
THOMAS NAGEL DEATH

Death. THOMAS NAGEL. PRINCETON UNIVERSITY. Commentators: MARY MOThERSILL this supposed loss of its
subject, and that if, one realizes that death.

Perhaps we can only regard as a misfortune those deprivations which add gratuitously to the inevitable evils
we must endure. Death is an evil because it deprives us of possible experiences during Time B. His
contention, rather, is that a given way of understanding a subject matter should not be regarded as better
simply for being more objective. Nagel thinks that each person, owing to his or her capacity to reason,
instinctively seeks a unified world view. There is arch merrymaking over beans Pythagoras and Empedocles
proscribed them and flatulence Metrocles became suicidally distraught over a bean-related gaseous
indiscretion during a lecture rehearsal. Contemporary philosophers however object this theory. Political
philosophy[ edit ] The extent to which one can lead a good life as an individual while respecting the demands
of others leads inevitably to political philosophy. Thomas Nagel presents various arguments regarding various
philosophical questions namely, free will, how do we know anything, and what is the meaning of life? Or as
others believe, is it because death is a permanent end to life. In the case of agent-relative reasons the successor
to subjective reasons specifying the content of the reason makes essential reference back to the agent for
whom it is a reason. A Rawlsian state permits intolerable inequalities and people need to develop a more
ambitious view of equality to do justice to the demands of the objective recognition of the reasons of others.
Now, it seems to people that the mental and the physical are irreducibly distinct but that is not a metaphysical
insight, or an acknowledgment of an irreducible explanatory gap, but simply where people are at their present
stage of understanding. Once again, Nagel places such weight on the objective point of view and its
requirements that he finds Rawls's view of liberal equality not demanding enough. Atheism[ edit ] In his work
Mind and Cosmos, Nagel notes that he is an atheist , writing, "I lack the sensus divinitatis that
enablesâ€”indeed compelsâ€”so many people to see in the world the expression of divine purpose as naturally
as they see in a smiling face the expression of human feeling. How can the period of nonexistence after our
death be bad, if the period before our birth is not bad? According to the hedonist, to be harmed you must
suffer, that is, you must consciously experience a discomfort. We don't regard the long period of time before
we were born, in which we did not exist, as a great misfortune. Which one has the more compelling defense of
absolutism. People, who harmed and killed civilians, understand fully of the consequences of their actions,
and knew fully what they are doing to the civilians, yet they still choose to commit those acts of terror upon
the innocents. Arguably, learning how to die fits under the third of these. Overview[ edit ] Nagel began to
publish philosophy at the age of twenty-two; his career now spans over fifty years of publication. In later
discussions, Nagel treats his former view as an incomplete attempt to convey the fact that there are distinct
classes of reasons and values, and speaks instead of "agent-relative" and "agent-neutral" reasons. This is an
impersonal POV. The Problem of Death. Thinking reflectively about ethics from this standpoint, one must
take every other agent's standpoint on value as seriously as one's own, since one's own perspective is just a
subjective take on an inter-subjective whole; one's personal set of reasons is thus swamped by the objective
reasons of all others. Despite what may seem like skepticism about the objective claims of science, Nagel does
not dispute that science describes the world that exists independently of us. In this case the false view is that
one's reasons are irreducibly his, in a way that does not allow them to be reasons for anyone: Nagel argues this
commits such a person to the view that he or she cannot make the same judgments about her own reasons
third-personally that she can make first-personally. We know perfectly well what it would be for him to have
had it instead of losing it, and there is no difficulty in identifying the loser. Rosenbaum is a philosophy
professor. Cicero said that to philosophize is to learn how to die â€” a pithy statement, but a misleading one. It
can be doubted that anything can be an evil unless it causes displeasure. Nagel does a brilliant job in attacking
this issue from all sides and viewpoints, and it only makes sense that he does it this way in order to make his
own observations more credible.


