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A Critical Appraisal of Russell’s Normative Embrace of Probability 
Joseph Georges 

Abstract 

In The Problems of Philosophy, Bertrand Russell challenges the reliability of inductive reasoning and promotes 

probability as a preferable normative methodology for acquiring empirical knowledge. This paper deconstructs and 

critically appraises Russell’s argument that “probability is all we ought to seek” by examining its logical soundness and 

broader philosophical consequences. It argues that Russell’s endorsement of probability, despite his framing of it as a 

superior methodological alternative to induction, is philosophically unconvincing due to a fallacious reliance on the 

same inductive reasoning he criticizes. The paper concludes that if Russell’s criticisms of induction’s inherent 

uncertainties are accepted, then probability must also be dismissed as equally uncertain and irrational. Furthermore, this 

critique not only undermines Russell’s specific arguments but also holds significant consequences for contemporary 

discussions pertaining to and surrounding probability theory. By exposing the unreliability of probability due to its 

dependence on induction, the paper casts doubt on the epistemic value of probabilistic reasoning across various 

domains, including decision theory, risk assessment, and scientific inference. Ultimately, the analysis reveals that the 

problem of circularity, if taken to negate the value of induction, also extends to and undermines probability theory, 

thereby casting doubt on the legitimacy of probability as a foundation for empirical knowledge and epistemically 

valuable reasoning. 

Introduction 

In exploring epistemology, the debate between certainty and probability lies at the heart of our understanding of 

empirical knowledge. This intellectual battleground, where the methodologies of understanding and prediction are 

deconstructed and evaluated, finds a prominent and impactful analysis in Bertrand Russell’s The Problems of 
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The reliability of probability is contingent upon its ability to provide evidence for likely future empirical 

outcomes. However, as we shall demonstrate, probability fundamentally relies on induction in all instances. Consider 

the following proof: 

Premise 1: To say that one “ought” to do something implies that, at the very least, doing it holds some 

normative value. In both moral and epistemic contexts, the use of “ought” suggests that there are justified reasons for 

taking certain actions or holding certain beliefs. These reasons provide the normative force behind the “ought” claim, 

establishing importance, value, or obligation for an action or belief in question. 

Premise 2: For a framework to have normative value, it must contribute to equipping one who utilizes it in the 

feat of pursuing some intended aim. A framework, whether moral or epistemic, must serve a purpose or goal in order to 

hold value or worth for adoption in its consideration. If a framework fails to contribute to the achievement of its 

intended aim, then it lacks normative value and cannot be considered as something one “ought” to utilize. 

Premise 3: For an epistemic framework to meet its intended aim, it must be methodologically capable of 

equipping one who uses it to derive at least some rational conclusion about the world by nature and consequence of its 

reliability. The primary purpose of an epistemic framework is to facilitate the acquisition of justified beliefs or 

knowledge about the world. In order for such a framework to achieve this aim, it must have a rational basis to take as 

reliable in its methods and outcomes, for failing to do so fails to meet its very normative aim and therefore lacks value 

in the project of epistemology—a project inherently tied to the end of reliable acquisition of valuable beliefs and 

knowledge. 

Premise 4: Probability is only reliable insofar as it provides at least some evidence for likely empirical 

outcomes in the future. For probability to be taken as a reliable project, it must accurately predict or provide evidence 

for future events based on past outcomes, for if it fails to provide evidence for such outcomes, it fails to meet its end 

and telos in the very rationale behind generating such “probabilities.” 

Premise 5: Probability, both in its use as a framework and in the evaluation of all of its individual particularities 

on a case-by-case basis, relies on induction in all instances. When making probabilistic inferences, one must rely on the 

assumption that past observations can inform future outcomes. This is something tied to the continuity of any 

individual case-by-case application of probability as well as the methodology of probability at large, for when one 
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attempts to demonstrate that probability in and of itself is a method that can yield the capacity to make predictions, one 

can only come to such a conclusion through the analysis of its efficacy in the past. When we’ve used probabilities 

historically, they have been consistent in predicting likely outcomes, but that does not justify the continuity of 

probability as a project, for the very reliability of that process is one that can only be taken from the past. If one 

assesses the frequency with which things corresponded with their calculated probabilities in the past in a vacuum, we 

wouldn’t be able to assess its predictive capacity without induction. 

Premise 6: Induction is irrational (as per Russell’s critique). Russell critiques induction as outlined earlier in this 

paper, establishing that inductive reasoning inherently relies upon its own reliability, for the reliability of induction as a 

process can only be something we attempt to infer by assessing its historical efficacy—an inductive form of reasoning 

by its very nature in predicting its future outcomes. 

Conclusion: We cannot say that we ought to seek probability. It follows from above that probability, which 

fundamentally relies on induction, is an unreliable and irrational epistemic framework. As such, it fails to meet the 

necessary conditions for having normative value and, consequently, cannot be considered as something we “ought” to 

seek. If it is inherently irrational due to its reliance on induction, then we have no normative reason to adopt or utilize it 

as an epistemic framework. 

Furthermore, Russell’s argument rests on a false dichotomy between absolute certainty and probability, 

incorrectly suggesting that the flaws of one (inductive reasoning) automatically validate the other (probability). This 

assumes, wrongly, that both forms of reasoning cannot be equally unsound. For example, if a meteorologist 

inaccurately predicts clear weather using empirical data, it does not inherently validate or lend credibility to a fortune 

teller’s rain forecast based on tea leaves. The failure of one method does not inherently prove the validity of another; 

both methods could be fundamentally flawed. This highlights the fallacious reasoning Russell employs: debunking one 

method does not logically bolster the credibility of an alternative unless the alternative’s efficacy is established 

independently. 

Additionally, Russell’s endorsement of probability due to its perceived modesty—its acknowledgment of 

limitations—mistakenly equates this modesty with enhanced reliability. Consider two fortune tellers, both using tea 

leaves for predictions but differing in their presentation: 
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empirical data, potentially grounding it in logical necessities rather than historical trends. Alternatively, we could 

embrace a pluralistic view of rationality within the context of normativity, which integrates rational considerations with 

ethical, emotional, and intuitive factors to form a more efficacious approach to decision-making. This recentered view 

of rationality would consider the practical implications of using rationality in action guidance, examining how it 

interacts with other normative factors to influence our choices and beliefs. Such an approach would not only address 

the philosophical shortcomings of traditional probabilistic and inductive methods but also enhance their applicability 

and relevance in guiding real-world decisions. These suggestions represent just a few of the many possible ways we 

might proceed in light of this critique, leaving the path ahead open for further exploration and innovation in our 

approaches to knowledge and prediction. 

Ultimately, Russell’s argument for the primacy of probability ultimately collapses under the weight of its own 

inconsistencies and limitations, leaving us with no solid foundation for accepting his normative endorsement of 

probability on the basis of its all-encapsulating lack of predictive capacity. If we are to take Russell’s critique of 

induction seriously, we must also reject probability as having any power to stand as a reliable alternative to inductive 

certainty and continue to explore the challenges posed by induction in our continued pursuits of epistemic knowledge. 
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Evaluating Neuroscience Theories of Artificial Consciousness through 
Philosophy of Mind 

Zachary Carr 

Abstract 
Since the 1940s artificial consciousness has been a topic of interest in the field of neuroscience and philosophy. 

Although both fields have investigated the topic, there seems to be a disconnect between their approaches. After 

looking at both perspectives of artificial consciousness, I will argue that the Global Workspace Theory could prove to 

be a good model for simulating Husserlian intentionality in an artificial system. To show this, I will first highlight the 

neuroscience requirements for consciousness, namely the requirement for embodiment, information integration, and 

attention. Next, I will explain how even though the Global Workspace Theory lacks embodiment, it is still a good 

model of consciousness. After this, the philosophical background of consciousness will be given. Lastly, I will evaluate 

each requirement and the Global Workspace Theory with similar topics from philosophy of mind, specifically with 

classical computational theory of the mind and phenomenology. 

Introduction 

Consciousness is a topic with no definitive answers for neuroscientists and philosophers alike. There have been 

many theories and explanations for consciousness in both fields that seek to understand the source of consciousness or 

how consciousness exists in the first place. While many theories and explanations vary and are incompatible, most 

professionals agree that the “hard problem” of consciousness is the problem of understanding or explaining the inner 

workings of phenomenal consciousness. In other words, neither neuroscientists nor philosophers have a clear idea of 

how consciousness allows us to have first-person experience. There are explanations for how memory is stored, the 

difference between unconsciousness and consciousness, how we understand things, etc. However, explaining why we 

can consciously experience the world around us has proven to be quite a difficult issue. 
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While explaining consciousness in humans or animals is hard enough, the issue of artificial consciousness 

seems to be an even more difficult problem. Artificial consciousness has been a popular inquiry since the construction 

of the first digital computer. The idea that a machine, computer, or program could be conscious has attracted many 

thinkers and has opened new paths of exploration into the issue of consciousness as a whole. (Chuchland et al,. 

1990)(Signorelli, 2018)(Ng & Leung, 2020) However, there is a divide between disciplines on the issue of artificial 

consciousness. Some are either hyper-fixated on the theoretical or metaphysical aspects of artificial consciousness, 

while others neglect the philosophical inquiry and attempt to approach this issue from a purely functionalist approach. 

While each perspective has its merits, it seems that both miss what the other has to offer. This isn’t to say that artificial 

consciousness has been achieved or even that it is possible, but exploring artificial consciousness in more depth could 

provide further insight into our own consciousness. 

The sole aim of this paper is to evaluate the philosophical adequacy of neuroscientific theories of consciousness 

through classical computational theory of the mind and phenomenology, focusing on Husserl. This will be achieved by 

first presenting the major neurological requirements for consciousness, the idea that consciousness requires 

embodiment, information integration, and attention. Next, I will present the neural architecture hypothesized to be a 

model of consciousness in humans and artificial systems known as the Global Workspace Theory (GWT). I will then 

evaluate these theories with theories from philosophy of mind. I will argue that the Global Workspace Theory could 

prove to be a good model for simulating consciousness within an artificial system based on prominent notions within 

the philosophy of mind. This is because the Global Workspace theory helps explain Husserlian intentionality via its 

attention-based information integration and gets us closer to a working neural framework for phenomenal 

consciousness. 

Neurological Requirements 

In the neuroscience literature, it is widely accepted that certain requirements or criteria must be met before 

consciousness is possible. While there are some minor disagreements about the requirements, there are a few that are 

prevalent across the literature despite the discrepancies that can be found. When taking a look at the literature with a 

wide lens, there seem to be three major requirements that most would agree are necessary for consciousness, at least for 

the current examples of consciousness that we currently have. This is based on the fact that while other requirements or 
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theories are more often discounted, the three in this paper are most often agreed upon as being necessary. These major 

requirements are embodiment, information integration, and attention. Some see each one of these requirements to be 

the source of consciousness by themselves, while some of the newer literature will suggest some combination is the 

reason consciousness emerges. While other requirements are sometimes thought to be necessary for consciousness, the 

ones mentioned are the most common and encapsulate the literature most concisely. 

