Philosophy Reading Questions Week 3

Why do you think the Form of the "Good" is considered by Plato to be the ultimate
illuminating idea that helps understand truth and reality?

Plato believed that the Form of the "Good" is the ultimate illuminating idea that helps us
understand truth and reality because it is the source of all other Forms. The Form of the "Good"
is the highest Form and the most difficult to comprehend. It is not an object or concept like the
other Forms but rather a pure, abstract idea that represents the ultimate standard of goodness
and morality. For Plato, the Form of the "Good" illuminates all other Forms and provides a
standard by which we can understand truth and reality. It is the goal of knowledge and
understanding and allows us to see beyond the material world to the realm of the Forms. Plato
believed that the Form of the "Good" is the key to understanding the nature of reality and that
it is only through an understanding of this ultimate Form that we can truly understand the
world around us.

Recount and explain Plato's Allegory of the Cave. How does it relate to knowledge? How does
it relate to levels of reality?

Plato's Allegory of the Cave is a metaphorical story that explores the limitations of knowledge
and understanding. The people in the cave are trapped in a limited reality and believe that the
shadows they see on the wall are the only reality. The story demonstrates the idea that our
understanding of reality is limited by our experiences and perceptions. Only by seeking out new
experiences and knowledge can we hope to move to higher levels of understanding and
discover the true nature of reality. The allegory suggests that there are multiple levels of reality,
and that our understanding of reality is limited by the level we are currently experiencing.

Explain in your own words the levels of reality represented by Plato's divided line.

Plato's divided line is a visual representation of his philosophy of knowledge and reality. The
line is divided into two sections, with the upper section representing the world of Forms or
Ideas, and the lower section representing the visible, material world. The world of Forms is
considered the higher reality, as it represents the eternal, unchanging, and perfect nature of
things. The visible world, on the other hand, is considered the lower reality, as it is a mere copy
or shadow of the higher reality. The line is further divided into two sections within each section,
with the visible world divided into the realm of objects and the realm of images, and the world
of Forms divided into the realm of mathematical objects and the realm of Forms proper. The
divided line demonstrates the hierarchical relationship between these levels of reality and the
limitations of human knowledge in understanding the higher reality.



In your own words and referencing the reading, explain the main point Aristotle makes in
describing a primary, basic, "substance" as the fundamental basis of reality.

In Aristotle's philosophy, substance is the fundamental basis of reality, and it is the primary
object of his metaphysical inquiry. He argues that substance is the most basic and primary thing
in the universe, and it is the underlying reality that gives meaning and coherence to everything
else. Substance is not just a physical thing but is the essence of a thing that makes it what it is.
For Aristotle, substance is what we are ultimately interested in when we ask about the nature
of a thing. He emphasizes that substances are unique and irreducible, and it is only through an
understanding of substances that we can understand the world around us. In his view,
everything else is either a property, quality, or quantity that can be attributed to a substance.
The concept of substance, therefore, serves as the foundation of Aristotle's metaphysical
framework, and it provides a way of understanding the essential nature of things in the world.

What does Aristotle mean when he says that a substance cannot be "said of" or "said in" a
subject? Look up the concept of a "predicate" online. How might you rephrase Aristotle's
point by saying a substance can never be a predicate?

Aristotle's idea of substance involves the concept that it cannot be "said of" or "said in" a
subject. In other words, a substance is not a predicate, which is a term that is used to describe
or modify a subject. A predicate is a property or attribute that is associated with a subject, and
it can be either essential or accidental. For Aristotle, a substance is the most fundamental thing
in the universe, and it is the underlying reality that gives meaning and coherence to everything
else. A substance cannot be reduced to a predicate because it is the subject that predicates are
attributed to. This means that a substance is not a property or attribute of something else, but
rather it is the underlying reality that makes something what it is. To rephrase Aristotle's point,
we could say that a substance can never be a predicate because it is the essential nature of a
thing, and predicates are merely attributes or properties that are attributed to a subject. The
concept of substance, therefore, serves as a foundation for understanding the essential nature
of things in the world, and it is the ultimate object of metaphysical inquiry.



