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Truth, Reason and Diversity

Philosophy is the Love of the Truth, or the Pursuit of Truth through the use of reason. The thing that makes philosophy unique is that it was the pursuit of truth for its own sake. The goal of philosophy is not to further, or approve, any specific beliefs of claims, but merely seek truth.  Philosophy is more of a practice, rather than a set of doctrines. 

Buddhism and many other Religions mainly focus on proving their specific beliefs.

Thales

Lived from approximately 625-547 B.C.E. The earliest recognized Philosopher, and lived in Miletus, which is Ancient Turkey. Miletus was on the coast of the Mediterranean Sea. A big trading area for Miletus was in the Fertile Crescent. At the Fertile Crescent, there was a mixture of different beliefs and cultures, which all had a variety of traditions to explain reality. When confronted with this diversity of beliefs, people wanted to know what the real truth was. They felt that the only way they could find what the truth was would be to use reason.

Thales: Fundamental Ontology

	Thales’ contemporaries are also known as Ionean Physicists. The main problem that these physicists and Thales were concerned with was, “What is the nature of Reality?” This is also known as Ontology, or the “Study of being/reality/or existence. Ontology comes from the Greek word “ontos”, meaning being. His main physicists were Anaximander and Anaximenes. The fundamental nature of all things, according to Thales, was water. He once said, “Everything is water. Water is the fundamental element of all things. Water existed before anything else and everything is just a manifestation of water”. Physicists, however, will tell us that everything is energy. These were the first steps from stepping away from Religion and towards reason. Many of the physicists that tried to answer the Ontology shared the same Principle of Conservation (contemporary); water never came into existence, and never ceases to exist. There is also a Principle of the Conservation of Energy (contemporary), which states that energy never ceases to exist, it changes form. In a closed system, energy is neither destroyed nor generated but instead, simply preserved and altered.

Two Take-Home Points

Philosophy emerged as a reaction to a diversity of beliefs or traditions. It is a reliance on reason rather than tradition.
The Principle of Preservation – Nothing comes into existence, or ceases to exist.

The ontology is also known as the question of Being and Becoming.

Pythagoras: Eudaimonia and Numbers

A major question in this school of thought was, “What type of life is worth living?” This is the question of Eudaimonia, which directly translates to human happiness. The Pythagoreans dedicated themselves to mathematics, and mainly focused on purification of the soul. The Pythagoreans were a very Religious Order, and Pythagoras was looked at as the founder, which gave him disciples. They believed that the soul could be purified through knowledge; knowledge will set you free. They believed this because they believed in reincarnation, and they believed that the only way to get out of this endless cycle of rebirth would be through knowledge, so they studied mathematics. Their answer to the Eudaimonia is a life was achieved through “celibacy and studied mathematics”. Their answer to the ontology is that, “Everything is numbers”. Pythagoreans were very secretive of their teachings, so they mainly passed down their teachings through oral conversation. They came to their conclusion that everything is numbers through their study of music. They believed that music could be expressed as ratios of numbers. Ex. A perfect octave always has a ratio of 2 to 1. They then moved from explaining things with mathematics to explaining them, as everything is mathematics.

Socrates was charged with introducing new Gods and corrupting the youth.

Heraclitus: Logos, flux and Opposition

Heraclitus is known for his belief in flux - constant change. His main philosophy was focused on Logos, which means word (reason, study, etc.). For Heraclitus, Logos meant a pattern or order. Heraclitus proposes that we achieve knowledge by studying Logos, and Logos is the fundamental principal of all things. To achieve real knowledge, we study the order of things. Heraclitus believes that everyone is surrounded by order, but cannot see it because they are caught up in their own world. The nature of logos/order is unity of all things through a process of opposition and flux. Things are in constant flux due to the interaction of opposites. The water of the river is always changing. The pattern of the river is always the same. An example of flux is War and Peace; we experience peace in a time of war and war in a time of peace. Heraclitus says that justice is the result of rich and poor. Heraclitus said that Fire is the element of everything. On the question of ontology, Heraclitus is very much on the side of Becoming; everything is changing.

Parmenides/Socrates

Being and Becoming: Two Arguments
Truth and Appearance
Life of Socrates
Basic Teachings of Socrates
Apology: Introduction

Being and Becoming: Two Arguments

Parmenides lived from 515 B.C.E. – 450 B.C.E. Parmenides was originally a Pythagorean. Eventually he rejected Pythagorean beliefs and moved to the belief that all change is an illusion. Parmenides’ teachings are in direct contrast with Heraclitus’. Parmenides says that nothing changes while Heraclitus says everything is in a constant state of flux..

To get to his main claim that all change is an illusion, Parmenides uses two main arguments to support his claim

Parmenides’ First Argument

Parmenides’ first argument focuses on the impossibility of things ceasing to exist.

Premise 1: It is impossible to refer to nothing. Whether the statement is true or false, we are still referring to something. “Thinking of nothing is not thinking; speaking of nothing is not speaking.”

Premise 2: So everything we can either think about, or speak about, must exist.

Conclusion: If everything we think about must exist, then ceasing to exist is impossible.

Parmenides’ Second Argument

Parmenides’ second argument focuses on the impossibility of things coming into existence.

Premise 1: Things come into existence either through non-being (nothing/non-existence) or being (something/existence).

Premise 2: Things cannot come from non-being (nothing).

Premise 3: If things come from being (something), then they already are.

Conclusion: Therefore, nothing can come into existence.

Truth and Appearance

Parmenides believed there was a distinction between truth, which is derived from reason into reality; and Appearance, which is derived from senses, which lead illusions to appear.

Truth can only be derived from reason.

Three Insights of Parmenides

· It is impossible to refer to nothing.
· Something cannot come from nothing.
· Distinction between the world of appearance and the world of truth.

Ontology and Eudemonia

Ontology: Reality
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Eudemonia: Good Life

Life of Socrates

Socrates lived from 470 B.C.E. – 399 B.C.E. The Battle of Thermopile took place in 480 B.C.E. Socrates was a martyr for the cause of philosophy. Socrates fought in the Peloponnesian Wars (431 B.C.E. – 404 B.C.E.). Socrates fought for the Athenians against the Spartans. He practiced abstinence with food and drink. The original meaning of a symposium is a drinking party. He often said he was guided by a daimon/spirit (demon). During his life, he never published anything and never charged any of his students. In 399 B.C.E., he was put to death by the state of Athens.

Basic Teachings of Socrates

Truth is non-relativistic. Truth depends on reality.

Sophists believed that all truth is relativistic, or depends on specific cultures. Protagoras, one of the most well known sophists, believed that humanity is the measure of all things. Socrates was a realistic and disagreed with this claim.

 Sophists taught rhetoric, or the art of persuasion. They were not concerned with truth, like the philosopher, but instead concerned with winning arguments. Sophist means wise one, while Philosopher means the seeker of wisdom.

Not concerned with ontology, but with eudemonia. 
Dialectical method: The method of doing philosophy through a process of discussion, or question and answer, with others. Socrates often attacked other people’s ideas, not to make them feel bad, but to get at the truth for the purpose of self-fulfillment.

Socrates: Philosophy

1. Apology: Introduction
2. Persuasion, Truth, and the Appeal to Pity
3. Non-Relative Truth
4. The wisdom of Philosophers (?)

Apology

Derived from the Greek word, “Apologia”, which meant defense. Socrates had two charges laid upon him for: 1. Introducing New Gods. Socrates denies the claim that he was an Ionian Physicist (focuses on reality) rather that he focused on Eudemonia. The 2nd charge was for Corrupting the Youth. Socrates was charged with “forcing” the youth to believe in his philosophy where he criticized Democracy. In 404 B.C.E., Alcibiades and Critias overthrew the Oligarchy (small group of leaders). In the Apology, he is trying to defend himself from these charges laid against him and defend philosophy in contrast to the sophists. 

