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EPISODE 1 - INTRO 

 Hi! I’m Robert Eisner Lloyd, but you can call me Rob, and I really like philosophy. In 
this short podcast series, I’m going to be sharing some of my personal perspective on 
philosophical matters. If you like philosophy, you’ve come to the right place! If you don’t like 
philosophy, you’ve come to the right place! Or at least that’s the goal. I’d like to offer what may 
be some interesting insights into some topics.  

Philosophy is a passion of mine that I’ve been interested in since as far back as I can 
remember, although I didn’t have the words for it for a while, nor did I really study it at all. Now, 
I’m in the process of studying it, both formally in my undergraduate education, and self-studying 
outside of school. 

It’s important that I establish some definitions before I really get into things. Let’s begin 
with an obvious one: philosophy. According to its most literal translation from the Western 
practice, philosophy is “the pursuit of wisdom”. To provide a bit more useful and less 
pretentious-sounding definition, philosophy is the practice of examining things from a 
fundamental theoretical perspective. This is a very broad definition, which may surprise you. A 
common pejorative understanding of philosophy says that philosophy is that thing predominantly 
wealthy, predominantly white, predominantly men sometimes do from their armchairs to project 
their perspective to all of reality and rationalize their bigotry. Unfortunately, this has a bit of 
merit to it, but I’m of the opinion that philosophy as a practice is something that just about 
everyone does, in one capacity or another. There are some really profound thinkers from across 
time and space that, unfortunately, have been drowned out and excluded by said armchair-
dwellers. If there’s anything you take away from this project, it’s that philosophy is something 
everyone does. Everyone has their own perspective, informed by experiences and exposure. 
These perspectives are most often quite informal, undocumented, and even inconsistent. My 
philosophical engagement certainly was all of those things for most of my life, despite my 
interest, and even now my perspective has plenty of holes and I’m sure contradictions as well. I 
do not intend to come off as thinking myself higher-and-mightier than anyone. I only want to 
share a passion of mine with the world, and again, hopefully inspire people to engage with 
philosophy more as well. While of course I’m not asking more people necessarily study 
philosophy, I just wish more people were more interested in it. I think philosophical ideas 
underpin just about everything we do, as, at its core, philosophy is about how we come to 
understand the world. I’m going to talk a bunch about things I believe in, and I want to hear 
about things you believe in, although that’s not quite possible at the moment given the format of 
this interaction. I think a conversation on these kinds of things is, in part, a crucial step to making 
the world a better place, and this is a start. 

Ok, that was a lot, but there’s a bit more about philosophy I should probably explain 
regarding the practice. Philosophy can be seen as having four basic categories, pertaining to the 
questions it examines and tries to answer. The four categories are ontology, the study of being, 
asking essentially “What is there?”; epistemology, the study of knowledge, asking “How do we 
know things?”; axiology, the study of value, asking “What do we value?”; and logic, the study of 
reasoning, asking “How can we make arguments?” These summaries of the categories are of 



course reductive, but they should provide an idea of what philosophy tries to ask and answer. I’m 
not going to address each category explicitly separately, but rather just talk about some 
philosophical topics that interest me, which should span across all such categories barring logic, 
because that one isn’t quite relevant here. 

In the interest of not repeating myself, I’ll put some disclaimers about the content here: 

1. All of what I say is my personal perspective and is a perpetual work in progress. 
Everything I say is essentially what I believe now at this moment, but it’s completely 
subject to change. No ideas are permanent. 

2. My personal perspective is not particularly well-informed. I’m only a current student of 
philosophy, and not a very good one at that, so I’m sure I will put forth some unoriginal 
and obviously flawed ideas. 

3. Due to both the nature of this podcast format and point 2, most things I will say in this 
will be unfortunately reductive. Philosophy is an incredibly deep subject, ideas spanning 
from across wherever humans are across time and space, and every topic I touch on itself 
deserves far more time for exploration than I could possibly hope to give it. 

4. Some things I say may be offense or provocative to some people. I’m referring to the 
sections on the concept of god and also a little bit the section on liberty, so if you’re 
particularly uncomfortable with challenges to the notion of a god, feel free to skip that 
episode, of course, but I do think it’s worth hearing out. 

That’s just about everything I think I should say before getting into things. So, without 
further ado, here’s some philosophy. 

