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Introduction

In the Sophist Plato presents his mature views on sentences, falschood, and
not-being. These views have given an important contribution to the birth
and growth of the subjects now identified as ontology and philosophy of
language. I have two main objectives: to offer a precise reconstruction of the
arguments and the theses concerning sentences, falsechood, and not-being
presented in the Sophist and to gain a philosophical understanding of them.
In this introduction I offer an overview of the main problems addressed in
the Sophist and their solutions and then discuss the methodology whereby
I pursue my primary goals.

O.I THE MAIN PROBLEMS ADDRESSED BY THE SOPHIST
AND THEIR SOLUTIONS

Purpose and structure. The Sophist, whose professed purpose is to define
the sophist, has a nested structure, with a frame surrounding a core. The
frame (216A1-236D4 and 264B11—268D5) endeavors to define the sophist by
the method of division. The core (236D5—264B10) presents and solves some
puzzles related to falsehood.

The connection between frame and core is straightforward. A definition
of the sophist is attempted whereby he is described as someone who speaks
falsely and thereby instils false beliefs. This description clashes with the
falsehood paradox, summoned by way of objection. The falschood paradox
is a family of arguments whose conclusion is that it is impossible to speak
falsely and to believe falsehoods. I say a ‘family of arguments’ because there
are many subtly different arguments with this counter-intuitive conclusion.
Accordingly, I sometimes speak of a ‘version of” the falsehood paradox.

The Sophist’s core (236D5—264B10) divides into an aporetic part (236D5—
251A4) and a constructive one (251A5-2648B10). The aporetic part rehearses
several puzzles. It divides into two components: the first (236D5—24285)
contains puzzles about not-being, images, and false sentences and beliefs;

I



2 Introduction

the second (242B6—25144) contends that being is no less problematic than
not-being. The constructive part also has two components: the first (251a5—
259D8) contains an analysis of negative predication based on the concept
of difference, and on its foundation develops an account of not-being that
is free from paradox; the second (259p9—264B10) deploys this account of
not-being to explain false sentences and beliefs.

The main question addressed by the Sophist is that of how it is possible
to speak falsely and believe falsehoods. The falsehood paradox provides
reasons for claiming that both are impossible.

The main version of the falsehood paradox considered in the Sophist is
the following argument:

[1] To speak falsely is to say what is not.
[2] It is impossible to say what is not.
(3] Therefore it is impossible to speak falsely.

A subordinate argument supports premiss [2]:

[2.1] Saying what is not implies not saying what is.

[2.2] Not saying what is implies not saying anything.

[2.3] Not saying anything implies not accomplishing an act of saying.
]

[2] Therefore it is impossible to say what is not.

Parallel steps lead to the result that it is impossible to have false beliefs.

Most philosophers, including Plato, reject the claim that it is impossible
to speak falsely or believe falsehoods: they stand by the commonsensical
view that speaking falsely and believing falsehoods are not only possible, but
real. Of course, philosophers base their rejection of the counter-intuitive
claim that it is impossible to speak falsely or believe falsehoods on a refu-
tation of the reasons supporting it. The refutation usually targets premiss
[2], the claim that it is impossible to say what is not (I focus on the case of
saying — that of believing may be treated analogously).

A modern strategy. Some modern philosophers reject [2]: they claim that
it is possible to say what is not. Their rejection of [2] is accompanied by
a criticism of the subordinate argument supporting [2], in particular by a
denial of this subordinate argument’s first step [2.1]: saying what is not, in
the sense relevant to falsehood, does not imply not saying what is in a sense
that in turn implies not saying anything.

The strategy adopted by these modern philosophers relies on distin-
guishing an existential use of ‘to be’ (whereby ‘to be’ is roughly equivalent
to ‘to exist’) from a veridical use (whereby ‘to be’ is roughly equivalent to
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‘to be true’). According to this modern strategy, some things both are (in
that they exist) and are not (in that they are not true). Specifically, it is
assumed that there is a special ontological category of existent things which
are the unitary targets of acts or states of saying or believing (or knowing,
supposing, etc.): propositions. All propositions are (in that they exist), but
some propositions are (in that they are true) while others are not (in that
they are not true).

Plato’s strategy. In agreement with the modern philosophers just mentioned,
Plato also maintains that it is possible to say what is not, contrary to [2]. He
also agrees with these modern philosophers on the reason why it is possible
to say what is not: saying what is not, in the sense relevant to falsechood,
does not imply not saying what is in a sense that in turn implies not saying
anything, contrary to [2.1]. Plato’s strategy for implementing this position
is, however, radically different from the modern one sketched in the last
subsection.

