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ABSTRACT

‘This thesis presents an interpretation of Plato's Saphist.
It is haintéjned that the theory of naming of Pléto;s Cratylus is pre-
‘served and éXﬁended in the Soghiét. It is argued that Plato ho;;:.that
1an§uage corresponds mimetically to tﬁe world. It is denied that the
Sthist presents an account'of predication and in so‘dgﬁng marks a
radical qepa}ture from Plato's earlier view'of‘speakfngf' |

~ A detailed examination of the para&oxes of Not-Being of the
first part of the dialogue is undertaken. Three aporiae arise out .of
the view of language described. It i§ maintéined that these paradoxes
aré‘not rejected at any point in the dialogue as hisleading statements
~of a problem, as some cormentators, notably Moravcsik, hold. It is
also argued that these paradoxes must bé seen as arising out of the view

ofilanguage described; the} aré not radical réformu]ations of old

Platonic prob]ems set up-in light of é new,théory of']anguége as Owen

would maintain., For each paradox a solution is found later in the text.

The view of the paradoxes presented, it is argued, makes it
clear that P]atofs'qentrdlrprob1em in the Sophist is accounting for

" Existence and Non-Existence. The passage 2558 - D where mdny commen-

tators, e.g.; Frede, Moravcsik, see Plato-as shfftfng the problem from

_EXistence to predication is examined‘criti¢a11y. It is maintained with

regard both to this passage and the passages which follow it in which
R]atd gfves_an account of negation, that Plato's dOmiﬁant'concern.is to

fit Existence and Non-Existence into the same mold as other positive and

i



' ., .

" and negative genera. - Coo
| Somé commentators beginning with Ryle have held that in the

Sophist Plato begins_to develop the notion of an incomplete concept dif-
ferent in type from géneric concepts. These commentators hold that
thiﬁ development is crucial to undcrstand{ng blato's treatment of Béing
and;Non-Befng. The evidence for fhis’view is examined and the view is
rejected on the grounds that the text does not support it.

,iﬁi Finally, it is arghed that, on the 1nterpretation presented,

Plato tries, but fails, to refute monism. The f?nt”#?lnétion of

&
§ 'g L '
combination or mingling cannot be given any coﬁtg

language Plato has.

v
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INTRODUCTJON

The Sophist {4 the Subject af the most interpretalional
disagreement of all of Plato's dialogues,

A sketen of the structure of the dialogue shows <ome food
reasen for this.  The dialogue beging with an expiication of the methad
of diviston by means of an example {the diviston of the angler),  Tie
method 15 then applied to the proposed subiect of the dialogue, the
sophist, [t is demnﬁtratéd that the dividing out of the sophi%t cannot
be completed without a preliminary inquiry into false speaking.

Aporia are presented, each of which represents false speaking
as impossible. Al of the aporifa depend upon the identification of
false speakiﬁg as saying 7> ;‘3} ov .

A discussion is undertaken of the metaphysical views of
Parmenides and some other Pre-Socratics not clearly sdentified. It is
maintained that the ontology of. these positions is such as to make not
only saying ) f-o; z-v/ *but.speech in general impossible. The section
concludes with a methodological point: that it is not possible to elimi-
nate the problem of ) /ua; S before certain perplexities are
cleared away about ﬂ3 &

The next stretch of the dialogue is concerned with whether
7™ E;V is to be identified either with Rest or with Motion. The con-
clusion is that it cannot be identified with either, although both must

be. : ' -

-
*

In the next stage of the dialogue, a discussion is undertaken



: " L
Cin which  TO ov and Difference are estabilisned 35 J1iliRCT genera,

L

of genera, The question pyt forward 13 do nohe of the getiera ¢ortiine
at all, 4o some of them combine, or do all of thes combine? Five gen.

\
era aré discussed in this connection -- Rest and Motion, Te 5.» , Dif-

ference and Sageness. A lorg giscyssion follow: im which 1t 15 estab-

[ :f" . 4 . ’:‘ N R - . N . 4
Tished ghgt(l.sﬂj age independent genera although all mingle with ali or

sume af Lheé glhersy,

A

A crycial and puch dispuled passage 15 part of This dtagysston

9
Y #

3 .
Angther cmnrm:ysm} PASSaGe 1A LhYs L@ lion conderns an analogy be-
‘ i ) 3
F3
tween the combination of genera and the letlers of (he alphabel, (U 45

asverted that some of the geners combine with 2l the :}ihuq‘ggmgr(g 3%
vowels combine with all the letters; others, like the consonants, do not

have such combinatorial natures. ' ' )

' ) ) ~ .
The dialogue turns again to the possibility of saying 7O 3
AN /4

. ‘
ov . It is argued that“to ssy 7B /<™ oV 15 1o speak of some-

thing and that ‘rc;' fd; ZV is itself & genuys, a part of the genus
difference, the independence of which has already been established.

The next section is conCerned with a discussion of the nature
of logos. A logos is asserted.to be 3 combination of nouns and verbs.
It is then asked whether ToO /—‘-"3 & combines with logos. The amSwer
is yes and the section concludes ;cith an account of truth and falsityq.

Finally, the division of the sophist which was broken off at
the beginning of the dial\bgue for lack of an account of saying TD\ fﬂ-‘\r zV
is completed. o +

The superstructure of the dialogue is clear: the division o"f
the. sophist's art is undertaken, broken off bgcause of procblems that =

L4

appear, these pmb1ems are solved, and the division is completed at the

4



ik énd What 1s/unc]ear s how a]] thf var1OUS stretches of d1scuss1on I f' ego
‘ uhave d1scussed above are. brought to
.oup or serve to so]ve the centra1 prob]em of the d1alogue, name]y the ““

‘hy'ana1ys1s of fa]sehood n-“}‘d-"*,;f, - .h‘ - ff;gf. S

";e_fway ' This ma1nstream mabee represented as standlng oy three 1nter- e

-‘h’gpretat13na1 tenets

‘ﬂ’?Vvare drst1ngu1shed as to type some, such as Cha1r WOod, etc , corne-

V"'-Samene_s, correspond1ng to}1ncomp1ete concepts

7”;_,re1at1on Sentence mean1ng may be d1st1ngu1shed from sentence truth

h'Mean1ng 1s he]d 1n p]ace by syntact1c ru]es*r

!, | e

bear, how they ewther serve to set”

. 0"

o

@

In th1s thes1s I am attegmt1ng to refute a ma1nstream of 1nter—

": pretat1on wh1ch dep16tswthe centra] theme of the d1a1ogue in’ a certa1n o

I3

[ _‘,
\ B A

N
)

The f1rst tenet was: suggested by Ry]e 1ny“PLﬁ“o s Parmen1des";-"

-.,‘ \,v

| “*iThe oph1s 5, 1t 1s ma1nta1ned marks*a mod1ﬁ1cat1on 1n the theory of jf o

'~5fa;;:Forms, the need for wh1ch was f1rst noted 1n the Parmen1des The Forms

K?f‘g to comp]ete concepts, others, such as One, Be1ng, D1fference,‘:hf

<

A]ongs1de~thns deve]opment there 1s a rad1ca1 change 1n ,

bk;e”=P]ato S ph110§ophy of 1anguage I the Ctatxlus, words were thoughtoof o T

/

:"ffas names, sentences as” str1ngs of names W1th the 1ntroduct1on of the $}i;'{?;

"[inot1on of comb1nat1on in the ophls and of 1nc0mp1ete concepts Om 5: r\gﬁ; e

J'kfgenera effect1ng comb1nat1on a ]ogos comes to be thought of - as a c0m- T

L 8

"l*;plex who]e the*truth or fa1s1ty of wh1ch is not secured by the nam1ng SR

Sk

a sentence 1s a comb1nat1on .

; fdf;of a. noun and a verb) truth is secured when a word stand1ng for a Form-'u
Nh‘funct1on i combined W1th a wohdvstand1ng for the r1ght argument Ore
- | Th1rd1y, it is. he]d that th1s 1mportant change 1n P]ato S,
th1nk1ng both:w1th regard to metaph;s1cs and the ph1losophy of . ]anguage e
f1nds Q. spec1a1 app11cat1on in. the Soph1st to Be1ng and Not Be1ng : Lo



i

- /negat1ve pred1cat1on Th1s ana1ys1s 1s\t exheart of the d1a1ogue, 1t

"““/ pred1cat1on The fa]sehood of "Theaetetus 1s f1y1ng” can b} g1ven an

"/ account when "Theaetetus is not f1y1ng" has been exp11cated Two po1nti

‘fo’

A\ these 1nterpretat1ona1 tenets I do not th1nk that P1ato'd1st1ngu1shes P

.;\

jwhen it is reéognized that'both'are Thcohp]éte‘concepts conresponding

/
to the copu1a and 1ts negat1on rather than the comp]ete concepts of’

o

x1stence and Non Ex1stence, then the way 1s c]eared for :an analys1s of

L
¢

[ L) . AT
s ma1nta1ned el :»~ o

The prob]em of fa]se speak1ng, dep1cted 1n1t1a]1y as say1ng

)L~11 ¢9V’ is c]eared away through . the ana]ys1s of negat1ve o

{

B

i

are accepted by 1nterpreters 1n th]S trad1t1on as to how th1s 1s accom—~

4
i
Vs

p11shed ' First, the negat1on of the copu]a is centra] to the account /
Wi

Second the Form D1fferent underwr1tes the negat1on of the copu]a, but £

"d1fferent" 1s not un1voca1 1n 1ts use 1n the d1a]ogue when the con- ‘_7

cept of d1fference 1s used to account for negat1ve pred1ca§}on 1t can-\p\

not be the same concept wh1ch was used ear11er in the d1a]ogue 1n/the Vj;\\i
numer1ca1 d1fferent1at1on of Forms S i 15 _f;
’,!' i / ;?.
e

tf'g{f“' In this thes1s I sha]] be attemptlng to refute every one of ,

Forms as to ]og1ca1 type I d1sagree that h1s ph1]osop‘y of 1anguage

i:undergoes a correspond1ng change \I be11eve that P]ato s centra1 con-.

i

: "acern 1n the d1a1ogue 1s w1th Ex1stence and Non Ex1stence & I do not

\,

th1nk that the so]ut1on to the prob]em of fa]sehood is through an ana]y—a

s1s of negat1ve predicat1on I deny that P]ato 1ntroduces two senses of

. "d1fferent" correspond1ng to e1ther two senses or two uses of 7-,'*17 -

I sha11 be argu1ng these po1nts, for the most part aga1nst

two 1nterpretat1ona1 var1ants of the ma1nstream v/eW/dep1cted above
. e /
. The f1rst 1s the pos1t1on of G E L Owen who ho1ds, w1th‘ﬁ1chae] Frede,

IR - . L e AR



~r' f bear are’ the resources of p]ura11sm as. embod1ed 1n the theory of Forms o ﬁ 

:’T'must be shown that they ex1st The ex1stence puzz]es at the beg1nn1ng

n

'that Ex1stence and ,Non- Ex1stence are never, part of Plato's: concern 1nvll "
~the ogh1s The other. 1s the p051t1on of" Ju11us Moravcs1k who ho]dsv ' it
‘that the prob]ems PTato sets h1mse]f early 1n the d1alogue are basedi

'upon a cgnfus1on of an ex1stent1a1 w1th a pred1cat1ve sense- of "9

-‘When the confus1on is e11m1nated Moravcs1k holds, P]ato can go ‘on to‘

’ g1ve an ana]ys1s of fa]sehood by means of an account of negat1ve Pred1-
A R R , :

~ cation: ' - L

The p1cture I sha]] be present1ng may seem- react1onary when - tff o

o

f set aga1nst these views.” I take the probTem of the: d1alogue - fa]se

3~speak1ng = to be- set for Plato by Parmen1dean mon1sm I do not th1nk

~

- that he - br1ngs to bear any new Tog1ca1 tooTs What he does br1ng to'Aigi; g

N .t}

| j together w1th the not1on of correspondence between word» ndlobJect

"i_isentence and fact

"ﬁf "' The problem set is to f1nd a pTace 1n the onto]ogy for mages o

.f} f4ﬂ1 ¢7Vlix If these th1ngs are to have a p]ace 1n the onto]ogy 1t

fvtof the d1a]ogue do not m1srepresent the prbb]em as a prob]em about thp

"Tfffex1stence of these th1ngs The probTem 15 about the ex1stence of these

°

'l'th1ngs What needs to be shown to e]1m1nate the buzz]es is thgz 771

hE o . . . SR

'7 DV’"\ are ex1stents

If we are to take the puzz]es serlous]y as the rea] source of

~
~

o the prob]em, it becomes cTear that the ogh1s does not arr1ve at an_{fﬂfiﬁll»“

v_account of fa]se Togo1 by means of an account of negat1ve pred1cat1onalt5:1;;;v
“In the ogh1st PTato does 1ntroduce negat1we Forms wh1ch may: be seen as :5:an

"‘-underwr1t1ng negat1ve pred1cates The 1ntroduct1on of these Forms,nl""'




+*

o sha]] argue, funct1ons as an. ana1ogy for the exp11cat1on of the negative

Form Plato is primarﬂy concerned wwth, name]y, Tb /‘*‘7\ & | |

: In Chapter 11 sha11 exam1ne two assumpt1ons wh1ch I argue are .
he]d by P1ato the assumpt1on of the ratx]u that every word is a - \
name and what 1 shal] ca11 the correspondence assumpt1on wh1ch I take -
to be bas1c to P]ato s account of 1anguage in the oph1s L sha11 ex-

\

| am1ne P]ato s pos1t1ve theory about fa]sehood(1n the 11ght of these two
/
assumpt1ons F1na11y I sha]] d1scuss the connect1on between the as;:p

P

t1ons and the method of d1V1s1on wh1ch forms the superstructure of the

In Chapter 2 I take up the apor1a and try ‘to show that they“""“k

:n'i are fundamenta11y dependent upon an, ex1stent1a1 1nterpretat1on of the p“"

a eXpr9551°” 72’ /‘5’7 | For each of the apor1a 1 sha]l try toj;°i

1ocate a so]ut1on 1ater in the text I sha11 argue that due to the e
existent1a] nature of the apor1a and due to the1r structure the so]u-wgiii'”w

t1ons that P1ato offers to. the prob]em of fa]se speak1ng cannot be de—'f,fi“Ce

e r1ved from an account of negat1ve pred1cat1on

::ifi chapter by g1v1ng an account of the ro]e the Form D1fference p]ays 1V

In Chapter 3 I sha]] take up the cruc1a1 passage 1n wh1ch

accord1ng to Moravcs1k s var1ant of the ma1nstream v1ew the confus1on of

1, S
senses of, ‘ﬂo, 0"{ 1s e11m1nated by means of a d1st1nct1on drawn be—' I

LA
tween ‘Tb C"/ and D1fference I sha]] argue that th1s passage 1s

By L L
mlslgterpreted both by Moravcs1k 5 var1ant and also by Frede .;aaﬁ"”
v _ ;f ‘
I go on 1n th1s chapter to show that P1ato s exp11cat1on of / :
713 f~>1 c*v’ proceeds by analogy w1th other negat1ve express1ons / e

and that an. ex1stent1a1 sense 1s preserved throughout, I conc]ude the

the account of -,wTo ,‘*“’l UV _ I argue that the word "d1fferent" e




%

combination of the Forms and cr1t1c1ze it. o \ -

h I sha]] be try1ng to set up an a]ternat1ve pos1t1ve account of my own:

not used by P]ato w1th more than one sense.

In Chapter 4 1 shall try to refute Ryle's c1a1m that P]ato

| d15t1ngu1shes Forms as to type I shall g1ve a pos1t1ve account of the ,

3
My project 1n this thes1s is to d1spute a very broad line of

1nterpretat1on I do this by se]ect1ng as my 1nterpretat1ona1 opponents

'some commentators who represent th1s ma1nstream v1ew very fu]]y 1n the1r;

“work. The deta1ls of the1r accounts are st111 very much 1,‘_‘

'mother 1nterpreters who be]ong in the same ma1nstream . But 1t 1s not '
_the deta11s°wh1ch I sha11 be concerned W1th in my refutat1on so muoh as. -

' ;}‘w1th the bas1c tenets of the who]e ]1ne of 1nterpretat1on Aga1nst th1s ;ff'

| by

i




" CHAPTER 1.

1.1 INTRODUCTION :

In this chapter I sha]] be d1scuss1ng two assumpt1ons, wh1ch

! sha11 contend, are bas1c to Plato s ph11osoph1z1ng, the correspondence

Vassumpt1on and the nam1ng assumpt1on Both are assumpt1ons about 1an- ,

E _”guage a1though both have deeper metaphys1ca1 roots 1n the thoery of

: 1m1tat1on wh1ch pervades a]] of P]aton1c metaphys1cs and ep1stomo]ogy

k. ,; I want to begjnbby Spscuss1ng in genera1 what the re1at1on

u31}that statement is true or fa]se

;tlons in some S?TEjato\s works ' There are sever

between the two assumpt1ons 1s, before 1 9o onftQ;fFQEEZEEE1r man1festa— =
a

d1fferent assumpt1ons

B wh1ch may go under thé rubr1c of correspondence assunptwons, but the1r

‘most bas1c feature 1s that they pos1t some s1m11ar1ty between 1anguage

and the wor]d between statements and the facts That there 1s some L

‘fdxs1m11ar1ty, no. matter 1n what 1t shou1d cons1st Lopens up therposs1b111ty
rlof compar1son The connectaon between a correspondence assumpt1on and a
;f:correspondence theory of truth 1s c]ear » 1t must f1rst be pos1ted that
f-compar1son 15 poss1b]e between statements and the facts tefore a corre-

N spondence theory of truth can be deve]oped For the correspondence

i‘f*ﬁ'v-e_; S

u"theory of truth wou]d have 1t that 1t 15 upon the bas1s,of a compar1son

“between any statement and the facts that we are ab]e to determ1ne whether

Bl i Se

S1nce th1s assumpt1on has been bas1c to much of western
L "

jph1losoph1z1ng from P]ato onwards, 1t may at f1rst be hard to see that

o there 1s anyth1ng d1ff1cu1t or start11ng about 1t To assume, however,;f;:o



that statements are different from or.similar to th faCts is to{pre-:

suppose-certainvthings about 'similartty' and 'difference' that need

o
N

careful speiling out. In what respect 1s "Thedetetus s1ts” similar to

hat assumD-J/{ ’

/t1ons ‘about the nature and onto]og1ca1 status of language must be ‘made

1
1f we are to see ourselves in a pos1t1on to make a compar1son7 What

Theaetetus sitting7 But, further, it must be asked:

w

1
}assumpt1ons must be made about the nature of facts and oyr epwstem1c

. pos1t1on in regard to- them? If we are to be ab]e to make a compar1son,

Qt .

we ‘must be’ ab]e to p1ck out, in some sense the fact Theaetetus s1tt1ng

v r
and the- ]1ngu1st1c ent1ty "Theaetetus s1ts", and we must be ab]e to pick
“ Uy

.

‘Uhem out 1ndependent of -one another ' Further the re]evant features of

\

the "fact and the Tinguistic ent1ty, whereby we compare them must\be of

‘the same - 1oglca1 order, 1f ‘we are. not to make nonsense: of the not1on of

L]

o compar1son

1 One sort of correspondence assumpt1on proposes that a statément

s s1m11ar to a. fact when the elements that can be p1cked out as const1-

e

‘U»pktut1ve of the statement can be matched to e]ements const1tut1ve _of the

-
2%

‘rfdfact The assumpt1on then embod1es two deeper pre suppos1t1ons that
"f-the e]ements of both statement and fact can’ be- p1cked out 1n some non-

]?f arb1trary way, and that. the e]ements of the statement can be matched or j';"

“d75:-compared to the elgments of the fact in some ‘non- arb1trary way. ‘; ‘ V?fA"

d;}\\\ ﬂAhother sort of correspondence assumpt1on, wh1ch is not rea]]y
bf”imore than a soph1st1cat1on of the f1rst, proposes that;not on]y must thefi-'
d;; elements of statement and fact"be matchab]e or. comparab]e, but that .

"iydfthe1r o?der must be the same That 1s to say a statement‘conta1n1ng

e]ements a, b c, 1n that order 1s the same as a fact conta1n1ng e]e--‘

'}‘7bt5?‘ments a5 b C» but not the same as a fact conta1n1ng e]ements C a,~b,_[

4



because of their difference in order.

A train which has.a-different car order than another is dif-
ferent from it 1n that respect or to use another example, the kind of
matching that 1s required is like the matching done in ticking off an
a]phabetica]]y ordered pile .of examination papers. The assumption that"

‘ 1t is ré]euant to pinpofnt hére is thecassumption that facts (and corre-
spondingly, statements) have a non-arbitrary order by their very natures,
1.e.,‘not an order which is imposed by our epistemic.position {h regard
to them. This ordering; however, isvnot'expressed by the‘statement, but

1

shown. ™ It remains for the form of correspondence assﬁmption discussed

below to prodUce the beginningslof an accoufit of lo ical relations or
- '/
structure as a, d1st1nct part of facts, and an account of how these

»vrelat1ons are expressed correspond1ngly

Another assumpt1on,~wh1chu1s a sophistication of the second,

proposes that a fact is a:"comp]ex_unity"vcomp sed of elements in rela-
tion ‘to one another‘z“ The'fact has a structure. A statement 'too, 1s‘_:5

comp]ex and has a structure, beirg composed of elements in re]at1on to

[
S

P'»one another This: th1rd\§ort of assumpt1on is a soph1st1cat1on of the

Q

_ f1rst two, insofar as 1t proposes that not a]] of what a statement con-'
tains corresponds to e]ements of the fact For the statement, as we]]

’f'expresses re]at1ons between the e]ements of the fact. - What this comes
- -

‘to, then, 1n terms of correspondence, is that a statement expresses

‘relat1ons~wh1ch correspond to re]attons w1th1n the fact, as‘wellias )
t"e]ements wh1ch correspond to e1ements of the” fact -
I sha]] oe argu1ng, part1cu1ar1y in Chater 4 that Plato holds
‘ the second assumpt1on but not the th1rd

What is requ1red for comparlson between statement ‘and fact to

»
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! ,
be drawn? We carlier elicited two conditiéna' 1) that the elements of
both statement and fact can be picked out: . and ag that they can bv
matched, In the Craty]us Plato bu11ds a theory. which as 1'shall argue,
accounts for the matching of the e]ements of statementc with the cle-
ments of facts. This theory is built upon the assumption that every
word is ‘a name. The criteria for naming or being the nage of somethlng
are then criteria which specify the matching of elements of a statement
to e]ements of a fact. In the Cratylus we find that what makes. some-
\:th1ng a name is its s1m11ar1ty to a thing, let us say, an element of the
‘wor1d.
But what of our first condition? We may allow that ft is a

. non-arbitrary answer to the first part of that cond1t1on to specxfy that
the elements of. statements are words. But does a fact fa]1 apart before
our eyes as neatly sectioned as an orange? We f1nd that if a fact does
. not submit itself to division into elements then the second condition
cannet be met either. For if the fact cannot be sect1oned then the
-poss1b111ty of" match1ng #!ihot open. 3 Finally, 1f things d1d not, as it
- were, make their appearance naked to the eye, then Plato's theory of
naming would be‘impossib]e. For if to be.a name is to beﬂiﬁke a thing,
then thefthing must shpw itself, betpre we can know its name.
7 I shall begin th1s chapter by d1scuss1ng the theory of naming
of the Cratx]us, which 1 _argue, is antecedent to and required by Plato’ sA
theory of ]anguage and of truth I shall go on to g1ve an 1nterpreta-

; t1on of P]ato s thgﬁry of truth as it appears in’ the Sophist. I sha]]
" conclude the chapter w1th a discussion of the d1a1ect1ca] process of
'd1v1s1on w1th which the S oph1s opens, s1nce, as I sha]l argue, it sheds

-

'h11ght upon the requ1rement that tnings must show themse]ves before we s
# ' :
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can kinow their pames,

1.2 The Naming Assumption
In the Cratylus, Socrates simply assumes that words are the
names of things. This, I think, justifies us in speaking of the naming
. ‘1,

. .
assumption, rather than the naming theory. The theoretical entreprise

that he is engaged in is establishing just what it is tg be a namc.

Tne first question, then, that is addrorqed‘fgthe Cratylus

4’

Socrates arques that all act1vit1es have a nature aﬁ} » wWhich
dlctates what 15 the appropriate way" to perﬂggﬁﬁ'h J To try to

cut something with a flatiron is inappropriate.‘oﬁ 1ncqrépé.5? it is not
Up to us what instrument we choose to use; the instrumeht is dictated by
the nature of the action. Socrafes argues that naming is an activity,
that we can regard names as the instruments We wield in naming. But it
will be possible to try to perform the activity in an inappropriate way,
and what this comes to,.as in trying to cut with a flatiron, is using

the wrong inStrument. But how are we to know that the instrument is
o

wrong? . Because we cannot)accomb]iﬁﬁ the'purpose towards which t e ac-
tivity is directed. - Towards»w%gthpurpbse is the activity of naming'
directed?

Socrates - »
Regarding the name as an 1nstrument what do we do when
we name? :

Hermogenes:

I cannot say..-

‘Socrates:

Do we not give information to an another, and d1st1ngu1sh

th1ngs according to their natures?

_ At this point another assumption is brought to bear. This is the as-

sumption that things have natures or essences. They are already distin-

/
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guished Just in themselves, in virtue of what they are, Ouﬁ‘ task in
.poaking s to capture the distinctions apparent among rea) tﬁing'

Just as the proper initrument for cutting will depend upon thv*x s 0of
the material to be cut, so the proper name to be applied to a thing can
be found only by reference to the nature of the thing to be namud}

This assumption s simply vital to the intelligibility ofgthe

W

naming assumption. If the determination of the proper 1nstrument (f
the name) depends upon knowing what the material to be acted upon is
(i.o..what.}ﬁp thing to be named is), then the knowledge of what it is
must precede the application of the namé. That is to say, the essence
of the thing is something given to us bx nature. It is not enough that
things just have natures prior to our coming by a language. It is that
it is in our power to grasp their nature, to come to know what they are,
prior to our possession of a language. In fact, it is precisely on

" account of the fact that the nature of things is apparent to us that we
are able to undertéke the project of naming them - that is to say, that
we are able to come into possession of a language in the fjrst place.

It is the "whatness" of the thing that we capture in assigning’the name
and this "whatness" must have been apparent to us even in our primordial
state. This is the relevance in the Cratylus of the periodic referencé
to Heraclitus; if the very natures of things ére continuously subject to
change, -we can neyefvfix upon the "whatness" of a thiﬁg for a long
enough time tb assign a name; nor will the staﬁda(ds of correctness for
the application of names be possible to uphold. -,
In this discussion, I do not want to prejudice the issue of

the dating of the Crétx]u "Whether the Cratylus is earlier or later
- than the Republic, when we are try1ng to put together an 1nterpretat1on

i



of Plate's theory of lanquage, the f55ue will arise as to how many ini-
’;ahivﬁﬁﬁgmves names are away from the Forts,  In what follows, | shall
try to propose a dilemma for Plato on naming, which does not pre-judge
the fssue of whether the Cratylus invokes the full-blown theory of Forms
or menely’gomé notion bf essence.
It 1s worth noting that Plato's whole ontology is based upon

the similarity Qf'things to Forms., That is to say, things are what

they are in virtue of a qimctic relation that they bear to immutable

real things. In the Republic, Plato discusses two levels of imitation.

L
At the first level there is the imitation of Forms by thingse "At the

sccondklevel there is the imitation of things by objects of artf; The
production of objects of art is forbidden in the Republic on moral
grounds.5 They are misleading; the artist would have us be]ievé that
‘they represent things:as they are, for what they are. But this they
cannot do without being imitations of the Forms, ﬁhat is, wikhbut being
at the same imitative level'as things themselves. This is what is meant
in the Republic when it is said that the objects of art are at a third
remove from fea]ity. Why is it that 13nguage is not banned in the
Cratylus on the same grounds? Names, too, are "at a thifd remove from

reality". Why are we not, l1ike the neophyte guardians of the Republic,

misled by names, mistaking them for the things of which they are only

-imitations? I think that Plato has a reply to this in the Crat
but a highly unsatisfacgory one. Names are the imitatiohs of the

essences of'things, not of their g;cidgntaT“?eatures, colours, shapes, -

etc., the features imitéiéd by the objects of art. The reply is unsat-
isfactory because it is unclear what the essence of a thing is. If the

essence of a thing is that which<1nf0rms it, or makes it what it is,



then names are the tmitations of forms, and do sot differ in ontaloyi-
tal statuys fron things, 1f on the gther hand, nanes are the imitations
o L N T .
of the individual essences of individual things, the T ‘J)v tivar of
things, then the view of words as names 15 undercul,  The word “harse™,
if 4t 1% 5 name, will be the name of only one horse, this horse,  That
horse must have a different name; in fact, we will not be in a positign
to speak of this or that horse. {n shoart, if names are the 1n1tdti€ﬁ;

of individual essences, and all words are names, we will have no Lun3

e

trol over coynl nouns.

Platg, thus, seens to have placed himself in o dilesma.,  {f

wards are the names of formg, then we will have no vesources in our

lanquaqp to speak of this ar that (fjn;n "this" and "that” are not namgs

of forms.} If words are the names of the individual essences of indi-
vidual things, then we will have no words for kinds; all words will be

proper names.

The whole élausibility of the naming assumption, as P%atoh
presents it, depends upon his not making & distinction between naming
individual things and naming kinds of things. This is shown in the use
he makes of a tempting analogy; the analogy is as betw@en the activity
of the name-giver who coins the words of a language and'the activity of
a pérson naming an §nimal_or a place or another person. The claim is
vtﬁst in both cases there is a standard of correctness, namely, the
similari:y of the name to the thing. g

I may name my cat “Scamp” or "Rover” on account of certain
pecu1iar1ties’6fj%§s own; it seems inappropriate tdfhame a pure black
cat "Spot" (a]though perhaps not incorrect.) Primitf;e'tribes and the

Greeks themselves, assigned,nameés to individuals on the basis of their

A

D

/

o
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herttage, theisr owi Habitls, Uhe time at which they were born, Tu call a
child “Tuesday” which was born o Friday might te thoupht a sistake by

people with the custom of naning people accarding to the day ypon which

they were born, Flato gives the exarnple From Homer of Astyanax son of

HeCtor who was also called “Scamandrius™, and supports the view thal the

i

more carrect name Tor the buy gias "Astyanax’, given that he waw the son

nf the <aviour éf the ;ity,ﬁ @
The ﬁfffiiufty:€£lh these kKindy of examples {4 that they don’t
o
really make nlauaihl;fiﬁébtheyiﬁ of the correctoess of the assigning of
bind-nates.  The garréf%nvsﬁ of my nasing Ay cat Useasmp” depends upon g
already knowing what “Scamp” means.,  The correctoe.s of narsing a child
orn on fuesdav, “Tuesday™ depends an a bady of customs 5o well inte-
grated into <ocial strusture, that they seem, as soctal structure itself
often does seem, a part of the order of natyre.  And again a Vinguistic
basis 15 assumed o}rﬂady; ft cannot be agproprigle to name a child
“Tuesday™, becadse 1t was born on Tyesdav, before the designatidn of
days of the week, Sﬁ similarly with Plato's examnles: we cannot allow
him to rely on the.étymo?oqy‘of proper names to establish a basjc thesis
about language. We may agree that "Astyanax” (whicﬁ means ‘king~a; the
city') is a very good name for the son of Hector; we might even a}iow-; 
given a ceréain set of customs for naming that it is more correct to cé}l
nim "Astyanax” than “Scamandrius”, what we cannot allow is that

“"Astyanax" is more properly his name than :stmandrius" because of a

simple imitative relation that hhstyanax“ bears o nature. Its appro-

priateness is based rather upon a set of customs jestablished in the

social world for naming, and an already deve!opyd language. Although

this is a_tempting model, especially iempting to Plato, given the

[y



; fatev1dence of the ratx1us, 1t s1mp1y W111 not do to carry the burden 1t

"_*p_1s meant to carry, nameTy be1ng the parad1gm of the estab11shment of af\d;-*

‘s

'vh]anguage ,«o.fla'ﬁl.f"‘;‘ ;;a ;\‘g';f L v.pmv,c,.; o :

& .

But we m1ght we]] ask why thls ana]ogy was . 1ntroduced At”thé”lf"

Qp

'H'fﬁbeg1nn1ngﬂof th1s d1scuss1on I sa1d that 1t had a certa1n p]aus1b111ty

N

- i_ﬁlt ;urthers P]ato S assumpt1on that the v1rtue of a name is to revea1

vy I

‘fthe "whatness" of the th1ng named "Th1s 1s Astyanax" serves not on]y ']

\ .
. i

"5:e¢to 1ntroduce Astyanax, but to say what he 1s (‘Ue are no 1onger 1n a

o j;upos1t10n, then, to ask a further what quest1on yet our 1anguage does e

N R

‘.fgive us. th1s resource we are 1n a pos1t1on, 1t wou]d seem to ask what

,_Astvanaf 1s whether a man. or a. horsg or. a cat but th1s pos1t1on is v

LI

“Zfdén1ed us: by P]ato Say1ng "Astyanax“‘we have a]ready revea]ed the

essence of Astyanax, to go on to say "1s a horse“ 1s on]y to go«on to

. ﬁreveal the essences of yet another tH1ng, to revea] Horse ' ‘%%w;;;;pAlt

"

o The v1e that every word 1s a name as I have sa1d, Tmp11esf~ ai*#
'1e;that there 1s a one to one correspondence between the e]ements of speech
II”T'and a]ready 1nd1vaduated th1ngs 1n the wor]d But so!far we are not 1n

hda good pos1t1on to understand the act1v1ty of speak1ng The 1n1t1a1
.ir.nam1ng s1tuat1on cannot fu1f111 the requ1rements of an account of

{speak1ng Someth1ng more needs to be oos1ted to exp1a1n how a 11st of

Lnames can be transformed 1nto a speech act The Cratx]us, of course, is

'inot des1gned to answer that questaon, for the answer we must wa1t up for
.”jdthe oph1 where the metaohys1ca1 re]at1ons obta1n1ng between k1nds,

:1;under1y1ng the act1v1ty of speak1ng, 1s proposed to take on th1s burden
o But T th1nk we must ask how 1ong can we wa1t up- for the. {"
d» ;«,exp1anat1on of . what ft 1s to speak to be g1ven7‘ Can e postpone the

' fﬁhd1scuss1on as 1ong as P]ato wou]d have us do? For nam1ng, as PTato Jj
S : éz R - . S : e




o _/——"‘ \"1 8

L

B character1zes 1t, a]ready puts us in a qh1te soph1st1cated speéch

e
Ny

o _s1tuat1onp name]y that pos1t1on from wh1ch 1t 1s poss1b1e to answer the"

g

1b1e for us at th1s early. stage,”$,
'i te]11ng or say1ng what th1s 1s comes t

‘u,arguments were des1gned to show5

: i_-water, on account of 1ts rho/sounds ju",~ 5., ’,‘fgg]' ,;ﬁ",mgi; ;’?

,
./ .

dcrow1ng of a cock P1ato says, 1s not 11ke co1n1ng the word "coc

E ,,co1n1ng a word a case of 1m1tat1on at a117

"1'quest1on “what is. th1s7“ The reve]atory power of names makes 1t poss1-:‘

i o

te]]é?r say what th1s 1s And what
is’ 1m1tat1ng 1t\ Our ear11er

, at P]ato s etymo]og1ca1 theor1es are
.,\a' . :.'.’” '(ﬁ)/

E 1rre1evant to estab11sh1ng the thes1s of the correctness of names what

/' - N

fh ,rema1ns to 1end p1aus1b111ty to P1ato S/theory of nam1ng 1srthe v1ew
>'7that the sounds 1n the utterance of the name 1m1tate and thus revea]

:'_the th1ng named ;lh-.'vi iu _ “V_f,j];tfj;wf';

g :
At 431C Socrates compares the 1m1tat1ve nature of words to

l

’p1ctures represent1ng th1ngs : what the p1Cture acco' "~hes by shapes,f
iand co]ours, the word accomp11shes by means of soun 2 sound comb1na—'9£?
c;t1ons 7 Just as. I can te]] that the p1cture represents a person, by

,bexam1n1ng 1ts 11nes and co]ours, so I can tell that the word represents"'

) S
g

What is proposed to make representat1on go, ‘as:; 1t were, 1n the',

: case of both words and p1ctures,_1s that both are. 1m1tat1ve - the

p1cture 1m1tates by means of ]1nes and co]ours, the word by means of o

"7sounds But th1s 1s a cur1ous construa] of what 1t 1s to 1m1tate 'fIhe_ .
'on1y case of 1m1tat1on ment1oned by P]ato that I th1nk we can- agree to

-be 1m1tat1on 1n any ord1nary sense of the word 1s the 1m1tat1on of

P

'an1ma1s and other people - But th1s 1s exp11c1t1y den1ed to be ana1ogous'”

to the way in wh1ch words are sa1d to 1m1tate th1ngs Im1tat1ng the

kll 8

:5B-And, 1ndeed, 1t 1s true that 1t 1s not But 1n that case, how 1s S

-~ 1

A L
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R Let us s§y that.mhen we 1m1tate an1ma1s and other peop1e,v
‘there are two th1ngs necessary We must do what they do we must a]so
-do it the Way they do 1t For 1nstance b cannot 1m1tate someones wa]k ,3’
‘”7mere1y by wa]k1ng myse]f T must walk w1th a strut or-a swagger or a 11mp,

'.’h1n the same way that he walks In d01nq my ce]ebrated barnvard 1m1ta—-

't1ons, I must not on]y __y_what the ca]]s of the an1ma1s are, but,\as R

—~— \ DN

v’i*for 1nstance in the case of the cock, I must myse]f crow Aga1n, 1m1ta—
e t1ons of peop1e 1nvo]ves these two 1nqred1ents A 1m1tat1ng the Queen, i“d,' B
‘fmust say what the Queen says (a]though I may exaggerate for com1c effect)

'-f and 1 must a]so 1m1tate her 1ntonat1on, her accent and the p1tch of her ol

fvo1ce ?_,1'; f ’ \”~*,A' '-L‘,\.'?

The po1nt of these examp]es 1s that the not1on of 1m1tat1on
' wa111 not serve to underwr1te the poss1b111ty of say1ng what, s1nce that
:,15 1tse1f one of the 1ngred1ents of 1m1tat1on I do not 1m1tate the i‘ff:**t

\ , )
‘ Queen un]ess L-say what she says Say1ng what she says i5 not yet to

T° return to the 1ssue of onomatapoe1a L th1nk we can a]]ow f”_ R

':;the po1nt that the word “bang" may have been co1ned on the ba51s of a

",t,resemblance 1n sound betWeen the utterance of the word and bang1ng ;Tob_

-_a]]ow th]S 1s to a110w noth1ng suff1c1ent to get a theory of 11ngu1st1c
1m1tat1on off the ground however ‘ For to say ‘ ”The gun went bang" i
, not to 1m1tate the gun but to say what sound 1t made Im1tat1on -

: requ1res both that, and say1ng or rather shout1ng "Bang'" with a certa1n

7'1ntonat1on and p1tch ’=f."

s

"h,‘ t1on 1s resemb]ance Some words are sa1d to be onomatapoe1c, that 1s;k'ffl i

s

Perhaps a]] P]ato needs to underwr1te 1angu1st1c representa-f;_j*f_fm

~".-.'1n P]aton1c term1no1ogy, they sound ]1ke what they name Thus, we sayﬁjﬂ-td'n
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cats___p the1r m11k r1vers have pp1ng waters » People ang on doors

"“_ The tea 1n my cup sIoshes,, It is true that there 1s a certa1n 11keness

S of sound between the utterance of the word and the Iapp1ng of the cat

'7.- the sIosh1ng of the tea But s th1s resembIance aII that is needed to :.

j underwr1te say1ng what sound the cat makes when dr1nk1ng, what the tea d
oes in the cup? That 15 to say, I cah make the sound made by the cat"
ur the tea, but at, that stage I haven t sa1d what sound 1t 1s I can: 90‘;1d

i"v "Iap, Iap” after the cat or ”sIosh" after the tea ,«But 1t seems to me
iy that in these Cases 1 haye"made a no1se and not necessar1Iy spoken a

B word The c01ner of the wordsv"sIosh“ and “Iap” was do1ng someth1ng ;”‘2
d1st1nct from mak1n§ sounds f""j"; ‘-..'; wg‘_..,-_.._,..
“~t"§fu;1 T th1nk PIato wants to rest his. whoIe case on th1s sort of |

‘fexampIe however Rho 1s ekpress1ve of mot1on, he says, because 1t 1s a:t.f

';;wsound made by wh1rr1ng the tongue But why does th1s make rho expres—ﬂf':?i

' s1ve of mot1on, rather than STmpIy the sound produced by a mov1ng obaectifﬁf

='ﬂ“ifThat 1s, 1t 1L a case of a sound produced by a certa1n k1nd of mot1on,,,‘:5t

._ G S
: _:but 1ts utterance 15 no more express1ve of mot]on than the sound pro-ab‘fuv

ﬁ/.

"1fduced by a turn1ng wheeI . L

o I sa1d before 1n'my.d1scussion of 1m1tat1on, that to say what
f:1s not to 1m1tate Aga1n, 1t may be that 1n say1ng what we make a.

| dsound wh1ch does resembIe the sound of wh1ch we are speak1ng, say1ngv

‘ _what sound 1t 1s But the reseﬁbIance of sound to sound will not under; e

E*fwr1te say1ng what sound 1t was of wh1ch we’ are speak1ng If 1t were

':tﬂenough speak1ng wouId be noth1ng other than the product1on of sounds,v 7f7:f

‘fiT;fand cats and tea and r1vers wou]d speak

Suppose that I can compare the sounds and the th1ng of wh1ch

"Q‘fthe COIIocat1on of sounds 15 the nane as I can compare the p1cture and fjif

Sl
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ca person s face ’ Do the sounds or’ the p1cture yet revea] someth1n0 more

’ffto me: = name]y what 1s th1s? Imag1ne two pe0p1e gaz1ng at a’ h9£§§/4“’ﬂ

PR ey

ffmeadow One asks ”what 1s that7" The other ho1ds up a p1cture of a

’n3horse Has he thereby done someth1ng to answer the quest1on7 Perhaps

s P1ato supposes that the quest1on what 1s that?” never comes up in the

: .tﬁffto get off the ground JBut the po1nt I m try1ng to make here, 1s that

| a'even 1f we' do trust the name g1ver, the name be1ngﬁ’

._presence of obJects | Look1ng at the th1no 1tse1f wou]d be suff1c1ent to o

"1earn what 1t 1s - 1ndeed a p1cture cou]d hard]y do a better JOb

.»"' oo

’ Socrates

8.

P

B IR Let usgsuppose thct to any extent you p]ease you

U

. can. learn th1ngs through ‘the ‘medjum of names: and
t- " suppose also that you can; 1earn them from the
. ©. . things. themselves which is.likely: to be the

" nobler. and c]earer way. - to- learn of the 1mage, o

S “jwhether the image and the’ truth'of whieh the 1mage P T
SN is the -expression- have been . r1ght]{ conce1ved cori ?}f;;g;lgq,-
L " ."to learn of the truth 'whether the ruth and the iijs,; T

1mage of it have been du]y executed? S T

Craty]us o CT riwf?ihafgffﬂ“f
1 wou1d say that we must 1earn of the truth P
" Socrates o :
Ui 7o Howrreal: ex1stence is'to be stud1ed or d1scovered

N v-'1s, I suspect, beyond you- and. me:- ‘But ‘we may-adm1t ?{;{*LaA 2
'so :much, that the know]edge of th1ngs 1s not to be ..o
der1ved from names 9 £ A o

Th7$ passage goes to conf1rm what was suggested above fthe;ﬁffku'"

“”hi@name has no power 1n the presence of the thtng The name, 1n fact g1vesyaff"
“f“_aus noth1ng that we cou]d not better 1earn from the th1ng 1tse1f If we

o ido not trust the name g1ver to have revea1ed 1n the name'fhat the th1ng

1

f1s, our 1mmed1ate recourse 1s to d1scover that in. the th1ng 1tse1f But L

‘Snly an 1mage, 1s

.-n"fnot a source of know]edge - 11ke the representat1ons of art spoken of 1n L}vbff
t'fl:;the Regub11c, 1t 1s at the th1rd remove from rea]1ty None of th1s 1s

xfprTgnew, of course Pt must a]] be presupposed for the name g1ver s act1v1ty5'?\ff

\

ui??htfeven after the name 91ver has comp1eted h1s task we do not yet have a"Y'“t,;fif
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th1ng recogn1zab]e as a 11ngu1st1c act1v1ty We have bur1ed the answer

“to the quest1on ‘ what 1s that?“ ‘at the pre 11nquist1c ]eve1 by subord1—"

‘ nat1ng 1t to show1ng, 1nd1cat1ng and po1nt1ng out Hh1]e I shou]d th1nk

‘that these act1V1t1es have a p]ace An connect1on w1th speak1ng 1nsofar -

as they he]p to make ‘Cclean. of wh1ch th1ng I am speak1ng, there a]ways

rema1ns the poss1b111ty of go1hg on to say what that th1ng is. But I

. 'njrth1nk P]ato has made 1t c]ear that for h}m there 1s no go1ng on wh1ch 1s

"tﬁ%ot redundant For at. “the po1nt where I have managed to show what th1ng“fj1

I am speak1ng of T have a]so JUSt 1n do1ng that comp]eted the task of._ai
convey1ng what 1t 1s o 7 : R

I sha]l go on to d1scuss the issue of how th1ngs make the1r

appearance naked to the understand1ng 1n the fourth sectlon of th1S‘

B

:‘(r 3..

e

£

R chapter My 1mmed1ate task is to show hdw P]ato bu11ds a theory about _

speak1ng upon the foundat1on of h1s two assumpt1ons, the nam1ng assump-

t1on, and the correspondence assumpt1on

S Sed

1 3 The Correspondence Assumpt1on fi{li
-1 3. 1 A Speak1ng is Comb1n1ng Names -f5'*“

Jm

We found 1n our exam1nat1on of the nam1ng assumpt1on of the o

Cratv]us, that a more comp]ex speech act name]y,ksay1ng what had

nouns and verbs together so as to accomp11sh someth1ng 10 Speak1n1_1s,f>:};fg

a1ready been 1ntroduced a]bewt 1111c1t1y, 1n the 1mp051t1on of a name e L
0  The name 1s g1ven two tasks as we noted that of p1ck1ng out a th1ngxand%f7’f
that of say1ng what 1t 1s It s 1n th1s 1atter funct1on that the :‘: fi,;fi

:lff 1111c1t 1ntroduct1on of the more cdmp]ex speech act takes p]ace BUt:5°fh

~

speaklng, as P]ato acknowledges in - both the Cratv]u and 1n the oph1s

does not cons1st s1mp1y 1n g1v1ng names He character1zes 1t as putt1ng
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‘ 7

) more comp]ex commun1cat1ve act than nam1ng, mnasmuch as every'act of.

speak1ng s composed of acts of nam1ng However P1ato 1mp11es more
b; vf than thws when he says that speaking 1@ not only g1v1ng names. He
suggests that another act is embod1e3 in speak1ng as we11, npme]y, .

'»comb1n1ng \In Chapter IV I sha11 try to give some subst@nce to this .

. @

not1on of comb1nat1on or. m1ng]1ng ?ut I hold as we11 that P1ato ta§esf

L) : , '

SRR c1t to ‘be a requ1s1te for speak1ng every that word spoken be a name and'

;h th1s 1mp11es that he ho]ds to. the correspondenqg?between the words sa1d“
; . v

'“Vﬂf and the e1ements of a fact R | ?i‘ ‘\;ﬂ“

At 2610 ff the Stranger speaks of the. two k1nds of th1ngs o

wh1ch revea] essence or. be1n9 b)’ means Of sound, name]y OVC’I““”T"l and
Y T -
/0)7/—ch0( : A]though he reserves the word OVO/*O‘ - name : for

- on]y one 3 these k1nds of words, h1s subsequent def1n1t1ons assure us

\

};’that he takes both k1nds to be. names 1n the sp1r1t of the ratx]u
E For both sort are »0/'7’\/“’1“‘0‘7“ 7r:,al —’7" 7‘6"“’ revea1ers of essence,-.. ‘
59f'f@; that are not d\st1nou1shed 1n the1r funct1on F wh1ch 1s the funct1on of
SRR .a name 1n the ratx]us - but by what they name or revea] It IS the |
& {éf k1nd of be1ng or essence wh1ch they revea} wh1ch forms the1r def1n1tqons .
respectwe]y, act1ons ( éﬂl le_S '”/0‘*5&61\' those who act) ( €7T_r »‘ _:t
A .\Y“"',ocuTOI_s 7'0'.5 6’\’6""" ",00?77006/ )‘. - It foHows that d1scourse is never

e composed so]e]y of nouns or so]e]y or verbs spoken 1n success1on

:fiﬁj”f-},i Th1s conc]us1on puzz]es Theaetetus as we]] 1t m1ght t;

1n fact, 1t 1s a consequence of what has already been enunc1ated 1n the
N |
1ng what, s someth1ng pr1or to speak1ng,-someth1ng in the re]at1on of
the name to the th1ng

*:r[i?ll';“yf The Stranger goes on to c]ar1fy speak1ng or d1scourse\to SR

,“\'

ratx]us,,that what we shou]d character1ze as a1ready a speech/act sayfwh.f’
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Theaetetus:
\ When one says "(a) man learns", 12 you would say
"\~ that this is the least and f1rst .0f sentences,
A\ would you - not? For when he says that he makes a-

revelation what is or is becoming or has become
or is to be; he does not name dnly but accomplishes
something by combining nouns and verbs. That i¢ ,
why we said that he discourses, and does not v,
merely give names, and therefore we gave to this
‘ combination the ‘name. of d1scourse ‘

o
‘Say1ng "(a) man 1earns” one names two th1ngs the actor and the act10n

'But one does not name on]y, one“aW\dmp11shes someth1ng what does one

accomp11sh? One revea]s what happeds or is happen1ng - And in what way

‘1s th1s reve]at1on d1fferent from the, reve1at1on of a thing by a name,

_1n th1s case of two th1ngs by two names7 Because the 1atter revelation

is t1me1ess, the former one in t]me One revéals things, aspthey;are,

P
i

\. ) - -

?r1.3;2,_fB; A D1scuss1on of Tense

/'§4~u: It 1s the "as" of this: formu]at1on wh1ch s most s1gn1f1cant

-fLFor 1t is: th1s wh1ch suggests the 11keness of the statement to’ the fact e

"That 1s, 1t suggests correspondence It should be remembered however, :

"‘that there is a]ready an “as" 1nvo]ved 1n nam1ng For_namjng'already

"‘%e opened up the poss1b111ty of compar1son And names were a]ready'char-'

',‘facter1zed as tfue more or. less true and false depend1ng upon the1r

/“_ 11keness to a th1ng We see correspondence, in a sense, already
u_embodﬂed 1n nam1ng, as the name g1ver, “in’ spe1]1ng out the syllab™-=.

o fgot the th1ng more or ]ess r1ght -7' g*3>‘f

But nam1ng is not m1cro cosm1c speak1ng, neverthe]ess
the spec1f1c accomp]1shment of speak1ng ig to make a reve]at1o Tary

1ng what 1s,_or is. becom1ng, or has become or is to be Speak1n

re]ates to an event 1n t1me, nam1ng to a t1me1ess th1ng or nature The -
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“omnipresence of change through time, which was rejected as incoherent .

in the ratxﬂu as part of the foundat1on of naming, must here be taken .’
«)

-_'1nto account, as part of the foundation of speak1ng Speak1ng, then, is

a special accomp]ishment, 1nsofar as it embodies temporal reference.

o I want .to ask a quest10n about the tempora11ty of 1ogos
VP1ato allows two e]ements of the 1ogos oL\/@/owTIOS )Lco(veotvél , the
OVOpol revealing -the ﬂﬂ’@'f‘v\ the> /07/4.d revealing the TT,OO(SIS s fuoli=
: ﬂotve/ . The spec1a1 accomphshment of this logos is to reveal
that this is happening'(bh»ggeé happen)h But, now, at'what'leve1 dges
.temporal reference take'p1ace? Is there a concealed referente to.t$me
ljn the tense of‘the verb, as a thtrd element bf‘the-]ogos - and henEe

AN

of 'the fact? Or is the tense of the verb something whichhrevea]s the
time vacombdnation Q} the eTements ot‘the fact? éQr,:as a third pdssi-
{bi]tty,'is the tense of the Verb something tbat.revea1s the cdrrespond-
ence of the ]ogos to the fact at a t1me, that is, that revea]s that th1s '

i1s go1ng on at the same time as the utterance of. the 1ogos, or is :
ear11er than or later than the utterance of the Togos?

| In the former case, our Judgment as to the truth of the logos
would depend upon our f1nd1ng in both fact and 1ogos a concea]ed

tempora11ty as a third e]ement, and our f1nd1ng that they are a11ke

= But the compar1son 1nvo]ved in this last step depends upon our taking

'_the tense of the verb to be the name of a. t1me, someth1ng which it
patent]y 15 not For the tense of the verb 1s un11ke “two o'clock",
whlchtm1ght I suggest, w1th the methodology of the ratx]us, be taken . -
“to be the name of a t1me For to Say-”two 0 c]ock" may be to say when
,someth1ng will or did happen, but to say that it will or d1d happen 1s
not to say when. The tense of the verb is a]so un11ke 'now", or "then“f

L
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I have already criticized the Cratylus for failing to give any satis-
factory,account of "this" and "that", "here" and "there", and by analogy
"now" and "then". These Cannqt be names, since they cannot be construed
as revea]ihg things or places or times; they depend for their meaning
upon their contrastive fﬁnction. Nevertheless, in a context, to say

" "now" may be to say&@heh, just -as to say "this" may be to say what, to
say '"there" may be to say where. Once again, this function may be |
contrastedvhith the function of the tense of a vefb. Saying: "a man is
learning" fs not to say when. ‘

I conclude that the tense of the verb cannot be another ele-
ment of the logos, alongside the eTements: noun - man, verb - learn.
'But if this is so, then, it must:be the case that the tense af'the verb
either reveals the time of combination of the elements of the fact, or |
" the simuftanejty or lack of it of the correspondence of the 1egos with
the‘fact. For reasonsia]ready given in exc]uding'the first option, we
mhst exclude the secdnd-as he]] The tense of the vehb cannot reveal
the time of comb1nat1on of the e]ements of the fact since the tense of
the verb does not “answer to the quest1on, "at what time?"

| . It fo]]ows ‘that- the tense of the verb answers only to the

sth1rd opt1on, name]y, spec1fy1ng whether the utterance of the 1ogos is
 simuTtaneous with the fact or earller or later, that is, spec1fy1ng
lwhether there is correspondence in the present, or will’ be in the future,
‘or was_in the past, between the e]ementsqot the 1bgos'and the e1ements~’
_offthe'fact " But this makes the tense of the verb someth1ng, as it ‘were,
texter1or to the 1ogos s1nce it 1s not a part of the Togos which
fcorresoonds L o "~ - S

1 th1nk that there is no reason to be11eve that P]ato was

»
)

C ot
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sensitive to this issue, however., The discussion of tenso. above, has
a part to play in the criticism of his theory d? ]anguage. For the
conclusion of the discussion constitutes a rejection, at a critical
juncture, of the view that combining names is all that there is to

- speaking. Yet there is no appreciotion tn the text which we have been
speaking of that the combination of nhames could fail to bring about the
specia] accomplishment of revealing things as they are at a time. Nor
is there any discussion at any point in the Sophist oy the C Cratylus
about the function of tense I conclude that just what Plato thinks
the function of tense to‘be is a question that must be left to “definite
perp]e*ity". I have:simpjy‘arque: here, that tense must be construed
as exterior to Togos, i.e., not as one of the elements in combination,
nor as indicating time of combindtion, but rather as expressing some-
thing about the correspondence of 1ogos of an event, whether the utter-

ance of the logos 1is s1mu1taneous, or earlier, or later than the event.