  



EPISODE 2 - THE PHENOMENAL SELF 

 The most fundamental thing there is in existence is you. There are many things we 
experience, but in a sense, the world begins and ends with you. Clearly, using inductive 
reasoning, no, we have very little reason to think that the empirical world we all share existence 
in literally began existing when you first opened your eyes and will stop existing the moment 
you die, but from an individual perspective, everything ultimately comes down to one’s 
perception of it. What I’m getting at here is what is most often called “self-consciousness” or as I 
prefer it, the “phenomenal self”. What I’m referring to when I say “phenomenal self” is the part 
of you that perceives phenomena. You can find this deepest part of yourself by greeting your 
inner monologue, or tracing your fingers across your palm, or, my favorite, by looking into your 
eyes in the mirror. It’s the profound realization that you are yourself as a living and experiencing 
entity. I think the two of the most intense and important things to ever experience in life are 
carefully and thoughtfully encountering your own phenomenal self, and carefully and 
thoughtfully encountering the phenomenal self of another sentient being. It’s a simple thing, and 
it happens daily to everyone, but I think being aware and pensive of it is just a whole new 
enlightening sort of experience. At least it is for me. 

 This concept is a metaphysical claim, and given the limits of how we know things, it’s 
the only thing we can be certain of existing at all. If you’ve ever heard of Descartes’ famous “I 
think, therefore I am” that statement is on this same topic of self-consciousness. The only thing I 
can ever be certain of is that I am a phenomenal self experiencing something. This may be scary 
to think about at first, but I find it fairly easy to accept. Although I can never truly be sure I’m 
not living in a simulation while my real body is used as a battery for evil future robots, I know 
I’m experiencing something, and I’m ok with what I’m experiencing now and the narrative that 
arises out of those experiences. In other words, I’m comfortable enough with my current 
understanding of the world. 

 This notion of the phenomenal self, touching on ontology and epistemology so far, 
actually also brings me to axiology. The most fundamental thing that I value is the phenomenal 
self and the act of feeling. Each person is a nearly nebulous mess of a fabric of identity, in which 
all components of a person are scattered within and without themselves, as an interwoven system 
between intrinsic and extrinsic traits all constantly interacting. Each person is an insurmountably 
complicated thing that can only ever be oversimplified, descriptors being simply utilities to 
approximating the existence of the person. I value all of this, but what I value most of all is the 
piece at the very core of each sentient thing: that which experiences. On that level, all people are 
equal, because the simple axiom we must accept is that each person experiences in a way 
comparable to the way that you yourself experience. We may not all experience the same thing 
in exactly the same way or with the same interpretation, but we all experience, which I find 
beautiful in and of itself. 

 If I burn my hand, that is a bad thing, because I feel pain in burning my hand, and I think 
pain is bad. If you burn your hand, I find that a bad thing, because knowing my own experience, 
I know you also likely feel pain in burning your hand. This is basic empathy, obviously, but I 
think it’s actually really important to recognize this experience. I don’t care about a mannequin’s 



hand burning, because I’m not convinced there is any phenomenal self feeling pain in this case. 
This is, very simply put, the basis of my ethical system. I care about anything that feels because 
it feels. I care about humans the most of all things that feel, because I know the human 
experience the best and trust my understanding of it the most, but non-human animals also have 
moral consideration to me because there is reason to think they experience in a way not too 
dissimilar from how we as humans do. As for plants, it doesn’t seem a tree feels in any way 
similar to how a dog does for instance, so I don’t (at least yet) find plants to have any moral 
weight. 

 To finish the concept of the phenomenal self, I’d like to cite what I anticipate may be one 
of the most fascinating and tumultuous philosophical and political conflicts of the not-too-distant 
future: artificial intelligence. This topic has been done to near death in the worlds of science 
fiction, but it’s not too difficult to imagine a world perhaps even soon in which we have 
artificially created machines with self-consciousness. In such a case, such as Blade Runner, or 
Westworld, or Overwatch, it seems that there will be electronic beings worth moral consideration 
and treatment. We’ll see if that day may or may not come, but for now, it remains an interesting 
philosophy exercise. 

  



EPISODE 3 - GODS 

 For as long as I can remember thinking critically, I have remained atheist. when I was 
really young, maybe 7 or 8, I believed there was a god that had supreme rule over reality. To me, 
this god was a king with a throne atop clouds, with white skin and big grey beard, of course, but 
I think I only believed any of that because I was told to, not even by my parents but by the wider 
culture I was raised in. I don’t mean to call belief in a god childish or anything; that’s simply 
how I experienced theism generally. Now, I have many, and I mean many, problems with the 
concept of gods, and here is where I’ll voice at least some of them. If you believe in any god, I 
hope these thoughts don’t offend you or your god, but rather offer some insight one way or 
another if you allow it. 

