to Z. 

P. 48 – In nature, private appetite dictates what is good and evil. Therefore, there is a shift taking place between what was good and evil in nature, and what is now good and evil under the rule of law. The laws only have effect when everyone realizes them; however, laws require a coercive force or ‘sovereign’ to enforce them. 

Sometimes we distinguish between natural and state laws

1. Positive laws – created by authority for particular purpose (such as driving on the right-hand side of the road). 

2. Natural laws – binding everywhere eternally and immutable (murder is wrong).

For Hobbes, this distinction between two types of law does not exist – they are actually the same thing. “There is no difference between what the state commands and the laws of nature.” (71).

Persons 

Persons can speak and they can do so in two different ways: 

1. Speaking on their own behalf, i.e. natural person.

2. Speaking on behalf of others, known as taking on a persona, i.e. famed or artificial person.

If a politician does something on my behalf, it is as if I did it myself. It is fully representative whether I like it or not, since the consent was given to said representative to act on my behalf. They went through the proper process of voting and so on, and therefore they have all the power. The person who does the representing, i.e. the politician, can take a multitude of people and unify them into one (pp. 50). Politicians, therefore, utter words not of their own, but of those whom they represent. The people being represented are the ‘authors’ of whatever the artificial person says or does on their behalf.

Not everyone can be an author. Children, madmen etc. are exempt. 

If we are unable to have representation through persona, we can’t have unity, and therefore cannot consent to laws. This leaves us back in a state of war, which is not good for anyone.

Why can’t humans just live like ants – in a peaceful community without a common authority? (pp. 52)

1. There is a natural level of competition between humans.

2. Among the animal community, the common good and the private good does not differ. In human life it does. 

3. Humans have reason and can criticize the government, animals do not. 

4. Ants do not lie or use rhetoric to get their way. 

5. Animals do not morally distinguish between insult and injury. Gazelles do not get offended because a lion attacks them for prey. For humans, that would be an offence against the basic respect that we all should have for each other. 

Sept. 30 / Rebecca Leslie
Oct. 7

Oct. 9 / Corey Fields
Oct 11 / 
Oct 16./ Brandon Martell
Received Term Essay Outline
Basic element of human nature – humans are naturally reasoning beings.

Because you are rational you are free. Because of rationality you have laws.

Freedom at some level has to have guidelines

Humans are driven by self-preservation.

The well-being of others and society as a whole is in the best interest of my own well-being

You cannot arbitrarily give away your life, it is forbidden to you

I do not have the liberty to destroy myself

No one has the right to destroy their own or others life

You have property of yourself because you can do some things you wish with it. There are limitations to what you can do with your property including your own life.

Giving away your life is breaking a fundamental law of nature of self-preservation.

These laws of nature do not depend on god but do on reason and rationality

We are social beings, beings of work and we have industry

Labour is at the core of how we create value

Things do not have much value in themselves but adding labour increases its value

Human beings are naturally equal 

Locke does not mean we are identical but we should have equality in things like the eyes of the law. We have the right to the same things in nature and the same faculties.

Money helps avoid the problem of waste

Money allows for inequality because you are able to sell items and gain more wealth without the items spoiling and going to waste.

Locke says as well as having natural rights we also have natural obligations

Children have to obligation to respect their parents but also have the right to care and nourishment from their parents

There is some room for consent in society such as the most basic society the bond between man and wife is a consensual bond

Individuals have duties in society but have a natural drive to join them

Hobbes believes nature is anarchy chaos, solidarity and that we are almost animal like. Locke believes that if it wasn’t for degenerate human beings there would be no need for leaving the state of nature

Hobbes says a sovereign unifies a group of people into a society

Locke believes that people can be in a society without a sovereign

Hobbes- Law of nature not really a law but products of reason 

Locke- Law of nature wants the peace and preservation of mankind. Everyone has the responsibility to uphold the law.

The crimes that violate the laws of nature violate reason.

The law that was supposed to govern Adam and all men was the law of reason

The purpose of law is to provide you with the guidelines that allow your freedom.

Why law gives you freedom – you are at risk without it laws allow for order and structure

Law of nature fist and most fundamental is the preservation of society and all members within it as long as it is in accordance with the public good

Human law cannot trump the law of nature

Every individual has the right to punish transgressors of the law

Law of Nature = Law of god = Law of reason

If someone attacks someone else they are violating these laws.

When you violate the law of reason you are no longer considered a person and are outside of the law.

Humans who put themselves outside of the laws of nature are more dangerous than a lion or tiger and are allowed to be killed

Violating these laws is a violation against all of society. The law may prosecute a transgressor whether the victim wants it or not. You may forgive someone for an offense but society may not.

How many laws should there be to find the right balance for freedom

Law provides a basis for rights

There is an important relation between natural and civil laws.