Across the literature, it is suggested that embodiment is at least inseparable from human conscious experience 

(Carney, 2020)(Barron & Klein, 2016)(Kiverstein et al., 2015). This realization leads others to suggest that it may also 

be a requirement for consciousness. (Aru, 2023)(Gibbs, 2005) Embodiment is the idea that most, or all, of cognition, is 

influenced by or emerges from sensory experience. To explain further, embodied cognition states that all of our ideas, 

emotions, sensations, etc. have their foundation in sensory experience. While it could be suggested that consciousness 

can arise from a system without embodiment, the only instances of consciousness that exist come from embodied 

beings. One way to conceptualize embodiment is by describing it as the “umwelt” of a conscious being. The umwelt is 

the total sensory experience of the world that a conscious being has. (Uexküll, 2010) For example, A human umwelt 

would be mostly made up of sounds, sights, and touch. One reason that embodiment is seen as a requirement for 

consciousness is that without being embodied, a being would have a very limited umwelt or sensory experience. With a 

limited sensory experience, there would be very little for that being to consciously experience. In other words, most of, 

or all, conscious experience, as we currently understand it, comes from sensation. Therefore, it remains that 

embodiment could be a base requirement, above all else, for a conscious experience of the world. 

The second requirement in neuroscience literature is information integration. The information integration theory 

states that consciousness is correlated with, or even directly “corresponds[,] to the capacity of a system to integrate 

information.” (Tononi, 2004) Information integration is the ability to translate and communicate information among 

different modules or systems within the brain. (Reggia, 2013) Moreover, the information that is integrated at any one 

moment is said to be what constitutes consciousness, and the different pieces of information that create that experience 

are not divisible. (Tononi, 2005) When you experience a car passing you on the street, you experience the sound of the 

car, the sight of the car, and even the wind from the car. However, all of these different sources are integrated into one 

conscious experience. You are not able to independently experience any one of the senses. Every sense experienced is 
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all integrated as one whole conscious experience. On top of this, the communication between different brain systems is 

said to create a higher level of information than would be possible on its own. (Tononi 2010) For example, if you read a 

sentence, your body processes the visual stimuli of reading the sentence and communicates that with other areas of the 

brain to derive meaning from the sentence. Some have argued that information integration is the cause of consciousness 

itself and that consciousness can even be characterized “mathematically both in quantity and in quality” under this 

theory. (Oizumi et al., 2014) While others will say information integration is only one piece of the puzzle for the 

emergence of consciousness. Since this paper seeks to understand the neuroscience literature on consciousness as a 

whole, information integration will be treated as one of the many requirements for consciousness instead of the reason 

for consciousness. 

The third requirement that will be looked at is attention. Attention is much like information integration as it can 

be viewed either as the source of consciousness or just a requirement. The consensus is that attention is not the source 

of consciousness, but it does play a vital role. (Brogaard et al., 2020) Attention can be understood as consciously or 

unconsciously choosing which stream of information is to be processed within a system at any given time. It can also 

be understood as the “allocation of processing resources” (Cho et al., 1997) In the context of the car situation 

previously given, attention is the process of choosing which information to integrate and to what extent. For example, 

when the car passes by, the brain may subconsciously decide that the visual sensory input of the car takes precedence 

over the other senses and that sense is what is given the most attention, or what sensation is experienced the strongest. 

Furthermore, attention can be a conscious process, meaning that attention, or an allocation of processing power, can be 

intentionally directed towards certain stimuli or even towards an action. (Milner & Rugg, 1992) In the simplest sense, 

someone may focus on the sound of the car passing by or the sight of the car instead. Attention is said to be necessary 

for consciousness because there needs to be some sort of direction of the brain’s processing power toward a mental 

object. ”When we are conscious of an object, our attention is focused on that object.” (Starzyk & Prasad, 2011) In other 

words, to consciously experience something, attention must be given to the ‘something’. It seems intuitive that without 

the ability to focus on certain streams of information, conscious experience would at best be a meaningless jumble of 

information and, at worst, impossible. 
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Global Workspace Theory 

Now that the neuroscience requirements for consciousness have been highlighted, an architecture for modeling 

consciousness can be described. The Global Workspace Theory (GWT) (Baars, 1988) is a theory that suggests that 

consciousness emerges from different portions of the brain communicating with each other collectively. The brain is 

thought to have separate, highly specialized systems that each are responsible for different operations. There is no one 

system responsible for the emergence of consciousness, but the parallel processing and communication between highly 

specialized systems create what is known as consciousness. (Baars, 2005) This simplifies the theory, but this 

description encapsulates the general idea behind it. Although this proposed theory isn’t going to bring us to the answer 

of consciousness, it does provide a good framework for further understanding consciousness and possibly modeling or 

simulating consciousness in an artificial system. (Signa et al., 2021) This is because the GWT acknowledges some of 

the requirements for consciousness, such as information integration and attention. One important requirement it does 

lack, however, is embodiment. Based on this reasoning, it is believed that if GWT could be properly implemented into 

an artificial system, as well as adding the embodiment component, consciousness could be modeled accurately. 

(VanRullen & Kanai, 2021) This is not to be confused with creating a conscious artificial system or emulating 

consciousness, which most believe we are very far from accomplishing. (Juliani et al, 2022) With this in mind, simply 

modeling consciousness is still very useful for understanding the human brain and its functions further even if creating 

a conscious machine is impossible. 

Philosophical Notions 

In philosophy, like neuroscience, there are many different notions of consciousness, and not all of them 

are agreed upon. For this paper, the most popular and commonly accepted notions of consciousness will be the ones 

considered. Before describing the philosophy of consciousness in detail, it must be understood that there are levels of 

consciousness. (Bayne et al., 2016) On one end of the spectrum, there is the consciousness that adult humans have. This 

would be the higher level of consciousness which includes a narrative self, understanding, introspection, etc. While the 

low end of the spectrum would be called phenomenal consciousness. This could be described as a pure subjective 

sensory experience or the qualia of having consciousness. Furthermore, it can be described as the “what-its-likeness” of 
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being something. (Nagel, 1974) Using the famous example, what it is like to be a bat. A bat has no introspective 

abilities or a narrative self, but it follows that there must be some sort of subject experience of being a bat. The latter 

type of consciousness is the one that philosophers and neuroscientists are concerned with the most since it is much 

easier to understand how high-level consciousness arises from phenomenal consciousness than vice versa. This is 

because whatever sparks phenomenal consciousness is unknown and it’s very difficult to assign a formal, concrete 

reason for why we can subjectively experience things. Many of the neurological theories and implementations of 

artificial systems are trying to identify what systems in the brain are responsible for phenomenal consciousness in the 

human brain, and then trying to explain or replicate these systems. Most of these approaches take a purely functionalist 

approach but commonly neglect some important philosophical ideals about consciousness. 

When considering the possibility of simulating consciousness in a computational system, or artificially, the 

issue of whether the human mind can be accurately modeled comes into question. In philosophy, some will say yes, and 

some will say no. The theory that states that a human mind could be artificially modeled is known as the classical 

computational theory of the mind (CCTM). (Rescorla, 2009) Under this theory, a computer has the necessary faculties 

to recreate the functions of the human mind. (Chalmers, 2011) Some proponents of (CCTM) will even suggest that all 

thoughts are symbolic, meaning that a computer could completely model all human thought processes. (Haugeland, 

1985) However, not all proponents of (CCTM) are suggesting that thoughts are merely symbolic, but simply that a 

computer is capable of replicating the functions of the human mind. Critics of (CCTM) will argue that a computer is 

not capable of replicating the faculties or functions of the human mind. For them, a computer is simply a machine that 

organizes information based on a set of rules, no matter how complex it is. This is because computers lack certain 

important aspects of consciousness that humans have, one of the most important being intentionality. (Searle, 1980) 

Similarly, other critics argue that a computational system cannot model the mind because it focuses on a 

representational model of cognition rather than on “agent-environment dynamics” or embodiment. (Chemero, 2011) 

Essentially what the critics of CCTM are arguing is that a computer is not able to fulfill the requirements, intentionality 

and embodiment, to instantiate a human mind. Therefore, if these requirements could be met in a computational 

system, it would alleviate some of the issues that critics have with CCTM. 
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The area of philosophy most concerned with understanding the subjective, phenomenal experience of 

consciousness is known as phenomenology. Phenomenology seeks to study and understand the subjective experience of 

consciousness through philosophical reasoning. That is what, how, and why we can have a phenomenal experience. The 

philosopher most commonly credited with beginning this specific line of philosophical inquiry in the modern age is 

Edmund Husserl. (Groden, 2005) Husserl was focused on understanding the subjective human experience by way of 

phenomenal reduction, or by removing all presuppositions about the external world and only focusing on the internal 

experience of consciousness. ”Rather, we are investigating what exists and remains valid whether anything like 

objective reality exists or not, whether the positing of such transcendence is justified or not” (Husserl, The Idea of 

Phenomenology, P.34) He is arguing that when studying consciousness we must not concern ourselves with aspects of 

consciousness that can be doubted, the external world, but we should focus on what is a given or what we can be sure 

about, which is subjective conscious experience. Furthermore, a concept in philosophy known as intentionality is what 

Husserl says is the foundation of phenomenal consciousness. 

Intentionality has a different meaning in philosophy than in common language. Intentionality in philosophy is 

the directedness of the mind towards, of, or about an object. It is also believed that all mental activity involves 

intentionality. “Obviously there is no act of thinking without an object that is thought, nor a desire without an object 

that is desired.” (Brentano, 1874 p68) Brentano believed all mental acts and consciousness to contain intentional 

properties, or that they are all directed towards an object. To clarify the idea of intentionality, if I were to imagine an 

orange, I could say I have a directedness of mind toward the object, orange. Intentionality can be the directedness of the 

mind towards an object in the mind, like the given example above, but also towards the world itself, or sensory 

perception of the world. In simple terms, intentionality can be described as the aiming of one’s consciousness. This 

directedness of the mind, or intentionality is a characteristic of consciousness for Brentano. While Husserl would 

expand on Brentano’s view of intentionality and would argue that it is not merely a characteristic, but the fundamental 

structure of consciousness. “The concept of intentionality, grasped in the indefinite breadth we have given it, is a 

concept which at the threshold of phenomenology is quite indispensable as a starting-point and basis.” (Husserl, Ideas 

1913 p173) Essentially, Husserl is arguing that intentionality is not just a necessary component of consciousness, but it 

is the inherent structure of consciousness. 
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Analyzing Neuroscience through Philosophy of Mind 

With a philosophical background of CCTM and phenomenology, we can evaluate the philosophical adequacy of 

the neuroscience perspective of consciousness and artificial consciousness. Starting with embodiment, there seems to 

be a connection between the two disciplines on it being a requirement for consciousness. Neuroscience holds it to be 

necessary and so do the opponents of CCTM, but what about the proponents of CCTM and phenomenologists? Some 

proponents might argue that since the mind is purely symbolic, a computational system that lacks embodiment is still 

sufficient for modeling consciousness. Other proponents may also not consider it a requirement because the entire idea 

behind CCTM is that a computer can model a human brain. As for phenomenologists, or at least Husserl, embodiment 

would seem to be a requirement due to the importance of intentionality in consciousness. Since all conscious 

experiences are about an object, there needs to be objects for consciousness to be about, namely sense perceptions. 

