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Dear Reader,
Sometimes people ask the question, “What do you actually do in
philosophy or with a degree in philosophy?” I will admit that this
is a common and fair question to ask. Simply put, philosophy asks
questions about the nature of reality, what can be known, and
what we value. Perhaps philosophy can’t help you earn a ten percent return on a stock; however, the issues and questions philosophy addresses are the most important one can ask. Furthermore,
philosophy engages and enriches nearly every academic discipline
and often enriches one’s appreciation of a subject. Considering
this, The Stetson Gadfly hopes to promote the wonderful work of
the Stetson Philosophy Department’s faculty and students, engage
the Stetson community in serious academic and philosophical dialogue, and display the breadth and depth of philosophical subjects
and inquiry. It is my hope that each person will find something
that interests them in this publication and that it will spark an interest in the pursuit of meaning and truth.
Thank you for taking the time to read this issue of The Stetson
Gadfly! Inside you'll find four brief essays, written by Stetson philosophy majors and professors. The remainder of the journal includes philosophy department news.
Derek Stottlemyer
President of the Philosophy Club
Assistant Editor
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“I am that gadfly which God
has attached to the state,
and all day long and in all
places am always fastening
upon you, arousing and persuading and reproaching
you.”
Socrates
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LOGICAL INCONSISTENCY OF EXISTENCE IN TIME TRAVEL
Benjamin Leone, Philosophy Major
Class of 2009
Time travel; interesting, useful for removing events
you wished never happened, and a great topic for
many novels, movies, and other works of art. However, in no sense is time travel practical by any
means. The theory of time travel, when defined in
the context of being able to go visit and experience
past events or potential future events, implies facts
about the nature of our reality as we experience it
that completely contradicts the facts of our nature. The main fact of our reality that gets contradicted by time
travel is our existence/life/
mortality. Nobody
would try to argue
immortality at all
for any human being. However, for
time travel to exist
as stated above humans, along with
every other facet of
life, necessarily
must be immortal/
eternal. To explain this let us examine two
events. Let us say that event A is me sitting here
now writing this article and event B is the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. Let us assume
that I have created a device to allow me to travel
forward into the future and backwards into the
past so that I can witness any event. The problem
as it arises is that for me to be able to travel to witness events happening separately from our reference of time as we watch it on a day to day basis is
that I would then have to have the other points of
time existing as they did in their present state
(which directly refutes our ideas of past, present,

and future to begin with). This implies that at the
same point in time as we witness our existence and
being subjectively that all other points of time necessarily are witnessing their point in time as subjectively and presently in the same identical way
we view ours. What this implies is that at every
given moment of time, every event past, present,
and future has to be happening at the same time:
but events must be in a different special realm or
else we would be able to witness them all at
once. Every human is therefore
immortal, due
solely to the fact
that I can return
to a past event or
go to a future
event where the
people and events
I would witness
would still be intact in their causal
sequence and I
would appear as a
complete outsider to their reality. This leads to the
logical inconsistency since our existence is temporally finite. For “time” travel to be possible, every
moment must be eternal. However, it would be
possible to argue against this with a possible world
scenario argument. However this rebuttal runs into
problems with the different subjective relations to
time that the different worlds would have also goes
against possible world theories to suggest that
every existence possible would be the same to be
able to mimic existence in time as we know it. As
time travel stands, it appears logically inconsistent
with the reality of time.
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A NOTE ON FREE WILL AND DETERMINISM
C. M. Marcous, Philosophy and Sociology Major
Class of 2008

“What we are today comes from our thoughts of yesterday, and our present thoughts build our life of
tomorrow: Our life is the creation of our mind.”
- Siddhartha Buddha
Determinism is the view that all events, including human thoughts and action, are causally determined by an unbroken chain of prior events. This
implies a conception of freedom the exercising of
which only indicates a
lack of certain external
constraints. That view of
freedom is compatible
with factors such as our
unique social-culturalhistorical situation and
the discovered laws of
nature that causally determine all our thoughts
and actions.
However, the
truth is that human free
will implies not only a
lack of constraints, but
also the ability to create.
That is to say, while the
aforementioned factors
can contribute significantly to the constraints
upon the exercising of
our will, we are still able consciously to transcend
our situation, evaluate our empirical selves and surroundings, and create a novel choice towards a desired end. This conception of free will is premised on
the belief that determinism is false.

one desires to do. They insist that a contented slave
can be just as free as her contented master if she simply rids herself of as many personal desires as possible. By doing this, she can achieve a greater freedom
than her master ever
could. This is analogous to
claiming that oppressed
people, by not thinking
about the constraints of
the laws of gravity upon
their range of motion, actually have a greater level
of freedom, in this regard,
than free people ever
could.