The jury at Socrates’ trial consisted of 501 people.

The Dialogue of the Apology consists of three parts:
The Initial Defense (pg. 88-97, paragraph 17a-35d). This is where Socrates claims to be innocent for these charges.
Possible Penalty (pg. 97-98, paragraph 36a-38b). Miletus -- the prosecutor -- wanted the death penalty for Socrates. In reaction to the death penalty offered by Miletus, he wanted a small fee of $25 and free meals from the state. Socrates believed that he made the people of Athens better and should be treated like an Olympian. This angered the jury and lead them to sentencing him to death.
Response to Death Sentence (pg. 98-100, paragraph 38c-42a).

In the Apology, we are mainly going to focus on the Defense of Philosophy; Sophism vs. Philosophy.

Persuasion, Truth, and the Appeal to Pity

Both Sophism and Philosophy are based mainly around argument. Sophism is mostly focused on persuasion and winning arguments, while Philosophy is focused on the truth. 

The Appeal to Pity is seen as a Fallacy in Philosophy, because it attempts to persuade with no concern for the Truth. Appeals to the sympathies of the listener, proposing that if the listener does not accept the conclusion, then bad things will happen to the arguer. After Socrates was sentenced to death, he said, “I was convicted because I lacked not words but boldness and shamelessness and the willingness to say to you what you would most gladly have heard from me.” On page 97, Socrates says, “Justice and Truth must outweigh concerns for well-being, or pity.” Even one’s well-being is not as important in Truth.

For Socrates, knowledge is not dependent on humans. He believed that it is, somehow, distinct. For the Sophists, humans are the measure of all things.

Non-Relative Truth

Pg. 95-96, paragraph 31d-33c. The two examples that Socrates used to explain the flaws in Relativism are:

1. The Democracy of Athens put on trial 10 generals at once for leaving survivors on the battlefield (414 B.C.E.). Socrates objected to this decision and was almost sentenced to death for this objection. Socrates believed that they should give people what they deserve. He believed that it was wrong to have them all tried at once, and that they should each get what they deserve.
2. The Oligarchy of Athens tried to execute some influential people to take their land. Socrates objected to this, also, because they did not deserve to die. Justice is not dependent on culture and community. 

By rejecting both of these cultural truths, Socrates displays how there has to be Universal Truths. Truth and Justice is beyond our culture.
Socrates says at the beginning of the Apology that he will not speak the way the Sophists do because that is not the truth.

Socratic Wisdom

The philosopher is the seeker of truth/wisdom, while the sophist is known as the wise one.

On page 89 in the Apology, Socrates lists out his charges by saying that he is being charged for studying physics, making the worse argument the better, and charging a fee. The Sophists are the ones who make the worse arguments better through persuasion and charge fees for their teachings. A sophist has the skill to make the wrong position to seem right.

Socratic Wisdom consists of;

1. Realization of Ignorance – Socrates says that through the dialectical method, he discovered that others know nothing or very little, but do not acknowledge this. *He realized that people professed that they knew things that they, in fact, did not know. Pg. 90 paragraph 21c – 21e, Socrates says that he knows that he doesn’t know anything and no one else does, either.

2. Is Socrates a Skeptic? – A skeptic argues that nobody knows nothing at all, and Socrates argues the same thing as skeptics. Socrates argues that justice is not relativistic. And if that is the case, he cannot be completely ignorant; he must have some wisdom. He is arguing that justice is something absolute. He also points out that craftsmen, or tradespeople, know things, as well.

3. Know-That and Know-How: Two Types of Knowledge – Know-That is propositional knowledge; knowledge that some proposition is either true or false. (ex. Humans resulted from evolutionary processes, the earth is flat, Orillia is in Ontario, etc.). Know-How is procedural knowledge; knowledge of how to do certain things. (ex. How to swing a bat, how to ride a bike, how to drive, how to write a paper, etc.). Socrates’ know-how was the dialectical method. (Socratic Wisdom)

You need to know-how to get to the know-that. An example of how we get to the know-that from the know-how is the scientific method.

	Socratic Know-How
	Socratic Know-That
	Sophist Know-How
	Sophist Know-That

	· Dialectical Method: Knowing how to pursue wisdom
· Living the good life (Eudaimonia)
· Knowing when to recognize you don’t know something.
	· Truth/Good/Beautiful are non-relative.
· I do not know everything; I am ignorant of many things. Other people believe they know many things and they don’t.
· The Good Life is a life of wisdom.
	· Persuasion. How to win arguments.
	· All truth is relative. (This seems to be an assertion about reality). This statement assumes that truth is not relative.



Socratic Eudaimonia: Wisdom Before Death!

The Good Life is a life lived in accord with wisdom. Even if one has to die for wisdom. Principles before consequences. Living in accord with wisdom is Socrates’ main principle. Pg. 93, paragraph 28b. 

Make decisions solely with right and wrong in mind. Never with personal well-being in mind. Never with thoughts of harm to oneself in mind.

2.1 Duty Over Harm

Socrates offers 2 arguments to support his claim that the Good Life is living in accordance with wisdom, and they are;

Argument from Analogy - When you attempt to demonstrate the merits of a contentious claim by reference to a situation that is similar/analogous in relevant respects but not as contentious. The idea is that if you accept the non-contentious conclusion, you should also accept the contentious conclusion.

1. Argument from Analogy – Socrates tries to demonstrate wisdom before harm. To do this, Socrates references a general commanding you to hold your position even it if means death. Socrates’ audience of male Greeks would be able to relate to this. They understand that sometimes we have a duty to do something even at the risk of personal harm. For Socrates, this duty was to act in accord to wisdom.

2.2 Skepticism Over Death

Premise 1: Socrates says that death is one of those things we have very little knowledge about. People are ignorant of death.

Premise 2: Anything we don’t have knowledge about should not impact our actions/choices.

Premise 3: I know that the life of wisdom is the Good Life.

Conclusion: Therefore, I will live in accord with wisdom even if it means harm or death.

2.3 The Good Person Cannot Be Harmed By The Bad Person
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The good for humans (eudaimonia) is a life of virtue. Virtue is achieved through wisdom, or, the good life is the life of wisdom. Wisdom cannot be taken from you by the bad person. The person cannot harm you because for you, the life of wisdom is good, and wisdom cannot be taken from you.


Plato was a student of Socrates and author of the apology. Plato lived from 427 B.C.E. – 347 B.C.E. He would have been about 28 years old when Socrates was put to death.

Plato started his own school called The Academy in 388 B.C.E. and it is not clear what he did between the death of Socrates and the start of The Academy. The Academy was named after Academes. Aristotle studied at Plato’s Academy for approximately 20 years. The goal of The Academy was to train politicians, so he did teach a certain amount of rhetoric, but it also taught the pursuit of wisdom for its own sake. People/Politicians should live/act in accord with eternal/transcendent truths.

Plato stopped being an artist (poet) when he met Socrates. He stopped being an artist because art leads people away from wisdom.

The Euthydemus will specifically focus on Eudaimonia. It will also focus on sophism.

With the Republic, we will be focusing on Ontology (study of being). When we study Plato, we will also be focusing on;
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Epistemology - the study of the requirements that must be fulfilled in order to possess knowledge and related aspects such as truth, understanding, and justification.


INTRODUCTION

The Euthydemus is a dialogue between two parties. The first party consists of Socrates, Cleinias, and Ctesippus (the philosophers). This party was focused on wisdom. The second party consists of Euthydemus, Dionysodorus (the sophists). This party focused on know-how (wisdom).

The Euthydemus gives a good contrast between the Sophist and the Philosopher. It consists of the Sophist’s method of persuasion, and the philosopher’s dialectical method.

When Socrates talks about Euthydemus’ wisdom, he is being sarcastic and believes that they have no wisdom.