While phenomenologists do say that consciousness can be about internal mental states that are, in a sense, separate 

from sense perception, our consciousness is still inseparable from embodied experience. With this being said, Husserl 

might not consider embodiment as a ‘requirement’ for consciousness, but it is an essential feature of consciousness in 

humans. Therefore, while in some corners of the philosophy of mind embodiment wouldn't be a requirement for 

consciousness, most would say that it is a requirement, or at the very least would consider it an important aspect of 

consciousness. 

The next requirement, information integration, lacks the connection to philosophy that embodiment has. There 

is no direct correlation of information integration theory in philosophy, but it can be related to some topics in 

philosophy. (CCTM) theorists would likely not hold any strong opinions on whether it is a requirement for 

consciousness, but it could be considered a helpful explanation for how the mind communicates or shares information. 

As for phenomenologists, it could be a way of explaining the neurological processes that occur with higher levels of 

consciousness or intentionality. For example, it could explain how we attribute meanings to certain objects that the 

mind is directed at, or why we understand objects of sense perception. Furthermore, Information integration theory 

could prove helpful in explaining or modeling aspects of intentionality. However, it fails to explain subjective 

experience or intentionality at its core, because it lacks the structures needed for directing one's mind towards objects. 
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Therefore, in phenomenology, it could be an important step for describing certain aspects of intentionality, but it would 

most likely not be seen as a requirement for modeling phenomenal consciousness. 

Lastly, attention would not be a specific requirement for CCTM proponents, but for opponents of CCTM and 

phenomenologists, it may be the most important requirement. This is because attention can be almost directly related to 

intentionality. Attention was described as focusing mental power toward a mental object, which is exactly how 

intentionality is described. This means that attention, for Husserl specifically, would be the most important requirement 

for consciousness because it draws a neural correlate to the philosophical notion of intentionality. While there are still 

gaps in explaining the direct cause of subjective consciousness, implementing attention into a model of consciousness 

would be essential for phenomenologists who hold intentionality as important as Husserl does. 

The Global Workspace Theory would fulfill two of the three common neuroscience requirements for 

consciousness, with the possibility of fulfilling all three in the future, making it a promising model of consciousness 

from a neuroscience perspective. With that being said, would it also be a good model of consciousness from a 

philosophical perspective? With the philosophical implications of the requirements considered, GWT would alleviate 

some of the issues that opponents of CCTM had with computational modeling of consciousness. The issue being the 

lack of intentionality in an artificial system. Likewise, GWT would also satisfy phenomenologists, like Husser, in the 

fact that attention would represent intentionality in a model of consciousness. The main issue from many philosophers 

would be that GWT does not currently take into account embodiment. However, as stated before, GWT could at one 

point be implemented into an embodied system. This would allow for GWT to account for aspects of consciousness 

that phenomenologists hold important, like experiencing sense perceptions. Therefore, GWT would be a good model of 

consciousness from a neuroscience and philosophical perspective because it would model intentionality, which is 

considered the base structure of consciousness in Husserl’s phenomenology. 

Conclusion 

The exploration of artificial consciousness leads to a bridging of the gap between neuroscience and philosophy. 

In this paper, I highlighted the major theories of consciousness from both neuroscience and philosophy. Then, the 

philosophical adequacy of the neuroscience perspective was evaluated by examining the neuroscience theories through 

philosophy of mind. 
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This was done first by providing the background of the neuroscience literature by highlighting commonly 

accepted neurological requirements for consciousness, embodiment, information integration, and attention, and 

presenting the Global Workspace Theory, a model of consciousness. Next, the philosophical background of 

consciousness was given. The main ideas being classical computational theory of the mind and phenomenology. Lastly, 

the requirements of consciousness and GWT were evaluated based on related theories in philosophy. Ultimately, GWT 

is a good model of consciousness from a philosophical perspective because it would model intentionality, which is a 

requirement for opponents of CCTM and is the fundamental structure of consciousness for early phenomenologists. 
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Education, Equality, and Law: 
A Constitutional Analysis of Education 

John Adams 

Abstract 

This paper investigates the extent to which the United States Constitution protects a right to education. The 

analysis covers four perspectives: no protection, minimal protection, Primitive Equality, and Affirmative Equality. The 

"No Protection" view argues that the Constitution does not explicitly mention education, thus offering no protection. 

The "Minimal Protection" view posits that a basic level of education is necessary to exercise other constitutional rights, 

particularly the First Amendment’s right to freedom of speech. "Primitive Equality" suggests that if the government 

provides education, it must do so equally in a de jure sense, without ensuring de facto equality. "Affirmative Equality," 

on the other hand, advocates for an active role in ensuring equal educational opportunities, addressing factors that 

create disparities. The paper concludes that the Constitution does implicitly protect a right to an Affirmatively Equal, 

minimum standard of education, which is necessary for meaningful participation in a democratic society. The 

implications of this reasoning extend to recognizing other implicit rights and affirming equality across various aspects 

of life, thereby fostering a more just society. 

No Protection 

In this section I will discuss the opinion that the United States Constitution does not express a protection of any 

right to education. A proponent of this view may argue that the United States Constitution does not explicitly mention 

education and that the constitution only expresses protections for rights that are expressly enumerated. Therefore, they 

assert, the Constitution offers no protection of a right to education. This was the opinion of the Supreme Court majority 

in San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez: "Education, of course, is not among the rights afforded 
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For I Am A Stoic 
Bennett Handler 

Abstract 

This paper, upon the topic of Stoicism, aims to highlight connections between Stoicism’s own Cardinal 

Principles and a modern day method of maintaining control in the Twelve Steps of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA). A 

brief overview of Stoicism is given, followed by examples of more modern day practices of Stoicism. Pop culture 

examples are used to explain Marcus Aurelius’s Cardinal Principles of Stoicism. With the understanding of the 

Cardinal Principles, a table is used to show how each step of the Twelve Steps of Alcoholics Anonymous falls into the 

four principles. Finally, the reader is called to action to use the aforementioned steps in their own day to day life. The 

analysis reveals how Stoic principles can be applied to contemporary challenges, offering a structured approach to 

personal growth and recovery. Moreover, this exploration reveals the timelessness of Stoic philosophy in dealing with 

life's trials, offering practical insights for modern individuals seeking resilience and inner peace. 

Drip. 

Drip. 

Drip. 

Drop. 

Deafening silence, interrupted only by the rhythmic falling of water out of my sink. The mesh on the tip of the faucet 

holding back the stream of water above. Yet, despite the marvelous engineering, the sink would fail and would let one 

droplet of water fall to the drain. I had been trying to fix it for a few months now, but regardless of how much I tried, 

the drip simply kept on dripping. 
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Drip. 

Drip. 

Drip. 

Drop. 

I held the bottle of gin to my lips once more. The cold emerald glass of Tanqueray resting on my chapped lips, pulling 

at some of the dryer and cracked parts. My arm fell down slowly from exhaustion, attempting to keep my hand raised 

to wipe my face with the back of it, but it was inevitable… I couldn’t lift it up anymore. I looked over at the bottle 

once more realizing it had been finally finished. The sink created an almost hypnotic echo throughout the house. My 

eyes drooped down before my head snapped up trying to maintain consciousness. 

Drip. 

Drip. 

Drip. 
I never made it to the next drop. I had passed out. Bottle in hand. Fighting for control with the desperation of a 

drowning man; thrashing my body around in water as hard as possible, yet unable to save myself as I slowly sink 

below the surface. 

Control is an interesting concept. It is a paradox within itself. On one hand, an individual must control their 

actions, reactions, and words. Society would judge them otherwise and difficult natural consequences would ensure. 

On the other hand, that same individual must relinquish control and surrender to circumstances beyond their control, 

thus choosing to be content even when feeling helpless. Every individual handles this choice differently. As an addict 

myself, my manner of grasping for control is using substances such as alcohol to dampen my feelings towards a 

subject. I feel scared, so I drink. I feel out of control, so I forget. The damage it has done to my own life has been 

immeasurable. Others use exercise, journaling, therapy, and even self-harm. Each is an attempt to manage the reality 

that control outside of ourselves is a mirage. But, how do we differentiate between positive ways and negative ways to 

handle such situations? How can we handle what we fear most? 

The Stoics believed they had an answer to that question. Throughout the multitude of years of philosophical 

discourse and debate, the idea of control has come up numerous times. Hellenistic philosopher Zeno of Citium, 
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founded the idea of Stoicism in 300 BCE in an attempt to aid individuals in such situations. Yet, it was not until 

Marcus Aurelius, a Roman emperor from 161-180 CE, defined what was known as the Four Cardinal Principles, that 

this ideology began to take off. However, even with its new found popularity, Stoicism had one perennial issue. How 

do you implement such principles in a modern society? This paper aims to shed light upon what stoicism is and its 

four cardinal principles through the utilization of examples of 

each principle influencing pop culture today, and ultimately offering a more modern day and effective method of 

relinquishing control impacted by Stoicism. 

Finding inner peace is the Fountain of Youth that many strive for in this world. Whether through methods such 

as meditation, yoga, or even journaling, humankind’s desire to feel peace, stability, and control has been around since 

time immemorial. Stoics were of the opinion that “evil was not inherent to human beings but simply came from 

ignorance…” (Hodsdon). Furthermore, by striving for inner peace, mankind could avoid evil, ignorance, and 

unhappiness which in turn would allow the common man to lead a virtuous life. Yet, how would someone achieve 

such virtuosity? The Stoics proposed four cardinal ideals for which to live life by: Courage, Justice, Temperance, 

and Wisdom. Through these four ideals, a man would begin to understand how to live a virtuous life. A happy life. A 

life of self-control. A life at peace. 