Why do you think Aristotle picks out primary substance as the basic building block of reality,
and not the parts, or atoms, or matter, or any other smaller thing that might make up a
substance?

Aristotle's choice of primary substance as the basic building block of reality is based on his
belief that it is the most fundamental and irreducible aspect of reality. According to Aristotle,
substances are the things that exist independently in the world, and they are the things that we
are ultimately interested in when we seek to understand the world around us. Aristotle argues
that substances are not simply collections of parts, atoms, or matter, but they are the entities
that give meaning and coherence to everything else. In his view, substances are unique and
irreducible, and they are the foundation of all other things in the world. By focusing on primary
substance, Aristotle can establish a hierarchy of concepts and demonstrate the relationship
between the essential nature of things and their properties and attributes. Primary substance,
therefore, serves as the foundation for understanding the essential nature of things in the
world, and it is the ultimate object of metaphysical inquiry.

List and explain in your own words the four main reasons (sometimes called “causes”) for
why a substance is what it is according to Aristotle.

According to Aristotle, there are four main causes or explanations for why a substance is what it
is. These causes are the material cause, the formal cause, the efficient cause, and the final
cause. The material cause refers to the matter or substance out of which something is made.
This cause explains what a thing is made of, and it is necessary for the existence of the thing.
The formal cause, on the other hand, refers to the form or structure of a thing. This cause
explains the shape or design of a thing, and it is what makes a thing the kind of thing it is. The
efficient cause is the cause of change or motion, and it refers to the agency or force that brings
about a change in a thing. Finally, the final cause refers to the purpose or goal of a thing, and it
is what the thing is meant to achieve or accomplish. These four causes are interrelated and
work together to explain the nature of a substance. They represent a holistic approach to
understanding the world around us, and they help to explain why things are the way they are.
By examining the four causes, we can gain a deeper understanding of the nature of substances
and the world in which they exist.



Take the example of a table. How would you explain why a table is what it is, in terms of the
four main types of explanation according to Aristotle.

A table can be explained in terms of the four main types of explanation according to Aristotle.
First, the material cause of the table would be the wood or other materials out of which it is
made. Second, the formal cause would be the design or structure of the table, such as the size
and shape of the tabletop and legs. This cause makes the table the kind of thing it is, which is a
piece of furniture designed for holding objects. The efficient cause would be the carpenter or
the tools used to construct the table. Finally, the final cause of the table would be its purpose
or function, which is to provide a stable surface for holding objects. Taken together, these four
causes provide a comprehensive explanation of why a table is what it is. They show that the
nature of a substance cannot be reduced to any one of these causes alone, but rather it is the
interplay between them that gives rise to the essence of the substance. In this way, the four
causes provide a useful framework for understanding the nature of substances and the world
around us.

What does Aristotle say about the fourth cause of things, and how it even exists in nature?
How does nature show this cause? Do you agree or disagree that there is a true
purposefulness in nature? Why?

Aristotle believed that the final cause of a substance is the most important cause because it
reveals the true purpose or goal of the substance. He argued that this cause even exists in
nature and that natural things have a purpose or function that is intrinsic to their nature. For
example, the purpose of an acorn is to grow into an oak tree. According to Aristotle, nature
shows this cause by the way in which natural things develop and function. He believed that
there is a true purposefulness in nature, and that everything in the natural world has a purpose
that is essential to its existence. While some may argue that there is no true purposefulness in
nature, and that things simply exist without any inherent purpose, | personally believe that
there is a purposefulness in nature. From the way in which ecosystems function to the intricate
design of the human body, it seems clear to me that there is a purpose and order to the natural
world that cannot be explained away by chance or randomness.



