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Bridging Work - Philosophy

Respond to the tasks on the attached sheet.

What are the aims?

To introduce you to key concepts in Philosophy and
some of the key themes studied in Y12.

How long should the bridging work take?

5 to 6 hours

How will the work be assessed?

You will be asked to hand in and perhaps discuss your
answers in your first week’s Philosophy lessons. Work
will be taken in and marked. A grade 1-3 will be given
for each piece of work. 1 is a 'Pass’ (maybe excellent),
2 a'Borderline’ (‘just’ a pass) and 3 is a 'Fail". A Fail will
require further study tasks to be given in the second
week back and a discussion with your teacher.See
below for the criteria.

Bear in mind we are not expecting you to understand
everything. We know you are novices who will

blossom into experts.

What should you do if you find the work difficult?

Firstly, attempt all the work.

If elements are challenging you should seek other
sources. Seeing something explained in different ways
can help. Use the internet to guide you, including these
websites:

e Philosophypages.com

alevelphilosophy.co.uk/

e plato.stanford.edu/ [degree level]

Since you are interested in Philosophy, you might also enjoy:

Text Books:

e AQA A-level Philosophy Year 1 and AS:
Epistemology and Moral Philosophy: by Jeremy
Hayward, Gerald Jones, Dan Cardinal.

e My Revision Notes: AQA A-level Philosophy Paper
1 Epistemology and Moral Philosophy: by Jeremy
Hayward, Gerald Jones, Dan Cardinal.

Academic Works
Dip into these:
Descartes, Meditations [pdf online]

o
e Bertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy
[1996] [pdf online]

Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy [pdf
online]

John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human

Understanding [pdf online]
® Jonathan Wollf, An Introduction to Political Philg

Filmand TV
e Gattaca [1997]

e The Matrix [1999]

Artificial Intelligence [2001]
Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless Mind [2004]
The Good Life [series]

Handmaid’s Tale [series]

.
Fiction

Jostein Gaarder, Sophie’s World [1991]

Voltaire, Candide [1759]

Robert Pirsig, Zen and the Art of Motorcycle
Maintenance [1974]

Philip Dick, Do Android’s Dream of Electric Sheep
[1968]

Iris Murdoch, Under the Net [1954]

Aldous Huxley, After Many a Summer [1939]

Web/Podcasts/Blogs

e https://www.philosophersmag.com/games

soph - -
philosophybites.com/

feministphilosophers.wordpress.com/

Philosophypages.com

alevelphilosophy.co.uk/



https://www.philosophersmag.com/games

PHILOSOPHY BRIDGING WORK

Preparing for Philosophy A-Level

Compulsory work to be completed by your first Philosophy lesson in September:

1. Look up the following philosophical terms. Note down the word and a brief explanation:

e Epistemology e Necessary/contingent truths
e Ethics e Antecedent/consequent

e Analytic argument e Objective/subjective

e Synthetic argument e False

e Apriori e Proof

e A posteriori e Paradox

e Proposition/Assertion e Tautology

For the following questions, use the material below and online (one / two paragraphs only):

2. What is metaphysics?

3. What are the different ways of understanding scepticism?

4. Why might there not be a universal theory in morality (i.e. what is 'moral relativism')?
5. Express, in three premises, Russell’s ideas concerning the value of philosophy.

6. What’s the difference between dialectic and debate?

7. Looking at the ‘Further Examples’, evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of either A and C
OR BandD.

8. Read/watch/listen to at least ONE of the ‘Academic Works/Fiction/Film/TV/Web’ resources
and be ready to discuss it.

Success Criteria:

1 - All answers are completed in detail with clear reference to the reading and evidence of wider reading using the
resources from the instruction sheet. Deeper thinking in response to questions utilising one’s own thoughts and
examples with no material copied verbatim from the sheet. Justified answers that demonstrate a good
understanding of the logic of argument through analysing details of arguments. Able to converse fluently about extra
resource.

2 — All answers are attempted to a good standard. Some attempt at sourcing wider reading and applying this to
guestions. Some deeper thinking which demonstrates an ability to analyse the logic of arguments using example
and/or evidence. Reference to the information sheet for support, with some evidence of wider reading, but used in a
fluent, thoughtful manner rather than copied directly. Answers provide some justification using evidence/examples
with some analysis of reasoning. Able to converse effectively about extra resource.