The question then arises as to what is the purpose of life? The critically acclaimed Will Smith movie, The Pursuit of 

Happiness, explains it best in its own title. Taking a step back, for a moment, the Hellenistic period of philosophy was 

characterized and primarily concerned with the pursuit of happiness. This time period lasted from the death of 

Alexander the Great to the emergence of the Roman Empire, and was home to many great philosophers including 

Aristotle, Plato, and Zeno of Citium. Zeno of Citium is credited with the origins of Stoicism with his school of thought 

in 300 BCE that reason and logic were the most important aspects of a good life. This ideology was widely accepted 

later on in Ancient Rome, when Marcus Aurelius defined what he considered the four cardinal ideologies to live a 

stoic life, as listed above. Authors and influential thinkers such as Descartes and Thomas More supported and reflected 

such thought in their writings, further popularizing this school of thought in a more modern era. 

Today in the medical world, the ideology of Stoicism is revived and transformed into what is now commonly 

known as Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT). “Much like Stoicism, this…branch of philosophy is aimed at helping a 

huge range of patients overcome difficult moments of emotional instability, particularly those which are out of our 
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control” (Lesso). While effective, CBT is most productive when its principles are taught through a counseling 

relationship, which not everyone can partake in. This leads many to still aimlessly grapple with control, unsure how to 

release control in a laissez-faire manner. 

Yet, another modern day program which has flourished and has been greatly influenced by Stoicism is the 

Twelve Steps of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA). As pointed out in the book Stoicism–Philosophy as a Way of Life, 

“Those who are familiar both with the Stoics and the Twelve Step Program often recognize connections between 

them” (Robertson). The Serenity Prayer, a commonly known prayer in the world of AA which closes out every 

meeting, echoes the teaching of Stoic philosophers such as Epictetus in his writing The Discourses. The Serenity 

Prayer states: 

God, grant me the serenity to accept the things I cannot change, 

Courage to change the things I can, 

And wisdom to know the difference. 

Epictetus states the same: 

“What, then, is to be done? To make the best of what is in our power, and take the rest as it naturally happens” 

(The Discourses). This emphasizes the commonality between many of these developments throughout the history of 

Stoicism and modern techniques. Each of these principles plays an important role in developing an individual’s ability 

to conquer out of control responses in a positive manner. Thus, with the knowledge and choice to enact these 

ideologies in 

our daily routines, we may take control of our own lives, even when placed in a position of helplessness. 

To further understand how to relinquish such control, one first must begin to see the influence of Stoicism in 

his simple day to day life. What ways do we see the four principles of Stoicism in popular culture? How has it 

influenced society, even in the most minute and trivial ways? 

Courage 

And I would’ve gotten away with it too!! If it wasn’t for those meddling kids!! These were the last lines of 

almost every Scooby-Doo villain right before they were whisked away. How did Shaggy, Scooby, Fred, Velma, and 

Daphne face all of these baddies; each villain more terrifying than the last? The answer is simple. They had courage. 

They didn’t always know that the ghost or ghoul was simply another man in a costume yet; they had courage in the 
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face of fear. So, what happens when an individual doesn’t know what the outcome might be; spiraling them into 

feeling out of control? As Stoics believed courage occurred when an individual was being fearless in front of true 

fright or horror, that person would be courageous when presented with their hardest aversion or test, yet fearlessly 

facing public opinion, poverty, or even death. A stoic is brave as they do not fear what they cannot control, realizing 

that there is nothing to be afraid of. 

Courage In Depth 

But, what is courage truly? Not every person gets a life as predictable as a tv show. In Ben Dean’s 

Ph.D paper, published by the University of Pennsylvania, he explains how from a scientific standpoint, 

Psychologist S.J. Rachan entered the 

discussion of the definition of courage with his own understanding in 1990. He believed that three components 

accounted for the creation of the emotion we know as Courage. “ 

“ 1. The subjective feeling of apprehension 

2. The physiological reaction to fear (e.g., increased heart rate) 

3. The behavioral response to fear (e.g., an effort to escape the fearful situation). These components 

are imperfectly linked, and it is possible to experience one or two without another. The courageous 

person affects an uncoupling of fear’s components by resisting the behavioral response and facing the 

fearful situation, despite the discomfort produced by subjective and/or physical reactions.” (Penn). 

Mark Twain echoes the same principle in his writing, “Courage is resilience to 

fear, mastery of fear, not absence of fear.” (Penn). This is often where one of the first disconnects for an 

alcoholic is. When confronted with the discomfort of a situation, they attempt to avoid the feeling by numbing 

themselves. They attempt to dodge the emotion, however what they ultimately end up doing is pushing the 

inevitable problem down the road. It continues to build upon itself until it has created such a tangled web of 

discomfort that it seems insurmountable. It takes Courage to even take that first step and be able to look at the 

problem for what it truly is. The timeless idea that one must be the change they wish to see in the world comes 

to mind but it takes brutal honesty for an individual to look at themself in the mirror and truly make a 
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meaningful change. Faith in a higher power allows a person to do just that. Often the motivation to change such 

an ingrained habit of avoidance cannot just be internal. A higher power can be a God, yet it can also be other 

things. Support groups, families, even the well being of a pet could be a 

higher power. A calling that they are part of something greater allows that person to do better for themselves 

and others. 

Whether the vice is alcohol, codependency, drugs, or self-harm, I encourage each individual to seek out 

their own higher power as without it life is meaningless. To live a fulfilling happy life, one can’t simply be 

self-focused. It’s why we volunteer. It’s why we have empathy. It’s why we have sympathy. As humans we are 

built to want to be part of something greater, but it takes Courage to admit that. 

Justice 

The hit show Rick and Morty crashed onto the scene of adult animation back in late 2013. Exploring 

philosophical, moral, and taboo topics through fun crazy adventures is something which makes the show so infamous. 

While on the surface looking like a children's show, it is anything but. Interestingly, there is an incredible amount of 

depth into each character, their views, beliefs, and growth throughout the show. One side character, who goes by the 

name of Unity, is the titular character Rick’s ex-girlfriend. She occasionally emerges, showing the audience her unique 

ability to take control of an individual and make them do whatever she wants. She is known as a Hive Mind in the 

show. She is able to take control of an entire civilization and make individuals work towards a common goal, such as 

worker bees toil together for their queen. They all work in harmony towards the same objective. While this aim of a 

society working together towards a common goal is ideal, is it truly just if they do not have the opportunity to make 

the choice themselves? That may be up for debate. However, under the ideology of Stoicism, the second cardinal 

principle is Justice, or “harmonizing our actions with the common good and treating others with respect and fairness” 

(Weaver). Positive justice includes “helping others, advocating for fairness, and contributing to the common 

welfare…” 

whereas “...theft, injury, or deceit” fall into negative justice (Weaver). Stoicism holds every individual to the same 

moral standard. A Stoic attempts to do his or her societal duty by being benevolent towards everyone. Individuals 

coming together as a community, helping one another towards a singular objective perfectly models Stoicism’s Justice 

target and therefore, Unity exemplifies this Stoic value. 
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Justice In Depth 

In the Jewish faith, there are 613 Mitzvot. Each Mitzvah is both a “way for Jews to connect with God 

and fulfill their purpose in the world.” (Chabad). When looked at, some of the Mitzvot are perfect examples of 

Justice is society. Tzedakah is one of these Mitsvot and it means giving charity daily. By giving back to the 

community, each individual takes personal responsibility for the lives of those around them by attempting to 

lift them up with them. The golden rule of loving others as you would yourself is another example of a 

Mitzvah which aligns one individual's interests with the interests of those around them. Visiting the sick, 

hospitality to guests, and to respect your mother and father are some others. The Justice that the Jewish faith 

has allows an individual to look within themselves to see how they can best give back to others. By aligning 

themselves with the common interest of others, an individual brings Justice to their own community and 

world. 

Whether the vice is alcohol, codependency, drugs, or self-harm, I encourage each individual to do some 

Mitzvot and make their community better as without community life is lonely. To live a fulfilling happy life, 

one can’t simply be self-focused. It’s why we love. It’s why we care. It’s why we have people we care about. 

As humans we are built to want to be part of a community, but it takes Justice to keep one running. 

Temperance 

Too much of a good thing is bad for you… Advice given by mothers around the world to children grabbing at 

their halloween candy; only the wise mom knowing the inevitable belly ache that would ensue. Self-control is a crucial 

element of life, generally drilled into individuals from an early age, yet many do not begin to truly understand it until 

later in life. The third ideology of Stoicism is known as Temperance and is often synonymous and interchangeable with 

the words self-control. To maintain control over one’s life, they must do “…nothing in excess” (Daily Stoic), they must 

do “... the right thing in the right amount in the right way.” Stoics use temperance not simply towards physical objects 

or goods, but towards “...pleasure or pain, admiration or contempt, failure or triumph” (Daily Stoic). Aristotle 

explained an idea known as the Golden Mean. In this scenario, virtue, happiness, and ultimately the feeling of 

contentment and control resides in the middle, between excess and deficiency, in mediocrity. Thus, teaching one’s 

children that nothing should be taken in excess, but rather, everything in moderation is completely in line with the Stoic 

target of Temperance. 
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Temperance In Depth 

Psychologist Roy Baumeister extensively studied self-control and its impact upon human behavior. 

Three key elements of self-control were identified: the emotional regulation of impulses, the cognitive capacity 

to maintain focus, and the motivational drive to pursue long-term goals. While specific, these three elements 

created an individual's temperate disposition. A person who demonstrates Temperance in their actions has the 

ability to keep a hold on their immediate desires for a more better alternative down the road, showing both 

resilience and foresight. Ben Franklin was another historical example who preached temperance through their 

practices and 

teachings. The Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin explains his desire for moral perfection and as the first of 

his 13 virtues he listed Temperance. As defined by him, “Eat not to dullness and drink not to elevation” 

(Franklin). He explains how the effects of overindulging in anything both good and bad can be detrimental to 

one's self. Temperance was the groundwork for developing other virtues due to the fact that it encouraged a 

disciplined and clear-headed approach to life. Catholicism repeats the idea that Temperance is important by 

listing it as one of its cardinal virtues essential for living a righteous life. By exercising temperance individuals 

not only maintain personal integrity but also contribute to the common good, fostering a community that 

respects moderation and balance. 

Whether the vice is alcohol, codependency, drugs, or self-harm, I encourage each individual to live in 

moderation and practice self-control as without self-control life is chaotic. To live a fulfilling happy life, one 

can’t simply be self-focused. It’s why we meditate. It’s why we admire art. It’s why we must slow down and 

enjoy the journey. As humans we are built to want to be part of and enjoy all of what life has to offer, but it 

takes Temperance to keep an individual safe. 

Wisdom 

Wisdom, the last virtue of Stoicism, lies in the knowledge and understanding of the opposing natures of good 

and evil. It comes from living through experiences and is what a plethora of stories are about. Quintessential 

examples include Star Wars, in the dichotomy of The Empire vs The Republic, Darth Vader vs Luke Skywalker. Or 

Harry Potter, in the conflict between power and love with Voldemort vs Harry. Additionally, Snow White, and the 

contrast of deceit and vanity vs kindness, hence, the Evil Queen vs Snow White. Stoics must understand 
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and be able to discern and contrast two opposing ideas. Stoics believe that wisdom is being able to differentiate 

between things which are within our control and those which are not; between what is important and what is irrelevant. 