Alright, I admit
that not being able to fly
probably pisses off free
people more. However, it
is the exercising of their
free will (to act upon, and
interact within, this world)
that leads to knowledge
and creative production.
This, in turn, generates a
greater number of personal desires (the more things
we invent, the more things we may come to value).
Free people felt frustration, generated experience,
and gained knowledge which (motivated by our
sense of the infinite possibilities of our imagination)
led to the invention of planes, jets, and space shutThe paradox, then, is this: Human systems of
tles. The result: the human ability to fly, and the sublogic are always necessarily finite, yet human freesequent desire to fly higher.
dom is potentially infinite.
So what’s the moral of the story? The idea
Determinism becomes a problem when powthat, “ignorance is bliss”, or that humans are detererful people use it to legitimize the unequal distribumined, (or that the oppression of the equal freedom of
tion of goods among persons. This happens when
persons is in their own best interest) has probably
political theorists support the determinist concepbeen exclusively designed and promoted for contion of human freedom by claiming freedom only
sumption by the ignorant.
means not being prevented from doing whatever it is
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HARD AND SOFT EVOLUTION AND DESIGN
Ronald L. Hall, Professor
The distinction below was suggested to me by George Mavrodes who, in a paper given at the Society for the Philosophy of Religion, made a distinction
between modest evolution and design and bloated evolution and design. The distinctions that I draw here are very different from the distinction he
drew but are not incompatible with the spirit of his distinction. (George Mavrodes, Professor of Philosophy, Emeritus, the University of Michigan).

A. Soft Evolutionary Theory
The earth is very old, in fact several billion years old, and there has been organic life on the earth for a billion
years or more.
As the fossil record indicates, many ancient forms of life have disappeared (extinction) and new forms (novelty)
have come into existence. The human species is an example of such a novel form of life.
Novelty was the result of variations (most of which were random, that is, non-purposeful). These variations
produced traits that were inherited and that, in conjunction with the environment, led to the survival of some
species and the extinction of others.
Acquired characteristics are not inherited and extinction and novelty occur (something that distinguishes Darwin’s view from Lamarck).
B. Hard Evolutionary Theory
The whole evolutionary process is driven entirely by blind (non-purposeful) chance and necessity
Most notably variation is driven by chance. Of course Darwin simply observed what he took to be chance variations but he did not know about genetic mutation; after Mendel, this mechanism was adopted by Darwinists as
the explanation of the chance variations that Darwin noted)
While new forms are largely the product of such blind chance variation, survival of these new forms is largely
driven by the mechanism of blind causal necessity.
Teleological (that is, normative, or value) concepts (purpose, intentionality, etc) have no place in the description
and explanation of the processes of variation, inheritance and survival.
Darwin was thought to be revolutionary in espousing this theory that was thought to overturn Aristotle’s teleological view of nature completely.
C. Soft Intelligent Design
Some elements and features of biological change are unintelligible if they do not include teleological (or normative) concepts in their description and explanation. As such these changes have an intrinsically normative or
teleological structure. (By saying that a structure is “intrinsic” I mean this structure is internally composed
rather than externally imposed or assigned, as in the case of all artifacts and many organic features of nature.
In other words, a complete description and explanation of change in nature is possible only if such a description
includes normative elements and features that are internally composed (that is, as independent of human assignments). In thinking that nature has such an intrinsic teleological structure this view is Aristotelian; insofar as
it admits to radical novelty, and intrinsic chance, it constitutes a rejection of Aristotle’s view of change in nature.)
This view does not imply an intelligent Designer but is compatible with the view that there is such a Designer.
D. Hard Intelligent Design
The earth is only a few thousand years old and was created by a Designer who imposed on it a teleological structure.
The human race has no nonhuman ancestry.