1.3.3» C. Plato on Truth and Falsity

va,it is allowed that the account given above of tenée is
correct, then it should be noticed that the way a logos works is eubtly
transformed.‘.The'logoe mggg§_g§‘ij there- is oresent;‘past; or future
correspondence to a fact. The logos, then, does two thian- it reveals
the elements of the fact by means of the’(’)vom and the P’N""L but it
also tells us someth1ng about 1tse1f name]y that 1t bears a correspond-f
ence to some fact temporally situated in re]atlon to its pronouncement.

* This sort of mgﬁjnﬁ_gg_if_is not present in the case of namés ;
inasmuch as the'name, as it were, pretends to nothing. ‘What;makee'a

-name a name is its organic similarity to the nature of a thing; names.
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are false not insofar as they pretend to anything, but insofar as they
lack-a sufficient degrec of similarity. We should note that ft is this
makiﬁgg%s if feature of logos which permits Plato to give an account

of thuffal sity of logos which 1s,not reducible to his account of the
falsity of names. This is an extremely important point. For a logos to
‘be‘a logos it must contain names, and these names must truly represent
natures. This much is demahded by the correspondence assumption, that
we must be able te undertake matching the e]emehts of 1ogos with the
elements of fact. If this condition is not met, then the 1o§oigdoes
not get off the ground. The paradoxes discussed in Chapter Il
illustrate the difficulties encountered when the fé]sehood o% logos is
taken to depend upon the falsehood of 'a name; that js, its failure to
reveal an essence. -

Let us .turn to the place further on in the section we have

been d1$Cuss1ng (2620 ff), where Plato treats of truth and fa1sehood.ﬂ”
Sentences have a qua11ty, they are either true or falie//fA »exaﬁﬁie of
a true one is: "Theaetetus s;ts”,,an example of a false one:

i

"Theaetetus flies". The noun i§>the name of Theaetetus, and the sentence

is thus allowed to be about Theaetetus. What is it, then, to say that

the former is true, the latter false?

The true one of them states things which'are as
they are‘about you.l4

That 1s, the true one makes as if Theaetetus is sitting, and,
_ by simp]e COmparlson we note that'Theaetetus is s1tt1ng;

We should note that the comparison took p]ace 1 two stages.
We read dF/heard "Theaetetus ." and we checked out who th1s was about:

Does it pick out somebody? The further question is not asked, but the
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checking out 15 so ﬁ?ﬁbohdtv as to make tt tmplicit - does it pick hih
out correctly or truly, i.e., is {t his name?

Then the logos continues .., sits”, Now the question iu:
does this say what is as 1t is about Theactetus? The sentence makes as
if sitting is about Theaetetus, and to explicate “about® we must turn to
the metaphor of combinatton. That is, then, the sentence combines
Theaetetus with sitting:\

But at this time we ruh afoul of a dilemma. 1Is the appropri-
ate question: does sitting cohbine with Theaetetus? (or does Theaetetus
participate in sitting?) or is the appropriate question: does "sitting”
pick out something which is there correctly (as we have already asked of
"Theaetetus", does it correctly pick out something which is there?) It
might seem asithough this dilemma is not presented by the text because
of the stress upon "about you" in the definition we are given of the
trhe logos. That is to say, it might seem as though what is being asked
must be the former quest1on which is a quest1on about the combination
_in the fact of Theaetetus and sitting, rather than a question about the
‘ex1stence of s1tting

The quest1on I am askxng is the fo110w1ng what'is it that a
logos states does it state that there is a relation of combination
between two (or more}. things7 or does it state that there are two things

in comb1nat1on7 In the f1rst case what we shou1d seek in order to

- verify the logos is the real re]at1on of comb1natlon between the two

things. I mean, what we should ask is: are they‘comb1ned? In the

second case we focus on the things in combination, and ask, are they .
: , , 2/ Ca

correctly represented by the omlya and the f"];w(

Now if the question is the formerc©one, we must re-address our-

- ©
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selves to Plate's definition of trye Todus,  For that wae: the true
one states zhinga Wwhich are as they dre about you. [he way this formu-
tation i< phrased it does not <eem 1o bear upon the question: s “itling
combined with Theaetptys? The formulation which woyld seem tg Caplure
that question f5:  the Lrue one <tates that things are abouyt You which
are about you, that is o Say, it sayy to be combingd what {5 combined.
WEereas the formulation alven in the text fnvites us Lo compare the

~ / .
/8’]/"-4\ combined with the KVWAd v UTheaetetus”, with the 11'/)45/5 which
it in fact combined with the sz%hua o Theaetetus: it suggesty the
question, that is, does th‘fsﬁﬁ)«d correctly repres‘.f};w the ﬂ,oc';glj B

This refinement of the issue gives ys an answer to the

question at hand. Questions about the truth of a logos are QUostSonx
about whether the logos picks out, or represents, elements in combfna“

¥

- tion, not questions about whether it correctly ascribes combination to

3

those elements. o
The point becomes sharper when we consider how Plat6 defines
the falsity of a lobos at 2638:
1) The false one states things other than the things
which are.
2) That is, it speaks of things which are not as being
(as if they were). |
3) It states okher things than thfngs which are about yoy,
These three formulations get at the most difficult issue of all. If a
logos is a eombination qf names which (if they are to be names at all)
pick someihing out, and if~a4true 10gos is a combination of names which

correctly represent the things in combination, then how are we to account

for false logos? 1In the case of the fa1se_logo§ "Theaetetus flies", the
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f?7p~d‘ fa11s to p1ck5out someth1ng wh1ch 1s, as 1t were there, in ;‘.3@»*

AL

comb1nat1on Th1s*fad]ure nEEdS tO be 91ven some Spec1a1 account For:viiv*”'

_" 1t 1s not a fa11ure to name someth1ng I mean, there 1s someth1ng named
by th/e /0’7#01 "fhes“' Were th1s not so there wou]d be no 1ogos, smce

3 1t is demandeq that a- ]ogos be the comb1nat1on of an cbvqhd w1th
a )07/,4.0( and 2) a P))/wl is: the name of a 1Tloa(§(5 Yet th1s 1s the

puzz]e of formu]at1on 2 quoted above It speaks of th1ngs wh1ch are
not as be1ng (as 1f they were) Th1s 1s why other formu]at1ons are ,

- requ1red as 1nterpretat1ons of the puzz]e encountered w1th formu]at1on
B “‘NEif af It is’ Just how formu]at1on 2 1s resoTved wh1ch, as [ sa1d

above, serves to sharpen our understand1ng of where P]ato stands w1th

El

' 5'1 5 reference to our d11emma _ I asked then, 15 the 1ssue the correct

representat1on of comb1nat1on, or 1s the 1ssue correct representat1on

of th1ngs comb1ned? If the former then the deepest quest10n 15 are

N\

the th1ngs wh1ch are ment1oned 1n the logos comb1ned, and the formu]a-z
t1on 2 1s a m1s1ead1ng way of stat1ng the 1ssue wh1ch ought to be

d1sm1ssed by thetother formu]at1ons If the 1atter then the deepest B

quest1on 1s #lare the th1ngs there wh1ch are ment1oned by the 1ogos, 1n__’

part1cu1ar, s the thmg there wh1ch 1s ment1oned by the laq‘ua( and t[he

formu]at1on 1n 2 captures (a]though w1thout the necessary ref1nements)

the ei1stent1a1 nature of the query

\"‘
1) The fa]se one states th1ngs other than the th1ngs wh1ch

Let us then exam1ne the other two formuﬂat1ons

*Fxﬁape.1 Th1s formu]at1on, 1t seems to me qu1te c]ear]y reta1ns the ex1st-

_ ent1a1 nature of 2. What at serves to sat1sfy 1s our' worry that therekyf

{#rwﬁ

oo m

[

1s no mpd and hence no’ 1ogos The fn;/wl ment1ons another ﬂfdg's than



i the one that ’S’ that is tO SGY, than the one that is the e, in comb1na—,,7
"tft1on w1th Theaetetus ‘ Formu]atlon 3 goes on to make th1s c@ear

f};5- ;'_'f 3)‘ It states other th1ngs than th1ngs wh1ch are about you

Vi Th1s formu]atlon 1s st111 1ntended to c]ar1fy the referent of thE

| Vf'ﬁh_That 1s to say,.rather than const1tut1ng a d1sm1ssa1 of thempuzz1ed1n 2,“h

ii1t is- an attempt to work 1t out

P]ato goes on 1n such a way as to make c]ear the ana]ys1s I

' am attr1but1ng to h1m “Theaetetus f11es” 1s ana]ysed 1n twoéggeps
,xl) A sentence w1thout a. subJect is 1mposs1b]e ['h,,;r;'
2) - This~is ‘about - someth1ng, namely you. - . -
3) It therefore’1s not 1mposs1b]e for Ht to be

a sentence o P e
Step 20 S i ST |
R ;;;,«1) A fa]se sentence says about somethwng th1ngskifnﬁ”fr’

& .- other-as: (if they. were)” the same, th1ngs
" which: are not as"if they were i
T v.."2),?Th1s sentence says about you someth1ng other ;
A | (1f it were) ‘the same, el it 'says-dbout -
R you, ”f11es”, ‘but this ‘is not- the: same,_but P
~ ., Other, than what is about yoy, - Lo
Lo 2a) This sentence says. about you someth1ng Wh]Ch :
N Crn o 1S not as if it were, i,e., it ‘says about you,
' jxef”if‘f " Fliest but’ flying 1s,not about you, - o
S 3) Th1s sentence therefore 1s fa]se S

The steps are compressed Step 1 mere]y estab11shes that a ‘
‘necessary cond1t10n for be1ng a sentence a fu1f11]ed Step 2y thus,.
presumes that anothen nec ~sary cond1t1on has been fu]f]]]ed para]]e]

to the cond1t1on estab11shed by step 1, name]y, that the ,97;u£ has’ a]so

& .5p1cked out someth1ng, or to put 1t 1n the manner of the Craty]us, thatﬁf!

~ l:the /D§y44 correct]y represents someth7ng The questeon then ra1sedf1'

in step 2 is: does themeaA.correctly represent the same th1ng as thefjt.fe~7

4o th1ng wh1ch 1s about Theaetetus? or does P'q/-a.d represent somethmg/

}other?” é”ff B




even more apparent

o

I

The who]e proaect 1s bu11t up on the bas1s of one to one

[
i

' .ma'tc'h'i'ng or comparmg If we. ‘Fe- formu]ate the steps noted this becomes:.[' '

Y

Quest1on 1 oIs it a sentence" ;
Step-1: Does it have an qul'? L : e
Step 2: Does it have a ﬁﬁ/ut T “ o 'k T

i"'.'These quest1ons can on1y be answered by reference to the nam1ng assump—

U 'Stepffl_: Yes, since a‘rrp”;wns p1cked out or =
: R P represented =
SNt Step 2: Yes, since a 1r,od5!51s p1cked out or

R represented. '.J” _

Quest1on 2: Is jt true or fa]se’? o )
\ Step '1: What: 77,20@(-415 p1cked out by’ the ovopd 7
. \Step 2 Is the - ,uol in combination.with this.
RN  Bvo bt one which, picks. out or represents
.. . the TIpaEss in‘combination with this 17,'049/4,
e Twooor does it represent some otherws

N
™
SN
\

In each step we are asked to match a cthmg w1th a name If there 1s a

' \

faﬂure 1n the steps m connect1on w1th quest1on 1 we faﬂ to have a e

\

/1ogos,_ \If there 1s a faﬂure 1n the second step of questmn 1 we fgﬂ
ko have a true 1ogos It shou]d be noted that we cannot faﬂ at the 7"""
;stage of step 1 of questmn 2, s1nce an answer has a]ready been guaran— |

fjteed by step 1 of questwn 1 As Plato dep1cts 1t fa1sehood depends

. <«

' ent1re1y upon the representatmn of the pt”.col RS | - 1’ e

&

P]ato s correspondence theory of truth then comes to tiﬁs

A sentence is true: 1f its proper e]ements (1 e. ,an ovo;.w( and a /»nwl
correspond to the el\e\ents of a fact (1 €y a comb1nat1on of'ff,ocy/ul and
77,0“5'5 Th1s ana]ys\1$ of'”%?uth 1s on]y poss1b1e 1f we assume a '

correspondence between 1a guage and the wor]d an assumptmn wh1ch may

fbe stated as : somethmg J1s a sentence when 1ts e]ements (1 e s an ovo/,(a.'

‘and a 'm;po\) are the names of two th1ngs (1 e ,I a ﬂ,ovw-\and a ﬂfdgls



'"'fgﬁjitheor1st

‘{,spondence assumpt1on I out11ned in the 1ntroduct1on to th1s chapter fI, 3

‘fﬁfv?hood H PTato says

"dand th1s I have transTated

"; Thus the corr spondence theory of truth uTt1nate1y depends upon the

bas1s for correspondence wh1ch is speTTed out by the nam1ng assumpt1on ,ﬂ”;,:]

1.3L4f D, How Is To Be Trans]ated at 263B7

In th1s Tast sect1on I have g1ven an 1nterpretat1on of PTato s . L

: d1scuss1on of truth and faTseh"i wh1ch accords w1th the second corre—f‘ R

.

| o have taken PTato to hon the v1ew that the words 1n comb1nat1on 1n a ;"
'true statement reach out and grasp the thTOQS that are comb1ned ina f'v~~3d

fact The d1ff1cuTty PTato encounters\w1th faTsehood,‘as I have 1nter—";faﬁa‘f

-

Al»ﬂpreted his pos1t1on, cons1sts 1n exp1a1n1ng how the faTse statement can ff;ff-'

i: express anyth1ng, s1nce there 1s a fa11ure of the pred1cate express1on

(e g_,f"f11es" 1n "Theaetetus fT1es“) to grasp anyth1ng wh1ch is, 1n

'“xcomb1nat1on 1n the fact The soTut1on to th1s d1ff1cu1ty, T have

..pattr1buted to the use of the word aa5 in PTato 5 formuTat1on of faTse-»

‘Tet /.;w,. ovr otlod w_s o* )«eare:

.

Vi

A iI_ (the faTse statement) says what is not as if 1t were

The JOb that 1s done by the wordcqs here is to suggest that p »1_?‘?

the statement purports to do someth1ng that 1t does not do, that 1s, 1t

'fpurports to represent th1ngs 1n comb1nat1on, where one of the th1ngs 1s

_;not, 1n fact present What PTato does, I propose, 1s to make our under-j

' stand1ng of fa]se statements cruc1a11y depend upon our expectat1ons "

"fabout the Job of statements 1n generaTv— that 1s to represent th1ngs ﬂtg,‘i“
A ffgwh1ch are 1n fact present 1n comb1nat1on Thus h1s approach to faTse- S

1:-:fhood is JUSt the approach that we shoqu expect from~a correspondence ‘f"‘:"

-



However, some modern 1nterpreters have strong]y d1sagreed thatvri:'n"

-

) ’{”-there 1s a correspondence assumpt1on embod1ed 1n P]ato s d1scuss1on of n ”f'

= vj*truth and fa]s1ty One of these 1s Dav1d Keyt 1n an art1c1e ent1t1ed

".hﬁ‘C1au$e He wou]d trans]ate th1s formu]at1on, thUS

H*"P]ato on Fa1s1ty Soph1st 2638" 15 Keyt argues that the use Of"QS in.

' the formu]at1on for truth “s : "'"“” 5 v I

N\ : .
)eareu deé. oto'rwv o lu_ev d)\)B\?s ‘rct o\rrd

. Cos 261':\/ ﬂ'érrdou S -

. e ; “‘ B R . .
R must be trans1ated as the con3unct1on “that" 1ntroduc1ng a substant1a1

[REPRARES 4

_ N
T The true one states about you that the th1ngs that
are, are . , s

‘if}Keyt correct1y recogn1zes the other poss1b1e trans1at1on of th1s formu—-'
?Iatlon.._,s‘ : f\fnfl_;'{Y.:f':ﬁv.g;}fﬁ "?;ﬁn»"t‘ : :U; \

"The. true one- states about you th1ngs that are as-
they are : : : : .

ZK'fpﬁto be a vers1on of the correspondence theory of truth His'trans1ation"‘f‘w'b

- tf}and the arguments he uses 1n support of it const1tute a reJect1on of theh . |

"ahgﬂﬁi}v1ew that P]ato has here stated a correspondence pos1t1on

Before I cons1der Keyt s defense of h1s trans]at1on of the fhi
::ttruth formu1at1on I w1sh to po1nt out a- cur1ous anoma]y 1n h1s 1nter-‘1‘_
:,d}pretat1on . Keyt trans]ates the fa1s1ty formu]at1on - : ;, N -

. .‘. e PQV\ :5v1. aybcl ‘GE; ¢>v121 XJQrel :
- so that 1t carr1es the same sense as my trans]at1on above Keyt'trans-;;'

D

’1ates 1t

So 1t states the th1ngs -that- are not as th1ngs-
that -are. e v o

»About h1s trans]at1on he says

In th1s use, thecqs;ﬂnase 1nd1cates how: the K
th1ngs 'to which the .participle is linked are’
v1ewed by the subJect of the 1ead1ng verb w1th-



out 1mp1y1ng that th1s view is correct

_‘Thws ana]ys1s 1s, I be11eve, substant1a11y the same as' y a 1ys1s of

| s

';th1s formu]at]on 1n terms of purport1ng, or mak1ng as 1f Nhat is
',}anomalous, then, about Keyt S trans]at1on of th1s formu]at1on 1s that 1n
| ”?recogn1z1ng the force ofcns as "ast’ he a]]ows that 1t at ]east tac1t1y

‘d1nvokes the correspondence theory of truth for an exp]anat1on of fa]se

| ‘iAistatement Keyt does not recogn1ze th1s, 1ndeed he takes h1s trans- V“:

'1at1on to be proof that no correspondence theory 1s 1nvo1ved . Th1s may

| "-be because he asserts (w1thout support, as far as- I can see) that "the

d,;Phrase u)s.ovﬂbk 1s, 1n effect, the S1gn of aff1rmat1on" But th1s 15

P above For both of these Tend to ag,the force of 1nv1t1ng a. compar1son,.\-
. -ior suggest1ng a correspondence when, as 1nd1cated by the d1sagreement

o of Tat p:r) OW‘-L’ and '&rr.t the th1ngs spoken of and the thmgs there, A

hf'suggested ne1ther by h1s own trans]at1on nor by h1s ana]ys1s as quoted

L. C L

,‘\”

’:?ia1n the fact, do not correspond A .?ﬁ;5'7ff”;1?rjfgf‘fﬂ *;ff'd';i/
L Keyt r1ght1y po1nts out that the fact that th1s construct1on f
.dfdn the fa]s1ty formu]at1on, J e Y oftqs w1th the part1c1p1e, 1nv1tes .
”_ the trans]at1on of¢a5 as "as", says noth1ng to 1nd1cate that the aqs of -

",the truth formu]at1on must be so translated For the construct1on, j:; B

“_£°¢d$ 6617V B 1n the truth formu]at1on need not be understood as. para11e1

'.:fto ¢d5 Chﬂﬁk 1n the fa1s1ty formu]at1on Thus, a]though I hope to haveF ,v"

BN :_tsa1d eneugh about the force of "as" in. the fa]s1ty formu]at1on to ﬁg'*

e

'.'estab11sh that it opens up the poss1b1]1ty of compar1son as between what »

: {was said and what ex1sts in the fact th1s w111 not yet be enough to

_estab]1sh that the force oftos in the truth formu]at1on 1s such as to

‘1nd1cate'correspondence Thus, I must 1ndependent1y defend my v1ew that

the correct trans]at1on of the truth formu]at1on is: ilgg,ffghai-v.p"-a.ﬁ S

hd



!

1) The true ohe states about you the th1ngs that
are as they’ are. o de SR
as aga1nst Keyt s trans]at1on h j" Y '.“,;//*‘

2) The true one states about you that the
th1ngs that are are

Keyt ana]yses 1) thus

'P1ato is say1ng that the: true statement- o
. R . "Theaetetus. sits" (i) states that sitting
e L be]ongs to Theaetetus, and (11) 1s,right
R ‘1n SO stat1ngf» N S

_ He goes on to ana]yse 2) thus

He is saying that the statement asserts.
~that sitting, an actual attribute of S
Theaetetus,,be1ongs to him. '

. e o

As in the case of the 1nterpretat1on Keyt g1ves to the fa]s1ty

-‘formuat1on, I be11eve that he is m1stake7/about the force of the verb

'.afterw_s For 1 take OSIGIW hke wstTd to express not afﬁrma-

.‘t1on but to make c]ear that there are th1ngs 1n the fact correspondwng B

".to what was sa1d As Keyt ana]yses 1) 1t appears that PTato 15 do1ng_"

noth1ng other than assert1ng that what was sa1d is ‘indeed the case.

E 'That is to say, as Keyt wou1d have 1t, noth1ng 1s revea]ed by 1) about
- ewhat the truth of "Theaetetus s1ts" cons1sts 1n But,th1s is cur1ous,

'1ndeed, as: P]ato, 1n speak1ng of "Theaetetus s1ts"'as o P(vol)n‘a\s has',_‘

"a1ready a]]owed that the statement was -a true one He then goes on to

"f'.say what is” sa1d, i. e ,'ﬁi OVWR But hav1ng sa1d th1s much we shou]d

‘f'expect P]ato now to do ‘more than what he -has a1ready a]]owed, name]y '

7~jgfthat what the statement sa1d is the case we shou]d expect h1m to te11

lﬂl_us why he makes the a1lowanoe that 1t is true, not to state redundant]yv

}1lf.that it s the case. Tt‘l '.- . ‘jff

Keyt supports h1s view that his ana]ys1s of 1) does not y1e]d’.

N



_Plato S pos1t1on on truth w1th the following argument

If truth is assigned to "Theaetetus sits" by
ée1vur falsity sh hould be assigned to -
;”Theaetetus f11es” by @S ow &sriv, Under 1) a falsg,
affirmative statement should state To Bvrot s odk. ESTIV,
-+ "Theaetetus flies" should (1) state -that flying be]ongs
1\“:: \to Theaetetus and (11% be wrong- in so stat1ng

\

N Keyt po1nts out however that Plato's formu]at1on for the fa]se state-
d ment does not read th1s/way, since what f0110ws the co§1s, 1n fact,
aff1rmat1ve However;/what Keyt does not take 1nto account here is that
even on his own ana]ys1s of the fa]s1ty formu]at1on what is expressed
’by the aqs c]ause is’ the po1nt of v1ew of the fa]se\statement 1tse1f
E That is, the fa]se statement makes as if. 1t were about someth1ng wh1ch
exists. " And th1s mak1ng as 1f as I have a]ready po1nted out, is an
,_express1on of the correspondence assumpt1on In any case,.read1ng the
?truth formu]at1on as .1 have suggested that 1t shou]d be read, above,yl o
,does not awaken the expectat1on that the fa1s1ty formu]at1on should, by
T‘“par1ty, conta1n a negat1ve¢q; c]ause For if the'as expresses a .
!,correspondence 1n the. case of truth, it 1s that very correspondence
v wh1ch does not ho]d 1n the case of fa]s1ty Thus, fa1s1ty does not ,'
Wocons1st in say1ng someth1ng 17*}h'n*)correspond1ng to what is not '
| ¢ 4,5 ount éﬂv) but rather, 1n saymg somethmg wh1ch does not corre-
’spond to what is. Keyt s expectat1on of par1ty ar1ses from the fact
.that he does not take the force of w_s to be an express1on of correspond— "
;ence ‘a]though, surpr1s1wg1y, he does 1dent1fy formu]at1on (1) as an
' “express1on of the correspondence theory of truth - :‘ﬁ‘ Vﬂ;

The trans]at1on that Keyt supports, trans]at1ng kﬁ.as "that" \

',»1n the truth formu]at1on appears cur1ous on c]ose 1nspect1on For his |

i

',analys1s of it suggests ‘that what Plato takes "true one of- them" to do

is to. assert that s1tt1ng, wh1ch be1ongs to Theaetetus be]ongs to ,
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Theaetetus;- Now there appears to be a puzzle about how this analysis is

‘to be understood. At first sight it appears that Keyt must be attrib-
uting to Plato the position that the true statement "Theaetetus sits"

~is tautologous. ’For_we read the és.as governing not only iﬂs%.v; but
f;"évfd as the sybject of ’ésﬂv , yielding thetrans]atibn: “that the
things-that-are ahe" If.this is tahen to be what the true'statement

‘says, then it is tauto]ogous But, in fact, it is not tauto]ogous, norn

- would 1t be anyth1ng other than patently wrong to suggest that 1t is.

The on]y other way in wh1ch the ana]ys1s may be understood however,

s equa]]y a b]]nd a]]ey We might take Keyt to be read1ng WN; ‘>V71* o
not as part of what was said by "Theaetetus sits", but as a Judgment by-
Plato to the effect that "Theaetétus sits" is indeed about a(rea]
atthlbute of~Theaetetus . But at th1s rate, the syntax is both confused
and confusing For the formu]at1on purports to beg1n to te]l us what

. "Theaetetus s1ts" sa1d But after saying: ""1t says that N Keyt |
wou]d have us understand P]ato to go on: not to say what was sa1d but to
‘break off and make a Judgment to the effect that what was - spoken of was
reaHy there- The sentence then ends \\ame]y w1th a subaect]ess eé‘rvv

/

s1nce c]ear1y on th1s read1ng,1ikCani be1ng a Judgment about the

S actua] ex1stence of sitting 1n regard to Theaetetus, cannot at the same

~ “time be a part of ‘the content of what was said. In any case, th1s trans-

:;1at1on and its analys1s, ‘suffers from,the tremendous defect that it
faiTs to tell us_anything about what-the truth of "Theaetetus sits"

o eonSistsoin.A For ‘on my tirst‘intehpretation of Keyt's:translatton, it
‘_;,wau1d_5ppear that'theithue‘sentencefts'a tautoiogy;'bUt'this,'just-aside'.
from bethg.patent1yifalse; tells'usfnothihg about whyvtheustatementfis;“'>‘-
true. FOn mY*Seoond;intenpretatjon:of~Keyt's-translation; it,wegcank

- .
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leave aside the lack of continuity in what is said, once again no ¢laim .
‘about theinature of truth‘eherges.that is nontrivja].
I shall argue in Chapter II that a formu]ation used to define

falsity in the paradox at 240D involves thé/same sort of dilemma as I
have out]ined‘above for Keyt's translat{on; ‘The formu]at1on goes:

Fa]se op1n1on th1nks ngl ‘Tbl }W\Jdrws Jvrd. : that ‘whattmvnobway
is, is. The paradox springing from this formu]at1on‘resu1ts from read-
ing the.formu1ation as contradictory. Its plausibility as a formulation
'Vtor falsity, on‘the other‘hand, depends_upon its appearing trivia11y e
right" i be]ieve that' the ortgins ot’this paradox give'us grounds to

: be11eve that Plato could be sens1t1ve to the dilemma I have outlined forl
'1_Keyt S trans]at1on above ThevUSE-OfGQS in the truth and_fa1s1ty ,/:

xformu]at1ons at 2638 acqu1res significance for us, uhen wehrecogniie
that by us1ng ‘it, ‘Plato is clearing up the confus1on at 24OD ‘But on
Keyt s translation, the use of the Qs wou1d compound the d1ff1cu]ty,.
‘rather than remove it. . |
| I conc1ude that 1nsofar as Keyt s arguments aga1nst the trans-
| lation ofus as’ ”a"s" in the truth formu]at1on do shot. work 1fa._r, is taken,
‘as I have taken 1t to have the force of correspondence they are/on]y
re]evant to Keyt S own. ana]ys1s of the first way of translating the
truth formu1ag1on which is such as to make‘1t redundant ather'than a
c]ear express1on of a correspondence theory I have 1nd1cated that
there are good reasons for not trans]at1ng¢q5 as Keyt wou]d w1sh to
‘translate it s1nce this way y1e1ds a tr1v1a1 truth formulat1on, which.
does not reso]ve and may reinstate, a paradox encountered ear]1er 1n<

the d1alogue at 24OD 1 sha]] have more to say about how my own 1nter-.

pretat1on of this d1ff1cu1t passage serves to\reso1ve that paradox in

- . L
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Chapter II. .

There ‘remains an issue which is really at the heart of all of
Plato's phi]o;ophizing about language. How do we locate the fact which
is compared to the logos, the é1ements of the fact which are compared
to the e]ement; of the 1o§os? As we have been analysing Plato's corre-
spondence assumptidn,.itvfs‘clear that these things, i.e., the fact and
its e]ements;‘muét be apparent tn-us pribr to our spéaking about them.
Theqwor]d must present‘us with individuated things and facts; more than
that; it must present us with their natureé.

. I'haVe Q]ready empnasi;éd this.in'connection.with the naming
gssUmption. 1In order for Plato to give to7namés the rationale that hé
does,’as beiné names fn vﬁrtuerf-their revelation.of essence,’hé must
take it that thé‘essencés are already apparent, long before we namé them.

/
The point now becomes crucial in connection with“fgéts. Facts

' . ) - 7 - . .
are combinations of thinég\ﬁaving\nifg;ns. They too must ‘present them- =
selves, asjcbmbined,.if we are to be a 0 make the requisite compari-

parison depends

son with Statenents. ~And our ability to make tha
updn the way the'fact; as well as the statemgnt nhich reveals™
disp]ayé itS'paftS;k As_i suggested af.thé beginning of this diﬁcuséion,
“the faétbnuét be péktitioned.a§jnatura]1y as an onange is diVided,into
‘sections. | _ -
" The point islof both epistemo]pgicéljand.metaphysic§1-impnnt-'
ance. - Our know]edge is founded in the natunes;of:things thémée]ves -
this fs'thejenistemoiogfcé1 point. The powéf n¥f§ndividu§ting them-
se]ves,_bf combining - this. too nesidés.in the nature qf things} Tnis

is the metaphysical point.



42

-~ 1.4 Division
. In this sect1on I want to discuss one of the metaphysica]
points raised at tho end of the last chapter, - that Plato holds that
things are 1nd1viduated in nature, or.as I have put it elsewhere in this
chapter that there are real divisions in nature. 1 shall examine how
the dialectical process of division reflects on this view. I shall be
dealing spec1f1ca11y with the division at the beginning of the § ophist
where as I sha11 try to Show, P]ato connects his d1v1s1on of the angler
and the soph1st ‘in an 1nterest1ng way with the naming assumpt1on
“ There is another issue of 1mportance which I sha]] be discuss-
1ng in this. sect1on This is the connect1on of the process of division
w1+h the Form D1fferent It is my view that the d1v151on at the begln—
ning of the Sophist sets the stage for the 1mportant ro1e that Different
‘ w1]1 be found to play in the d1scuss1ons of negat1on and falsehood-later .
,1n the d1alogue
At 217 Socrates puts the open1nq quest1on of the dialogue to
the E1eat1c Stranger The quest1on 1s

Socrates * ,
What I am ask1ng is whether they customar11y :
\\“*--——-_____~_recogn1zed all these (the sophist, the states-
men, the philosopher) as ong, or two, or just as
there are three.names, did they d1v1de them into -
- -three, attaching to- each a kind answering to one
- name?16 _ s

The quest1on is a comp]ex one , Perhaps one. shou]d expect it

o: ' "Are the soph1st the statesman and the ph11osopher really three

Jorerer

of men or\are there 1nafact only two kinds or even one?"

I
o

S d1fferent kin
That is to say, one shou]d expect Socrates to be ask1ng a quest1on about

how many’ kinds there ‘are. Indeed he beg1ns th1s way, . ask1ng

¢ “\

' there on1y one k1nd or are there two7" However, in cgntthu1ng - "or
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Just as there are three names" he enters uponya new question - namely,
he sugqests that the existence of the names provides a reason to believe
that there are three things. “In the 0nh he asks a different question
than the one with which he began; he asks whether there are divisions
answering to the names. Thus.,the question becomes not simpiy a
ques$1on about how many things’there are, nor a question about what they
are; but both of these, as well as a question about whether we arc
justified in using three names. We should expect to find that the
method adopted by the Stranger -to ftnd the sophist will serve to answer
' all these questions: not only that the sophist is one person "distinct
from‘other things,/with a nature of his own" but also what his nature
is, and that we are justified, thus, in speaking of him.

The method of division is not described in the Sophist, but
merely illustrated to begin with, by‘tﬁe dry-rdn division ofethe-ang]et.
The purpose ofvpursuing the method is given at 218C. It is “"to search
out and make.p1ain by argument what (the'sophiSt) is".and again,.it
serves 65 "come to,agfeement about the thing.itself by argument, rather
than abOutithe mere name". - The search for definition, then, is not’
carried out in an atbftrary spirit. f{le cannot choose to designate just
whatever we. wish or agree to by the name "sophist". ‘Our real search is
for a definition of "the thing itself" to which the name serves as a.
s1gn1f1cant clue. U S : - ‘ l

Our first assumption, then, is that'there are divisions in
nature’whfch we'can divfne : We‘infer that this divination mu;t be
systemat1c and that we must be able to g?gue for each cut (11tera]]y,
from 1}*%1514 -cut) we apprehend that it is really there. A principle

".ennuc1ated 1n the Statesman at 262B - 263C is that one must cut only

<
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when there 19 a "real cleavage between npecffié‘rurma”. a cleavage
which, it is claiMed, most often exists down the middle aof an 51903'
However, the Stranger refuses to go on to enlighten young Socrates in
the Statesman as to the certain marks of a true ﬁieavaqg. He does
suguest that there is an explanation to be’givén of the “"principle”
that "a portion and a subdivision of a class are -not identical®. Could
it be, however, that basically the method rests upon thp sensitivity of
the one who divides? Given the assumption that things in themselves
already reveal on essence, even before we can speak of them, then our
ability to find out what they are depends upon our sensitivity to their

reve]ation.18

A1l of this sheidd very much go to suggest that the method of

division is an art of gigii ring, of finding out, of as it were, lift-

ing off the wraps and 0f course, this is not a cunp]éte1y
passive occupation; we db“;ve to learn how to look. What is, at first,
puzz]ipg, however, is the language which Plato uses to describe what the
stranger is doing when he is making the divisions. He uses the very
actives metaphors of cutting ('q«o’utb), separating (Jndwm),
dividing (Juu(e'w), turning out (&sTpéma).19 At 266C the Stranger
speaks of discrimination as the essence of thé notion of division. And
again, we shoﬁ]d think that discrimination is very like finding out or

discovering e.g., whether this is the same as that or whether this is

" better than that. But, in fact, the menial arts which serve as examples |

of discrimination are: sifting, straining, winnowing, separating, -
carding, combing, and beating the web. Again, the metaphors are active,

as though, in discriminating, we, ourselves, were acting upon something

in such a way as to change it. 1 should emphasize that it is our

,//

.
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gt1v1tx here wh1ch is puzzT1ng S1ft1ng bran from fTour is. not 11ke .hf;?"o

d1scovergng,6ran to be a d1ﬁferent k1nd of th1ng from fTour D1scover— /?“

: ingy recogn121ng, etc - ‘are’ not acts but ach1evements of m1nd and are

S

- hot, _.as- 1t were, pract1ced upon someth1ng

I beT1eve thaﬁ the very same puzzTe comes up aga1n, 1n 't‘vx

, connect1on with the not10n of comb1nat1on Tater 1n the d1aTogue where L
"‘; weav1ng is- the metaphor The puzzTe 1s, to restate 1t does the ,1:
ph1Tosopher h1mseTf dav1de and’comb1ne or does he d1scover d1v1s1on
f~ and comb1nat1on 1n nature The probTem becomes more cruc1aT when one'

-

o cons1ders what is sa1d to” be d1v1dedo PTato uses the two words eldbs

and Fevo,s the f;1r‘st_ ‘of which, m_p_ar-tﬂmu]ah,aTr.‘eady has a spec1aT

ftechn1ca1 usage Tn'hﬁs'pthpsophiiing‘as a‘thing,;one, simple, and

changeTess How 1s 1t then, that we cut up an e-écs 7. . : 1 - -
One poss1b111ty I shoqu T1ke to set as1de 1s the the515 that

PTato is ta1k1ng of conceptuaT anaTys1s The method of d1v1s1on, it 1s

true, is. a spec1a1 ph1Tosoph1c tooT, and 1t 1s tempt1ng to th1nk of it

in th1s way Twp th1ngs forb1d th1s,othough ‘1) A form 1s not Just a

-concept That 1s to say, 1t is an ent1ty of metaphys1caT as weTT as

ep1stemo]og1ca1 1mport It is sure]y wrong not ‘to take Plato's reaT1sm

L >

ser1ous]y : ) The anaTys1s of concepts preceeds from an exam1nat1on ”}i.f

o

of the way we speak (and perhaps of what we do ) PTato as. I say,

.....

takes it ser1ousTy that speak1ng 1s a clue to the/way th1ngs are. Hdwe”
ever, he is® Took1ng for the rat1ona1e beh1nd our use of words, and in

that case what we must look to find 1s the th1ngs themse]ves of wh1ch

words are the’ names ‘ . .

¢ ¢ ) 5 3?& . B .
o I w1sh to enter upon my’ soTut1on to tg§§puzzle We must y P

,v th1nk of ourse]ves as tooT users - we operate the sp1ndTe, the fTa1T

‘vO . /l
7.
/
/



'r.sc1ssors The nature j//the mater1a1 thus determ1nes what we can do to

v.; t S1m11ar]y w1th the shutt]e in the raty]us at 389C

;purpose ’} o

ot

,v e

"ffand the sc1ssors We operate th/se 1nstruments upon the mater1a1s to y7

l

. . / -
gfwh1ch they are su1ted We cannot cut w1th a f1at1ron or thresh w1th the

’ l

',And whatever shutt]es are wanted for the manu- .. , :
- “facture - of garments, thick or th1n of flaxen, ~ . B
__.woolen, or other: materials; ought a]T of ‘them to
" have the true form of the shutt]e, and whatevér LT
is the shuttle: best adapted to each kind of work, . e
. that ought to be the form wh1ch the maker AN “‘x\- iy
‘ -'produces 1n each case? R . ,uVJ’f.ﬁ ‘fgr\T~~

\

S1m1]ar1y we are to regard names as 1nstruments wh1ch we w1e1d 1n speak-;

1ng about the mater1a1 of the wor1d R
Regard1ng the name as an 1nstrument what do we: do
_when we name?’ Do’we not give: 1nformat1on to one .~

‘¢another and d1st1ngu1sh th1ngs according - to the1r

©names? " Then & hame. is" an 1nstrument of. teach1ng )

J-and. of d1st1ngu1sh1ng natures.,- -as, the shutt]e 1s of R
.d1st1ngu1sh1ng threads of the web S

Let us try to carry out th1s metaphor as far as poss1b1e The 1nte11191~ '

b]e wor]d 1s a web of fabr1c the var1ous threads cr1sscrossed and 1nter- o

o",.

ﬁ'i woven but each nonethe]ess d1st1nct and hav1ng a nature of 1ts own ?As;_y.

speakers, we use‘the shutt]e we recreate the pattern 1a1d out for us int

e 1nte111§§b1e wor]d but we re- create 1t as speakers 1n the rea1m of
N

d1scourse ‘We do not ourse]ves enter and re- form the 1nte1]1g1b]e wor]d

in our use of the too]s of the wor]d of d1scourse Nonetheless we re]y

‘L
W

’ on the patgern, and what we produce nay be seen as. a copy We cou]d not vff

'accomp]1sh this task w1thout the,poss1b111ty of d1st1ngu1sh1ng ‘the warp

and woof{11nes in each sect1on Thns is requ1red an order for us, 1n »_"'

pproduc1ng our copy,/to p1ck up the proper shutt]e that 1s to say, the ;_f'd

shutt]e that carrnes the appropr1ate thread the shutt]e adopted to th‘f‘
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| What is the method of d1v1s1on in reTat1on to aTT th1s7 The
." ph1Tosopher of the oph1s and the Statesnan take up the task wh1ch
‘1_was attr1buted to the 1eg1s]ator 1n the. Crathus The Teg1s]ator, f'
.”JTook1ng to the - nature of th1ngs themse]ves des1gned the shuttTes that'.h
'v1s, the words wh reby we, in speak1ng, p1ck th1ngs out Th1s was. a |
' metaphor1ca] accjfnt of the or1g1ns of Tanguage, there is no ev1dence
that Plato. supposes that the Teg1s]at1on took pTace as a h1stor1ca1 ’
event | TransTat1ng the metaphor, we. find the task of the ph1Tosopher
The ph1Tosopher has a keener 1ns1ght than the ord1nary man 1nto the
':“tang1ed web of th1ngs, 1n v1rtue of the educat1on wh1ch, in the epub11 s
,:f]eads h1m to a knowTedge of the forms He is then 1n a pos1t1on to f1nd ‘

‘_the Jtvq upon wh1ch the poss1b111ty of d1scourse is- founded H1s task

then 1s to ask in’ every case whether there 1s a rea] )évDS to wh1ch a o

S that ,evo_{

) word refers and whether the word is the appropr1ate too] for captur1ng

el The ph1]osopher s task then, is to prov1de a rat1ona1e for

| the d1v1s1ons and comb1nat1ons we make‘1n speak1ng (1n the sense that 1n
»f-us1ng words to commun1cate we separa e out or refer to~d1st1nct
t _obJects we a]so “comb1ne nouns and verbs to accomp]1sh someth1ng,“.tt,"

‘2620) The rat1oQaTe takes the word to be a too] and asks whether the :'\

(.

tooT 15 adapted to ‘the, purpose or not The purpose that the tooT serves lj{.

is to 1dent1fy a k‘md or a )evo_s) wh1ch 1s reaHy there To ftnd out
“whether the tooT does serve 1ts purpose is then to f1nd out the nature

of.a gmt 2

‘.v). S .. LR S “

?/»

If th}s ana]ys1s 1s correct 1t has three 1nterest1ng ram1f1—«:»d‘
"éat1ons for an 1nterpretat1on of the oph1s F1rst, 1t shows that for :f?f
: f7 Plato a metaphys1ca1 1nqu1ry and a. T1ngu1st1c 1nqu1ry are of nece551ty ‘

.t"o‘;



o refer, when we use the word "not”=‘

¥ 11nked in v1rtue of .the. very spec1a1 re]at1onsh1p that 1anguage bears'f'
to rea11ty, name]y, 1m1tat1on Second, 1t connects the method of
d1v1s1on and the comp1ementary method co]]ect1on w1th the theory of.

L

‘ ”1anguage advanced 1ater in the oph1s f'where speak1ng 1s representedf

' ‘Aas comb1n1ng verbs and nouns ’ Th1rd, 1t shows a’ cont1nu1ty between

ﬂvi,_ﬁ the 11ngu1st1c theses of the ratx]us and those of the oph1s

A E Tay]or has put forward a v1ew as to the s1gn1f1cance of '

the d1v1s1on at the beg1nn1ng of the oph1s Th1s v1ew 1s not
i

dxss1m11ar to«th% oqg presented above Tay]or sees a connect1on between .

f'.p.

'the not1on of d1v1s1on'and the prob1em of negat1on, wh1ch is the central'“

;concern of the d1a1ogue “As: he sees 1t the d1v1s1on at the beg1nn1ng .

R

sets the stage for an 1nvest1gat1on of negat1on, not: s1mp1y because it o

"".revea1s the soph1st as an 11]us1on1st and a char]atan, but because the

"fumethod 1tse1f necessar11y 1nvo]ved "an act qf exc]us1on In say1ks pat -
.E.Q’the def1n1endum 1s, 1 am, 1n the same breath say1ng what;1t 1s not‘3-+,.fi

':ﬂ“D1v1s1on cannot be: carr1ed out w1thout the emp]oyment of the not1on of

dﬂfference But of course as 1t turns out the Form D1fferent

e

',f’prov1des the under1y1ng rea1 th1ng to wh1ch accord1ng to P]ato we
.- . -

I th1nk that th1s v1ew 1s h1gh]y en11ghten1ng The presump-i.

"“l;t1on at the begInn1ng of the d1alogue where the ph1losopher s task 1s

e»represented as-ferret1ng out the rea] d1v1s1ons 1n nature wh1ch ent1t1e

v°us to speak as we do, is that there is. 1n fact a mu1t1p11c1ty of th1ngs,i

¥

each w1th a nature of 1ts own But the very assumpt1on that underwr1tesd

: the poss1b111ty of ferret1ng out that mu]t1p11c1ty, name]y, the assump-_t

g

o t1on that every word corresponds to some rea] th1ng, comm1ts us at the ‘

',_same t1me to the v1ew that we can f1nd that th1ng 1n nature, wh1ch as o

AN
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b * -

. 1t were, ho]ds that mu]t1p]1c1ty 1n place as a mu1t1p11c1ty When we

' speak of someth1ng S be1ng d1fferent from someth1ng e]se or someth1ng s

not be1ng someth1ng else, the ph1losopher is. JUSt as much comn1tted to'

‘%f1nd1ng the rea11ty under1y1ng the words “d1fferent“ and "not“, as he

is to f1nd1ng the nature of that th1ng wh1ch we speak of us1ng the word

soph1st" “As, A E. Tay]or puts 1t '“there RES a rea] moment of negat1v—

l 1th in. that rea]1ty, not. made by our th1nk1ng, to wh1ch a]] s1gn1f1cant

th1nk1ng refers SRR

o

? The Stranger takes Theaetetus through s1x d1v151ons to beg1n;j_

w1th, in each of wh1ch the soph1st makes an appearance under a d1fferent -
/J

. gu1se (231D) He is found to be 1) "a h1red hunter of r1oh young men"

“2) sort of merchant of 1earn1ng as. nour1shment for the sou]” ‘1) ?a;";b

EE

g reta11 merchant 1n the same wares" k4) one who ”sel]s the products of

A-_that Feature of (the soph1st s art) 1n wh1ch a]] these forms of sk11]

';f:d1v1s1ons It is that the soph1st is. a controvers1a11st He isa

fconverge" Th1s feature lS der1ved from the resu]ts of a]] the prev1ous N

' fh1s own manufacture” 5 an athlete in debate, appropr1at1ng that

[bsubd1v1s1on of content1on wh1ch cons1sts 1n the art of. er1st1c”§ 6) _ j-;f-'

,pur1f1er of the sou] from conce1ts that block the way to understand1ng

EsThe Stranger then proposes to go to the root of the matter and “look fo37’l7

*t controvers1a11st 1n sc1ence, 1n rhetor1c and po]1t1cs, in the crafts, d:ﬁ
',such as wrest11ng, and in fact he turns out to” be ab]e to d1spute 1n
.any area whatsoever It is agreed however, that no man can know every-
'th1ng So a man who can conv1no1ng]y d1spute concern1ng such a var1ety R

l;'of subJects must have hypnot1c powers,'1f he is: to produce the be11ef S

a;that he knows a11 these th1ngs 1n h1s aud1ence

T Th1s part of the account 15 cont1nuous w1th the Socrat1c theme ‘d”
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first 1ntroduced in the poTogx where Socrates 1nterv1ewed the politi-

c1ans, -the poets, and the craftsmen, Took1ng for a man w1th an account

~of the knowTedge he purported tozpossess. »In the egub]1c the same
~argument is-used in Book‘X, where Socrates' poTemTc against the poets

Sis

/that aTT poetrv from Homer onwards, consists in
representing a semblance of its subject, whatever

'\ it may -be, including any kind of human excellence,
\w1th no grasp of the reality ... the poet, knowing
\noth1ng more than how to represent appearances,
can pa1nt in words his picture of any c¢raftsman so

k" as to impress an aud1ence which is equally 1gno— 22-; 0
- rant .and- Judges only by the form of express1on '

At th1s po1nt in the oph1s as in the epub]1c, an ana]ogy 1s drawn S

'between the man who g1ves an appearance of know]edge by means of words,-

and the graph1c art1st who g1ves an 1m1tat1on of rea11tv bv means of

'p1ctor1a1 representat1on Aaa1n, the cr1me 1s a moraT one The charge‘t
s ”dece1v1ng the 1nnocent m1nds of ch11dren" by mak1ng them th1nk the 1

“p1cture TS the real th1ng

It s agreed then, that the soph1st is an 1mage maker But; o

:_at this po1nt the soph1st becomes h1mse1f recogn1zed as an antagon1st
.»1n the d1a10gue s1nce he w111 seek to eTude d1scovery by every tr1ck of7 S
' "-h1s art The ph1losopher must expose the 111us1on1st w1thout be1ng

;taken in at any stage by the very 111Ms1ons he produces

The Stranger adopts at th1s po1nt the metaphor of a search

 .party. out Took1ng for a cr1m1na1 by quarter1ng the ground upon which he
7‘1s known to h1de What 1s espec1a11y 1nterest1ng about th1s metaphor
~ and the succeedlng passage in wh1ch the search 1s carr1ed out, is the _
: occurrence of verbs of v1s1on mak1ng out the d1v1s1ons In1t1at1ng the o

f.d1v151on the Stranger says f "It seems: tO me, that I now see. two forms g
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of mim‘esfs (... ,E’b'tagel pot 'Kd7 vov édolvop.dl ddo wab- )
qnw c-l&q'h‘s plp\'rmhg . I see the likeness- makmg as one art "

(Haow ,..ev 'n-\v Eakddrrmvw opwv ) (2350 E) He a]so -
speaks of ”d1scover1ng" 1541!«; ) at 23502 " This f1ts with the c1a1m

made above that we d1v1de on]y in speaking; we d1scover or discern the
d1v1s1ons in nature

The d1vis1on proceeds as follows: .out of the art of'image.

.

‘making isidivided the’art on the One hand‘which seeks to produce a
’,dperfect COpYs and the art on the other which produces what only seems

,'J‘to be a 11keness, but wh1ch in fact 1s d1storted in such a way as to

the soph1st The soph1st says. th1ngs in the course of h1s teach1ng,
wh1ch are 1n fact untrue, and are. ca]cu1ated to dece1ve the m1nds of

h1svaud1ence ' Furthermore, he h1mse1f purports to be a wise man, but

in fact th1s 1s on]y an appearance ca]eu]ated]y produced

.The Stranger says: ”Th1s, appearwng or seem1ng R butrnot7f;

'be1ng » and say1ng th1ngs, but not true th1ngs, all th]s 1s a]ways '

very perp]ex1ng The- prob]em arises i descr1b1ng the art of the )

-

‘dece1ve the viewer into th1nk1ng it the rea] th1ng Th1s is the art of

soph1st’ We say that he speaks fa]se]y “We a]so say that- he produces F

hood and the esttence of appearances _
At th1s po1nt the d1vt§1on is broken-off" For theVSOphist V
beg1ns to show h1s mett]e as an antagon1st “and produces the f1rst of

the paradoxes wh1ch the 1atter ~alf of the d1alogue is. des1gned to

‘ unrave].. The Stranger pretends 0 u1smay at | the 11ve11ness of the

o sophist as he eludes his captors. 2t the d1smay, as we11 .as the

o puzz]ement brought on by the paradO/es 1s an 1ron1c dev1ce, for as I

5an appearance Say1ng these th1ngs we assert the ex1stence of . fa]se- B
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have hoped to show, the first of the metaphys%Ca] doctrines with which
the sophist-will ultimately be trapped,'the é]usi&ehéss‘of his nature
banished, has'aiready been 1ntrdduced. This is the doctrine that there

is a mu]tip]icity of things which are different from one another, each
with a nature of its own. =
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'FOOTNOTES' | ‘ . |

cf. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Ldgico-Phi]osophicus, Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1961: ~(4,121) "Propositions show (zeigt) the logical
form of reality". - . '

1

cf. Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, Oxford University
.Press, 1968, Chapter XTT. v

This might seem to be false if we consider the possibility that
facts are atomic or simple. A correspondence assumption about -
language, on this view, would have it that statements are corre-
spondingly simple. However it is clearly a condition of being

able to hold apart naming and correspondence assumptions that both
statements and facts are complex. If both were simple, a state-
ment would be nothing other than the name of a fact. “Sincesmy
analysis-of the correspondence assumption for purposes of ‘an
analysis of Plato's work presupposes a distinction between the
correspondence and the naming assumptions, I shall not be consider-

ing this possibility.