The Greek Stoic philosopher Epictetus explains it best in his book The Discourses, “In life our first job is this, to 

divide and distinguish things into two categories: externals we cannot control, … [and] the choices [we] make with 

regard to them [that we] do control” (The Discourses). By having the wisdom to understand and use discernment to 

categorize these incidents, one is able to be more conscious of both actions and emotions, allowing themselves to feel 

both in control and find some peace within themselves. 

Wisdom In Depth 

The pinnacle of human virtues, the super power that always wins out, Wisdom is greater than simple 

understanding of facts. True wisdom embodies a profound understanding of life, humanity, and the world 

around us. Socrates, Plato and Aristotle all dedicate themselves to the pursuit of Wisdom. Socrates famously 

posited that true wisdom comes from recognizing one’s own ignorance. This highlights the humility of 

wisdom compared to the boasting of knowledge. Plato, through his allegory of the cave, illustrated the journey 

from ignorance to enlightenment, hypothesizing that wisdom involves an ongoing process of questioning and 

growth. Lastly, Aristotle distinguished between practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom, shining a light on 

the idea that wisdom includes both ethical conduct and intellectual insight. Shakespear’es Polonius advises, 

“To thine own self be true,” encapsulating the idea that to be wise one must be authentic and self-aware 

(Hamlet). Similarly, in the story of The Ring of Gyges, which later inspired the J.R.R. Tolkien The Lord of the 

Rings Series, characters are given 

wisdom throughout their journey emphasizing the importance of courage, sacrifice, and the greater good. 

In the Dialectical Behaviour Therapy or DBT, a phrase is often brought up. It is known as the Wise 

Mind. In this theory, every individual has both an Emotional Mind and a Rational Mind. When an individual 

acts impulsively or does something against their moral code, often they are living in their Emotional Mind. On 

the other hand, the Rational Mind only focuses on productivity. There is no happiness or joy in mind. To live in 

one’s Wise Mind, they must find the balance between their Emotional Mind and their Rational Mind. The 

intersection of these two is where true fulfillment lies. Psychologically, wisdom can be viewed as “the 

integration of cognitive, reflective, and affective dimensions” (Clayton, Biren). Cognitive wisdom involves the 

50 



ability to see things clearly and make sound judgments while reflective wisdom requires introspection and an 

appreciation of different perspectives. Renowned Swiss psychiatrist Carl Jung related Wisdom to the 

individuation process. The individuation process is where an individual's personal growth and enlightenment 

lead to a balanced personality. Whether the vice is alcohol, codependency, drugs, or self-harm, I encourage each 

individual to live with Wisdom and practice living in their Wise Mind as without Wisdom life is confusing. To 

live a fulfilling happy life, one can’t simply be self-focused. It’s why we learn. It’s why we challenge ourselves. 

It’s why we must never stop growing. As humans we are built to want to be part of and enjoy all of what life 

has to offer, but it takes Wisdom to keep an individual balanced. 

So, how are these principles enacted in modern society as we live in today? While perhaps not explicitly 

mentioned by name, the four cardinal principles of Stoicism remain 

littered throughout our culture and society. One of the most well known and widely accepted attempts to summarize 

these principles is the Twelve Steps of Alcoholics Anonymous. Over 1.3 million individuals in America alone attend 

AA meetings all of which are guided by these twelve steps towards recovery. It is interesting to note that many 

organizations and individuals are unaware that every step falls into one of the four virtues of Stoicism. Below is a table 

explaining which steps were influenced by what principle and what each step is about. 

Courage Step 1 Step one surrounds Honesty. Honesty with oneself that the individual has a 
problem. Honesty that he or she cannot control their addiction alone despite 

them trying. 

Step 2 Steps 2 & 3 surround Faith and Surrender. The faith and trust needed to believe 
in a higher power, followed by the acceptance of surrendering your life to said 
higher power, takes courage in the face of a problem that the individual has no 

visual proof that there is an answer to.
Step 3 

Justice Step 4 Step 4 deals with Soul Searching. Using the Honesty from Step 1, and taking a 
good deep look into oneself to see where he or she went astray with their 
addiction. Furthermore, he or she must realign their efforts towards a more 

common outward goal rather than an inward goal. 

Step 5 Step 5 handles the Integrity to stick with the difficult decisions the individual 
has pledged while part of AA. 

Temperance Step 6 
Steps 6 - 8 speak about Acceptance, Humility, and Willingness in the context 
of looking at his or her past actions and evaluating how that individual has 

allowed themselves to act recklessly and excessively.Step 7 

Step 8 
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Step 9 Step 9 is about Forgiveness towards one’s self for the overindulgent patterns 
that they have allowed themselves to fall into. 

Step 10 regards Maintenance, to practice moderation and self-control.Step 10 

Wisdom Step 11 Step 11 is about Making Contact with an individual's higher power whether 
that be through prayer, meditation, or joining in on an AA meeting. By doing 
so they strengthen their ability to discern between right and wrong, good and 

bad, and ultimately become wiser in the context of Stoicism. 

Step 12 Step 12 deals with Service. Now that you have the power and knowledge to 
decipher between good and bad, one must live in service to others. He or 
she is expected to share their wisdom with others who follow behind them. 

Paradoxically, to feel as if you have control, one must let go. Release is the foundation of modern 

implementation of Stoicism. However, methods such as the Twelve Steps are often looked down upon by those who do 

not have addictions. This does not mean that he or she does not feel in control or feel peaceful within themselves, but 

rather, it is simple ignorance of the theories behind AA, and therefore, Stoicism. By implementing the Cardinal 

Principles of Stoicism through the Twelve Steps, even the common man will experience the benefits. Examples could 

be in times of trouble in life, a Stoic would deal with it head on, using Stoicism’s courageousness in the face of fear. 

This is putting into practice steps one through three and allowing themselves to truly see the problem for what it is. 

When a Stoic is lost within the depths of a decision, they would look within themselves to figure out what the right 

answer should be and have the Integrity to stick with it. When a Stoic feels fearful and wants to run and hide. When 

they want to grab a bottle to forget. When they want to drag a knife across their skin to feel like they still can hold onto 

what feels like a crumbling life. They practice temperance, and are living out AA’s steps six through ten through 

self-control, acceptance, and forgiveness, which allows them to feel emotions without allowing the emotions to control 

him or her. Furthermore, recognize that one can live in Aristotle’s Golden Mean and live in mediocrity, rather than 

excess or deficiency. Finally, when one has come far enough to see the dichotomy between life’s choices, share their 

wisdom, and be able to receive wisdom from others, steps eleven through twelve will be complete. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

My alarm clock rings through the house. It is my 31st day back from rehab. A full month. I lie in bed staring at the 
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popcorn ceiling above. Creating patterns not purposeful, yet still oddly beautiful. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

My alarm clock rings again. I had left my window open overnight and I could hear the birds chirping. There was a 

slight breeze blowing through the room, carrying with it the smell of morning dew as it seeped its way into every nook 

and cranny of the house. I’ve stayed sober this long. But who knows how long that will last? Every day I wake up and 

want to forget some of the haunting truths of my life. I know the café down the street serves screwdrivers, and on some 

days I feel like a mechanic searching for his favorite Phillips. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

Beep. 

I turn the alarm off. I take a deep breath. The warm summer air fills my lungs. It’s true. All my problems have not 

disappeared. Problems seldom do. Some I may never be able to control. 

And I am scared. But I won’t touch a bottle. For I am a Stoic. And I will not fear what I cannot control. 
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Space Law Through Reinach’s Philosophy 
Massaro Ochoa 

Abstract 

With the recent advancements of human spaceflight exploration, such as the reusability of rockets bringing 

down launching cost, it is often discussed that humanity is entering "The New Space Era." Such innovations have 

allowed the possibility of humans to venture to other celestial bodies and offer the possibility of sustaining life there 

for longer periods of time. It is often discussed that the law fails to keep up with the advancement of science, but law 

nonetheless, should give guidance to science in this field. Regarding this topic, contradictory laws exist when it comes 

to the topic of space property rights. International space law, based on the Outer Space Treaty (OST), conflicts with 

new national laws, such as the U.S. Commercial Space Launch Competitiveness Act of 2015. This raises a series of 

questions of how to move forward in the topic of property in space like: Who gets to have jurisdiction in space when 

there exist two laws that contradict one another? Who gets to become the owner of a newly discovered asteroid? 

Would it be humanity? The state the individual is from? The astronomer that discovered it? 

In this paper, I will attempt to give an answer to the question: Who gets to own property in space, and by what 

means can they claim it? More specifically, I answer this question using Adolf Reinach's phenomenological approach 

on the philosophy of law, and the general ontology that explains the synthetic a priori foundational truths that exist 

independently from law. How we move forward in humanity’s expansion to space has immense importance to us from 

societal, economic, and political perspectives. It impacts us all at both the species and individual levels. 

Who Gets to Claim Celestial Bodies in Space: From a Positivist View in Law 

This paper argues using a Reinachian positivist framework on property. Reinachian positivism postulates that 

social acts, like those of promising or commanding for example, specifically in the context of law, are as real and 

tangible as houses; we really do experience these social acts, and hence, makes such social acts real and not simple 
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stating that no one can own entire celestial bodies. Bob would then not own the asteroid in question (or celestial body 

as a whole), but rather only the minerals, which would be supported by the U.S Commercial Space Launch 

Competitiveness Act of 2015, which indeed allows for the profit to come from mining celestial bodies. Because, again, 

for Reinach, a priori truths override laws. This is also consistent with Reinachs view because the minerals that had no 

previous owner have gone through the process of a settlement by two parties through a selected arbitrator. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, given the recent contradictory claims between two prominent policies that are the basis of our 

worlds space law, the Outer Space Treaty, and the U.S. Commercial Space Launch Competitiveness Act of 2015 

(alongside with similar policies that allow the advantage of commercialization of celestial resources), Reinach gives us 

various ways to resolve the legality issue through his a priori phenomenological philosophy to positive law, in which 

the main issues are property and ownership. Although Reinach does not gives a plethora of ways to solve issues on 

property and ownership, the few ways that he does do resolve important issues that can have lasting effects on society, 

especially in the coming of a New Space Era in which regulation, treaties, and laws that can guide science and human 

innovation correctly is imperative moving forward. 
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Sexual Desires: I am No Sinner, for I am Simply Human and Free 
Kaleigh Marshall 

Abstract 

There has been a well-known, continuous narrative projected by Christian philosophers condemning sexual 

desire and promoting deliberate personal suppression of said desire. This view has been backed in multiple ways, 

primarily by arguments based on either beliefs or ancient philosophers' logic. It is hard to argue with the former, as it is 

important not to attempt to discredit the whole reason those of faith suppress their sexual desires, as a person's own 

belief is of their own to have and should be respected as such. If the Bible leads someone in life, there is nothing to 

discredit their view of the ‘Word of God’ However, in this paper, I will solely be focusing on the latter, bringing 

attention to the inconsistency between current psychological knowledge and one form of argument regarding sexual 

desires hindering rationality and, therefore, having the ability to take away one's freedom. To do that, I will be 

discussing studies in neuroscience that show that reason/rationality requires emotions and how, if there were to be a 

focus on extreme cases, there is no evidence to back the specific scrutiny that sexual desires experience. Specifically, I 

will show how the combination of Antonio Damasio’s Descartes’ Error and the concept of Amygdala Hijacking 

provides evidence contradicting parts of Aquinas, Descartes, and Plato/Socrates's views. Thus, I will argue that in 

today's psychologically attuned world, the dichotomy between sexual desire and rationality is obsolete and suppression 

of such desires is perversely counterproductive. 