In the Euthydemus, we will focus on the Platonic position on eudaimonia. Reading the dialogue will give us a better sense of Plato’s work and wisdom.

The dialogues were Plato’s most popular writings; they were written for the non-philosophers to learn about the roots of philosophy.

Sophistry/Sophism/Sophist

The first argument from Euthydemus is: “Tell me, he said… or to perish!” (Pg. 238-239). In this dialogue, Socrates was Cleinias to be wise. This causes Dionysodorus to question that Socrates wants Cleinias to not be who he is; to perish. This argument relies on an ambiguity. In this argument, the ambiguity is, “You wish him to be what he is not, and no longer be what he is.”. One of the meanings of this ambiguity is no longer ignorant, and the other is no longer alive. Dionysodorus and Euthydemus use ambiguities to persuade.

Ambiguity is when a term or sentence has more than one meaning and it is not clear what meaning is intended. (e.g. Lakehead has a large basketball team. This could mean that the team has a lot of people, or individually big players.).

The second argument is: “You prate, he said…sense my words had?” (Pg. 245). Socrates is trying to ask Euthydemus to be clear, and to avoid Socrates’ question. He uses an ambiguity of sense. Sense 1 is the ability to experience (which is what things need in order to live), and Sense 2 is having a meaning.

Pg. 230 Socrates says that there is no real wisdom going on and Euthydemus and Dionysodorus are using ambiguities.

Fallacy of Equivocation: A fallacious form of argument where an arguer uses a term, or phrase, in two distinct ways in an attempt to establish a conclusion.

Ex. P1: Only man is rational.
P2: No woman is man.
Conclusion: Therefore, no woman is rational.

The ambiguity is man, man as in humanity or man as in male gender.

The Sophists don’t just rely on sophistical methods, they also rely on the principle of non-contradiction.

Principle of Non-Contradiction – it is impossible for something to both be and not be at the same time. (E.g. Socrates is a man and not a man. It is raining and not raining.).

“Cri. And did Euthydemus… he said”. (Pg. 252-253). Euthydemus first uses the principle of non-contradiction, then slips into equivocation. Euthydemus argues that you cannot be knowing and not knowing. The ambiguity is knowing, as in knowing all things or knowing anything. Socrates argues that we must be very clear and specific about language or we will never get real knowledge at all.

Plato: Three Points

1. Dialectical Method
2. The only necessary good is wisdom. (The only necessary requirement for happiness/eudaimonia).
3. Virtue is achieved by achieving wisdom. (In contrast with Aristotle).

Three Arguments for the Value of Wisdom (Pg. 231-238)

The conclusion for argument 1 is: Wisdom helps one to be successful. (Pg. 231-232).

The conclusion for argument 2 is: Wisdom is necessary for happiness/eudaimonia. (Pg. 234-235).

The conclusion for argument 3 is: Wisdom is the only unconditional good. (Pg. 235-237).

Argument 1 (Pg. 231-232)

Begins with the passage: “And now, O son… he assented.”. Socrates tries to show the audience that the dialectical method can lead to wisdom.

P1: Wisdom barely goes wrong, but instead almost always succeeds.
P2: A wise person therefore has better fortune than the unwise.
Conclusion: Therefore, wisdom makes one successful. (i.e. facilitates good fortune)

To Plato, wisdom is knowledge of something that is real, since he is a realist.

The Dialectical Method

Socrates will pose an either or question to the person who he is engaging in the conversation with. They decide on one answer and proceed. Socrates gives only options A or B to choose from.

Ancient philosophers were employing an objective notion of happiness/eudaimonia. We tend to think, now, that happiness is subjective. The ancient philosophers thought there was a specific list that had to be completed in order to achieve happiness. We think happiness is an individual positive feeling or emotion. There is no list to achieve happiness.

Wisdom is Required to be Happy

Pg. 234-235 “And should… certainly, he said”.

P1: It is possible to use things well or poorly.
P2: Correct use of things is required for happiness (eudaimonia).
P3: Wisdom is required for correct use.
Conclusion: Therefore, wisdom is required for happiness.	

Wisdom Is The Only Good 

Pg. 235-236 “And tell me… He assented.”

Everything that is on your list of what leads to eudaimonia is neither good or bad, it all depends on use of wisdom.

P1: Any possible good, if it is used without wisdom, could be bad.
P2: Therefore, any possible good, besides wisdom, is, in itself, neither good nor bad. (i.e. they have no value in themselves).
Conclusion: Wisdom is the only necessary good, and ignorance is the only necessary evil.

A flaw in this argument is that the axe murderer also has a know-how. Wisdom is not merely know-how, but is informed by know-that knowledge. Wisdom is not equivalent to intelligence. Intelligence is also neither good nor bad in itself.

Everyone Should Desire Wisdom

Pg. 236. Wisdom is required to live the good life. Ultimately, everyone should desire to gain wisdom.

P1: All humans desire happiness/the good.
P2: Happiness is achieved by the right use of things.
P3: Right use is achieved via wisdom.
Conclusion: If all humans desire happiness, then all humans desire wisdom.

The Art of Eudaimonia

Plato’s main part of Eudaimonia is knowledge. The only stable good is wisdom.

Pg. 246-252
From these pages, we focus on two questions.
The first question is, “Who has the skills to produce happiness/eudaimonia?” Plato’s answer for this question is the Politician (the statsman). He believes that politicians have the know-how.

Those Who Make (the makers) – Those individuals that make a variety of things.

Those Who Use (the users) – Those that take what is made and use them.

To demonstrate the contrast, he used an example of the maker and user of the lyre. He is talking about two different types of know-how, the people who know how to make the guitar and those who know how to use the guitar. These are two distinct skill sets.

What Plato argues is that the Politician is the one that takes what others make and then uses these things to produce certain ends. We can see this in today’s society as well, we are the ones who make wealth, and the government taxes this wealth and then uses it. Politicians decide how to use resources of the state. This gives the Politicians the opportunity to practice Eudaimonia to produce happiness for its citizens by using resources in certain ways.

Plato’s academy was a school for politicians.

The second question is, “What is the skill/know-how of the politician?” (Eudaimonia).
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Plato says that Wisdom is good because when we determine something is good, we do such by the products that they produce. If this is the case, then the good that wisdom produces is happiness. Happiness consists of wisdom. It is good in terms of know-that, since wisdom knows of certain things, which makes wisdom necessarily good. Wisdom is not merely know-how, it must also know-that. It must know what is always good, and wisdom is the only good, which means that wisdom is wisdom of wisdom.


Introduction

The Republic is Plato’s most famous work. The chapters we will be studying are 23, 24, 25. The Republic is a political work, and Plato is trying to set out the “ideal state”. For Plato, the “ideal state” wasn’t ruled by democracy, or the demos; rather it was ruled by philosopher-kings. This is because the philosophers have the appropriate knowledge to guide the state. Plato uniquely stated that both men and women could be philosopher-kings, which was strange because women had no rights.

We are concerned with chapters 23, 24, and 25 because we are concerned with what wisdom the philosopher’s possess which gives them the ability to rule. Plato says that the only necessary good is wisdom, and wisdom is know-that knowledge. Knowledge of the good. We read these chapters to figure out Plato’s epistemology (what is knowledge/wisdom?). Tied into his epistemology is his ontology (what is the nature of reality?).

We will relate Plato to Parmenides, Protagoras, and Heraclitus.

The Good as the Highest Form of Knowledge

Pg. 215 “The highest… value to us.” The highest form of knowledge is the essential nature of the good. The Good is something absolute, or essential, and transcendent. ie. Beyond our World. However, the good is not pleasure. It is not to be identified with things in the natural world. Plato says this because pleasure is not always good. (eg. Alcoholism).

Hedonism – Pleasure is the only good.

Real wisdom is wisdom of the Good, which is eternal and transcendent.

