
 

   

  
      

   
  

 
     

   
 

 

 

 
  

 

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

  
 

  
  
  

   
  
  

 

 

  

PHIL 355 Mind and Reality Fall 2009	 Professor Stern 

Final paper 
Schedule:	 Thursday, November 19 6 AM Thesis statement due 

Monday, November 23 6 AM Outline due 
Tuesday, December 1 6 AM Draft due. This should be very close to the final 

paper. It must include all components of the 
paper (1-3 below). 

Friday, December 11 6 AM Paper due. 

Turning in your draft and paper: Submit as an attachment in email to cindy.stern@csun.edu 
Use doc, docx, pdf, or rtf format, NOT wpd (Word Perfect). 
Begin the name of the attached file with your last name. 
Request confirmation of delivery of email. SAVE A COPY OF YOUR OUTGOING MAIL 
in case of problems. Also turn in a clearly legible double-spaced hard-copy by 5 PM on the 
due date. 

Requirements: 
Length: 2200 to 3000 words (about 7 to 10 pages double-spaced)
 
Explain key terms and concepts where they first appear. Illustrate with examples. 

The main task of the final paper for you to develop and argue for your own ideas on an 
issue in metaphysics.  To do this well, you must express your ideas and arguments clearly, 
in a well organized essay. You may wish to consult the chapter about thesis defense papers in 
the book by Seech on the list recommended for this class. 
Your paper should include the following components: 

1. Introduction including a clear statement of your thesis 
•	 Provide a context that shows why the thesis is important and interesting may be 

appropriate, but should be kept relatively short. 
•	 A very brief, general description of the basis of your strategy for defending the thesis 

here might help your readers. 
2. Argument(s) for your thesis should form AT LEAST 75% of your paper 

•	 Advantages of your thesis.  It may be useful to contrast this with a different approach 
to the same issue or problem, and explain how your view is superior to this alternative. 

•	 Description of at least one objection to your thesis. Your defense will be strongest of 
you confront the most serious challenge to your thesis. 

•	 Reply to the objection, defending your thesis against this objection 
o Once again, examples may make your points clearer. 
o You may want to fine-tune or refine your thesis here.  

3. Conclusion 
•	 State your thesis, perhaps refined in light of the body of the paper. 
• You may wish to describe the importance or implications of your thesis. 

A second goal of this paper is to practice and show in skills finding, using, and properly citing 
scholarly resources beyond those in your text and assigned readings. You must cite at least one 
external source that plays an important role in your paper.  Use only academic resources, such as 
the materials located through the Philosophers’ Index, and entries in the Stanford Encyclopedia 
of Philosophy. Wikipedia and general-purpose dictionaries are NOT academic resources. 

Choose ONE of the following issues to write on, OR confer with me about an alternative. 

mailto:cindy.stern@csun.edu


  
  

 
  

 
 

 
   

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

   

 
  

 
 

 

I. 	 Properties 
A.	 Among objections to universals are the criticisms that (1) even if there are such 

things, we would never be able to have knowledge of them, (2) the exemplification or 
instantiation of universals by particulars is problematic, and (3) anything allegedly 
explained by universals can be explained equally well in an ontologically simpler theory 
that is not committed to universals. 

Either defend universals against one or more objections, or argue that universals 
cannot be defended against one or more objections. (If you want to discuss an objection 
not listed above, talk to me about it first.) 

B. Critics of trope theory argue that it cannot account for what makes various tropes red-
ness tropes or squareness tropes. Is it really important for the trope theorist to say tropes 
can be grouped this way? Explain why or why not. Either defend trope theory against 
this objection, or argue that trope theory cannot adequately answer this objection. 

II.	 Possible Worlds 
A. Lewis relies on counterparts and Plantinga appeals to haecceities in their accounts of the 

truth conditions of sentences such as 
(1) Socrates could have been a farmer instead of a philosopher. 
(2) There could have been a unicorn (although there aren’t actually any unicorns). 
For either or both of these, explain the problem that Lewis and Plantinga attempt to 
solve with their respective appeals to counterparts and haecceities. Which of these two 
approaches provides a better solution? Defend your answer. 

B. Lewis adopts a view of possible worlds as concrete entities, whereas Plantinga takes 
possible worlds other than the actual world to be abstract entities. What are the 
advantages and disadvantages of each approach?  Which position is the better of the 
two? Defend your answer. 

III.	 Endurantism vs. perdurantism 
How might Heller strengthen his reply to van Inwagen’s objection to the claim that people 
have temporal parts? Ultimately, which side do you think has the stronger argument?  
Defend either van Inwagen’s position or Heller’s position in this dispute. 

IV.	 Personal survival 
Do Parfit’s positive proposals provide for answers to our important questions about survival, 
memory, and responsibility?  Does his notion of survival capture what we care about better 
than identity does? What reasons do you have for your answers to these questions? 

V.	 Causation (Counterfactual theory of causation) 
A. Lewis’ claims his analysis does a better than regularity theory of handling the problems 

of effects, epiphenomena, and preempted potential causes. For one or more of these, 
1.	 Present one or more objections to Lewis’ solution that he has mentioned. 

Explain the objection(s) in greater detail than he provides. Assess his response 
in detail. Defend his response in greater detail, or argue against the adequacy of 
his response. 

or	 2. Give your own objection to Lewis’ handling of one or more of these three types 
of cases. How might Lewis defend himself against your objection? Evaluate the 
success of the defense you offer on his behalf. 

B.	 Lewis’ proposal relies on counterfactuals, whose truth-value he accounts for by appeal 
to possible worlds. As we saw earlier, Lewis takes possible worlds to be concrete 
entities. Would his account of causation be improved, hindered, or neither by a view of 
possible worlds as abstract, along the lines suggested by Plantinga? Explain and defend 
your answer. 