Plato does not rely on a distinction between an existential and a veridical
use of ‘to be’, nor does he appeal to propositions. Rather, Plato’s solution
assumes that a person who speaks falsely says what is nor in that he or
she says about something what is not about it to be. In general, there are
no proposition-like unitary targets of acts of saying. If one carries out an
act of saying, there is no single x such that one says x. It is not the case
that if one utters the (true) sentence ‘“Theaetetus is sitting’, then there
is a single thing, that-Theaetetus-is-sitting or sitting-Theaetetus, which
is the target of one’s act of saying. Similarly, it is not the case that if
one utters the (false) sentence “Theaetetus is flying’, then there is a single
thing, that-Theaetetus-is-flying or flying-Theaetetus, which is the target
of one’s act of saying. When one carries out an act of saying by means
of an affirmative sentence, there are an x and a y such that one says x to
be about y. If one utters the (true) sentence “Theaetetus is sitting’, then
one says the kind sitting to be about Theaetetus; similarly, if one utters
the (false) sentence “Theaetetus is flying’, then one says the kind flying to
be about Theaetetus. In both cases, the act of saying targets two distinct
things.

Why does Plato not adopt something like the modern strategy involving
propositions? Since he does not say, one can only guess. Perhaps he shuns
entities that exist independently of thinkers or speakers but are false because
there could be no falsehood if there were no minds to make mistakes.

Avoiding propositions as unitary targets of acts or states of saying or
believing has its costs. For instance, whoever accepts propositions has a
straightforward explanation of what it is to say that if it is day it is light:
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it amounts to exercising the act of saying on the proposition that-if-it-is-
day-it-is-light. It remains unclear how Plato’s approach can deal with such
cases (because it is hard to see how someone saying that if it is day it is light
could be described as saying something to be about something).

Not being so-and-so and inexistence. To be successful, Plato’s solution must
avoid a difficulty analogous to the one that motivates the claim that it is
impossible to say (or believe) falsehoods. Specifically: since Plato’s solution
relies on the assumption that a person who speaks falsely says what is not in
that he or she szys about something what is nor about it to be, the solution’s
viability requires that if x is not about y, it does not follow that x does not
exist. Otherwise, whoever speaks falsely would be deprived of one of the
targets of his or her speech act: speaking falsely would again be impossible.

So, Plato must show that if x is not about y, it does not follow that x
does not exist. To achieve this, he offers an analysis of negation, i.e. an
explanation of what it is for x not to be so-and-so. The purpose of the
analysis is to establish that if x is not so-and-so, it does not follow that x
does not exist. By substituting ‘about y’ for ‘so-and-so’, Plato obtains as a
corollary the desired result: if x is not about y, it does not follow that x does
not exist.

Plato’s analysis of negation appeals to the concept of difference: for x not
to be so-and-so is for x to be different from everything that is so-and-so.
For instance, for Socrates not to be a poet is for him to be different from
everything that is a poet. Clearly, if x is different from everything that is
so-and-so, it does not follow that x does not exist. For instance, if Socrates
is different from everything that is a poet, it does not follow that he does
not exist.

Apply this analysis of negation to the special case that is relevant to
falsehood, i.e. the not being about something that plays a role in falsehood.
Since for x not to be so-and-so is for x to be different from everything that
is so-and-so, the result is that for x not to be about y is for x to be different
from everything that is about y (simply substitute ‘about y’ for ‘so-and-so’).
Consider Plato’s example of a false sentence: “Theaetetus is flying’. The
sentence ‘Theaetetus is flying’ is false because it says flying to be about
Theaetetus while flying is not about Theaetetus in that it is different from
everything that is about Theaetetus. But the fact that flying is different from
everything that is about Theaetetus does not render flying non-existent.
Such an account eradicates any temptation to claim that “Theaetetus is
flying’ cannot be false because if it were, then what it says to be about
Theaetetus would not exist since it would not be about him.
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An objection based on negative false sentences. As 1 repeatedly pointed out,
Plato’s solution to his main question is that someone who speaks falsely
says what is not in that he or she says about something what is nor about it to
be. This solution is open to an objection based on negative false sentences.

It might be objected that Plato’s solution works for false speech embodied
in affirmative sentences, but does not cover false speech that involves
negative sentences. It is all very well to declare that someone uttering the
affirmative sentence “Theaetetus is flying’ speaks falsely because he or she
says that flying is about Theaetetus while in fact it is not about him (in
that it is different from everything that is about him). But it would be
wrong to claim that someone uttering the negative sentence “Theaetetus
is not sitting’ speaks falsely because he or she says that sitting is about
Theaetetus while in fact it is not about him: for someone uttering that
negative sentence says that sitting is not about Theaetetus, and what brings
it about that the person speaks falsely is the fact that sitting is about
Theaetetus. Plato’s account of how someone speaking falsely says what is
not applies to only some of the cases of false speech, namely those where
affirmative sentences are used. But, since in all cases speaking falsely may
be reasonably described as saying what is not, an account covering all cases

of false speech would be desirable.