Being and Becoming

For Plato, real knowledge was about eternal truths. (e.g. A triangle has 3 conjoined sides; there is an infinite number of even numbers; give people what they deserve). He compares his eternal truths to contingent truths. Contingent truths are not real knowledge, or truths that depend on the way of the world. (e.g. Harper is the Prime Minister of Canada; there is an even number of students in this class; Orillia is in Ontario). These truths come from Heraclitus (everything is flux) & Protagoras (All truths are relative). Plato agreed with these men because the world is always changing, therefore we cannot have real knowledge of the world, and these truths are relative. However, Plato was a realist, and what he was a realist of is his eternal truths. These eternal truths possess objective reality. The objective reality that makes these truths true is The Reality of Being, which is where Plato’s Forms exist.

The Reality of Being is in direct contrast with The Reality of Becoming, which is the natural world of contingent truths, and therefore not knowledge.

Forms – The good.

Plato was a dualist, he believed in another realm or “Platonic Heaven”, which consisted of the good.

The Sun Analogy

Wisdom is of the Good. Plato uses the metaphor of the Sun to try to convey what the good is.

Pg. 219-220 “It was the Sun, then,… in dignity and power.”

The Epistemological Value of the Good

The Good allows us to see things rightly. The sun illuminated everything for people in Plato’s time. The sun allows you to see things more clearly. When you are aware of the good, the form of the good, and have direct awareness of it, then you see everything in the universe rightly, and can make better judgment of them. If you want to live the good life, you have to know the Form of the Good. When we talked about the Oligarchy and Democracy, we saw the Socratic realist notion of truth. In the Republic, Plato argues that when one knows the Good, that is what allows one to judge different situations. (e.g. Slavery is wrong since it infringes on autonomy; concerns for harm). What Plato would argue is, “Why are these examples important/valuable?” (Do not cause harm; do not infringe on autonomy/liberty; give people what they deserve). The problem with these is that none of these are, in fact, factual. They are, instead, what we call prescriptive, or commands. There is a difference between fact and value distinction. An example of value distinction is “slavery is wrong”. Plato believes that there is a realm which dictates examples like this as being factual.

The Epistemological value of the Good is that the good allows us to see things more clearly/rightly.

The Ontological Value of the Good

The Good produces all being. All things depend on the Good for their existence. Just like the sun is nourishing us and we could not live without the sun, everything in the universe depends upon the Good for its existence.

The Divided Line

Plato uses the divided line to divide Objects from States of Mind. The next big distinction is between the intelligible world (the world of being) and the world of appearances (the world of becoming). 

For Plato, Epistemological distinctions depend on Ontological distinctions, or the objects of thought.

The Intelligible World

The two objects of the intelligible world are forms and mathematical objects. The two States of Mind in the intelligible world are intelligence/knowledge and thinking.

The World of Appearances

The World of Appearance was made up of two objects: Visible things and images (art). The two States of Mind in the World of Appearance are Belief/Opinion and Imaginations. This is an ontological distinction.

For Plato, the Images were Art. For example, you have the Forms (real)  Horse (visible thing)  Painting (Art).

There is a Form (essence) for any collection of things.
Courageous acts  There is something that all courageous acts have in common, and that thing is essence/form.
Patient acts  There is something that all patient acts have in common, and that thing is essence/form.

There is something that allows us to distinguish these different collections, and that is the essence of the form. Real knowledge was the essence of the form (e.g. Once we knew the essence of the Courageous acts, then we can identify between courageous acts and non-courageous acts).

The real knowledge is of the ideal (e.g. The ideal horse, the ideal courage, etc.).

We may have a variety of things in the world, such as equal rights between genders; stopping the use of chemical weapons in Syria; getting an A on your well-written exam essay. According to Plato, these are all just beliefs. To Plato, once you have knowledge of giving people what they deserve, then you possess the knowledge capable of doing these things.

The Line

	
	Objects
	States of Mind

	Intelligible World
	· The Good Forms
· Mathematical Objects
	· Knowledge
· Thinking

	World of Sense (Empirical World)
	· Visible Things
· Images (Art)
	· Belief/Opinion
· Imagining



The Line makes the distinction between the different levels of existence.

With math, you start with axioms/postulates and then you derive claims/theorems from the axioms. This is a way they viewed mathematics when Plato lived and it is still the way they view mathematics today. The problem with axioms is that they are not proven, or are not first principles. They are merely assumed. Mathematical objects are just objects of thought.

Plato said that before you could ask any ethical questions and begin in the dialectical method, you must first study mathematics for at least 10 years.

Types of Forms
Good
Triangles/Circles
Horse/Cat/Human
Chairs/Beds/Desks/Computer

Reflections on Ontology

The intelligible world of the Forms and mathematical objects is more real than the world of sense (empirical).

Empirical World – World of Sense, the physical world. The empirical world is the world that science studies. Distinct from the intelligible world.

Plato’s answer to Parmenides’ question on how we can refer to nothing, and that everything must exist, Plato argues that there is a world of Forms in which everything is existing and never ceases to exist. The Good  Various Forms  Mathematical Objects  Sensible Things. Plato disagrees with Parmenides’ argument that things can’t come from nothing by saying that things can come from The Good.

Is the Intelligible World more real than the Empirical World?

	Intelligible Truths
	Empirical Truths

	· 2 + 2 = 4
· A triangle has three conjoined sides
· It is impossible for something to be and not be at the same time.
· There is an infinite number of even numbers.
	· It is not raining today
· Harper is Prime Minister
· Orillia is in Canada
· The sun rises in the East.



Reflections on Epistemology

Real knowledge is about Forms, or essences, and not about sensible things.

Ethical Essences
Give people what they deserve.
Do not harm others.
Respect other people’s liberty/choices.

However, these essences are not sensible, but applied to sense experience.

Slavery – One person owns another person. You cannot find a valuable thing in slavery.

This has come to be known as the fact/value, is/ought. (John is lying, John ought not lie).

Science

Does science pursue Forms/Essences?

Science is often trying to come up with the natural laws, principle, or classifications. Once a scientist knows the classifications of something, real wisdom is achieved. (e.g. essential characteristics of a butterfly). Also, another classifications could be the definition of a mammal.
Mammal: Organisms with three middle ear bones, mammary glands (female) and a neocortex.

The Mammal is an essence, and the scientist discovers the classifications of the essences.

These essences are derived from sense! Science gains knowledge from the empirical world.

Einstein did not believe this. He thought they were results of creative acts of the scientists. The special theory of relativity was published in 1905, the general theory of relativity was published in 1915. Both of these theories were merely the result of Einstein’s thought.

Einstein’s theory of relativity was not empirically confirmed until 1928 by Eddington.

The Allegory of the Cave

An allegory relating nature of the real, of knowledge, of Eudaimonia. It has been copied many times (e.g. The Matrix).

In the cave, there are a bunch of chained prisoners in such a way that they can not see each other or themselves, they can only see this wall. There is no natural sunlight in the cave. The only thing that they can see is the shadows of the statues being reflected onto the wall from the fire behind them.

This is supposed to represent the knowledge of people. Most people do not apprehend the real world. Plato argues that the reason why most people don’t see the real world is because people suffer from things such as biases and false beliefs, or false comprehensive doctrines. Plato’s audience would have been Ancient Greeks, and they would have believed in things such as, “Non-Greeks are not equal to Greeks”, “Slavery is cool”, “Women have no rights”, “The Gods are responsible for the natural world”, and so on. This is how the people from Plato’s time would have interpreted the world.

The idea that Plato is trying to get at is that one must use reason to see the world correctly.

The next thing that Plato talks about is imagining if a Prisoner was released; They would try to turn their necks and it would be painful since they have been forced to look at the same things for a long time, and the fire would also hurt their skin. Like Philosophy, once you see the good, it can be painful.
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Aristotle: Introduction

Aristotle was a student of Plato’s. He lived from 384 B.C.E. – 322 B.C.E. He went to study with Plato, at The Academy, when he was 17. He did not leave until he was 37, when Plato died. In 343 B.C.E., he became the tutor to Alexander the Great, who was only 13 at the time. He then stopped being Alexander’s tutor 5 years later. In 336 B.C.E., Alexander became the King. In 335 B.C.E., Aristotle started his own school called The Lyceum.