The moral: Soft evolutionary theory and soft intelligent design are compatible, whereas hard evolutionary
theory is incompatible with both hard and soft intelligent design and hard intelligent design is incompatible with both hard and soft evolutionary theory.
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CAN WE TRUST OURSELVES WITH OUR OWN HAPPINESS?
Joshua Rust, Assistant Professor
You’ve heard the same advice from parents, friends, politicians, professors, and other well-meaning people:
in deciding how you want to live your life, follow your dreams. Along these lines, Joseph Campell famously
implored us to “Follow your Bliss!”
Is this sound advice?
In Stumbling on Happiness psychologist Daniel Gilbert gives us reason to think that such an over-simple prescription might not, even if
successfully followed, lead to a happy, flourishing life. The data suggests that we are notoriously bad at predicting the sort of events
that instill long-term, meaningful well-being. If you ask people how
much a difference it would make to their happiness if their favorite
sports team won, they routinely over-estimate its effect on their well
-being. How big a difference would breaking up with your partner
make to your life? Undergraduates have been shown to move on
more readily than their own self-reports would suggest; indeed, in
many cases their lives are improved. People routinely overestimate
the degree to which they are benefited by a new car, or new job;
they mis-predict the cost of loosing such things. In a recent interview Gilbert notes that “We certainly fear … the death of a loved
one, the end of a relationship, a serious challenge to our health. But
when those things happen, most of us will return to our emotional
baselines more quickly than we’d predict. Humans are wildly resilient.” We are, in short, very bad at what Gilbert calls “affective forecasting”.
And if the dreams around which we are told to build our lives are a kind of prediction, then maybe we
should be more reluctant to follow the recommendation of those who insist that we pursue them.
So what really makes us happy?
Aristotle suggested that happiness involves profound social involvement. This is reflected in the findings of
psychologists. Gilbert observes “We know that the best predictor of human happiness is human relationships and the amount of time that people spend with family and friends. … The interesting thing is that
people will sacrifice social relationships to get other things that won’t make them as happy—money.” But
Gilbert is still missing something. It’s not just a question of spending more time with your family. Happiness requires a kind of commitment to a set of social and political ends, and the communities which are
presupposed by those ends. Perhaps, in its most dramatic expression, this involves the discovery of a set of
potential ends for which you would be prepared to die (or, more accurately, a set of ends, the willed revocation of which itself would constitute a kind of death): “Live free or die!” And that involves work and passion. I have in mind people like Martin Luther King jr. The pursuit of money and pleasure is not incompatible with such a life, but is secondary to the kinds of ends King had in mind. King’s dream, however, isn’t
the sort of thing your mentors had in mind when they gave you the advise.
(Gilbert, Daniel. http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/22/science/22conv.html?pagewanted=2&ref=science)
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 Our Graduating Seniors 
Caroline Crutchfield
Title: “Sartre, Nausea and Me: Existentialism as Self-Understanding”

Seema Kalsi
Title: “The Origin of Reality in Sankara & Ramanuja”

Abstract: An exploration of seven key concepts in Sartre’s philosophy and Abstract: The thesis compares and analyses the non-dualist metaphysics
how they bear on my own philosophical development.
of Hindu philosophers Sankara & Ramanuja

Bradford Hewitt

Mary Marcous

Title: “Functioning and Resource Allocation in Health Care”

Title: “A Paradigm for Moral Decision-Making in a Global Community”

Abstract: When confronted with problems of allocating health care resources, whether within a socialized health care system or one composed of private insurance companies, there arises a conflict between
the claim of each individual participant on that system and the ultimate
goal of resource distributors to maximize the overall utility of those
covered. Both sides of the argument fail to address major concerns
either by sacrificing overall good for a "fair" procedure or by only considering utility, thereby ignoring entrenched societal biases and important
aspects of the good life. I propose that the goal of health care resource
distribution should be to maximize human functioning while emphasizing transparency and debate between opposing viewpoints so that biases
may be properly identified and addressed.

Abstract: I propose a formalized matrix of meaning wherein the concepts
of freedom, reason, equality, and social interaction are properly contextualized in certain relations to one another as a necessary precursor to
establishing a universal standard for moral discourse. This task is supplemented by construction of variables designed to gauge these concepts in their empirical instantiations. The claim is that by setting such a
framework, and a methodology for gauging its empirical import and
progress, the possibility of encouraging moral discourse among various
cultures and social groups with a highly relativistic range of values and
meaning-bestowal becomes a plausible and objective task.