3 — Some answers are attempted, but not all. Responses are brief and omit key terminology made apparent in the
sources. Some explanations are presented but lack clarity or depth. Examples or reasoning are stated but
unexplored. Sections are extracted verbatim from the information sheet. Not able to provide any meaningful
knowledge of extra resource. [will need to be reapted]




What is philosophy?

Many answers have been offered in reply to this question and most are angling at something similar.
Philosophy is all of rational inquiry except for science. Perhaps you think science exhausts inquiry. About a
hundred years ago, many philosophers, especially the Logical Positivists, thought there was nothing we could
intelligibly inquire into except for scientific matters. But this view is probably not right. What branch of
science addresses the question of whether or not science covers all of rational inquiry? If the question strikes
you as puzzling, this might be because you already recognize that whether or not science can answer every
guestion is not itself a scientific issue. Questions about the limits of human inquiry and knowledge are
philosophical questions.

We can get a better understanding of philosophy by considering what sorts of things other than scientific
issues humans might inquire into. Philosophical issues are as diverse and far ranging as those we find in the
sciences, but a great many of them fall into one of three big topic areas, metaphysics, epistemology, and
ethics.

Metaphysics

Metaphysical issues are concerned with the nature of reality. Traditional metaphysical issues include the
existence of God and the nature of human free will (assuming we have any). Here are a few metaphysical
guestions of interest to contemporary philosophers: What is a thing? How are space and time related? Does
the past exist? How about the future? How many dimensions does the world have? Are there any entities
beyond physical objects (like numbers, properties, and relations)? If so, how are they related to physical
objects? Historically, many philosophers have proposed and defended specific metaphysical positions, often
as part of systematic and comprehensive metaphysical views. But attempts to establish systematic
metaphysical world views have been notoriously unsuccessful.

In just the past few decades metaphysics has returned to vitality. As difficult as they are to resolve,
metaphysical issues are also difficult to ignore for long. A better way to understand metaphysics as it is
currently practiced is through a better understanding of how various claims about reality logically hang
together or conflict. Metaphysicians analyze metaphysical puzzles and problems with the goal of better
understanding how things could or could not be. Metaphysicians are in the business of exploring the realm
of possibility and necessity. They are explorers of logical space.

Epistemology

Epistemology is concerned with the nature of knowledge and justified belief. What is knowledge? Can we
have any knowledge at all? Can we have knowledge about the laws of nature, the laws or morality, or the
existence of other minds? The view that we can’t have knowledge is called scepticism. An extreme form of
scepticism denies that we can have any knowledge whatsoever. But we might grant that we can have
knowledge about some things and remain sceptics concerning other issues. Many people, for instance, are
not sceptics about scientific knowledge, but are sceptics when it comes to knowledge of morality. Some
critical attention reveals that scientific knowledge and moral knowledge face many of the same sceptical
challenges.

Even if we lack absolute and certain knowledge of many things, our beliefs about those things might yet be
more or less reasonable or more or less likely to be true given the limited evidence we have. Epistemology




is also concerned with what it is for a belief to be rationally justified. Even if we can’t have certain
knowledge of anything (or much), questions about what we ought to believe remain relevant.

Ethics

While epistemology is concerned with what we ought to believe and how we ought to reason, Ethics is
concerned with what we ought to do, how we ought to live, and how we ought to organize our communities.
It comes as a surprise to many new philosophy students that you can reason logically about such
things.

Religiously inspired views about morality often take right and wrong to be simply a matter of what is
commanded by a divine being. Moral Relativism, a popular opinion today, simply says that what is right or
wrong is what 'Society' says is so - different things are right in different societies, and there are no moral
facts. However, Philosophers apply reason to morality and say morality must be inquired into, assessed for
reasonableness, and/or tested against the evidence. Ethics is the rational study of morality.

Philosophers pursue the rational inquiry into how we ought to live, how we ought to treat others, or
how we ought to structure our communities (linking Ethics with Political Philosophy).

Philosophy takes seriously the possibility of rational inquiry into these matters. We don’thave a universal
theory in science (yet) - could there be a universal theory in morality?