Two replies to this objection are available to Plato. The first is simply to
claim that the description of false speech as saying what is not covers only
the cases where affirmative sentences are used. Whoever speaks falsely by
uttering an affirmative sentence does indeed say what is not in that he or
she says about something what is not about it to be. But whoever speaks
falsely by uttering a negative sentence does not say what is not; rather, he
or she says what is in that he or she says about something what is about it
not to be. Once the false speech that says what is not has been restricted
to that embodied in affirmative sentences, Plato’s original solution to his
main question works: whoever speaks falsely in such a way as to say what
is not says about something what is not about it to be.

Plato’s second reply relies on the assumption that negative sentences
are also used to say that something is about something. What someone
uttering a negative sentence says to be about something, i.e. what he or she
actributes to that thing; is a negative kind. For instance, whoever utters the
negative sentence ‘Theaetetus is not sitting’ says that the negative kind not-
sitting is about Theaetetus. Whoever speaks falsely by uttering a negative
sentence therefore also says about something what is not about it to be:
for instance, someone uttering the negative sentence “Theaetetus is not
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sitting’ speaks falsely in that he or she says the negative kind not-sitting to
be about Theaetetus while in fact the negative kind not-sitting is not about
Theaetetus (because it is different from everything that is about him).

Plato’s two replies correspond to different but compatible ways of look-
ing at negative sentences. The second reply is offered as a back-up to the
first, for the sake of those diehards who stand by the idea that whoever
utters a false sentence says what is not.

Negative kinds. Plato’s second reply introduces negative kinds. But one
might resist acknowledging such things. In fact, many modern philosophers
reject negative kinds. They argue that if there were negative kinds, some of
them would hold of completely heterogeneous things which ‘have nothing
in common’. For instance, not-sitting would have to hold not only of all
animals that are not sitting, but also of all plants, rocks, artefacts, mental
states, geometrical shapes, numbers, and forms: what traits do so diverse
things share?

So, if Plato wants to appeal to negative kinds, he had better justify and
explain them. And he does. He has an elegant account of negative kinds as
‘parts of difference’. The account is based on an analogy between knowledge
and difference. Just as, for every kind, there is a single part of knowledge
corresponding to it, namely knowledge of everything that falls under i,
so also, for every kind, there is a single part of difference corresponding
to it, namely difference from everything that falls under it. For instance,
there is a single part of knowledge corresponding to the kind letter: it is
knowledge of everything that falls under the kind letter (i.e. knowledge of
all letters). Its name is ‘literacy’. Similarly, there is a single part of difference
corresponding to the kind beauty: it is difference from everything that falls
under the kind beauty (i.e. difference from all beautiful things). Its name
is ‘not-beauty’. Such a part of difference is a negative kind. It can be easily
proved that the things falling under the part of difference in question, i.e.
under difference from everything that falls under beauty, are all and only
those that do not fall under beauty. Those who deny that the parts of
difference thus defined are unified kinds must also take on themselves an
unpalatable commitment to denying that the parts of knowledge defined
by a parallel procedure are unified kinds (for instance, they will have to
deny that literacy is a unified kind). Plato’s account of negative kinds also
accomplishes the remarkable feat of specifying a common trait shared by
all and only the things falling under a negative kind.

Plato is therefore in a position to offer his second reply to the objec-
tion and uphold the same account of falsehood for both negative and
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affirmative sentences: whoever speaks falsely, whatever sentence he or she
uses, affirmative or negative, says about something what is not about it to
be. However, even after the introduction of negative kinds, Plato’s account
of false speech is limited to predicative sentences: it remains unclear how
the account could be applied to sentences like ‘It is raining’ or ‘If the match
takes place then Tim will play Volker’.

Difference and contrariety. Plato indicates why someone could be inclined
to maintain that what is not so-and-so does not exist. As I said, who-
ever maintains this is committed to rejecting Plato’s solution of the main
question he addresses in the Sophist: how it is possible to say or believe
falsehoods.