To study Aristotle, we will look at his lecture notes from when he taught at the Lyceum.

In 500 C.E. – 100 C.E., a lot of the writings of philosophy were lost, and Aristotle was the first philosopher discovered in western Europe. Western Europe called Aristotle The Philosopher. During the masses, they read from Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics rather than from the Gospel.

In contrast to Plato, Aristotle proposed that we look to the empirical world to get knowledge. He also proposed that the good life is a life of virtuous moderation, and not the intellectual life of wisdom.

Philosophers can be grouped into two categories; Aristotelians or Platonists. Plato was mostly about the Forms, theoretical and rational, all about the Good. Aristotle was mostly for the Natural/Empirical world, and virtuous moderation.

We will read Aristotle’s physics to get a sense of his epistemology.
We will read Aristotle’s metaphysics to get a sense of his ontology.
We will read Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics to get a sense of his eudaimonia.

Aristotle was the major name in science until Darwin introduced Natural Selection in 1859.

Chapter One: Artifacts, Matter, and Form

The mere fact that Aristotle has a book called physics and it’s about physical things, differs him from Plato. For Plato, real knowledge is of the forms, or the World of Ideas/Eternal Truths. For Aristotle, we can gain knowledge from studying the world, and not merely via theoretical investigation. (Knowledge of the world is real knowledge).

Pg. 415 “Nature is the distinctive form, or quality, of such things as have within themselves a principle of motion [i.e. change], such form or characteristic property not being separable from things themselves, save conceptually (differs from Plato).”.

Form is one important part of nature, and if you want to know about natural things, you study the form of things. We come to know the natural world through the study of forms.

Aristotle says that there are two aspects to nature;

1. Form
2. Matter (material conditions)

Distinction Between Natural Objects and Artifacts

Natural Things – Things which have in themselves a principle movement. (e.g. horses, humans, rocks (rockslides), fire, water). Have an inherent form/essence that determines change for it. Sometimes external conditions can influence natural things also.

Artifacts – Things which do not have in themselves a principle of movement. (e.g. desks, swords, chariots, iPods, cars). Have external forms, or forms that are imposed.

Aristotle didn’t have the theory of gravity, so he described it as, “the essence of a rock is to be close to the ground.”.

For Aristotle, we are rational animals.

Chapter Two: Criticism of Plato and Natural/Theoretical Distinction

Aristotle starts this chapter by asking the question, “How do we distinguish a mathematician from a natural philosopher?”. This question shows that there is a division of epistemological labour, we are not all looking for, or seeking, the same knowledge. The two types of knowledge are;

Theoretical Knowledge – Sought by mathematicians. Achieved by abstracting from nature with no concern for natural objects.

Empirical/Natural Knowledge – Studying the world/nature via Matter and Form.

For Plato, there is only one type of knowledge; the Forms/Eternal Truths.

Aristotle says that Platonists make a mistake by abstracting things that should not be abstracted, or separated from the natural world, to be studied.

Chapter 3: Four Types of Cause, Potentiality and Actuality

The Natural philosopher must answer ‘how and why’ questions. To answer these questions, we must look at four different causes.
Cause = Reason

Four Causes

1. Material Cause – The material, or matter, out of which a thing is made. (e.g. bronze  statue, flesh, bone, and phlegm  human).
2. Formal Cause – The form, or essence, which defines the type of thing it is.
3. Efficient Cause – That which is immediately responsible for initiating change or its cessation.
4. Final Cause – The end, or purpose, for the sake of which something is initiated or occurs. (The goal of a thing).

E.g. Horse: (MC) – flesh, bone, phlegm                    Doctor: (MC) -  Flesh, bone, phlegm, blood
 (FC) – Long faced, four legged	(FC) – Treat health
 (EC) – Horse’s Parents	(EC) – Physician’s parents
 (Final Cause) – Pleasure Riding	(Final Cause) – Physician

Potentiality – A causal trait a thing has that is not currently activated. (e.g. a chunk of bronze has the potentiality to become a statue).

Actuality – A causal trait a thing has that is currently activated. (e.g. the actual state of being a bed).

The four types of cause determine potentiality and actuality.

If something has the material cause of ‘bronze’, this determines certain potentialities. (e.g. statue, sword, shield and so on).

If something has the formal cause of ‘horseness’, this determines its potentiality. (e.g. war, leisure, and work, but not involved in politics).

Efficient cause determines potentialities and actualities. (e.g. Billiard ball in a state of rest with the potential of movement).

Final cause can determine actuality and potentiality. ( e.g. Desire to be a physician (potential) and actually becoming a physician (actuality).

Chapter VII: Practice of Natural Philosophy and Coincidental Causes

The practice of natural philosophy occurs by looking at the four causes.
1. What are the material conditions of things?
2. What are the essential characteristics?
3. What is the efficient cause, and do efficient causes always have the same result?
4. What is the purpose of a thing?

Aristotle says that three of these types of causes will sometimes coincide. For example, the final and formal causes of things can coincide. That is, a thing’s purpose and essence are the same. (e.g. The purpose of a hammer is to hammer, and the essence of a hammer is to hammer; the purpose of a watch is to tell time, and the essence of a watch is to tell time).

Efficient causes and formal causes can be the same. That is, the cause and effect must share the same essence. E.g. Organic Reproduction; i.e. parents and offspring.

Chapter VIII: Are There Any Final Causes? In Nature?

Is there purposeful action in nature?

Aristotle says that there is purpose in nature. For example, front teeth are well designed for purpose of cutting food. The back teeth are flat, so well designed for grinding food for digestion. The hearts to pump blood, lungs to gather oxygen, eyes on top of head are well designed to see far.

The vast majority of scientists reject final causes.

Aristotle has a teleological view of the universe. Teleology (comes from the Greek word ‘Telos’: goal/end). Means that things occur to fulfill certain ends or goals.

Darwin’s greatest theory is:
Natural Selection – Changes occur in organisms, or in the genome, randomly. If these random changes lead to a better fit with the environment, then those organisms will have more reproductive success and their offspring will live, while others die. 

E.g. Pepper moth in England. There are two types of pepper moths; Pepper moths with black spots & white background, and there are pepper moths that are all black. In the 19th century, the black pepper moth became most predominant because England used a lot of coal, and the black soot camouflaged the black pepper moths better.

The Aristotelian Explanation is that moths became black to be camouflaged and avoid predators (Final Cause).
Scientists today use Darwin’s explanation: changes in colour are random, and it just so happens given the environment that black colour better serves survival.

Aristotle imposed certain ideas onto the world (the four causes). He imposes potentiality and actuality to reject the idea of natural selection. Even though he is more scientifically minded than Plato, he isn’t as scientific minded as scientists. 
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Metaphysics: Introduction

Book 12, chapters 6-10. The metaphysician philosopher, Avicenna (Arabic name Ibn Sina), read the metaphysics 40 times and never understood it.

The book was called the metaphysics because it came after the book “physics”. In Greek, Meta means after or beyond.

Metaphysics –The study of things beyond the physical universe or that cannot be studied by the physical sciences. If something could be studied by sciences, it would be studied by physics. (E.g. God, Free Will, Soul, etc.).

Physics – The physical universe is determined by the four causes (material, formal, efficient, and final). Also, there are two states of reality (potentiality and actuality).

In the physics, Aristotle gives his theory of God, which is known as the Prime Mover.

Monotheism – Belief in one God. (Christianity, Judaism, Islam).

