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Short This course discusses, (1) The nature of the philosophy of science; (2) Principal Philosophical Teachings in the Field of Philosophy
Course of Science (materialism, idealism/spiritualism, realism); (3) theories of truth; (4) ontological aspects, epistemological aspects, and
Description | axiological aspects; (5) Educational Philosophy (Essentialism, Perennialism, Progressivism, Existentialism, Reconstruction, Critical
Pedagogy); (6) Postmodernism (Social Constructionism, Hermeneutics, Deconstruction, Structuralism); (7) Critical Thinking
(relativity of reasoning power, mastery of basic literacy and mastery of critical literacy.
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Explanation of RPS 0%
Lecture Contract 2 X 50
Group Division
Division of Tasks
Understanding the 1. Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
basic concepts of meaning of 1.1. Question1: | Method:
philosophy philosophy. 2. Py " |lecture
(Understanding the Explain the 30 . thod
history of benefits) | history of 2.2. Question 2: | Method,
philosophy. 3. 35 discussion
Explain the 3.3. Question 3 : | and question
benefits of 35 and answer
philosophy Learning
Model:
Cooperative
2 X 50
Understand the 1. Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
historical meaning meaning of ; . | Method:
of the differences knowledge and 1.1. Question 1: lecture
and similarities science 2. 25 . thod
between Explain the 2.2. Question 2: | method,
knowledge and history of 25 discussion
science knowiedge and 3.3. Question 3: | @nd question
Ecieln(;e :;,1 o5 and answer
xplain the . Learnin
diff%rence 4.4.Question4: | o) 9
between 25 ;
knowledge and Cooperative
science 4. 2X 50
Explain the
similarities
between
knowledge and
science
Understanding the 1. Explain Criteria: Learning 0%
Correlation philosophy and 1.1. Question 1: | Method:
between the development o " lecture
Philosophy and the | of science. 2. 45 . thod
Development of Explain the 2.2.Question 2 : | method,
Science correlation 55 discussion
between and question
philosophy and and answer
the development Learning
of science Model:
Cooperative
2 X 50
Urlwderstaand the 1. Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
relationship meaning of ; . :
between Science, Culture 2. Explain 1.1 Question 1: :\gsttgéd
Culture and the meaning of 30 . thod
Civilization Civilization 3. 2.2.Question 2: | method,
Explain the 30 discussion
relationship 3.3. Question 3 : | and question
between Cultural 20 and answer
Science and Learning
Civilization Model:
Cooperative
2 X 50
Understand the 1. Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
relationship meaning of 1.1. Question1: | Method:
between political science ) 0 " |lecture
Philosophy and 2. Explain the 3 . thod
Political Science scope of political 2.2. Question 2: | method,
science 3. 30 discussion
Explain the 3.3. Question 3 : | and question
relationship 40 and answer
between Learning
philosophy and Model:
political science Cooperative
2 X 50
Understand the 1. Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
relationship meaning of 1.1. Question1: | Method:
between ideology 2. '36 " |lecture
philosophy, Explain the . | method
ideology and meaning of 2.2. Question 2 : h :
religion religion 3. Explain 30 discussion
the relationship 3.3. Question 3: | @nd question
between 40 and answer
philosophy, Learning
ideology and Model:
religion Cooperative
2 X 50
Midterm Exam Criteria: 0%
(uTs) 1.1. Question1: |2 X50
30
2.2. Question 2 :
30