For centuries, Christian Philosophers consistently preached that the act of sex or the pursuit of one's sexual 

desires should only be engaged in for the sole purpose of procreation. For example, Aurelius Augustine interpreted lust 

as evil and shameful, painting it as “dangerous in mastering us” (Augustine 426AD). St. Thomas Aquinas’s view on 

sex was that even if it were engaged in when married, if one is to have the singular intent of giving and receiving 

pleasure, it was a sin. He attributes sexual engagement intended for procreation as the only intended end for what he 

70 



calls a ‘rational man.’ Aquinas is also careful to create a distinction between other pleasures of knowing and sexual 

pleasures, explaining that sexual pleasure is also the pleasure of knowing, too, but in such a small form that it does not 

provide an excuse for a ‘rational man’ (Milhaven 1977). By including this additional detail, Aquinas intended to leave 

no room for “excuses” when it came to any reasons one might have to engage in sex without the intent of procreating. 

While Aquinas does address rationality as a character trait of one who suppresses sexual desires, this idea is further 

elaborated on in the workings of Plato’s “Phaedrus” and Descartes’s ‘Passions.’ It is important to note that while Plato 

was not a Christian himself, many Christian Philosophers, such as Aquinas and Augustine, have been influenced by his 

work numerous times and have cited his ideas for centuries. 

The dichotomy between rationality and sexual desire can be specifically represented by Platos Phaedrus's 

analogy of the Chariot. This analogy comes from Plato’s recollection of a conversation Socrates, Plato’s mentor, had 

with Phaedrus. Plato believes that the soul is composed of three parts- carnal desires (food, drink, and sex), mindful 

desires (rationality), and societal desires (which deal with honor and glory). In the analogy of the Chariot, these three 

parts of the soul correlate to one of the three parts of the Winged Chariot Team: the Charioteer (rational), the Light 

Horse (societal), and the Dark Horse (carnal) (Hall 2018). The Light Horse is considered the obedient horse that does 

not need the whip. He leads by adhering to commands and reason. The Dark Horse, however, can be identified as the 

complete opposite of the Light Horse. It embodies a stallion, unable to be broken. Driven by irrationality and instinct, 

the Dark Horse takes advantage of weak moments, causing chaos and corrupting the Light Horse. Plato’s depiction of 

the Dark Horse embodies the urge of the soul that would be consistent with the urge to pursue lust, also known as 

sexual desire. This is where the Charioteer comes in. The Charioteer is the embodiment of rationality. Working to 

restrain both horses from driving the chariot. Plato points out that the Light and Dark Horses do not possess the 

rationalization that the Charioteer does. The Charioteer is a man who understands right and wrong, working towards 

weighing which course of action is best. The most distinct part of this analogy is that the Charioteer is restraining the 

Dark Horse. This idea correlates to the analogy that rationality is working towards restraining sexual desires. Plato then 

explains that the Charioteer doesn’t always win against the Dark Horse but is constantly fighting to restrain it to 

maintain control. This creates a dichotomy between the two and, therefore, a dichotomy between rationality and sexual 

desires. The Charioteer and the Dark Horse cannot both be simultaneously winning, as they are always fighting against 

71 



each other to win. This dichotomy takes away the Charioteer's ability to steer the chariot as he focuses on restraining 

the Dark Horse. Only when he has control over the Dark Horse, having it completely restrained, does the chariot regain 

its freedom to continue on its path. This chaos takes away the freedom from the chariot, leaving it stationary or moving 

in the wrong direction until the Dark Horse is restrained. The idea of freedom being taken away by carnal desires is the 

basis of what most Christian philosophers argue. 

These kinds of arguments can also be found in Descartes’s Passions of the Soul. His approach when writing 

Passions of the Soul focused on classifications of ‘sensations, appetites, and passions’ while emphasizing efforts to 

regulate them. In his writing, Descartes describes passions as “those perceptions, sensations or emotions of the soul 

which we refer particularly to it, and which are caused, maintained and strengthened by some movement of the spirits” 

(Schmitter 2016). In this, he refers to passions as perceptions and emotions that are different from other bodily-based 

perceptions, such as sense perceptions that help us identify external objects. While he acknowledged the importance of 

passions/emotions when it comes to the human experience guiding our bodies through the world, he argues that they 

are the source of much confusion and errors that arise from attributing sensations we feel to that of reality, disregarding 

our own personal experience. This argument is based on the idea that it is not our carelessness but rather our ability to 

fall victim to the intrinsic confusions of sensations, appetites, and passions. These confusions alter our perception, 

therefore creating false perceptions. In other words, Descartes attributes sensations, appetites, and passions as 

“modifications of a being that is both bodily and mental” (Schmitter 2016). Descartes intended to identify a certain 

union between the two that can be understood when he went on to say, “What is a passion in the soul is usually an 

action in the body,” thus describing the effects of sensations, appetites, and passions on our perception of reality that 

lead us to action (Schmitter 2016). There is no scarcity of evidence in his work that Descartes’s intent was to create a 

seemingly straight line between appetites leading to actions and rationality being impaired by sensations, appetites, and 

passions. 

Before I continue, it is important to acknowledge the distinction between ‘emotions’ and ‘desires.’ In Plato’s 

account, emotions are reactive to reality, while desires alter our reality. Descartes argued that desires come from the 

soul, not external influences, while external influences solely cause emotions. Inherently, they have very similar claims 

but different complexities in their work. However, in the previously mentioned work, Descartes attributes the 
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confusions that occur and the alteration of our perception of reality to ‘appetites’ and ‘emotions’, meaning both cause 

the confusion to occur. Finally, in current-day psychology, most agree with Plato’s account but also argue that they are 

closely related phenomena that affect our brains in almost identical ways. While this distinction is important, desires 

and emotions influence our perception of the world and drive us daily. Therefore, I will use the two words 

interchangeably because the effects of both are of the same nature. My focus is on our reactions and our body's 

reactions to both occurring, not particularly why they are occurring or what is causing them. Sexual desire is carnal 

desire driven by a part of our soul and is consistently influenced by our emotions. Our emotions do not inherently cause 

our desire for sex towards someone, but how we deal with it or act toward it is affected by the emotions we experience 

surrounding pursuits or reasons for lack thereof. Therefore, please proceed with the knowledge that these arguments are 

either reflecting on sexual desire itself or the emotions that affect it. 

These accounts of sexual desires impinging on our rationality all have one thing in common: they view sexual 

desire as a strong, uncontrollable entity disrupting rationality, creating a state of mind, thus making it impossible to lead 

a productive life. Take Plato’s Chariot, for instance; the Dark Horse represents sexual desires as a stallion, creating 

chaos and disruption in the Charioteer's intended course. Then, Descartes's broad interpretation of emotions and 

passions is that they cause confusion and errors in our rationality, leading to our misinterpretation of a situation. This 

causes us to act or even react in a way we would not if our rationality were not impaired. If our rationality, or our 

ability to assess certain situations and act accordingly, is impaired by emotions, it brings into question whether we truly 

have freedom in these impaired states. If we are not able to properly assess a situation when we have emotions, 

passions, or desires corrupting our views, do we have the freedom to act as we would without these 

‘misunderstandings’? The problem with this train of thought isn’t the question. It’s the notion that emotions, passions, 

or desires impede our rationality. 

Take into account Antonio Damasio’s Descartes’ Error. While Descartes’s interpretation of the dichotomy 

between rationality and emotion is compelling, Damasio argues that it doesn’t hold up when incorporating current 

psychological findings. In his book, Damasio uses the case study of a patient he calls Elliot. Elliot was one of his 

patients who had a tumor develop in his frontal lobe. The tumor ultimately damaged the frontal lobe tissue in his brain. 

While Elliot was not just functional but excelled in everything dealing with intelligence, it seemed that his whole life 
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had fallen apart since the damage to his frontal lobe. He couldn’t hold a job, couldn’t make a marriage work, and 

wasn’t even able to make plans in advance. Elliot was exhibiting characteristics you would expect of a lazy person, 

which ruined his life. However, Damasio was unwilling to accept that this was the case. Eventually, Damasio noticed 

that despite all of the positive characteristics Elliot had when pertaining to intelligence, he never gave any emotional 

cues when telling his stories of how his life came to be as disappointing as it was. He was showing a clear detachment 

from the emotional parts of his life. Recognizing this, Damasio was then able to conclude that Elliot was unable to 

complete certain tasks because he did not feel the pleasure of completion. Elliot had intelligence but no emotions to 

drive him to carry out anything, causing him not to finish things that would positively affect his life. Damasio described 

this as “to know but not to feel” (Baer 2016). This lack of drive caused Elliot to be unable to experience the freedom 

our aspirations give us. Due to his inability to even care about things he could do to improve his life, he became trapped 

in a reality that he had no desire to change. 

The idea that our freedom is taken away if we were to act on a desire cannot hold up in this circumstance. It was 

because Elliot had no desire to achieve anything that he then had no freedom to progress in his life. Therefore, 

Damasio's finding showed that when your ability to have emotions and desires is taken away, your freedom follows. 

This gives a case for the idea that emotions and desires do not impede your rationality but rather work in unison with 

rationality to grant you freedom in your life. 

However, if we were to attribute the hindrance of our rationality not to the idea that sexual desire is in and of 

itself a desire but a stronger, more overwhelming desire than others, then it would have a different effect on the mind 

than, say, base pleasures like desires of completing a task. Rather, sexual desires would have the same effect as an 

emotion that overcomes you, like intense fear or grief. If this was initially the meaning behind this belief, what is there 

to say there isn’t a reason to suppress those desires? 