Laws of the state cannot violate natural laws

If laws of the state try to violate natural laws they will not work 

Statute may not have the characters of law

If statute disagrees with the law of nature it is not a law and does not have authority

Statutes have power through things like government and the police

Power may not be legitimate

Law- legitimate

Statute – may or may not be legitimate

Nazi’s had power but not legitimacy

Oct 21 – M Fletcher
John Locke – On the State of Nature

The State of nature is:

1. Social (Different then Hobbes), orderly and functional. Life CAN take place without political authority/politics. 

2. Life in this natural state is freedom or rather “perfect freedom”. Free in the sense that it grants license - - - > Perfect freedom is law in the sense that it is rational, law of reason or “law of God”, not theological. This “God” is a creator and a JUDGE but does nothing else, nothing substantive. 

3. A State of equality, no one is NATURALLY superior or inferior to anyone else. Other people may be possess greater abilities in certain respects but this is a result of their work or labors and NOT from nature. Some people are harder workers and if value comes from labor this makes people better and thus more valuable. Labor, not nature creates value. 

There is insecurity in the state of nature, possesses fear and danger but is NOT in a state of war (unlike Hobbes’ state of nature), but is not a perfect social society.

Drawbacks to the state of nature:

a) An established law

b) A known indifferent (impartial) Judge

c) Power to support the judge (Judiciary)

*These drawbacks push us towards entering political society 

Even if we are all perfectly rational beings there is still room for dispute - - > Scientists agree that the theory of evolution is how Human beings came to be as they are today. But WHICH theory is correct is debatable. 

Was there ever a state of nature?

Yes, instances such as in the founding of Rome with Romulus and Remus. 

New Territory – Settlers coming into North America (Colonists and Natives) However, Locke states that instances of the state of nature is RARE as people have learned of the benefits of political society which makes it difficult to find groups of people who still exist in the state of nature. 

*Just because some things have occurred in a certain way for a long period of time does NOT mean that it is the way it SHOULD or OUGHT to be. 

** We are almost forced to move towards political society

Key Elements distinguishing the State of Nature and Political Society:

** Exists in the LEGISLATIVE. Legislature (the collective body of rational beings) is the soul which gives life and unity to the Government. 

We Establish political society by means of a CONTRACT

The Contract contains 2 Parts:

1. We all decide to give up the power necessary to preserve the rights to our lives, freedom and property. Majority Rule, not unanimity. 

2. The contract provides the RIGHT, the RIGHT for government to enforce these laws of nature.  

Man possesses 2 Powers:

1. To preserve oneself within the permission of the Law of nature

2. The power to Punish

We do not want to give up/ cannot give up the ARBITRARY right to our property and body.

You may be called by the state to Serve your country such as in Conscription, but this is not arbitrary. 

If you believe the government is arbitrarily using your body, you have the RIGHT to Protest. 

Political society functions on the concept of Majority Rule. What if I do not approve of the rules set out by the majority?

Then you live OUTSIDE the Contract and Law and are considered an OUTLAW. If you are considered a threat on Political society, people can do whatever they want to you because you are not acting inside of the law. If you do not acknowledge the rules of the game (The laws of political society), then you cannot part-take in the game (Life in political society and its benefits). 

Everyone is part of the contract, this includes the ruler.

If Political society falls apart and the people are being oppressed by the ruler, the people have the RIGHT to rebel against the tyrant/ government. It is important to note that although the current government has been toppled that the political society does not fall back into a state of nature but rather civil society establishes government. 

On Conquest:

Hobbes – Right of Conquest is FULLY automatic

Locke – Right of Conquest exist but NOT automatically. If we are conquered by a foreign power the new power provides us with a new opportunity to create a NEW contract. 

*Conquest Demolishes the former contract

***Legitimacy is provided by the PEOPLE, it is an AGREEMENT.
Oct. 30 - Keith Searing

I.
Bernard Bosanquet (1848-1923). Philosophic Background

a.
In the Philosophic Theory of the State Bosanquet is trying to salvage the theory of rights developed in Hobbes and Locke from criticisms from Bentham and Mill. 

b.
Bentham was skeptical of natural rights theory. He thought it was just an abuse of language and insufficiently empirical. “

1.
He denied that rights are absolute or inalienable, and criticized the French declaration of the rights of man on these grounds. He saw the French revolution as resulting in anarchy. 

2.
Mill for the most part endorsed Bentham’s criticisms of natural rights, but still interested in concept of liberty.  

II.
Historical Background: Bosanquet lived through a period of conflict and social change due to forces like industrial capitalism and imperialism.

a.
Industrial Revolution. 

b.
Crimean war.

c.
Boer Wars 

d.
WWI

III.
 Central questions: Why should I obey the state? What are the limits of state action?

a.
Hobbes: we obey the state because of fear of the alternative: a state of war. The sovereign is limited by prudence and public opinion.

b.
Locke: because of consent, i.e. because we chose it either tacitly or explicitly. The state is limited by natural law and the overall end of government.

c.
Bosanquet: because the will of the state is identical with my own will or the general will of a community. The state is limited by acting only to maintain rights in a community.

1.
What is a social institution or a community? Social institutions exist at the level of human consciousness, not in nature. 