Note from a former graduate
Matt Smith (see picture on the next page) graduated from Stetson in 2003 with a double
major in philosophy and biology. He recently graduated from the University of Florida College
of Medicine. He offers the following reflection on the role that philosophy has played on route
to becoming a doctor.
My fiancee, Carolina, and I had the pleasure of sitting in on one of Ron Hall's philosophy
classes early this April. She has heard me speak ad nauseam of my days as a philosophy
student, and though she had taken a philosophy class or two herself when she was an undergraduate, until we visited Stetson, I do not think that she was convinced of the uniqueness of its philosophy department. Even if she had not had any first hand experience, however, she at least already know my opinion of the curriculum and staff, and my belief that
one of the major influences on the shape of my life after Stetson was my years as a philosophy student.
I am currently finishing my first postgraduate, or residency year, in Medicine and I will
soon be starting my specialty training in Physiatry, sort of a mix of orthopedics and neurology. Since graduating from the UF College of Medicine last Spring and getting initials behind my name, people frequently ask me what I think they should do so that they will both
have a good chance of getting accepted into medical school, and so that they will be able to
think critically as a competent physician. On both accounts, my firm belief is that the
study of philosophy is of paramount importance. One must know logic to induce, often
from a dearth of evidence, a patient's sickness and then, from this, to deduce a treatment. One must know epistemology to be able to understand the benefits of and limits to
empirical research and the scientific method. One must know ethics in order to develop
trust with patients and their families and to treat them as ends unto themselves. And one
must dabble at least a little in metaphysics in order to realize that a patient's complete
healing often requires more than merely the repair of an imperfect body. While the wealth
of knowledge that I have gained in medical school and now in my residency have taken me
fairly far down the road to being a good physician, I firmly believe that my journey began in
the halls that Carolina saw for the first time and I, the first time since I graduated in
2003. As Socrates says, the unexamined life is not worth living. Likewise, a physician, who
knows the deepest secrets of his or her patients but has never learned to know himself,
cannot ever be a good doctor.

2008 Hall Award
The Ronald L. and Margaret Smith Hall Philosophy
Award was established in 2001 by Prof. Ron Hall and
his wife Maggi to honor and recognize the most
outstanding graduating senior in the Department of
Philosophy. Given at the annual Honors Convocation each spring, a recipient is Brad Hewitt chosen
on the basis of grade point average, quality of senior
thesis, and intention to continue philosophical studies at the graduate level. In addition to its monetary
component, the recipient receives an award certificate and has his or her name engraved on a plaque
listing previous winners. The plaque is honorably
displayed on a wall outside the Philosophy Department offices.

Congratulations Brad Hewitt —Hall Award
recipient 2007!!!
Past Recipients: Chantel Wonder(2007); Brendan J.
Rogers (2006); Wesley Sun (2005); Robert D. van
Kaam (2004); Steven L. Green (2003); Jennifer L.
Hodge (2002); Brian J. Mistler (2001)

Matt and Carolina
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Year in Review
THE LAWSON LECTURES AT STETSON UNIVERSITY
Spring Semester: February 13, 2008, Dr. Richard Swinburne

“THE PROBLEM OF EVIL”
The question posed by evil is whether the world contains undesirable sates of
affairs that provide the basis for an argument that makes it unreasonable for
anyone to believe in the existence of God.
Professor Richard Swinburne is Emeritus Nolloth Professor of the Philosophy of
the Christian Religion at the University of Oxford. He is one of the foremost
Christian apologists in the world today. He has published many articles and
books in which he defends Christian faith as rational and coherent. His vigorous defense of the rationality of Christian belief however does not deny the
passionate nature of faith, a theme he has developed in his most recent book,
Faith and Reason.
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Claire Stubblefield, of Pensacola, FL,
will join us as our next Lawson
Scholar in the fall!
Welcome Claire!!!
Michael Simpson (class 2009) has
won a SURE grant! He’ll be looking
at whether Bas van Fraassen’s account of scientific explanation can be
stretched to accommodate mathematical explanation.
Congratulations Michael!!!

Dr Peppers-bates, Brad Hewitt, Brad’s mom, and Dr Rust

Stetson Philosophy Club
The Philosophy Club started the 2007-2008 year off with Sean Borelli, a junior
Philosophy major who presented on corporate responsibility in America. Benjamin Leone, another Philosophy major, led a discussion in the later fall about
Spinoza and substance dualism. Cary Bleasdale, a junior History major, finished the semester with a discussion on the Bill of Rights and the U.S. Constitution. The spring semester started off with a bang with a discussion by Ron
Cooper, a philosopher and author of Hume’s Fork, a wonderful philosophical
novel about the philosophical world meeting the real world. You can only
imagine! I convened the next meeting in preparation for Richard Swinburne’s
visit by discussing his paper “A Defense of Substance Dualism.” Jonathan
Jonckheer, a freshman, led the next meeting in which the discussion was the
48 Laws of Power, an interesting book discussing the nature and relationship of
power in society. Finally, the last Philosophy Club meeting was led by the philosophy faculty which discussed an article from Tim Wise surrounding the
Jeremiah Wright controversy. What an action-packed
and deeply diverse year we
had! Thanks go to the faculty
for their time and for the students for their engagement and
participation. It has been an
honor and privilege to have
served as the President of the
Philosophy Club this past
year. Thanks!
Derek Stottlemyer, President