Four Key Claims

The Prime Mover is immaterial and eternal.
By ‘Prime’, Aristotle means ‘Supreme’ and not ‘First’, as the whole universe is eternal and not merely the Prime Mover.
The Prime Mover is an unmoved mover. It does not move itself, but instead moves everything else as a final cause.
The Prime Mover does not interact with the universe, but instead only thinks of itself through eternity.

The Eternal Universe and Pure Actuality

The argument we will be considering comes from chapter 6. In this chapter, Aristotle is trying to display that the universe, itself, is eternal, and the universe didn’t come from a bang, but it always existed.

The Universe is Eternal

If the universe came into existence at a particular moment in time, then that would mean that there was a time before time.

P1: If the universe started at a certain time, then there would be a time before time.

P2: To say that there is a ‘time before time’ is impossible because it is contradictory. It amounts to saying that time existed before time existed. This is impossible.

P3: Therefore, time is eternal.

P4: Movement, or change, is essentially the same as time.

Conclusion: Therefore, movement, or change, is eternal.

Prime mover is eternal = Supreme because he is responsible for movement in the universe. Also, the Prime Mover is supreme because Prime Mover is a pure thought, and thought is supreme to matter.

The Universe is responsible not for creating the universe, since the universe is eternal, but instead responsible for animating the universe.

Something, i.e. some substance, must be pure actuality.

Aristotle says that there must be something in the universe that is Pure Actuality (Pure Act). If it was mere potentiality, then movement could not possibly be. But movement is eternal; therefore, something is pure act. If there were only pure potentiality, nothing would move.

This argument is similar to Parmenides’ argument that it is impossible in the same way as getting something from nothing.

Prime Mover (First Principle)

1) Eternal
2) Pure Actuality
3) Unmoved
4) Final Cause
5) Immaterial/Pure Thought
6) Thought of Itself

Eternal and Pure Actuality are arguments for the necessary existence of the Prime Mover/God.

Unmoved and Final Cause are more focused on defining the necessary being, which is the Prime Mover.

The Unmoved Mover and Final Causation

Aristotle says that the Prime Mover cannot move because if it could move, then it would be intermediate and not supreme. If the Prime Mover was the efficient consequence of something, it would not be Prime. It could be impacted by something, or simply a consequence. If the Prime Mover could be affected by final causation, then there would be something the Prime Mover desired, or wanted. Hence, the Prime Mover would be lacking in something; it would be incomplete and intermediary.

Since the Prime Mover cannot move, it must initiate movement in the universe as a final cause. It is the goal of all things. It is the unmoved mover.

Aristotle had a teleological conception of the universe. That is, things happen in the universe to fulfill goals; i.e. final cause. The ultimate telos/end of everything is the Prime Mover. The Prime Mover animates the universe as being the highest good, the most beautiful, and so on.

Prime Mover is Immaterial

If the Prime Mover was material, then the Prime Mover could become something worse or not supreme. If the Prime Mover was material, it could be acted upon to be made worse by either being moved or divided.

If material then the Prime Mover could be moved in space. Matter can be broken up or divided. If the Prime Mover could be moved or divided, then it would not be supreme; it would be intermediate.

Aristotle defines thought as being a certain type of substance in that it has a substratum, but it is not a material substance. We come to know of the Prime Mover through reason.

Prime Mover is Thought of Thought

Shouldn’t the Prime Mover be thinking of, or knowing, everything? Aristotle’s answer to this question would be, “No!” He says the Prime Mover is the highest, most supreme being in the universe; therefore, it shall only think of the most supreme things. What is best, most divine, in the universe is thought. Even more importantly, it is the Prime Mover. So the Prime Mover is really thought about thought or thinking itself.

If the Prime Mover thought of anything else, the Prime Mover would not be the Prime Mover. When we think of something, we participate in it. If the Prime Mover thought of other things, this would mean it was lacking in some way because it desired these things.
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The text is focused on ethics, and more importantly, virtue.

Aristotle’s Theory of Moral Psychology was revived by philosophers in the 1600’s, and have again been revived by psychologists today. His theory of moral psychology connects with our study of eudaimonia. In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle sets out his idea of the good life. According to Aristotle, a good life is a virtuous life.

Both Plato and Aristotle have theories of eudaimonia, and for both, eudaimonia is achieved by being virtuous. 

For Plato, eudaimonia was achieved by achieving knowledge/wisdom. Wisdom is required to use things well, and is the only good without qualification. Wisdom was also knowledge if the form of the good. For Plato, eudaimonia is achieved by becoming virtuous and virtue is achieved by becoming wise; i.e. we become virtuous by knowing things. Plato has a cognitive theory of virtue. Cognitive means to understand, to reason, or to think. Therefore, according to Plato, in order to achieve something, you have to be able to understand what something is.

 For Aristotle, eudaimonia is also achieved by being virtuous, and obtaining, or developing, a certain character achieves virtue. Knowledge is not enough to be virtuous. By, “a certain character”, Aristotle means that you would have to have certain motivations, feeling, or dispositions to be virtuous. Aristotle has an affective theory of virtue, as it requires motivations and feelings; i.e. affective refers to emotive and feeling states of agents.

Goods and the Ultimate Final Cause

Book 1, Chapter 7.

A lot of our actions are determined by goods, or the achievement of goods. (E.g. Medicine is determined by the good of health; strategy is determined by the good of victory; architecture is determined by the good of building). Aristotle is talking about final causes.

Two Points

1. A lot of human behaviour is affected by final causes.
2. Even though some behaviour may be caused by some final cause/good, this may not be the ultimate final cause.

The ultimate final cause of human behaviour is eudaimonia.

We pursue everything else to be happy, but happiness is the only thing we pursue for its own sake. Hence, it must be the ultimate final cause. Aristotle also says that happiness is the only thing that is self-sufficient. What he means by this is that happiness is the only thing that makes life desirable and lacking in nothing. If you achieve happiness/eudaimonia, you are completely satisfied and do not search for anything else.

Characteristic Function of Humans and Virtue

Book 1, Chapter 7.

If we want to know how humans can achieve eudaimonia, we need to know the function/purpose of humans.

In order to discover the good of ‘things’, we always begin with a ‘things’ function. For example, if we wanted to determine what a “good teacher” is, we would have to look at the characteristic function of a teacher, which is to help others understand content and learn new skills. After understanding this, we can determine that a good teacher would be clear, helpful, available, and kind.

When Aristotle is talking about the function of humans, he is referring to final causes. Humans can be defined by a purpose, or a final cause. He also refers to formal causes because if we can determine the essence of humans then we can know what will make them happy. To discover a function, we must rely on what is unique to humans. The quality that is unique to humans is the capacity to reason; humans are rational animals.

Our happiness will be determined in part through the development of our rational capacities. To be happy is not merely to be rational, but to achieve excellence is rationality.

An objective concept of happiness rooted in rational excellence.

In chapter 8, Aristotle says that happiness must be achieved through excellence in reasoning throughout a life, not merely reasoning well periodically. Excellence in reasoning will be achieved by becoming virtuous.

Aristotle differs from Plato because Aristotle says that virtue is required to be happy, but it is not enough on its own to be happy. You also need friends, money, beauty, political power, and so on.

Virtues Develop ‘Via’ Habituation

Virtues
· Courage
· Justice
· Temperance
· Charity

Virtues are natural to us, but they have to be developed to be actuated, or full formed.

We develop the virtues via a process of habituation. We begin as though we have the virtue, as a habit, and eventually it becomes who we are.

For example, a firefighter who is new to the job will not be so courageous. After years of habit, the firefighter can easily act courageously. 

Aristotle would say that there is a difference between acting courageously and being courageous. Until you develop the trait and become courageous naturally, you are just acting courageous.

Virtues Are Not Precise

Book 2, Chapter 2.

We cannot describe the virtues, or virtuous behaviour, through precise rules or prescriptions. What is virtuous will vary from situation to situation and person to person.