Platq,'Cratzlus; translated by Jowett, in Hamilton énd Ca1rns,
.Plato, BoTTingen Series, Pantheon Books, 1963, 388B5. -

Plato, Republic, translated by Corhford; OXfofd Univérsity Presé,‘j
1941, Book X,.595-601.- . : :
Op. cit., PTatq, Cratylus, 392 Dy translated by Jowett.
cf. wﬁttgensteing’Tractatus'Logito-Phi]osophicus: (2.1511) "That
is how a picture is attached to reality; it reaches right out to

it." A N o . e g

‘Op._cit.,/ﬁ1ato, Cratylus, 423C, translated by Jowett.
Ibid., Plato, Cratylus, 4394, translated by Jowett.

Plato, Sophist, franéiated by Fowler, Loeb edition, 1968, 262D; -
Op. cit., Cratylus, 4318, translated by Jowett. .,

: o4 o A R .
Since the use onVDf*d~in the Sophist to mean "noun", together
with its use_in the Cratylus to mean "name", is. a potential source
of confusion for readers of my discussion below, [ have reserved
the translation "noun" for_the technical usage of 6'v0;4.o2 in
which it contrasts with. A (verb), and have spoken throughout

. ) [ M( ) .
"~ of both av?l-tc(‘rak‘(-nouns) and /%,udrd(_verbs) as names. The point

is that both nouns and verbs%aré names, but of different kinds of

- things.

The Greek Olv@f’wfros ,uawﬂa(ye: does not make clear whether Plato's
‘example makes reference to One‘man, or is about men in general.
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15.

16.

Op,]cit.g Plato, Soghist, 262C - D, translated by Fowler.

Op. cit., Plato, Sophist, 2638, translated by Fowler.

David Keyt, "Plato on Ea1s1ty: Sophist 2638"

Vol. II.
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» Phronesis Supp.

This question has been translated wi thout due attention to 1ts
significance. - Cornford trans]ates N

Socrates ' ‘

Did they think of all thesé as a 51ng1e type or as two,
or did they distinguish three types and attach one of
“the three corresponding names to each? -

TayTor trans1ates:\ a

Socrates : :

Did they take a]] three to be one and the same or to

be two, or did they distinguish three types, as well

-.as three names, and give each of them 1té'severa1 names?

- The point I wish to make about the latter two tvanslat1ons
is that they do not do justice to an 1mportant assumpt1on made by
the speaker. The aSSmet1on is suggested by the:coordinate use of
wdﬂep and ¢S¢ » which I havg translated respectively: "just as’
~and "answering to". Using@eorrep, Socrates. suggests that a. reason
. for thinking there to.be three kinds is that there are three names;
‘( using &3¢, he suggests a correspondence. (to use Cornford's word):
~\between the names-and the kinds. The assumptxon then, which the:
\question's phrasing v1rtua11y forces, is that words or. names, corre-
ond to natural d1V1s1ons (]tvy) -

. Thikipassage is reminiscent of Cratylus 439B: "...the know1edge _
of th‘ gs is not to be derived from. names. No, they must be

_ studie:g;nd investigated in themse]ves (trans]ated by Jowett)

The notion
at Republic,

The other metaphoxs are self- exp]anatory, but in the case of

ermw., 1 take it that Plato is exp|o1t1ng the notion of
cutting someth1ng free from a mold, as when one turns a'cake or a ’
piece of cake out of the pan. :

f sens1t1v1ty, here, is analogous to percept1veness as: “
508. : , :

We f1nd ev1dence of th1s t oughout the d1v1s1on of the ogh1st
e.g., 223A - "And that sort which professes to form acqua1ntances
on]y for the sake of virtue, apd demandsia reward in the shape of
“money, may be fairly called by \another name. ....IT believe that we
" have discovered the-sophist - which is, as I conceive the proper
- name for the class described.”™ :224B "Of this merchandise of the
soul, may not.our part be fa1tlx,t rmed ‘the art of display? And
there is another part which is certa1n1y not Tess r1d1cu1ous, but

¢

: - \ -
. \ . P
@ : (3



~ being a trade in learning must be called gx_some name germane
to the matter " etc.

21. Op. cit., P]ato ratx]us;‘2888 trans]ated by Jowett

22. ; A.E. Tay]or The Sophist and the Statesman. Dawson s, 1971,
» Introduction, p. 13.

23. 0Op. e1t. P]ato, egub]ic, Book Xy 6-0, trans]ated by Cornford.




CHAPTER 2

2.1 Introduct1on | ‘ ’ | G
In this chapter I shall d1scuss the paradoxes of not- belng |
wh1ch the Stranger lays out. between 236 - 242. I shall argue: that
these paradoxes come up in connect1on with the view of ]anguage which .
is discussed in Chaoter T.‘ “Not be1ng“ 1s/thought to be a name in
accordance with the naming assumption and“yet, on account of cons1dera;“
tions made clear in these paradoxes/cannot be a name.
The way inchhich these paradoxes are understood pTaces con-
) straints upon the interpretation of the whoTe dfa]ogoe. First of-all I
“shall be arguing_that the paradoxes are not straw men’which can either
be over]ooked or disposed”of quickly. From the zoint of view of PTato S -

own theory of Tanguage it is essent1a1 that he’ estab11sh for 12>/L“*;"

~ the status of a name. Sedbnd]y, I ‘shall argue-that the puzzTes are

- existence puzzles; they come Up when the expression /431~ is

taken to mean. either "non- existence" or "that which does not?3¥1st" I

shaT] show how what G.E.L. Owen calls the Par1ty Assumpt1on can be

rought to bear on this; if the puzz]es concern .Non- Ex1stence or the non-
existent then the d1aTogue as-a. whole must be concerned with quest1onsu
of.ex1stence and non- ex1stence Th1rd1y,‘I shaTT\attempt to show how

- eac paradox finds resoTut1on in Tater parts otkthe~diaTOQOe |

The f1rst set of paradoxes set a problem with the status of

e ~ M

ov. .as a -name. They may be seen as resoTved when: 1t>/an7/9nl

to be the name of someth1ng (2588 The second paradox sets a

56 - -
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problem for the status of discourse as a whole when it 1s defined as
image-making. It finds resolution when discourse is declared to exist
(260A). ﬂhe third paradox arises when an 1nadequate formu]at1un for
false opinion is offered. The problem is reso]ved with aﬁ\glternative
formulation at 263B. I argue that in each case bhe settinb of the
problem and its resolution can bn]y be understood when both are inter-
preted witxin the context of the theory of language outlined in Chapter
| “mmiTERd“wﬂQn“beth are seen to be Existential,
This form of approach to the Soghiét is unusual. Throughout

this thesis I shall be for the most ‘part considering three commentators
~whom I take tovbe putting forward Variants‘of a modern "received view"

of the dia]ogue. - Of theSe; Frede considers the paradoxes not ét all,

but starts his 1nterpretat1on of the text at a much later point (255C D).
Moravcsik (in "Being and Mean1ng in the ogh1s ") takes the Qéfggex S

em

into account, but believes them {o misleadingly character1ze a pro
whlch can only proper]y be stated when ex1stent1a1 d1ff1cu1t1es ‘with

)
: 773 /A:¥7 oV have been set aside. Owen a]so gljes some c0n51dera-

Afce

tion to the paradoxes, but h1s approach is. opposate to. mfhe

existential problems at all. Thus all three 1n§erpreth

analysis of ‘the d1alogue with the ﬁnterpretat1on§of P]ato s p051t1ve %ff

wlem, either rule it’ irrelevant or ta1]or it to- ?Ltfthe'supp05ed so]u-

‘t1on/ A]though my approach is an uanua] one an%fiered aga1nst the ";{' |

‘yz
M

start1ng po1nt of these 1nterpreters, it seéms:tg b&g& more haturaT one
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I consider the paradoxes in order, dividing then up as
follows: the paradoxes of 236F - 239D, the paradox of 2190 - 240C,

the paradox of 240C - 2418B.

¥

2.2 236E - 239D
2.2.1 Introduction

In this stretch of the dialogue there are four puzzles which
may be separated out. The first comes up between 23§E and 237A:  say-
ing that falsehood comes into existence involves ‘the assumption that
7o /4;5 EL' exists and this is a contradiction. The sccond puzzle is
stated at 237C - 238: to say something false is to say 70 ,ﬁ¢‘7 3&/.
to say 713 f411 dv'1S not to say something. not to say something is
to say nothing, so we cannot characterize someone who says something
false as hatﬁng'said Jnythihg.‘ The third puzzle between 238A and 233D
is a problem about using gramﬁaticé] number in an expression which fails
to refer either to anxthing‘or any things. The fourth paradox at 238D
and 239D consists in pointing out that the argument.in the previous
puzzle is un1nte111g1b1e, 51nce LP uttering «it' we violate its _Own con-

jclusmn. that the expresswn,'rg /4:7 ZV whether in the smgu]ar or-
the p]ura] has no intelligible use.

I shall begin by discussing the views of commentators on
these puiz]es and ‘how they find resolution in the Sophist. I shall
then gb on to give my own interpretation, dividing the text for conven-
ience into two sections: 236E - 238 and 238A - 239D. .I shall conclude

by giving my own view of how these puzzles may be seen to be resolved

in later parts of the Sophist.



e . .

g1v1ng a pos1t1ve account of fa]sehood to be 1so]ated at 258E where

o P P . ) S s
. W

2 2.2 Cornford s Interpretat1on

Cornford takes P1ato S. enterpr1se 1n these paradoxes to be to SR

set as1de as beyond 1nvest1gat1on the tota]]y unreal He says 1

The very words "the non- ex1stent” (abso]ﬂte non-. .
ent1ty) cannot be uttered without self- contra- -
- #"» diction. This po1nt is not urged against- .. .
. Parmenides and:could- not ‘be urged without .des- -
" “cending. to capt1ousness < In all this section on
_ 'the totally non- ex1stent Plato . is, rather con- -
f1rm1ng Parmenides and acce ting his warn1ng f
_ ‘Hold back ‘thy thought from this way -of inquiry'.
, P]ato does not go back upon the resu]tsvhere ’
o reached. S , .

PR

-

Accord1ng to Cornford, 1f 'T" }«17 a~r qs unHerstood ‘to have

the SGUSE Of o) f*»rﬂuyatdscw'1t must be “ru]ed out of the dascuss1on"b s

Later in the d1a1oaue; P1ato doés not make use of th1s sense of the /K
“term. y% . : -‘tw

- Cornf’ord takes the sense of 70/-07 av wh1ch w111 be used in

e

7

the Stranger says (Cornford s trans]at1on) : '_~‘f4, //f“5’

‘_HSo 1et no one say that it is the contrary of/the
“existent (r e., the simply. non- ex1stent) that we
mean when we make bold to say:that what/ﬁs not!
-Jex1sts " So. far’'as any contrary of the ex1stent S
is concerned- ‘we have 1ong ago said good -bye to
: ;the question whether thére is’ such a'thing or not,
- :and’ whether any account canfbe g1ven of it or none ’
whatsoever - A 1’¢,/ : '

A ]

As Cornford understands them, these paYadoxes are- not rea]]y

paradoxes at all. They present“part of‘?ﬂato s pos1tjve thes1s about
o There is a d1ff1cu1ty w1th th1s 1nterpretat1on As M1chae1

Frede po1nts out in connect1on w1th an 1nterpretat1on of the famous iiy

passage 255C - D3, it would appear that for P]ato the. sense of a word 1s;i

captured by 1ts reference to a Form, 1f a wor has more than one sense




A 1t refers to more than one Form But 1n these paradoxes 1t seems that

‘the express1ons 70/437 0V and To ,u.‘tydd/—mgsov faﬂ a]together of

@’reference The conc]us1on that TD/JJ) OVV 1s unthmkab]e, 1nexpress1—ﬁ' R

b1e?1étc (238C8) cannot be 1nterp‘ (g'ﬂ”

Tc3 ,umy\ :ov is to be set as1de

does not have a sense. gn,f‘g}l' T T

2 2 3 Owen s Interpnetat1on

o Owen p1cks out three 1eve1s of argument 1n the text between B s

236E and 2390 | B
/‘j"j.f’*; g'(ixﬁ "what 1s not" stands for noth1ng, hence
... - - speaking of what is not. ~speak1ng of
[t ,noth1ng - not speak1ng at a11

;/i.-‘ s “(ij)_'238A1 -:Cll tr%es for conc]us1ons that
.7 . . . -have what ‘s QOt as the1r ‘express sub- -
- ‘ject. Since ‘what is. not cannot have any .
o aﬁﬁ;actua1 attr1bptes,,1t cannot have any
* ¢~ number...so it ‘eludes our references
'and cannot b spoken or thought of

(111) 23801 ke 239C po1nts out that accord1ng //. R

;-eto 11) the /argument and conclusion.of.
(11) cannot be cons1stent1y formu]ated 3

Owen s dom1nant 1nte pret1ve thes1s is that P]ato 1s not con- :

' cerned 1n the oph1st w1th thenex1stent1a1 sense of the verb "to be"

4

) It is h1s pos1t1on that these‘paradoxes wh11e they decept1ve1y '

P]aﬁo S wonks (Theaetetus 188E2 . 189A14

i

resemb]e ear11er panadoxes 1q

Repub]1c 477A3 - 4, 478D7) are actua]]y d1ss1m11ar -He argues that

,thTS 1s shown by the fact that the prob]em 1s not fu]]y stated w1th (i),’,'

as it was in ear]1er occurrences (1) trad1t10na1]y de11neates the

o 1mposs1b111ty of speak1ng of non ex1stent SubJeCtS But ( ) and (111)‘T

- go on to ra1se quest1ons about the usé of the express1or| 72>/437 cnr

(11) and (111), Owen ma1nta1ns, open up what becomes the centra] 1ssue

.'3




'Afﬁ stand1ng of the scope of the negat1on s1gn
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’ of'the“dfa1ogue ‘ how to undersb&hd correct]y the negat1on of the verb
. "to be“. Even in (1) 1n the Sobh1st vers1on Owen argues4 the 1dent1f1-
cat1on of: "what s not“ w1th "noth1ng” proceeds by way of 1dent1fy1ng |
what is not" w1th "net someth1ng" So the po1nt is not that ”what 15’f“l
not” gets 1dent1f1ed w1bh "noth1ng" because ‘of an 1nterpretat1on of f

“what isfnot" as “what does nét ex1st", ‘the prob]em ar1ses not ‘with- an B

" 1ncorrect treatment of the verb “to be“, but w1th an 1ncorrect under-

Th1s 1nterpretat1on is part of a very rad1ca1 v1ew of the

| . ogh1s one which coheres w1th the equa]]y revo]ut1onary 1nterpretat1on '

R the 1nterpretat1on,of Cornford a]ready presented If'ﬂo av and ;4,:5f_? fr?g_

X

'nAof M1chae1 Frede wh1ch w111 be d1scussed“ﬂater Accord1ng to’ both
' ﬁOwen and Frede P]ato is. on]y ever concerned w1th one sense of the verb S

- “to be“ 1n the ogh1st the reso]ut1on of ear11er d1ff1cu1t1es w1th the;
express1on 1?>/~q ov cannot be seen as stemm1ng from a- d1st1nct1on of?,’
senses of en/ou ) ’0"., or 6677\/ N 3

' N Owen e11c1ts a very powerfu] p1ece of ev1dence for- th1s '
‘:1arger v1ew He argues from the Stranger s pronouncement at 250E5v— |
"'251A1 (Owen s trans]at1on) 'f.7~f.-” P ‘_ 'f;;‘ g.fgi f;;’;.13%";b t{ff
. ~Now that both be1ng ah&fhot be1ng have turned o o f ““\
w7 out equally puzzling, this in itself ( o) _ SRR
offers the hope ‘that if one of them can'be made : L

“out to/a greater or lesser degree of. clarity
the other can be made out to the same degree 5

Owen calls th1s ass_mpt1on the Par1ty Assumptlon

It is c] ar that the Par1ty Assumpt1on may . be turned aga1nst

- .(251A1 - 3) both at once, then there can be no. sett1ng as1de or. ru11ng ”?fgfj; bk
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C The Par1ty Assumpt1on can be used to support Owen s 1nter-‘

.Fipretat1on of the #1rst three paradoxes of the Sophist. S1nce Owen o

"-."th1nks it c]ear t at 1n the so]ut1on to the prob]em of fa]sehood P]ato

_uses on]y the 1ncomp1ete sense of “1s“, 1t would be in. v1o]at1on of the

>fPar1ty Assumpt1on 1f he were to set the problém 1n,terms.ofja comp]ete -

\

.l]por ex1stent1a1 sense o U } ) -,';i*‘ ..

I th1nk that the Par1ty Assumpt1on is an extraordinar11y

va]uab]e too] in the 1nterpretat1on of the oph1s Before d1scuss1ng o B

.?1ts 1mp]1cat1ons further, or the uses I w1sh to put it to for purposesz

of my own’ 1nterpretat1on, I shall turn to a th1rd 1nterpreter of “the .
hthree paradoxes The V1ew wh1ch the Par1ty Assumpt1on 1s used aga1nst

: pby Owen 1s perhaps most fu]]y represented by Ju11us Moravcsrk 1n ”Be1ng:”

2 and Mean1ng in the Soph1st"

'2;4.2 Moravcsik's~Interpretation"

Moravcs1k 1nterprets the paradoxes 1n the fo]]ow1ng way 6

The. first: of these (23787 - E7) shows that “non
g 'ex1stent“ must be- medaningless. . It is argued that ,
- [ this phrase cannot be ‘applied’ to any existent, and y;
| ~thus it cannot; app]y to anything. It app11es to
L ~noth1ng This is taken to mean. not on1y that it
has no' reference ‘but aTso that . it 'has no: mean1ng
The second argument (238A5. - C1T) demonstrates N
that non-existence is: 1nconce1vab1e STt s stated
L ~that nothing- can characterize a non ex1stent not
b . even plurality or singularity... -
-+ ..In the third -argument (23804 - 239B3) we aré to]d
. that if "non-existence” is. mean1ng]ess andnon- -
; 7‘ex1stence 1nconce1vab1e ‘then nothing can’ be sa1d
-of non-existence. The preced1ng arguments and
nveven the statement that nothing can be said- of
.non- ex1stence are Q§ﬂ mean1ng]ess

frnfhrd ma1nta1ns that what these passages '

Moravcs1k, 11keu_
Eao
i

show\Js that Plato cannot dea1 sat1sfactor11y w1th the concept of non-;_f B

ex1stence Th”"f?he takes the conc]us1onvof these paradoxes to stand n
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g

' Assumpt1on 1s taken at face va]ue,

a4
B!

o

The oph1s Non ex1stence 1s a concept that we cannot get c]ear about

‘tHowever th1s does not prevent our’ becom1ng c]ear about Ex1stence, 1n
fact, 1t y1e1ds va]uab]e c]ues as: to how this m1ght be accomp11shed

. For 1nstance /Ex1stence cannot be a sortal concept for P]ato Th1s 1s

hru]ed out by the correspond1ng equat1ons“’erstent = anyth1ng;,non-i

ex1stent noth1ng in the f1rst paradox 7 ,,

It ms easy’ to see that Owen S Par1ty Assumpt1on fundamenta]ly

cha]]enges th1s 1nterpretat1on of” the force of the paradoxes, Just as

1t cha11enges Cornford s v1ew Once aga1n, 1t cannot be,‘1f the Par1ty

A

'\

that the paradoxes ru]e out a sense .

of the negat1on of 17) db' ‘as’ 1nexpress1b1e, 1nconce1vab1e etc ; un]ess i""

\__

T
they spmu]taneous]y ru]e out its pos1t1ve counterpart S1nce Moravcs1k

¥

holds that P]ato has a: fu]] b]own theory about Ex1stence, h1s view vio-

) 1ates the Par1ty Assumpt1on s . f_' I B '/

v

o ;. : “ Moravcs1k takes Plato to. have 1ntroduced a d1st1nct1on between

"fﬂsay1ng someth1ng true and say1ng someth1ng mean1ngfu] are 1dent1ca] for -

gf rea11ty "':"'?.fﬂ

what is sa1d from 1ts be1ng mean1ngfu1

- mean1ng and reference 1n the Sooh1st ’ In the paradoxes he takes P]ato

_.J—____.

[
.1&0 be sett1ng up the v1ews of some (unnamed) opponents for whom say1ng

S

someth1ng mean1ngfu1 is to express part of rea11ty 8 On th1s v1ew, o

Y.

fd nothlng sa1d 1s e1ther true or mean1n9fU] un]ess 1t expresses part of

S

Accord1ng to Moravcs1k 'th1s _eature of the paradoxes 1s

: paThus for Moravc51k these paradoxes f1nd reso]ut1on when Plato

has set out two new theses

i
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(1) When he .hasrdist‘ingf;ui'shed the existential
/. t“;"_ | _sense:ofthe-verb to be from the 1ncomp]ete. o
| .predicatjue‘sense at 255C - D, thus viti-
ating the"eq‘u'ati‘on TB }o; 5’v = nothing;'and
\;(2)" when he has formu]ated the view that. a sentence
'1s a comb1nat1on of nouns and verbs at 261E ff,:
dwhereby sentence mean1ng becomes assoc1ated |
. “‘frw1th we11 formedness o
VHIW1th thts second step, the reso]ut1on of the paradoxes 1s comp]ete
the’ o]d formu1a -kéaél\f sbﬁJJ’) Xﬁa’é"’ ) /""7 is transformed
\ The express1on To f&v7 db' no . ]onger standsa1n for the un1tary th1ng
\ sa1d but. for the negat1on of the connect1ve express1on "1 " wh1ch o
combines sentence elements Thus 76/—07 dv becomes a kind of short-' -

hand for negat1ve pred1cat1on

"]«2 2. 5 An Interpretat1on of the Paradoxes 236E - 238A-
' I have. attempted to set out the v1ews of three 1nterpreters
1 now proceed to g1ve my own 1nterpretat1on of the paradoxes -1 sha]];
f1rst dwscuss the paradoxes themse]ves, then the conf]1ct between my |
' position and the V1ews of the: other 1nterpreters Then 1 sha]]atry to '
»._lout11ne how the paradoxes must be reso]ved ‘ ’f S
-  The paradoxes are 1ntroduced at the end of the Stranger s divi- j‘

' ;s1on of the oph1s It is announced that any attempt to understand

' ;,falsehood g1ves r1se to contrad1ct1on Say1ng or th1nk1ng that fa]se-

£

,hood rea]]y ex1st£ is contrad1ctory (236E) Th1s is to suppose that
o s
- To f~‘*7 ov ‘-'lVd' (237A3 —.4) Th1s is. what is forb1dden by Parmemdes,

‘when he says
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It is important to not1ce at what ]eve] the prob1em arises.

It ar1$§§ not when someone says someth1ng wh1ch is fa]se But when we

try to understand that what . he sa1d was fa]se The soph1st says

”Theaetetus is f]y1ng“ We say: "What the sophist said was false."

: But the sophist now po1nts out: "What you have Just sa1d\1nvo]ves a

3contrad1ct1on LI - ’; , j Lo E - -

AR

The contrad1ct1on lies. 1n the a]]owance we make that there is

' fa]sehood, i.e. ,‘that 7'0/1:»10\/ éu/ou . S1nce we. cannotho]d that,

~

the soph1st is at 11berty to- say ahyth1ng he likes.
At this point there can be 11tt1e doubt that the prob]em is an -

ex1stent1a1 one. Two 11nes in particular serve to establish th1s
‘2361 TO ¢ahvédﬁd/ TOUTO ﬁ(d/ 70
o/OkezV Elvats Je ',La«], l(a// 70 /\é]é/v /tév
w77, o(X179'7 IE prp, Mol THDTA éﬁ-r/
,ueérd oo, /a_g . &
237A3 + . . . uVoBeéaav 70 /4-;1 Jv e: vors
gcuo’o; d/o}o 00K a!v dk\wj c—g:a»vera

. '
In the first, the prob]em of understand1ng how 1t is. poss1b1e to say

'th1ngs but not true ones is set s1de by s1de w1th the prob]em of under~_"

stand1ng seem1ng and appear1ng but not be1ng In the second quotat1on,
fa]sehood is sa1d to come to be on]y if 72: /c116h/ eji«y/ k Both the

phrase§7b ILa. av e—?va; .and ea—:arvero &v must be under-

stood as eX1stent1a] 70 /431 ;h exists. and falsehood comes 1nto ex1st—.'=--f?ulk‘

5] i .




' contrad1ct1on must also
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g
[
a probTem with the ex1s$1ce of - To /4:»1 Jv R then the purported
e seen 1n ex1stent1a] terms The phrase
TS /&n 0\1 must be read’ ”what does not exist" if the claim that 70
\w /\
pn o ey is to be a contrad1ct1on o
It foT]ows that P]ato understands Parmenides’ injunction as a

prohibition against th1nk1ng that what does not exlst ex1sts There are

- two ways of reading. th1s th1nk1ng of what does not ex1st that 1t

@

ex1sts, or th1nk1ng “what does not exist ex1sts " S1nce Plato Tabels

the thought a contrad1ct1on he must 1nterpret Parmen1des as inveighing

'aga1nst the latter.

o It is to be noticed that th]S dlst1nct1on aga1n makes it c]ear '
at -what’ Teve] the probTem ar1ses : Speak1ng faTseTy is say1ng that some-
th1ng exists when it does not Th1s 1nvoTves no contrad1ct1on Judg1ng

that someone spoke fa]seTy is tthang that someth1ng wh1ch does. not

"-ex1st does exist. The contrad1ct1on arises at the Teve] of Judgment

It can be seen that the prob]em reaT]y stems from characteriz-

ing speakmg fa]se]y as )‘é(élv TO ,4-01 Jv This character1za—

tion: seems to have been very attract1ve to- PTato s1nce 1t comes up not

~only.in: the oph1st but 1n the Theaetetus (1880) epub11c (477 - 8)

Cratz]u (3858) Euthzdemus (2848) etc. Indeed the character1zat1on

is never- underm1ned and recurs even in the cruc1aT passage of the

v,the probTem 1s worse yet The paradox 1s expressed 1n these lines:’

‘faTsehood as 1nvoTv1ng a contrad1ct1on, the nexf paradox suggests that'“*

TSoph]st 263B where the faTsehood of "Theaetetus flies" is ana]ysed

N T& ,Lcn ow’e(;oa w_s%ﬂd Aeyél

;:AJthough the first of the paradoxes treats the account of

a

-
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The paradox begins with the only mention of the term 725 -
A o2 :
dd,uos OV . This is . again puzzling if one takes Y[ /:qdd,u_ﬁs 'y
to be the subject of these paradoxes as Cornford.does. Since Pl
. . . . . : o ¥n .
: : g . \ S : PO
~passes on jmmediately to the expression TC/—O; Ov', and uses it
i R ’ ’ / ) .
, v,t_hroughout the -paradoxes, it seems reasonable to take it to be their sub-
. t d d . d] £ N d.;A' Z\I S
ject; and to understan 'the initial use of To /—Olway*cos | as for"
' intensifying effect.. = ' Q\ﬁ?; ‘

2 / . ) - "J?«:T}- '.'i. N .
The force of émzfe/)_&:v in the next t{gég pfomts is taken by -

all interpreters to be referential. Thus, .one&paﬁﬁot make reference to

et
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.

one of the things that are with_7T; f~6 EZV ;yif one cannotgmake ref-
erence to 7€; }h/, one cannot make reference to something. |

This step tnvo]@es a use of the“naming‘assumption. Reference
to a th1ng which is cannot be accomplished by means of a name which
behes 1ts nature, 7'3 /*’, O'V cannot be the name of To c‘v There
can be no doubt at th1s stage that the expressions 71>,b~)7 v and
70 ov ~are ex1stent1a1, s1nce otherwise no 1mposs1b111ty would arise.
"There 1s,yfor 1nstance, no 1mposs1b111ty in speak1ng of what is a horse

-~

as what 1s not a cow

It is 1mportant to not1ce that this,. step precedés the enta1]-

r\ent 7b/—\q; ZJ"V - /u-'q Tl 'In fact, it is pvart of the justification
”for that step as the next 11nes prove The. expression 77 1is always
useo\of be1ngs (6TT Beri ). 1f something does not exist; then it is .
- not someth]ng, P]ato argues. . This point is in direct contradiction”to/
Owen's cbntention that not.to_berfor Plato, even in thjs,argument, 15!
just not to be something. 1t looks rather; from the order of the argu-
ment, as’ though Plato th1nks that if someth1ng does not ex1st then 1t
cannot he someth1ng. There is an enta11ment here.

//1{"h -The next.two speeches seem to belong’ proper1y to the second.
paﬁadox. Thé‘issue otbnumber is. not followed up here. | | |

| | With the.first'of these 1tnes‘(237D6'— 7) however, an ohscurity
is 1ntrdduced wh1ch is p1cked up’ at the next stage . (237E1 - 2) If
someone says someth1ng he says- some one th1ng He who -says not some-
th1ng must say noth1ng The obscur1ty 1s in the use oft}éagav together
"w1th the absence of ‘some express1on indicating quotat1on marks (11ke

Toa'ro/tS)”ul above So on the one hand the lines may be read

1) If someone says "someth1ng“ he says what 1s equivalent. to ”some one

]
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thing:; if he says "not somethjng” he sa}s "noth%ng".

On the other hahd, they may be read:

2) If someone says spmething (i.e.,if someth1hg was said) fhen he says
some one thing (i.e., some -one thing was sa1d),.1f he says not some-
thing (i.e., if it is not the case that something was said) then hqa
says nothing (noth1ng was said).

If these two readings are deliberately confused, then the'puzzle s

e s1mply specious.

There is, however a third read1ng which makes the trans1t1on
/
3) If someone says “someth1ng“ he speaks of someth1ng, if, he says "not
f /

someth1ng“ he speaks of noth1ng y

_ Th1s th1rd poss1b111ty derives its p1aus1b111ty aga1n from the
naming assumpt1on.' "Someth1ng“ is proper]y the name of'some one thing,
"not something" is the name of nothing This permits Plato to derive
 his conclusion non-speciously. "He who speaks of noth1ng does not speak
for if '1‘0/»0) ov and lb:r, Tl are “the names of nothing they are not
‘names/at all. In the 1ast two- 11nes this is dr1ven home by the distinc-
tion of 95@%’669011 , uttemng, from )K?ezv R speakmg A1l that is.
_ accomplished with the. expressmns *fb/a:v) & and ILO') s utter- -
| ance, since they cannot be used to speak of anything, nothing is said.

'Thﬁsppuzz]e does ?esemb]eAthe problem at Theaetetus 183 - 189. .
Speaking'anp opining are there compared to seeing,~tou¢hing andihearing,
k Say%ng‘or bé]feving somethingbfa1se is compared to faiTing fO‘tOUCh, see,
or hear anyth1ng | | | )
“Two things mark off thws puzzle from the Theaetetus wr°'|¢

F1rst, in the Theaetetus Plato does not show h1mse1f sens1t1ve to the

use of words as the medium of speech or op1n1on The' ana]ogy shows that
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speaking and thin 1ng‘ahe»simp1y_taken to have direct objects; neither

the correspondence assumption nor the naming assumption need,be invoked

" when the analogy is adbpted. But, secendly,‘the'Theaetetus‘passage “
differs from the 237C -k pu&zle 1nsofar as they are on different levels.

In the Theaetetus paradox fa]se speech and fa]se opinion-are 1mpossib1e,L

JUSt as nothjng is accomplished when nothing is seen, heard or touched.

Whereas in the Sophist passage:the problem is not one for the person.

who says'something false; it is for us who wish to characterize what he-

did. This is made c]ear in'the Stranger;s conclusion (237E5)'

7 d>1)v' ch)ahg Tt)UWTD Su, (70(6~7°7YTEH°\/'72"7?)\’723”

oGTov A n/ v peTos /,070'év al)\)\’ou)e

)e)rezv ¢Ar&ov 05 3'79\/ 1Tt qelp'»\ /,01 ’3\1 1‘66&3&6@((.'

;It is we who are in d1ff1cu1t1es, the soph1st may say what he p]eases,
while the accusat1on that it was fa]se eludes us.

1 sha]1‘cenc}ude my examination of this passage by summarizing
iwhat is at variance with'the views of the cOmméntatohs discussed earlier.
First, aga1nst Owen, I conclude that the two puzz]es d1scussed are
‘really existence puzz]es The first is clearly so, since no paradox’
arises unless 'nb ,*3\ Ch/ éwvzil is 1nterpreted ex1stent1a]1y :In"
the second,  the argumentat1on wou]d seem to proceed from an ex1stent1a1
1nterpretat1on of To Iu,-.)ov o the entailment lLo,Tl rather than the
other way around But for Owen's claim that the paradoxes are not exist-
ent1a1 to go through ) ,ch o~ may never be interpreted ex1stent1a11y
Thus, his view requires that the prob1em a11 a1ong must be with /«?7 77 .
This does not ‘seem to be so. ‘

z
7

" Neither Owen nor Moravcsik seem able to come to termS'w1th the

&
N\
use of the expressmn 78/-01 av as a.’ character1zat1on of falsehood

" : é}g\@ &N

L
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For both 1nterpretat1ons the prob]em is sett]ed at another ]evel e
oty R

Owen the prob]em is solved when P]ato gives an adequate account-.of '%f L

s Yo

sentence negation, for Moravcsik it is settled when another sense of‘;ﬁg ;\%ﬁ$‘“
the verb "to be" is marked off. But the real prob]em 1nﬂthese paradoxes ﬁ%f
“is not with sentence negation, or the negation of the venb "to b;“h1n ‘” H
sentenEes but with the character1zat1on of fa]se sentences as say1ng
7?> f431 O\f If the problem is recogn1zed to be at the level of char-
acterization, whefeby o /43; é‘, is not shorthand for what the false
speaker said, but what we'wou1d say about wnat he said, then itlis hard
to see how tne reductive machinery whicn’wi11 turn it to avproblem about
negatjon can be set in operation.
| Finally, Cornford's position seems unsatisfactory for the
reasons already adduced. | | |
It is noteworthy that Owen's powerful interpretétive tool,
the Parity Assumption, may be turned now not only againstjCornford's
:position and Moravcsik's nosition, bet even against his own. For if
the’paraeoxes can be shown to be existential there can be no setting
, as1de of one sense of "is" or "be1ng" The Par1ty Assumpt10n wou]d

. |
d1ctate that existence and non ex1stence now require equa] 1nves»1gat1on.

9

12.2.6 An Interpretation of the Paradox at 238A - 2398 | |
This puzzle, like the 236 - 2398 paradox which immediately
- precedes it, iseconcerned with our preditament in trying to explain
what'the‘sophiét,says when he’ says something false. It centeys around

' the attribution of number to 70 /«53 gkr when it is spoken of in the

~

: s1ngu1ar or plural with a singular or p]ura] verb and when it is refer~~

o

s

‘red to as “1t“
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4 The principle which generatcﬂ the pig@1v is confaynvd in
these Tines (>238/\6 -7, 9 -10):
T /.gev EVTI n8L ﬂpoGo’évozT’é'lv Tr Tedv
dvroov f:’rqaov,
> dvrr e E:! U
,u vT/ T Tcov VT LIV ot n;ooda-z 3
l"f“’\rééac:-!/ ¢~»76¢>)uev oluvdrov élvou R

It i‘s possible to attribute (77;0065:34}6@!!.) somethin{)
which is to something which is; it is not possible to attribute some-.

e . thing whwch is to something which is not,

s
-

The way* the pr1nc1p]e is stated makes it cledr that there is
“ no alternative to taking OV'and ceoad: to be existential. Beinq is a
B precond1t1on of attribution; the non-existence of a subject rules out
attr1gut1on This is once again to deny Owen's claim that the paradoxes
;are on1y‘“apparent1y existential”. |
| ff:gfl The Stranger prepares to apply the principle with the add1t10n
‘of %he premise: number is a.thing which is. Again, there seems no
'!cher way of tak1ng this. than ex1stent1a11y number gxists. This is
;(}&; reinforced by Theaetetus§ next Tine: |, U
oo n@odfexd,d»o-neeveovazg
| ‘L - L vThe argument continues: ~. ‘
LTS e B gy érerdav *eawﬂtv Foo
AT RS ob mxyBos. e”’j:'/’o""‘” ‘7"\ 5y $1o7 Tp0s:

71 O€vas /_._-;7 & do;

Thé‘ notion of attribution emo]oyed in these lines and in the

"-"," . pr1nc1p1e wmch generates the paradox is not stra1ghtforward I am

trans]ahng the four words n}ooéd—:a-vedgdl (from 238A6 and 9), . @

’T/““W'V (23884), ﬂ;ooé-n@evdr (238C1) and 77/'oodd/o/.«.amvv '
(238C6) as "attmbute“ Cornford uses "attach" for ‘n"/ooddﬂd'\ftéa(ly 5”-& ‘

8.8
i~

/ :
‘i

e ‘-) , /.
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o

?: out 1n Chapter

o

‘,ooduf&loezv . and 71/'0040}0/AO17E/V and "attr1bute" for 1]‘/0067'1— >

6e/vou k.f The dwfﬁcu]ty is that ne1ther attachment not attr1but1on

..r‘ a

i wseem to be 1nvo1ved Jin saymg 72> /—cq mr in. the- sangu]ar or TA /-a—)

* il
ode\ 1n the p]ura] For whﬂe 1t is true that the concept of number

1s emp]oyed 1n us1ng s1ngu1ar and p]ura1 forms, 1t 1s at a d1fferent

.‘.f-_/ 1eve1 from the 1eve1 of assert1on /Saymg Té) ,bo) cv m the s1ngu1ar‘ -

ought not to be ana1ysed in, the same way as saymg that Tb ,u:a)av 15?'
one 1s analysed Th1s perceptwn ns not one that I/am suggestmg Plato:'
has, however Its 1mportance 11es 1n the fact that P]ato cannot be

aware of 1t because of the framework of h1s theory of 1anguage as 1a1d

|

Every e]ement of 1anguage 1s potent1a11y fa]se

AN \r s

"Q;,‘;Even names. co tam descr1pthons of the thmg names P]ato does not

/

reaHy have a dmtmctmn betweén the nam1ng re]at1on and descr1pt1on

“ila S I

k"“';v_or attr1 but1on,_smce the °nam1ng re]atnon turns out to be dependent on

o

':';-~descr1b1ng : The express1on To ,tcyw 1s not as: sentenCe so we m1ght be :

,_'J

1 R

"y‘»"f.:”‘_l?ﬁnc]med to thmk that it mak?s or cor‘tams no attr1but1on BUt on. .

‘;"}-"".P1ato s account retgerenual or putat1 e1y referent1a1 express1ons 11ke
S T \7 ‘ AT T
e 7b/—0) N\- must attr1bute be referent1a1 at aH - ST N

14

‘ Th’lS part of the argument conc1udes 1n attr1but1ng humber to

i‘f'_ :not—belng we v101ate thg@?prmmpleﬂthat a be1ng ('77;» TwV awwv at ?'"-'5

“ &

o_’v at 238C6)~shou1d not be attr1buted to n‘t"

Kt

bemg 1s 1nconce1vabla, 1nexpre551b1e, unspeakable, _‘Inratmna]

e duwoezs by ¢ ‘
S QUT’ eme:ufs?our& a'/dvo , a(l ‘7‘b /,a; Zv dum '
RERE d@'duﬂ‘ d)«) 66‘0\/ ddlolvovmv 7’& I\’dl g?m;m/

be1ng So not- \ <

" P gdéaah duvdrav 300




R Va’i‘)ellvdl TOMW du’ro m@ c(u’ro presents a d1ff1cu1ty for SR
S 1nterpretat1on Cornford trans1ates 1t as "that wh1ch just. s1mp1y 1s '
| not” and f1nds,,r1n 1t therefore an echo of 719 Ib:r)o’d/*ws dV

H1s' 1nterpretat1on is, the same for To : o-v otuTo Ho\éa(u’fo as
R /‘""7

1t was’ for 7'0 /&ﬁdd/&w_s 0-\( -- w1th these exp(resswns P]ato 1s

markmg off an 111eg1tmate not1on of not- be1ng 9 1 have a]ready : *" g

o ; po1nted out the prob]em w1th th1s v1ew, that 1t v101ates the Par1ty
Assumpt1on f : - **‘Et T*“fﬁ.\”é - R ffg ~'V1ﬁ ,‘ :h

. o <43, ‘
\' R But why does Plato speak of ‘fd /,07 ov d:?;o H@o{uro 7
I thmk 1t serves to emphas1ze the nature of the predwaﬁent *‘even the
g \
grammat1ca1 form of the express1on 1z> /vo) ov revea]s an attr1bute,

—

5/
wh1ch 1s Just what m /411 ov cannot have There can be no form of -

SRR A Vo _."'\:‘.—-

” ' express1on nor any thought wh1ch corresponds to To /.c>7 avb duro
o Kd9 du?‘b w1thout do1ng th1s, SO . we can nelther speak nor th1nk of

S ’"\;,V"h At th1s POW"C the f"‘St Stage of the prob]em has been fu]]y

g» enuncmteﬁ,. !

A '-Zwe b@v%;be‘%% 91"e” a Prlnc;‘ﬁe wh1ch s v1o]&&ed whenever
._;:.»:"the express1on To )070\/ is- uttered Th1s part of the argument

_appears to reﬂ/ on the resu]ts of the prev1ous paradox What makes the

pr1nc1pTe mtmtwe is the equatw"l Of TO /“70" “”th nothmg (237E)

N

S ;It 1s obv1ous]y 1nappropr1ate to try to Elescr*rbe nothmg - th1s 1s the\

f1ntu1t1veness of PTato S pr1”
g \

say1ng "noth1ng"'1n SOme sense descr1bes noth1ng

“-1.“p1e The apphcatwn of the pr1nc1p1e \

| "-.:'.‘itakes us further ‘

’-,_‘;‘/'""“-.'."_51nee s1ngu1ar1ty 1s thereby attr1buted to not,h'rng So "noth1ng'h shou]d




CHESY
OIS

:"51“T]|matter, for the soph1st but for the ph1Tosopher who attempts to cTass1-3 L

[

v_m

L prec1se1y th t which was forb1dden by the argument

- th1s w1TT be someth1no that you cannot forb1d The passage ends

B speak1ng

...'\

app11cat1on 1t stage one 1nvo]ved say1ng 723 . .Butuit was

'OUJ(:V del To 6d 0\/ ev e’,uo: ékorrezv o
eara: -/u.ev r 9e VoS Oo?E 6v05 oo?'é

A ToXXDy 7b/~ év JEiv. 7‘é.Tezv a;on o

TE /(o(/ VUV ou‘fa),s Vo(vﬂ) e/OnKo( To /07

| - IOV J"’V’ Frped

'Say1ng "you cannot ta]k about noth1ng“ is ta1k1ng about noth1ng _So‘-ff";w

FexF; TOUTOU Xe a)/LéV “"S ‘ﬂ'd VTOS ’ e
Ao Trav o €ls b’lﬂo/oov o 6o¢1<5r g 7’0-'_ ;
1'rov Kdro’o/ogulzev : ‘ . ‘ ’

., ‘ SRR . el I

| The soph1st is aga1n seen:as’ the opponent He reduces those

' who woqu seek to c]ass1fy him. to 1n§yt1cu1ateness,,the argument\1s h1s,’

and what 1t shows 1s the 1mposs1b1T1ty of correct]y descr1b1ng faTse

. . D Q\E;; -

€

) what is. the connect1on of this parigox w1th fa]se speak1ng? 15

For th1s paradox as for the Tast one, the con ect1on 1s 1n the T1nes at\-"_-"'-j

o 236E4 - z~37A4 " DU

:o:rws gd/o élrrovfatqs gbeuab) Xéyelv '*%

f'dogol €1V O"""JS én/c(/ Kd:(lou'ro q‘@e ga(-b

WS o@r‘o_g vtro6e69au To /-01 ov ecVou IR,

'}?;iThe probTem 1s aga1n not one for the ord1nary Speaker or for that

1 \ Ce

A“:;;‘f ;what 1s sa1d as true or faTse It 1s the 1ncoherence of the ter S. off

e s

e G !

"*f?'cTass1f1cat1on wh1ch 1s here be1ng proven "‘fjg?%aff"‘“'7“' S

Thus, I ma1nta1n that ne1ther th1s paradox nor the Tast one f’*i’

el ’m:.

o - /.‘evov évuv*rlol)oa'lat /.a7 6uve7(669au ﬂ,{vrd__
R "»mw,v D @edrﬂfré Xac)u'arov. TeTO /-07er o - :



(SR
are about the falsity of sentences which have non-existent subjects as’

w11

in Owen s examp1e "The elves 1nterrupt my typing. They arise

because P1ato is tak1ng on the character1zat10n of fa]sehood as saylng
713 5*31 o In the first. paradox what is dr1ven hom@*1s the equat1on
of th1s character1zat1on with. say1ng noth1ng In the f1rst stage of the

\

i second paradox 1t 1' argued that the express1on ) fx:1 cn/ belies

1tse1f s1nce it attr1_ tes. un1ty to noth1ng In the second stage 1t is

. argued that the argument g1ven 1n the f1rst stage is 1ncoherent s1nce

k3

the proof 1t offers makes use of the very express1on the use of wh1ch
; . ST , $ , F

,_‘

1L wou]d 11ke to exam1ne the connect1on wh1ch P]ato sees f
between be1ng and be1ng one or be1ng and- be1ng some ‘one th1ng ‘Ij is .

1mportant to est

.-‘l
;3%; becaUSe a who]e c]uster of 1nterpret1ve c1a1ms

upon tak1ng th1s onnect1on in. a certa1n way ' The most 1mmed1ate1y

,\

: NP

d1scussed 1n/th1s chapter depend upon a speC1a1 m1sunderstand1ng of the

negat1on of the (1ncomp1ete sense of) the verb ”to be" Whereby 12) [c11

S el ,
o ZW , becomes equated w1th not be1ng anythmg or not bemg (even) one

h7"thing “The prob]em of the paradoxes, 1t is suggested does not rest
upon d1ff1cu1t1es w1th negat1ng the! verb qn- 1ts ex1stent1a1 sense Th1s ,

Q

éf?’c1a1m, 1n turn rests upon a deeper thes1s, that for P]ato to be 1s to B

reLevant of th se 1nterpret1ve c1a1ms 1s Owen' s v1ew that the paradOXes R

V-.be somethmg P]ato s prob]ems w1th To [-01 a\l ar1se w1th1n a 1og1c R

~;w1thout ex1stent1a1 qua11f1cat1on, 1t .is ma1nta1ned 12

o / RN
vfparadox the spec1a1 cand1date for "be1ng someth1ng"'was "beang one" Ju'

ffand th1s had been ment1oned before a% 237D6 - 7 Th1s pos1t1on has S

'_Qa1ready been d1sputed

In the 238A R

£

I th1nk that there 1s an 1nterest1ng v1ew revga]ed 1n these

R W
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- paradoxes about oneness Or unity, onenwhich-conflicts with another set

*of c]a1ms which have been made about Plato's progress in the oph1st

' 13 The view is

These d1a1ms are those of RyTe in "Plato's Parmenides'
- that in the ophis theE;oncTus1on of a reduct1o ad absurdum argument
in the. second part of the.Parmen1des is embedded in a theory.. The
reduct1o argument goes to show that the concept one and its oppos1te

‘ many are 1ncompTete : In the oph1st 1t is her PTato bu1Tds a theory
"to account for 1ncomp1ete concepts and the1r Tinguistic ana]ogue,‘

: 1ncomp1ete pred1cat1on So tbe v1ew that "one” is compTete is given up

- 1also wish to d1spute thlS pos1tlﬁﬁtt :

TN

’T‘l”:_ As I have sa1d I th1nk that th1s passage (238A_¥'2399)f’“ »
'f-reveaﬁsnan 1nterest1ng 1ns1ght 1nto PTato s v1ew of "one". But the view |
,,lﬂﬁ AN

'reveaTed here 1s‘n2t the one attr1buted to h1m by Ryle. f“ ne“ %s, taken

e

to be the name oflan ent1ty, a be1ng, that is, of a number That is 'v[‘ -

L'what perm1ts 1n th1s puzz]e the asszmpt10n that say1ng !x is’ one is a” -

e

case of attr1but1ng someth1ng wh1ch 1s to some%hnng eTse Numbersware 2.
' 3 L P
attr1butes, part of the character of a th1ng or group of things. {j_“;

»

As I have aTready sa1d th1s v1ew 1s a, coroTTary of the nam1ng&

f‘assumpt1on The word ”one" is- the name of a number when 1t is sa1d
hthat X 1s one, in turn, the correspondence assumpt1on demands that th1s B

- sentence-fjnd a correTate 1n nature: a th1ng x- and 1ts attr1bute
onérness. T f‘vx'.
: A L : [ ! l

Ry]e has suggested that in the oph1st PTato came to see the

<.

71«f1aw in th1s v1ew The prob]em is Ehat’ such act1v1t1es as count1ng do.

‘,?_"be a compTete concept For exampTe, 1F asked to count the number of

'-not rece1ve suff1c1ent metaphys1ca1 underp1nn1ng if "one" is thought to*

‘R b

L
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thing whtch does not ex1st will hot be 55;“‘
' "Qﬁ;h1ng which does gh.exist" we élhéédfﬁ*
,'In speak1ng'of it 1l3k4

',as one thing. Even‘fiQE

’-fy1ng 1t as one. th1ng

s

1

suffiCient‘for'me to undertake the task. ‘Whereas, if ] am asked to

r @
count the number of books on my desk, know1ng not only the number se-
'quence but a]so what I am to count makes 1t possible for. me toé%ucceed

What Ry]e maintains that P]ato came to see is that we must‘have such

'concepts as "book“ before we can count Further, it is "book“'not'”one”

2D .
which individuates. a set of things on my desk. | s

What. makes the 238A paradox puzz11ng 1s prec1se1y a v1o]at1on

a

of the rev1sed v1ew of "oneness” wh1ch Ry]e‘attg? utes -to P]ato in the

w111 be one 'A

} «

;:‘speak1ng of it as .

Sogh1st The assumpt1on is that a thij

AR
- 3 .,
3

5rtbute oneness to 1t Just

1ngu1ar we have made' th1s attr1but1on There

T 1

is no way 1n wh1c“' péak of To ,u'q dv w1thout speaking, of 1t

’onc1us1on that 1t is 1rrat1ona1, 1nexpress1b]e,

" and unspeakab]e cannot be drawn w1thout mak1ng a m1stake, i.e., 1dent1-

*

If Ry1e were r1ght abog‘iﬁlato S rev1sed v1ew of "one" in the .

.Sth1st ‘then th1s paradox 1s set gp 1n m1s]ead1ng terms For the para- fi
dox to be d1sso1ved 1t wou]d be necessary for: P]ato to make h1s new -

T,'v1ews about "one" exp]1cvt somewhere in the d1alogue But this is

er done o A

b .Mv . kY P 4

Th1s po1nt is an 1mportant one for severa] reasons First

R estab]1shes someth1ng about any reso]ut1on of the paradox ‘ it w111
.not be enough t%@make use of a d1fferent sense of “15" to reso]ve 1t e‘;

. for the paradox re11es cruc1a1]y on a v1ew about "one"‘:-To-reso]ve the
:paradonS% w111 be necessary e1ther (1) to rev1se the assumpt1on about

".“one wh1ch makes the paradox work or (2) estabhsh that To ,Lﬂ] ml 1s :




g1ven up§w1th~¢he recogn1t1on that speak1ng 1s n

v R ' . Koo,

79

|

“one thing. Th1s m1t1gates aga1nst the views of Moravcsik, 0wen and ;

Lt

Cornford. Second, if'it-is found that thet v1ew about "one" is dot "ﬂt&~- |

rev1sed ‘but the second form of reso]ut1on 1s taken, then th1s 1s the |

{

foundat1on of an argument that P1ato does not 1n the §oph1s form the
not1on of an 1ncomp]ete concept. But 1f he does not do th1s then the kﬁ

1nterpretat1ons of Owen and Moravcs1k “Which rely cruc1a11y on‘th1s o
I
claim, must be incorrect. ‘ L 7‘“¢,;}$ a

R

¥

In the sect1on@wh1ch foHows I shaH d1scuss what I take to be‘

Plato's reso]ut1on to the paradoxes of . 236E - 2390 I return exp11c1t]y” 'j :
to the argument aga1nst Ry]e S c1a1m in Chapter 4,

\.

2.2.] The Reso]ution"ot the Paradﬁkes

It is a matter of generuf agresment among the 1nterpreters

-d1scussed that the paradoxes 236E - 239D find f1na] resolut1on at 263Aff."

& &

It is thought that. there the original terms of the puzz]es have been ,

just utter1ng names
but utter1ng comb1nat1on of nouns and verbs (2620) The problem. of ,‘

fa]sehood does not center around fa11ure of"reference, but around _— ~\\

1ncorrect attr1but1on or comb1nat1on At the same %dme the prob]em of -«

'gglsehood is no 1onger t1ed up with exlstence or none£x1stence Just as

- speaking gets reformu]ated not as utter1ng names but making attr1but1ons,

7/

-‘ so To v and To ,-01 aé‘e recogmzed to be connectwe express1ons
S The express1on 1b‘pc9 . .1s'not a charactbrl/at1on of the sentence
o "Theaetetus f11es" as fa]se but 1s part of a den1a1 tgat Theaetetus- -

? kS

On th1s v1ew, ‘the pUZ21e$ are ent1re1y m1s]ead1ng Speak1ng

-ff. is m1scharacter1zed by ‘the puzz]es as the utterégce of names ’ The'prob-. '

o

/.

ey ~ [..{.w: N
thaE



a

Tem of fa]se attribution is m1scharacter1aed as a prob]em 1nvo1v1ng the
fai]ure of reference of the express1on 719 /431 cx/ . Finally, the |
expresswon 71) /477Ch/ is m1sunderstood as the negat1on of ex1stence7

when 1t is really a negat1ve connector

- “
b

This V1ew of the true prob]em abo]lshes the old one ent1re1y

The prob]em of character121ng a fa]se statement 1s g1ven up 1n favour

of prov1d1ng an ana]ys1s of where1n 1tw1s false. Thus, the prob]em at-
- l . . 3

263, it 1s ma1ntained, 1s not to understand the person who character-

X 265 the fa1se sentence "Theaetetus f11es" as 70 f437 v » but to

G

,Lstand the person who den1es that Theae'"tus 1s f1y1ng

B! d1sagree w1th th]s 1nterpretaf on,of 263A ff ~In any case I

w-» ,,LNL.J
Bl

also d1sagree that the puzz1e at 537 ¥ SoTved: thereu_ I have two =~ |

0

5o
tod@

weasons for th1nk1ng tg;s " T o .
1) "Too 11tt]e is done between 237 and 263 for a re- statement of the
pu221e to be presupposed o B h' e

2) ‘There is another p]ace, 2578 - C, wherevthe puzZte nay be seen to

get reso]ut1on in the terms 1n wh1ch 1t was or1g1na11y stated..