 Before I get into anything, I ought to provide a definition of a “god”. The concept of a 
god, across any and all theistic religions, is a powerful being capable of incredible things. This is 
a really vague definition, so I’m going to opt for the more specific and more exclusionary 
definition common in discussions of philosophy of religion that maintains a god as a maximally 
great sentient entity, often all-powerful, all-present, all-knowing, and all-benevolent. This 
definition is only really compatible with or descriptive of monotheistic notions of a single god, 
and of course even then religions will contest parts of the definition, but what’s important to 
focus on most of all is the notion of a somewhat-sentient “greater power”. 

Firstly, I believe in a perspective I’ve been taught goes by the name “naturalism”. This 
“naturalism” is simply the belief that there is a unified observable reality that we exist in and can 
come to understand by careful observation. There may be more than this reality we perceive, but 
we can only perceive this one, and because of that, we can only make claims concerning this 
reality. The truth is that we do not know beyond our reality because there is no way to observe it, 
else it would be part of our empirical reality. This is where the first and most foundational 
problem with the propositions of gods arises: I’ve never seen a compelling case for the presence 
of an observable, empirical god that exists in any reality we can study. It’s widely regarded that 
the study of gods is out of the realm of possible study of science as a generalized field of 
observation, but if that’s the case, how can we possibly accept that there is in fact some kind of 
objective god? If we can’t come to familiarize ourselves with it with any amount of consistency, 
we can’t make any claims about it, for both its existence or its nonexistence. God is not a 
falsifiable entity, and thus we cannot accept any gods, nor should we accept any of those claims, 
but that’s something of another couple of arguments. Many theists I’ve talked to about this have 
said that their gods are matters of philosophy the same way moral systems are, that it can only be 
understood with philosophical arguments. This argument makes no sense to me, though, because 
claims to the existence and nature of a god concern reality itself, unlike moral systems which are 
matters of value and make claims ultimately concerning how we feel about things. This is a 
matter of objectivity and subjectivity, and the nature of a god by definition is a claim to an 
objective truth, that there is a god (or many). Put simply, if there are any gods, we should be able 
to jointly observe them and come to agree upon the topic. 

Something I should probably make clear is what I mean when I say “atheism”. Many 
people think of atheists as people who believe there are no gods. While this is a belief that falls 



under the category of atheism, atheism as a category of belief only means the lack of believing in 
a god. I am an atheist because I do not believe in any gods. In fact, as I’ve said just before, I 
think the concept of god is unknowable. I don’t believe in the claim that there are any gods, but I 
also don’t believe in the claim that there are no gods. We simply can’t know. The only honest 
answer we can ever give to the question “Is there a god?” is “We don’t know, and we won’t 
know.” 

I’ve before heard some atheists claim that they would believe in a god if there was 
compelling evidence for it. I, also, would believe in a god if there was compelling evidence, but I 
want to go one step further and say something that I’ve seen far less from other atheists: there 
will never be compelling evidence for the existence of any god. Let me provide a hypothetical 
example that I’ve actually heard originally from a theist to help articulate this point: one day, an 
asteroid unexpectedly smashes into the moon and the debris scatters across the sky to spell very 
clearly “This was an act of god, and the god of the Bible is real”. The theist who put this 
hypothetical event forward somewhat understandably expected this to be surefire irrefutable 
evidence for the existence of the god of the Bible: “any atheist who witnesses this event and still 
does not believe in the god of the Bible is surely delusional or dishonest”. While this 
extraordinary occurrence would be definitely extraordinary, it still would not qualify as a 
compelling reason to believe in a god, because it is infinitely more likely that this event has an 
empirical explanation to it. It’s far more likely that this event is an illusion brought about by a 
holographic projection in the sky, or aliens manipulating debris with invisible electro-magnetic 
force-fields, or any number of other odd conspiratorial things, because all those explanations are 
within our observable reality. Any explanation that anything is attributable to a god instead of 
something within our provable reality is simply not defensible. 

There are many more arguments to go into regarding the presence of a god or lack 
thereof, and honestly I could go on for literally hours diving into all of them, but I find the 
naturalist argument to be the most unobjectionable and simple, so in the interest of time and not 
boring you to a godless death, I’ll stop my arguments against a god here. 

  



EPISODE 4 - FREE WILL 

 One philosophical issue that I’ve had unusual difficulty navigating is the question of free 
will and determinism. This topic focuses on the nature of how we as humans act, particularly 
regarding possibilities in action and responsibility. I’ve personally had frustration here I think 
because I see the issue to be perpetually chasing something we can never find the answer to. 
Hopefully that will become clear as I describe my position. 