You cannot define the different kinds of virtues because they differ from situation to situation.

The virtues are a mean between extremes; i.e. between excesses and deficiencies. This is the Doctrine of the Golden Mean (The life of moderation). Both excesses and deficiencies are vices, and must be avoided.

Rashness (excess) – Running into dangerous situations with no thought of the dangers involved or of one’s personal safety.

Cowardice (deficiency) – Always fearful and never facing any challenges, even when they can be overcome.

To be virtuous, you must hit the middle point of these two extremes. Therefore, the life of moderation is the happy life.

Virtue, Pleasure, and Pain

Book 2, Chapter 3.

The way that one perceives the world is determined not merely by one’s beliefs but also by one’s state of character (i.e. virtues). The way you see the world is determined by dispositions or preference structure.

Let’s use a gambling addiction as an example.

	Pleasure
	Pain

	· Slot Machines
· Online Poker
· Blackjack
· Spending a lot of money on games of chance
	· Not being able to do any gambling



Gambling – Games of chance where you can win money.

Desire gambling = pleasurable
Aversion to gambling = painful
Indifferent = neither pleasurable nor painful

Our virtues will determine how we see the world and determine how we perceive pleasures and pains. The virtues will allow us to see these pleasures and pains accurately.

Three Criteria to be Virtuous

Book 2, Chapter 4.

1.   In order for an act to be virtuous, it must be based on knowledge.
2.   The virtuous act must be chosen for its own sake.
3.   The action must proceed from a firm and unchangeable character.

Virtue and Knowledge

Justice – Give people what they deserve

You can do the right thing, but if you do it without knowledge you are not virtuous. An example of this is a T.A. not knowing how to distinguish between A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s, etc. and he throws the papers down a flight of stairs and if they land on the first stair, they are A papers, second stair is B papers, and so on. By marking by chance, like this, he was right in justice, but was not virtuous because he did not perform an actual virtue.

Virtues Have To Be Chosen For Their Own Sake

A person who is acting virtuously must endorse, or approve, of the act as a virtuous act, to be acting virtuously. Acting according to right reason. An example of this is a skilled surgeon and because of his skills he is able to help/save a lot of people. So, due to skills, he benefits a lot of people. Even further, he knows that such acts are considered beneficial and good. Although, his real motivation was prestige and money. Therefore, he is not actually virtuous because he is not using his skills for the right reasons.

Firm and Unchangeable Character

Courageous act that is done with some amount of fear.
The person knows that is the right thing to do. (1)
They endorse it because it benefit other people. (2)
Yet, they are still afraid. (3)

According to Aristotle, it is not a virtuous act because they are still scared.

Clarification of Moral Virtue

Book 2, Chapter 5.

Virtue seems to lack merit since it is done from a firm and unchangeable character. It doesn’t seem like we can become virtuous if we haven’t been virtuous since birth. We have the potential to be virtuous but typically it is not in us by birth; virtue is not innate but must be developed. It is very difficult to be virtuous because we can become virtuous. It is something that we merit or can be praised and blamed for.

Virtue Becomes a Disposition

Disposition – A way we are compelled to act given our nature.

We have the dispositions to eat and sleep. Dispositions are similar to desires and motivations, but are much stronger.

Conclusion: Six Key Points, Virtue, and Eudaimonia

Book 2, Chapter 9.

1. Virtues have to become habituated to become a permanent part of our character; i.e. to become second nature.
2. What it means to be virtuous varies from situation to situation and person to person.
3. The virtues are, nonetheless, the mean between an excess and a deficiency.
4. Once habituated, the virtues become dispositions that shape perceptions, reasoning, and choices.
5. To be virtuous means to act from knowledge, for the right reason, and from a firm and unchangeable character; i.e. virtuous dispositions/character traits.
6. The mean is difficult to attain and is grasped via perception and not by reason.

Seeing the mean, itself, depends on virtuous disposition.

Eudaimonia is achieved by achieving excellence. Achieving excellence for humans is achieved by developing rational capacities. We develop our rational capacities by becoming virtuous.
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Hellenistic Period: Introduction

Hellenic Period: Pre-Socratics, Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle.

Hellenistic = Greek-like

333 B.C.E. (Alexander the Great) – 3 B.C.E. (Rome conquering Ptolemaic Egypt.

Alexander the Great died in 322 B.C.E., in his mid 30’s.

Cosmopolitan
Universal (cosmos)
Citizen (politan)

Epicureanism: Hedonism and Atomism

Epicurus lived from 341 B.C.E. – 270 B.C.E.

Epicurus’ idea of eudaimonia is a good life achieved by achieving pleasure.

Hedonism – Pleasure is the main good of human life, such that we pursue all other things to achieve pleasure.

Although they wanted to achieve pleasure, they did not mean they would pursue excessive pleasure. Rather, they would pursue moderate pleasure.

Atomism – Everything in the universe is made of tiny, little, indestructible bits called atoms.

The first person to advocate the atomistic view was Democritus, who lived from 460 B.C.E. to 370 B.C.E.

This theory believed that there was a unit of atoms and one atom had a random swerve and went out of place which caused a reaction, creating our universe as we know it.

Another philosopher we will be looking at is Lucretius, who lived from 99 B.C.E. to 55 B.C.E.

Nothing Can Come From Nothing

Lucretius ‘On the Nature of Things’

Ontology = Atomism

P 16. “Nothing can ever be created out of divine power out of nothing.”

This is saying that it is impossible for something to come from nothing. If you begin with nothing, then you will never be able to generate anything. Hence, there must be something eternal. The argument provided by Lucretius appears to be more empirical.

P1: If it was possible for something to come from nothing, then humans would come from the sea, fish from the ground, birds from the air, apples from bananas, etc.

P2: That is, things would just happen randomly. Prior physical conditions would not matter.

P3: Things don’t occur randomly, though, but result from prior conditions.

Conclusion: Therefore, there must always be something.

Things in the universe have to be caused, and more importantly depend on prior physical conditions. In other words, a specific atomic structure.

 It is not possible for everything to come from anything.

Nothing Can Vanish Into Nothing

These atoms are indestructible. They can never cease to exist.

P. 17 “Nature resolves everything into its component atoms and never reduces anything to nothing.”

Atomism – The nature of our existence depends on atomic structure.

First Argument for Indestructible Atoms

P1: If atoms were destructible, then it would be possible for things to become nothing for no reason.

P2: Things do not become nothing for no reason, but, instead, it requires effort to destroy things.

Conclusion: Therefore, atoms are indestructible and things ceasing to exist is due to the breaking up of atoms.

The only reason as to why things do not just vanish into thin air is because things are subject to cause and effect. Premise 1 is true because of cause and effect and not due to the indestructibility of atoms.

Consideration of Invisibility

Objection: Atoms are invisible, or we don’t see them, so how do we know they exist, or we cannot claim they exist. Basically, they claim that there is no evidence.

There are, however, things we don’t see, but agree/know exist due to impact/effects. (E.g. wind, odor, sound).

Two Consequences

1. That we can know things exist even when we don’t see them.
2. These things that we cannot see are made up of invisible atoms, or else they wouldn’t have physical impact on us. 

Matter & Void

Matter/material substance.

The other part of reality is the void/vacuum.

Void – space with no matter in it.

P1: If there was no void, or vacuum, then movement would be impossible.

P2: It is the nature of matter to be impenetrable.

Conclusion: Therefore, there must be void/vacuum.

Differences in weight result in differences in atomic structure. i.e. differences in atom and void ratios.

Second Argument for Indestructible Atoms

P1: If atoms were destructible, then everything would have ceased to exist by now and then come into existence out of nothing.

P2: We know something cannot come from nothing.

Conclusion: Therefore, atoms are indestructible/eternal.

1. Things exist now.
2. It is impossible for something to come from nothing.
3. Something is eternal. (atoms)
4. Something must be indestructible. 

