How-To: Question-Crafting Assignment

1. Attach your submission as either (1) a Word doc or (2) a PDF.

2. Note: You do NOT have to highlight the elements of your submission. I only highlighted the different elements to make the structure easier to understand.



–-----–------------------------------ Preface Paragraph –-------------–----------------------

a. You should have a specific premise/conclusion/concept (in GREEN) that you found in the reading that the submission is organized around.

i. Katz argues that ecological restoration robs nature of its autonomy. 

ii. Clements concludes that plant community development is teleological.

iii. According to Singer’s principle of equality, similar interests should receive equal consideration, which might mean eating meat is wrong.

b. You should have a critical sentence (in YELLOW) that explicitly identifies how you plan to engage the premise/conclusion/concept. The more specific, the better!

i. On Katz’s view, ecological restoration is always the result of human intention.

ii. Clements notes that vegetation dynamics regularly follow a similar pattern as an area recovers from a disturbance.

iii. For Singer, it is important to recognize that humans and animals share the capacity for certain kinds of pleasures and pains.



–------------------–---------------- Question Paragraph –--------–--------------------------

a. Build a critical question (in BLUE) that you derived from your understanding of the premise/conclusion/concept (in GREEN)

i. Is it necessarily the case that ecological restoration robs nature of its autonomy if it attempts to copy a naturally occurring ecosystem that does not have its origin in human intentionality?

ii. Is it not possible that probabilistic interactions between community members left unaffected by a disturbance can make dynamics falsely appear teleological?

iii. Since Singer’s principle of equality only requires equal consideration of interests and not equal treatment, does this not mean that meat can be ethically sourced as long as it is done in the right way?

–----------------------–------------------ Example –---------------------–-------------------

Aristotle claims that every actuality possesses an accompanying potentiality. Logically, it would make sense that the potential to be something is prior to the thing being actualized. However, Aristotle contends that the actuality of a thing predates its potential. His reasoning is that potentiality must already possess the associated actuality in some capacity or else that potentiality would have no blueprint for structuring the organizational development of the thing. His example of an acorn turning into an oak tree helps to illustrate his point. The acorn necessarily turns into an oak tree and not any other kind of tree, which suggests that the blueprint for an oak tree must be in the acorn to begin with. Biologically, we might suggest that DNA explains this. DNA serves as the actuality already existing within the acorn when it is just potentially an oak tree.

	An issue emerges, though. If everything comes to exist based on this potentiality-actuality dynamic, and everything possesses an actuality before a potentiality, how do new things come about? For example, how could we ever say that a species is “new”? Would it not just be some latent actuality hiding in plain sight since the dawn of life? In essence, Aristotle’s potentiality-actuality account does not seem capable to explain something like evolution. In the end, it seems like the distinction is too rigid to capture the creativity of biological life.