This distinction opens another path that deals more with the body's response to said intense emotion. Let's think 

about Plato’s Chariot for a second. If we attribute the hindrance of rationality to the idea that intense emotions create 

chaos that takes away rationality’s control or power, there must be an understood rule that intense emotions and 

rationality cannot simultaneously possess power. This means that regular everyday emotions cannot be compared to the 

kind of effects that sexual desires have because the hindrance is reliant upon the degree to which the emotion is felt. 
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This difference can be easily understood by comparing, say, a friend coming around the corner to scare you to a serial 

killer chasing you. Therefore, we would have to deem sexual desires as an intense emotional experience that seems to 

overtake rational thinking. This kind of experience falls under the definition of what psychologists call ‘Amygdala 

Hijacking’. Amygdala Hijacking is a concept first recognized in 1995 by Daniel Goleman in his book Emotional 

Intelligence: Why It Can Matter More Than IQ (Guy-Evans 2023). Steering away from the fact that the phrase 

‘Emotional intelligence’ would throw Descartes into an immediate downward spiral, Goleman’s book focuses on how 

mastering one's emotions is one of the main components of making good decisions, having sound thoughts, and 

creating individual success. To explain this further, Goleman examined the Amygdala's power over the brain when in 

an intense emotional state. Due to the Amygdala being the brain’s main emotional regulator, it has control over our 

response to emotions in general. However, when intense emotions occur, the Amygdala triggers a powerful emotional 

hyperarousal response. This hyperarousal creates the sensation of overtaking your thoughts and actions due to a 

blockage by the amygdala of the original signals created by the emotions from being able to reach the other parts of the 

brain in time to react. Here is where impulsive and irrational behavior comes into play: the blockage by the Amygdala 

hijacking that is preventing the cortical centers of the brain from processing the information makes the outcome 

completely reliant on the amygdala's initial emotional response. Thus acting impulsively. Like many others, this 

psychological response can be triggered by many different things, causing situations in which danger is not the reason 

the amygdala hijacking is occurring. This process is handy when dealing with intense fear but not when the cause is 

other strong emotions. It then hinders our rationality when making decisions in non-dangerous situations. 

The fact that ancient philosophers and current-day psychologists both recognized this concept grants a slight 

validity to an underdeveloped view held by Christian Philosophers only in the idea that intense emotions can hinder 

your rationality. That being said, it is not the case that Amygdala Hijacking only occurs for sexual desires. In fact, it 

occurs with many different intense desires and emotions. Sexual arousal happens to be one among many. Therefore, 

Descartes and Socrates were, in fact, correct in their beliefs surrounding bodily responses to intense emotions. 

However, this idea cannot be limited to sexual desires as the psychological evidence shows it occurs for a multitude of 

intense desires and emotions. That being said, this argument better suits the position that we should work towards being 

aware of when external forces ignite this process of Amygdala Hijacking within us. For example, in political news 
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outlets such as Fox News or CNN, producers work to raise the fear and anger of their viewers to build their hatred for 

the opposing political party. It distracts the viewers with these strong emotions, making them unable to assess the 

information they are being fed. This is a prime example of weaponizing strong emotions that hinder our rationality, 

creating a following and a dichotomy between the citizens of America. Moving forward, we should not be promoting 

the suppression of intense emotions due to fear of sinning but rather should be explaining human psychology to a point 

where an individual has a personal understanding that makes them aware when those around them are attempting to 

weaponize this psychological phenomenon. This kind of education would create a more secure free will due to the 

power others have to psychologically influence you being less effective if not next to impossible. 

In addition, there is evidence that Amygdala hijacking becomes more likely when a form of suppression of 

emotions is involved (Guy-Evans 2023). These suppressed emotions, no matter which kind, surface when triggered. 

There is scarce predictability regarding triggers as they are normally subconscious and, therefore, hard to pinpoint. If 

one is to suppress desires, they subconsciously increase their likelihood of Amygdala hijacking. This brings St. Thomas 

Aquinas’s view into question as it gives reason to believe the suppression of sexual desires can actually increase the 

likelihood of one losing control of one's rational mind. 

If Christian philosophers were to strain the point that rationality is only hindered by intense emotions or desires, 

then their argument would be more plausible. To focus on sexual desires not only weakens their argument but also 

discredits the reality that other emotions, such as intense fear or anger, are a better fit for said argument. There is still 

no sound reasoning to give credibility to a specific attack on sexual desires, as it is the case that Amygdala Hijacking 

can hinder rationality for all intense emotions, not just sexual ones. We must not have tunnel vision when it comes to 

these arguments because it gives reason to suspect that the creation of these arguments did not intend to keep us 

rational or grant us freedom but rather suppress characteristics we possess that make us innately human. Our humanity 

is a part of what gives us the ability to live as we do. To suppress a part of it would bring into question if we are 

actively taking away our freedom on account that it suppresses our humanity and makes us more susceptible to 

Amygdala Hijacking. Understandably, these thoughts were considered sound in their day and age, as philosophers back 

then did not know human psychology as we do now. However, to continue to give credibility to this idea that sexual 

desire suppression is the only path for a ‘rational man’ is to simultaneously dismiss current scientific evidence proving 
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otherwise and to blindly follow this misguided conception rooted in outdated logic. Do not misunderstand me, for I am 

not discrediting our most beloved philosophers. I am simply pointing out important science they missed in their day 

and age, as it was not the underdevelopment of their minds but the underdevelopment of their societal knowledge. 
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A Helping Hand 
Michael Birdwell 

Abstract 

G.E. Moore’s proof of the external world is one of the simplest and most ingenious arguments in modern 

philosophy. Moore argued that the only thing necessary to know that there is an external world is to know one thing 

about it, such that it has hands in it. The sheer weight of direct awareness is sufficient to overcome all doubt about said 

world. However, the argument has numerous detractors. Chief among these was his student and friend, Ludwig 

Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein argued that appealing to appearances of an external world outside of a clear conceptual 

framework is meaningless and incapable of conferring genuine knowledge of the external world. In this paper, I 

describe Wittgenstein’s critique of Moore from the beginning of On Certainty and then respond to Wittgenstein on 

Moore’s behalf. I defend the claim that Moore’s position that he has hands is not nonsensical, but meaningful and 

sufficient to justify a belief in an external world. 

There are numerous pressing matters in epistemology today. Whether or not the outside world is an illusion is 

not necessarily one of them. However, if simple and obvious facts cannot strongly be accounted for, then the whole 

field is doomed to irrelevance. Therefore, banal as it may be, having a good answer to the question of whether we 

know anything at all is necessary for any detailed endeavor into what we know. Thankfully, in the early 20th century, 

G.E. Moore came up with a ‘handy’ trick to resolve this issue. Moore famously argued that he can prove that there is 

an external world simply by appealing to the fact that he has hands, for, if there was no external world, then he would 

have no hands. This short and sweet purported proof is everything we could ever want out of an argument, but is it too 

good to be true? 

In unpublished journal writings, later reworked into On Certainty in 1969, a student and friend of Moore’s, 

Ludwig Wittgenstein, cast doubt on the justification of Moore’s proof. Wittgenstein argued that knowledge is tightly 

connected to context and that our knowledge of our hands can only be sensible in a broader language game and is 
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otherwise ‘nonsense’. In this paper, I will extract and explain Wittgenstein’s argument at the start of On Certainty. 

Next, I will challenge Wittgenstein’s argument on two fronts, acknowledging that only one objection is ultimately 

successful, that even if Moore’s argument was committed to the sentence ultimately being contextually meaningless, 

this would not show that he did not know that he had hands and that Moore was not arguing from a meaningless 

premise when he asserts that he knows that “here is a hand”. Thus, Wittgenstein’s counterargument to Moore faces 

serious challenges, and Moore’s argument can escape the critique. 

First, I will isolate and analyze Wittgenstein’s argument at the very start of On Certainty. Wittgenstein’s opening 

statements directly call out Moore and evince the primary thrust of his argument against Moore. I will explain some of 

the most important passages on this account and 

then synthesize them into a coherent and precise counterargument to Moore’s anti-skeptical position. 

1. If you do know that here is one hand, we'll grant you all the rest. When one says that such and such a 

proposition can't be proved, of course, that does not mean that it can't be derived from other propositions; any 

proposition can be derived from other ones. But they may be no more certain than it is itself. [...] (Wittgenstein 

79, 1) 

Wittgenstein began the paper with a challenge. If Moore does know that “here is a hand”, a reference to his 

famous declaration that he does, then Wittgenstein will grant that this is sufficient to know that there is an external 

world. For, Wittgenstein did not mean to claim that it could both be the case that there are hands and that there is not 

an external world beyond our minds. Wittgenstein also made it clear that his objection is not merely that the 

proposition that ‘here is a hand’ cannot be proven, but that it can be no more certain than the hidden propositions 

which are presupposed to detail it. What Wittgenstein means by this is made clearer in fragment 10. 

I0. “I know that a sick man is lying here? Nonsense! I am sitting at his bedside, I am looking attentively into his 

face.-So I don't know, then, that there is a sick man lying here? Neither the question nor the assertion makes 

sense. Any more than the assertion "I am here", which I might yet use at any moment, if suitable occasion 

presented itself.-Then is "2 x 2 = 4" nonsense in the same way, and not a proposition of arithmetic, apart from 

particular occasions? "2 x 2 = 4" is a true proposition of arithmetic-not "on particular occasions" nor 

"always" but the spoken or written sentence "2 x 2 = 4" in Chinese might have a different meaning or be out 

and out nonsense, and from this is seen that it is only in use that the proposition has its sense. And "I know that 
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there's a sick man lying here", used in an unsuitable situation, seems not to be nonsense but rather seems 

matter-of-course, only because one can fairly easily imagine a situation to fit it, and one thinks that the words 

"I know that. .." are always in place where there is no doubt, and hence even where the expression of doubt 

would be unintelligible.” (ibid. 10). 

Wittgenstein opens this fragment with a confusing dialogue between himself and a supposed interlocutor. The 

interlocutor describes that he is observing a sick man, sitting with him, looking at him, so, surely, he knows that there 

is a sick man in front of him. Wittgenstein would be expected to state, ‘indeed’, but instead calls it ‘nonsense’. Why? 

Wittgenstein points out that the interlocutor is not looking at a sick man. The interlocutor is engaging in a fictional 

dialogue. We, the readers, are filling in the story because we ‘can fairly easily imagine a situation to fit it’, but there is 

nothing beyond words being written. Hence, the words are meaningless nonsense. This develops out of Wittgenstein’s 

theory of language games. The concept of a language game goes beyond the scope of this paper, but I must briefly 

explain it for Wittgenstein’s position to be fairly displayed. A language game involves, at minimum, rules for using a 

language, and that these rules be followed. When many language games intermingle, ‘family resemblances’ occur 

whereby similar language games overlap, without any one unified defining characteristic. Taking this into 

consideration, the meaning of language then develops from how the words are utilized within language games, not by 

other words. Thus, for Wittgenstein, meaning is use. 

