
Critical Analysis

Part 1

To begin with, Frankfurt said in the beginning of the interview that “respect for the truth

and concern for the truth” are the foundations of human civilization. Respect for the truth and

concern for the truth are also what he means by values in the interview. According to

Frankfurt, lies and bullshit are deformities of these values because they deviate from and

contradict the fundamental guiding moral principles of human civilisation, including respect

and concern for the truth, the values that are most salient and relevant within the scope of this

topic. Lies and bullshit are essentially disregards for truth, thereby making them deformities

of values, including respect for the truth and concern for the truth.

As for flippancy, it is the equivalent of carelessness within the lecture. It is basically

whoever is carrying out the act of bullshit being careless to the truth that defies the bullshit

while being aware of this contradiction or misrepresentation. Notably, being flippant or

careless in the act of bullshit sort of differs from the calculated deliberation seen in the act of

lying because the bullshitter simply does not care about the truth and misrepresents it in

whatever way that serves to achieve his or her purpose, which can be exaggeration or

downplaying, whereas the liars are well aware of the boundaries between truth and lies and

can be thought of caring about the truth because they are essentially making things up

according to the truth. For the very same reason, Frankfurt set forth that bullshit is more

insidious and dangerous than lies.

It is important to explore this deformity both on an individual level and a societal level

because of the impact it has on civilisation. Individuals who carry out either form of this



deformity are working towards achieving their goals through unjustified means. Although

there are white lies aimed at bringing benefits, such as hiding the truth from a cancer patient,

it does not change the fact that that end goal is achieved through manipulation, dishonesty,

and disrespect for the truth, all of which are certainly morally reprehensible in cases wherein

the end goal brings benefits to the liar at the expense of the person being lied to. On the other

hand, bullshitting can potentially result in people being delusional. One example I can think

of is someone exaggerating their wealth in social situations or trying to get a vote by

pretending to feel and react in certain ways. Once this act of bullshitting becomes habituated

within oneself, the values are undermined and even not thought of as important anymore. The

deformity of the values then turns into a delusion and flippancy towards truth, manifested

behaviorally and psychologically.

Moreover, on a societal level, when bullshit and lies become the norm, mutual trust is

undermined, and the public is at the mercy of the big corporations and government.

Businesses and politicians use these means to achieve their goals, blurring the truth or

constructing desirable images of the brand, political party, or person. This harms the interests

of the public, as their financial and political rights are misguided, and undermines the greater

good.

Part 2

The precision and clarity of the piece are decent. After all, it is generative AI, and it is

known for providing generic and practical answers that come across as easily understandable

as opposed to elusive and being infused with big words like some of the academic articles

and novels we see elsewhere. The precision is showcased by the accurate use of words and



the delivery of ideas seen in each paragraph. Each paragraph begins with a topic sentence,

expands on the topic sentence, and delves into the details. Overall, the piece is precise and

clear.

However, there are places where the piece obscures what it tries to convey, which might

be attributed to the style requirement in the prompt, that is, a writing piece for an advanced

philosophy reader. For example, in the first paragraph, the piece writes, “Russell’s

comparison illuminates several key differences regarding their objectives, methodologies,

and epistemic outcomes." What exactly the phrase “epistemic outcomes" means is obscure to

me. I was left wondering if it means the outcome that the knowledge yielded by science and

philosophy produces or something else. Additionally, in the second paragraph, it writes, “The

inquiries in philosophy are not aimed at definitive answers but rather at exploring...”. The fact

that it does not use a verb before the phrase definitive answers but uses the verb exploring

demonstrates the lack of clarity and precision. It could have added the word providing or

finding before the phrase definitive answers.

The piece satisfactorily answered the question by explaining the differences between

philosophy and the natural sciences in terms of their objectives. It is worth a moment’s

attention that while the piece does mention in the beginning that philosophy and natural

sciences differ in their methodologies, it fails to explain what methodologies philosophy as a

discipline incorporates. It merely talks about that philosophy address abstract ideas and

fundamental, existential questions without getting into some of the details as to how the

process is done. In contrast, the piece explains that the natural sciences provide answers to

questions through repeatable and testable experiments. This lack of attention to the



methodology involved in philosophy ultimately makes it a lesser of the two in comparison in

terms of validity, especially given the piece’s mention of philosophy’s speculative reasoning

and subjective interpretation.

In the second last paragraph, the piece adopts a completely different attitude, discussing

how certain fields of modern philosophy carry the characteristics of natural science, which

could have been mentioned earlier to make the piece more objective and holistic in the sense

that it attributes philosophy as speculative and subjective early on but also touches on how it

is not so in the end, which is kind of off-putting.

In terms of what it does well, the piece has a clear structure and provides a direct answer

to the question. The precision and clarity are also decent. The piece could have been

improved if the second, third, and fourth paragraphs were shortened and written to provide

more nuanced context for the question, because now it seems like they are all discussing the

same or similar things.