 The foremost definition of free will seems to me to be “the ability to do otherwise with 
the cause of action being within oneself” while determinism refers to the notion that things are 
only able to happen in the way that they do, the causes of which external to humans. These 
definitions are incomplete and quite contested, as critical for the entire topic, but these 
definitions I’ve provided will fare well enough for our purposes. 

 At first glance, free will and determinism seem by definition to be in conflict, as mutually 
exclusive opposites. However, there is an entire quite common perspective called 
“compatibilism” that maintains free will and determinism are actually compatible concepts that 
may be simultaneously true. Ok, the definitions are tweaked some, but they’re not far off. Aside 
from compatibilism, though, there is libertarianism (not to be confused with the political 
ideologies, the left or right variants) which understandably claims free will is true while 
determinism is false, and hard determinism, which of course claims determinism is true while 
free will is false. It’s a messy debate, and there’s many more perspectives I’m neglecting to 
mention here, but that’s the gist of the conversation. 

Put simply, my perspective at the moment is something of hard determinism with 
compatibilist leanings. I’m fairly undecided. I believe that there are many things outside of our 
control, most notably our desires, and it seems that most causes have rather definitive 
consequences, so the notion that “things could happen otherwise” is tricky. As I mentioned 
before, this whole issue chases something we can never know: if things could actually have 
alternative outcomes. I’ll never know if I really could have chosen otherwise in any given 
scenario. It only ever feels like I might have been able to, and sometimes I really wish I did. But 
we’re stuck with what did happen, and that’s that. I don’t really think that’s the end of it, though, 
because it seems like at the same time we really can choose otherwise while things happen. The 
best we have is that it feels like we have some semblance of control on our choices, and in a 
sense, I’m inclined to think maybe that is free will, even if it doesn’t conform to the rigid 
definition I put forward earlier. I actually came up with my own sort of theory on what I call “the 
emergence of free will” describing where I think the idea that we have free will comes from. 

The emergence of free will: The first thing we do when we meet the world as infants is 
perceive, simply observing our surroundings, looking and hearing and tasting and touching and 
feeling, and after that we begin to develop an awareness of cause and effect and, profoundly, our 
very own cause and effect. We can put a block on another block and then knock them over. The 
feedback loop of perceiving and affecting the world around us and then perceiving our effect on 
the world and then affecting the world again begins to lay down the idea that we have some kind 
of agency and intention: a will. Then comes our epistemological limits, our ignorance of the 



future, left only with the tools of knowledge of the past and prediction. Our abilities to perceive, 
interact with the world, and know only the past and not the future all combine to construct the 
illusion of free will. We have desires, interactions with reality on behalf of those desires, and a 
lack of knowledge about the future, and those all imply then that we have some kind of 
deliberation and control, an influence on how the future will unfold. Despite all of this, emergent 
properties in physics and chemistry and biology suggest we are just as unfree as any other 
organism, and there is no point in evolution as of yet where we can define when free will began 
(just as consciousness) or any reason to think we would somehow have free will when other 
organisms don't, unless you believe in extra factor justifications or that free will is inextricably 
tied to consciousness, which is just yet another unsolved (and maybe not solvable) mystery. 
That's my long-winded way of saying the concept of free will is socially useful and also realized 
individually on a personal level by every person at a very young age. 

This explanation may come off as saying that determinism is true and free will is an 
illusion, which I suppose is what I’m saying, though I think free will is more true than just an 
illusion. In this explanation, people consciously affect the outer world, and there is an 
appearance of causal relationship. Again, we still don’t know whether another outcome was 
possible, but we interacted with the world in a deliberate way, and that’s what matters. Maybe 
that’s free will. I don’t know. Either way, it makes sense to me that free will as an idea comes 
naturally from our experiences, both individually and socially. Allow me to provide another sort 
of example, this time concerning the social relevance of free will. 

To propose an original thought experiment for the purposes of articulating the social 
utility of understanding free will as “true” in the sense of input-responsiveness: Alex is a 
recovering heroin addict. If Alex is to relapse and give in to using heroin, Barbara can either 
grant him leniency and pity him as he is a slave to his addiction, or she can hold him accountable 
for succumbing to his addiction yet again. Let's say Barbara reassures Alex that he is unfree and 
had no choice but to use heroin again. I imagine in this case that Alex will continue to believe 
that he is stuck as an addict and may never recover, regressing entirely into his old habits of drug 
use. Now let's suppose Barbara instead scolds Alex, telling him that he in fact did have a choice, 
but simply took the easy and tempting option to use heroin again. I imagine Alex, feeling some 
amount guilty and believing that there was another option, will begin to change for the better, 
returning to a path of recovery. It seems to me that Barbara's reinforcement of Alex's sense of 
will actually strengthened it. 