The application of language games is clearer in how Wittgenstein ‘uses’ them to question the intelligibility of 

an even more obvious truth than that we have hands. Sandwiched within the first example, Wittgenstein made an 

example out of a supposedly unimpeachable law of reason, 2 x 2 = 4. Wittgenstein argued that the sentence “2 x 2 = 4” 

does not mean anything outside of a proper field of interpretation. He offers the example of the Chinese language, 

where the numbers 

are not understood. Thus, Wittgenstein’s argument crucially depends on more than just the referent of words, but the 

meaning of sentences within a language. Thus, Moore’s argument is expected to prove that the English sentence “here 

is a hand” is what is known. This requires that it be known that the English sentence “here is a hand” is causally 

connected to an external hand and that it is understood that Moore’s English sentence is about Moore’s English hand. 

Finally, Wittgenstein added a certainty condition to knowledge claims. Attempting to justify his strict criteria, 

Wittgenstein finished the fragment with an assertion that ‘I know that…’ statements are always references to 
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statements that are neither doubted nor doubtable. This provides the suitable condition which Wittgenstein had been 

demanding from knowledge. The position that knowledge is only that which is undoubtable is not unwarranted. It is 

common in ordinary language to describe knowledge in a way that is at least compatible with this definition. Therefore, 

according to Wittgenstein, a knowledge claim will be meaningless unless it is a claim which cannot be doubted. 

Wittgenstein himself developed an account of such knowledge claims, but that account is beyond the scope of this 

essay. 

Taken as a whole, Wittgenstein’s core thesis may be summarized as follows. Moore is correct that knowledge 

of even a single hand is sufficient to justify full-blown robust knowledge of the external world, however hands cannot 

be taken for granted. In fact, appealing to hands is nonsense! The only time when appealing to hands is not nonsense is 

when it is stated in a suitable situation. Therefore, Moore cannot appeal to the hands to justify that the very situation 

where he is speaking of his hands is suitable. Without an adequate reason to believe that “here is a hand” is a coherent 

English reference to hands, it has no value. As Wittgenstein’s examples aim to show, “here is a hand” on its own is no 

better than “there is a sick man lying here”, it is easy to imagine a situation where it is meaningful, but this is not one. 

I will place Wittgenstein’s argument into a valid syllogistic form so that it is easier to evaluate. 

1. The sentence “there is a hand” is only ever known when stated in a meaningful way 

2. The sentence “there is a hand” is not stated in a meaningful way when it is stated to establish an 

external world 

3. Therefore, the sentence “there is a hand” is not known when it is stated to establish an external 

world 

In the remainder of this essay, I will offer objections to both premises. I will begin by questioning whether the 

claim that “there is a hand” can be known even when it is stated in a meaningless context, contra premise one. I will 

support this with the work of John Searle. After finding such an approach wanting, I will consider the possibility of 

denying premise two and arguing that Moore’s usage of the sentence “there is a hand” is not stated in a meaningless 

way even within Wittgenstein’s system. Instead, it is a perfectly meaningful and normal application of the word ‘know’ 

in English. 

First, I will shift my focus to the facticity of premise one. It is prima facie implausible that the truth of 

statements depends on their context in a sentence. This sentiment is shared by John Searle, who accused 
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Wittgenstein of making an “assertion fallacy”, which is 

“confusing the conditions for the performance of the speech act of assertion with the analysis of the meaning of 

particular words occurring in certain assertions” (Searle 69, 141). Searle argued against conflating rules for 

assertion, i.e. making declarations of fact, with the meanings of specific words. Thus, Searle posited that it is wrong 

to move from the fact that an assertion is out of place to the assertion being false. Consider if the statement that “here 

is a hand” was added to the end of the first paragraph of this essay. While it would have been out of place, it would 

not follow that it was false. It may be meaningless to state that “here is a hand”, but it is a true statement. For, while 

out of place, there are in fact hands. Thus, the mere fact that a statement can be made outside of context does not 

entail that a statement automatically becomes false outside of context. And, if the sentence is true, then skepticism 

can be avoided. 

Wittgenstein would surely grant that not every meaningless sentence is necessarily untrue, but he would still be 

within his rights to claim that while sometimes a meaningless statement is true, the one uttering the statement does not 

know that it is true. This is a rather devastating reply. For, it reveals that the fallacy presupposes that there can be 

knowledge absent awareness of knowledge. While this is a perfectly defensible and plausible philosophical position to 

which I am inclined, known as externalism, it is deeply controversial. Consequently, if this move were necessary to 

save Moore’s argument, then Moore’s argument would not be bogged down by controversial assumptions and lose the 

simplicity and clarity which make it appealing in the first place. As a result, even if the objection to premise one is 

correct, it would still only be a pyrrhic victory for Moore. 

Having shown that rejecting the first premise will inevitably run into a dead end, I will instead consider 

premise two and show that Moore is making the claim that he has knowledge in the very sense that Wittgenstein 

contests, and that Moore’s argument satisfies the criteria as well as anything. First, I will establish that Moore’s 

argument appeals to a definition of knowledge that is congruent with Wittgenstein’s. Second, I will argue that Moore’s 

appeal to his hands is not analogous to Wittgenstein’s counterexamples. Together, these will prove that Moore’s 

rebuttal of skepticism is stated in a meaningful way. 

Moore clearly declared that his knowledge of his hands was certain and unworthy of doubt. Defending his 

argument, he wrote that 

“I knew that there was one hand in the place indicated by combining a certain gesture with my first 
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utterance of ‘here’ and that there was another in the different place indicated by combining a certain 

gesture with my second utterance of ‘here’. How absurd it would be to suggest that I did not know it, but 

only believed it, and that perhaps it was not the case! You might as well suggest that I do not know that I am 

now standing up and talking—that perhaps after all I’m not, and that it’s not quite certain that I am!” 

(Moore 62, 144-145) 

Moore protests that our knowledge of ordinary experience cannot be reduced to mere reasonable belief. Instead, 

it is taken for granted that the mere ability to doubt a proposition is no justification for doubting it. Moore claims that 

our awareness of hands in front of us is as clear as can be. Any attempt to question or doubt our having hands would be 

foolish. The premises are as uncontroversial as any premise can be. Thus, reasons Moore, we have the best possible 

proof that there is an external world that we can have. Certainly, Moore is consistent here with Wittgenstein’s criteria 

that a claim to knowledge involves being undoubted and undoubtable. 

Moving on to the second point, Moore’s argument is not being made outside of its language game, so Wittgenstein’s 

parodies fall short. The sentence “here is a hand” is not a vacuous sentence that is tangentially connected to a truth 

claim; it is a truth claim. Wittgenstein attempted to limit the sentence to confused and irregular uses of the sentence, 

thus making it meaningless. Just as the sick man sentence and the 2+2 sentence were out of place and nonsense, 

Wittgenstein argued that the sentence cannot stand on its own. It must ultimately exist in a greater sea of sentences, 

or a language game. In one sense, Wittgenstein was correct here. However, in another he was wrong. The right sense 

is that Moore was arguing from concepts that are already understood by both Moore and the skeptic. The wrong 

sense is the sense that the sentence as made by Moore was inherently devoid of other content and an island 

sentence. Keith DeRose argued forcefully that Moore’s argument is still anchored in the ordinary sense of knowing, 

writing 

“Moore correctly insists that, …, his own "philosophical" claims do serve a purpose- that of combating 

philosophical skepticism-though not the ordinary purpose for which claims to know are put… , it's still perfectly 

possible that he's using "I know" in its ordinary sense, though he's not utilizing it for its ordinary purpose” 

(DeRose 98, 241). 

Moore never meant to imply that his sentence was a loose jumble of words postured at an object of his 

experience which English speakers may recognize as “here is a hand”. Instead, this was a directed sentence with a 
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specific dialectical goal of rebuking a skeptic. Unlike “2+2=4”, the sentence is not outside of its normal environment, 

the sentence is in one of the only environments where it makes sense to utter it2. The phrase is being properly utilized 

within the language, as it is achieving its clear and only goal of answering a skeptic. There is not a conflict of meaning 

occurring. While the sentence may not be entirely normal, it is still being used to mean the same thing it means in any 

other case it is used. Compared to a funky situation where “the sky is blue” does not mean “the color of the sky is 

blue” but rather “the sky is feeling melancholy”, the sentence “here is a hand” is remarkably stable in its content. 

Wittgenstein even seems to concede a point like this later in On Certainty, when he states “467. I am sitting 

with a philosopher in the garden; he says again and again "I know that that's a tree", pointing to a tree that is near us. 

Someone else arrives and hears this, and I tell him: "This fellow isn't insane. We are only doing philosophy.” 

(Wittgenstein 79, 467) If, however, Wittgenstein were to challenge that any sentence’s ordinary usage is one of 

philosophical spats with skeptics, then Moore would still be able to rejoin that this was merely a particular 

instantiation of the more general use of knowledge which is commonplace in philosophy because it still complies with 

the umbrella category of undoubtable beliefs and has not been misapplied nonsensically. It would be Wittgenstein 

himself who has misunderstood how the term is being applied and understood. Overall, Wittgenstein overestimated the 

strength of the language game that is involved in “here is a hand” as opposed to the sick man sentence or the 2+2=4 

sentence. The sentence is understood by the speaker and is understood in its normal context. It is also being utilized for 

a modest conclusion, one which is presupposed by most sentences, that there is something other than our minds. For 

these reasons, Wittgenstein’s counterexamples do not challenge the meaningfulness of Moore’s sentence. 

In conclusion, Wittgenstein’s rebuttal of Moore failed because it could not prove that Moore’s usage of the 

sentence “here is a hand” was meaningless. Wittgenstein could not prove this because Moore’s usage of the sentence 

was clear, pointed, and legitimately invoked certainty. Therefore, the second premise of Wittgenstein’s argument fell 

flat. Furthermore, it can be argued that even if Moore’s usage of the sentence was meaningless, that would not render 

it false. While this latter objection fails to fully rebut Wittgenstein’s argument, it provides at least some reason to 

doubt the veracity of premise one. For these reasons, Wittgenstein’s conclusion that Moore was unable to establish an 

external world is unwarranted. Therefore, Moore’s argument remains an acceptable and plausible response to 

skeptical challenges. This provides at least three tangible benefits to epistemology. The first is a free ticket to explore 

more pressing epistemic matters, at least from Wittgenstein, for, having given him hands, he must now “grant (us) all 
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the rest”. The second is an advancement in the understanding of the interplay between Wittgenstein and Moore 

specifically in that it points to the conclusion that Mooreans must show that the sentence “here is a hand” is 

intelligible. Finally, the third is that it provides further justification for common sense epistemology, a popular school 

of thought. 
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