So we might think of metaphysics as concerned with “What is it?” questions, epistemology as concerned
with “How do we know?” questions, and ethics as concerned with “What should we do about it?” questions.

The Value of Philosophy

You can find information on this in Bertrand Russell’s, The Problems of Philosophy chapter 15, The Value
of Philosophy. [see cover sheet]

“Physical science, through the medium of inventions, is useful to innumerable people who are wholly ignorant of
it; thus the study of physical science is to be recommended, not only, or primarily, because of the effect on the
student, but rather because of the effect on mankind in general. Thus utility does not belong to philosophy. If the
study of philosophy has any value at all for others than students of philosophy, it must be only indirectly, through
its effects upon the lives of those who study it. It is in these effects, therefore, if anywhere, that the value of
philosophy must be primarily sought ... those questions which are already capable of definite answers are placed in
the sciences, while those only to which, at present, no definite answer can be given, remain to form the residue
which is called philosophy.” - Russell

http://www.ditext.com/russell/russell.html

We humans hold on to beliefs like a security blanket. They give us comfort whether we can prove they are
true or not or even whether they have been proven to be untrue, we still cling to them or return to them in

times of need.
Russell says this about the security blanket:

“The man who has no tincture of philosophy goes through life imprisoned in the prejudices derived from common
sense, from the habitual beliefs of his age or his nation, and from convictions which have grown up in his mind
without the cooperation or consent of his deliberate reason. . . The life of the instinctive man is shut up within the
circle of his private interests. . . In such a life there is something feverish and confined, in comparison with which
the philosophic life is calm and free. The private world of instinctive interests is a small one, set in the midst of a
great and powerful world which must, sooner or later, lay our private world in ruins.” - Russell

The primary value of philosophy according to Russell is that it loosens the grip of uncritically held opinion

and opens the mind to a liberating range of new possibilities to explore.




2. How Philosophy is Done

As a kind of inquiry, philosophy is aimed at establishing knowledge and understanding. Once we raise a
philosophical issue, whether about the nature of justice or about the nature of reality, we want to ask what
can be said for or against the various possible answers to our question. Here we are engaged in formulating
arguments. Some arguments give us better reasons or accepting their conclusions than others. Once we
have formulated an argument, we want to evaluate the reasoning it offers. If you want to know what
philosophers do, this is a pretty good answer: philosophers formulate and evaluate arguments.

Once a philosophical position is considered:
e We want to ask what arguments can be advanced in support of or against that issue.

e We then want to examine the quality of the arguments. Evaluating flawed arguments often points
the way towards other arguments and the process of formulating, clarifying, and evaluating
arguments continues.

e This method of question and answer in which we recursively formulate, clarify, and evaluate
arguments is known as dialectic. Dialectic looks a lot like debate. The goal of a debate is to win by
persuading an audience that your position is right and your opponent’s is wrong. Dialectic, on the
other hand, is aimed at inquiry. The goal is to learn something new about the issue under discussion.

Dialectic is sometimes referred to as the Socratic Method after the famous originator of this systematic
style of inquiry.

Arguments

The common sense everyday way to assess a claim for truth or falsity is to consider the reasons for holding
it or rejecting it.

An argument is a reason for taking something to be true. Arguments consist of two or more claims, one of
which is a conclusion. The conclusion is the claim the argument purports to give a reason for believing. The
other claims are the premises. The premises of an argument taken together are offered as a reason for
believing its conclusion.

Some arguments provide better reasons for believing their conclusions than others. In case you have any
doubt about that, consider the following examples:

1. Sam is a line cook.
2. Line cooks generally have good kitchen skills.
3. So, Sam can probably cook well.

1. Sam is a line cook.
2. Line cooks generally aren’t paid very well.
3. So, Sam is probably a millionaire.

Assuming the premises in the first argument are true, we have a good reason to think that its conclusion is
true. The premises in the second argument give us no reason to think Sam is a millionaire. So whether or
not the premises of an argument support its conclusion is a key issue. Now consider these examples:




1. London is in England.
2. England is south of Scotland.

3. So London is south of Scotland.

1. London is in Wales.
2. Wales is west of England.

3. So London is west of England.

Again, the first of these two arguments looks pretty good, the second not so much. But the problem with
the second argument here is different. If its premises were true, then we would have a good reason to think
the conclusion is true. That is, the premises do support the conclusion. But the first premise of the second
argument just isn’t true. London is not in Wales. So the latter pair of arguments suggests another key issue
for evaluating arguments. Good arguments have true premises.