*t'L - W1th reference tc the second point: as the pdtz]e 1s stated,
the prob]em is to see that he who character1zes what the soph1st said
has 1) succeeded in say1ng anyth1ng h1mse1f and 2)‘ allowed that some- .
th1ng was said’ by the soph1st "The prob]em thus centers -around whether Ql\

the express1on 'rb f“""! Bv “has a referent

L B

At_257BlO ff. the Stranger says'

60Kk ¥p’, Eveivriov Eray a{rro¢d6,5 X&av;rm .

‘67/‘d,Véw éudr)(w/m]éé,aeed 7béourov oe
| ,Lcovov &'I Tev aOtva 7‘1 ,Lo7vuel 1’o ,Lc-r, '
. Kal To ) ﬂ/aoﬂée/uew\ -ra.w emovmv
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ovo,u.o('rwv) ,(ot);)«ov o'c va r;oaarluo’!rwv
77’ o}v KémToll T éﬂ/¢@éaafo,aévo(
aﬂe/oov 7175 ozrroqia(écws OVOLpAT . :

This passage breaks up the fatal set of equwa]ences 7'0

\71

f~'7 ' ,u'[/év . It is claimed that /‘47 does not have g;
the force of sigmfymg (évﬁob’ve:v) the opposite, but indicates

N N

(,ch)vuel ) something different. So even, if ,4,._-17 ov = /A-7 'r/

’,,

th1s still does not yield . 70 ,001 o - /*’7°,6V s1nce /.':17 7'/ is
not ‘equivalent to HJ&V (It may even be the -case ;,:@hat Plato has
e mg,stpred usage to. /,..—7dev as a word s1gmfy1ng not nothmg but TI
e :“ » va ot)s)u—ov ).

-

3 ; It is unnecessary to say that. 1nterpreter5\who find the puzzle
F:
.‘..ﬁﬁ.a.Z37 essent1aHy m1slead1ng as a statement of the prob]em of falsehood,

lswwml"db not 1nterpret th1s passage in this way Aga1n, I must ]eave a
P ‘deta11ed exam1nat1on of the passage to the next chapter A]] I w1sh to
Aestab]1sh here is that ‘this passage may be interpreted in th1s way, and
when 1; is so 1nterpreted, 1t solves the puzz]e and at the same time
retalns 1ts terms 1f the prob]em is to find. a referent for 1t>/¥w))’
;;“1t is here. suggested how th1s may be done 7t>/unq v does not s1gn1fy
_the oppos1‘te of -roZv , but somethmg d1fferent ' ’
;f§7' :? - » ,W1th reference to the first cr1t1c1sm made above of the re-
| ce1ved&op1n1on about the resolution of the puzz]es I sa1d that not
enough s done between 237 and 263 for us to see that the o]d puzzles

have been abolished in favour of a new. prob]em " The. old puzz]es were
concerned with- character1z1ng false statements as say1ng ) ,u-‘r; ov’
The new prob1em is w1th negatwe pred1cat1on deny1ng that Theaetetus"

' 'fhes One would, therefore expect P]ato to g1ve up on his concern for
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the reference of ‘ﬁo f&q aV' in favour of the and1ys1s of negative
sentences. Yet the problem,of reference is recurrent; it comes up not
only in the passage at 257B but at 258B, 258C, 258E, 259A, 260B, 2600,
etc. Indeed, the characterization: saying something f]aée is saying
T5 /uﬂ; 2‘/ recurs in the very passage which is supposed to solve the
radically re-formulated problem. At 263B9 the 1ﬁne: ’
| T pe) Bur¥oat o5 Bere Nper.
may beltrans1ated‘aSVrepeating the formu1ation:, ‘

It (the false sentence) says Tl ot
~as being. . f‘ﬂ7

At the same time, no. ana]ys1s of sample negat1ve sentences of the type
"Theaetetus is not f1y1ng“ is ever offered.

At this point, comheting interpretations of the resolution of

the paradoxes eannot be finally adjudicated. I have .offered an alterna- fﬂ‘

tive to the received view here My a]ternative"is that the‘paradoxes

are reso1ved in the same terms. in wh1ch they are set up -- as problems
# ) L
of the reference of the character1z1ng express1on 72: /hn; av' "1 1eave

show1ng that this is the only alternative ava11able that the terms 1n

wh1ch the puzz]es are set are not shifted to a problem about’ negat1ve

: pred1cat1on, ‘to more deta11ed analysis in Chapter 3, where i take up the

‘passages 2578 ff. ' - . o

2.3 2390 - 240C

, .2.3.1_ Introduct1on - ‘ \ : \\

Only one puzzle is brought out 1n\th1s part of the d1a1ogue

It seems to have a different subject from the puzzles alreadyvd1scussed.
Here theiprob]enrseems to be}with a'characterization of°image}making in

- genera], the sophist having been identified as an imagefmaker in the.

tw
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conclusion of the divisions.‘ In the previous paradoxes the problem was
with a specific characterization of speaking fa]se]y Xeyelv 'ro ,:-'
:>V . The question is: what are these images wh1ch the sophist
produces: _At 239D ff.Theaetetus gives the commonsensical reply that
images occur in nature as wet] as being the products of art. For ‘
instance, images appear in water and mirrors, as well as painting and-
sculpture. - The sophist, acting again as the adyersary, is.unwi1]jng to
allow any commonsense assurance that there are such,things as images.
_He demands an account of what they are. The account which Theaetetus
gives-leads on to the d1ff1cu]ty _ fftki

fi I- takeﬁQt that this prqb]em has greater genera]1ty than the
' prev1ous puzz]es, s1nce what is cha]]enged is an account.not on]y of
false speaking but of speak1ng a]together, as well as other forms of
image- mak1ng I conclude this from the r heaetetus examples.
"It coheres w1th the account of speak1ng g1ven n the ratx1u wherg

. @
“the" p1cture ana]ogy w1th speak1ng occurs side by side with: the "tool

analogy. It a]so coheres with Plato's discussion of theﬂ;det s)ar:M;n

. Book X and e1sewhere of the Republic, where the poet 1s accused not on]y

of 1ead1ng the mwnds of potent1a1 guardians away from 1um1hous rea11ty

by the product1on of th1rd hand 1mages (
-1 sha]] begin with a discussion of the puzz1e Then I'Sha]]

set my 1nterpretat1on aga1nst the 1nterpretat1on of Owen VFinally, I

shall again.set up what I think is Plato’ s resolution of the problem.

a

2.3.2. The Paradox 239D - 240C

Theaetetus answers the sophist's:challenge at 240A9:

~N

e : 2 RS
'l Ira, & feéve, €idedov Ry potiuey

/

o
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Evas 'n\'v)v y¢ 76 Tlaos 1&)179'\/0\/ ngaf-
/Ao:,uevov ere}.aov -ro:oc'}rov-

He defines an image as another thing of the same sort copies from the.

real thing. The argument proceeds:

e're,c)ov Je )‘CI’&'S TOIou‘rov a(\*y@:vav ¢
\7 Gﬂl TIVI To TO‘OUTOV é,”es -

OUo’oz,u.ws a()ﬁ—,é:vov Jé, X\ & é—ouu(o_g
‘U(—v

1) "of the same sort" signifies'not anpther real thing, but a Tikeness.

ct,oat 70 dXs’%vov évrws Bv )\e()zwv-
4 2) One means by "real" what really 1s

0'6' 70 /~“»1 0(>n79:vov al/o éVdvncv -
a(>n7 ouS) - | .

3) The not real is the opposite of the real j.e., r‘éaHy is not' : \ ,

oul< 0vrw5 ov asaoL )s.l 6:5 'ro éorko’s »‘\
e:rrelo ourro ’a«(— p—»-, o()n»)JvoV 6/0615 ‘ \

- 4) Lt._f'oﬂows that a liken'ess\or an image really is not. " \

o(»' 661’! ‘ nv ﬂw? R
-ouxouv al é::ag b«eh s -
ou a'd ouv 71")‘\7\/ 3’ ezkwv cévn..)g A
oOK ov oot o\m,ag eénv dvros
| ,'i’)‘v Xé)'o/uev élRoVoL

'
)

But '5) it 15 in some sense s1nce it eaHy is a hkeness., The soph1st

has forced us to contrad1ct ourse}ves, adm1tt1ng on the’ one hand s
A

]_ that an 1mage 1s not rea], and on ihe other hand asseft"ﬁl?f

/e
is rea], 1nsofar as 1t is. a rea1 hkeness, We ha\&e come wto con-
o : . . .._,.c((\-_fl“v“'v;

P
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| ing what I see as a fatal mistake /1 would not like to attr1butu’

P]ato a recognition of this as a mistake. On the contrary, I

g‘i
85,

flict against Parmenides' nrohibition against the third 5 a e 1 4
way again admitting that what really is not, really is. '

I would like to begin my analys1s of this argument by 1otat~ L

the

mistake. ‘ . | ‘i
Conflict "is supposed to arise when we recognize tﬂmﬁ an image
of e.g., a pot is not a rea1 pot although it is a real 1mage_ /But’l

think that we must just fail to see that there is conf11ct here unless

a m1staken assumpt1on 15 brought to bear. This assumpt1on'1s made

"exp11c1t as a premise of the argument: 2) one means by ‘real”, what

raally is. We anpear‘to have a choice~in the interpretation of this

%

- o ) . .
premise, and it is this amb1gu1ty which, I contend 1ends it its p]aus1-

bi]ity On the one hand we may 1nterpret 1t as mean1ng by "a real
pot“ one means the same as what one means by "what rea11y is a pot".

On the’ other hand one may 1nterpret 1t as meaning: by "a reaﬁ’pot" one
means the same as what one mean5~by "a pot which rea]]y is". ; If we take

the f1rst optlon, however, and fo]]ow through with the argument we

‘ st11] fa11 to see conf11ct For, pr1ma facie, there is no more conf]wct

/.

between th1s really is not a pot but neverthe]ess really is an 1mage‘

‘ of a pot than there: is between . this is not a real pot, but 1s, never-

the]ess, a rea] 1mage of a. pot " On the other hand the second opt1on R R

does y1e1d conf11ct The conf11ct is between the content1on, on the one

hand that\this" (lmggeasneqi1xklsdlandwongthe.cheh;othat thts'(lmage) %x,y

w : T T e, . R | = -
. . - L )

rea]]y is not }Q jf; -
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My yiew,dthcn,‘is that the source of cOnflict in the paradox
: . S ,
is a~mistnken handlinq ofrthe word “re*l“ g thrnk that Plato takes it

ty

&

someth1ng about - 1t, we have sald’what its ontoloq1ca1 status is. In

14

fact, there }S‘QV1denC0. for_example, in the Republic™" that Plato does

think this. In this argument, however, we are led to believe thisk\
rather by a fa]]acaous move; than by the presentation of positive/doc-
trine.” What the fa]]acious move is, [ have already mentioned above'

the Stranger 1eads Theaetetus on from the formulat1on “a real x" to the

formu]at1on "an x which rea]]y is." S

The proper criticism of this argument is clear. We should

- reject the under]yinQ,éssumption that "real" is a word that can stand

15

on its own, on a par with hpot“. We should urge with Austin> that

real” is 3 trouser word that gets its meaning from the context in which

it is USed. 'Thos”we‘understand what a real pot isgfn contrast to a

mirror- 1mage of a pot, a picturé of a pot, or an- art1f1c1a1 pot. Simi-

1.1ar1y, we understand what a real man- is in contrast to a weak]wng,

f1ct1ona1 character a robot or a p1cture The point is that we do not
understand what a rea] thing is, in 1so1at1on from a context wh1ch

provides a range of a]ternat1ves

However ~if we a]]ow the m1staken suppos1t1on that to say some—f o

‘.th1ng 1s real is to say someth1ng about its onto]og1ca] status, then to,

'say that someth1ng is not real w11] come to seem very pecu]1ar 1ndeed

g1ven the equ1va1ence asserted by P]ato in 2) that to say that some-

.th1ng ls real is to sax that 1t really is. If as—well we take on 3)y

LR,

*gthé not rea] 1s the oppos1te of the rea] then we . f1nd that anyth1ng

wh1ch is, not rea] reaﬂy is, not. Th1s our old fnend 'r'b ,.a\dd.’..ﬁs

y. ) - o ) . . B B )

3



R : - : 0 T~ . ' : B N I
SR . . B . ! !
. . N . e . ; ‘ ! o .

el By
1>\f S But aga1n we find that of the 1mage wh1ch we have shown 1s :

’Y.}*a” unrea] th1ng, a th1ng wh1ch rea]]y 1s not: and in no- way 1s “we never-
ftheless want to say that 1t ts rea], and hence that 1t rea]]y ]S »rg%.._.

yﬂ~c}e Z'dtn“';. Let e’ attempt to d1scuss th1s puzz]e in terms that make 1t ;}J/gj

.7*'Seem more p]aus1b1e than the resth of a bad argument Tﬁe best way to o b
“begln 1s, T th1nk to contrast the roots of th1s puzz]e w1th the roots
| “of the puzz]e at 237D\ At 237D the p1cture we get of speak1ng was of

EEIPO .

“an accomp11shment the 1ngred1ents of wh1cH were an act]on (the utter1ng
- ”§:of words) znd someth1ng spoken of What 1s demanded 1s that in v1rtue ﬁ E
‘"Jalof the pecu11ar nature of the act1on, someth1ng b\\p1cked out /If the
"_;?nature of the act1on 1s not suited/to the nature of the th1ng to be*
fp1cked out, noth;ng 1s accomp11shed The correspondence assumpt1on
1wh1ch I take tofbe bas1c to th1s puzz]e, f11ls out what the su1tab111ty
‘ of the act1on to the th1ng cons1sts 1n Th1s p1cture of speak1ng 1s },;; &”i
- expressed fu]]y in the\Ctatx1us, where speak1ng is: character1zed as an o

S act1on 11ke other act1ons wh1ch can only be carr1ed out w1th the use of

16 TR A SR "ﬁ ‘ J» L ‘92;"5'O.€f§
proper 1nstruments \;. w_‘~' A Tﬂ\kz"'fffw‘:ge Vg ;1;',u}j~’a
, : In the puzz]e at 240 however\\our attent1on sh1fts from cor—«
\\\\respondence p1ctured 1n th1s way, to correspondence p1ctured as the 11ke- ]fﬁs
N

ness between a th1ng and the 1mage of a th1ng Speak1ng 1s here thought\l
of as an act1on hav1ng an 1ntermed1ate end, name]y the product1on of an ﬂf'

‘\1mage Th1s sh1ft of . focus 1n the p1cture of speak1ng brlngs about 2. ﬁé'"’”

r

dlfferent sort of puzz]e from the puzz]e at 237D There 1s no 1onger

}tf amy quest1on as to whether someth1ng was sa1d at a11, 1n the sensg/gf,,?r =

‘“?”"th1ng sa1d" wh1ch s, ]1ke “th1n_ _rasped“,'or “th1ng po1nted at"t;“

Rather the quest1on becomes : what sort of th1ng 1s th1s 1mage, or

th1ng sa]d (where what was sa1d 1s taken to be the 1mage) For 1t 1s




.a\v . e . . » 5’ ‘ A‘ \
E f"‘not"a ‘re‘aT‘t-hing' But “on the other hand it was somethmg, name]y a

N

‘wor'd or' sentence SO\1t must be rea1 S L i - IR

Tt shou]d be noted that the terms in wh1ch the puzz]e 1s
expressed \make the bond between speakmg and 1mage makmg exp11c1t o

i :»j:»V,Theaetetus defmes é'aw)‘°d !1mage) as Td POS Td)n’elvov | -/

B d-(ﬁmwlu.(:vov erefov 'ro:ou-rov uanother such th1ng fash1oned An §//‘

N

\ghe hkeness of the rea] one "4 The word wh1ch we have been translatmg /

: ) iIY‘ea]"‘throughOUt the d]scuss~|0n’ o(}f'r\elVO\/, 'IS deY‘1VEd from &X)‘—

SR S of persons, t\u% s1ncere, truthfu] e ':‘/\_
Ll e frank honest of th1ngs \r*eah actua] S

v ~of persons, truthfu] honest f- e } »
1ngs, rea], actua1 genume 17~c. . _‘ : (/‘

truth rather than reahty The f ame Aust1n1an cr1t1c1sr1 woqu hav_’.'l“"

. /\ L /

aPPY‘OPNate F "true" used 1n the trans]atton,_b' aS/the\s, rﬁev o

sense as/"real" “and Just/as/J‘r‘e”T‘fT_ e ontrasts w1th\art‘rf1zé1a1" "fm\ RN

/ St : Ll ’ . e
t1ona‘r“’/ etc - so these wou]d c0ntrast as weH w1th "trUe However
S / / \ c
"true" /as weH aﬂows of the contrast "fa]se" ,* and thns is exp]o1ted by S

' the paradox in- the same steps (subst1tut1n9 "true" f°" "rea]") (2408) ;

,v,,._,eis_,., And by the true one Lu mean t/hat wh1ch
Y 4) reaﬂ_y 15 VTUS

o st And the not true 1s the obpos1te of true’
) ;?Th Of course / S

sl Str. That wh1ch is 11ke, then,’ you say does not
IR reaﬂy ?,’”St ifyou ay 1t 1s not true

(ow< évrws 15\/ RS
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:We have aTready noted that PTato 1n the two preced1ng paradoxes used

\the formuTa sayLng 1m> fcq c»/ for say1ng what ;s faTse The terms
) .
5of th1s puzzTe s1mp1y prov1de a«further rat1ona1e for the formu]a If

we aTTow the equat1on of ”true” and "real™ W1th "be1ng" and the OPROS]-

" t1on of ”true" and ”reaT" w1th "untrue\ and "unreaT“, then the faTse,.
; Just as-much'as the art1f1c1a1 the . f1ct1onaT etc . becomes subsumed '

RS
/",
RSN

;iunder "not be1ng u~ ="f_1:,‘“g‘v»A' .

\ '3 It 1s st111 hard to f1nd th1s puzzT1ng we must f1nd a meta-“ »~n‘

T
o

j»phys1ca1 background wh1ch makes 1t seem anoma]ous Z/However, we do not‘““
{rhave far t? 100k to f1nd that«background/nn the 09h1s The upshot of ‘
fﬁfthe d1scovery of th1s puzz]e gs” that the Stranger 1s>1ed to d1scuss a.

/

131 number of theor1es about the number and nature of rea11ty The movement

/
/
///,/of/the argument from\th1s puzz]e to these theorﬁes 1s as foTTows
3f_; 1) The puzz]e resu]ts in the d1ff1cu1ty that 1f we are to assert ff'a'ff‘v
N '-[,

v fthe reaT1ty of speak1ng a d spedk1ng fa]seTy we must assert

: «ﬁ-fthe forb1dden th1rd wax,offl;rmeanes (2418)

M

'h}2)f“The Stranger then makeé 1t cTear\that the only way that he can "
c &) \

i]see out of thjs pos1t{on s to undertake a refutat1on of the -
Loy e
'!,fthes1s of Parmen1des that th1s 1s a forb1ddentway (2410 - E)

S 3}7 Th1s undertaktbg ﬁnvo]ves us 1n a d1scuss1on df not onTy the

7?ffhftheony of rea11ty (how many th1ngs there are and what they are jﬁ"g

~ ?T1ke) advanced by Parmen1des, but aTso other theor1es wh1ch

X




theor1es, we find ourse]ves perp1exed (2438)‘
’5) Ana1ogous1y we are perp]exed when we ask: ourse]ves whether we
: understand what rea11ty is. For\these theor1es assume our
understand1ng of the word "be1ng” w1thout exam1nat1on vy | But |
f'our present perp]ex1ty about not ~-being leads us: to th1nk that .t'
perhaps we understand what is meant by “be1ng" noyb ttera |
5 “ The Stranger then 1ooks at. ‘one’ sort of theory, the . sort that
}Pproposes that a11 the th1ngs that rea11y ex1st are two (243D 1 E) |

;-nga1n, he makes use of the equ1va1ence, wh1ch 1s here b1atant oﬁ

N T"rea]]y ex1st" and “are rea]" to ask whether when these peop]e say that

;};they be11eve that each of these - th1ngs 1s rea] they mean that 1)€“rea11ty"'

. 1‘1s the name of some th1rd th1ng, or 2) “rea]1ty" is the name of one. ot\ ‘f‘?f'

both of }the th1ngs | In the Sl

‘ 'the th1ngs, or 3)~“reaT1ty“ s the name- of;
-f1rst case, 1t fo]]ows as a consequence that the theory rea]]y must show.,vai"

' that there are three th1ngs, not Just two, 1n the second and th1rd case,{‘~5;o

;

,fint appears that there is on]y one 'The consequence of an app11cat1on of_7

LAY

the correspondence assumpt1on 1s that “rea11ty“ 1s a name It must then :-f
be the name of someth1ng, e1ther of some th1rd th1ng or redundant]y of

L*{: one or both of the two But 1f 1t is the name of both then 1n fact the']t"
‘two are one, s1nce 1f rea11ty 1s a name there w111 be on]y one th1ng thatitff;f

1t names or that corresponds to 1t / ST B
A po1nt 1s here be1ng made about the pos1§;on/of such a cosmo-,--./:i

fffﬂf]ogical theory when we a]]ow that 1anguage has revelhtory power fjhéify{i“-'°°

.“g;ttheory d1sa11ows a]] the usua] ways of speak1ng about th1ngs, so that :f1‘;1# |
e
_ awhen we ta]k about tab]es and cha1rs and water and so on, the theory B

'i‘ewou]d d1sa110w that we are revea11ng the natures of th1ngs 1n so ta1k1ng o
""ZJHOWever, the theory 1s 1tse1f expressed and 1ndeed 1s a theory on]
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,j1nsofar as Qt can, be expressed And one of the th1ng§ that the theory:i‘f

‘ '*'?1does put for&ard is that on]y two th1ngs are rea1 The po1nt 1s-that
”“hwe do have a r1ght to ask what thws means, and the thebry does not ‘

r;vptov1de s w1th any too]s whereby we cou]d f1nd out , But now, 1f we
yﬁpress the theor1sts, and make the assumpt1on that when they say that /
‘:f,on1y*these two th1ngs are rea1 the word ”rea1" has some s1gn1f1cance,
\dwe.f1nd by the app11cat1on of a P]aton1c assumpt1on the correspondence
Vrjgﬁj”?assumpt1on, that the theor is un1nte111g1P1e What th1s 1s an attempt
»in?fito showr go1ng back to ourszzz1e, 1s tdat there 15 someth1ng very much
{-Tftawry W1th any theory wh1ch 1s put forward by peop]e who do not take any

/:.s{}account of the fact that 1n so do1hg they are us1ng words, and that th1s

v17;§fact1v1ty must be accounted for by the theory 1tse1f

s

Th1s po1nt 1s made even more forc1b1y and exp11c1t1y 1n the

et

: °*‘111next refutat1on ( 244A ff ), wh1ch 1s _the refutat1on of mon1sm Théthi;:;f

”f‘ﬂfteimon1st_asserts that on]y one th1ng 15 rea] Aga1n he 1s he]d account-_*ﬁ

, 'f7tfabT‘ for h1s use of the WOrd "rea]" B (The correspondence assumptlon

57:¥Ltforb1ds that he ho]d that the words "one"vand "rea]“ both name the same o

Yet on h1s own theory, they cannot be names of d1fferent th1ngs,v :

N

~ *’J1,s1nce there 1s on]y one But further, he 1s inva d11emma about names

""~_."~;i"'th1ng )‘

g;altOgether For"1f he assumes that there 1s even one name then he

B ffassumes that s d1fferent from khe th1ng wh1ch 1t names But 1n that_u,,

"7f,case there are two th1ngs, wh1ch 1s 1n contraventlon of h1s own thes1s

’fh,‘f;he supposes that the name 1s 1dent1ca1 w1th the'i,;j'
UVf?f;on]y h1ng{that ex1sts, then there st111 w111 have to be someth1ng Wh1chi ii

'»f1t names, 51nce i 1s a name, wh1ch 1s d1fferent from 1t ‘But th1s can-ﬂlwf

ot,be another rea]y hi g,rs1nce the name 1s a1] that there 1s At th1s5f9;

_o1nt a corrup“ of the text makes 1t hard to see what the conc]us1on ‘"f;
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of;the argument‘ds I prdpose that \t must be thaJ the d11emma of the

| frmon1st is e1t er to d1saT10w naMES a1together, and thus to have a non-

xg"rﬂf*theory, or hon that the on1y réél th1ng is a-name, Wh‘ch‘leads to .

'sfdiff1cu1t1es as to what ft 1s the name of 18 " o :"‘\ e h,. -
| ',?J T want to go back 1o the puzzTe from th1s dtscussidn‘of what
“lfollows 1t 1n the text One thﬁng that th1s shows 1s the-met phys1ca1

‘background of the puzz]e The puzzTe 1s put forward aon beha] of peop]e,

‘1Tv tho, 1n PTato s v1ew, have a; fundamentaT mlsapprehens1on of the 1mport-

.;{ance of Tanguage& The puzz]e is 1d t1f1ed as a Parmen1dean puzzTe but
l .

L'”vt,.as the Stranger makes cTear, it does not on]y comelup in. connect1on w1th

?F:*hfmon1sm, but W1th any theory wh1ch proposes that.the thTe of reaT1ty

'7'_} cons1st$\of some number of d1st1nct th1ngs (I sha]] caJT th1s k1nd of

‘fy-t1onwbase 1tse

v:ffthesns mona_1sm, for the sake of ready 1dentif1cat1on ) The po1nt 1s

‘"fl]that;none o%\these theor1es can g1ve any accognt of the ex1s ence 'f

; 4f{i hence, the as. unpt1on that thOUght and speech are rea]’ rFurther exam1na-~‘

'lj't1on of th1s quast1on rema1ns

']5,11;;" In th4 next sect1on, L take up the 1nt'rpretat10n of Owen .

‘2,3 3 Owen s Ifterpretat1on 1.”£




Y.
are'stuck with'“non—being" as‘"non—ex1stence“,'and this in turd givenv
; the Par1ty Assumption, sticks us with the prob]em of shedding light on
. that which cannot be i]]um1nated ‘ -
.| “The ahswer of Owen's thesis to a11 th;s is c1ear He‘says
 that the puzz]e herefconsists in the assertton "that it is paradoxical
that what really is not (or is. not real) shou]d really be (or be a rea])
' anyth1ng at all. n19 He suggests that the way tMe puzzle 1s set up seems
tailored to a solut1on name]y, that just as the incomplete "is" and
the 1ncomp]ete "1s not" may be said of a subJect in respect of d1fferent

-

pred1cates, S0 we may take it that’ there is no conf11ct between be1ng a
:1 rea] semh]ance and ‘not be1ng a rea] pot. He adds, however, that P]ato,
in the end, samp]y reduces the problem of unreality to fa]sehood

_ I think I have said .enough in my ana]ys1s_of the puzzle to
foresta]] easy acceptance of this way out. The discussion'of theories .
of rea]1ty that fo]]ows on the hee]s of the puzz]e seems to contravene
" any such easy way out as I have po1nted out, in the refutat1on of
monad1sm, P]ato on his own behalf, makes use of, the move froml“1s real"‘~

{

| . to "rea]]y exists". - - Ny o ;i 7“,/ ' _ .

’ But Owen S second c]a1m to selution demands more argument kI
propose that P]ato does not reduce the unrea11ty of 1mages to fa]sehood
At 260A we’ see the conc]us1on of the 1ong struggle to g1ve an account of '
d1scourse Theaetetus fa11s to see the 1mportance of the conCIUS1on
that d1scourse is one of the c]asses of be1ng : But, if we accept my .
preced1ng 11ne of . argument w1th reference to the puzz]e, then it a]]ows
us at 1east to place the soph1st as an 1mage-maker At th1s po1nt how-

L i S
ever, the soph1st adopts a second strlng argu ent He adm1ts the. extst--.;'

f ence of speech and op1n1on but ho]ds that th y can. have no part1c1pat1on»

[
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in non-being and so falsehood can never arise, in them. That is to say,
the sophiﬁt allows that there is speaking, buf denies that there is
false Bpeaking In so doing, he relocates the art of the 1mage maker
as the art' ,0f deceit strictly, and not as the art of a speaker in gen-
~eral. (However, this is put right in the fina] division, where two
kinds‘ of f.e.ill,l,.:t,éns are defined as species of the ért of image-making,
- opinion-imitation, and scientffic-imitation ) The péint I wish to make
about this is that it does ;;: ‘Educe Lﬁé problem of unreality to that
?f falsehood. Rahter, it seems that just as the argument ‘had reached
that point where the existence of the'image—makerfs art could be found,

the sophist shifted his ground and redefined image-making. I conclude

that Owen's analysis of the solution to the puzzle is unsatisfying.

2.3.4 The Resolution of the Puzzle

What the exam1nat1on of the metaphysical background of this

puzzle’shows is that the puzzle is about the reality and existence of
- discourse itself. It does not, as Qwen allows "give the appearance of
an existence puzz1e," Rather, it is an exfstence puzzle.‘

A conclusion I would like to draw from this is that, although
one is perhaps tempted, in examining the mid-part of the dialogue, to
think that Plato is replacing an inadequate theory of language with
another one, one in which a plausible andevén rather modern theory of °

x .,pre:\cition is puf forward, this temptatién must be résisted For the
theories of P]ato s predecessors,~from wh1ch he derives h1s oppos1t1on,‘
'are theor1es wh1ch fa11 to account for ‘language altogether, “and which
| resist be1ng supplementede1th an account. ‘Thus Plato's most s1gn1f1cant'

“achievement at the deébest level is not to give an account of negative

-y



predication and falschood, but to give an account of discourso within
which, of course, these are vital 1ngredients 20 ‘
Again, as in the case of the puzzle at 2370, [ want to tenta-
tively propose a solution which does )ust fy to the Parity Assumption,
In that case I suggested that Plato S so1ution to forestall the reduc-'
tive move from "is not something" to "is nothing", would be to find a
referent for “not something". I denjed that Plato was reinterpreting -
the verb "to be" in such a way that "being" and "not being" conveyed a

?

relation of "about-ness" and “other-than-aboutness". Rather, | suggest-.

o :f;ed that the seeming opposition of "is"-and "is not" could be dissolved

‘Jif one could locate the real thing identif?ed in saying "not being",
The obvious virtue of this interpretation is that it rescues the third
way of Parmenides, and that, as Plato tells us, is what he is trying to
do. -

Taking up the present’puzzle, I want to apply the same sort

- of balm. Again, we are up agéinst the thiid way of Parmenides; again
it wou]d seem that the apparent opposition of reality and unreality is
the stumbling block to resolution. what I propose that Plato has estab-
11shed at the point where he concludes (260A ff); d1scourse exists, is

that the unrea] occupies a place among those th1ngs which really are.

2.4 The Paradox 240C - 2418
2:4.1 Infroduction '
| I am now going to return to the fourth paradox whlch inter-
v venes .at 240D ff between' the paradox of 6(Jw)\d~ and the discussion
of rea11ty in connect1on with monism and monad1sm we.jiund ourselves

. Stymied by the soph1st s argument about 1mages We were stymied because

A N
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he was able to show that an image as defined by Theaetetus at 240D
could not be described without contrédiction An image appearg to be
both real and unreal At this point, tben we try to define the
sophist's art in a different way, as thv\@vt of deception, | think the
paradox now introduced is the sccond string argument of the sophist | -
mentione&‘at 260E. At that point as | analysed it, the SOphigt allowed
that the image-making involved in discourse haq been shown to exist or
to be real, but took refuge in a re~def1;}tion gf.the art of image-
making as the art of deceit, i.e., as speaking fa\sely with conscious
,jptent to deceive. This shift of ground is an eas;\one to make, since
:H that is needed is to shift from the sense of a*"ﬂg'VC;V which
means “"real" or "true" in the sense of "genuine" to the sense of o(\)1
ewov in \vmch what is meant is "true" in the sense n\w which it con-
trasts with fa1se. The focus of the last puzzle was, image- makwng in
general-—that is, speaking in general. The focus of thi¥s puzzle is on
the production of falsehoods. And the question raised by the sophist
at 260E, which relies on this puzzle, is‘Whether thé;e can be any such
art as the production of falsehood.

The paradox at 2400 begins by tacitly allowing that there is
such a thing as an 1mage or—a. semb]ance, the very image or semblance we
have been speaklng of: e o .' _ .

Eratv ﬂe/w 70 ¢q’v‘fo(6ﬂ.A aorol Suratvidv
piopev.
but then asks a further question about it. Even supposing that there is
such a ‘thing, what would it be for it to be used in deceit? Here, as at.

260E, tﬁé argument shifts from the existence of an image to the question

‘whether it can produce false belief. The paradox depend§ upen an argu¢\
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ment Ly.show that 1t does not make sense to talk of false belief., ue
should then expect the solution tp the paradox to be given following’
260E (where the existence of discourse is admitted) in the section
where Plato gives an explanation of whether falsehood mingles with
speech and oginfon (261C),
2.4.2 Interpretation of 240C - 2418

4

-~ The Stranger beqins (24006):

by B gt > o
cwhyg d'av Jos\oz EBToll Tavavrid Tors
’ -~ *
oy dokaXousd., v s ;
1) False opinion thinks the opposite to the things that are. | want
V)
to interpret 1tﬂ$ OU&!  existentially as “things which exist",
This is defensible on the grounds that what we have here is a char-
» ‘ N
acterization of a false opinion. That is, To{varvriol 'r‘o?s oudy
is not a specification of what the opiner (falsely) thinks, but
rather is_a characterization of what it is to think falsely. That
~
this is so is made clear in what follows:
[} ~ ~ W . '4
Neyers ‘g;Oci T fa1q ovTel dokarKerv Niv
A g7 ]
9b¢n)oh7 cﬁc@fli\’,
., 2) 1t follows that a false opinion thinks things that are not. Here
N -
is the explicit identification of Tok 7 'gyro\ or
N N~ ¥ . ’ ! A -\
To pomov  with TavalvTiel Toty oOu&:
which is eventually denied at 2578. The rea] source of this puzzle
is contained in the next lines:
" Py
ﬂc;rsoov [} €ivell T poy Bura,
’ ”w <2 RN
dofdfovdav, % TLS Eivai Ta po
v
. Jape Sy ovra . :

3) Does false opinion think A) that things which are not are not? or



g
B) that things which are not at all ( Tet fﬂﬂqﬁyzﬁﬂmdgls gz’fh&}
are, in some sense?  These alternatives are bogus., The first alter-
native cannot be a characterization of félﬁﬁ opinion at all, the
second makes false opinion out to be contradictory, The bogugness
stems from packing beth the chardcterization of the false opinion
and the conditions under which 1t 15 false into the farmylation,

In the Theaetetus at 189 - 190C the same type of parados i
introduced when Socrates attempts to define false opinfon as s kind of
1ntcrc§hnged opinion”. The example {5 given by Theaetetus: “When a
man in forming an opinion puts ugly instead of beaytiful, or beaytiful
instead of ugly, he does truly hold a*falae opinton”. This éﬁy be
interpreted: a man thinks of a beautiful thing that it is ugly or vice
versa, Howevep, Theaetetus is confused, for he admits that a man myst
think of two things in this case, of an ug}y thing and of a beauttifu)
thing. Thus he thinks that the beautiful thing is the ugly thing or
vice versa. From this move, it is an easy step to characterize the
opinion as an opinion "that one thing is another®. Jhe upshot is
Theaetetus' recognition that since no one ever holds such an .opinion,
no one every holds a false opinion. .

The Sophist par;;ox is similar, but at another level once more,.
In the Theaetetus paradox, the actual®opinion that something is beautiful
is packed together with the actual fact that it is ugly in once clause
following o’ogoltgél". The opinion itself is thus contradictory. In
the Sophist paradox the content of the opinion is chdracterized as
either in A) that things are not, or in B) that things are; but also

\
packed into these characterizations of the opinion with the phrase 7o

f»o;' z;v is the specification that the things thought really are not.
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Again the paradoy plays upon a misinterpretation of the clause
fallewi’ng dmg‘c:l;tzuj, Thedetetus in the Theaetetus was led to accept
the original prﬁéégg that a man in thinking falsely miy think e,g,, the
ugly the beautiful because he undérstood the formulation to mesn: |

thinks of the uyyly that 1o 1% beautiful, Here Jh@@@tth} is Ted on in

exactly the same way., The filse opiner may be correctly characterted

understanding, Alternalive A) on lhe same understanding turns out to be

a gharacterization of a true opirian:  thinking of what 15 not that it

is not,

‘-?ﬂat Theaetetus 15 again tricked by this understanding of the
formylations is made clear by his next remark:
Eval g Tot gy Bvrad Jet ye, (;'nt,a
y;@d‘,-r;;i. frore TIS T1 Nei Har p/oo/.\cf
That fs, with this understanding, Theaetetus rejects A) since it char-
acterizes a true apinionland selects B) which characterizes a false one,

B) has another variant which the Stranger offers at the next

stage:
“

. y . N
T d'; 00 Keai pamdar g Eivals Tat
Tavress Bvrak JofdZera; .

Again, the variant may be understood in two ways, either as: the false
i

opinion thinks gg things which certainly are that they are not at all,

or the false opinion thinks that things which certainly are are not at

all.

“Again,’Theaetetus is misled, for he agrees that this second

variant charac;érizes falsehood, as indeed it does on onk understanding:
- B ” . . . *
thinking of things which certainly are that thpy are not at-all. The

L 4 »

Il



.j/;>>fff other understand1ng, on the contrary, 1s not an adequate character1za- :

~'t1on of fa1sehood since, aga1n, 1t\ﬂnvo]ves a contrad1ct1on But 1t 1s‘

, !

RS Lc]ear]y this understand1ng of the character1zat1on that the Stranger 1s '}~;j

wl“," fwork1ng w1th and the conc1u510n of the paradox is’ to po1nt th1s out

: “ “ ‘_‘ - ‘_’.~ P‘Udv 7-O>\/471 JdVrﬂLS QlffélV ‘-.)S “ |
’ééfzv ev aéga,s TE Kots Ko(To( Xoaoag&rw

71 AVTI.‘TO OV 77,006&”&,‘/ /"'dS ’ -
Joy;O\o(k:S a(VolyKolgedeol/ .o 241;\7) B

2.On the understand1ng of‘the character1a\t1ons wh1ch Theaetetus was BT
- > Ll
/b m1s1ed to have no problem ar1ses, on the othqr understand1ng we have a f'.fé°gj

Aa:;;._,’.case of 'n' oaaﬂr'efv ‘r “of vr/ ro c{v wh1ch was agreed at
L TP /07
i f§238A to be 111eg1t1mate e : o

It 1s to be noted that th1s paradox does not Just"generate a :

,;;;H,fm1scharacter1zat1on’of fa]se op1n1on -but- of true op1n1on as we11
B ﬁjsFalse op1n1on 1s un]nte]11g1b1e becau;§>1t 1s uncharacter1zab1e w1thout

\/,'

gpt,i'1nvolv1ng onese]f 1n contrad1ctaon,~the character1zat1on of true oo1n1on

'»1H1s tauto]og1ca1 Character1zat10n A) doesanot/y1e1d a not1on of true | ”;?¥;t

v°'5fop1n1on at a]]

‘rf Theaetetus had not1ced th1s, he wou]d have been we]]

:on the way to d1sso]v1ng the paradox s1nce w1th reference to A)Lonlygi

'agvfthe understand1ng fa1Se op1n1on th1nks of th1ngs that are not that

;they are 1s v1ab1e There w111 b ;afcorrespondﬁnd var1ant of A)

ifa]se op1n1on tthks'of th1ngs that are that they are W1th th1s recog-

i;Wiltbtfnlt1°" of how A) must be understood the opac1ty of B) may stm1_ar1y be f{f;,%;

.»;fThe theorét1ca1 background of th1s puzz]e must be to draw to
AT R ' ; .
'f] ur attent1on how essent1a1 1t 1s to adopt the correspondence assumpt1on

”ﬂ1f we are to Mnderstand commun1cat1on The move wh1ch generated the

5:f'puzzle was an_understandwng of B) wh1ch 1ncorporated a character1—.
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| fg.zat1pn f‘the op1nion and the cond1t1ons o;\1ts faTs1ty both 1nto the ‘
o | Vsame formu]atwn foHowmg c)ogol:t)etv / What s need‘éd to bTock the
| .;s/timove 1s a formuTat1on of the alterpat1ves wh1ch 1s not suscept1b1e to
~ this understand1ng, i. e s wh1¥h estab11shes correspondence between wha{\*:

o/ FE |
. . . ‘/

“”iA]51s sa1d and what is the case

N . ' e : ; i
~;T:2 4 3 The Resolut1on of the Puzz]e | -
_ B! propose/that P]ato does g1ve a reformu]at1on of fa]se gd‘ Ty
s opwn1on a¢ 2638 wh1ch satisf1es the correspondence assunpt1on Th1s ;
, r dé_ du-rwv 3 /—Lév quQ*;s Tol dvrak C.JS
LR ééTl ﬂ% he <$OUL*“*“ »_ "”5’};?
T R ) d_ ¢ 7 ergaot TV évnov SO
.g~;“.;f\‘j‘~* n :iﬂ' 73* /F‘ /kﬂ ¢k25 éh/fbk :h‘iréﬁ ‘::fh L

' Q.TI have a]ready d1SCUSsed th?s formu]at1on 1n Chapter One I cr1t1c12ed

: j,,mthe transTat1on of Keyt on the grounds that 1t s1mp1y generates the wdﬁ\Qvi

?,p - . ’\:'\\

"aﬁ?¢‘7oparadox of 24OC - 24lB a11 dver aga1n I argued that the word cqs must L

fbe trans]ated "as",vand that\1t 1s used to estab115h correspondence

-;hg,between what 1s thought or_saqd and what is the case It has the func-»f”ﬁ'

‘“"52?;5t1on of mak1ng 1t cTear 1n what the truth or fa]s1ty of the op1n10n or
r;statement cons1sts It breaks up the opac1ty of the phrase foTTow1ng

= "f,':.)eré'\./ﬁr-or Jogatge/v | :specn‘:ymg that there 1s correspondence

”f:between what is. sa1d and what it is sa1d about eff jff :jl;]iﬁ'rlj";ﬂ

| The commentators whose v1ews I have d1scussed wou]d not agree ;V
“??fjthat/th1s opac1ty 1s the source of the puzz]e They wou]d not agree as?ff
JRR R 4 L

'”?. weTT that the so]ut1on to the puzz]e 1s break1ng up the opac1ty of the .

"ﬁtiformUTat1on Owen d1sm1sses th1s paradox as s1mp1y a further d1sp]ay of»?”:

S 'Y"’contrad1ct1on 21 Moravcs1k a]so g1ves 1t no cons1derat1on From th1s,ﬁ"f.;

P
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- senses 9fkﬂbe1ng" at 255C - D These pos1t1ons have a]ready been shown o

Lo b e 102

N
-we may understand that they take 1t to be dea]t w1th in. the same Way .
. /
that the other/paradoxes are d1sso1ved Oweh is comm1tted to tak1ng

' the paradox to be on]y apparehtly ex1stent1a] Moravcs1k be11eves that

a11 the puzz]es are d1sso1ved by the purported dist1nct1on of two

ft-to bef{nsuff1c1ent for dea11ng w1th the other paradoxes They are a]so»l

s i o
~owrat war w1th one another, 1nsofar as Moravcs1k tak&s the puzz]es to have
‘ﬂ,ad’ex1stent1a1 bas1s wh11e Owen mak1ng use. of the Par1ty Assumpt1on,_:nra

o/
7

B fnot b]ue k W1th no spechf1cat1on of how the purported 1ncomp]ete "Iy'if };~f5

'-fthe puzz]e ar1ses or 1s d1sso1ved If as Owen must’

"there 1s -no contrad1ct1o ‘as

, o

wh1ch d15t1ngu1sh€s senses of "y

I ma1nta1n that ne1ther of these commentators can exp1a1n how

'Tlow the puzz]e

PR

.*:ff’ls to be f111ed outlf

:‘fﬂi311ke the Theaetetus puzzTe but at another 1eve] The problem does not

\‘f,ﬁf //d1sputes both the ex1stent1a1 bas1s of the puzz]es and any so]ut1on ‘f{fff

i not operat1ve then there 1s no contrad1ct1on 1n the formu]at1on jfonf:a*’j'

”between th1nk1ng that someth1ng wh1ch 11””""‘f5’

u’e S

"1 _centers around a fa1s1ty formu]at1on 1n wh1ch the ex1stent1a1 "5 '»1sfgr;'
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o”not be construed as ‘a prob]em for the speaker but for the character1zer

P

\”“~ib S ;»u Moravcs1k s d1sso1ut1on of the puzz]es runs up aga1nst the
7.{ 3 hAsame cr1t1c1sm, 1nsofar as\the pugzle is not d1s]odged by a correct
understand1ng of the “1sk used by the speaker It wou1d have to be - |
'd1sso1ved by a. correct understand1ng of the "y “'used by the character— »;
k12er But aga1n, it would seem that the characterwzer is not m1staken |
'1n th1nk1ng that the vygh he 1s\us1ng 1s the e&1stent1a1 one | 2
Th1s po1nt has very far reach1ng consequences for both POST-';gg”
ttiops“ F1rst for 0wen,,1t shows that the PaL1ty Assumpt1on may beri”'J
“,s1mp1y turned aga1nst h1m If the puzz]es are ex1stent1a1 then thef;f{t;'

'ffiproblem of the d1a]ogue 1s ex1stent1a] and so must 1ts so]ut1ons beef_t]ff:i

e ffiBut secono, for Moravcs1k, 1t shows not that P]ato must r1d hwmself of

:"the correspondence assumpt1on of 1anguage by means of the adopt1on of

;'1ze correspondence

The source here 1s not one wh1ch'can be d1spe]1ed

_1263E - 239D are reso]ved
_;"at 260A the th1rd at 263'



KT N R 1)
{~ At the same - t1me I have argued that the paradoxes a]] depend .
o upon takmg To v and To ,L«'q OY existent1a11y If the1r so]utwns '
o are 1ndeed as I have de]ineated them, then P1ato s pos1t1ve doctr1ne
L concerns existence and non ex1stence not "is" and "is notV

One of these so1ut1ons, the one at. 263B,;I have a)ready

V ~‘ana1ysed 1n Chapter One, show1ng 1t to reta1n the ex1stent1a1 sense of :

- _ 11: ,‘51 crv . In Chapter Three I go on to a more deta11ed exam1nat1on. d

'Ev_of the rema1n1ng so]ut1ons
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20. I do not mean to suggest that this ' ‘i3 str1ct1y ﬂ ancient prob]em,
: " brought about by the relative poverty of philos hizing prior to
. -Plato. 'For it seems to me that a modern monist (ike F.H, Bradley.
~+ proposes the same kind of puzzle as is found at 240, name1y, that
the: activities of speak1ng and thinking are 111us ry-and hence

unrea] - o

E c1 . Owen, "P]ato on Not Being"; p. 242
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CHAPTER 3

3 1 255C - E

In the prevwous Chapter, I arqued that‘the aporiae of .the

ot

LT I “~ 7,

\ ' ophis depend upon. an ex1stent1a1 1nterpretat1on of 70 /437 1
:a1so 1nd1cated my . be11ef that the p]aces which I 1dent1f1ed later in the p:'
_text where P]ato comes to qr1ps with the so1ut1ons to these aporiae '
would also bear an e§1stent1a1 1nterpretat1on Thjs chaptergas a who1e
A w111 be devoted to a defence of this view. - ,‘d
| In th1s first sect1on of the chapter I.. sha11 undertake a
pre11minary 1nvest1gat1on of the passage at 255C - E Th1s passage has
trad1t1ona11y borne a heavy weight of 1nterpretat1on, from commentators\
‘i;'who have seen it as. f1tt1ng 1nto the neo- P]aton1c tradi t1on,1 to those
hmodern 1nterpreters whom we have been‘cr1t1c1z1ng " These 1nterpreters,‘rﬁf
“1n part1cu1ar Moravcs1k and Frede, have seen in th1s passage the key
" to, the who1e d1alogue, the p1ace where P1ato comes to grips w1th the
B senses" (for Moravc$1k) or "uses" (for Frede) of " "

A]though the 1nterpretat1on I w1sh to present does not depend

'3ffon th1s short passaoe, because of the we1ght wh1ch these commentators

: p]ace upon 1t, 1t 1s necessary for me. to attempt\to refute the1r c1a1ms

\“ff:I sha11 argue that th1s passage 1nv01ves a d1st1nct1on between D1ffer-

"gvence and the Form 12:6V 1nterpreted ex1stent1a11y I sha11 be arguwng

,aga1nst other commentators that th1s passage does not prov1de the key to

i ;f the d1a1ogue, for I do not see in 1t a so]ut1on to the earlier apor1ae

I go on. to d1scuss so]ut1ons to the puzz1es 1n the second sect1on of
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thigchapter.

3.1.1

5"

The translation of the passage 255C - E

T 0'&" To aorre,oov o}oo\ ‘Dyf.uv )\efc‘réov

Tie,u.ﬂ'rov, ~ 'rouro l(oh To v e5g do

_,ol—rrol OVO[A-dTol é¢ c—w a’CVél a’ldvoe/éeoh

o,él '

"oy o
AN ol {1 6(: Sov )Qw é:v TV ovmv Tl
/«ev olufo{ Tt Jé ’ﬂ‘,oo‘s )\Xo\ oler /\(a«—-
€404,

. . / ‘ ’ S S
To J° ::—Te/o,ov 31&: ﬂloog z'rgpov Jo}a)

Ou;« Ry Zr Je ) ov Koli TO Bd‘rspo
I ﬂd/aroAu d:e¢eren7v XX _eTmep
WV peTEE 'ro:v e:do,v zocs?r
10 v, ')7v vV 'rrore T Kal: va e v er-
e,oov you ’{;bos %tloov vov O'e d'réa(vcos
‘)”uv m&/) v g‘re/oov U/aﬂeﬁvz«-v
6,5 o(véax-»,s -re/oou ToOUTO gﬂe,o édeV |

élvdl o » -

réfc.ﬂ'rov ol,7 71\\/ edr ou ¢U¢S/v >«6R1Eov .
év 'ro:S e:deé:v 60&otv, e o:g ﬂ/ood:/ooo,&eéd.

Here is Cornford S translatwn of th1s passage S

Stranger B : T
And are we to caH Difference a ﬁfth’? Or must we think
of Difference and ‘Existence as .two namg; for a single kind. -

But I suppose you admit that among th1ngs that ex1st o
some are always spoken of as being what they are just in
" themselves, others as be1ng what they are w1th reference
' ;tqﬂother th1nqs | _/ -y
. 2 ~

- X 3 . . ]
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‘0“'!!!

And what 15 different 1s a]ways called so with
reference to anather thing, isn't it?

It would not be so 1f Existence and Difference were
.not very different things, If Difference partook of
both characters as Existence does, there would some-
times be, within the class of different things, some-
thing that was different not with reference to
another thing. But in fact we undoubtedly find that
whatever is different, as a necessary consequence, is
what it 1s with re;grence to another.

--------

Then we must call the nature of Difference a- fifth

among the Forms we are singling out. ‘ 'ﬁfﬁ
K
The most obvious d1ff1cu1ty in trans1ation throughout the p

passage 1s with 0 C‘/ . Cornford S trans]ation throughout of

as "Ex1stenceﬂ begs the modernvintenpreters’ questions about lines

bd -'6. A more neutral translation of 70 v than "Existence" is "Being"
which leaves open the question whether P]ato s distinction is between
senses or uses of eéwv . o : \: |

Another obvious difficulty ofvtranslationw;s the distinction

made in lines Cl12 - 13. dl,)f;l Hdelét‘”d’l has- some history in Plato's

| hi]osophizing as a technical te;m whose codnterpart in the (also tech-
mca]) term 17005 ‘n’. It is temptmg to thmk that the contrast

between otural wa O’ dufd ﬂpOjat)«)u is Just the contrast between
abso1ute and re]at1ve, or re]at1ona1 ‘and non-relational. This 1; the

'1nterpretat1on of Moravcsik, and as a consequence. he sees this passage

- as exp11c1t1y d1st1ngu1sh1ng between a sense of "is" meaning "ex1sts“

the absolute sense, and a sense of ‘"is" nean1ng "is F", the relat1ona1 L

sense. | |

Cornford's interpretation is consistent with Moravcsik's in
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seeing the distinction, drawn here asvhetween absolute and rolative
(althouqh he avoids the temm “absolute“ because of its misleading
assocfations), but, of course._because or his transtatian of 7o Z;V
throughout as Existence, he does not draw the same conclusion as
Moravcsik, | | '
An 1nterpreter who does not wish to identify ’;dos AW with
the technical term gp0517 1s Michae] Frede. Frede takes the ANl in
7 pos It very seriously He arques that 7005«9\)«4 cannot be
wdentical with ﬂ/oo_gn since the category of rr/ao_g'ﬂ includes all
relatives. identity among them, whereas 7paq5c¢N\l taken 11tera11y could
not delimit a class of relations which included identity.