2.
example: Stfx is a social institution, where does it exist? In each building (each part)? In the land (the whole of the space it occupies)? No because the whole university has moved since it began and we could take an online course from another location.

3.
Then where/ what are they? Social institutions exist in the mind. They are relations of recognition between individuals. I.e. I recognize the university or the professors as authority figures and they recognize me as a student. 

IV.
Philosophic Idealism: Plato, Spinoza, Berkeley, Kant. Idealists hold that existence is a matter of perception of consciousness. Berkeley: “esse est percepi” or “to be is to be perceived”

a.
In contrast to Berkeley’s idealism, Bosanquet thinks there is a world outside our perceptions that is real, but some things are more adequately understood at the level of human consciousness rather than material substance.

b.
Why is this view important to his political philosophy? Because when Bosanquet talks about rights or state institutions, he is referring to ideas not to physical things.

V.
What is Bosanquet up to in Philosophic Theory of the State?

a.
Define rights, prescribe limits on state action, and give a justification for punishment. I.e. to give an account of rights and state obligation that does not fall to the same criticisms raised by Bentham and Mill. 

b.
Questions to think about while reading: How does Bosanquet define a system of rights? What is a right? Hoe does it originate/ what is its source? What are the limits of state action? What are the limits of our rights?
Nov. 13 – Colleen Briand

Bosanquet

Relationship between the individual and the state

Social contract – at best, a device to get you thinking about the relationship

Consciously recognizing each other as individuals, a “full human person”. A matter of legal, philosophical, not biological or a matter of contract. 

Recognition idea borrowed and adapted from Hegel and Aristotlte – social beings. To live outside society, one would have to be a god or a brute.

Recognition leads to the idea of identity.

•
Recognized as the kind of being you are

•
Depends on the state and relations between people

Enforcement of Law

•
Positions held must be recognized

•
Three theories of dealing with breaking laws  –

o
Punishment

o
Deterrance – cannot change someone’s heart to change behaviour

o
Rehabilitation

Method used depends on the aim of the law. Since deterrence and rehabilitation is not the point of laws, Bos. Views punishment is the necessary reaction. The punishment should reflect the violation, but not necessarily “an eye for an eye”.

•
Broke the real will that you have freely entered into with society. Not contracted into.

Will – (below) vs. Desire – feeling, affection

If ever done something stupid or regretted, it is the recognition of your actual/real will. Real will is what we would do if we could do, or not do, if we had the chance to choose over again. It is what we would choose to do to reach what we really desire. Our rational will.

Hobbes and Locke do not deal with real will or recognition. Bos. used this idea to deal with the issues of rights.

Maritain – 1882-1973

•
Role of state is to address criticisms raised??

•
Foundationalist – as well as Hobbes, Locke, Bosanquet

o
This means that you can derive statements of political society from foundations of human nature

o
If we know what human nature is, then this can be telling about society/the state that humans ought to live in, because these are based on human nature.

•
Vs. anti-foundationalists – Cannot be based on human nature, or it would be too complicated to deal with human nature.

Social issues during Maritain’s time: World War I, economic depression, World War II, Vietnam, Cold War. There were political, economic, societal changes during his lifetime. People want order and stability. 

He wanted to merge tradition and the modern era:

•
Thought about the meaning of life – became a catholic. However, Catholicism did not deal with society’s current situation.

•
The challenge was to take traditional views (Aristotle, Aquinas) and bring them to relate to current society. Extending their ideas and thoughts to areas that they haven’t been related to before and bridge the gap between tradition and modernity. 

1936- International Human Rights - He was involved, interested. Goal was to draw from traditional arguments, to have a basis and defense of IHR (which some view as close to communism)

Viewed humans as individuals and as persons. Social beings a part of society, with responsibilities, obligations to it, and receiving gains from it.

Individual – 

•
Can only be an individual if there are more beings/ppl like oneself to differentiate one from. Therefore, must have society to have individuals

•
A material being -> division of labour

Person –

•
Has dignity, not reducible to society

•
Separate – not entirely subordinate to societal demands. IE: conscription -> must follow all orders, regardless of the orders? Not if violates own dignity

The End/Goal is fulfilling. To have freedom, be free, do whatever is right/appropriate to beings of that nature. What freedom is depends on what the nature of that being is. Rational – recognize law and your own nature.

Maritain provides an alternative to Individualism or collectivism, which is Personalism – combines both social and individual needs/views.

Ends that we all have in common:

•
Important to have differences

•
Some amts of knowledge, stability, peace, relationships with others, higher/spiritual values

•
Variations in what kinds of these things that we seek. Types of knowledge, relationships, etc.

He tries to find a balance between social and personal needs. Sometimes person conforms to society, sometimes society conforms to the person.

The Ends of human nature must be related to the ends of society if there is a relationship between human nature and society. The ends themselves must tell something about human nature and society.

Pp 499 – Sense of society and ends determines a person’s view of “schools”, individualism, personalism, etc.

Next Class: Natural Rights & Rawls. Link to be provided via email.