Plato observes that people tend to associate negation with contrariety:
they often think that what is not-so-and-so is in the condition that is
contrary to that of so-and-so things (where the condition contrary to
a given one is the one ‘polarly opposed’ to it, i.e. as much as possible
removed from and incompatible with it). For instance, many would feel
offended at hearing that they are not-beautiful because they would regard
being not-beautiful as equivalent to being in the condition that is contrary
to that of beautiful things, i.e. to being ugly. And if someone is told ‘You are
not permitted to do so’, he or she will normally regard it as a prohibition
to do so. If this approach is applied to not-being so-and-so, it turns out
that what is-not so-and-so is in the condition that is contrary to that of
things which are so-and-so. (I introduce hyphens to distinguish the case
where ‘not’ modifies ‘is’ from that where it modifies the complement of ‘is’
in formulations of the form ‘is not so-and-so’: Greek accomplishes such
a distinction by word order.) Now, to exist is part of being so-and-so: to
be so-and-so is to exist in a so-and-so way. Hence, if something is in the
condition that is contrary to that of things which are so-and-so, then it is
in the condition contrary to that of things that exist in a so-and-so way, i.e.
in the condition ‘polarly opposed’ to that of things that exist in a so-and-so
way, so that it does not exist. For such a reason someone could be inclined
to believe that what is-not so-and-so does not exist.

Plato’s solution to this difficulty is to point out that it is wrong to associate
negation with contrariety: the partner of negation is not contrariety, but
difference. In other words, it is not the case that for x to be not-so-and-so
is for it to be contrary to so-and-so things; rather, for x to be not-so-and-so
is for it to be different from all so-and-so things.

The difficulty considered by Plato depends on the view, which Plato

shares, that to exist is part of being so-and-so, i.e. that to be so-and-so
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is to exist in a so-and-so way. One might describe this as the view that
the copula has existential import. It might be objected that the view is
mistaken: one does not want to say that ‘Pegasus is winged” and ‘Homer
is a poet’ are false because to be winged is to exist in a winged way and
to be a poet is to exist in the way poets do. Plato would dismiss such
putative counter-examples by stressing that every sentence must be about
something existent: he explicitly claims that a form of words that looks like
a sentence that fails to refer to something existent is not really a sentence
(or at least is not a sentence that may be evaluated as true or false). No
counter-examples may be generated with sentences that do not refer to
something existent: for there are no such sentences (or at least no such
truth-evaluable sentences). This of course leaves Plato with the problem
of explaining how forms of words such as those just mentioned are to be
treated: after all, they look like sentences (and truth-evaluable ones). It is
not clear how Plato would answer this challenge, but it is worth pointing
out that his position bears some resemblance to that of Frege and other
modern philosophers of language, who have devised ways of facing the
challenge I outlined.

Problems about being. The Sophist’s main version of the falsehood paradox
is an argument that relies on a controversial premiss: that it is impossible
to say what is not. Thus, the main puzzle addressed by the Sophist depends
on a difficulty about not-being.

Plato, however, thinks that being is as troublesome as not-being. He
makes this clear by engaging in an imaginary debate with earlier thinkers:
pluralists and monists, ‘giants’ (who maintain that only perceptible bodies
are) and ‘gods’ (who insist that only intelligible forms are) — all are put
to the test. They are asked what they mean by the word ‘being’. Their
interrogation leads to the result that although both change and stability
are, being itself is different from both change and stability. From this it is
inferred that being ‘by its own nature’ neither is stable nor changes. And
from this it is further inferred that being neither is stable nor changes.
The argument starts with a truth, namely that being is different from both
change and stability, and ends with a falsehood, namely that being neither
is stable nor changes. The argument is therefore invalid. There are textual
indications that Plato is well aware of its invalidity.

A distinction between linguistic uses. Given that Plato is conscious of the
invalidity of the argument about change, stability, and being, one expects
him to take steps towards exposing it. He does so by distinguishing
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linguistic uses. His distinction concerns ways in which predicative sen-
tences may be understood.

On the one hand, if ‘¢’ signifies a kind, then ‘o is (a) ¢ has an ‘ordinary’
reading, whereby it is true just if the entity signified by ‘c’ instantiates the
kind signified by ‘9’ (throughout this subsection, ‘o’ and ‘¢’ are schematic
letters to be replaced, respectively, with a name and a general term). The
account carries over to negations: if ‘¢’ signifies a kind, then ‘o is not (a)
@’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading just if the entity signified by ‘c’ does not
instantiate the kind signified by ‘p’.

On the other hand, if both ‘o’ and ‘¢’ signify kinds, then ‘o is (a) ¢ has
(not only an ‘ordinary’ reading, but also) a ‘definitional’ reading, whereby
it is true just if the kind signified by ‘0’ is identical to the kind signified by
‘p’. Again, the account carries over to negations: if both ‘c” and ‘¢’ signify
kinds, then ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading just if the
kind signified by ‘o’ is different from the kind signified by ‘¢’.