That is pretty much it. A good argument is an argument that has true premises that, when taken together,

support its conclusion.
So, evaluating an argument involves just these two essential steps:
e Determine whether or not the premises are true.

e Determine whether or not the premises support the conclusion (that is, whether we have grounds
to think the conclusion is true if all of the premises are true).

Further examples

1. If Harry Potter is human, then Harry Potter is mortal
2. Harry Potter is a human.
3. Therefore, Harry Potter is mortal

1. All monkeys are primates
2. All primates are mammals B

3. So, all monkeys are mammals

1. If Sue misses her plane, she will be late for the conference.
2. Sue is late for the conference. C

3. Therefore, she missed her plane.

1. All stars are bodies that shine steadily.
2. All planets are stars.
3. All planets are bodies that shine steadily.




MORAL PHILOSOPHY BRIDGING WORK: (Needs to be printed with pages 3-8 of course
companion)

Welcome to Philosophy A level! In Moral Philosophy we will begin by looking at the
normative ethical theory of Utilitarianism. There are three main formulations of utilitarianism
that we will be looking at, but we will start with Jeremy Bentham’s act utilitarianism.

INSTRUCTIONS:
-All tasks must be completed.

-Complete tasks on lined paper, this will be taken in by your Moral Philosophy teacher.

TASK 1: Engaging with primary texts/sources.

Reading extracts from original texts is a key part of Philosophy A level. Work through the
tasks below on the extract taken from Jeremy Bentham’s An introduction to the

1. What is Jeremy Bentham suggesting below?

“Nature has placed mankind wnder the governance of two soverelgn masters,
pain and pleasure. It is for thewm alone to polnt out what we ought to do, as
well as to determine what we shall do. On the one hand the standard of right
ano wrong, on the other the chain of causes and effects, are fastened to thelr
throne. They govern us in all we do, tn all we say, tn all we think: every
effort we can wmake to throw off our subjection, will serve but to demonstrate
and confirm it

2. Do you agree with Bentham? Explain your reasoning

3. Utilitarianism is based on something called the principle of utility. Using the extract
below, what is the principle of utility?

“The principle of utility s the foundation of the present work: it will be proper
therefore at the outset to give an explicit and determinate account of what is
meant by tt. BY the principle of utility ts meant that principle which
approves or disapproves of every actlon whatsoever. according to the tendency
it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party whose
interest Ls bn question: or, what is the same thing in other words to promote or
to oppose that happiness. | say of every action whatsoever, andl therefore not
only of every actlon of a private individual, but of every weasure of
govermment,”



TASK 2: The course companion.

Reading the course companion is another key part of philosophy A level. The following tasks
require you to engage with the pages attached taken from the course companion.

1. Answer the questions below in paragraphs. Be prepared to feed this back to your
teacher and peers on the first lesson back. DO NOT COPY OUT BUT RATHER
WRITE IN YOUR OWN WORDS SO IT MAKES SENSE TO YOU.

-What is utility according to Bentham.

-What is the principle of utility?

-What is Hedonism?

-What are the different branches?

-Why did Bentham outline utilitarianism?

-What is the utility calculus (also known as the hedonic calculus)?
-What is consequentialism and how is Bentham’s utilitarianism
consequentialist?

2. Can you foresee any issues with Bentham’s form of utilitarianism?

3. Would you consider yourself a utilitarian? Why/Why not?

TASK 3: The Trolley Problem.

This is what we call a ‘thought’ experiment in Philosophy. It is a hypothetical situation
that allows us to apply ethical theories (like utilitarianism) to real life situations (albeit not
the most realistic situations).

1. What would you do in this situation and why?

2. What would a utilitarian do in this situation and why?



TASK 3: The textbook.

You must purchase the following textbook: Philosophy For A-level Year 1
and AS: Epistemology and Moral Philosophy by Jeremy Jayward, Gerald
Jones and Daniel Cardinal.

" Philosophy

For A-level Year 1and AS

Epistemol and
Moral Philosophy

o
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