Another difficu]ty of translation is the shift in the passage
from the expr9551on 770q5 oV at line C13 to the expression 19005 6?‘-
ngo\' at line D6. This shift raises certa1n diff1c$]t1es for the
: 1nterpreters who take 1onSoUU&i to be a techn1ca1 term, for if it were
~one, why would such a sudden chanqe in terminology be made? Since,
however,érybv and od)uo are synonymous in Greek, not too much can be |
made_of this, Frede B positlen gains&some strength from it, however,
since it would seem that whateVer the meaning of ‘the term, whether>
teehnical or not, emphasis is being p]aced on numerical distinctness

It is a]so difficult to discover what is being spoken of,
whether the express1on5'n>¢»/ and Cﬁﬂ7§;kn/ the Forms Be1ng and Differ-
ence, or the things that partake in these Forms. | Th1s -of.course, is
constant]y a difficulty w1th Tb ov and GJFf!Vnn the ogh1s -

We must try to sett]e th1s w1th reference to the OVerr1d1ng

theme of the argument, wh1ch appears to be that Be1ng and Difference -

are distinct genera - Thus:in 11ne €9 it wou]d appear that the expres-
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- N9 N\ o . ,
stons roure (10 g"&’/"@"‘d and TO oV stand for Forms, as also with

\ / /
™V M‘faufw‘ﬂ' in line D10, Lines €12 and D1 are more difficult,

Cornford translates:

"Among things that exist some are always spoken
of as......."

If this trz;nslation is correct, the rrfas M ~ duTa
&’de’dt‘m{. distinction would be essentially a metaphysical rather than a
'11ngu1§t?é{one. That {s, the force of the distinction would be to
div%de up the things that are (or have being, or non-neutrally, exist)
into two classes -- those which are always said to be 17“’5 dU«d . and
those that are a]ways ‘said to be cxusz '*ﬂfativﬂk This is the force oft
Cornford s translation.

Line D1 presents further d1ff1cu1ties, the contrast suggested
byo@is not easy to under§tand, for with 70 éfyaov » the subject of the
seﬁtence, we revert to a sfngu]ar‘form; Is‘ﬁ;éégan'to be undersfood as
the expﬁessibn ™ éggpov , the form Different or generally, what is
'd1fferent, i.e., what part1c1pates in the Form7 P |

At D3 we appear to get a reminder of what I have ca]led the
dominant theme of the argument. The line must be read (as Cornford
translates): |

o : Itewouid not'be se, 1f’Existence (sic) and Difference"ﬂ

»’\, were not very different things. »

Simi]ar{kc in the c]ahse"af DA - 5: o T | .
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Forms Different and Being participate, There is already 3 prablem of
interpretation in connection with this, since 1t would seem that qua
: kR y € /

Form, Different must be ot/Tek, H%d9¢LUﬁijust as much as Being if
indeed, the Forms are self-subsistent entities, This, in turn, raises
questions about what Plato means with 10;V é%aré&ou qﬁiﬁV'at Fine D10,
Doesflato tacitly make a distinction between what is said of Farms qua
Forms, and what i said of Forms qua their natures? In any case, wh;t
5 the nature of a Form? Can we take Plato quite literally as asserting
of the Form Difference thnc it always 15 what it is, or is to be said,
in regard to something different? Or {f we take it :m;y@‘gw\)u i
a technical term, will it be the case that while Difference qua Form is
oLUTA k’atﬂ)o(tira?. Difference in its own nat‘ure ixw)ozs Z’W what -
ever that contrast may mean?

A further pfbblem s introduced wﬁen we¢ note that the terms
7005 YA and atrx M uSTA are first introduced at lines C12-13 in’
connection with GZJ %ébfzfiﬁ. We have diszussed above a dilemma about
these lines, whether the distinction made iﬁ.them is linguistic or meta-
physical. If the distinction is metaphysical, the lines may'mean (as
Cornford translated): '

"Among things that exist,/some aré always spoken

of as being what they are| just in themselves, others
as beina what thev are inlreference to other things."

This metaphysical distinction sits relatively well with a metaphysical

distinction in the natures of Forms, whatever that distinction may come

to. If howeveﬁ,vfhe distinction at C12-13 is a linguistiq'one then_the
\ - >\ LI KA : .

sense of wpog &)\)\d and a7 ka8 dort must there be different

from what it is at D4-5.' That is, if'will have been asserted at C12-13
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that “being” is di’*"”‘\’j x‘)"fﬂw vi,f. 7’}“"’& M cmd d@lfci
mbaum, whrr’é‘%, at 01-4 7;003 Mand dur};l Mg amm redfipear,
not a5 linquistic categories, hyt as metaphysical ohes, in fact as forms
fn which Betng and Diffepence participate,

fhese seem Lo be thi #ain interpretive difficulties with this
passage.  Let us look at two strains of lnterpvetntxan whicn praviae

answers Lo these problems, Both of these fﬂtﬁ?rrﬁlﬁf;, af | have said,
- 2=

ta a large eatent base the over-all interpretation ﬁf the dialoque on
) ]

i

their analysis of this passage.

3.1.2 Méravﬁﬂﬁk’ﬂ Interpretation of 255C - ¢
- Moravesik takes the Passage to davolve a linguistic distine-

tion between two senses of "iﬁ“n the existential and the “relational”,®
Trus the dominant theme of the drgument, 1.e., the numerical distinctien
of the Forms Reing and Difference is iaken to dependgﬁrgeially upon the
fact that while "1s" has two senses, “different",alV%ys has only one, a
relational sense, * w;

§ As 1 have outlined in the two preceding chaptefs, Mcravesik
takes the paradoxes at the beginning of the dialogue to have existentiq]
import. His,claim is that what gives these problems their aparétic
nature - what makes them paradoxes - is a confusion of senses of "is",
Thus, for Moravesik's interpretation, this passage at 255C - E represents
the turning peint of the whole dialogue, since here, at last, tiR
confusion of senses of "is" is untangled and the paradoxes thereby dis-
solved; ' .

A problem we have already discussed in connection with -
-
Moravcsik's interpretation is that it does not accord with the Parity

~
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Assumpt1on drawn out by Owen The Par1ty Assumpt1on p]aces Be1ng and ‘ﬁ:‘.

o

Non Be1ng on the same foot1ng If th1s passage does,,as Moravc51k

\

;, c1a1ms d1st1ngu1sh two senses of “1s", the re]atlona] and the ex1sFen-

t1a1 the. ]atter of these two;sgnses w111,»on Moravcs1k s account find

fﬂ;‘ !

o no counterpart 1n Non Be1ng ?hat 1s, there 1s, accordtng to MoraVCS1k,

',

' no sense of ”1s not” wh1ch\1s on a par w1th the sense of "j wh1ch

S T
medns ex1sts" Th1s 1s one pr1ce that would have to be pa1d by the
l

v1ew that a d1st1nct1on of senses of 1 1s the key move of the d1a—

t \ e

N / - N

]ogue Such an 1nterpretat1on makes P]ato v1o1ate the terms of his own f

. (
d1scuss1on - 1t does not mere]y, as Moravcs1k wou]d have 1t make h1m

o B
N U.,

{f;?f attrtbute a confus'pn to h1s predeceésors

-

;\.,

o ment name]y, d1st1ngu1sh1ng the Forms Be1ng and D]fferent? 'For one

by :

sense of st is 11’/005 O(Wand "d1fferent" 1s a1ways ﬂ,oos GTE/M/ /
Lo :

fﬂ.‘-.'» “»'|

Thus th1s sense’o has not been g1ven a cr1ter1on of d1st1nctron

L from*the sense ass1gned to "d1fferent" In on]y one of 1ts senses has
: T L

been d1st1ngd1shed from “d1fferent";:name]y 1n the sense of

» "'l",:‘

‘ﬁ”'”ex1sts"' Further, 1f there are two senses of "1s“ then there cannot be

{

“a s1ng]e Form of Be1ng Theré must 1nstead be two Forms, one of Ex1st-
i 7

,:ence To ov 0(01'0 katﬂ ddTD and one of Re]atwna] Be1ng 'Tb 0v 7T,oOS

,v?all‘k)\o Th1s.must be 50 - 1f we are to contmue to make the centra]

LPlaton1c assumpt1on that the mean1ng or’”sense“of a word 1s a Form Thus

"'Q ,, Q o
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does reta1n the v1ew that the mean%ng or\sense of a word is a Form
-(
Ihus he speaks throughout the ]atter part of "Be1ng and Mean1ng in the

Soph1st" of a Form of “Re]at1ona1 Be1ng" '4 f g

There 1s, however, no hcense g1ven by the text _tops”peak of

the Form Re]atwna] Be1ng What the text says 1s that there ,1sua"’bs1ngle

¢

- Form Bemg wh1ch part1c1pates 1n the two Forms ' Pe1ea-&e To:v (—:-—

nd q.u-ro Kolg d.uTo And, 1n any case, as&the argu—

A

ment above shows, the 1nterpretat1on that there are two senses of "1s'? :

and two Forms of Be1ng under1y1ng them V1t1ates the/aforce of the argu~' | fj

e 3 Ve

ment at 255C E. R ‘

Frede s conclus1on is that 1f the force of th1s aY‘QUment 15 RN

not ‘i"io be v1t1ated the assumptwn that there are’ two senses of

Lo -

d1st1ngu1shed 1n th1s passage must be g1ven up » o

i Moravcs1k takes the terms 11'/005 a\»\d and dwa Rotg olu‘f’a\
to be techmca] 5 Thus he trans]ates ﬂ;oos ak»\cL throughout as ‘
.-re]atmna]" However,/as I understand h1s use qf th1s term, he takes v

the d1st1nct1on made by 1t to be pr1mar11y a hngu1st1c one Thus, when

~

1t 1s sa1d that ign 1s re1at1ona1 th1s means that mish has a; pred1cate
,. . ) E K B l . - ‘, i
ey 2 comp]ement "ReJat1ona1 Bemg" 1s then, for Moravcslk that Form- wh1ch

A

o / underwr1tes the use of speech and wr1t1ng of the pred1cat1ve 's"

Th]S understandmg of n'/oosd)‘)wl 1s not one that has trad1-r.-~ |
t1ona] foundat1on Cornford for tnstance, ass1m1]ates the sense of
7TpQS d)\)(d to ﬂ/oos'n However Cornford recogmzes and argues o

- -/
°from the posatwn that 77’,005 TI 1s a metaphysma] categor

' In any case, '

1nsofar as the category of n;oqs 'fl( d1ctates hngms 'sage, 1t has

nothmg to do W'lth pred1cat comp]ementatmn. % Parad1gm cases of 'n;oos 'r: “

W

terms for P/lato and Ar1stot’1e ahke are "sweet" sour 5 _"thl‘fS;t-_" "‘drmk" 6
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o o(X\ol ander(fa\/are both terms wh1ch 1n Greek 1nd1cate

Foeny .":‘ 8

Ne1ther o}’ these cases seems aThed to "1s F"‘V"‘ . L S

’ The ana]ogy wh1ch does seem to hcense the v1ew that Tfpos

w)d prov1des a T1ngu1st1c d1st1nct1on hav1ng to do w1th pred1cate

1 compTementatmn 1s the anaTogy of "1s F”:w1th "d1fferent from F" PTato ‘"

‘tt-

Says ' f_: _."‘

25501 Tc, c) e oV oeu -n' os

Tol\/ é:!()O\

e km -rcov ETEP(DV _'T€,0°V 00 ﬂpos (é—répov

| If we take the Tr/oos m POS ere)oo\l to cover 1n both these cases the | "
i sense of “from" as m "d1fferent from" then we m1ght take PTato here to
be saymg that "d1fferent“ 1s an 1ncomp1ete pred1cate Then by anaTogy,;_ s
we understand "y » 1n one of 1ts senses to be 1ncomp'lete as weTT =

Th1s 1nterpretat1on does not then, as I have sa1d ass1m11ate

/ ;
TTPOS o\\M as a techmca] term to ‘n'/oos 'r: Rather, »1t rehes on the
sense of nfog 1n nposempav and “’POS ’o\\)\c\ to y1e1d the not1on

of re]atwnahty Once aga1n M1chae] Frede ralses a cruc1a1 ObJect10n

to th1s pos1t1on If the not1on of 1ncomp]eteness were aT_,

carr1ed by Tr'ao_g eTEFoV and ‘ﬂ'/oos dX)sd,, then why, he aSkS.,‘does PTato ;

sayErePoJ or d»wl at aTT?

B numer1caT d1st1nct1on w They correspond to the common Enghsh usage of

R "other” or "another" 1 The Moravcs1k 1nterpretat1on does not exp1a1n

"1T/oqg s to be taken, 1 e . as 1nd1cat1ng the 1ncompTeteness of

PTato s empha51s on these terms, 1t br1ngs out onTy the sense 1n wmch
(/ G

that were L

Bd're &40!\/‘/4_&7617{6 R
f TOP, V O‘V TTOTE T

SR and ey m one of 1ts senses However, as Frede po1nts out the hteraT
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FRRE oY .
Lot P

'ff“tnanslat1on br1ngs more w1th 1t than 1s conta1ned w1th1n the 1ncomp1ete- ;ff;

rﬁ~ness theory,(s1nce an add1t1ona1 demand 1s made;f

‘that the pred1cate ;;»5x,a,~
ﬁ‘comp1ement denote someth1ng numer1ca11y d1fferEn‘xt'anOther th]ﬁg,_from ﬁ?**;f;

"the subJect

Th1s po1nt 1s bas1c to Frede s who]e 1nterpretat1on, wh1ch I

*};sha11 now go on to d1scuss

- '3 1 3 Frede S Interpretatlon of £JJL‘- E ';ﬂ;tfijhh;lif2a,7*‘5a'f
””f?ﬁf:“ As has a]ready been suggested by our d1scuss1on of Frede s ‘;dj;”

tacr1t1c1sms of the “1ncomp1eteness" 1nterpretat1on of Moravcs1k Frede 8

f'ff1nds the 1nterpretat1on of 2509 - E wh1ch takes no account of P]ato s
“’v"i;:emphas1s on ot)\)&ol and e'repov 1n ﬂ/oos o\»o( and rrpos GTE/JN
n35unsat1sfactory On h1s 1nterpretat1on the d1SJunct1on at 255C 12 13

'”;’must be. taken as a dtdﬁunct1en of "th1ngs wh1ch are sa1d to be 1n regard'gf'ﬁ% s

n

v‘zato themse]ves and th1ngs wh1ch are sa1d to be 1n regard to someth1ng

-@}(humer1ca11y) dwffe”‘°
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E f“'th1s passage occurs and in' the Parmen1des
S 1 ,' Mot1on 1s 'Towrov L M e T e
I ‘_..Mot1on is not- Td.uTov s e
.2, LMot1on 1s 6713 : ,.-"y‘j e Lyt e .
‘ ”5M0t1on 1s not ertyocn/ R TE NS P R
-3 Mot1on1s ov ,’;’;g)f;f*f
.ﬂ}ngot1on 1s notcx/ P

f~j#1ng the regres

undeve]oped) beg1nn1ng towards f1nd1ng a way of avo1d- -L'V

,.f the Parmen1des, thereby mak1ng Sense of the 1nc1dence

:of seTf pred1cat1on 1n the 09h1s at 258C 1 3 8 The d1st1nct1on of

‘?uses of "y 1n the 09h1s may thus be seen ‘as ‘a rep]y to the.“1ff1cu1-_

N

'_t1es ha1sed by the Parmeanes [”f"ff“uff/z“KTQ*”’”

How does/Frede arr1ve at the pos1t1on that PTato 15 d1st1n— 'fs'anih

gu1sh1ng "uses“ of g at all? That 1s a prob]em I ra1sed abo‘i

D tphys1ca1 one Fr‘ede s 1nterpretat1on makes the otu—ro Rde O(UTO- -

; r'.[_'.’"‘lTPOS' DMO d1st1nct1on essent1a11y a hngu1st1c d1$t1nct1on, and 1ndeed .

-11ngu15t1c d1st1nct1on

'f”'ﬂa very soph1st1cate:h

i

::f Frede d1scusses th1s 1n some deta11 The 11tera] read1ng”of

-"fﬁjlthe 11nes zssc 12 13 and 255 01 that he 91ves 1s..haf;}§:ff?w'""“”""' ,

"Von dem Se1enden w1rd das e1ne m1t Bezuq
‘aufsich selbst, ‘das “andere mit: Bezuq auf
etw sianderes se1end qenannt\";g;g

rnford s vers1on of Dl
X / N - R o - B .u
1,“And what ﬂs d1fferent is’ a]ways so ca]]ed w1th
‘ sreference to- another th1ng, 1sn t 1t?“\\

e goes on to sa&




Nach unserer Ubersetzunq von 255C12 13 zu ‘_
urte11en -werden.. h1er Geqenstande in-zwei TR
. Klassen' aufgete11t Das gléiche gilt auch, e
. . wenn man"'Gegenstdnde ' ip weitesten Sinn L e
'.W4;4;nge,_ccn1mmt fur die Ar1stote1esste11e Das aber, I R
LY was-anider: Aristotelesstelle wie die T R I A

AR ‘ [ Beschre1bung einer’ Zwe1te11ung von -

sl T **v;Geqenstanden A auss1eht, 1st 1n w1rk11chke1t

o T W1e P : ,

S T I ze1qt a]s d1e S/
: QBeschre]bung der Zwe1te11ung 'von Verwendunqen
RO J:;:xjgpdes entsprechenden - ‘Pradikates "A" ayuf. Grund o RO
f HrahVﬁﬁf[;gder Zwe1te11unq der Fegenstande A qedacht it i g»;t“t,»;,«

_:> v :1

B

Frede is suggest1ng that a]though the d1st1nct1on here is ‘~1ff‘:;lylﬁ

.1h4i; exp]1c1tﬂy one ,f th1ngs (Gegenstande) 1t rea11y, 1mp]1C1t1y’ turns

ifi_out to be a dnst1nct1on of pred1cates*' The Ar1stot1e passage refenred
to as a Just1f1cat1on of th1s 1nterpretat1on 1s from the Tﬂ7>' éNﬁ*VT';f*‘;f’ -
e ngﬁi.Rdi Tolqu évd""'di ¢”')“' a'"“’s P

AN | Tn—..’.f’. ‘
L »-.;f;‘vae-rou TS EvdvTioy - )] Jd,o KalB a7y - olev-:
S - S
uV‘rIo\fr) Qﬂée'rou, olov o(,ae‘rr, Kdda quwL I(IVrI— S

o dlS Kelr' 67'0(615 s7 Tco ,Lv.Ere)\etv evdvr:cov o:ov
ifffjf‘Q:;ZE77?> ﬁ<zv<>cnpc£~«:\/ 1159 €a6111l<crr7 SR WL

F Frede constructs from th1s a Sentence runn1ng para]]e] to 255C 12 13
c!:1~rz.:g /rr7éh7¢ne77£1 7o «Eﬂ/bi\fTIC)\{. F??;o\f ‘)t%fD
S eydv—nwv ‘ToL F.e-v olu-ra! KRB dcﬁT)s /011
erld(:ToLl ofov’ ey -m de -'ra.) f.-.e-re)(e:v

/ = '
é\&i\rr1ao\/ C>|t>v’:ii,ﬁ:.;

Th1s has the status of very f11msy ewhdence 1ndeed For the f;

or1g1na1 Ar1stot1e passage d1ffers fro% 255C 12 13 1n two cruc1a1 ways f;]f;ff:
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RE

Th1s 1s the textua] back1ng that Frede g1ves to h1s c1a1m that

| ’f,an apparent d1st1nct1on of th1ngs is rea]1y~a d1st1nct1on of pred1cates

N4

k:eiThe other eV1dence d1scussed dn part above, is c1rcumstant1a1 That 1s,f

j‘Frede shows that such a d1st1nct1on,,}f P1ato d1d make 1t wou]d address,fj

.i'1tse1f to concerns that P]ato had in the Parm§n1des and 1n the 09h1s
&_

"T;}gf' Let us have a 1ook at the onto]og1ca1 d1st1nct1on wh1ch Fredev

: J
lr¥a110ws 1s the one exp11c1t]y made by th1s passage He says that the

\ . ‘

"“7fd1st1nctlon wh1ch P]ato has in m1nd 1sLone of the Forms and 1nd1v1dua1s

5
b

‘1iff0n1y Forms are sa1d to be in. regard to themse]ves 1 e 5 on]v/Forms have fd‘"'*

7chat on1y 1nd1v1dua1s are sa1d to»be 1n regard to other th1ngs for

_,fi¢5Forms a]so may be sa1d to be 1n regard to other th1ngs The para11e11smfh*,_;

f?of the d1stanct1on becomes 1ost at th1s po1nt We on]y get a comp]ete

:ffd153unct1on between Forms and 1nd1v1dua1s 1f we read the second d1SJunct

l'53;,§as;]l1nd1v1duals are on]y sa1d to be 1n regard to other th1ngs Thus the

"fj“f1rst d153unct de]1m1ts a c]ass of th1ngs, naméay, Forms, say1ng that

SR '*they are sa1d to be\olurck Ko\B duTol the second however, takes a

\

'“'=Qf;c1ass de11m1¢ed by other means, name]y, 1nd1V1dua1s, and says of them <51

reh;that they are on]y ever sa1d t,jbe 1ﬂ00$ cﬁﬁhd .?;;;«vr*

\ o . . A . 'j .

It seemsato me- too strong a c]a1m for th1s the status of

’igdef1n1t1ons On the other hand, as Frede recogn1zes, 1t is not the caseéffjdfd

3translat1on Howeve "?cannot go w1th both d1SJuncts on Frede s 1nter-»."‘
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‘pretat1on, for the disjuncts are unsymmetrwca1 and it on]y natura]]y :
fits w1th the second: some th1ngs (namely, 1nd1v1dua1s) are always
\ » ‘
}sa1d 1n\regard to other th1ngs" ) S
i \~Frede recogn1zes th1s as a prob]em and d1scusses it. HoWeyer
"he is w1111ng to settle for th1s
’"Auf Grund unserer Interpretatfon konnte man
A Co dagegen meiner, -dass. sichaed zwar auf T de
. L WPSS oAk . . " bezieht, aber die
AR - ‘Funktion hat, ehen die. vo1lstand1ge

.0 Disjunktion von Gegenstandeh im oben
PR v“_,beschr1ebenen S1nn zu: erre1chen . e

’;11‘_; .

Both 1nterpretat1ons of thﬂs passage d1scussed above - _’
"Moravc51k s 1nterpretat1on and Frede s 1nterpretat1on - share a seriousw
Jf:flaw ar1s1ng in connect1on w1th the crrcumstant1a1 ev1dence surround1ng} ‘

| the case That 1s, they both made too much out of th1s passage 'for; ‘):'
‘feboth 1nterpretat1ons, the passage 1s the turn1ng po1nt of the d1a1ogue _nh
:1fHere a d1st1nctlon 1s made wh1ch w111 c1ear the way to an account - of - fhﬁﬁ$t",
Tlinegat1on and fa1sehood wh1ch w111 not be subJect to the confusions of o
/fiP1ato s predecessors ' One wou]d therefore expect that the passage
.ﬁiwou1d be conc]uded w1th a certa1n amount of fanfare Yet it ends, in .

"kfact on rather a f1at note, rem1nd1ng us- once aga1n, that whatever th1s_

;.d1st1nct1on was between ﬂ,sos d»kand otuf'al woburbl 1t was on]y"- -

| '”_,5part of the argument that Be1ng and D1fference are d1st1nct Forms

255010 ay) b '
Tfer.m’rov d1},oou 6av XGK-
Teov &v s édeé:v 6Udotv. . .

In what fo]]ows, I shaJ] try to construct an 1nterpretat1on of

my own of thTs passage - one which T “°Pe to Show fits the Cmumsmhﬂ

PR -

ev1dence better,,and one not subJect to the textuaT f]aws d1scussed w1th

e __vreference to Moravcs1k and Frede | I sha]] beg1n th1s enterpr1se by

- \\/ _____ ’ ; \. . ‘/ :a ;
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”.hav1ng a’ further ]ook at what Cornford has to say about rqaos dk)d.and
2 ‘upleurA.

s

= 3 1. 4 Cornford's Interpretat1on of 255C ~ E
RV Cornford S trans]at1on of 255C 12 - 13 'makes it cTear that as
a he 1nterprets the dlst1nct1on made - there;n, 1t 1s a metaphys1ca1 one.
This s part1cu1ar1y clear from his trans]atmn ofdél X%@Qd\, 'as
"always spoken.of“u (Th1s is paralleled by Frede, who transTateS‘as

-

"oenannt" As we have seeny however, Frede takes the d1st1nct1on to be
1mpT1c1t1y a 11ngu1st1c one. ) : ; o k ef o ;r :
) lf;h The other tenet of Cornford's 1nterpretat1on which I wish to
~ examine serlousTy is his transTat1on of“n: CAI as ”Ex1stence" throughout
Thus 1n the 1nterpretat1on C12 - 13 Cornford takes PTato to. be mak1ng a
' d1st1nct1on between "things that ex1st" ' what thTS suggests, and th1s
‘ 1s, I th1nk borne out by Cornford's. d1scu5510n of his 1nterpretat1on,
is that Cornford does not take PTato to be here mak1ng, even 1mp11c;t]y,

‘-'a 11ngu1st1c d1st1nct1on e1ther of senses or of uses of "i

Cornford assimilates the terms Trf)os D‘W and 1Tpo_$ e‘repov to

\ the - term TT 11 He thus takes Plato to be us1ng essent1a11y the same‘_
P°S

: term1noTogy as Ar1stot1e uses in Chapter 7 of the Categor1es / He says;v

B "0bv1ous]y ‘the Author of the Categories. did not
: conceijve of relat1ons as subs1st1ng between two
P th1ngs % He th1nks of 'relative things' or
© . !relative names'; some are substant1ves,»some
adJect1ves, aTT are pred1cates " :

Thus, for Cornford wheh PTato says At ZSSC 12 - 13

SR among th1ngs that ex1st some are a]ways
spoken .of as being what they are just in them- .
‘selves, others as.being what they are w1th ref—
erence to- other th1ngs" ‘ . SR

: ER o
v a d1v1s1on is be1ng made among th1ngs some-are,relatjve»to‘others;
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others are in no way relative to others, Thus, to use some examples
from Aristotle's mixed bag: ,?fThe‘greater is what is (greater) than

another. thing eTEfKMJ '"A habit is a habit of something, knowledge
'ul3

is know]edge of someth]ng, attitude is the attitude of something'.
. One must ask this quest1on, however: does Cornford mean that
the existence of .these things‘is relative, or does he mean that what
they are,. the' character that they have'(e g', being greater, being a
habit, etc.) is re]ativeb If he means the latter; then how does this
»(po1nt 1n any way reflect on the nature of Ex1stence7 (That the d1st1nc~
tion must ref]ect on the nature of Ex1stence is c]ear, s1nce 1f it d1d
not, it would not serve to establish the dominant theme of the argument -
to d1st1ngu1sh the Form To OV from. the Form ed'l‘qxw) | '
It must be the case that Cornford does mean that some_thdngs
vfare relative ansofar as they are what they are. ‘This 1is clear bothlfrom
~his trans]at1on and a footnote used to Just1fy 1t
 "The add1t1on of the words 'being what they are'
is Justified by the statement below (D7) that

. what is different is what it is (Toue’gﬂep
ierrnvﬁ w1th reference. to another thing. “14

‘,l'

: It 1s, in any case poss1b1e that someth1ng needs to be 1nserted in the
c]auses | |

"Some (are) . ¢31‘8L Kde’dbri;\‘ some (are)‘. ..
TQomzs ec\)uk. ’

-otherw1se we f1nd ourselves, as Frede says, in the unpleasant pos1t1on

| ‘where we must take olm'du(nﬁaumt and ﬂpos7o,l»c\as themse]ves ordmary
. pred1cates We should then be in the d1ff1cu1ty that I ment1oned at the
: b_egmmng of th1s chapter where 1t wou]d appear that P]ato takes dUT'oL

K“e decl and TTIDOS éot\d to be Forms on exact]y the same . footlng as’

the other Forms, e. g ».0n the same foot1ng as B1g and Red 15 As it wou]d

aﬂ
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be wrong just to assume straight off'that he does this, some tinkering
with 255C 12-13 is justifiable. |
To return to the point at issue, is Cornford's additlon of
"be1ng what they are" p]aus1b]e7 As I said, the real p01nt on which
th1s turns, is .whether the distinction of things into re]at1ve and non-
relative w111 assist in the argument that Ex1stence is a distinct Form
.from D1fference ‘ . ' _ -
S If there is an argument té'snow this, it needs“te/ee express-
ed more c]éar]y than Cornford does it. In fact‘jt is not clear tnat-
Cornford sees'the‘difficu1ty here at all. |
As we have noteqj,the d1st1nct1on Cornford makes for C12-13
‘1s a pure]y metaphy51ca1 one. In both th1s sentence and in the one
which follows at‘Dl, he takes,PTato to be,speakfng of "things which
exist” and "tnings'which are different" ‘Heé does not‘take Plato to be
'speakwng of the eXpress1ons "ex1sts" and "different". The argument is
thus seen to progress from a d1st1nct1on amoeng. th1ngs, part1c1pants in
the Form Ex1stence and Difference, to a d1st1nct1on between those Forms
' themse]ves o
,The argument then has three stages
1.';(25o C12-13) . The whole c]ass of existent
things may be divided into ‘those things
‘which, in virtue of their natures, (being
what they. are), are relative, and‘those:

things which, in virtue of therr natures,
‘(being what they are) are not re]at1ve

[pe)
. -

(255 D1)- What is d1fferent, is, in virtue . .
of its nature (being what it is) relative. , _/ P

‘3. (255 D3-8)° Therefore, Difference and TS 3v
- must be distinct. For all different things
N are relative, whereas only some of the whole
g - c]ass of ex1stent th1ngs is re]at1ve

|
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. \
Plato, on this account, could be seen as arguing that the class of

different things is only a SUbC]%éi;
things. That whole .class, the c]gtg of ex1stent things includes sub-
‘classes of things wh1ch are oAOTA “‘*B dﬂfo\ as well as Trposﬂl.
The class.of d1fferent th1ngs however, includes no things that are not,
TWAEST(. Therefore Existence differs af¥a genus from Différence.
Tt might be argued‘tHat more needs to be said to justify
Plato's assertion that TO "ov P_gref)ge To?V6|Ao't\w vFor still, all
| that has been said is that e. g., wood qua wood is otbr& Kole\d(c.)rc:,
‘while the b1g qua b1g is TVOOS‘FIZ_ Noth1ng has been said to show tnat
'wood qua existence is AVTA Kaledunl the big qua esttence is TT/‘JOS T:
~

Hence it has not been shown that Ex1stence '.a.e'ren(e To 'nPos Tl Kalu

To o\u'ro\ Kot ’ow’ro\ )

'\ " Furthermore, to use an argument of Frede's aga1nst this inter-
. pretatidn, cons1dered purely as c]asses, the class of tRings that par-

| ‘ticipates in the,Form‘Diffe(encé”is co-extensive with’the c]éss_of

-things that participates in the Forn'Being (or Existence3 Just as‘sbné

~of the things that are (or ex1st) are what tney are oLUTA Kde dUTd
and ot@er are wifat they arenpos-r-, so with the thmgs that part1c1pate
r@fference, some are what tney are'aurodeQ Mcl others are what

/
they are n’/oosrl »Thus no argun]ent can be construqted'vm]ch will dif-

ferentiate Being and Difference which is based on the'ﬂatures of their

.partjcipants. kor they Have the same participants. X;\*\\“~“~
- This objection of Frede's against Cornford's interpretation

- is only avoided by his own 'interpretation at great cost. Thus Frede o
was forced a; we have seen, to tmker with the apparently exc]uswe R

'd1s\]unct1on at 255C 12 13, and eventuaHy made it non-exclusive. M h‘

! . Ty >
a . : . ‘/
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the disjunction as he would have it goes: of the things which are only

Ye ! ]
some are &Z)r& Kd-ﬂoucrrd. while some are al) 'ﬂp?)_s “'o&\ol . Cornford's

translation of the disjunctibn is, however, surely correct: of the

. . : . ) < ¢

things which are, some are (always) spoken of as . . . cybr& Hdedurd.
) . \ ~ “

some are (always) spoken of as . . . TﬂOC&ScL))ui. Had Frede not révised

the disjunction he would have been faced with a similar problem to
Cornford's, namely that‘the disjunction apparently forbids that the
class of things which pa?gicipéte in being and the class of things
which participate hwzstfbVShguld be co-extensive. It was only by
reducing the scope of c’le} to the second clause, that Frede was able to
preserve for the -Forms their status as things that'may be said to be
ﬂpc\).s’&)\)ﬂ. But, when oné examines the motivation for this chess
move .in his translation, one sees'that it serves only fo protect his
interpretation, and has no 1egitiﬁacy conferred on it by thertext.
J Frede's argument as té the fundamental importance of the

terms gftpov and,él»tcan also be used against _Cornfgrd‘s JInterpretation,
At mbst, the class of WPES ¥TEPOV things can only be a sub-class of the :
class ofwfs_;f-n’ tfn'ngs since the Form of Identity is 'I'Tft\S‘n/, but,
presumably, .not masgréfov This is a pointlthat Corn.fordi,recognizes,
when he says: o | | )

‘ "The*class of relative things i's introduced in

~ connection with Difference, not Sameness; but

. Plato seems to regard Sameness as-a relative

thing."16 ¢

3

Thus, as Frede has pointed‘ddt,"Cornford's intekpretatioﬁ can-

not be right. - On the other hand, it is not apparent to me that it is

i*

entirely wrong, even though the objections against it made above are

strong. - ' o



3.1.%  Ad Interpretation of 2550 « [

* The chief difficulty that we found with Cornford's intér«
pretation stemmed from his interpolation of “as being what they are”
twice into his trantlation of the Tines at 255C 12-13. On his account,
what Plato {4 doing in thPSﬁblinQﬁ s dividing things that exist into
two ¢lasses, those that are what they avxrciZEf%k h&ifﬁ!&n;and those that‘
are what they are ’n’fbas ‘n/. This then, according to Mm; yields a
traditional distinction of e.q., wood, which is non-relational, from
e:g., great, which is relational. The difficulty with this under-
standing of the diétinction was that it could not be used io derive the
desired distinction between Being and Difference, since as the distinc-
tion is set up it does not reflect back upon the character or nature of

! :

the Form Existence: That 1s to say, the fact that e.q., wood and the
great are respectively QIJT& KaB ’ufnc; and ﬂp\qs'ra/does not obviously
show that Existence, in which both participate, has both characters. ‘
If it is thought that it does, then a worse difficulty arises, namely,
that Difference in which both'wood and the great also participate wi]i;
by'thé same reasbning,.also have both characters, and will thus fail to
be distinct from Existence on the criterion proposed,

As I say, the problem here seems to stem from the interpolated
words "as being what they. are". Cornford avoids accepting the terms
oLzrrBL mﬁ;lfml and ﬂthSTl/*as straightforwardly predicative.

; I thinkjhe‘mgst ask: why should it be thought that there must
be an interqp]ation que? Frede suggests that it is because we wish to
avoid making 11’;25)0!{»‘\ and d\’n:;\ KkaB 2 Sra predicative; i.‘.e.u_, ;suggesiing

17

that_they‘are somehow qualities of things. But in fact, there is

nothing in the text to support the assumption that Plato wants to avoid
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th’lS Indeed the statement at 2550 4 5 that Tb ‘&lpw‘}(’ Mvw ‘
goes far tpwards suggestmg that P]ato does th1nk of Trfaos ob\)\ol and

"r'\‘ ’

mkﬁeowfot On exactly th1s mode1 Indeed th1s statement ra1ses e

d1ff1tu1t1es for Frede s own v1ew wh1ch he does not d1scuss, for on’ h1s SRR

1nterpretat1on there would be no reason to speak of 7Tf’°$ u)s)\c\and o(UT‘ok
Kot.e OI.UT'aL. as eu’r) -.1n fact on h1s view qhey cannot beé(av) |
ke nc]ude on the ev1dence of 2550 2- 3 that as Tposd»w(and

k a.ura K°LB O(U"'o\ ev1dent1_y are meant to denote Forms, they may be taken

to",;be 1ntended by P1ato as stra1ghtforward1y pred1catwe

Let us then trans]ate 255C 12 13 as

L "Of the th1ngs wh1ch ex1st some are a]wayls_},sam

to be durd. RdB oté‘r'ol.‘, others to be "7"’5"35“*

Cont1nu1ng w1th th\ thread of the argument at 25501 P]ato

‘ o";~ L

oo 1,” the c1ass of thmcs wh1ch are ,sa1d to be ‘n'pos Gn-fov

»15 not ent1re1y poss1b1e on 11ngu1st1c groundsrto teH whether Z'reloav -

ere?denotes D1fference or th1ngs wh1ch 5part1c pate 1n D1fference -~ How--.

cev'er\ the s1ngu1ar form° taken together w1th the art1c1e wou]d seem to '__j; L

Lsuggest that P]ato 1s here speakmg of the Form Th1s 1s supported ':.

dP]ato argues at

: :_further by the way 1n wh1ch the argument cont1nue"_,.~'

'§=2550 4- 8 that. 1f1a,‘f*‘  vie v then some of its part1c1-fr?ﬁf’7*

:_:_:,ivpants wou1d not be, "’but as th1s 1s p]am]y fa]se,'mgrsoov must bew S
v_‘,'; C/ PAERLRES B . N "nl":v ]




:’*ffﬁreCOgn1ze"thefnon 11ngu1st1c nature of the argument that 1t 1s srmp]y bf~;}‘

'13?li1nf1n1te var1ety‘— men,lthe Forn Mot1on,M

"‘fetfallac1ous"’ For there 1s noth1ng about wh1te5th1ngs, qua wh1te'fmen_and

denot1ng the Form

./ 'J_‘,

_'ethat wh1ch makes some state of affa1rs poss1b1e ) It has the form'\.;j

R A
i"demands a. comp]ement

'y31ncorrecf

ﬁi what must be the nature of the Form D1fferencet

: fs1mp]y an app11cat1on gf Frede s po1nt d1scussed above, tn th1s segment

'ﬂfﬁgthe argume'"

As we have ana1ysed\1t then, the argument that D]fference

e 1s 1§oqs crgpo»r 1s a transcendenta1 one: (Byv”transcendenta1 argument” lﬁ.

I have 1n m1nd an argumént such as Kant uses Someth1ng 1s pos1ted as.

f'_leference "‘USt be ","”Setsoov because it 1s 1ts nature wh1ch is .
:h‘respons1b1e for the natures °f ‘tS Part1C1pants, and the1r natures are

:".,:»jp]a1n1y such as to be Trlaos €'T¢Jo V“ -

That th1s 1s 1ndeed the form of th1s part oﬁ the argument

"“':;egseems to be a matter ofaconmon agreement among 1nterpreters However,

Lf;’*at 1s to be noted that th1s argument 1s d1st1nct1y not a 11ngu1st1c one

P1ato appears to be argu1ng from the natures of th1ngs wh1ch

”'*.tf'have the character of be1ng d1fferent to the nature of the Form ;Hen;fd >

p'"ifﬂdoes not appean,to be arguang from the fact of 1anguage that “d1fferent“‘;ﬂ

_ Why 1s th1s ,” 1mportant po1nt7 It wou]d seem that once we _fjgﬂj

» For 1f the part1c1pants 1n D1fference are taken 1n a11 the1r i}f

;1t wou1d not appear that

f}ztany argunent can be generated from the natures of these part1c1pants to

_j‘Th1s is, bf course,
o :

'rof the argument However, what shou]d be noted now about th1s po1nt 1s

7:lthat 1t wou]d appearﬁto cut aga1nst a]l 1nterpretat1ons of th1s part of

f_If thk?argument 1s takepato:beffitranscendenta] one from

'7"?part1c1pants/to the nature of a Form then it s p]a1n]y, as it stands, e
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| atb Mot1on qua men and qua mot1on wh1ch w1TT go to show that D1fference
s s Erepov | S
_ * We. must then,'recons1der what part1c1pat1ng 1n D1fference or
be1ng d1fferent amounts to for PTato What makes the argument as we
have anaTysed 1t° faTTac1ous, 1s that we have been cons1der1ng the 5“
part1c1pants 1n D1fference qua be1ng what they are, ‘e. g s men,‘etc ,5
5} and qua d1fferent th1ngs : What has tempted us to do th1s 1s the recog-
1'Tff n1t1on that “d1fferent" 1s a pred1cate of qu1te a d1fferent order from,
ﬁ:”etéb" man" » That is, we have taken it that “d1fferent" is not on the &
g same Tog1ca1 foot1ng w1th ”man“ In fact we have been assum1ng, on s
PTato s behan, someth1ng T1ke a Ar1stote11an d1st1nct1on of substance o
from other categor1es 7ﬁ1fﬂi;bmu?: B o ‘.- A .A
| "R77. The argument can be re constructed as- non‘faTTac1ous ifwe
,;:T“fq;{ r1d ourse]ves of the d1st1nct1on between be1ng d1fferent and e. g ,i_jf‘ld

'so,..

S be1ng a’ man If we aTTow that "d1fferent" has for PTato,the same status |
Lo = as a\cTass1f1catory pred1cate such as "man", such that 1n say1ng that
:ﬁ someth1ng 1s d1fferent one is say1ng what 1t 1s, the argument rega1ns
: ’ 1ts pTaus1b1T1ty For then when PTa\to speaks of Tcav érgoc.w at Tme ‘.
b 25506 he erT be~speak1ng of those\th1ngs the nature of wh1ch 1s to be
T d1fferent and h1s statement about what 1s true of them name]y, that -
- | rthey are 1r/oo$ gyaov - wﬂT refTect back on the Form D1fference | 5
N ' The po1nt 1s an 1mportant one prec1se]y because PTato s argu-

ment 1s a metaphys1ca1 one It must be that there 1s someth1ng 1n the ;;4

Cp 'fﬁ nature of part1c1pants 1n D1fference wh1ch refTect back oﬁgihe Form

'*"s‘un turn coqu not be so 1f D1fference 1tseTf (and, 1nd88d

[aoars

every Form) were not somehow respons1b1e for the1r natures But th1s 1n 1

fturn“ ou]d not be so 1f PTato made a substance acc1dent d1st1nct1on
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, ‘ A‘. Thws can be shown 1n more detaﬂ by\ means of an examp]e .Ma-n_,
is, a part1c1pa/nt 1n D1fference But Man 1s do‘ro Ka(e dum There 15--

Lo noth1ng about Man, cons1dered as acc1dentaHy part1c1pant 1n D1fference,“' . -
wh1ch shows that D1fference 1tse1f 1s 17,2)05 tTe/:ov “0n. the other hand

o i
o 1f we . cons1der the who]e c]ass of d1fferent th1ngs (that is, _every-

B b'.»th1ng presumab]y) as d1fferentdnngs - not as men, or horses but qua o
N .d1fferent - then we do find out somethmg about D1fference 1tseTf _F‘orﬂ _
s hese th1ngs are by nature Tyoos er?ov and thus, so must what 1s Uy
hrespons1b1e for the1r be1ng d1fferent be D1fference 1tse1f ‘
o \ If th1s 1s the way the argument must be \understood and I am |

argumg that 1t 1s the on]y way, 1f 1t 1s not to be s1mp1y a non e

.;;..sequ1tur ;' then 1t 1s reveahng of certam th1ngs 1n the surroundmg

_‘ = text of th1s part of the d1a1ogue why does P1ato se]ect the ,ev;, TOO/V,

Touqoav Same Mot1on and Rest and caH them Iue‘yéra\? In fact why
NS 4
N -:‘_does he caH them genera at a117 For to the eyes of one accustomed to

'the Ar1stotehan 1og1c of substance and acc1dent they do not appear t0-

[_'be e1ther genera, or"'most 1mportant" Yet 1f we take P1ato at h1s '

‘"ﬂ: _word, 1t appears that he beheves that they coHect and 1nform c1asses

"\

i ,\ -‘of thmgs And tak1ng h1m further at h1s word, 1t wou]d appea?’ that
.""'.{.:"‘they are m:éfd JUSt in: the sense that each of them coHects and
1nforms everythmg, or at 1east every part1cu1ar (for how Mot1on and ,
i ;'J»".'Rest wﬂ] app]y to the Forms 15 a perp]exmg prob]em in the _0ph_1SL ) /';'l;:" L
‘ If then to say that somethmg 1s d1f‘ferent 1s to say what 'lt’:'_.".‘
.'1s or to be d1fferent is. to have a certam nature then what about
"}f‘_._;Bemg’? Sure]y 1t wﬂ] be the case as we“H that the c1ass of th1ngs

‘ *-'?,‘:":"whtéh are wﬂ] have a certam nature, 1n v1rtue of the1r part1c1pat1onf»:’

':"m Bemg and wﬂ] be spoken of as be1ng what they are when 1t 1s sa1d




’stand1ng of the way the argument 1s set up, odd]y enough on prec1se1y

' the same grounds that 1ead Cornford to suppose that 1t is not set up 1n

./v

v‘that they are

\

» I th1nk that 1t can be argued that th1s is the correct under- -

| {\th1s way Cornford argues for his 1nterpretat10n 0f “be1ng what the

__e_ “in. 11nes C12 13 on the ev1dence of the words Tooa owr70 eé‘nv at '

. f11ne D7 = what is d1fferent 1s what 1t 1s w1th reference to another ft 5

R l‘_th1ng There are two ways 1n wh1ch ‘roue orre/ eéfw can be under-:

| '~Lstood 1n th1s context e1ther, (I)t what 1s d1fferent 1s what 1t 1s, :'

1he 9o s wood, a man etc ,_il. . or (2) what 1s d1fferent 1s what 1t 15,?‘
0 1 e. , d1fferent .‘, Interest1ng]y enough I th1nk Cornford be11eves',ﬁ

b (and T th1nk, r1ght1y that the 1atter 1s the correct 1nterpretat1on ojh“/;

"‘t'If he d1d not then there wou]d be no po1nt to the c1a1m that he makes d;‘ -

"§v1n the d1scuss1on fo]]ow1ng h1s trans1at1on18 that "'D1fferent' isaai
"lrelat1ve name that th1ngs have towards other th1ngs v So Cornford mustf h‘

"',i,hold that to saw that someth1ng 1s d1fferent 1s for P1ato,»to say what _°

'-lﬁ51t 1s But then, the para11e11sm of the argument wou]d seem to force :‘f__,_u

kithe assumpt1on that to say that someth1ng 15 1s for P1ato to say what

o ,1t is. Th1s po1nt then works agatnst Cornford s 1nterp01at10n at

v L-—'"

C12- 13 of fas be1ng what they are" rather than for 1t as Cornford

b supposes For the 1nterpo]at1on was made on the assumpt1on, wh1ch
J7;emerges from Cornford s d1scuss1on that to say that someth1ng 1s 1s not

*',to say what 1t 1s As 1t turns out the phrase Toua’on'cf éd-r:v at D7

prov1des good ev1dence that th1s 1s prec1se1y the contrary of what P]atQ\

."‘

. u( We now must return to what 1t 1s that the nature of Betng

*"fj_ 1ends to 1ts part1c1pants, 1 e s th1ngs that are cons1dered as a c]ass

L
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| If the argument about Be1ng 1s to be ana]ogous to the argu- 1‘
ment about D1fference, then we must cons1der 2550 12 13- as supp1y1ng 't
the transcendenta] proof What the 11nes wou]s suggest is that‘Be1ng
]ends 1t to 1ts part1c1pants, i e > the th1ngs that have be1ng as the1rﬂ- o
character or nature, that they may be e1ther TTfOSd»Al or. ouﬂ'oi Rdadum |

o~

But now,_what does th1s mean?' And further why 1s 1t so obV1ous7

-c I want to specu]ate upon what sort of theory is 1mp11ed by

th1s 1n the next sect1on But before I do that I must show how th1s

4

1nterpretat1on can come to terms w1th Frede s obJect1ons '
The obJect1on we cons1dered aga1nst Cornford th&t the fact ;"'“

that there are rr/Jog d»w( part1c1pants and dqu r(ale du-ra( part1C1- L

,f_ pants does not ref]ect back on. the character of Be1ng and D1fference

has a]ready been foresta11ed The argument proceeds from the natures of ;\'J

th1ngs wh1ch are cons1dered as deferent or as ex1$tent to the natures

of D1fference and Be1ng It does not proceed from the natures of

\th1ngs cons1dered as wood or ta]] We saw from our ana]ys1s of the ’,

argument from the natures of part1c1pants 1n D1fference, that 1f we do

not take D1fference as’ 1nform1ng 1ts part1c1pants w1th the character if*
= X

d1fferent wh1ch can then be cons1dered aS/ref1ect1ng back on the Form
D1fference, the argument wou]d be fa]]ac1ous | ‘. _ |
e Frede s other obJect1on is harder to meet ‘It is that ‘since L

/

the c]ass of th1ngs that part1c1pate 1n Be1ng 15 co extens1ve w1th the

BRI

c]ass of th1ngs part1c1pat1ng 1n D1fference, no argument ‘can be generated*‘;'”‘

wh1ch w111 not attr1bute to those part1c1pants conf11ct1ng characters

A]] the th1ngs there are part1c1pate both 1n D1fference and 1n Be1ng, i

”"M, therefore some ex1st1ng th1ngs wh1ch 1n v1rtue of the]r part1c1pat1on 1n o

Be1ng are aturu RJBMA w1H be a]so, in v1rtue of the1r part1c1pat1on 1n 5

oA



| D1fference 17nq§ L - S g

- It seems to me that th1s obJect1on, in fact does not take

'1nto chS1derat1on the transcendenta] nature of P]ato S argument
e1ther ' P]ato argues from tﬂe character of th1ngs to. the natures of "'r ‘F
the Forms that give them that character Thus 255C12 - 13 doeSrnot
d1v1de up the wor]d of bare part1cu1ars 1nto e1ther the c]ass of1y005

\01 thmgs or the c1ass of' a,uro\ Ka{e dufol thmgs _ Rather 255C

12 - 13 1s part of a transcendental argument wh1ch goes from the natures
of th1ngs wh1ch havewthe character of belng to the Form Be1ng wh1ch
g1ves them that character Th1s 11ne shou]d not be taken then to
forb1d the poss1b111ty that part1cu1ars or fOr that matter Forms may
be both ﬂ'/oos 00\)\0\ and atUTal '\""eﬂwfo\ when they are’ cons1dered under
d1fferent characters A]] that 255C12 =13 says 1s that cons1dered as
hav1ng the character of be1ng, part1c1pant! in Belng must be one or the h‘
other y7 Q.;a:‘fi';»;_‘{y--_”uf{\y;fl“ | e | \ :

; i My rep1y to Frede s obJect1on fwnds s1gn1f1cant/support from |
the text surround1ng th1s passage At 256ALO fF. P]ato appears to be |

l T . \

mak1ng exact]y/th1s k1nd of po1nt f7 ii»j.:, '»::» E ‘ ’-ai 3 \\\ .

Tr,v mvnqévv d~q 'rowrév Te Kel) ,Ln, Tdu‘fov
)or;reov Kan ou Jud;(e v-reov ou Y,‘“P ‘
crv 'éliftcykséﬂ/ otcnn7\1'1bicr1z>v' Aﬁx: -77 7?1;:72hg

¥

d/uotwg 6! Kelpev, oM’ Mofalv,uev TcluToV |
1l

oA

™mv pe@egw Tdurcu 1,;;005 édc.m7v

,ukv dv (/e /«11 Tdurov dl& 777VKDIV£OV/- ‘v i
Buirpe évyy Td-
:’:.:";4 WATARN i o Tl

A po1nt ana]ogous to the po1nt that I am try1ng to make w1th reference

to 255C - D 1s made in th1s passage by means of ‘the repet1t1on of&)uﬁ at A»"“

11ne° 13 and 15 In v1rtue of 1ts part1c1pat1on 1n Same and D1fferent

CON

'-‘a‘i
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4 \ :
respect1ve1y a th1ng may be the same and not the same. When we speak

th1s way, we may appear to be say1ng someth1ng contrad1ctory, but th1s

s 1s only a. nanner of speech. - For it is in v1rtue of part1c1patlon in

o d1fferent Forms that a th1ng 1s the same and not the same

S S1m11ar]y,,as a thmg whjch 1s, somethmg may be KdOowro
whiﬂe the same th1ng, con51dered as a d1fferent th1ng will be Trposd»o L

o But th1s 1s not. puzz11n©, for it is in v1rtue of 1ts part1c1pat1on in

:d1fferent Forms that {i has these d1fferent characters
, Another po1nt made 1n th1s passage and agaln and aga1n

‘ . ‘throughout th1s part of the d1alogue (256A ff) is that th1ngs are, are’.

‘fb.d1fferent and are the same 1n v1rtue of @duﬂ the1r part1c1pat1on in .