For instance, ‘Change is stable’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading because
the kind change (signified by ‘change’) instantiates the kind stability (sig-
nified by ‘stable’) (since all kinds are stable). ‘Change is stable’ is, however,
false on its ‘definitional’ reading because the kind change is different from
the kind stability. The same fact makes ‘Change is not stable’ true on its
‘definitional’ reading. For similar reasons, ‘Change is identical’ and ‘Change
is not identical” are both true: the first on its ‘ordinary’ reading, the second
on its ‘definitional’ reading. So also with ‘Change is different’ and ‘Change
is not different’, and with ‘Change is a being’ and ‘Change is not a being’.
Moreover, if ‘9’ signifies any kind different from the kind being, then
‘Being is not (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading. This enables Plato
not only to state that, in a way, being is not (and he says this explicitly, in
a polemical though respectful reaction to Parmenides, who regarded such
a claim as anathema), but also to explain why the argument presented in
the last subsection has a semblance of validity (a task which he ‘leaves to
the reader’). Since being is different from both stability and change, ‘Being
neither is stable nor changes’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading. ‘Being
neither is stable nor changes’ is, however, false on its ‘ordinary’ reading
because being instantiates either stability or change (in fact, it instantiates
the first). The argument has a semblance of validity because it trades on a
slip from the ‘definitional’ to the ‘ordinary’ reading of a sentence.

When an affirmative predicative sentence is understood according to its
‘definitional’ reading, it is taken to offer a complete description of the nature
or essence of the entity signified by its subject-expression (which must
be a kind because only kinds have natures or essences). The ‘definitional’
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reading of sentences is close to that whereby they are understood as making
statements of identity. But the two readings do not coincide. The sentence
‘Goodness is the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ is true on
the reading whereby it is understood as making a statement of identity,
but false on its ‘definitional’ reading. This is because although the definite
description ‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ picks out the kind
goodness (which makes the sentence true when it is understood as making
a statement of identity), ‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic
signifies (not the kind goodness, but) the characteristic (possibly a kind) of
being a kind which in the Republic is more highly praised than any other
(which makes the sentence false on its ‘definitional’ reading).

A distinction between ways of being. The distinction between ‘ordinary’
and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences explains not only the semblance of
validity of certain arguments, but also the validity of others put forward
by Plato in the examination of certain particularly important kinds within
the core section of the dialogue (it enables one to see that arguments which
at first blush could be easily deemed invalid are instead valid). However,
its most important contribution lies in its generating a distinction between
ways of being. Specifically, it yields a distinction between the ways in which
perceptible particulars and kinds are.

Consider any perceptible particular and any true sentence ‘c is (a) ¢’
where ‘o’ signifies that perceptible particular and ‘@’ signifies a kind (here
and in the rest of this subsection, ‘0’ and ‘¢’ are schematic letters to be
replaced, respectively, with a name and a general term). Since no kind
is a perceptible particular, the kind signified by ‘¢’ is different from the
given perceptible particular. Thus, any true affirmative predicative sen-
tence involving ‘to be’” where the predicate-expression signifies a kind and
the subject-expression signifies the given perceptible particular introduces
something different from that perceptible particular. This warrants the
claim that the being of perceptible particulars is always ‘in relation to other
things’. Consider now any kind and any sentence ‘o is (a) ¢’ where both ‘o’
and ‘¢’ signify that kind. This sentence is true on its ‘definitional’ reading.
Thus, some true affirmative predicative sentence involving ‘to be’ where
the predicate-expression signifies a kind and the subject-expression signi-
fies the given kind does not introduce anything different from the given
kind. This warrants the claim that the being of kinds is ‘in its own right’.
Roughly: in the case of perceptible particulars, the correct application of the
predicative use of ‘to be’ always involves something different from them;
in the case of kinds, the predicative use of ‘to be’ may be correctly applied
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without bringing in anything different. From a different angle: perceptible
particulars rank as beings only thanks to their bearing a relation to some-
thing different; kinds rank as beings thanks to their bearing a relation to
themselves. As I pointed out earlier, existence is an aspect or a component
of the predicative use of ‘to be’: for this reason different ways of being
(of existing) reveal themselves in different types of predicative sentences
involving ‘to be’.

0.2 METHODOLOGY

Almost a commentary. The close interconnection of themes and concepts
invited by the dialogue-form makes it difficult to address a Platonic dia-
logue by examining some of its themes and concepts in isolation from the
others: if an operation of this sort is attempted, the impression arises that
some factor essential for the understanding of the issues under considera-
tion is ignored. Mainly for this reason I decided to have my examination of
the Sophist unfolding in parallel with the development of the dialogue. So,
the present study covers most of the dialogue and follows its progression,
almost as a running commentary.