Students and Faculty luncheon with Richard Swinburne

Dr Denner, Dr Rust, and Dr Hall lead a discussion of “Life,
Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness” at Phi Beta Kappa
(Honors Program).
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CONTACT US AT …
Stetson University
College of Arts and Sciences
Department of Philosophy
421 N. Woodland Blvd., Unit 8250
DeLand, FL 32723
(Ph) 386-822-7580
(Fax) 386-822-7582
stetson.edu/philosophy

STAY IN TOUCH …
We’d love to hear from you and include you in
our Alumni News! To update personal
information or to change your mailing address,
dbungard@stetson.edu.

Faculty news
From Ron Hall: I am currently serving as the President of the Florida Philosophical Association. Our annual meeting for next year
will be held in Daytona Beach where I will present the Presidential Address. Right now I am thinking about speaking on the topic:
“On Getting Over Getting Over the Rainbow.” This year I am the Program Chair for the Society for the Philosophy of Religion. Our
annual conference is scheduled to meet in February in Hilton Head SC. In June I will be reading a paper at a conference at Loyola
University in Chicago honoring the 50th anniversary of the publication of Michael Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge. This year my colleague in the Philosophy Department Susan Peppers-Bates, who just got tenure and promotion, and I have been relishing in the
enthusiasm our newest colleague Josh Rust is bringing to our Department.
From Susan Peppers-Bates: SPB received promotion to Associate Professor in March 2008 and was granted sabbatical for Fall
semester 2008. I will use the time to finish researching and writing my book, Nicholas Malebranche: Freedom in an Occasionalist
World, under contract with Continuum Press. When I return in the spring, I look forward to more fun with philosophy club and
sharing an office with my philosopher-husband, Todd Bates, who will be teaching classes for the philosophy department and the
Honors program while Dr. Hall is on sabbatical.
From Joshua Rust: I’m new here, so let me begin by saying a few words about myself. Although I was in Denver last year, I spent
most of my life in California (what Dr. Hall calls “the left coast”). I graduated with a PhD in philosophy from the University of California at Riverside, and received my BA from UC Berkeley. My dissertation and subsequent book was on John Searle’s (UC Berkeley)
book, The Construction of Social Reality. I’m interested in a broad range of subfields from Ancient Philosophy to contemporary analytic philosophy. But what interests me the most is metaphilosophy, which is philosophical reflection on the significance of various
philosophical strategies. Some call this mere belly-gazing, but I prefer to think of this as an investigation into the limits of discourse.
It’s been a wonderful first year. The philosophy majors’ enthusiasm and charm makes teaching a pleasure. It’s electrifying to me to
see the rapidity with which you absorb the material. It’s also been fun to watch the way you cross reference the various classes
you’ve been taking. On several occasions both Dr. Peppers-Bates and I had to defer to you in drawing connections between Early
Modern Philosophy and 20th century Metaphysics! I’m especially grateful to Derek Stottlemyer, the president of the philosophy
club, for his interest, intelligence, and passion for organization. Great job Derek! Next year we’ll be starting a weekly Wittgenstein
reading group. I’m looking forward to seeing all of you there! Also be sure to take my Searle class. I’m preparing a manuscript for
publication. In addition to reading source material, you’ll be reading a draft of that manuscript. It’s an excellent opportunity to get
into messy-head-space of a philosopher in motion! Until then, have a great summer.
From Bob and Sylvia Perkins: Since last year Bob Perkins has published International Kierkegaard Commentary: Christian Discourses and The Crisis and a Crisis in the Life of an Actress, the 21st volume of the planned 24 volume series. He also read a response
at the Society for Philosophy of Religion to a paper by Jamie Ferreira (UVa) this spring in Wilmington, N.C. Sylvia Perkins has been
working on her latest book, Kierkegaard: Thinking Christianly in an Existential Mode, which is expected to be published.

