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Please answer all of the following questions in English unless specified.

Part A
Please read the following two passages by David Lewis and Michel Foucault:

David Lewis:
One comes to philosophy already endowed with a stock of opinions. It is not the business of
philosophy either to undermine or to justify these preexisting opinions, to any great extent, but only to
try to discover ways of expanding them into an orderly system. It succeeds to the extent that (1) it is

* systematic, and (2) it respects those of our pre-philosophical opinions to which we are firmly attached.
There is some give-and-take, but not too much: some of us sometimes change our minds on some
points of common opinion, if they conflict irremediably with a doctrine that commands our belief by its

systematic beauty and its agreement with more important common opinions.

Michel Foucault:
After all, what would be the value of the passion for knowledge if it resulted only in a certain amount

of knowledgeableness and not, in one way or another and to the extent possible, in the knower's
straying afield of himself? There are times in life when the question of knowing if one can think
differently than one thinks, and perceive differently than one sees, is absolutely necessary if one is to
go on looking and reflecting at all. What is philosophy today — 'philosobhical activity, | mean —if it is not
the critical work that thought brings to bear on itself? In what does it consist, if not the endeavor to
know how and to what extent it might be possible to think differently, instead of legitimating what is

already known?

1. Compare the two views. What are the similarities and/or differences between them? (15 points)

PartB
Please read the following passage by Elliott Sober:

Many philosophers now regard David Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779) as the
watershed in this argument's career. Before Hume, it was possible for serious people to be persuaded
by the argument, but after the onslaught of Hume's corrosive skepticism, the argument was in
shambles and has remained that way ever since. Biologists with an interest in the history of this idea
often take a different view (e.g., Dawkins 1986), seeing the publication of Darwin's Origin of Species as
the watershed event. For the first time, a ‘plausible, nontheistic explanation of adaptation was on the
table. After Darwin, there was no longer a need to invoke intelligent design to explain the adaptedness
of organisms. It is possible to pose the question about the history of the design argument in two ways.
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The first is sociological: When (if ever) did educated opinion turn against the design argument? With
respect to this question, it is quite clear that Hume's Dialogues did not put a scop to the argument. In
the years between Hume's posthumous publication and the appearance of the Origin of Species, the
argument fostered a cottage industry. A series of volumes called the Bridgewater Treatises appeared, in
which some of the best philosophers and scientists in Britain took the design argument very seriously
indeed. However, this sociological fact leaves unanswered the second historical question we can ask
about the design argument. When (if ever) was the argument shown to be fatally flawed? Many
philosophers nowadays think that Hume dealt the deathblow. In their view, the ideas presented in the
Bridgewater Treatises were walking corpses; the design argument was propped up and paraded even
though it already had entered rigor mortis. Part of the problem is that Hume had no serious alternative
explanation of the phenomena he discusses. It is not impossible that the design argument should be
refutable without anything being provided to stand in its stead. For example, this could happen if the
hypothesis of an intelligent designer were incoherent or self-contradictory. But | see no such defect in
the argument. It does not surprise me that intelligent people strongly favored the design hypothesis
when the only alternative available to them was random physical processes. But Darwin entirely
altered the dialectical landscape of this problem. His hypothesis of evolution by natural selection is a
third possibility; it requires no intelligent design, nor is natural selection properly viewed as a "random
physical process." Paley argued that likelihood considerations favor design over randomness; it is a
separate question whether likelihood favors design over evolution by natural selection.

2. Sober thinks that there are two important questions about the history of the design argument. Please

explain the two questions and the difference(s) between them in Chinese. (10 points)

3. With regard to the two questions, what role(s) did Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion play in

the history of the design argument? Please explain Sober’s view in as much detail as possible. (15 points)

PartC
Please read the following passage by Rush Rhees:

So we cannot say of all we do that it were better if it were done scientifically. Nor should we be more adult
if we adopted a scientific outlook in these things. There may have been attempts and there will be more,
to bring something which men call 'scientific method' into them. But this only shows how a preoccupation
with the manners and achievements of science may help to make men stupid. The achievements of
science have been enormous; but | do not think they have made men wiser-not the generality of men, at
any rate. There is wisdom in science, but that is of another kind, as | shall try to show. There is no reason to
think that the methods which have been successful in science will be of help in the face of other difficulties
which are not scientific problems at all. if men think that scientific methods must help here, they generally
ignore or falsify the difficulties. And the result can only be to weaken men's thinking in those questions
that most concern them and their lives.

4. Please explain the main point of the passage in plain English. (10 points)
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