3.3. Question 3 :
40




9 dS’(udegts %an 1.Explains the | Criteria: Learning 0%
escribe the it creativity (max 30 Method:
historical and hlstor!cal and points) go(ntent online
technical technical content (max 30 Learnin
knowledge that is knowledge points) conformity | o 9
central to the thatis central | to instructions (max | OUe"
discipline of to the 30 points) Problem
philosophy, discinline of timeliness of Based
including CIp collection (max 10 | Learning
knowledge of core philosophy points) Making
concepts, 2.Explains core i
distinctions, concepts presentations
theories, differencés e i
argumentative ) ' presentation
techniques, theories, applications
movements, and argumentative such as info
!nﬂttﬁentlal figures, . techniques, graphics or
in the core areas o imilar i
aesthetics, ethics, movgments_, mgs‘;_'c,?an
epistemology, qnd mflgentlal esian
logic, metaphysics, figures, in the explammg.
and ph”OSOphy core areas of What is the
social politics aesthetics importance of
ethics, stqdying
epistemology, EOTIOSOphy
logic, hysi economics?
metaphysics, and for the
anc_i Asomal & field of
po!ltlcal accounting
philosophy science? (5-
10 minutes)
2X50
10 Students can 1.Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
reason clearly and . creativity (max 30 Method:
: principles of >
carefully, using logic f points) content online
logical principles to ogic for (max 30 points) Learnin
build convincing building discipline following | =119
arguments in both arguments instructions (max ode:
argumentation and through 30 points) Problem
writing. writin punctuality (max 10 | Based
28 'Idg points) Learning
-Bul Student
arguments on assignment:
the make a
application of presentation
philosophy in about how to
everyday life use
philosophy in
life and
provide
explanations
with
examples.
Material can
be sentin 2
separate files
@ 5 minutes
2X50
11 StudentsI car? g 1.Explain the Criteria: Learning 0%
reason clearly an i - [ Method:
carefully, Using pr|r:|c|p|es of 1.1. Paper value: pt :
logical principles to logic for 40 - 100 seussion
build convincing building 2.2. Activity score Learm.ng
arguments in both arguments as a speaker: | Model:
argumentation and through 40 - 100 Problem
writing. writing 3.3. Activity Score | B2%ed.
2.Build as a participant: | 5y 0o 9
arguments for 40 - 100
the
application of
philosophy in
ethics and
accounting
12 Students can Analyze Criteria: Learning 0%
carefully and arguments and 1.1. Paper value: | Method:
deeply analyze the | rhetoricin 20 - 100 discussion
arguments and selected journals b L .
rhetoric expressed 2.2. Activity score | Learning
in various media as a speaker: Model:
and journals 40 - 100 Problem
3.3. Activity Score Based
as a participant: Learning
" [2X50

40 - 100




13 Students can Analyze Criteria: Learning 0%
carefully and arguments and 1.Papers Method:
deeply analyze the rhetoric in . di ;
4 according to iscussion
arguments and selected journals T and question
rhetoric expressed guidelines: 30 q
in various media 2.Papers and answer
and journals completed on Tethqd
time: 30 Meoaggllﬁg
3.Papers have Problem
strong based
arguments: 40 learning
2 X50
14 Students can Make speeches | Criteria: Learning 0%
speak and write and papers using 1.1. Question1: | Method:
clearly and straightforward 20 lecture
convincingly language and .
have a strong 2.2. Question 2 : | method,
argument based 30 discussion
on the results of 3.3. Question 3 : and question
critical thinking 40 and answer
Learning
Model: PBL
2 X50
15 Students can think Analyzing the Criteria: Learning 0%
creatively and existence of 1.1. Question1: |Method: PBL
independently, ethical and norm 50 2 X 50
exploring deviation .
possibilities beyond | practices in 2.2. Question 2:
those embedded in | accounting 50
prevailing opinions
and practices
16 Final Semester Criteria: 0%
Examination (UAS) 1.1. Weight 30 2 X 50
2.2. Weight 10
3.3. Weight 15
4.4. Weight 20
5.5. Weight 25
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Learning Outcomes of Study Program Graduates (PLO - Study Program) are the abilities possessed by each Study
Program graduate which are the internalization of attitudes, mastery of knowledge and skills according to the level of their
study program obtained through the learning process.

The PLO imposed on courses are several learning outcomes of study program graduates (CPL-Study Program) which
are used for the formation/development of a course consisting of aspects of attitude, general skills, special skills and
knowledge.

Program Objectives (PO) are abilities that are specifically described from the PLO assigned to a course, and are
specific to the study material or learning materials for that course.

Subject Sub-PO (Sub-PO) is a capability that is specifically described from the PO that can be measured or observed
and is the final ability that is planned at each learning stage, and is specific to the learning material of the course.
Indicators for assessing ability in the process and student learning outcomes are specific and measurable statements
that identify the ability or performance of student learning outcomes accompanied by evidence.

Assessment Criteria are benchmarks used as a measure or measure of learning achievement in assessments based on
predetermined indicators. Assessment criteria are guidelines for assessors so that assessments are consistent and
unbiased. Criteria can be quantitative or qualitative.

Forms of assessment: test and non-test.

Forms of learning: Lecture, Response, Tutorial, Seminar or equivalent, Practicum, Studio Practice, Workshop Practice,
Field Practice, Research, Community Service and/or other equivalent forms of learning.

Learning Methods: Small Group Discussion, Role-Play & Simulation, Discovery Learning, Self-Directed Learning,
Cooperative Learning, Collaborative Learning, Contextual Learning, Project Based Learning, and other equivalent
methods.

Learning materials are details or descriptions of study materials which can be presented in the form of several main
points and sub-topics.

The assessment weight is the percentage of assessment of each sub-PO achievement whose size is proportional to the
level of difficulty of achieving that sub-PO, and the total is 100%.

TM=Face to face, PT=Structured assignments, BM=Independent study.
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