Nevertheless, my examination of the Sophist is selective: not all the
themes and concepts emerging from the dialogue are discussed with the
same care or depth. The approach I have privileged is that of philosophy of
language (in the comprehensive sense in which it addresses also ontological
matters). In particular, I ask Plato some of the questions that a modern
philosopher of language would regard as important and I consider what
answers Plato is committed to offering. Establishing what answers Plato
is committed to offering requires an accurate historical reconstruction of
what he actually does say: modern questions, Plato’s answers. The present
study therefore combines exegetical and philological considerations with a
philosophically minded attitude.

On some specific points I dare to go beyond Plato’s position. While
remaining anchored to what I take Plato’s outlook to be, I develop his
conception so as to cover ground he does not envisage. Such a development
is one of the ways in which ‘history of philosophy’ differs from ‘history of
ideas’. Of course, I take care to indicate when it is that I am thus expanding
on Plato.

Another trait of this study’s approach to the Sophist is the attention
dedicated to argument. Great care is dedicated to analysing how certain
key arguments develop. I aim for interpretations whereby the arguments
Plato may be plausibly taken to endorse are good, where a good argument
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is at least valid, if not sound (Plato of course can, and does, portray some
of his characters as putting forward poor arguments). The quality of the
arguments they attribute to Plato is occasionally employed as one of the
criteria for the assessment of competing interpretations.

A biased outlook? Some commentators will perhaps be disturbed by my
candid admission that I am approaching Plato from the vantage point of
modern philosophy of language. They will probably regard this as a reason
for regarding the present study as an example of how analytic philosophers
distort Plato by bending his text to fit their interests.

My reply to this criticism is that it is impossible to approach any text
without some interest, which involves a viewpoint and specific questions.
The idea that one can look at the ‘original text’ in a completely ‘neutral’
way is a delusion. The best one can do is to try to be clear as to what one’s
perspective is, and be aware that many alternative approaches are possible.
Even those who attempt to offer a ‘photograph’ that is as faithful as possible
will inevitably privilege certain themes and ideas.

A formal appendix. The last portion of this study is an appendix where the
results of my inquiry are presented in a formal setting of symbolic logic.
The reason for this is twofold. On the one hand, such a presentation is
the most precise and unambiguous expression of where Plato stands (or at
least of where he stands according to the text-based examination carried
out in the earlier chapters). On the other hand, the formal presentation
enables one to discover commitments of the theory which one would have
otherwise overlooked (and, conversely, to avoid ascribing commitments
which are not there).

The formal presentation is offered in an appendix not only in order that
those unfamiliar with symbolic logic may ignore it, but also because it can
be regarded as a compact summary of the exegetical inquiry’s results — and
the natural position of a résumé is at the end.



CHAPTER 1

The sophist defined

The stated purpose of the Sophist is to define the sophist. The definition
is pursued by applying the method of division, to a discussion of which
section 1.2 is devoted. Plato offers a salvo of six descriptions of the sophist
based on the method of division: each one focuses on certain traits shared
by at least some sophists. Section 1.3 is about the connection between the
sophist and the concept of appearing. The six descriptions of the sophist
show that he appears to have many skills. Precisely the point that the
sophist appears to have many skills provides the starting point for a new
characterization, which turns upon the concept of appearing: the essence of
the sophist is exactly his appearing to have skills which he in fact lacks. But
the concept of appearing and the connected concept of falsehood generate
puzzles: until these remain unresolved, the sophist can evade ‘capture by
definition’.

I.I CHARACTERS AND TASK OF THE DIALOGUE

The task of defining the sophist. Here are the last words of the Theaetetus
(210D1—4, Socrates is speaking): ‘Now I must go to the King’s Porch to
meet the indictment that Meletus has brought against me; but let us meet
here again in the morning, Theodorus’. And here is the beginning of the
Sophist (216a1—2, Theodorus is speaking): “We have come at the proper
time by yesterday’s agreement, Socrates’.' Thus, the conversation recorded
in the Sophist is a continuation of that of the 7heaetetus. It may be inferred
that the Sophist's dramatic date is 399 BC, the year of Socrates’ death. It
may also be inferred that the discussants of the Sophist include those of the
Theaetetus: Socrates, Theodorus, Theaetetus, Young Socrates, and other
unnamed adolescents.” But there is also someone else.

' Cf. Plt. 258a3—4. > Cf. Tht. 144B8-144C3; 146B2-3; 147D1—2; 168D8; Apelt (1897), 41.
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Theodorus has taken along a visitor from Elea. The Visitor is described
by Theodorus as ‘a companion from among those of the circle of Par-
menides and Zeno’ (21643) and as ‘very much a philosopher’ (216a4). This
remark prompts Socrates to observe that it is difficult to recognize philoso-
phers: as gods sometimes disguise themselves as humans and roam the
earth unrecognized (216c4—6),’ so philosophers, who are god-like humans
(216B8—216C1), cannot be easily identified.* Sometimes philosophers look
like statesmen, sometimes like sophists, and sometimes they seem com-
pletely mad (216c8-216p2). The concept of disguise, which will play a
major role in the remainder of the dialogue, occurs for the first time. Curi-
ously, it is the philosopher who puts up a disguise — later the sophist will
be the one who does so.’