Be1ng, D1fference and Sameness Th1s po1nt is conswstent]y neg]ected o
jby commentators N It has 1mportance for my ana]ys1s of 255C - D as we]]
as- for any: ana]ys1s of re]at1ona]1ty 1n the 09h1s ‘ Its 1mportance
hﬂ for\my ana]ys1s of 255C - D 1s that P]ato in. say1ng th1s appears to be
'.t’assert1ng qu1te;open1y what 1nterpreters ]1ke Owen and Frede deny on
th1s beha]f - that be1ng 1s a character of th1ngs, and as we]] that ,
d1fferencé and 1dent1ty are a]so characters of th1ngs ‘ My ana]ys1s of —
‘1255C 12 13 depends upon 1ts belng poss1b5e to cons1der a th1ng mere]y ;_'
1fas be1ng 1n v1rtue of 1ts part1c1pat1on in Be1ng Accordlng to both
‘,f0wen and Frede, to be for P]ato, is to be somethlng and 1t 1s not
poss1b1e to cons1der soneth1ng'as be1ng, s1mp]1c1ter, 1n v1rtue of
/'prart1c1pat1on 1n'ﬂbdb Yet th1s pos1t10n 1s s1mp]y be]1ed by what PIato_‘.
';says at 256A1 and by the k1nd of po1nt made in. the passaqé cons1dered |
: :above at 256A10 I sha]] take th1s po1nt uo in qreater deta11 in the )

_next- sect1on ‘ff m,° ;;j*i__f:‘ PR f {'

!
l

If my" 1nterpretat1on of th1s passage is, correct then Ex1stence



\ o 136

“and D1fference are the Forms distinguished at 255C - D. If the Form

Z;V glves a character to its part1c1pants it cannot be, as Moravc51k

. and Frede woqu have it, whatt underwrites the connective express1on

‘ “ﬁs" From now on, therefore, in relation to this passage 1 shall -

i

transTate ‘lb av as Ex1stence

What of the TVNQS ¢11W°°\’ . nature of D1fference the

‘jm1xed nature of Ex1stence7 We have not yet come to terms w1th what 1t
s for someth1ng to be1 ‘I‘I',DzS ’o\)\d or RPOS éTéf’OV or '-d"TP‘
-Hdb’duﬂd o ,\ o B

: 3;1,6 Existence

The text of. the passage 255C - D prOV1des very T1ttTe support
for g1v1ng a fuTT b]own account of what PTato has in mind when he

1ntroduces the two ”Forms”"du‘ral a0 dura and /oos ’o’\»d The

|

: ‘, ‘terms clum uo\Oq‘me and 'T'Pcs 1’0\\4 are 1ntroduced here at 255¢
h‘12 13 as though the1r mean1ng must be perfect]y cTear to any ph1Tosopher
‘ and there 1s no recurrence of the1r usage e]sewhere ln the - d1a109ue
"mTh1s fact has its own s1gn1f1cance fo the"over-all 1nterpretation50f
bthe oph1s as. I have sa1d said- before s1nce 1t 1s most 1mpTaus1b1e
.that ‘this d1st1nct1on - between d.ufl ""-e 01012 Bemg and Wlo3$ i\)\d

Be1ng - could, be the turn1ng po1nt of PTato s struggTe w1th Parmen1des,
when 1t 1s never ment1oned aga1n [ _ : |

_ There are two ways of understand1ng the casua] 1ntroduct1on of
the terms ' One is that they are techn1ca] terms w1th a r1ch h1story in h
parts of PTato s work whlch are Tost to us - dwscuss1ons in ‘the Academy

1tseTf perhaps The other is that they are to be understood perfect]y

_}hteraT_TyT Cornford and Moravc51k apparentTy adhere to the former v1ew,
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be]1ev1ng these terms - to be the antecedents of Ar1stot1e S category of

ﬂpos Tl R whﬂe Frede argues. that the terms are non- techmca] the

| force of muﬁdou bemg to stress self- 1dent1fy and that.of ﬂ'pos

enpov and ﬂ'fos d)\\d to stress numerical d1fference

' There are d1ff1cu1t1es with both views. A prob]em with the
v1ew ‘that -npo;al)\M and. ﬂ'/aoszrtftware to be somehow 1dent1f1ed with
u’posﬂ has a]ready been touched upon: Tdumv whﬂe ne1ther Wposd»d
nor quos tT‘NN'1s sure]y relational. A d1ff1cu1ty with the other v1ew,
bes1des the prob]ems d1scussed w1th Frede's 1nterpretat1on in wh1ch it

is 1mbedded, 1s that the term dﬁmlhledu‘r& or Me dvrd does have a

h1story m wr1t1ngs attr1buted to P]ato where its contrary term is

"wfos r 19 . BRI o | . /

I do not beh’eve thatthe text of the passage warrants ar/-
thmg more than soeculatwn as to the truth of either of these v1ews

However, I do thmk that the passage is rich enough to prov1de an

account of .what 1t means to say that Ex1stenoe is ‘l?osa»owhwh is.

" neutra] as to whether the term is techmca] or not. I propose ‘to do

y

this. ' » .’ B

<

AH 1nterpreters are in agreement about what it means to say

' | 'that D1fference is Tl'fosevov‘ In this case abso]ute neutrahty is

preserved as to whether ﬂ/:csé’fyov is a techmca] term or not The Form

.D1fference 1s of suc#a kind that 1t»makes it possible that the th1ngs |

'/. that are 1nformed by 1t are a1ways related to dlfferent th1ngs Dif-

ferent th1ngs come in comp]ementary c]asses, noth1ng 1s different w1thout

“being, d1fferent from somethmg else. e e

It is 1ntere§t1ng to note that P]ato puts this po1nt 1n 11nes

. 7 8 w1thout using the term -nipos ﬂvwl a_t all: .
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Cornford translates this:

But, in fact, we undoubted]y find th t whatever
is different, as a necgssaFfy consequekce, is
what it is with, €rence to another.

P]ato _evidently 1§ not arguing for the re]at1v1ty of ther th1ngs to

|

other things on the basis of grammat1ca1 cons1derat1on.' Commentatorszo'
are inclined to take the T‘P:’.SOf 159255 "&)‘M ‘and ﬂlo}as g'ref)ov to be the
sign ot predicate comp1ementatipn, i.e.;lto stand in for the:"than“ of
“other than",or the “from", of "d1fferent from". But the Tines at D7-8
. do not 1nd1cate that P]ato has 1in m1nd what we _gx, at all, or do the
11nes preced1ng these at 4-6, where the term 1qmq54e12Fov is used,
Indeed, if the argument were from 11ngu1st1c cons1derat1ons, then we
should hard]y expect the word TQDOS tb give an. 1nd1cat1on of what . those
considerations are. The lines 7-8 where ‘the term 1q5;5§éfjxﬂldoes not
occur, being rep]aeed'by a‘genitive construetion, ref]ect much more
accurate]y the common usage of erepov in Greek And if the term“Tl'pc;S -
erty>0\/ 1s supposed to give a semant1c ana]ys1s of the gen1t1ve '
’ construct1on usage, one would not expect Plato to conclude th1s argument
| by revert1ng to that usage. . '

What of TS ov TTPOS °¢»‘0 however? In the hnes 12-13 the
. word)uaéﬂﬂil1s used. = Yet here as wel], it seems dub1pus to me that

P]ato 1s argu1ng from 11ngu1st1c cons1derat1ons ~In any case it is

c1ear on any 1nterpretat1on of1t>oM— whether as the copu]a or as Exist-

) - ence - “the argument once aga1n ‘will not be from usage For1§u5 does not df

- stand 1n, in th1s case even more clearly than in the case of ergpov s

for some relational expression or construction. = We do. not say that x is
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to Fy “existence", if it is a predicate at all, is a comp]ete one. Nor

will npos seem to do duty as part of a semantic analysis of what is

~involved in pred1cat1on.l For the copula Just is the relation - it is .

not related to some other.

~ Once considerations of usage are discarded it becomes dif-
/

ficult to see mh;t Plato is saying about the ontology of 0 &v . We' can-

not say that he is specifying what underlies the copula, since that is
to put 11ngoistic considerationS»firSt,‘once again. ;o \,

On the other hand, if the argument is about Ex1stence then
it can be reconstructed in a prec1se1y para]]e] way to the argument

about Difference. It goes 11ke this: Existence is 15005 ¢*>9\O

' because in" the case of some existents we f1nd that they are what they

are, i.e., ex1stents, with reference to another Another what though7

- We found that something was d1fferent when it is d1fferent from some-

th1ng d1fferent - ﬂpasﬂﬁoov If there is no shppage in the para]-

1e11sm here then it must be that what ex1sts in some cases exists w1th

'reference to,another existent. We were'able to»conc]ude about Differ-

ence thdt_it dominates complementary classes of different'things. Here

we may conclude about Existence that it dominates complementary5c1asses

of existents

What is the s1gn1f1cance of this 1nterpretat1on? We may re-

>phrase the pos1t1on 1n terms of dependence For there to be*difterent'

:i 1th1ngs, there must beﬁfﬁx\as\:rom wh1ch they are different., In the'case

‘{»;of some ex1stents, s1m11ar1y for, them to be JUSt qua ex1stents,

must be other existents. Or to put the po1nt even more p1a1n1y, some
ex1stents and all d1fferent th1ngs, depend on others

Cornford's 1nterpretat1ve use of Ar1stot]e S categor1es is of
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Tittle use in this connection. If this is themcorrest interpretation,
then Plato's position is far more radical than Aristotle's. For Plato
is not initiating an 1nquiry which will lead him to wonder: are "head"
or "hand”‘relqtivé terms? The issue is not as to whether certain terms
are relative, xr even as to whether certain kinds of things are relative.
The 1ssue seems|to rather concern ex1stents Jjust qua ex1stents, whether

they are dependent on others.

Whalt wo 1d lead Plato to posit such a position? Obviously

th1s quest1on has 1mp]1catlons which affect the 1nterpretat1on of The

21

ﬂgy of Truth it is argued that

On one plausible 1nterpt§tat1on

Parmendies hd7‘ uExi@tence to be an eséence If I am r1ght in suggest-

~ing that Plato b 11eves‘that things can be d1scussed simply qua exist-
ents, then so does\Plato. Tﬂét L§<\I have argued in the last sect1on
that there is good reason to take P]a\toq\c]am that maws a genus
seriously. For Parmen1des, the notion that 1stence is an essence
closes down the p0551b111ty that there might be a p]ura11ty of things.
Plato, here, with a bold stroke, re-opens that possibility. For the
mere positing oféﬁygb;as a genus does not seem to close down on p]uré]-'
ism. Differencé,jfbgaéxample,.isYE genus, but’onekwhicb in all cases
demands a plurality of re]ate& participants. Simi]arfy, Existence is

_ aréenus which in at 1east some cases, demands a p1ura11ty of related
part1c1pants

It shou]& be'pointed out how different this interpretation is

from the mainstream of 1nterpretat1on 'as represented by Moravcsik, Owen, = %
and -Frede. These 1nterpreters hold that monism is based on a 1og1ca1 '
m\pyake, the mistaken belief that "is" is. always . comp]ete P]ato s

answer. to th1s challenge is to expose the mistake. However, it seems to

el : P
i 'Z.,, ) . / .
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me clear that this line of approach would not answer to the challenge
of monism when it is taken seriously as a metaphysical theory. For the*
nmnist'is clearly prepared to rule out nontexistentia7 uses of "js" as
simply 111-formed, What still has to be‘shown to answer monism is that
there is something about the nature of Existence itself considered as a
Formfessence which admits plurality. _

The other approach to the challenge fs the one that Frede and
Owen adopt on Plato's behalf - namely, denying to‘n;zk'the status of a
Form-essence. Both Frede and Owen take the final lesson of Plato’'s
treatment of Being in the Sophist to be that "to be is to be something".
For Owen, the principle of Parity is simply applied lnversely by Plato:

<s1nce there can be no v1able sense attached to Tb M ' in its exist-

ential sense, there can be no sense attached to Woghgig ‘:éxiétent—
ial sense. Hg says: l-'For such a study [as Plato und;i .)15 in the
Sophist] of the ;ubject-predicate structure an account of existenﬁesis
neithérva pre-supposition nor a part; but it might well be a further
outcome, much as a logic without existentia] pre-suppositidns can be
made to yield a formula for individual existence,"%?

This versioq of Plato's enterprise fn”the Sophist presents
considerable difficulties for the interpretation{of large stretches of
the text. In Chapte; 2 I discussed the existential nature of;the
paradoxes at the begihninb of the dialogue; neither Owen nor:Frede
devote serious attention to thé;é paradoxes, despite the fact that they
appear to set_the,problem which Plato intends to solve. Neither atiach
s1gn1f1cance to Plato's repeated assertion that to be is to part1c1pate

in Being, (e.g., at 256Al1, 256D 7-8, 256E4), which we have emphasized

in thé latter part~of‘this chapter. Frede, in intefpreting 256C - E so °
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.;'that 1t y1e1ds a un1voca1 but non ex1stent1a1 sense of "1s" was forced

“f"'v..tO change the 11tera1 sense of ‘the ]1ne 256C 12 '13 so as to make 1t a

i
!

‘_:;non exc1us1ve d153unct1on freadmg beHed both by the use of TaL/Jév

TO! de P and the/remforcement of the exc]uswrty by the word olé—l

Ll

‘1

Owen s1mp1y neg]ects to 1nterpret th1s passage at aH” |

*p—

ThUS, I do not th1nk that there 1s strong enough ev1dence to )

fact I th1nk that there 1s a s1gn1f1cant we1ght of ev1dence agamst

o
vy

| Tj._,th1s v1ew o sl ,f, B :‘: S ,

In 11ne w1th the 1nterpretat1on I have g1ven of 2560 - E Tie.tf,_: .
’ ’w':'us suppose, that P]ato* reta1ns Be1ng as a Form essence 256C = E m1ght

»“f“;\be,seen as’ 1ntroduc1ng, at 1east for the f1rst t1me 1n P]ato s

4

"_,:“kmds" of Bemg, _Be1ng 'JTPOS O‘»\AAwouM answer to the, cha]]enge of

*"«.’;;:_Pmomsm That 1s, 1t wou]d embra

]‘?-vj.i“"demes to the nature of Bemg»'"‘

L .lof the concept of Ex1stence 7Tpo$ M for R]ato does not deve]op

“"f",th1s concept m the ophi’st at aH ’ beyond what 1s sa1d at 255C - E

T

- ,_jpubhshed wmtmg, an 1nnovat¢ve concept of Be1ng For one of the ff_;'- o

N th1nk that P'Iato r‘eJects thel behef that'm OY 1s a Form essence, 1n :

\that p1ura11ty cwh1ch the momst

Th1s remams pure]y a specu]atmn upon the use and 1mportance e

:""';A,'fTh1s 1s cons1 stent w1 th th,':“-'obscumt_y_-_of the passage, ,and the 1ack of

"»'.f'reference to 1t 1ater‘ 1n the d1a]ogue The concept that P]ato does
":,'.:f,tdeve’lop 1s$the concept of D1fference and I shaH contend 1n what

':.:J,“'Tfoﬂows that he uses 1t exp11c1t]y towards the defeat of Parmen1dean

U _momsm
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chapter 13 the ro]e that P]ato attr1 tes to the Form D1fference 1h
the account he g1ves of negat1on apd/ia1sehood \{\s;a11 f1rst give an B
1nterpretat1on of the passage 255E - 257B Then I shall take up 2578 —ﬂ
2580 where P]ato(g1ves an a/count of’ negat1on and non- be1ng 1n terms of
v part1c1pat1on 1n D1fference Then I sha]] turn to the d1ff1cu]t 1ssue
of how D1fference'1s used 1n the account of fa1s1ty,xan 1ssue to ‘which’
we have a]ready devoted some d1SCUSS10n in Chapter I 1n connect1on w1th‘
263B : F1na11y,ﬁl shal] ask whether the‘enterpr1se P]ato ‘has undertaken
of exp11cat1ng non- be1ng 1n genera1 by means. of the Form D1fference has\:t
been successful ' 8 e o
3 2 1 256E - 257B o u _ S _ |
The~passage 11es 1ntermed1ate between the passage d1scussed‘
i ear11er in the chapter and P1ato s account of negat1on 2578 ff It 15

. 23

' thought e g s by MOPaVCSTk - that thws passage w1nds up a comp]ex d1a-'

1ect1ca1 exerc1se 1n the~use oftheconcepts of 1dent1ty and d1fference

Moravcs1k a]s beT1eves tbat ear11er parts of th1s exerc1se revea1

Mot1on 1s the same
Motnon is not 'the same»
'1on 1s‘d fferent. ™
}Vd1fferent

/og1c of an 1dent1tat1ve use of "1s

é.

If Tam ry{ in: my the51s that the term 1.'0 Av is used

n1voca11y througho t the Soph1st to 1nd1cate e1ther the Form Ex1stence

‘_ op'one{of;1ts,pay{/c1pants, then 1t wou]d seem that th1s passage 1s not
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kt; ~to be 1nterpreted as Moravcs1k and Frede do ' In what fo1lows I sha11 ‘1.
17 try to show that th1s passage *is to be 1nterpreted as shedd1ng 11ght on
Ex1stence and non Ex1stence and 1ead1ng up to the account g1ven at 2578
| | of negation and Non Ex1stence~ o . : ”h
i _ ,v t‘At 255E the Stradger be1ngs to recap1tu1ate the f1nd1ngs of
"”f h1s d1a]ect1c Tak1ng one of ‘the great Forms//Mot1on as an examp]e,-
he runs through what 1t 1s and what 1t 15 not | RS
TR 255E;“ Mot1on 1s‘other than Rest
T :‘k, .o Motion is not Rest

SNt ‘;P:"L71256A£ffMotion*ﬁs'other than the Same ’f R
SN Bt Motdon is ‘not- the Same. ‘

""'y,fzséé:_ Motion is other than D1fference.3fri e
‘ . Motion is not D1fference SRR IR
,2\5:6’,D':" “Mot1onf 'other than To &v
S 1~»Mot10n ‘ano_g obk bv eé‘n
'Mot1on cn/ étsrl

In the case of each of the pa1rs of statements that can be made about

bielﬁfzina Mot1on , part1c1pat1ona1 mode] 1s 1nvoked as an exp]anat1on . The obJect 3’-’”

S g
T_sf} of the exerc1se appears to be to show héb th1s mode] w111 serve to

exp1a1n away the apparent]y paradox1ca1 pa1rs of(c1a1ms that ‘can be
made about Mot1on 1n§regard to each of %he great Forms (other than Rest

a, 1n wh1ch Mot1on has no share) ;fg‘ﬁT

It shou]d be asked why the c1a1ms appear garadox1ca1? 1si¢hé 5

prob]em, as Moravcs1k belleves w1th the 1nterpretat1on of

L Mot1on is the same ‘ ;‘ l“;s',;gp'_ﬁ;-gf,f;{[§$¢13*;ph71ie:("
e el o Motion st other ﬁ'; T T PO S
._.a;v:.u»:;gﬁ Mot1on1s TS Ev 1;*5ax11;~;"*” L A

T : R . i -v;, BT

'v

¥

Such that we are tempted to take oy s“ gﬁre as 1dent1tat1ve and f1nd 7f.]y

contrad1ct1on 1n the counterpart cla1ms 6"" ;q “
‘ S T R Sr e -
Motlon 1s not the same o



‘Motion is not other.
Motlon is not -roxv

td

i

If th1s 1s the prob]em then of course, 1t wou]d be'appropr1ate to see - '

v.P]ato as mak1ng a d1st1nct1on with reference to the sense of "i S"

i JQP]ato seems. most anx1ous ‘to demonstrate how 1t works 1n the negat1ve

7:'cases Thus 1n the case of each negat1ve c1a1m

'.THowever, he nowhere exp]1c1t1y does th1s Rather than emphas1z1ng the

L \ :
L part1c1pat1ona1 modeT to be employed in. expTa1n1ng the pos1t1ve cases,,'"’

L - : -y .
Mot1on is not the same

,y.;v.v Motion s not other
R Mot1on is not ™ 5v

I I

s

'u-.b.with" 'th‘e usE

k”PTato exp11cates the part1c1pat1ona1 modeTw o

Mot1on 1s other than “the Same C
‘Motion is other: than D1fference T
Mot1on is other than TS d‘v

ThUS, 1t Tookseas though the d1ff1cu]ty aTT aTong was w1th

\

.subJect of the ent1re d1aTogue that 1t had to do

4T word "not"w The use of the word s expT1cated }h;"

xh]fu]]y by PTato in the passage 1mmed1ate1y foTTow1ng the one'we are -
?d1scuss1ng ' We sha]] take 1t up 1n the next sect1on 1 The po1nt to be
‘vf;’stressed here 1s that there is every reason to be11eve that the d1a1ec-‘},; ?»
'T-th1c of 255E - 257P s of a p1ece w1th that prob]em, rather than stemm1ng
:;':Tfrom an elus1ve 1dent1tat1ve sense of bish, The probTem, then, 1s to :“75

:‘Vﬂiprovade a part1c1pat1ona1 modeT for negat1venc1a1ms

It shou]d be po1nted out as we]] that there 1s as yet no t

!]reason to see PTato as exp11cat1ng e1ther "1s or 1s not" by reference n"":

S to the Form foov, or b_y reference to *lb p.'q 5\' Thus tHe cTa1m e g

e

- \\\\,: O ,V
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Mot1on 1s the Same

- s exp11cated by say1ng that Mot1on part1c1pates 1n Same. 51m115éﬂy,1‘

: 1nvokes ne1ther a- new sense nor a new use of

‘hfthe c1a1m

o f Mot1on 1s not the Same ;: R SO e

RPN

is exp11cated by say1ng that Mot1on part1c1pates in quference w1th y

regard to Same CIn ne1ther case 1s any use‘made of the Form T’o ov-

-se

" the who]e wquht of exp]1cat1on\:s p1aced upon the not1on\of3 art1c1—“'

; A ) ’
_pat1on Th1s a1so tends to conf1rm our content1on that th1s passage

The part of‘the passage that bears exam1nat1on at th1s po1nt

""’ . S P et

:».‘then, is’ the part wh1ch does 1nvoke‘R>cw’ name]y

1 N e

256D Mot1on sTD L
. ‘Motion is other than To. OV '
T Mot1on is not Tb ' ‘ S

“y,gﬁTh1s set of- c1a1ms appears at the very end of the 11st and there 1s no;

H“7f1nd1cat1on that 1t 1s exp11catory of the others -,rather 1t seems to be

; _.t

'V{Ttatbv' can be taken here to denote an 1ncomp1ete concept of be1ng

"“?ﬁf;1s a- c1a1m to be exp11cated exact]y QS‘

“-ti;pos1t1ve c1a1ms ~Rather 1t wou]d ?ppear thatfpﬂbf:

-

~

Mot1on 1s ‘rb ov

Mot1on is otber
Mot1on 1s the same

A

cerned w1th a pred1cat1ve or 1ncomp]ete sense of 15_; but rather w1th‘-f

r -

v fan ex1stent1a1 one.

9

P]ato goes on to draw out the po1nt about Mot1on extend1ng

“\

_p1aced on- the Same f00t1ng w1th them That 1s, 1t does not appear thatu‘

{:;wh1ch has been 1nvoked by 1nterpreters 1n the case of each of the other’l}{

‘[Th1s, once more, tends to conf1rm our assert1on that P]ato 1s not con—guw
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it to'a11'genera'_ each‘of them 1s, 1nsofar as it part1c1pates in Be1ng, |

: 'each is not, 1nsofar as 1t part1c1pates in D1fference w1th respect to T

Be1ng Th1s conc]us1on §s then app]1ed to Be1ng 1tse1f Be]ng 1s 1n,;

&
‘re1at1on to many c]asses, but 1t a]so 1s not (1 e., part1c1pates in

d1fference w1th regard to) however many of them there are (256E - 257A)

This passage once aga1n conf1rms the view that P]ato is not exp11cat1ng e

'1s“ in such cﬁa1ms as e
Mot1on 1s the Same etc
A _ e

\.

‘The progress of the argument 1s ana]og1ca1 Be1ng is. 11ke Mot1on 1nso-w a
'*:far as 1t both 1s and 1s not maﬁy th1ngs The Form Be1ng 1s not
;‘1nvoked in the exp11cat1on of "hs" and "is- not“, rather, 11ke Mot1on,

\ R

]'1ts be1ng F. and at the same t1me not be1ng F W1thout contrad1ct1on is

- exp1a1ned by means of a part1c1pat1ona1 mode]

Moravcs1k has been tempted to 1dent1fy the part1c1pat1ona1

-

mode] which we have beenrspeak1ng of w1th the concept of re]at1ona1

[ ’ :
25 Th1s pos1t1on 1s unsat1sfactory, however ’ For part1c1pat1on '

'nbe1ng
in Be1ng is. exp11c1t1y used throughout th1s passage by P]ato to
:.hgexp11cate what 1t 1s to be. If part1c1pat1on 1n Re]at1ona] Be1ng were I
rf“s1mp1y 1dent1ca1 w1th the part1c1pat1ona1 mode] then g1ven what P]ato

'i'says a regress wou]d be generated For we wou]d need to 1nvoke :

: vﬁ'part1c1pat1on 1n Be1ng to exp]a1n part1c1patJon 1n Be1ng Thus for :

. 1nstance : Lo -: e E i _ o | o . S

Mot1on 1s To olv .
B l : . . B
wou]d requ1re 1nvocat1on of the Form Be1ng tw1ce and w1th the ana]ys1s
. . ' }

k Mot1on part1c1pates 1n Being: w1th regard to Be1ng
'i we: shou]d st111 have to 1nvoke it aga1n,.on1y to get:

- Mot1on part1c1paées in: Be1ng with regard to |
: i : . .
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"Being with regard to Being
and so on.. This cannot be right What ‘my argument shows, rather, is
~ that ne1ther Moravcsik, or other commentatorsfare correct in their as-

sumpt1on that the Form Be1ng is 1nvoked w1thxe g.
'I ;
Mot1on eé‘l’l rewnw '

A11 that is 1nvoked 1n th1s case, Just as 1n the case of
o ‘k ' Mot1on eéﬂ ‘ro ov

is a part1c1pat1ona1 mode] I conc]ude then, that th1s passage cannot

A

_ be 1nterpreted as an. expos1t1on of a pred1cat1ve "1s” in terms of-part1-
c1pat1on in . the Form Be1ng If 1t were, then’ what P]ato has to say
‘ about the Form Be1ng -at the end of the passage on ana]ogy w1th Motion

‘; and ﬂdvro\ T“&'e"’l wou]d be utter]y 1ncomprehens1b1e

[N

'322 25681—256(33 B

The argument w1th wh1ch this sect1on/of the d1alogue beg1ns
. 1s f}anslated by Cornford as. fo]]ows o | './ - |
e Now 1et us mark th1s

"~~;whep we- speak of- that wh1ch is not',_1t
‘seems that we do not mean something contrary
- to-what exnsts but on]y someth1ng that is .
e v[d1fferent ,' : o c
Sy . , A AR RETRRENE
~Ine the same way that when, for. example we _
" speak of something as "ot tall" we may just .
o -as-well mean by that. phrase 'what is. equa1' oy
S as what is short'; mayn t we7 '

*.So when it is asserted that a negat1ve s1qn1f1es
7 a contrary, we shall not agree, but admit no more®
. than this: that the prefix 'not' indicates some-
; ~thing different from the words that follow - or
. rather from the things designated by the words
pronounced after. the. negat1ve 26

—

Th1s passage may be seen 1n the context of what 1mmea;ately

precedes it as eﬁp11c1t1y mak1ng the po1nt that. negat1on is to be

\



identified not»w1th'contrariety,?7 but with participation in Difference.
Taking the passage in context, however,‘introduces difficu]ties‘about I

- the concept of difference being emp]oyed - in this passage it is not

| clear that 'd1fferent' is to be understood 1n the same way as it was in \
255E ff where 1t c]ear]y meant numer1ca]1y d1st1nct' Th1s 1s a

: d1ff1cu1ty wh1ch we sha]] postpone for future d1scuss1on

\
N A more 1mned1ate prob]em with the 1nterpretat1on of th1s

passage 1s th1s what pomt 1s be1ng made about To rq OV? It is
,reasonab1y clear in genera] what po1nt is be1ng made about the negat1ve !
part1c]e - 1n 1ts use in connect1on w1th'pred1cates&11ke "ta]]" When .‘
someth1ng wh1éh is not ta]] is spoken of we do not mean to 1mp1y that’

we are speak1ng of someth1ng short any more than someth1ng equa] Thus
(u—’r] p»ea'o( does not mean the contrary of f.‘.e—b'ol |

| P1ato genera11zes‘th1sppo1ht when he says that: ”the prefix
'not"indicates somethinghdifferent :’. ..from the th1ngs des1gnated by
the words pronounced after the negat1ve "‘
. Moravcs1k takes the force of the _passage to be that al]

negat1ve pred1cates do not s1gn1fy their: contrarles The 11nes at 25781
3-4 he understands as a genera] statement of this thes1s, what fo]]ows
for the case of "ta]]" is then Just a working out of the' thesis through ) .
'an~examp1e _ Thus, accord1ng to MoraVCSTk—“what 1s under ana]ys1s is the - |

formula "is not Fr. where “is" has an 1ncomp1ete pred1cat1ve sense. 28

29 '

However,tas L/th1nk Owen correct]y po1nts out, th1s inter-

g pretat1on -cannot be r1ght For»what P]ato says is that the negative

| ,'does not s1gn1fy the contrary of the. th1ngs denoted by the words that

_ follow it. But 1n the case of Tb M ov N the word fo'l]owmg f,c., is é:?
o gv s Just as m the case of ‘ro }O)Wthe word fo'Howmg ,u-., 1s |
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p.e’d'ol Thus, if P]ato‘s poi’nt s to be taken s/ermus]y as apphed to '\
'TO }4-")0\/ he must be understood as saymg that /""’l OV does not |
s1gn1fy the contrary of ov\. Thus the case of/the analys1s of /.01 av
must be taken to be ana]og1ca1 to the case of Iu:r, /4&3-0\ rather than an -
‘ exemphf1cat1on of a general thesis stated about /.a, F, where the
term ,.4.-»’ %./ is s1mp1y a p]ace-ho]der‘

Owen' s argument seems to me- to be conc]uswe Whether or not
’Av "is to be taken as 1ncomp1ete, 1t rema1ns c]ear that P1ato by his

own wor'ds in this passage had made himself respons1b1e for gwmg an

exp]anatmn of the negat1on of - OV‘ and not mere]y of the pred1cates

which may comp]ete 1t Thus the examp]e of 70 [—O) f‘?d must be

' \ o
. taken as ana]ysed ana]ogwa]]y to To [ oV,

" The pomt is further supported by Plato's worry early in the
: d1alogue about ‘l'o ll:r)Jd/.awSN If fa«, av does s1gmfy a contrary,
- 1t s1gmf1es ‘ro f“’ld"‘/"“’S But that is somethmg which by its very

-~

nature cannot be referred to, i.e., it is, as Owen puts it, quotmg

/!
-Webster's d1ct1onary,/"someth1ng that does not ex1st "30 So 'ro ,La, ’I

wou]d be 1nexp11cab1e, and /.-:r] ﬂ(f mere]y an empty sound, if it refer-‘
: red to a contréry ' Thus we can see P]ato deahng wi th an earher 2
prob]em and so]vmg it. '?he referent of To/.cv) ?v is ' somethmg |
' _d1fferent from Being". _‘ What th1s means we shaH d1scuss be]ow ﬂ'
“ Before gomg on to d1scuss 1t there is a prob]em further to
' the 1ssue Just discussed, wh1ch is ra1sed by James Kostman, in an art1-f

tll 31

"c]e ent1t1ed "False Logos and Not Be1ng in P]ato s oph1s Kostman’

' argues that the form of the argument at 257Bff cannot be ana]og1ca1
'
for the reason apparent1y offered for the c]a1m that [4—1) ,l«éral f

/
does not s1gh1fy the contrary of,uert will not be appropmate 1n the
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case of /""’7 av ,L.:), /—ceaol is sa1d not to s1gn1fy the contrary of
[--é)«ol on the grounds that the phrase may Just as well 1nd1cate 75 {Sov

or TO dfu'(fcv However:, as Kostman points out th1s reasomng will
not apply to ,(4.17 0\/ That 1s, it could not be said of To fa) C‘V

~ that it does not signify somethmg which 1s contrary to be1ng any mor\e/‘
than someth1ng qua11f1ed by some other pred1cate for there 1s noth1ng{
which cou]d be 1nte1hg1b1y quahﬁed by a pred1cate signifying what is’
contrary to be1ng Thus, accordmg to Kostman, the arghment cannot be
ana]og1ca1, as the reasoning with referenoe to To /-«71 C{'V cannot be
the same as that with reference to T [A"‘) Mﬂl Kostman conc]udes
that the reasoning about To ,‘k")/ﬂéﬂlmust be . taken as an examp]e of
that about To f*”‘\] ™. ‘ | | S

However we have just'seen that th1s conc]uswn cannot be SO. '

/For 1f we take Plato ser1ous1y when he states his pos1t1on on /—-:v]

. at 2578 3 4, then this ana]ys1s must be applicable to To ,L-‘v) dV that

| /"7 wﬂ] not s1gmfy the contrary of the word 1mmed1ate1y fol Tow-

1ng, which in this case 1s JV Th1s, however, simply undercuts

Kostman s argument Kostman must ho]d that Plato can attach no sense

N whatsoever to the expression Tb /~11 N _but only to express1ons 11ke

16 /0, /M-r( ) Iu.-;‘ 6/“'9’0\/ etc. But in this case, | they can .

A, - . .
~_hardly e xemghfy T /»01 ‘ ‘ o o

If Kostman s conc]us1on that th1s passage is not ana]og1ca1
is 1ncorrect neverthe]ess he makes 2 str1k1ng po1nt in the course of

argu1ng for 1t ,For 1f we take P]ato to be off\er'mg a range of

' aff1rmat1ve express1ons which stand in a spec1a1 re]at1on to 7'0 ,k'n

}&qd .when he speaks of 72) df-'-"?“" and To ldoV at 257B 6-8 it is

TR TN ’l
_'true that there is no clear ana]ogy to th1s in the case of 'fo /~77

..,a

9
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In any case, it is clear that by TS 1 OY we could not mean some-

thing contrary to being for that has been ruled out.

We may find new 1ight shed on this matter by taking a fresh
Took at what is being accomplished by this passage A1l the commenta—
tors we have been discussing in these 2hapters, 1nc1ud1ng Kostman, make
the assumpt1on that'1n"th1s passage Plato is coming to grips w1th
negative predication. However, it is by no means elear that thts is
the case. Several things mitigate against this, in fact.

| - First, the subJect of this passage seems’ to be the signifi-
cance of 70 /»07 D'V ., and as we- have argued now, ‘at length, this
cannot s1mp1y bea p1ace ho]der for “not F" v"not G”, etc.

It would seem that in draw1ng the ana]ogy between "not being"
and “not tall" P]ato must be -taking . these as predicates upon the same
foot1ng If this is so, then the focus of the passage must be- upon
o‘exp11cat1ng "not being" a$ a 1eg1t1mate negat1ve pred1cate just as
"not tall” may be exp11cated as .a ]eg1t1mate negat1ve.pred1cate 33 ]
Thus, we must suppose that for Plato, negat1ve pred1cat1on is not it-
self in quest1on eIt can be hand]ed oy reference to the same part1c1pa—
.t1ona1 mode1 that has been used throughout P]ato s writing on the theory
‘lof Forms, together w1th the 1ntroduct1on of the Form D1fference What
l:1s in quest1on then, is whether‘lb/-—o'} W is a 1eg1t1mate pred1cat1on,
fthat 1s, whether it can be exp1a1ned by the same mode] as other negat1ve
pred1cat1ons | |

What Kostnan s po1nt hangs on then, is that "not be1ng" rea]ly.
cannot be exp11cated like other negative pred1cates One may think thati

this po1nt does indeed find purchase in the text of the passage.

\Kostman f1nds that P]ato is here suggest1ng ‘that the denial that a th1ng

I
/o



is tall hangs together with a special group of posftive assertions that
one may make: namely, that the thing is short, or that it is equal,
Now what Kostman has pointed out is there are no. countenpart positive
assertions that hang together with To po] OV for T® Jv unlike To W

cannot have a contrary Kostman points out that Plato's examples are

' ‘carefully chosen -- the positive predicates that he chooses are predi-

cates of size. Had he meant only as much as: ‘“when we say that some-
thing is not-large, we don't thereby deny'that it may be somethina

34 he would not have used such examples.

else, say red",
! think however, that the way in which Kostman puts his

po1nt mistakes the s1gn1f1cance of the text For, what the text.

‘ actua]]y says at lines 25786 - 8 is not that there are positive asser-

tions associated w1th the denial that someth1ng is tall, nor does the
text say that there are positive predicates which hang together with
"not tall" (although this is how Cornford erroneously translates 1t) 35
What the text actually says is that we do not refer to, o} indicate

(Jq\ouv 'rb dl.qurov any more than ™ ldov when we use the expressmn

To r—'n [-'-!U& Thus, it would seem that P]ato has no strong theory

1n the background here either to the effect that a negat1ve predicate
somehow hangs together with some pos1t1ve ones, or that a denial must
“be backed by some assertlons His point need hot be 1nterpreted as a.
]og1ca] one, at all, | . A |
We may reconstruct the point being made in this ‘way, as a
'referent1a1 one: when we say that someth1ng is not ta]] we do not

thereby pick out what s sma]], any more thah what is equal. Inter- ;

- "preted this way, the d1sanalogy that Kostman po1nts out becomes.

re]at1ve]y harm]ess The counterpart_c1a1m aboutqnot being would then
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go 1ike this: when we say that something is not, we do not thcreby

pick out something that does not exist in the sense of being contrary to

. what exists, for there is no such thlng to be picked out. The fact

that we cannot pick out something that is qua]ified as contrary-to-

" existing does not disrupt the argument if we take the analogy to depend

solely on lack of reference to a contrary. The disanalogy only becomes
disruptive if we take the argument Plato offers, not at its face value,
but ds concealing a theory dbout the relationship between assertion’and '
36 )

denial, or between positive and negat1ve pred1cates g

I.-shall argue that Plato, 1ater in fact, cannot have the .
former kind of theory, and not the 1atter either, as I shall be claiming
that,he makes denial into a’Variety of assertion, and negative predi-
cates into something like positive predicates. This comes up with the
interpretation of 257C5 - 258D to which we now tern. [f this conelus—

jon is in fact correct, then I think it will heve been shown that

' Kostman s point about 257B6 -8 is in fact a cr1t1c1sm of Plato's pos1—

‘t1on, and not a criticism of the. ana]ogy ascr1bed to him by Owen

3.2.3 257C5 - 258D
In this passage, the Form Difference is used to exp1a1n how ‘

we may legitimately speak of » ,.a}gv I think I should emphas1ze

: before 1 enter upon Ry 1nterpretat1on of th]S passage that here, as in

the last passage, there is a cont1nu1ng puzz]e about the, Form Difference.

" Between 255E and 257B Difference together w1th a part1c1pat1ona1 model

was used to account for the numer1ca1 d1fferent1at1on of Forms, includ-."
ing the distinction of all of them from -w&/ Between 257B - C5 it

was 1nvoked to account for the reference of n f~3) f‘€7i and, as we




arqued, by analogy, *7'3 /u.'r} Zrlv Ih the passage we shall be examining,

it is used apparently in the construction of negative counterparts to

all of the Forms. Each of the latter two passaqges is 1ntroduced*rather
 casually, as though the continuity of these passages was pergfctly clear

(at 25781 'd“"f“‘/ Jq Kah Toba L at 257C5 Tode de J:dVo”ewfwv

We have, in our account, identified one of the strands that preserves

continuity: ‘Plato is accounting for the legitimate use of the expres-

=Y

sion TS ,4cn Ch/ by showlng that it has a referent, namely, the Form
TS o . |
However, the role played in these passages‘h; the Form Dif-

ferent has seaned msterwous]y ‘various to 1nterpreterr who have identi-

fied the obJect of P]ato s quest for an exp]anatwn of To /,-:-»7 ov to be
. an account of negative predication. Both Kostman and Horavcs1k for .

example, ask whether the concept of d1fference for Plato can be inter-

preted as 1ncompat1h1]1ty (as Kostman concludes) 37 or contrast (as

38

Moravcs1k concludes). "y For these interpreters, then the concept can-

not preserve the sense that it had in the passage 255E - 2578 where we
rJ’(»)eré,.,},gxb]e to. posﬂ:wely identify it as numemcal d1fferent1atﬂ|6n 5

. £
L N RS
£ e ~'";% Inqwhxt follows, I shall be arguing that it does preserve

Td stS%élmy pos1tlon as p1a1n1y as p0551b1e at this po1nt

egiflve predrcat1on I believe that, if this were not .so, the

= L

E;copt1hu1ty of these three passages would be inexplicable. The'proof of

: the po1nt\ however comes up in connection with the passage [ shall be

ff§d1scuss1hg in this section.
| The passage opens w1th the same kind of casual remark that

- ' - .
Lo E - > . >
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the Stranger used 1n 1ntroduc1ng the 1ast -raJe /Z/'dVO’Iﬂ“’/“V
k.':kng compar1son 1s then drawn between the nature of D1fference and .
/ . emor’fn, Both are ¢ex¢}o,adnu&u - cut up Knowledge 1s one, but
:‘d1v1ded by subgect and each- d1v1s1on has its own name The same th1ng
h{¥1s true of the nature of D1fference D1fference 1s one but has many
15; f‘parts, each of wh1ch has a name’proper to 1t ; _“‘f tt P’“\‘\ .

T ’hy shou]d P]ato choose such an ana]ogy? The stat1ng of the o
: . o s

[

( '_analogll between D1fference and Know] edge echoes the 1anguage of the
'3-"'»d1v1s1ons at the begmmng of the _gph_g_ Thus, the%etaphor for
'*'_'A_;:i.d1vws1on was there cuttmg, and th1s 1s echoed at 257C8 9 s1mﬂar1y/"v}"':.f'~". S

’f”_1n the d1v1s1on at the begmmng,quato was 1ns1stent as we saw, UPOF\TQ

L _ij.ithe appropr1ateness of a name to nthe parts of each genus d1v1ded, and

e :;»;/fftms c9{nes up agam at 257Cll - ')1 Thus I thmk that P]ato beheves/

j"that D1fference;' '

: ‘;for d1v1smn ——,_that 15, 1t 1‘s ,_av"genus‘ Th1s 1s part]y drwen home by

S f'.'the ana]ogy, but/1t 1s argued for 1n the case of each of the proposed

'parts Thus, the next st;/ep 1s th1s

= E 6'rt .,.Q kd)«-a -,-, Odreloou f-.of»alv dv‘neeﬁsvov
; .:TOU'I” OEV dvﬂVU/--OVH,.?pou/.LGV/‘v r:v e!(ov
e ._;_;etruvulutdv, S P A
o ,-;-:,_,__.,éxov"f & I 1"”7 "“")‘W é“"‘""""’* ﬁOe g
.' 6-:!, 10510 oux d\).ou 'nvos g‘reloov eé-nv 'n,s
1'bu x.()\ou fuseus -




‘]{jrfhowever, 1s be1ng used to make a po1nt and I be11eve that there 1s fﬂ

N
-l

.;,\ N

f*appropr1ate P]ato goes on 1ater 1n the passage to argue that the not R
o Ta}] the not Just, and so on can al] be found by the same. method
So much therefore, seems to be 1nv01ved in mak1ng the

‘;ana1ogy that both Know1edge and D1ffe$gnce are a11ke and that both

"11are gener1c 1nsofar as they are subJECt t0 dJV151°” The ana]ogy, n‘

»

L cons1derab1e d1sagreement 1n the 1nterpretat1ons we have been d1scuss1ng

':?=about what that po1nt 1s The d1ff1cu1ty comes upj1n the 11nes 2588 ”f'
*:fi_:vl‘-fe.‘;v Sohig i S R R =
S It 1s f1rst sa1d at 257E1- 6-a"“vif*‘.,~_ , R
A»q 'n T(.w ovmv chos évoS &evous dfoflg_ Lo
o / . Gev kdl jtr os T -rwv Jvrwv oo ﬂa)nv olvnre-.;“"
/ Bév a Trea gu,u.ﬁe qxev €chl 1o f.:v, Rado\:;e
N bw‘os J~q n/'aa_s v oIVTlgéélS, ws éoﬂ( élVollA‘:,‘_‘:
T’S 6U/Apdl\/él Toy /.cv, f{d}«ov

Then the same reason1ng 1s app11ed5at 25881— 6 to Be1ng

1}....\. i

CUKOUV',N_} (‘5 eoik’(—v ')7 -rqg gdrefou f"‘?f'ou
95066443 Ketd 7 s Too Bvros . . [; oudév T ¢
'711'1'ov du-r;u -rou ov'ro: ouéul eos‘nvf.f.f;“. ‘

Cornford trans]ates 257E1— 6: ;f'f:

;a May we not‘say thad the ex1stence of the not Beaut1fu1]‘:-
d.1s const1tuted by :its ‘being marked off’ from a s1ng]e :
o t(def1n1te kind: among ‘éxisting ‘things and aga1n set 1n
‘*,<"contrast with something that €xists? ... 2 So. it o
appears that:-the not- Beaut1fu1 As an 1nstance of some-< ;
th1ng that” ex1sts be1ng set 1n contrast to somethlng
that ex1sts ’-”} Sl T

“:,So 1t seems when a part of the nature of the D1fferent

© - ahd a part of the . nature of: the\Ex1stent (Ex1stence)

. are set in contrast.to one another, the contrast is, §f

R 4 be perm1ss1b1e to ‘say s0,.as much’ a rea11ty s’ Ex1st-“' S
”ence 1tse1f, 1t does not mean what ]S contrary to.. R o




’ ‘L‘belleve once aga1n ‘as-in the case of h1s trans1at1on of 25681 ff 384

. a_,";; :

':afof the paradoxes —-]

ex1stent Bht on1y what is d1fferent from that
Ex1stent :

. . B 4#;‘
Cornford S- 1nterpretat1on of these passages“wou1d 1ead US to

S

'that the po1nt bewng made 1s a 1oglca1 one Thus. he trans]ates,at

N ‘ o _/’ »
“25884 5 | ', “
ooK 6VolV1'lOV eke:vw 6)7/Ldlvoudd\(
'-tv*ass;“ﬂ 5 }lj' | f",f - t'fft L e S -
e itidoes7n0t»meanhwhat'ts contrary,tor{ekiﬁta;’A
.-,. " . o o ent ¢ e ;|' ’ . e '~‘ . . » " ‘ }

‘) o

' ”‘3:Further; in h1s commentary on th1s passage, he ma1nta1ns that P1ato 1s

gf,not re]at1ng the not dust the not Beaut1fu1, etc to D1fference as B

‘»;that P]ato 1s mere1y 1ntend1ng tO P01"t OUt that they are rea1 He A

o
Yo

"}says "Qyp,i;;fa'i‘*'"

' ’gehjgf'féfifﬁThe ‘ot- Beaut1fu1‘11s not a- Form but a’ group of
- ’“““;Forms, negat1ve]y described; wh1ch Jds & part.of the

- Real .'. . when it is said tos be 'a part of the, - . S~ b

;~ﬂtD1fferent':or 'of the. nature of’ the Different", the .

' U}D1fferent must: mean "that. wh1ch is different'. =~ - |

,=_S1nce ‘every: part af”’ the field of Forms is d1fferent o
from - every -other part ‘the: who]e f1e1d ‘can be:

e

. SN
'spec1es to genus, but rather, m saymg that they are “parts of efepov"a S

FE

. ca]]ed the Dwfferent' "40 o - v.;hgggkhﬂe.figF‘ P

NE th1nk, as: I have a]ready 1nd1cated that there 1s c]earh‘gg

-y

w{textua] ev1dence that Cornford 1s wrong on th1s po1nt The assumpt1ons :

'”'goﬁliof the raty]us about‘the re]at1onsh1p of language to the. wor]d which

Qg.we argued 1n the f1rsh

:'“”.che oph1st == 1n the d1v1s1on at the beglnn1ng, and 1n the construct1on'i

-31.;fd1alogue The Stran er asks at 257D10 11 whether the part of the

two chapters were emp]oyed 1n ear]y parts ofi“»3.f S
re st111 at work 1n th1s passage 1ate 1n the :afdp:o:;g,:

*7:};D1fferent wh1ch 1s olposed to the Beaut1fu1 1s name1ess or has @ name--«,l&ff?i
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S

h : the hot Beaut1fuT 1s "not/a Form but a ghoup of Forms negat1ve1y des-

. says:

- phys1ca1 modeT wh1o% w1TT g1ve the terms reféren e. So 1t 1s very

thPTato is drawtng an ana]ogy between the not Just the not-h

Co ‘, ) . J\,n\\\ 1 159 .“

«

h‘and as I have aTready po1nted out th1s is exactTy the krnd of quest1on

~-which was appropr1ate’to the d1v1s1on of the angTer at the beg1nn1ng of

‘the d1aTOgue Furthermore, at 258812 - C1, the Stranqer concTudes |
N9/

'

of the passage are totaTTy 1ncons1stent w1th Cornford s claim that €.

» -
-4

. ‘cr1bed"" F1naTTy, I think itis once aga1n 1ncorrect to take PTato

-

‘ here to be - taTk1ng about ‘the mean1ng of terms-—Just as I argued thatvn

’ /
th1s Was 1ncorrect 1n the prev1ous passage at 257B 8., When PTato p

[P

evdleov euecw.a /67/.-.01/\/0069( e

ithe po1nt 1s not a Tog1caT one but a metaphys1c T one.. The orobTem

T w1th negat1on as we' emphas1zed 1n the Tast sect on does not appear to »

&7

7

o on to be names revea11ng natures Thus, I w1sh to\a]]y mv pos1t10n on

o th1s passage to that of. Maravcs1k 1nsofar as he holds that Plato has

o

.\ff,argued here for the ex1stence of negat1¥e\forms , (However,_I th1nk that

. !

“:~Moravcs1k S pos1t10n is - otherw1se not correct ) )

I beheve that Cornford'; transTatwn of To ov and To
71

s:;ftorrect Th1s 1s the f1rst po1nt of my d1sagreement w1th M6ravcs1k

"'that rd91 has;aznature of 1ts own. These two parts of the text

“ff-be one of the. mean1ng of negat1ve terms, but rat| er of prOV1d1ng a meta--;f”

e o

_,‘s1gn1f1cant that Plato takes the not Beaut1fu1"\-the not Just' and so St

w Y N
L .

T=g:k¢q throughout the passage aSv"Ex1stence“ and “Non Ex1stence fisv/-? :,-"'

: vOnce aga}n, as 1n the 25781 ff passage the po1nt turns upon whether 5ijf
uttyﬁT and i P
' ﬁT?’ f‘?1 UVf,,or whether he takes these to be examp]es nffthe antithes1si_QTi{{-fh

i‘:’fg?of Be1ng, where 'Be1ng 1s understood to be an 1ncomp1ete concept jThe ;'_f;] -



S the 11nes 257E6 - 7’

\el

N f ' e contrast to something that does not ex1st

n“lname of some rea] th1ng »f,p@

AT o -0

e L

S ke ‘..;-» ‘ . : .

‘COntroversy can

70\/1‘0_5 Jr; Tr/oos cv o?v1'|9¢=6n5' ws eotl(
! /elvdl TS 6U’Aﬁd.vel To ra.‘v' Kot)u,v ,

_ I be11eve that this 1% correct]y trans]ated by Cornford as:

N So it appears that the not Beaut1fu1 is-an
~vinstance of something that-exists set in

: "Lt is my op1n1on that th1s ]1ne sets the stage for an ana1ogy whwch 1s v

o ,drawn w1th To ,.-u\av at hnes 2588\} 6 The po1nt of t)(e‘ ana]ogy 15\ to

' show that'Tb rav\av can be sa1d t& exist and have a nature\ and its:

'analys1s is no d1fferent from that of‘to f‘ﬂ HH)OV' To put the: matter

u;1n the terms wh1ch I suggested 1n Chapter 2 P]ato so]ves the prob1em _ f

bt; he set h1mse1f w1th the paradoxes by here show1ng that 'ro f:q av is the

S
A\Jq . .

he~analogy wh1ch I be11eve is be1ng drawn here 1s structura11y

F s1m11ar to the one wh1ch\1 have argued occurs at 257Bl ff F1rst it -

F“f,‘0wen g1ve to th1s argument, noi
O the ]1nes 257E6 7. Owen,‘1npy
5.>'the ogh1s speak1ng of anyth1

iy Q Moravcs1k says th1s about the_passage

s shown that 'l’bfo' uaz).ov -ro ,—w, J-Kdtov , etc ‘are names' of rea] :

! th1ngs wh1ch have natures of the1r own then 1t 1s argued that the same

'7415 true of To pn1 &- > that 1t 1s an ex1stent th1ng w1 th a nature of

* A

dhcan they attach th1s s1gn1f1cance to

but the 1ncomp1ete concept of 'Belng .

The not Beaut1fu1 has as: 1ts extens1on the c]ass of :
ent1t1es wh1ch 1ack Beauty 0bv1ous1y we cannot ST

e seen to center around the correct 1nterpretat1on of '

Th15’ however, 1s not the 1nterpretat1on that Moravcs1k and b j'

rt1cu]ar, ho]ds~that P]ato 1s never in .



R

/.. ' . !
Lo - construe not- Be1ng as the Form which . has as its
’ ‘extension -everything which lacks Be1ng ~We
v should, however,.construe 'Being' ‘in this pass-
[ ~.age as referr1ng mostly to Relational Being. "We
‘ : can speak of the positive predicatés, which.are
- the completions of Re]atwonal Being, as "parts"
- of Be1ng In the same way, the negative predi-
. cates are "parts" of not- -Being, and thus not-
.\  Being-is to be understood as the form 1nd1cat1ng
‘ \ " negative pred1cat1on 41 SO
I -have a]ready argued aga1nst we po1nt of this: pos1t1on It - :

.does not make sense to say that. there 1s a Form “1nd1cat1ng negat1ve

B ~pred1cat1on” 1f one accepts that P]ato exp1a1ns pred1cat1on -- what 1t'ﬁ‘

is to say that “X is F"‘—- on a part1c1pat1ona1 mode], as it appears

he does throughout a11 three of the passages we have been d1scuss1ng
There are much greater d1ff1cu]t1es w1th this passage than th1s, how-
ever. P1ato does not say anythlng about the “extens1on? of the not-’
-.Beaut1fu1, nor 1s 1t c]ear that the term "extens1on" is- appropr1ate

nwhen used 1n connect1on w1th P]aton1c Forms Moravcs1k is very unspec1-
fic when he says that "we can construe 'Be1ng in this: passage as refer-
R r1ng most]y to Re]at1ona1 Be1ng . I be11eve that the caut1ous word 7
' mos ]y” occurs in th1s sentence because of a d1ff1cu]ty with’ 11nes o

. 257E6 7 wh1ch b have quoted above, and th1s is a- specu]at1on I sha11

- _“".-_‘f:return tO Short]_y » R | . o 5 ) | f’

Another th1ng, however wh1ch is c]early wrong in what ,

/';A“Moravcs1k says is his remark that the negat1ve pred1cates are "parts"-

of not Be1ng Th1s is JUSt not in the text what . P]ato says 1s that the

" v'not Beaut1fu1 the not Just and 'ro Mw are aH parts of D1fference

| ’_5and this is 1n act 1ncons1stent with the c1a1m that the not Just and

_ the not- Beaut1fu1 are parts of -ro H?ﬂ un'less e1ther ‘l'b ,.q ov 1s

/

| -1dent1f1edaw1tth1fference, or is supposed to. be a h1gher\order part
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than the not-Just and theknot—Beautffu1k0f the Different. -Neither}of

'these possibi11ties is in any way borne out by the text. |

‘ This statement that the negat1ve pred1cates are "parts" of
[ 2

not Be1ng is, however, the on]y reason that Moravcs1k g1ves for go1ng
. EATE

on to;thetc]alm that not Be1ng is to bé.dﬂderstood as the Form 1nd1cat-"

oy
B

'1ng negat1ve prediqation. R . - /_

' f Moravcsfz th1nks that P1ato accounts for negat1ve pred1cat1on
in the foﬂowmg way he hypothes12es that‘rbenlx\hs the re1at1on -
'wh1ch stands between e g.s Beauty and Aits negat1ve counterpart
| 1a zmifurv » he believes, has here some unspec1f1ed contrast1ve sense;
it does not funct1on as it d1d in the Ppassage at 256E ff w1th the |
sense-of numer1ca1 d1fference Ina negat1ve pred1cat1ve sentence such
'as' x.1s not beaut1fu1" the ana]ys1s is th1s that X partakes of the
‘,not Beautiful. The not Beautiful 1s then, accord1ng 6 tHe passage '

'cr1t1c1zed above a part of not Be1ng We. understand what th1s means

i D e e

in v1rtue of our understand1ng a contrast1ve relat1on h01d1ng between'

'thevBeaut1fu1 and. the not-Beaut1fu1 spelled out by the statement that._‘

% //

»~

fﬁfthe not Beaut1fu1 is d1fferent from the Beaut1fu1 ’(;
‘ [_ But, now what of Be1ng and not Be1ng7 They are .accord1ng
to Moravcs1k the who]esRof wh1ch the pos1t1ve and negat1ve forms are
.parts ‘ If this is so, in what sense do they express re]at1ons? _Lf ;
P

they are relat1ons, in what sense are the negatlve and pos1t1ve forms ’,‘

-.3"parts" of them?