Again, this issue perplexes me. But when it comes down to it, all that matters to me is 
that we’re responsive to our environments and can interact with the world despite remaining 
ignorant on the future and our role in it, and honestly, I’m comfortable enough with that. Even if 
I don’t have free will and I’m following a definitive path with no alternative input, like a scripted 
part in a play I had no say in writing, I’m learning my role as I go. 

  



EPISODE 5 - LIBERTY 

 So far, I’ve talked a lot about descriptive philosophy, in which the theory tries to find 
some truth about things, but I haven’t really explored anything normative, in which the theory 
applies things to practice. You may have heard of the is/ought divide, as it’s called, which just 
refers to the same distinction between descriptive and normative: what there is versus what there 
should be. Here is where some of the aforementioned theories begin to converge as I synthesize 
something more normative based upon prior descriptive claims. 

 The most obviously relevant thing I’ve mentioned so far is the phenomenal self, as I 
already mixed in what I value in that section. Given the shared presence of phenomenal selves 
between humans at least, I agree with the very common moral principle of equality. I think every 
person is of equal worth, and because every person has equal moral worth, I think everyone 
should be treated with equal consideration. Again, this is very agreeable and perhaps somewhat 
obvious stuff, at least with modern common values, but I also think this value isn’t upheld to 
nearly the extent as it should be. Human wellbeing necessitates the satisfaction of human needs, 
such as access to clean water, air, food, shelter, medical care, and so on. The incredibly 
disappointing reality is that many, many human needs are not met, even in my own country of 
the United States. This problem is indeed global, and again given the equal moral weight 
between all people, my concern does not end at the arbitrary borders, but it’s certainly easier to 
focus on my own country because of the locality. Regardless, the fact that any human’s needs are 
not met in modern times is infuriating to me, and I think it should be. The simple truth is that we 
don’t put the resources into satisfying those needs. We live in a post-scarcity world; we have 
enough food to feed over 10 billion people, enough living space already constructed to house 
every person in the world. I could go on about all this, but I’ve made my point. If one believes in 
the equal moral worth of people, which I think we have every reason to believe, there is a strong 
moral imperative to satisfy the needs of all people. 

 I’m a couple minutes into this part so far, and I haven’t said anything really pertaining to 
liberty yet, despite the title. If it wasn’t clear yet, I prioritize wellbeing. I believe we should do 
things to maximize the wellbeing of as many people as possible. If you’re at all familiar with 
ethics as a field, this should sound familiar to you. I’m describing utilitarianism. I wouldn’t say 
my ethics are quite utilitarian, though, because I also believe in minimizing suffering and very 
much value fairness. For instance, if we were to take a strictly utilitarian perspective, it would 
make sense to have panels of officials determining which individuals are fit to be sacrificed for 
their organs to go to people who need them, which I hope you agree, is terrifying. This is truly 
scary at least in part because it does not seem at all fair, as if any person should have to die 
against their will to save the lives of others. My point is, I think we should strive for a world that 
promotes maximal wellbeing, minimal suffering, and fairness, and the way to get there I think is 
with radical freedom and equality. I think wellbeing necessitates freedom and equality because I 
am of the opinion that people’s wellbeing is maximized when they are empowered to do so 
themselves. Equality is necessary here as well because, again, people are of equal moral worth, 
and also freedom and equality necessitate each other. If there is inequality, those who have more 
simply have more ability to do things by virtue of their power, and thus there is a lack of freedom 



for those who have less. If there is a lack of freedom, there is inequality because those who suffer 
restrictions are not equal to those who enforce them. The world we should strive for is one in 
which everyone is free and equal. Say what you will about its feasibility, I still think it’s what we 
should pursue. 

   



EPISODE 6 - OUTRO 

 Well. Those are some of the things I think about. There’s a whole lot more I could go on 
about for far longer, and I wish I could go into greater detail on the ideas I already covered, and 
maybe I will sometime, but that’s enough for this project. I hope I provided some things to think 
about, and I hope you see why I like philosophy so much. I would love to hear your responses, 
whoever you may be, if you care to share them with me one way or another. What I’d like most 
of all is for you to offer your own responses to yourself and share your wisdom with others.  

Thanks for listening. 