Since philosophers can be easily confused with sophists and statesmen,
Socrates asks the Visitor about the views held in Elea concerning philoso-
phers, sophists, and statesmen (216D3-21744, cf. Plt. 25743—s). Specifically,
Socrates wants to know whether people in Elea think there are three dis-
tinct kinds corresponding to the three names, ‘sophist’, ‘statesman’, and
‘philosopher’ (217a5-11). The Visitor reports the Eleatic view to be that
three distinct kinds correspond to the three names (21781-2).° He immedi-
ately warns that defining these three kinds is a difficult job (21782—4). He
accepts to attempt to define them. He will do so by posing questions to an
interlocutor (rather than by holding a long speech on his own). Theaetetus
is the chosen respondent for the first part of the enterprise: to explain what
the sophist is by means of a definition (21887—218cI).

Sophist, statesman, and philosopher. The view that three distinct kinds cor-
respond to the three names, ‘sophist’, ‘statesman’, and ‘philosopher’, is
never argued for in the dialogue. It is controversial: in Plato’s time there
was a debate about whether these three names refer to practitioners of the
same discipline or different ones.” It is probably because of this debate that
Socrates carefully couches his question as about the Eleatic view on the
issue.

Cf. Od. 17. 484—7: line 486, partially quoted here, appears in its entirety at R. 2. 381D3—4.

Cf. 254A8—254BI.

Cf. Wolff (1991), 20. In the Sophist the speakers often disguise themselves as absent characters by
asking or answering questions on their behalf: cf. 239c9—240c¢6 (the Visitor poses questions on
the sophist’s behalf); 24306—2448s5 (Theaetetus answers on behalf of the pluralists); 244B6—244D13
(Theaetetus answers on behalf of the monists); 246E2—24843 (Theaetetus answers on behalf of the
giants); 24844—248€6 (first Theaetetus and then the Visitor answer on behalf of the friends of the
forms).

Cf. 25482-25543; Prt. 34948—349Cs; Phlb. 6oBi—3. 7 Cf. Wolff (1991), 19—20, 23-5.

S
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The method of division Is

The discussions leading to definitions of the sophist and the statesman
are reported in the homonymous dialogues, the Sophist and the Statesman.
Plato never wrote a third dialogue, the Philosopher, aimed at defining the
philosopher.” The definition of the sophist is undertaken with a view to
defining the philosopher: defining the sophist will enable one to distinguish
a merely apparent philosopher from a genuine one.

1.2 THE METHOD OF DIVISION

An outline of Plato’s method of division. The method of division® enables
one to find a definition by ‘dividing’ kinds into kinds."® Plato never offers
a ‘textbook description’ of the method of division (the passage coming
closest is Phlb. 16B5—18D2)." Here is a rough characterization based on
Plato’s scattered remarks and his practice.

To divide a kind is to identify either two or a larger finite number of
kinds that are (1) immediately subordinate to the kind that is being divided,
(2) pairwise disjoint, and (3) exhaustive of the kind that is being divided.
For instance (cf. Sph. 219A8-219¢9), the kind art is divided into two kinds:
productive art and acquisitive art. These two kinds are (1) immediately
subordinate to the kind art (for they are both subordinate to it and neither
is subordinate to some kind that is subordinate to it), (2) disjoint (since
nothing falls under both), and (3) exhaustive of the kind art (since whatever
falls under the kind art falls under either of them).

If one is trying to define a kind F, one begins by identifying a kind G to
which Fis subordinate. If G can be divided into kinds with one of which
F is coextensive, one executes this division and the process comes to an
end. If instead G cannot be so divided, then it can be divided into kinds
to one of which Fis subordinate. One then proceeds with this kind in the
same way as with G. The operation is repeated until a situation is reached

8 Some commentators (e.g. Lauer (1966), 146; Frede (1996b), 149—s1; Notomi (1999), 24—5; M. L.
Gill (2010), 174) believe the Philosopher was not even planned. According to Davidson (1993), 114,
although ‘for a number of reasons [ . .. ] the Philebus could not be called the Philosopher’, there are
grounds for thinking ‘of it as taking the place of that unwritten dialogue’.