Th1s prob]em becomes acute fO{ Moravc i ,1nterpretat1on 1f : ‘,f" R
we contrast what he says about negat1ve pred1cat1on w1th pQ§1t1ve pred1— :

vcat1ons of - the form "a is F". Moravcs1k ho]ds that th:gﬁhalys1s of “f

o ,-

th1s y1e1ds a part1cu1ar, referred to by "a",‘the Form referred to bvv'gwf :
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"F", and the re]at1ona1 Form Being, which effects éhe nart1c1pat1ona1
bond, and wh1ch is. referred to by vist. % But if we Took "‘negat1ve
'pred1cat1ons of the form "a 1is not F', we find no counterpart to rela-
tional Be1ng in relational not-Be1ng. In fact, by parity with the
ana]ysis of "a is not F", which Moravcsik gives as: I;a/participatesiin
not-F, where not-F is a part of not- Be1ng » we must wonder about
Moravesik's ana1ys1s of "a is F!'. .That is, Being appears to conta{n
the pred1cate F rather than 1nd1cate a re]at1on No-matter how we)
‘Jugg1e the p1eces, we do not f1nd Arelat1ona1 not-Betn@' eve} thouéh .
according to Moravcs1k P]ato does" have such a concept But. kh1s makes ,

us susp1c1ous of Moravcs1k S construa] of Plato's position on r]ea1tona]

‘Be1ng.

Once'again, in arguingjthfs'way, we“have rélied on the'Parity“
- ASsumptjon;}the importance'Ofvwhich_was‘pointed out bkawen; However, i
Owen's'position,vtoo;'is susceptibfe to this sort of criticism. For
‘ althouah Owen'thinksrthattPlato demands parity between Being-andunot—i
E ;'.‘Bemg, such that he cannot demote the expres‘swn To ,u-1 09 to a N
.Amere p]ace holder for. negatwe pred1cates like 10 ,o, xd)mv 'ro F.,,“ - . \
"'t‘a.f'dludaw > etc s on h1s v1ew as we11,~ 1t is. not and cannot be exp]amed o
. ' in what sense the 1ncomp1ete concept non- Being is a ”part" of thference v’f“:“
,Further as’ 1n our cr1t1c1sm of Owen s p051t1on on-therpassage 25781 ff
‘1n the last sect1on, if, indeed, it is the focus of P]ato s exp]anat1on
jrof negatwe predwatwn to. exphcate -ra f“"‘) av1 e., "1s not", then
"P]ato s para;1e1 and ana]ogous ‘explication of the negat1ve pred1cates 12) o

M K-U\OV TDM Jlxdtqhs perp]exmg

J;;Togconclude,%1t seems to be that we cannot, as Moravcs1k does,"

‘."o-:s exp’lanatwn of ‘ﬂ: p-w) W to be an exp]anatwn of
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- To pum Rd)ov' T Low O{lelOV etc., for that does not accord
either with the text of the passage, or with the Parity Assumpt1on On
h ‘the other hand, we cannot accept Owen's pos1t10n, that vo /'01 W
hke ‘ro ;-:n Ral)mv, 'ro /—cr) o(lramv etc. is accounted. for by refer-
ence to D1fference for it is puzzhng why the analogy of T f—c‘n K/
to other negat1ve pred1cates shou]d -be made at a]] On the Parity |
Assumptwn as Owen takes it, the explication of 1?9 fan, ov shou]d be

the exp]1cat1on of all negat1ve pred1cat1ons, Jjust as the exp11cat1on

of 7o dv is the exp]1cat1on of pos1t1ve predication.. As well, for Owen, .

Just as for Moravcs1k there is no sense to be made of what P]ato means
by say1ng that T0 f~nq 0V'1s a part" of D1fference ‘ ‘ e
/ .Let us return to an examination q{ the passage itself. It is

‘my view thaf‘the focus of - the whole passage is the proof wh1ch P]ato

\

/
~offers that not- Be1ng 1s a real th1ng with a! nature of its own. At

,257E2 4, 257E6 7 this po1nt‘1s made w1th reference to the not- Beaut1—
ful. At 258A1 -2, it is made with reference to: - . f &
At 258A4 6, the po1nt 1s made quant1tat1ve]y with reference

to - the not Just Cornford trans]ates th1s ‘
And we must a]so put the not Just on the same’
- footing as the .Just with respect to the fact
that _the one éxists no less than the other

The quant1tat1ve po1nt, in fact recurs throughout the passage at

257E10 with reference to the not-Beautiful, 1t is sa1d that the Beaut1—

‘ful ex1sts no more than the not- Beaut1fu1 the po1nt is made as above
w1th reference to the not ~Just; 1t 1s made as well 1n the Stranger'y

summ1ng up at 258A8 - 11

Kot} z\)u on ‘rawn, Aego,aﬁ‘/‘ éﬂélﬂt—,ﬂ‘y &n/-i .

ov ¢6615 éfdv»y TV cfvrwv 0060\ él«:Vys
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e oua;,; avaam, Iy Kel T ,acyuac odoThS
Iu.na’evo_s ;1‘7'&\/ Pvra -neevw ‘

+ Finally, when the ana1ogy of the not-Beautiful, the not Just etc is ~

carried through to its app11cat1on to not- Be1ng, at 25881 4 we get:

Oukouv ws e&‘:z«v 7, 1115 Bdre u,u (00

4»06(.—«)5 Kols :7’115 Tou ovros Tp o’s d»w)—»

Aa( dvrlKél,u.eVov St 966:5 ouo’ev ;;\rrov
oLuTDU 'rou ﬁms 008iat €éTiv

There is no sense to . be made of th1s po1nt un]ess we take P]ato to be
\

mak1ng compar1sons as to the rea11ty or’ ex]stence of the, pos1t1ve forms o

‘,w1th the negat1ve forms, or parts of D1fference For Owen s v1ew, as

b
well as for Frede S, these compar1sons as .to the amount of Be1ng wh1ch )

th1ngs possess Q1]1 s1mp1y make no sense at all;> s1nce there sure]y W111

be- no var1at1on as to degree of the 1ncomp]ete concept of Be1ng B ,/

'Although Moravcs1k may a]]ow that P]ato may be speak1ng here of degrees

ofaex1stence (th1s w111 depend on how one understands "most]y“ in the
passage quoted above from his art1c]e) h1s 1nterpretat1on of the force

of the argument in th1s passage makes no sense of Plato’ 'S mot1vat1on for

) speak1ng For on h1s 1nterpretat1on Just as on that of Owen and

Frede the force of the passage ought to be to show that an 1ncomp1ete

"is not" has 1eg1t1mate usage, not to show, as we contend,vthat.11> pcq

s

- Ov has an existent. referent

If we look over the argument takwng the steps back from the
conc]us1on, 1t 1ooks 11ke th1s | |

258B8 - 9 we have found not Be1ng : ,
25881 5 not-Being exists no-less than- existence for it
~ ©is a part of Difference .
- 257E : In this, it is like the not-Beautiful which
y EXIStS no less than the Beautiful. The not-
Beaut1fu1 is an ex1$tent set in contrast to

T
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- question is: prec1se1y what ro]e does the not)on of ant1thes1s, or -

258812 ff.
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another ex1stent the Beautiful. .
25706 7 We say this because of the status of the not-
Beautiful as a part of Difference.
- 257C11-12 We have already proven that Difference is one,
but
‘D1-2 We allow that 1ike know]edoe, it -has parts

,‘, Thé conclusion with regard to not-Being is clearly set out at

Qe? . )\e av o To ,ug ov p .ws
esT ‘n7v olurou ¢uéov Xov, me

. 7 lu.-., Vot Y [-t“)'d : 0urw €
Kou To' IA"‘! oV KT Tawrov v Te Nol)
661'4 /A.-v, yv GVd/alﬂfa-OV T'wv ﬂoXva /

Svrwv éo’os Ev. . . ; /

Not Bemg is one Fdrm, which has a nature of its own, Just/ as (wdrur
To f»ﬁw /.l.-r& is one Form having 1ts own nature Hence/ b/y direct
means , P]ato has come to a denial of Parmen1dés 1nJunct1on
| 25802 ; , R
. | - c") "1,, f"T 1ToTéE 11ocnwu cﬂ1f~=7 p éj:mll /un7 étHITZ(
It has been argued, then, that P]ato has estab11shed‘/he

existence of Non-existence. - What does this mean,phowever, and why

“-

should he wish to do such a thing? In order to find out, two prelimi-

nary,investigations must'be.undertaken.’ We must examine what Plato has |
in'mind when he us'es the wor,;d &m'Beé 'S in this/passage, and we
must-find out what sense he attadhes to. "d1fference s the long post-
poned inquiry ment1oned at the beg1nn1ng of th1s sect1on ‘

P1ato has ma1nta1ned throughout th1s passage and the one.
xam1ned in the last'sect1on that negat1on 1s not to be 1dent1f1ed with

contrar1ety In-this passage>he appears to identify it with what he

caHs onl geéls wh1ch we may translate as "contrast" Now the

s
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contrast play, in the exolication‘ofvnegation?

Moravcsik s\imp]y-.identi.fies C”(Vfllgeéls with Difference.3
He takes the sense of the wkrdv"different“ in this passage to be
'"antitheticaT too". This, of course, fits with the view that ‘differ-
ence' is an incomplete concept. .It does not, however, sit well with
the.idea; which Plato expTicttTy subscribes to, that "Difference" is
the‘name of a Form. I shall devote further discussion to this point tn '
the_nekt.chapter.‘ The other problem with Moravcsik's yjew;’as well as'\
the view of Kostman, that "ditference” has  the sensevhere of "incompati—,
b]e with", is that it belies the apparent continujty'of the three
passages we have been discussing For "different" at 256E ff is
~allowed by aTT commentators to have 1ts T1tera] Greek meaning of
"numerically different" or "other".

I suggest that there'ishanother possfbiTity for interoreta-
tion which has not been tconsi'dered It is that ;(VTl’gb'élS is not to
lbe seen as a reTat1on whose sense is captured by the word "different”,
but: rather, is to be considered, like contrar1ety, as be1ng a feature
of - ‘the th1ngs contrasted Thus at‘257B6 8, we'argued against
Kostman that PTato S po1nt was a. pureTy referential one, not a po1nt /
about the meamng of terms. The point was that 75 /«"1 f‘-‘)«l does
not s1gn1fy (o/»7)ouv somethmg which is- contrary ‘to To;u!a) we
argued that it was m1sTead1ng to - take the po1nt to be that 7o ,La)/d’)'o\
does not mean "what is contrary to /*471& : Thus, we. were forced to
see contrar1ety as be1ng someth1ng, as 1t were, in the pair. TaTT Short
but not in TDM& - -m [Ay ftk)'d So we m1ght put the pomt in th1s
~way: Tall and Short are contrar1es, ) ,uk[-k and 7 /«";/ﬁ" are o’% ‘
ant1thet1cals fe



We find, when we look at the lines 258B1 -5 that their 1iter-
al rendering accords well with this. Cprnford translates this:

So it seems, when a part of the nature of the
Different and a part of the nature of the Exist-
ent (Existence) are set in contrast to one
another the contrast is, if it be permitted to
say S0, as much a reality as Existence itself

. (my italics)..

This does not mean.that Difference existsjust as much as Existence
itself, which is what it would have to mean on any interpretation which
identifies contrast as the sense of "d1fferent", rather it must mean

~ Vv
tha_wvhe antithetical, 15 /451 cn/ , exists just as much as7Z)Ch/

what is the point of constructing al] negat1ve thlngs in th1s
passage: TS gy /‘174 TS po Kcon, 8 g Dll'(dloV TOf—C‘l’
las parts of the Different, if not at 1east to imply that Difference is
itself nothing other than the antithesis between them and their positive
counterparts? If we look to the passage 1tse1f we see, as I have
a]ready emphas1zed that the role of D1fference appears to be to estab-
lish the full- -fledged existence of these negatives. The parts of Dif-
ferenee cannot fail to have the same degree of existence as it itself
has; therefore, insofar as the negatives are parts of Difference, they
exist just as much as the'positive'things which are antithetical to
o o ‘7 - | / : .

Thus,'Difference may be seen as having quite a different role
in this'passage thah that ascribed to it by Moravcsik Jjust as we havet
a]ready seen that it must have a d1fferent role at 257B ff, from that /
‘ascr1bed to it by Kostman There 1s no reason ‘to be]1eve that in these
passagesﬁPlato is ta1k1ng about’ the meanlng of "d1fferent" or of "not"

rather it wou]d appear that he.1$ speak1ng_of the natures of the “things

Y



169

ﬁenojed by. the form of cxpressiOn'nb /4ﬂ7 F-.

o “ . walgr
\ ‘:*“*?3 i But still, it may be argued that the antithet1cal natures of R
o N L 'f ”
y T the thing& ﬂgﬂtﬂ\are the parts of Difference must reflect back somehow
. /\ Jiw k'-\ ,. Ay
5& upon Difference itcelf If we are not to say that Difference is the

. ‘re1at10n of antithesis lying between thesdﬁ%hings;“we nevertheless must
see that, in some sense, their being antitheticals must be derived ﬁrom
their being parts of the Different. This, however, does not harm the

point made Sbove -
. a
What I am arguing, in effect, is that Dxfference *whw]e rela-
4

't1ona]”‘$£‘got an 1ncomplete concept.

3.

Y

In his article "Plato on Negation and Not-Be{ng in the

Sophist!, Edward Lee puts forward a jiew about°257c - 258E. which is in
some respects s&mi]ar to mine 4? ~H1sv1nﬁerpretat1ons of 257E2 7+1s

that the not- Beaut1fu1 s a be1ng whose n&ture con51sts in antithesis
to another be1ng,,v1z s Beauty In éehere} the parts of Other are
just those th1ngs whose nathhe‘eon51sts in this determ1nate ant1thes1s,
determ1nate 1n the sense that,t;e;eht1thes1s is focusse% on sdme other

A .
BT NS T 1
L LA F 1 PR v
Sage- ‘ . . , T:é-"; _!,, D W l' \,_-L . s;‘
v, (0

hY

determ1nate x. T have also argued for th1$ 1nterpretatwbn of the pas-

Lee makes the po1nt zhat th1s passage 257€ - 258E marks a

(

b .
change in what he cal]s the "roTe" of other ~In ear11er passages

e ‘Q ga‘b i"‘d

(2510 - 257A) where otheh had the ro]e of a Form d1fferent1ator, it

had a superven1ent ro1e, where, as on my account a participational

\

mode] was used to ana1ysegthe d1st1nct1ons of e.g., Motion and Rest:

g ﬁ

Mot1on participates in other with regard to Being. “In the 257C - 258E

passage, Lee suggests, 1t p]ays a const1tut1ve role whereby 1ts parts‘

Tt

’const1tute the negat1ve Forns the1r be1ng what they are cons1sts
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o 'é/4/ e F% ‘ } ! ‘
j,‘__;‘~vcvse1yv1n the1r be1hg ant1thet1ca1 to.- determ1ne natures. L

“Lee! S pos1t1on d1ffers from m1ne on what I have been ma1nta1n- e

’;>%{:‘ 1ng 1suthe cruc1a1 poqnt however. He accepts theVOwen Frede v1ew that T':V ‘@
/’Lu for P]atoa to be 1s to be someth1ng f He thus takes 'Not be1ng to be . fé
Bt the cover1ng concept for the parts of Other. (He does not, 11ke o :'fffi; "5‘é
f'é%f4Moravcs1k, 1dent1fy Not»Be1n w1th Other 1tse]f I h;ve cr1t1c1zed ‘f.>”ff: fji
'if;v, th1s v1ew above ) If my argument that 257C 0‘257A are a]? passages 1n '.';. T é
‘fgig‘;awh1ch an ana]ogy 1s drawn between the ana]ys1s of~other negat1ves and ﬂ\‘: , _E
azlgft,Not Be1ng, then Lee cannot be r1ght about th1s° - ’/u “T.‘ | | » w. e ?ut
;1; tﬂ”fl The Lee account has the vﬂrtue that 1t does away wnth the ~; .fh_;f-"i'*\i;
. 'necess1ty of argu1ng, as, Eﬁg., Kostman and-Moravcs1k do, that “other" "?{j;: ‘fjdéé

changes 1t5vsense Th1s 1s a v1rtue tth T w1f_f_ preserve for my own [

\gfg.; afcount The prob]em that Moravcs1k s 1nterpr,tat1on puts to us, 1s

o 7

@

Ll e
SR i 2 A

:ﬁa the numertca]ﬂnon 1dent1ty'of:Forms an 'the negat1ve Forms7 If Lee 1s
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'th1ng spoken Of im

vparts The1r ex1stence and the1r ant1thet1ca1 (rather than contrary) 8

| '"v‘-'_c1ude that g'ghere is. a Form ‘ro,lo'dv wh1ch a1so has ‘ex stence and a

‘;_"’-_"v.:{negat‘n/e express1ons w1th the express,mn 1b /41, ov. |
| '.'-'fthe negatwe expresswons are fomPhd td h?ﬁe referenﬁ‘eﬁtakeot th e

to the express1on To /»01

if»“'-}cont1nu1ty of these passages 1s the ro'le of D1fference, :;Qr rather the e

7y

we use the express1on -rb /4-»7 A‘is not some-.

thing whlch is cont?;éry to. -ro /.-.eard but rather somethmg wh1ch is
':'":d1fferent from T'o /47:& S1m11ar1y, the th1ng spoken of when we use | B
“the eXpress1on ‘ro /c;, W is not the contra(ry of the th1ng spoken

" fof when we say 't'o 0\(\, but rather somethmg wh1ch 1s d1fferent from S

\7I SR b

F1naHy, we - have apphed the same ana'log1ca] 1nterprétat1ons

to the 1ast passage exahlned There 1t s found that there ex1sts a.

_set of negatwe Forms wh1ch are ant1thet1ca1 to the1r pos1t1ve counter- i

5 I, .:‘natures can be traced to\the1r be1ng parts of the genus D1fference By R

v

,\‘._analogy w1th the Forms the not Just the not Beaut1fu1, _etc s we con- ,‘ L

\

iy

,nature of 1ts own as a part of the genus D1fference ,

Thus we may see the bassages as he]d together 1n th1s way

.

"I“*‘l‘f;m eac,h case there 1s an analogy drawn between the ana]ys1s of ord1nary

\ / SR : ,‘_::,s:.': :

‘ ,I,nb each case

’ : ,:' m.ﬁ‘

tl"".t"?-.__}ex1stence of the Form D1fference, and reference 1s by anaTog)r attr1buted

q Now, what eommantators" have found d1ff1cu1t to’ana]yze m th -

# —

"'an‘ assumpt1on bas1c to“aH of:them tha\' " the focus-of the 1ast two
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| 'F_' to h1m any d1st1hct1oﬁ2§gtwe3n pred1cat1ve contexts and 1dent1tat1ve ’ \Q

-”sages 1s on negatlvgqpred1cat1on 1s, I be11eve,

N &
' 's1on 'rb ov w1th the copu]a the 1dent1f1cat1on of To /‘01 ov w1th the

"inegat1on of the copu]a e | f:- f:}'f’t'v '\Si.'

f-ffbetween the passages d1sappears For the conc]us1on ofgeach of. the

| ”j"'.['to be that whereever, 1 ey 1n whatever context, the expres 1on To/-q B
S ; e o R
:”=Z‘/ arwses, 1t refers to the same Form, name]y non Ex1stence, the

‘ference was

172 -

ot

. ,«then creates a h1atus between what is going on w1th reference to Dif- =

ference 1n t‘e 1ast two . passages as opposed to the f1rst where D1f~
fpparent]y 1nvoked to exp11cate numer1?a1 deferent1at1on

However the assumpt1on that the focus of the ]ast two pas-

m1staken one. The;'

':ronly ‘reason to take that to be the focus of the last two passages 1s .

“'t‘u

"'what I have been argU1ng is 1ncorrect the 1dent1f1cat1on of the expres~'

\ . by
e

If we rather 1nterpret a11 three passages as focus1ng}on

:tpfmdmg a referent for the expressmn To /o,ol where th1s 1s n‘ot 1den-'

\fft1f1ed w1th the copu]a, but rather w1th non ex1stence /then the h1atus

Y R

.a:_;passages 1s the same --ﬂﬂb/a7avdoes have a referent Just\]1ke other S
_”;'negat1ve terms : : _t?i\“,, T
| rﬁﬂy_;;f' If we take the focus of P1ato s d1scuss1on 1n these passages

o ) fto be- the reference of the express1on 7b,l~",w then we need not ascmbe '\\

BN - s

“'7,ones, or at 1east no d1st1nct1on wh1ch dr1ves a wedge between one dense
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o d1st1nct1on
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 the Sophistvat‘least two_senses‘of'"is not" (the ex1stent1a1 "is not" -
dropping out a]together) But we have found 1n the Sophist on]y one " P

sense of 7Z:ov be1ng g1ven ana]ys1s -- the ex1stent1a1 one- -~ and th1s

. 1-,1eaves us w1th on]y one sense of‘ro /a, 0(/ as well.

I have now g1ven my argument that there 1s no reason to o

‘7jd1srupt the cont1nu1ty of the three passages Th1s 1s at the same t1me
‘\an argument that Plato does not have more than one\concept of D1fference
o I have a]so a]ready stated my be11ef that the concept of D1fference that

"he does have is. what 1n post Ar1stote11an term1no]ogy we ca11 numer1ca1

Someone may now argue even 1f the focus of the three pas- ’

‘ sages 1s on' the reference of | the express1on ‘Ré'/O;O‘V, s1nce that
| f"express1on occurs 1n two rad1ca1]y d1fferent egné&kts, there 1s every

_reason to be11eve that there 1s at 1east som Jf J‘page between concepts

Qof D1fference : Kostman,45 for example argues at P]ato cannot be

us1ng "D1fference" 1n t;e/;ense of”numer1c 1st1nct1on to exp11cate

‘,Utﬁo /<7 Ch/ where ﬁt ocqurs as ‘a negat1ve pred1cate : Nor,,he-argues,'
can P1ato use: that concept to exp11cate fa]sehood Thus Kostman as 1t

"ffwere, argues back from the resu]ts -- 1f the assumpt1on of the concept

, : 3
;’"d1fference" 1s to be usefu] in the exphcatwn of ‘To/-o, W 1n pred1-

.‘:;cate contexts and w1th refenenee to fa]sehood, 1t must not be 1dent1f1ed

-]jw1th numer1ca1 d1st1nct1on,vhe ma1nta1ns

The on]y way to counter th1s argument 1s to see whether P]ato

"gcan make use of the concept of d1fﬁerence as numer1ca] d1st1nct1on 1n
the exphcatmn of Ta/ch 1n 1ts use w1th reference to fa]sehood

'“k"gI sha]] take th1s up in the,eext sect1on _;f,;f)fv_ f»f ‘;i,}wgi_ii':"
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1 3.2.4 P]ato on Falsehood Again

In Chapter 1 ‘T devoted. a sect1on to the famous and d1ff1cu1t

’f11es" What I concentrated on was the/1nf1uence of the Correspondence

‘ Assumpt1on on P]ato s ana]ys1s Thus, I focussed on the 1mportance of

174 -

':bpasgage at 2638 ff "where P]ato exp1a1nj the fa]se sentence "Theaetetus

.the word aas at 263B4 5, 26389 and 263D2. I left q1v1no a prec1se

account of how D1fference is supposed to funct1on t111 now -- a]thouqh
1 d1d c1a1m there that 1ts funct1on, in accordance w1th the correspond-"

ence assumpt1on wou]d be to give reference. to’ character1zat1ons of %

. \7I ,/
nga]se sentences as say1ng 119 ,«

On Kostman s 1nterpretat1on there are two poss1b1e accoun*a '

/

f f "'x is F' is’ fa]se" g }What P]ato says at 263B:

BN ,‘
Lo F s non-identical with 6. o

B b) There is, some 6 such that 6 s anﬁéﬁ/

rﬂqpt X: and G.is. 1ncompat1b]e w1th ?v45 f

. ".M{,. .
.There 1s a th1rd a]ternat1ve noted by Frede '_f:J

- c) x is non 1dent1ca1 w1th F

’a‘)" For- any G, if G 1s an ov 1'(&,;” X then F ,

t?Th1s th1rd poss1b111ty is reJected by a11 commentators on the grounds

/ “

' ';that 1t reduces a]] negat1ve pred1cat1on to den1a1 of 1dent1ty
‘ leattr1bute this qnterpretat1on of falsehood to P]ato wou]d be s1mu1tal |

d_neous]y to attr1bute to h1m a rea1 lack of understand1ng of. pred1cat1on—

¥

5,fipret1ng the»phrases »'1_'v ‘~j_uj},_;, ‘-,\ fﬁ;'

“To

:the very concept about wh1ch accord1ng to the 11ne of 1nterpretat1on
b,be1ng cr1t1c1zed here, P]ato gets clear 1n the oph1st It 1s-worth<;
dAnot1ng that in the face of. the 1mprobab111ty of C for th1s 11ne of

E ‘1nterpretat1on commentators are forced to fa]] back upon A and B.

';j?for a}] P]ato says at 263B C m1ght be. correct It 1s on1y by 1nter- fd,"



pi

W

o ' ‘ ' L
&T'ePO( TIAJV DVT(-OV (26337) and ,
| ovr«.:v r}e. o'e Zrepal Trepe &60 _ |
t :# - A
as be1ng about re]atwns between pred1cates (yv-rwv denotmg the

pred1cates and eﬂ:pd the re]atwn) that one is in’a pos1t1on to reject

C. .I' have a1ready d1sputed th1s 1nterpretat1on of the 11nes in Chapter.'

.

. hovod I Theaetetus 1s 1augh1ng, and s1tt1ng and '1augh1ng are no "“"ﬂ:

~that’ the non 1dent1ty of F and G 1s too weak for an account of fa]se— B

‘ting" . For Theaetetus m1ght very e]] be both s1t ‘ ; "aughmgv.

If one does 1nterpret TLOV éVT"J\/ Qere as denotmg pred1—

cates A and B are the a1ternat1ves rema1mng A-»1s reJected on grounds

1‘dent1ca1 th]s w1H not yet secure the “Fa]s1ty of "Theaetetus is s1t- ® K

<4

" Something stronger.‘ than mere,numerma_] differentia ity "eeded“to

.:seCure fa]sehood So with the réjection of A and 0

s -

p ]

: he poss1b111ty

. o - o R
-of 1nterpret1ng eTﬁsmp]y as otherness or numer'%ca , d1fference B °
45 then the remain poss1b1hty e : o

:sf?, 0 want to argue that B 1s too strong to. g1ve an account of

| fa]sehood at least w1th1n the restr1ct1ons 1a1d down by P]ato #er o

't»/assertmg that these compd'fﬁ'fd exph

Coedn the d1a1ogue At 257B as I have mamtamed Plato appears to'%e
i ‘speakmg not of the meamng of f"’" or m) but of the refeWence of
| _,compound expressmns 11ke 1': ,u-v’ W I take 1t‘that P1ato s

s‘swns conta1n1ng f"l and ov do not

'p1ck out thmgs contrairy to the th1ngs denoted by the name after the

' f’negatwn s1gn Thus 5’ ,k-p, l’*d"" p1cks out ne1ther ™ d/-ou(fov

,wnor To 166\/ In th1s way negat1on 1s marked@ff and d1st1ngu1shed

»

Later on P]ato secures the same po1nt by 1dent1fy1ng the

]

; _from contrar1ety R % BT At N PR



‘relation between pos1t1ve and negatwe Forms as ,,Lméws At 258B
_he stresses that the relation of Not- Be1ng to Bemg 15 dv-ruéeéas » Noty ;

b

contrar1ety The roTe of the Form- D1fference is to 'sécure an . obJect of .

reference for negatwes -~ the'not Tlarge 1s what is’ different-from- i

»

Targe, not bemg is what is* d'lfferent from -being.
¥

Two' things, I think,- emerge from reviewing these two passages

. for the 1nterpretat1on of 263B 1) If any one of A, B, or C fits with /.

these passages, it is C and 2) these passages ru]e o& B.. I shaH»,f .
-address the second pomt first. ‘ ,' . ' ‘ '

&é} o “ ’

*‘ B 1s ru]ed out beqause it makes contrar1ety underwr1te nega—

"t1'on The faTsehood of "Theaetetus s1ts” depends upon 1ts bemg th?i

- case that Theaetetus does not s1t _ For P]ato the reference of "ntét ‘
g

~s1tt1ng” 1s to w‘hat 1s d1fferent from s1tt1ng Interpreters who debate;;

[

the mer1ts of B over A pomt out that mere d1fference from §1tt1ng will
not be . suff1c1ent to expTam the fa]sehood of Theaetetus sits s1nce
' ,each o‘f the: propert1es that are 1n facg true of Theaetetus wr'H be | ,

'.d1fferent from each other So 1t is asserted that aH that. wﬂT prowde :

ca suff1c1ency here for the fa]sehood of "Theaetetus si ts" are those ;

. when he demed that f1nd1ng the reference of T1- ;«»1 Wnnvo]ved

. i vy .‘ NN
pgperhes of Theaetetus wh1ch are the 1ncompat1b1es of s1tt1ng .-
- like ! standmg and Tymg Ba‘t this approach makes contrar1ety under—

wr1te negation and fa]sehood And th1s was forb1dden by PTato at 257B

'lookmg to T3 6Pukfov and -ro osov At 2588 the reference of ‘the
§ two: content1ous phrases, Zfe,ox Tcov ov-r!-oV and ovrl-JV a’e d»é

0

-ere/oal ﬂeﬂl 603 7 are g1ven a prec1se 1nterpretat1on

4 v
, The reference of the phrases is to a part of D1fference, and a- re]atwn -

"'15 spec‘wjed between’o’m-!and ¢(T$ool -ri?w‘ ’éwwv _— wh1ch is -

g

- 13 . . u‘
W o .
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distmct from contrariety, viz. 0“’7"9"6’3 S
/i ,a”‘ At might be arqued that a]though P]ato does spec1fy a re1at1on
')ﬁf and an obaect of reference for negat1ves the quest1on may still be
n raised -- what 1ncompat1b1e properties does Theaetetus have which are
"1ntegra11y connected to his not sitt1ng (un11ke ‘1augh1ng )" For evehk
if D1ffqgence does secure reference for negation mere reference w111

5'not bqunough to account for fa1s1ty That 1s, a110w1ng that “not

;%m sfttlngl, does not yet g1ve_us an account of the fa]s1ty of.

,.' e

“zheaetetu Ls1ts";"To @@cou o

! £als1ty, it m1ght be argued we st111
T @_3 -,:‘uwt’" *u. ) .

ucﬁneed 1ntompat§b111ty {taiﬂjesf*”

| Th1s is a pos1t1on that no one ho]ds | Kostman*adtual]y sub—'
st1tutes the word "1ncompat1b1e" for the word- “d1ff%rent" in B..
But if someone were to adopt 1t there is a rep]y wh1ch I
}be11eve 1s def1n1t1ve The case taken uE in the passage at 2588 is, as )
;,I have‘argued~above, whatha]].the analogies of other‘negat?ves 1ead up :

to, - the:casevof Not-Being If it is once alTowed that this'rea11y is;

i

», )J‘- .

HNS1tt1ng" in "Theaetetus 1s not s1ttfng" has a- referéht, name]y, 'd1ffer-'}hw

a 1eg1t1mate case of negat1on then there can be no resort to 1ncompat1-* -

b]es to exp1a1n 1ts ro]e in account1ng for fa]sehood Whether, as I

gumg, To f-r, av and ‘Tol ,.a] WTK are understood exist-
ent1a11y or whether they are understood as 1ncomp1ete pred1cates the
fac{)c'éremams that it is Jv and gvra wh1ch are. negated,«, and there can

e
be no resort to 1ncompat1b1es or contrar1es to exp1a1n their ro]e in ¢

\“.ﬁi-hood, s1nce Be1ng has 'no 1ncompat1b1es So on th1s v1ew, P]ato

wou]d be cont1nua1]y mak1ng hash of his’ own pos1;1on when -he states it ¥

o _ 1n connectwn wvth 10 [~'v) N and ‘rok fcr, avr-\ as he’ cons1stent1y

R /. . A
does ;' S e R u Rt

s
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I want now to turn a point of Kostman s back -on itself. He
‘ argues{ since Be1ng has no incompatibles, Plato cannot be talking about

Being and it w111 have ho role to p]ay in the analysis of falsehood. My °

A
_point is: s}nceﬁP]ato ts constant1y talking about Being and Being has
no 1ncompatib1es, insofar as Being is used to account for falsetiood,
there can be no resort‘to the incompatible predicates accountt

| It is-worth'noting that a]though’at 263 P]ato‘has before him
the examples of\true and false statements* l‘1"heaetetus is sitt%ng”‘and
“Theaetetus is f1y1ng" and. a1thougb the discussion appears to be

spec1f1ca1]y about these examp]es,”P]ato puts his case with regard to

K Vi
o fals1ty w1thout reference to e1fher ,s%%tang or 'f1y1ng » but on]y with

: S ar
: referende to - 'bé1ng If. B or the proposed mod1f1cat1on of B were

= 4“.»

correct Plato would be mak1ng nibsghSe of h1s pos1t1on here.
- So it 1ooks as. though A ? and C must a]] the reJected for
the reasons foered above The conc]us1on to be drawn from th1s,
, suggest, is that the 11nk between negat1on and fa]sehood 1s not made by
way of’ negat1ve pred1dat10n The account of fa]sehood s made out by
.way of the c]amﬁcatmn of the expr‘ess*on 16 /~"l °V 5 the prob]em e
’ a]] along was with ' non ex1stence and not w1th negat1ve pred1cat1on |
2_ In .Chapter’ 1, 1 1nterpreted P]ato s account of fa]se sent- |
‘ ences as fa]se sentenfes make as if some th1ng ex1sts (e.g.; o Jvz?'knﬂ
Theaetetus f]y1ng) when they do not As 1t can be seen the. prob]em 1s .
.at a‘d1fferent 1eve1 from‘a worry about the referent'of “f1y1ng"{ |
"F1y1ng" 1tse1f c1ear1y has a referent -- name]y, F1y1ng ~ Nor as 1
argued in Chapter 1 w111 the prob]em turn out to be one of the comb1na-‘
' st1on of "Theaetetus" and “f]y1ng" 1n speech when they -are not in rea11ty

4

' comb1ned a prob]em wh1ch m1ght be seen as connected w1th f1nd1ng a oo
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‘a sense to. the precise terms in which the paradoxes are stated which
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v

referent for "is". The problem seems rather'to'be to find a reference

e

for what 'is said in the account of wherein the fa1sity lies: i.e.,
f1nd1ng a reference for Td /01 OW'-k in:
47
T % ol w5 Ovra ).
i BTG Meger - -,
If T am right about the point of Plato's. ana]ysis of negation,
it will have been to get lear about what this means -- not what "not

f1y1ng“ means, as on Kostman s” account.
. y

Now, 1f as I have been arguing, P]ato has g1ven us an account

3

of thEmreference of "does not ex1st" then here is where that aha]ijs
oughtjto be brought to bear ‘ 4 R
‘ﬁé§{qe It shou]d be noticed once- again how ser1ous1y P]ato takes the
ap;%ia of the ear]y part of the dialogue. CIf my 1nterpretat1on is

correct, the prOJect of,the second half of theeSophist has been to give

w111 reso]ve them, not to show that the paradoxes are m1s statements

of the prob]em Thus, at 26389 _we f1nd an echo of the formu]at1on of

‘ the paradox at. 237D- to speak fa]se1y is to saym ro\dv ‘Only at

th1s p01nt "say1ng'n> P°1°V " does not reduce to saying noth1hg
What does 1t reduce to, then’ It reduces to say1ng something
!

“which is not the oppos1te of wh%t ex1sts, but 1ts ant1thes1s False-

‘hood, thus, ‘turns out to be speaking of what does not exist as though

'1t d1d . And the poss1b111ty of SO speak1ng\1s preserved by the ex1st-

ence of the Form TDMJJ - . : \\ w 2

oA T N

: X - é Voo _ D
: Thus, "Theaetetus flies" receives the fo]]owing account:

;'"Theaetetus f11es" asserts the ex1stence of Theaetetus flying. But

3

A

Theaetetus f1y1ng does not ex1st "Theaetetus flies", however, Makes»as‘

| ;1Fi1t.d1d (263B9). 50 someth1ng_was_said.‘ What:was said'ﬁas otherf

v / _ ‘ : ; : o

W
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than what is (26387). / v

. This so]ut1on is very much the product of the terms in which

‘ the problem 1is set At 26005 ff., P]ato makes _the Stranger take up

the question whether speech opinion and fancy part1c1pate in not Being.
At 26106 £f., he asks whether not-Being touches them. The conclusions
\of the discussion of falsehood at 263D ff appears to sum up the posi-
t1on there’ is "reaHy and truly" ( OvrwS Wi AV,Dus false.
discourse -- that is, discourse which, while 1t‘exists, can only be
exp1ained by reference to non-Existence.

Th1s talk of the part1c1pataon of false d1scourse in non-

e

55Ex1stence 1s not metaphor1caﬂ»b'(1t must be- 1nte£§reted as a metaphor,

however vdnd a hlgh]y confus1ng, 1f\not downr1ght m1s1ead1ng one,, by

» those who take P]ato to mean Relational Be1ng, by- TS | d‘ The dif-

f1cu1ty all a]ong has been to come to understand the onto]ogy of a .

k-

'fa1se ;entence If what is sa1d does not ex1st then how can anyth1ng
. L

i : ;
'have‘been said’ It wou]d now appear that even though what was said is

ﬁot, since not to be is on]y to be other than what 15, the conc]us1on
may not be drawn that nothlng was -said.

Thus the po1nt of the ana]ys1s given above does not lie in a-

difficulty about the fact that Theaetetus does not have some attr1bute

N Rather the point seems “to be that what' was said about Theaetetus, wh11e

not the case, neverthe]ess ex1sts

’ Perhaps it 1s d1ff1cu1t to see that anyone. cou]d be puzzled

about th1s in Just th1s way The commentators d1scussed have all

. 1ocated the prob]em at" the level of g1v1ng an ana]ys1s of the actual

content of what was sa1dﬂandvthen re]atlng th1s to what is -the case

| about Theagtetus. But I am’ suggest1ng that the prob]em does not 11e

A

=
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least it must be. ‘ T , \ EE -
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with the content of what was said‘--‘with "flying", for example, as it

relates to what.may tru]y‘be said about Theaetetus, e.g., "sitting".
The problem lies in seeing how«"Theaetetus flies" can be‘ahything at all,

once ,it is recognized that 1t is a representation that does not repres-.

ent anything which really is the case. "Theaetetus flies" is different

from everything that is (or for: that matter, was or will be -- the curi- .

ous nature of Plato's example' may stem from an attempt-to make the dif-

'fi§u1ty seem as dire as possible). Plato's solution comes from this

very formulation, for insofar as we can-say that it is different,' at

L)

Hhat this all depends upon is'the p0551b1]1ty of nak1ng sense

. of, i.e., flnd1ng a reference for, den1als of existence. Vhat is in-

Do o

-indeed Contrary to what other 1nterpreters impute to P]ato I have

/

'vo]ved in this? °

3.2.5 'Dénying Existence v : ' N

been argu1ng that he does not d1verge very far from an essentially.- \

Parnen1dean framework I do not thlnk for 1nstance, that P]ato

Jocates in Parmen1des wr1t1ng some serious Togical n1stake for con-
‘fus1on about ee&rav' The d1vergence appears to be rather P]ato s tak1ng

'serious]y the 1mportance of providing an onto]ogy wh1ch 1nc1udes ]an-

~

P guage. (The cr1t1c1sm of Parmenides at 2448 ff bears w1tness to this

\

concern ) Thus, if the so1ut1ons I atTr1bute to h1m seem unsat1sfac~‘

tory, that 1s because I 1nterpret h1s way of se)t1ng up the problems to

be solved as conservative. o ‘\‘
\x

“Plato’s way of'dealing‘with denials of eitStehééﬂisesurelyﬁ;;'

AT
© 0 Sy~

2

Y PR

Plato's enterprise must now be seen as a very precar1ous one,
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unsatisfactory, if I am“right., Kostman attributes to Plato what 1is

fundamental]y a modern solution:~For Kostman, Plato makes denial re]at~

ed to or dependent on assertion. A8 Thus, fbr Kostman, the denial "X is
not large" brings with it some. assertion as to‘the size of X.” Since ny
does not exist" does not bring with it some such assert{on. the possi-

bility that Plato could contemp]ate oenying existence is excluded.

I have already argued that this cannot be the focus of Plato's
S /

“ ) \ '
- project. The issue surrounding the term 5 lwb'fa’uis one of reference,.

and not_the denial of some size. By the same token, the issue of the
falsehood ofT“Theaetetus'fTies“‘doeswnot center around howuﬂf}ytng“/aoes
not cohere with some other attribute‘of Theaetetus, but what we are to
understand‘ounselves as saying when we say that it is false.- We‘must ‘

‘

ehsure that what wg say was said f1nds a referent.
5 LQ _ Thus to focus on denial s not to capture the essence of
PTato S prOJect PTato s worry is not what the re]at1on is between

den1a1 and assert1on, but whether dny account ‘can be g1ven of what we'

"T have sa1d or spoken of Just in deny1ng That is to say,- h1s worry‘

7 whether a den1a1 itself touches on (ea11ty ‘ S

Th1s TS’ I th1nk the proper rationale for the controvers1al
c1a1m at 259E ' T n
oL)M)swv TV adwv 6u,ar\ou7v S Xo(yos
yepvev 'v;;uv_.

If fa]sehood and denial are to f1nd roots in rea]1ty, it must be in

v1rtue of the 1nterweav1ng of Forms. The 1mportance of the, po1nt made’.

s

1mmed1axgjy before th1s may be over]ooked howeverb The contrast is:
ﬂdvrwv Ao)wv egrrrw _frf‘owwz S
%e:v eko(érov dﬂo 11olv~twv

i .
\ - "

T

. "j .
2 ki
Bt



;Ift must be underwritten by 1nterweav1ng S L2

be assigned so great a ro1e7 ) ' : . f
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in L q‘

‘[THUS both assertion ‘and. denial, truth and falsehood. dcpnnd on the

interweaving of the Fonns. Tho point. thon, is that whatever is said

L
2

What of denial then? S1nce. in general discourse depends on
'1nterweav1ng, don'o] must be ref?ective of interweoving That is to J

”say, denia] must be just another kind of assertion.

Applytng this moral to‘ﬂB,nqc‘v we find that to deny exlst~

ence to something is in fact tp attr1bute to it part1cipatton in some-

thing -- just as’ to deny p.?.{ was to attribute part1c1pat10n in /-01

' .
g
The maJor technical difficulty with the account seems to be

that leference has too great a role to p]ay For while I have argued

that "different" reta1ns a un1voca1 sense throughout the passages dis-

cussed the Form appears to have, two ro]es One of these 1s as the

;genus of the negat1ve Forms, the other is as that Form which guarantees
‘the’ separateness of all the Forms.. Thus, each of the Forms is other

' than a]l the others’ because of 1ts part1C1pat1on 1n D1fference, Dif-

ferenCe is also A.E. Taylor's "moment .of negat1v1ty" 49 uhy/should;it

Y

The prob]em w1th “giving. to Dwfference these funct1ons 1s that

|

at the level of" speak1ng denJal becomes assert1on to say’that X is

not large 1s Just to say that X part1c1pates i the othe% than large

‘Th1s analys1s of . negat1on essent1a?]y e11m1nates deny1ng as @ speech

act whwch opens up further paths of speech A]thoughzthere is conf11ct

between the clalms that somethzgg is large and—that the same th1ng 1s.

;N»\: hAd

| hot ]arge because %f thé’ under]§1ng o(v‘rleé‘dv_s of Large and Not-Large -

"the latter claim leads on ‘to, no pos1t1ve c]atms as to the smze of the

-~

L
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?th1ng when the Not Large 1s accorded the same onto]og1ca1 status as }”jﬂ

”ji ff,the Large. the speech att of deny1ng 1s accorded the same status as that

.vof assert1ng, name]y\\savlnq what someth1nq is. So when one savs that
< va

i

: someth1ng 1s not 1arge Just as when one says ﬁhat someth1ng 15 1arge, 3
bthere is’ no need to go on ; one has a]ready succeeded 1n say1ng what

>somethﬁng is. «351,.,-u n;-Q? :f.j”; ‘g' 5 {Q Ciain _
e R R TR \ S e
.

‘"fﬁ ’5 App]y1ng the ana]ogy of Large and Not Large to Ex1stence and

TVoanx1stence we sée that P]ato has an ana]ys1s wh1ch w111 f1t the s

I

P 'hr'paradoxes he 1ntroduces at the beg1nn1ng ' The prob]ém was to see. what dj{'w*,'“
”-rthe characterlzer of fa]sehood aicomp]1shed when he denied ex1stence to

"‘?;i”what the sophﬁst sa1d Wh¢” he ¢

e - Cia LR R
_\’kn; ChVﬂu It was thought that the character1zat1on cou1d not be L S

ﬂ,;;v'w< ROt
o Taccomp11shed --?th1s was what the f1rst set of paradoxes was des1gned to

aracterized the soph1st as say1ng Tb.,;l&t}.f1ff

PR N2 z
‘.-“;show : But w1th an ana]ys1s of the express1on Toll-q ov - on wh1ch the

=:character1zer has su\ceeded 1n say1ng what by mak1ng reference to the

a',

vrnegat1ve Form Non Ex1stence, P]ato has restored the accomp11shment of

fﬁ;”vffthe character1zer of fa]sehood T AT X SERECRE

P : L w

ﬁ?iffi'second as, I have po1nted out theaso1ut1on seems. 1nadequate But, of_ _;”3 _?ﬁf

‘5ffcourse agaanst a ph1losoph1ca1 background where 1t was }ncomprehens1b1e
_ . ’,;,_ ‘ i
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* CHAPTER 4.

-2 L /

~ w1th one another is

| came’ to understand the doctr1ne . ~,‘: S g

' to see stra1ght off however, that the probTen is’ reaTTy the metaphys1ca1 ;
I AN

]4_1}1 Introduction .

The quest1on wh1ch remains to be answered 1s what is‘the

doctr1ne bf the m12§£1ng of the Forms7 The view that the Forms m1ngTe ‘

R wh1ch runs from 251D- to 257A. The sect1on 254C - 247A is introduced as .

an exemp11f1cat1on of how the Forms, m1ng]e,'"se1ect1ng some of the Forms'h

0n1y, from those that are cons1dered most 1mportant" It woqu seem

A

that th1s sect1on 1s the one we shoqu beg1n exam1n1ng, 1f we are to

4. 1 2 251A - 2510 el e ”'=1-: ST A

, At 251A the Stranger 1ntroduces the subJect of m1ng]1ng by’ :
br1ng1ng -up’ an on probTem~ how do we come to be constant]y ca111ng
the same th1ng by many names’ The prob{em is an on one, but - put 1n a
new way The prob]em, at heart, is a metaphys1caT one hOW”‘S 1t'that |
one th1ng 1s at the same time many’ o |

The probTem 1s here put 1n a new way Tt‘is characterized'as‘

a probTem that we have 1n speak1ng of a th1ng Just in speak1ng of it

as s "it", we aTTow that 1t 1s one, in go1ng on to attr1bute var1ous

- characters to 1t such as "co]ours, forms, size, v1ces and v1rtues" we

seem to aTTow that 1t is many. The correspondence assumpt1on perm1ts us -g\fofj‘

T R S
Joor L

he centrdT concern of the sect1on of the d1aTogue .



.fby the prob1em

#

' §1at1on of what the poverty-str1ken 1nte11ects aHow‘ us to say cwepco—,_‘

1_ ;_ 1ro§ uv&wﬂos, and otd-dgov alvd@ov we note

e o i 189 o

!

‘ one. We cou1d not possib]y be troub]ed by thfs way of speaking, had we

‘not a]ready‘"grasp(ed) the notnon that the one cannot posSib1y be many,

o

nor the many one

P]ato goes on to make fun of peoS]e who are ser10us1y worr1ed

/ ‘M" . T

I fancy, Theaetetus " you often run acrqss ‘ #

pe0p1e who take such matters seriously;*- :
sometimes they are elderly men whose poy-

 erty of intellect makes them admire such

" quibbles, and who think this is a perfect _

- mine. of w1sdon they have discovered.l L -.‘

‘EAs tg;how P]ato h1mse1f dea]s w1th the d1ff1cu1ty we get no c]ue in

this passage He goes on to d1scuss the matter of attr1but10n, but doeSv

- not return at any stage 1n the d1a1ogue to the one-many prob]em

@

itself. o j_‘ "“ B - ‘.A f7) :”" t' | bj_. o

Nhat P]dto undertakes to attack is the thes1s ‘that the attr1b—
ut1on of various characters canno& ‘be made to a th1ng, that is, that we

are restr1cted to nam1ng on]y The passage is sometxmes 1nterpreted to S

,jgood is good The po1nt is however, that 1f a\th1ng, 1n inj a_thing,‘ fff":

B that th1ng can be to revea] the un1tary character that 1t~\-

't1on and 1dent1ty do not- get off the ground Look1ng to ;

f t we may take th1s

, 1 two ways E1ther he means they are a]lowed to speak these words, or he ‘ o
i nmeans they are, allowed to say enveynornas of an =&A@Pﬁﬂﬂq$, 1sé4 to fi?l"h:' 4
‘. caH an NV@/Owrros olvefwtros But in e1ther case, we have done no

TR .
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. more than uttered a name, in the first case, éwice. ‘ﬁor to utter the
' ord "samd¥' in connection 'with szfaotonnos is to attemptkto do what fis
) gorbiddén; that is, it i an attempt to attribute something, namely
éar’heness,’ to the 'ozveokms spoken of. o | | | . -

i ‘ : ’

4.1.3 2410 - 253 o
~ Plato now pdts\thé questions he is driving at:

. Are we not to attach existence to motion and
rest nor anything to anything else; but rather .
- to treat them in our discourse as’'incapable of .
- any blending or participation -in one another?
‘Or are we to.lump them all together as capa-
ble of association with one another? Or shall
~ We say that this is true of some and not )
others? 3 _ B

The trans]ation;quotéd dqes~not do‘enough to show how much is

H

'being.asked.u Tp Begin with, two sortsydf quesfions are being asked.

This is made clear by the ‘constru'ctiohc'!s‘b;tws (.aS-SO_) wh'icﬁ makes its
‘appeakance in the first question énd i§ picked upjby_acis inlphe gecond.
‘Being.faithful to-this construction we sh6u1q translate the?fi;st
question: :. | B BN [ }

Do we neither attriﬁbte Being to Motion and
Rest, nor anything at all to any other, but
as things which are unmixed and incapable

of participation, so do we posit them in our
discourse? ‘ e S : o

Thiskquestibn then canvbé;seen to~embody two sorts of-questidn: _ ~. 

~ 1) Does 'Being not mix with Motion and Rest?

o 2) Are we not entitled to attribute "being" to.

: ‘motion” ‘and "rest", that is, are we able
to say ‘that they are? -

~.Similarly, the second question can be split jn two:

1) Is everything capable of combining .with
. : everything? _ S
L 2) Are we entitled to attribute everything
B to everything else?" s )



possibility of un1versa1 attr1butwon corresponds to a world in which

h , “ 9

Similarly, the third:
1) Do some things mingle only with some things?
Can we attribute some things only to some
things?
The phrasing of the questions very well exhibits the correspondence‘

assumpt1on The occurrence ofcos here, used in this way, gives addi-

tional support to our view, expressed in Chapter 2 and 2 that its trans-

lation as "as; is vital to Plato's theory of truth.
= .“\ ~.~;"";:¢il', .
What becomes obvYous, when we separate the questions as we

have, is that the first in each pair is the vital one. The Jupﬁgf%ééthw
tion for the attributions we make or are entitled to make, comes, :%{if
Greek construction suggests, entirely from the way things are.

The questions may be characterized as pointing up the twin .
nightmares against which‘Plato's'own theory is set. The issoe raised

by question one is: 1is"the universe a monadism? The nightmare is that

~of abso1ote separation. The issue raised by question two is: is the'

-

universe a monism? - The nightmare is that of absolute conglutination.

Io is clear from the_kindAof oonfext the dialogue provides, as we have
examined it so far, that this latter nightmare is to be associated with
Parmenidean monism. This inference is supported by the words of the

' 1 > 2 . / : : :
text: Mdvrd €5 ToluTov Suvag-wpev. . which suggests that the

Sy

everyth1ng is the same, in wh1ch no d1fference is possible.