Things have existed for an eternity already, given 1, 2, and 3. Things are indestructible.

If things were indestructible, then things would perish. New things would thus come from nothing, which is impossible.

Moderate Hedonism

Hedonism – Pleasure is the main good of human life. This means that we can explain the value of all things through pleasure. Epicureans only seek a moderate amount of pleasure.

Moderate Hedonism is justified by reference to pleasure and pain.

Humans are Hedonists

Hedonism - pleasure is either the only good, or the main good. Pain is the only evil, or the main evil.

Pg. 602: All humans are motivated to obtain pleasure and avoid pain at all times. (psychological theory)

Pleasure – positive sensations
Pain – negative sensations

1. To learn new things.
2. To get a good job.
3. To stop parents from harassing you.

Define right and wrong, or good and bad, in terms of pleasure and pain. Good if produces pleasure. (benefits). Bad if produces pain. (harms).

Pleasure Satisfies Moderation

Moderate Hedonism – If you are immoderate in regard to pleasure this will lead to pain.

Pain for Pleasure

Sometimes it is worth while to endure pain for pleasure, so pain is not always bad.

1. Pain is required to achieve some pleasurable end.
2. Experiencing pain can lighten the experience of pleasure.

Simplicity for Pleasure

Live a simple life, because it will lead to more pleasure. If you learn to live simply you will experience the pain of not having things. A simple life is its own reward.

Prudence and Other Virtues

To achieve the good life of pleasure, one requires the virtue of practical wisdom. Prudence and other virtues, such as justice and honor, help you live a pleasurable life. With the use of things, like prudence or wisdom, it is similar to what Plato taught. 

However, for Plato, wisdom is the most important thing, then comes virtue and the good life. 

Aristotle emphasizes virtue, that you change your character and this character will help you find wisdom and live a good life. 

The Epicureans believe that pleasure is the most important, and define things like virtue and wisdom as things that help you achieve pleasure. “Justice is never anything in itself, it does not cause pain to another person”.

Pyrrhonianism: Introduction

Pyrrhonians are one type of ancient skeptics.

Pyrrho lived in the 4th century B.C.E. (300’s). Sextus Empirians second-third centuries (C.E.)

The Pyrrhonians were not interested in philosophy for epistemological reasons; i.e. to get knowledge. They were, however, interested in philosophy only for the purpose of ataraxia (tranquility).  Philosophy will help people to not make any assertions, which will help them achieve tranquility; not from wisdom. They were skeptical about philosophy and its ability to provide knowledge.

Three Types of Philosophy

1. Dogmatic – Those who claim they have discovered the truth, Your everyday philosophers. (Thales, Parmenides, Plato, Socrates, Aristotle, etc.).
2. Academic – Those who claim that the truth can not be discovered, or that we cannot know anything. (We know nothing, we can never know anything). Today, we call this global skepticism. Not skeptics because they are making an assertion that we know nothing.
3. Skeptic: Those who claim nothing, or assert nothing, but continue to investigate.

There are some problems with these types of philosophies;
 
Problem One: Skeptic is a philosophical position, it seems, so therefore it would have to offer assertions that define it as different from other positions.
 
Problem Two: Making assertions, or holding things to be true or false, seem unavoidable for agents that have beliefs; i.e. humans.
 
Method of Opposition, Equipollence and Ataraxia
 
In response to the two problems, the Pyrrhonians are dealing with the first problem. (How can they have a unique epistemological opinion without assertions?)
 
They rely on the distinction between know-that and know-how to avoid having to make assertions. Know-that is knowledge that is propositional, or based on assertions. Know-how is skill based knowledge. Therefore, they do not focus on know-that, but a particular kind of know-how, specifically the know-how method of opposition.
 
Method of Opposition – Take two contrary, or contradictory ideas, and oppose them to one another. Ex. of contradictory ideas; Parmenides àchange is an illusion, and then experience à change is constant. Ex. of contrary ideas; Aristotle à Virtue à Character , Plato à Virtue à Wisdom. The Pyrrhonians believe that when you compare two opposing ideas or assertions that are equally justified, then you experience equipollence. The purpose of this is Ataraxia (tranquility).
 
Equipollence – The feeling that two assertions are equally justified so you cannot decide between the two; i.e. cannot decide which assertion is true.
 
After equipollence, then Ataraxia follows; i.e. tranquility.
 
The thing that defines Pyrrhonians from other philosophical positions is that it does not focus on any know-that, it solely focuses all on know-how.
 
Two Types of Beliefs
 
Belief (definition 1): A situation where one simply acquiesces (passively accepts), that which is forced upon them (acquiesces in appearance). Ex. It’s cold
 
Belief (definition 2): A situation where an individual asserts an unclear proposition that has resulted from philosophical or theoretical investigation. Ex. Change is an illusion.
 
Pyrrhonians have beliefs in sense Belief 1, but not Belief 2. That is, they acquiesce in appearance and avoid philosophical assertions. They do not base their beliefs on theory, but rather on how they appear.
 
They are still philosophers because they are; seekers of wisdom à equipollence à Ataraxia à acquiescence.
 
Four Modes of Acquiescence
 
1.     Guided by Nature: Guided by humanities instincts and needs when making choices (ex. sleep, food, sex, etc.).
2.     Necessitation by Feeling: Guided by how they feel about things at different moments. This can include both sensations and emotions.
3.     Laws and Customs: They accepted the laws and customs of their society and lived in accordance with them. Ex. Nazis, slavery, woman possessions, etc.
4.     Expertise: They would allow themselves to be guided by know-how knowledge, and only rejected know-that knowledge based on theory.
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Introduction

St. Anselm lived from 1033-1109. He had an ontological argument for God’s existence.

Ontological Argument – An attempt to prove God’s existence via a consideration of the nature of God; i.e. God’s being.

Greatest Possible Being

Concept of God is of the greatest possible being, or a being  that possesses every possible perfection.

There are two types of existence:
1. Existing in the understanding (ex. Unicorn, batman)
2. Existing in reality (ex. Mules, Rob Ford)

St. Anselm believed that existing in reality is more perfect than merely existing in the understanding. (ex. World peace, ending poverty)

St. Anselm’s Argument 

P1: God is the greatest possible being.
P2: A being can exist either in reality or in our understanding.
P3: To exist in reality is greater, or more perfect, than merely existing in our understanding.
Conclusion: Therefore, God must exist in reality.

God is:
1. omniscient (all-knowing)
2. omnipotent (all-powerful)
3. omnibenevolent (all-good)
4. eternal
5. infinite
6. Exists in reality

Guanilo’s Criticism

Guanilo used an argumentative strategy called Reductio ad absurdum, which is Latin for Reduction to the absurd. Assume that some aspect of your opponent argument is true in order to display that it has absurd consequences. The idea is that since the position has absurd consequences, it should be rejected.

Greatest Possible Island

The idea of this argument is that this greatest possible island must exist in understanding.

P1: We have an idea of the Greatest possible island.
P2: This island can exist either in our understanding or in reality.
P3: To exist in reality is greater than existing in understanding only.
Conclusion: Therefore, the greatest possible island must exist.

The conclusion is absurd… If this conclusion is absurd, then so, too, is the conclusion that God must exist.

Anselm’s Response

To understand God is to affirm God’s existence. Anselm admits that the greatest possible island exists if it is the same as the greatest possible being. However, the greatest possible being is distinct or unique to the greatest possible island.

Once you understand the concept of God, you cannot deny God’s existence as that would involve a contradiction. Denying the existence of the greatest possible island, on the other hand, does not involve a contradiction. Therefore, the two are not the same.

God is eternal and God has a beginning and end (i.e. is not eternal). This is contradictory. This is like saying, “circles are not squares, but there are squared circles”.

His other claim is that, simultaneously, God is the necessary being and only possible being.

Pre-Socratic Philosophy
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