We must examine this 1nference c]ose]y, however For it is
[ \
by no means c1ear that the Parmen1dean world admits of anyth1ng Tike
¢ LY

attr1but1on to correspond to it. The very notion of mingling, and its -

correspondeqt on the linguistic level, attribution, suggests that dif-

e

ferentiation is possible. We must notice that Plato has built into his



' | BB LY
, ¥
quustion the very grounds upon which Parmenidean monism is to be denied:
for in assuming that there is combination at all, he 1s assuming that
things are différentiated. Thus, the question is not really a fair one:‘
the monist would not, any more than would the mdnadist, allow that there
is mingling at all. é? /

On the other hand, we note in the question something which is
consistently part of Plato's approach to monism. That is, that he holds
monism responsible for an expla n of our linguistio activities. We
do make attributions. How shall the monist explain this? The morist
is already trapped if he allows that combination underlies attribution,
and he does not escape the trap if he adds that all things mingie‘
fogether, or are 'mingled é;’s 'i’ctz;ro'v. )

The moral of our ekamination of the secono\guestion is that

the notion of combination or ming]ing does not contrast with differen-

tiation, but pre-supposes it. This reflects in an 1nt\\bst1ng wa; on
the metaphysical view discussed at the'end of ChaptenVB, and thé linf
guistic views discussed.in Chapter 1. The role of the Form Different{
doos not faci]itate discomﬁinétiqn. Rather, the role it plays is
precisely what makés comoination possible. The function of the word
"not", then, is not to signify disoomﬁination, out rather to indioafe '
the thing combined,,namely different or rather one of ito parts.

C,This 1s not to say, however, that discombination 15‘1mp0551b1e
.For in a1]0w1ng the third alternative to be the right one, P;oto admits
_that some entities do not combine. What this means awaits further
investigation. What-I have tried to estaB]isﬁ so far,. is simply that =
. the Form Different does not cover for discombination.

Theaetetus and the Stranger gp‘on to refufe aiternatives one

3 | | o
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and two, Altern;tive one s dismiéﬁcd‘first of all on the grounds that
;1£ can play no pari\in cosmological theories, since any cosmo]agica]
theory attributes belng. whether it s argued th;t it 1s motion or rest

wh1ch really exists fyrther. the position makes ponsense of any cos-
mo]ogy that takes acco&nt of change Finally, the very position itself,
" that there is not attribution. is self -refuting since in stating it, jts
proponehts are forced to makg attributions: they are forced to say

. that the monads which gﬁey pogft exist, are aﬁﬁrt fnpm onc another, are
by themselves, etc.

‘ It is interesting that P]ato considers all these expressions,
K“P’S , TESY ol»u.av A’de 575 » and, of course, e?vdl to be

4

c 7/
attributions.” That is to say, he’ con51ders saying: "this is ot turo

to be every bit as much an attribut1on as to say: "this is at rest".

These expressjons, it fo]]ows,,1nd1cate th1ngs in combination, and do | Y
. . A A N -
not indicate discombination. Nor is‘ezvmia taken to signify combina-

&

',tion, but rather to indicaté an attribute in Combination. We must take
Plato to mean this, or else the argument would not go through For if

&/svel) were adm1tted to s1gn1fy comb1natwon, then by par1ty of reason-
/
ing, its fellow expressions 7(aﬁp:5 . etc » could be taken to s1gn1fy Ve

d1scomb1nat1on But if this were the case, then the position of the
monad1st would not be self-refuting, s1n€g“1n .saying: everyth1ng is
X@fyls " he would not have made any attr1but1on whatsoever. For the
position to be self-refuting, all the express1ons listed must signify

things ) comb1nat1on We find in this passage add1t1ona1 evidence to
o

thdt giv 1n Chapter 3, that Plato does not take echu to have the

function of a copula.

The Stranger then, takes up the decond option, which, with some
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reservations, we bave ascribed to the monist, that all things have the
. 5 .
power of combining,” The argument qoes: - -

1) A1l things combine,
2) Matign is at rest, Rest in motion,
3) This is impossible,

. ~There appears to be a puzzle here. Why 15 it {mpos«ible for
motion to be at rest? The Forms are immutable. [f Motion is 4 Form
then 1t necessarily is at rest. The only puzzle then is with Rest,
said to bein motion. For if Rest is a Form, then this {5 impossible,

The method we found useful ,in dealing with this sort of prob-
lem in Chapter 3 was to determine what characters can be ascribed to
Forms by looking to a Ibwer level of imitation. We found there, that
we deterﬁine what the character of the Férm Different is by appealing
to what it is for a thing to be other, and to tHe logic of "other",

For we seem to come to know the nature of the Form by means of an exam-
ination of thoser?hings which participate in it. Yet the Form is prior
to those things: 1t is responsible for their being what they are.®

Accordingly, let us assume that this is Plato's meghodology
here. An examination of things at rest suggests that theyﬁ&q not admit
-of being in Qotion; of things in motion, that they do not adm}t of being
at rest. »0n this basjs we identify Rest - Motion as a,contrary pair.

What of the argument that Motion, insofar as it is a Form,
must be at rest? 1 do not think we know what Plato's solution to the

.apparent cbn?]ict is: the conflict between the allowance that Motion
insofar as it is the contrary, by its nature, of Rest, cannot admit of
rest, and the allowance that Motion insofar as it is a Form, and had

the formal characteristics 6f a Form, must be at rest. One possibilfty

is that he allows a meta-language for the discussion of Forms qua Forms.

o
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That 1s, he might allow that the adjective "inﬂﬂtab}@f applies to Forms
always in the meta-language. This would permit us to speak separately
of the character or nature of a form without conflict, However, | ‘
think that thers {4 no reason to think that he éanléiiaw for a meta-
lanquage,  For the rola of Other iy a differentiator of Forms, and yﬁf
1t is not accorded the status of a meta-linguistic entity or term, bat
is satd to b&~a Form like ‘the others, {tself differenciablé ffam them,

It might be proposed that a Form s the extension of a term,
1f that werevso. however, the ﬁxﬁianatory power of Farms would -have
been lost. For a Form could hardly be just a class of things having a
certain character, and at the same time be the thing metapﬁ}ﬁically
responsible for things having that character. The Forms must be prior
Qr they cedse to have the metaphysical power which Plato ascribes to
them, ’ ‘

This is ancther‘problem to the solution of which Plato does
not address himself here. We merely note it here as perplexing; how-

ever, its solution is not crucial to the argument at hand.

4.1.4 Combination and Contrariety

The point of the argument, as we have analysed it, is that
what seems to account for the inability of Rest and Motion to combine -
is the.cpntrariety of their natures. The hypbthesis we argued for
above -- that dffferent was not a Form signifying discombination -- is
here confirmed. We must be careful, however. For someone might want
to distinguish 'cannot combine' from ‘does not compine";nd further-to
this, to argue that while the passage;hhder discussion does imply that

two Forms do not combine because of their natures, it does not imply



13

&

that some Farms cannol combine because of t'héir patures, There i, 3
difficulty with the dictinction, however, lu ofar ac syr arqument
app_%" 1o the Forwms Rest aﬁd Motion the distinction i3 inﬁﬁ?liﬁablé»
Since !hﬁ forms are imputable, there must bé a coincidence of whatl can
be and what fs. If the sense of “can’ is'possibility, 1t makes no
sense to suggest that the Forms are not doihg some of the things that
it s ;z:aa’ﬁm)e for thet To do. since there §4 no time change in which
they could ever @ttha!i:@ whatl 1% 96§&iblv, If the sense of “gant iy,
as | strongly suspect, the power sense (Since whatever zhﬁ%?urmﬁ can oo
springs from their natures) the ﬁamﬁ sort of arqgument applies; there
is no time but, as ft were, the eternal present, at which the Fmrww
could come to eéer: thetr powers. [t would secm to make no sense o
suggest that they have powers whicgh they never do exert. - °

~The combination of the Forms §s }efléczcﬂ by the lower world -

the mutable r}d.

There it might seem that we should speak of combina-
tion and disce ation as aciivities'or occurrences, The colours,

shapes and sizes of things change, after all. That is, things pass in

and out of combination, and this takes-place in }ime. This seems to
break up the syvﬁmtry of the reflection of the mutable world of its
ideal model. But, in fact, | do not think that ii does. For the model
of combination shodiﬁ not be invoked to explain change. Change is
prec;sely that about the lower world that makes it Tower;vit contains
unintelligible elements, and change is the foremost of these, [f {t
were not for this, the lower wor]d would not be an imitation of the
ldeAX one, but another of - the same sort. Combination and discombination

1n the lower world, insofar as what 15 meant 15 change, are like the

wavy“Tines in a bad mirror. The modeﬂ reflected is not held to account
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for these‘by reference to lts own features, the flaw 1s in the m1rror _

“

~1tse1f The comb1nat1on 3\ the Forms can on]y be he]d to account

S}

s1m11ar1y,efor the 1nte111g1b1e comb1nat1ons 1n the wor]d Socrates ‘p~’_v oy
l " H

°

be1ng ta11 and Socrates be1ng short It cannot be he]d to account for MR
Socrates becom1ng ta]b or Socrates becom1ng shorﬁK_ Insofar as 1t is .

‘f?{;t}} a ref]ect1on of th%kmode1 and thereby\?ntell1gib1e the wor]d is Just

as stat1c as the wor]d of. Forms Th1s 1s pfec1se1y one of Ar1stot1e s ‘ ,j N
R . ) C N

) comp1a1nts P]ato has nd\ﬁnterest 1n any but one sort of cause I
‘\h g ) ~ .

At the end of Chapter 2y I argued that P]ato cou]d not have ;vyk

,.
e

. -L” e

d1scomb1nat1on to exp1a1n negat1on any more than he cou]d have 1ack of ua,_h ,

;‘7'; correspondence to exp1a1n fa]sehood we found in both ‘cases’ that the PR
’ﬁ:For D1fferent 1ntervened to g1ve correspondence to fa]se statements, f;\"'*Fﬁ,“

s ‘”'and comb1nat1on to nega 1on I argued, at that po1nt that P]ato found _
,S”"iybth1s necessary, both to save the account of speak1ng analysed 1n Chapter ,T?""
n-l and as we]] to save h1mse1f from the metaphys1ca1 abyss of the vo1d

. ) / ‘0‘ .
'Among the Forms, however we do seem to have found d1scomb1nat10n 7 ,\Q\L”'

\

:a1ready,g1n the argument that Rest and Mot1on do not and cannot comb1ne

the 1nab111ty of Rest and Mot1on to comb1ne 0ur exam1nat1dn of the .fﬁ»' ;




our use of the term "contrary" wh1ch we use 1n g1v1ng the account of
“

' the d1scomb1natuon of Rest and*Mot1on, say1ng "Rest 1s the contrary

1 of Mot1on, Mot1dn the contrary of Rest” | How, then, are.we to compen- .>

v
\

sate for the € pectat1ons ra1sed in US¢by the use of the cd\{:spondence
R assumpt1on thrfughout the argument of the d1a1ogue? b mean, ow. are we

!«, to f1nd the notion of | conggar1ety as rooted in- nature 1f we - cannot f1nd R

A,
L

. apmunderYy1ng Form’ ;“"ﬂq f:v”,v}?’3't;x"<

oy

R P]dto does g1ve us a- c1ue 1n the passage at 254C where, jt

be1ng a]]owed that some of the Forms m1ng1e and other not he opens

- f¥ur the 1nvest1gat1on 1nto "f1rst what k1nd of th1ng each of them 1s, sec—

i

' 'fof 1nvest1gat1on suggests 1s that the power to m1ng1e or comb1ne

e

der1ves from the natures of the Forms themse1ves and s1m1]ar1y, that
/

the 1nab111ty to m1ng1e 1s traceab]e to~the same/source 7 Put\ln terms
of power or ab111ty,,as I ear11er suggested 1t must be the pos1t1on

'?h* seems very p\aus1b1e 1ndeed The square peg cannot f1t the round ho]e

*y 1nab111ty to connect m1ng]e, or comb1ne can be exp1a1hed on th1s

a

* ond, what tha1r POWE? Of m1ng11ng w1th one another 1s What the order_a:;' o

If e, th1nk o\ Forms on a sort of t1nker toy mode1 the1r ab111ty or ; lw:¢j"'

"-th ana]ogy If we are w1111ng to a]]ow that th1ngs have natures, Just 1n‘v32f“'

and of themse]ves, ‘then 1t 1s but a sma]] step to a]]ow that contra/nety ;{; i

e T e wil

o 7!; res1des 1n them Jﬂ’f3;;{«ﬂf,;'f[C,;f,f,gﬂm3,4:,5‘v_;y gfprg,,'uf_:/ 7,@;;'~"

[

4
W

i 'I suggest neverthe]ess, that there 1s st1]1 something/am1ss

w1th th1s thes1s on grounds prov1ded by P]ato h1mse1f»' Thf,prob]em

stems, as Y suggested above from the correspondence assumpt1on P]ato

der1ded the ops1maths, who, 1n stat1ng the1r thes1s that*a]v‘th1ngs are

separate and can th.sff;1j'

‘be named or- ment1oned v101ated the1r pos1-_.f»“=“5””
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‘ / by ‘."apart"~ xw/)(_; ‘In the view traced above, however" we see Plato
_f“ Tay1ng h1mse1f open to h1s own cr1t1c1sm of the ops1maths, since by e
pTac1ng contrar1ety 1n the natures of th1ngs themse1ves, he cannot |
o aédount for the use of the term "contrary“‘ For 1f contrar1ety to’ | f~""““A
"Mot1on is. 1n the nature Of Rest then, by the naming assumot1on, 1t 1s
| reveaTed by the word “rest" and no. thnng at al] 1s 1ndependentTy re- .
' veaTed by the word “contrary" Thus no rat1onaTe can be g1ven for why
rf,Rest and Wot1on w1]1 not comb1ne other than ment1on1nd Rest and Mot1on

The correspondence assumpt1on compeTTs PTato to remain’ s1Tent

ERER

v The d1ff1cuTty,_d1scussed 1n Chapter 3y w1th the\ﬂgﬁ?pns of f[‘;
ﬂMd\h and aura_KdBdura as character1st1cs of\ Forms becomes e

| ."~c'|earer Ne saw that in the passaae at 2550 PTato referred ‘to 117735&»4
e “d oLuTA A’aleobﬂaas fOYmS (G‘JY;) and yet we exper1enced a d1ff1e

”“’1n expTa1n1ng how he coqu hon thTS and at the same t1me 1n the.
' ”\m;sage at 2520 deny that the Form Mot1on 1s at rest If 1t 1s aTTowe_:
‘5gtfthat the Forms acqu1re the1r forma] character1st1cs (T1ke be1ng 1mmuty§e i
E fabTe be1ng kﬁdshunb etc ) by :art1c1pat1on 1n other Forms, then there
:iwfshould be no troubTe about Mot1on be1ng at rest | If on the other hand
Fftygifthe1r formaT character1st1cs res1de 1n the1r very natures, and are not L

'7vin ;'acqu1red by part1c1pat1on 1n other Forms, then PTato s own theory w1TT | Fff;”}f%
j«][proV1de no. account of how we can speak of these character1st1cs Th1s L
;Qf;d11emmafadds conv1ct1on to the v1ew that the probTem that we have been

F;;d1scuss1ng in connect1on w1th contrar1ety 1s not one that PTato does ﬁfﬂ,tf%k}ﬂﬂi;

-f,gfresoTve :;IET:” a1ns to ask coqu he reso]ve 1t7 Is the theory of

| Tyff:speak1ngﬁout11ned 1n Chapter 1 r1ch enough to accommodate a soTut1on7

, v\’tﬂ\ The soTut1on I proposed a few pages back was the recogn1- t ff*"

| ";:t1on of a meta Tanguage 1n wh1ch the formaT character1st1cs of the Form

.; \(.‘: ‘, S S ‘ (

¥




"Anected w1th the account g1ven 1n the Timaeus at. 34C ff.

'v'fthat he demands of 1t We shou]d not have 1ocated "the moment of o

,hfjﬁt1on 1s'hope]es‘

'”:Q1t 1s not someth1ng 1n natura rerum
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“could be“acc0unted for But, in fact, I do think that neither P]ato's’

11ngu1st1c theory nor his metaphys1cs can accommodate a meta 1anquage

,The metaphysqca] theory we have located in the oph1s is c]ose1y con-
8

-,t1on of a p]ura11st1c world The sp1r1t of the who]e enterpr1se 1s in
. show1ng that the wor1d 1s,p1ura11st1c in v1rtue of the natures of 1ts
‘»'generat1ng Forms, Same, Be1ng, and Othﬁr The-present d1ff1cu1ty \

reaches so far batk that<were it recdgn1zed the proaect wou]d even atv

\ . |
th1s stage have been scotched For nf we were to say, us1ng the

&

‘the wor1d) in v1rtue of hav1no the forma1 character1st1c 10905 cLXXov

' 'iFor we shou1d have refused to P]ato s'p]ura11sm the metaphys1ca1 baS1s

v

S negat1v1ty“ in. nature,‘but rather, 1n the meta 1anguage If we propose ‘

'u’

:Anto found the meta 1anguage, as: P]ato s, 11ngu1st1c theory, 1n fact

’Tfndemands, upon the nature of th1ngs, then we wou]d e1ther refuse to 1t

%

-

“The resu]t of the argument is’ rea11y the con /

"f;!tgithat the attempt to foundrpanguage ent1re]y 1n nature 1s a fut11e one

i

Th1s conclus1on about P]ato s fa1]ure to adequately dea] w1th

of the genera-"

I

“u'iproposed meta 1anguage that the Form D1fferent generates the others (in -

"~we shou1d not have exp1a1ned how 1t 1s that th1s generat1on comes aboutgl

:Qfgithe v1rtue of a meta 1anguage or be forced to pos1t regress1ve 1eve1sr]:.firz
ﬁ:g“of Forms as under1y1ng regress1ve 1eve1s of meta language For, 1f weg,5jf”
- iw%pQS1t the meta 1anguage as correspond1ng to a new 1eve1 of Forms, a nefy'ffll}?
“'Mfstmeta 1anguage wou1d be requ1red to account for the forma] character1»ng;uffovr7

| ‘”’fl“t1cs of those Forms, ahd*so on I conc1ude, thereforé that the p051'dﬁtbixft;

f“??{_The not1on of contrar1ety 1s one that ar1ses w1th1n a conceptua] system,_i,t;n;”
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: contrariety br1ngs together w1th it more ser1ous doubts as to the: suc4
cess of the solution to. the part1cu1ar prob]em to wh1ch the 09h1s
addresses 1tse1f nameTvA the status of Not Be1ng In the prev1ous

| chapter we noted that/aTthough Not- Be1ng was assdred ex1stence in
wvirtue of 1ts status as a part of the Form D1fferedt, its. spec1aT

; reTat1on to Be1ng was expressed by say1ng that 1t was that part of the;

. Other the nature of wh1ch is in oppos1t1on to ‘the! nature of Be1ng ;we

. f

: noted there that to account for Not Be1ng and a]T the other negat1vei
Forms PTato was forced to 1nvoke not JUSt the Form Other but as: weT%,
the not1on of opbos1t1on orotvnggdls Just how unsat1sfactory t,ms
way of deaT1ng w1th negat1on 1s becomes cTear when we not1ce that the _,Tf,‘f”

1

not1on of dvn9€&5faﬂs of an account Just as we: have ;rseen oontramety o
/to fa11 of an account and Ju “as the even more bas1c not1ons of'h?xqf( -
d»& and o[crrollatBMhave faﬂed\of an account The Form Other was'-\

1nvoked to a110w an account of negat1on ‘be g1ven, but 1t d1d not Yetﬂ “__‘h

go deep enough to y1er an exp11cat1on of the sh_c1aT reTat1on of Be1ngn 7‘:T'

to Not Be1ng The not1on of<lvrwektw;was 1pvoked to g]j‘ th1s account -

o but correspond1ng to th1s n0t1on, no Form TS to be found PTa:_»
theory, ]1ke those he cr1t1c1zed fa1Ts to account for 1ts own statin'“y
,. The prob]em we seem to have 10cated 1s a prob]em w1th d1s-
comb1nat1on The probTem ﬁs that PTato s metaphys1ca1 and 11ngu1st1c \,'597£~7
theor1es prevent us from be1ng abTe to g1ve an account of contrar1ety
But what of comb1nat1on? Are we 1n a better.case in regard to 1t? If :';bfaf_j\
we take d1scomb1nat1on (1 e , the 1nab111ty to comb1ne) to be Tocated : |

!

3 1n the natures of th1ng§ themse]ves then, by par1ty, we shou]d th1nk of
AL

comb1nat1on (1 €., the ab111ty to comb1ne) as s1m11ar1y s1tuated AF,Ta;g‘f,tﬁ»f

s ) on the other hand we th1nk of d1scomb1nat1on as resu1t1ng from the
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participationjof tthgs in some Form, such as Contrariety;vthen we
'shou1d think, by parity that combinat1on comes aboyt- similarly through
part1c1pat10n in a Form . S ""

| . We have g1ven some arguments to show that Plato places dis—i

- combinat1on in the natures of th1ngs we have argued- as well that h1s

:fmetaphys1ca1 and 11ngu1st1c theor1es are not broad, enough for any |
further account to be g1ven of dlscomb1nat1on than to mahe reference to

" the natures of th1ngs We seem~ab1e to go no further than to Say Rest
and Mot1on do not comb1ne because of what they are, nameTy Rest and .

“'jMot1on _To invoke contrariety is to invoke someth1ng for wh1ch the .

,_‘theory of Forms can g1ve np account\\‘ﬂhat_th1; suggests, then w1th

t'reference to the opt1on g1ven above, js that comb1nat1on shou]d Bel's

‘V"j’jrrly s1tuated in the natures of- th1ngs, and s1m11ar1y unaccountab]e

A P The same trad1t1on of PTaton1c 1nterpretat1on that we d1sputed

” .~’m ﬁ\ |
‘l,r1n Chapter 3 we must now turn to d15pute4w1th aga1n The v1ew Qf that

‘”'i:';;trad1t1onWW1th regard to comb1nat1on is of a piete W1th ‘ts Viey wlth
v”.sgﬂbregard to Be1n9 (wh1ch was'our concern 1n Chapter 3) The v1ew is that
: 1tcomb1nat1on 1s effected by certa1n Forms i Forms d1st1ngu15hed from the |
’bfother Forms by a d1fference 1n tYDe The SpeC131 case °f thTS D051t1°n"F
i',v.wh1ch we have a%ready d1sputed, is the view that Be1ng has the funct10n “-"lw

'“'rfof awtﬁbu]a an 1ncomp1ete pred1cate, effect1ng a bond on the meta—.) SRR

'..phys1ca1 TeveT between other Forms i
3

g In Chapter 3, I argued that PTato does not attr1bute to Be1ng

X

"fathe status of an 1ncomp1ete pred1cate In th1s sect1on of th1s ghapter,.,“;

"15:AI have argued that PTato takes and must take d1scomb1nat1on to stem from 'gd

[

**~‘ the nature of a: Form : It rema1ns for the next sect1on of th1s Qnapter

_Jv,to exam1ne the evxdence for the v1ew that comb1nat1on 1s effected by
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Forms.

\

4.? The Formal-Material'Concept Distinction = = [ h?

[ZEN

4

_ I sha]1 begin by Iaying out the. 1hterpret1ve pos1t1on that I
d1spute, as carefully as I caﬁi The best statement of 1t 1s to be ‘
9 RREaES R S
B : .‘.‘, . '@ "“‘--‘ Al

found in Ryle's artlcle "P]ato s Parmen1des"

N J

Ryle' s thesis is that P1ato 1s to be construed 1n the

‘Parmen1des, Theaetetds and ogh1s as groplng towards a theory of types;

"”“d1ffers from the: 1etters wh1ch are so arranged .

‘He makes a d1st1nctvon between what he ca1ls Formal and Non Forma]

',concepts In the former c1ass he p]aces 1‘. ov, | same 5 and ’d1fferent"f

Ryle argues that Plato reta1ns the assumpt1on that words are names 1n

;connect1on w1th non- Forma], or Mater1a] Concepts (such as mot,gn and o

' rest ) but terms such as "sameu and "be1ng"; he argues, are he]d by

P]ato in the Sogh1s to denote the "mode of comb1nat1on of e]ements"
but are not themse]ves the names of e]ements subJect to comb1nat1on

Ry1e says "To p1ck up the two ana]ogues wh1ch P]ato uses 1n‘*

“the Theaetetus and the Sogh1s forma] concepts d1ffer from gener1c andiﬁi[fth
:spec1f1c concepts not as one 1etter of the alphabet d1ffers from another :Li“
‘:fnor as one bunch of letters d1ffers from another bunch of ]etters, but |

- wébas the mede 1n wh1ch the 1etters are arranged 1nto a sy]]ab]e or: word

LN

‘ The thes1s has two s1des to it, I\e metabhys1ca] s1de is jf"*

”;this Some Forns are not e1ements 1n comb1nat1on but’ effect the comb1-

{

:-t nat1on of e]ements The 11ngu1st1c s1de of the thes1s is: Some words

S do not name the e]ements 1n comb1nat1on but 4nd1cate the way 1n wh1ch

) i

'=ffthe e]ements are comb1ned 5',»,{ 'ff‘ ,'Lf'
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Evidence is offered for the thesis from the S Sophist. Ryle
makes reference to the Sophist passage at 253A, An ana]ogy is drawn
out between the comm1ng11ng of the Forms and the commingling of letters

of the alphabet. The basis of the ana]ogy is that some ]etters w111

fit or harmon1ze with some letters but not others It is found that

‘ the vowe]s are d1fferent from other 1etters in that they "run through ‘

a11 like a bond, so that without some one of them it wou]d be 1mposs1b]e
for one of the other 1etters to harmonize with another" ‘ The ro]e of o
the vowe] 1s as a bond ho]dlng the syl]ab]e together The vowe1 has
th1s funct1on s1nce it is f1tt1ng or harmon1ous with a]] the other

1etters by its nature (Plato does not . speak here of the vowels as

’J_ hav1ng natures, rather he speaks of them as. having. this power or capac-

ft' However, s1nce he speaks of the natures- of Forms, throughout the

Soph1s 1t 1s not. un3ust1f1ab1e to draw out h1s ana]ogy using thts

‘ o term1noTOQY) It is conc]uded that the know]edge of Ietter comb1nat1on

1s embod1ed in the art of grammar S1m11ar]y, of mus1ca] notes, some

w1]1 comb1ne or\harmon1ze wh11e others w111 not ' There is an art wh1ch '

LS

‘ embod1es th1s know]edge as we]] the art of the mus1c1an o

\

' It “is spec1f1ca11y these ana]og1es wh1ch tempt Ry]e to attr1-7

bute to P]ato a d1st1nct1on among Forms as tg type : However, I th1nk 1t'»1'

must be po1nted out that he m1stakes what P]ato says here The anatogy f.t

w111 not do to make out the d1fference between the edements comb1ned and
‘the. mode of comb1nat1on ‘ For the vowe]s are, after a]], 1etters, dif- -
fer1ng from the other ]etters on]y 1nsofar as they have the power of

COmb1n1ng w1th all. S1m11ar1y, in the case of mus1ca1 notes “all are o

f’ lnotes -= where1n they d1ffer 1s the1r power of comb1nat1on If we

app]y the ana]ogy to the Forms, we see’ that 1t mere]y po1nts out that

\»\\ :

RN
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the“Forms.Same. Being, and Other have the power of combining with all

other Forms and differ from other Froms in just this viay. D e
On the other hand, there does seem to be a bit,more going on;'

1n'ana1ogy than this. For Plato says that the vowels "run through the

Tetters like a bond.’ " What Ryle is after is, I think, contained in

"~ .these words. For, app1y1ng the analogy aga1n, vie find that it suggests

that Same, Be1ng, and Other differ from the other Forms in being bonds,

“rather than elements bonded

But once ‘again, Ry1e is‘mistaken in what he draws out of the
analogy. For he suggests that the vowel, in be1ng a bond, cannot at

the same time, be an element.- Yet the sy]]ab]e "cat" does conta1n
M

three elements: ¢, a, t. Nhatever Plato means when he says that the

9

vowel is a bond is not such as to preclude its being named as an ele-

-

ment.

9

A passage in the T1maeus confirms this® as’ we]]

Doy e The f. rest bond is that wh1ch makes the most
comp fusion of itself and the things which
it combines; a proport1on 1s best adapted to
effeof“such a un1on

The po1nt has spec1a} app11cat1on to the ana1ogy of mus1ca1 notes,

since P]ato is here ta1k1ng about harmony Harmony is const1tuted by

‘the proport1on of str1ng 1engths The-m1dd1e term of mathemat1ca]

-T'rat1os fu1f1]ls theafunct1on of a bond 1n the rat1o as the vowel fu]- ]

fills the functlon of a bond in the sy]]ab]e

What we must not1ce about wggt P1ato says about bords is that

;Aonce aga1n, 1t w111 not do to make Ry]e S d1st1nct1on 1n type Let us -

use another ana]ogy to make th1s clear: a parce] t1ed ug with str1ng

'} The e1ements of the parce1 are the box , the wrapp1ng paper and the

b

B . R : . 3 ‘ 1
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string, The string 1s an clement of the parcel. Being tied up 1s not
an element of the parcel. One might say that the?etring s the bond,
But one would not thereb} be denying that it is a part of the parceli
One would simply be saying semething more about it: what its functidp
in the parcel fis. ‘ﬁl

What I was complaining about in the first section of this

chapter was that Plato can find no place in his antology for 'being,

tied up' or ‘beinjguntied.' The best he can do to accmﬁnodate thes ] ‘
¢ 'Lg“.

~to trace them to the ability or nature of the string. But this, .as I; ig ‘,,»:A
‘ A Kl

suggested, —is not good enough Qt:; 'gﬁ%?
I conclude, then that this analogy w111 not be a gbod H»xﬁﬁ

enough basis from which to 1nterpret Plato as mak1ng a distinction in 2
. type among Forms. Forther, there is‘nothing in thfs passage which be-
lies the naming assumption. "String" is the name of an element of the
hﬁpackage, "a"_is the name of a letter in the syllable, and so "Being" is .
“the name of a Form. | | |

What we have shown ga1ns new 1nterest from our discussion of
'l Chapter 3 Plato gives every 1nd1cat10n in what.he says about Differ-

v

‘ent” (and what we were abieato-extrapolate-fhoh that to his view of
Being): that he thinks of Other- and Be1ng as v y high up generic con-
cepts. For we saw that he took D1fferent to. be the who]e of which. the

negat1ve Forms are parts Ry]e is sure]y correct in say1ng that .a for-

.mal concept d1ffers from a. gener1c concept as the mode of combin t1on

of 1etters d1ffers from the 1etters comb1ned What we have shownlls

,_«Just that the Form D1fferent is not a mode of comb1nat1on
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4.2.2 2538 - 254 ‘

fho next nassngo in the §9thgg on from the 1ettor analogy is
intended to establish its forde. The Stranger anquhoaotetus conciude
that there is a science which corresponds to the sciences of music and

granmar. He who possesses the science is able to show

i

"which of the genera harmonize With which and
which reject one another and also (to show
that) there are some elements: extending through
all and holding them together so that they can
mingle, and again when they separate, that
there are causes of separation, making them
others."11
The science is identified as .the science of dialectic, and he who pos-
sesses it is the philosopher.

The science of dialecic is tradjtionally connected with the
art of division -- the art which we discussed in the last settion of

E _ ? S .

Chapter 1. It is not disputed that division is based on proto-generic-
~specific model. Some commentators, following Ryle, however, do dispute
whether what P]ato means by dia]ectit here is what he does at the }
,_beg1nn1ng of the dialogque, when he divides the art of the angler
Moravcsik suggests that what Plato does 1n the m1dd1e part of the d1a-
- logue when he distinguishes the five 1mportant kinds is. qu1te d1fferent
'from gener1c d1v1s1on and recognlzed as such by Plato. 12 He’suggests,'
~in fact, that the: generic d1v1s1on traditiodally assoc1ated w1th dia-
lectic, is far ]ess central to the not1on of dialectic as Plato later
came to see 1t than what-is go1ng on in the m1d -part of the d1alogue,
which, as he sees 1t, is an® exerc1se in the emp]oyment of the concepts
:of 1dent1ty and d1fference But as I have been argu1ng, P]ato treats
D1fferent at least as a gener1c concept Th1s is someth1ng that

Moravcs1k h1mse1f adn1ts when he notes (erroneous]y) that the negative |
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Forms seem to be,contained by Not-Being (what Plato says, ‘in fact, s

“that they are parts of Othcr).13

If I am right about this, it would
follow that what Plato concelves of himself as doing in the distinctiop’
of the five Forms is not essentially different from division.

' I believe that the next passage goes to confirm my hypothesis,
but not the hypothesis of Moravcsik. ‘
The Stranger says: A
Then he who is able to do this has a clear per-
ception of one Form or Idea extending entirely
through many, each of which lies apart, and of
~-many many Forms differing from one another, but
included in one greater Form; and again of one
Form evolved by union of many wholes, and of
many Forms entirely apart and separate. This is
the knowledgg and ability to distinguish by -
classes (KedTd yevos) how things can or cannot
mingle w1th one another.14
We can identify Forms wh1ch exemplify what Plato is talking about, frouk
what has already been said. The Form D1fferent sat1sf1es the first

*descr1pt1on, for it is a Form extend1ng ent1re1y through many each of

i
which is apart. A1l of the five great Forms satisfy the description,
differing from one another, but included in one greater Form, and can-

‘,didates for the greater Form_ére Being.and Different. The~horms»
entirely apart and separate could be Rest and Motion. The descripfion
thus satisfies us aé an account of the interaction of the five great
Forms. But as well, it satisfies us as an account of generic division.
For what is- the one Form evolved by the union of many wholes but a
genus, Sﬁch as art or knowledge, which is the product of a collection
Lof many arts and k1nds of know]edge? The notion of 1nc1us1on 1n§py¢x

'opl.-vov ) sat1sf1es both the re1at1on of know]edge and art to the1r

-

-

V_parts, as well as ‘the relation of Be1ng and Other to=the1r parts. -Lf ot

.
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Must be remeabered that this passage follows directly on the heels of
the letter analogy, and is clearly intended to draw it out. So when
Plato here talks aboui part-whole re!dtiongnip@. great Forms, and inclu-
sion, he must intend to be telling us about the function bf the bond;
Forms. But there 1s nothing in the passage”quotﬁd to’indicateéchag

the bond-Forms differ from the generic Forms in type, Where they
appear to differ is in their generality -- they extent through‘gl] the
other Forms. But the passage goes on to cash out the metaphor éf
‘extending tﬁrough‘. inta the metaphor of ‘inclusion', thé metapﬂbr

whereby we understand the relation of genera td species.

4.2.3 Theaetetus 202 - 207
Ryle does not draw his evidence for the thesis that Plato

makes a Materfa]—Formal concept distinction so{ely from this passage }n

the Sophist. In G.E.L. Owen's article "Notes on Ry]e's‘PaFmeniﬂeg",ls

Owen argues that Platg i: the Theaetetus moves beyond the conflicting

premisses of an argument in the Parmenides, by making the disti ti%n
The prem1sses of the Parmenides take the form of a disjunction: \a yhole
‘ contains and so 11m1ts fts parts" and "if X has partsy X is the aggre-
gate of those parts". It is Owen s claim that Plato "moves beyond the
d153unct1on" of these prem1sses ultimately in’ the ogh1st but by means.

. -

vof an argument in the Theaetetus where Plato recognizes a whole to be
more than the sum of its parts, as a Gestalt.

The passage in the Theaetetus is the famous Socrates' dream
argumen£ at 202-207 I shall argue that th1s passage does not proviée
ev1dence for the Ry]e + Owen v1ew, even more, 1t is my opinion that it

*prov1des ev1dence to the contrary
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Theaetetus suggests that knowledge 15 true gpinion with a
)un’as. At this point Socrates relates his famous dream, The primary
elements admit only af being named; to add or attribyte any character
to them would be to add something digtincn from them, HBut that uﬁuiq
then noﬁ be to disclose the essence of the element itself, bul to

mention something else. [Indeed, the only ghing that is proper to an

= e,

element 15 a name. | ~
Here the naming assumption gﬁmvﬁ*?ut %n full force, At'thia
point we are still in the position of the /;mnadi sts pf the Sophist, for
‘whom not only is every word a name, but the only activity allowable in
speaking is to utter a single word at a time. However, Plato admits
the possibility of combination, and Socrates’ next step is to allow that
Just as the elements coﬁbine. 50 do we in speaking combine their names.
But when we come to things composed of these
elements, then, just as these things are con-
plex, so the names are combined to make a\
a )4905 being precisely a combination of names.
I take this to be precisgly tﬁé case that Plato makes out at
251D for the third possibility, that sg%e of the genera combine with
others. It is interesting to note that the c55-cﬁ3;=os construction

which we there pointed out as bringing out the correspondence assump-

tion, is here echoed by a similar construction of parallel classes

introduced by gd«y and gvn..s

a

The next step in the argument is what I take to be the subject
of contrdversy. The claim is that the e]enentsﬁ?ke objects of percep-

" tion only, while the complexes into which they are formed are knowable
and explicable. The usefu] analogy of letters and syllables is drawn

out to establish this. It is Agreed that an account can be given‘of the

-
-



o _;%,-[ | sy]]ab]e by stat1ng the e]ements of wh1ch 1t 1s composed wh1]e no
S uf such account can be 91Ven of the Jetter Ex hypothes1, the sy]]ab]e J!-thx

J.

1§ an obJect of know]edge, but the 1ettep 1s nbt A puzz]e arqses, 7 ,

however, as to t natuJe of the sy11ab]e 1tse1f fs 1t noth1ng otheri

}s:f_?v than the 1etters 1t conta1ns, or ]s it “a s1ngle ent1ty that comes 1ntov_Lt-5 -
S ex1stence from the moment (the 1etters) are put tooether“? If the

former knowang the syllab1e wou]d comejto know1ng a11 the 1etters wh1chf¥ o

[

Gjy,::i'g_;; make 1t up But 1n that case, 1t wou]d be absurd to ma1nta1n that eachiffg

of the 1etters cannot be known So th1s opt1on must be wrong, because

| *-of th%)1n1t1a1hypothes1s that the ]etters cannot be knOWn If the -gqyc;l*“f
Se k.:.opt1on 1s taken, theasy11ab1é cannot be a who]e For a whole 1s :‘ffu"
. “‘orehorhless knowab]e than any of 1ts parts But 1f the sy]]a— iff,n"

¥
: b]e 1nto 1ts 1etters, but 1s 1ncompos1te then the

:ream fai]s to g1ve a correct account of know]edge, s1nce a comp]ex w111

.

"h”ot be more suscept1b]e of a’ 1ogos than a s1mp1e g1ven e1ther 1nter--cf.~

0

pretat1on of what 1t 15 to be a comp]ex and hence, w111 not prov1de a 575??9f}t

g'/fiéf};f. more f1tt1ng obJect of know]edge than a s1mp1e :ﬂ?77"

r

Socrates places Theaetetus on the horns of a- d11emma » e1therh;""ﬂ
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Ry1e wou1d have usfconctude from th1s that P1ato has the no-“.

‘:i}t1on of a Gestalt that a who]e ﬂs not the sum of 1ts parts but parts -

:”iflreason why Socrates dream shou]d fa11 in 91V dg

-tr1n a certa1n mode of comblnatmon : If he were r1ght than there is no 1.'

an account of know]- o
.d"fAedge For the d11emma cou]d not b;\fQ(TU1at9d - a who]e wou]d be mfre

’»”or at 1east d1fferent than the sum of tts parts

But, in fact P]ato i
W |

fxf exp11c1t1y argues aga1nst th1s, when Socrates forces Theaetetus to o

A adm1t that a-who]e 1s no d1fferent/trom a sum,‘the nugber of feet in an
’ / VA ‘

: gtacre no d1ffereq§1from the acre, the number/of so]d1ers 1n any army, no

"-fzd1fferent from an army, etc So we must conc]ude that Ry]e 15 wrong 1n

v

*?fi1nterpret1ng th1s passage as show1ng P]ato d1st1ngu1sh1ng the e]ements

g dt;fof a who1e as d1fferent 1n type from the1r mode of comb1nat1on JNQ£:

*3f'ﬂeven 1s the d1$t1nct1on not exp11c1t1y drawn 1n the passage 1t 1s

;Heifdwrect1y contrad1cted that there 1£

AUCh a d1st1nct1on i For the con-

"\:¥ffc1us1on of the argument restsfupon the den;d1,that a who]e 15 or has a :_,uilb‘t

‘ “2ﬂ;§ﬁRy1e‘s Mater1a1 Forma1 concept d1st1nct1on 1s supposed to undercut th"ﬁfﬁ




213

. 8T e g ' .

) , - T _ il
) where he says that a 1ogos 1s a. comb1nat1on of verbs and nouns, tak1ng
up. the f1rst of the two opt1ons He says there that a 1ogos 1s not l
-JJust a name, but a comb1nation of names (I have tr1ed to estab]1sh 1n
fo;tChapter 1 where I d1scussed th1s passage, that both verbs and nouns
"igare names) k; i["(h:"f‘ _:oh; e f gLaﬂJff;* .1;;r;7f;g'¢ffd’?f; fi.”&~‘«
(e o 14 AR g
G E. L Owen, 1n sunm1ng up Ry]e s thes1s m1scqnstrues the

v VR co]]ect1ve\conc1us1on tOfbe drawn from the Theaetetus passage Just d1s— f"

Ed

{‘i cussed and the oph1s passage where what ls estab11shed 1n the h, \,J\'fﬂ -
| Theaetetus 1s ut111zed He says ""Speak1ng (as character1zed 1n the 't v
'“k oph1s ) 1s not str1ng1ng nouns together and ]earn1ng to speak 1s not » _d
‘{h as 1n the ratx]us, a p1ecemea1 bus1ness of corre]at1ng atoms of the o
wor]d w1th atoms of language.fi Owen 1s qUTte r1ght to say that speak1ng
1s not represented as\str1ng1ng nouns together P]ato says that nouns
are comb1ned w1th verbs But th1s gets us no c]oser to the gesta]t of
a 1ogos, for a]] the ev1dence both 1n the ratx]u and the oph1s \
\po1nts to the conc]us1on that P]ato cons1ders both verbs and nouns to

'-be'names,_albe1t names of d1fferent sorts of th1ngs Th1s po1nL 1s ﬂfatﬁfff

o

!

: then, s1mp]y a redfheritng The po1nt that Owen needs to make to dr1ve




df‘exact1y 11ke the1r re]ata He says that the other Forms comb1ne w1th
l‘fffthese supposed re]at1ons, that th1ngs part1c1pate in, them, he ca]]s
tfthem Forms,.and attrlbutes to them natures and he takes them to be
revea]ed by names i What they attr1bute to P]ato 1s a contrad1ctory
, :7fbpos1t1on For Af the1r 1nterpretat1on were correct; it wou]d have to s“-"v'}
';"ff.be the case that P]a* confuses the bond w1th the bond1ng In our ;
h‘fana]ogy of the parcen, the str1ng 1s not 1dent1ca1 w1th the ty1ng up of
"t}the parce] a1though 1t 1s that by wh1ch the pagce] 15 tled If-they:y;:
;f;fifiwere r1ght Plato wou]d have 1dent1f1ed the Forms Same, Be1ng, and bfdh‘f
‘L;i{jOther w1th comb1nat1on or. m1ng11ng, rather than a11ow1ng that 1t 1s by
R e 7 '-vv~;;'
,3jﬂ_;y v1rtue of the greater comb1nat1ona1 power of these that certa1n comb1na-_;ﬁ.;“'

'1k3t1ons are effected _\tﬁll{f}fgi':y;k‘fjg_j,ﬁf

v?'The consequence of’attr1but1ng th1s pos1t1on to P]ato 15 to %:°°1'"””

;ftﬂ’make h1m subJect to the Brad1e1an paradoxes of re]at1on If a re]at1on'”“*"*5

7‘52’},15 sa1d to Ttand between 1ts re1ata,_then we st111 want to know how 1t

«g*w:i‘s re]ated to. each of them But 1f the two re]at1ons thus pos1ted are

”:qi'tfa15° sa1d ﬁstand between the or1g1na1 re]at1on and 1ts re]ata then

.":thihthe same quest1on ar1ses for them how are they re]ated'f"17

If P1ato had rea]]y made‘the_Rylean d1st1nct1on between “fﬁfﬁﬂ]fnf{ff

'l":flth1ngs comb1ned and the mode of! comb1na @An, the Brad1e1an paradoxes f;}};gvtfﬂ

f'j*”f'fwou1d not be a d1ff1cu]ty?ia]though we shou]d st111 want to know what

But our examlnat1on ofnRyle s own ev1—:'i__t i
g ;‘w" : . ""‘L;]j‘

\tiFdence shows that no such d1st1nct1on 1s made What 1s 1n fact sa1d 1n fﬁff!f}{

A mode of comb1nat1on S)lfg

:;7the famous 1etter ana]ogy 1s that theovoweIS (and by ana]ogy some
e hfare best f1tted to be bonds Owen and Moravcs1k,»1n turn, ‘;f;;ﬂﬁf?_,
mtsconstrue, on P]ato s beha]f what 1t 1s to be a bond for they take ﬂwff”“f

a bondvto be a re?at1on But th1s 1s not what P1ato says A]T that he7fff7f
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' attr1butes to the vowe]s (and hence to the bond Forms) is a greater '

Apower of comb1nat1on Exh1b1t1ng the Forms Same, Be1ng, and Other as‘
wln P
'h.bonds w111 not prov1de an ana]ys1s of comb1nat1on Indeed before we
*can understand the1r natures as bonds we must have an 1ndependent 'f'a{h t
bfana1ys1s of what comb1nat1on 15, Just as befdre we can understand howrdh h
;1str1ng can be used to t1e up a parce] we must understand what ty1n0
It w111 not do; then, to ana]yse part1c1pataon and comb1na47m.z
'ft1on as Just the Forms Same, Be1ng,‘and Other For the ana]ys1s of
;gﬁ?part1c1pat1on and comb1nat1on we must 1ook e]sewhere » L
g = Th1s br1ngs us. back to‘our d1ff1cu]ty 1n the f1rst sect1on‘_';ff,ﬁ-

dof th1s chapter w1th d1scomb1nat1on We found ev1dence to the effect"ff

51“

: [7sthat d1scomb1nat1on cons1sts in contrar1ety The d1ff1cu1ty was that_f} L

“{"J_:{we cou]d not seem to f1nd any account that cou1d be g1ven of contrar1ety A

Z%U?Qg1ven P]ato s onto1ogy P]ato h1mse1f seems to 1ocate 1t 1n the natures

'L;fjjof the Forms themselves But that 1s an evas1on of what we have beenv:”

.’

"sﬂcomlng to see as the 1ssue The po1nt 1s that comb1nat1on and d1scom-

e j1b1nat1on themse]ves need exp11cat1on before we can’ c0me to see what the

,'ff?;capab111t1es of the Forms are for be1ng comb1ned&"US1ng our parcel

. 4analogy once a§a1n we have to know what 1t 1s to t1e up a parce]

| %anfbefora we can te]] whether a part1cu1ar ptece of str1ng w111 or w111

'st_not do the tr1ck But th1s 1s prec1se1y the po1nt at wh1ch P1ato s _'"“

1 '”h_;ana]ogy shows 1tse1f to be def1c1ent For 1t 1s, eshent1a11y, an

"fﬁlontology of th1ngs I conclude that 1nsofar as comb1nat1on and paPtTC1-

X A

“p?.ﬁj'pat1on are 1ntroduced 1nto the ontology, they are 1ntroduced 1111c1t1y

\jThey are not qums for-were they Forms theyqshou1d fa11 to serve the

-~

.hetfdpurpose fOF Wh1Ch they were 1ntroduced \ Nor are they part of a meta-uau.r,‘k”
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'f11ngu1st1c account of the Forms, for that meta language wou]d 1tse1f
‘on P]ato s ]1ngu1st1c assumptions, need exp11cat1on in terms of Forms
. o I have 1nd1cated throughout th1s thes1s that P]ato s most
dfs1gn1f1cant_m1stake comes about w1th the stat1ng of the most funda—.;
“._mental assumpt1ons of h1s theory He attempts to ground the dynam1c,‘

: speak1ng, 1n the 1nert nature Comb1nat1on 1n speak1ng 1s s1mp1y the .

. _m1rror of th1ngs comb1ned 1n nature We have seen that comb1nat1on 1nj;_‘

“b‘f~nature 1s 1nexp11cab1e If we ask what is comb1nat1on? It 1s not
"-ﬁeven c]ear that we know what the quest1on means We do, of course,'
:\'recogn1ze th1ngs as comb1ned e. g s HZO, a cake batter a comp]ex on 1‘v'

| %u'lt:the scrabb]e board But comblnat1on,,1tse1§ escapes us 1f we attempt; o

:mto 1ook for 1t 1n thosé th1ngs The d11emma of the dream of Socrates -
:";~1n the Theaetetus makes th1s abundant]y clear H20 1s noth1ng otherv~
h“‘fithan two parts of hydrogen to one of oxygen S1m1]ar1y, the cake

: ;aibatter 1s noth1ng more than 1ts 1ngred1ents What P]ato neg]ects 1n '

”:.’the Theaetetus 1s that the cake batter 1s§put together out of 1ts

e 1ngred1ents‘ two parts hydrogen and one part oxygen have to come N

\

‘ gether 1n order to make water What P]ato comes to speak of comb a-
§ \

. ]ﬂ:ht1on 1n the oph1s he st1]] over]ooks th1s For the ana]ogy 1s st111,

'";F»the same'-- the wor]d 1s a wor]d of th1ngs, essent1a11y stat1c th1ngs,';;t'“>”

'fh’and we somehow have to 1ocate comb1nat1on 1n them But th1s is pre- ?“"

-

“"tc1se1y where we sha]] not f1nd 1t S1m11ar1y, when P]ato says that

'3.fspeak1ng is comb1n1ng, he does not look to the dynam1cs of sp\ak1ng, ar'

'"’fjr1tse1f to 1ocate comb1nat1on, But to the stat1c wor]d whﬂch he ’

,“;be11eves, ]ends to speak1ng 1ts 1nté1]1g1p111ty We can no more f1nd 2 _;'}

s DS \
- fcomb1hat1on 1n the m1rror we ho]d up to the wor]d than din. t?e th1ngs

Lﬁfij1t ref]ects

R I, R L e
: Sl i 7 . “ -l B : L v
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for comb1nat1on suggests what I am gett1ng at. He speaks of 1nter~. '

weav1ng,_add1ng, m1ng11ng and 1n the case of d15cr1m1nat1op of thresh-
/

| 1ng, swft1ng, stra1n1ng But as\we noted in our d1scuss1on of the \

R

5’_ ratx]u ‘he regards\an accouht of these act1v1t1es as dom1nated by a

5 descr1pt1on of what obJects t ey are d1rected towards The,1nte111g1-~
;'b111ty of the use of the shutt}e was to be found 1n the descr1pt1on of

Alrthe thread and the—]oom So the 1nte111g1b111ty of use of the name

-

o was to be found 1n the th1ng In ‘the _Qﬁblé_ the 1nte111g1b111ty of *t

'i”comb1n1ng nouns and verbs 1s to be found in the 7?:1%#«1 and the Tingﬁs

wh1ch, 1n nature are comb]ned

P]ato, then, th1nks that comb1nat1on 1s pr1or to comb1n1ng

‘5‘

_ . - |
AQ‘He does not see us as act1ve 1n the un1verse, co]]ect1ng th1ngs,

. (\ i

| “nh;m1x1ng th1ngs weavwng th1ngs together /Th1s is. perhaps, the fa]se "

;de]us1on of peop]e st111 underground /

Tt SR N

It 1s 1nterest1ng that a]most every metaphor that P]ato yses -

(/ B

S

-
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- FOOTNOTES

k)

Sophist, 251C, ‘transated by Fowler. St

. My 1nterpretat1on of this is in aCCOrd with that of both Moravcs1k
B and Frede, cf Frede p. 62.

Sophist, 2510 trans]ated by Cornford

oo 09h1st 252C.

»Sogh1st 2520 N o
'Soghust 25554 256A1 256A7, etc. .

. Frede den1es that P]ato kan be’ us1ng the term "the nature of a

Form" in such a way as to imply that Forms have natures, I have.
advanced a good many considerations aga1nst th1s view, e. g , My

'_' analysis of division 1n Chapter 1.

. 'T1maeus, 34C: r“he made [the soul] out of the fo11ow1ng e1ements

" and on-this wise. "From the being which is indivisible and :
‘unchangeable, and from that kind of being which is d1str1buted o
._.among. bodies, he compounded a ‘third and intermediate kind of S
- being. He did 11kew1se with the same and the fferent. My
R trans1ated by Jowett. - ) o _‘ o i
7102 c1t., Ryle, "P]ato s Parmen1des" . |
'16, T1maeus, 32 trans]ated by Jowett. - .
s th1st 25389 - C4 trans1ated by Cornford | ,l‘
f Op c1t s Moravcs1k "Be1ng and Mean1ng in the ogh1s ", P 48 ( S
v LIS . A . C
.',‘fIbId s p 69 Vo R . - SURTEE "  "°_ \ "
-Sth1st 25305 ff trans]ated by Fow]er e fv‘ " " .
- G.E.L. Owen, "Notes on Ry]e s Parmen1des", in. x]e;'DdUbieday:’: S
e Knchor Je70. T e e
""bed I I tfp.h,f,"i S
FiH Brad]ey, "ReTations", Appearance and Realit . Oxford, 1897,

In "Being and Meaning in the SthTStT'p 49, Moravcs1k den1es that

- these paradoxes ar1se, just as Russell had argued aga1nst Bradley: -

- -no regress of.a vicious_kind arises when re]at1ons are recognized.

. ’to be‘of a d1fferent type than® their relata.  This.is to attr1bute
. to:Platoa’ theory of types.: I d1spute that: there exists even any
f?;];ev1dence that Plato. was "grop1ng f0r a theory of types .

Syrenl

”‘AJ L
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