9 Plato uses the noun ‘uéboBos’ in connection with division: Sph. 218Ds; 219413 235C7; Plt. 286D9.

At Sph. 235¢9 ‘“Tpdros Tfis Sianproews’ could mean ‘method of division’ (cf. LS] s.v. “Tpdrros’

v1). Aristotle speaks of division as ‘f) 81& TGV Sicupéoewy 6865 (APo. 2.5, 91b12, cf. PL. Plt. 26542,

266E1) and as a ‘péBodos’ (APr. 1.31, 46b26; de An. 1.1, 402°18—20).

Cf. Moravcsik (1973a), 327-8.

Sph. 253D1-253E3 was traditionally taken to describe the method of division: cf. Cornford (1935),

266-8; Lauer (1966), 155; Berman (1996), 28—9; Fattal (1991), 155—6. Some commentators have

recently denied that the passage’s second part (253D5-253E3) concerns the method of division: cf.

Trevaskis (1967), 120-3; Gémez—Lobo (1977), 36—47; Bordt (1991), 523—4.
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where a kind is divided into kinds with one of which Fis coextensive. The
definition of F is obtained by successively mentioning the kinds to which
F was found to be subordinate and that with which it is coextensive.

The central concept of this rough characterization of the method of divi-
sion is that of subordination. I shall not attempt to define subordination.
But note that it cannot be reduced to proper extensional inclusion: it is
not the case that for all kinds Fand G, Fis subordinate to G just if G holds
of everything of which F holds and other things besides. Subordination is
stronger than proper extensional inclusion: although for all kinds # and
G, F is subordinate to G only if G holds of everything of which F holds
and other things besides, the converse fails (capable-of-laughing holds of
everything of which male-human-being holds and other things besides,
but male-human-being is not subordinate to capable-of-laughing).” For a
kind 7 to be subordinate to a kind G, a further necessary condition seems
to be that G can be truly and appropriately mentioned in answering the
question “What is it?” asked about £.” A metaphysical presupposition of the
last paragraph’s account of the use of the method of division in definitions
deserves mentioning: if a kind £ is subordinate to a kind G, then either F
is coextensive with a kind into which G can be divided or F'is subordinate
to some such kind.

The method of division as dialectic. The method of division gains pro-
gressively more importance in Plato’s late philosophy. Something like it
appears in the Gorgias (454D1—455A2 and 463E3-46646)"* and the Repub-
lic (5.454a1—9). The method is described in the Phaedrus (265c8—266cr,
cf. 271c10-271D5 and 277B5-8), where it is identified with dialectic (cf.
Phlb. 16E4—1745). It is used in the Cratylus (424B7—425c8), the Sophist, the
Statesman, and the Philebus. Here is its presentation in the Phaedrus:

socr. It would be quite wonderful to master by means of an art the  265c
power of two traits of these chance utterances. 265D
pHDR. Which ones?
socr. The first consists in seeing together things that are scattered about
in many places and collecting them into one kind, so that by
defining each thing we can make clear the subject of any instruction
we wish to give. Just so with our discussion of love: whether its
definition was or was not correct, at least it allowed the speech to
proceed clearly and self-consistently.
PHDR. And what is the other trait you are mentioning, Socrates?

> Cf. Moravcsik (1973a), 334—9, 341—2. 3 Cf. below, subsection to n. 33.
4 Cf. Moravcsik (1973a), 325; Moravcsik (1973b), 158—9.
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socr. To be able, in turn, to cut up into species along the natural joints

and not to try to splinter any part, as a bad butcher might do. In
just this way, our two speeches placed all mental derangements into
one common kind. Then, just as each single body has parts that
naturally come in pairs of the same name (one of them being called
the right-hand and the other the left-hand one), so the speeches,
having considered unsoundness of mind to be by nature one single
kind within us, proceeded to cut it up — the first speech cut its left-
hand part and continued to cut until it discovered among these parts
a sort of love that may be called ‘left-handed’, which it correctly
denounced; the second speech, in turn, led us to the right-hand
part of madness, it discovered a love that shares its name with the
other but is actually divine, set it out before us, and praised it as the
cause of our greatest goods.

PHDR. You are absolutely right.
socr. Well, Phaedrus, I am myself a lover of these divisions and col-

lections, so that I may be able to think and speak; and if I regard
someone else as capable of discerning a single thing that is also by
nature capable of encompassing many, I follow ‘straight behind in
his tracks as if he were a god’.” God knows whether this is the right
name for those who can do this correctly or not, but so far I have
always called them ‘dialecticians’.

17
265E

266A

266B

266C

Since the method of division deals with kinds, its identification with dialec-
tic may be regarded as a sharpening of the Republic’s view that dialectic
studies forms (cf. 7. 532A1-53285).

Some characteristics of the method of division:

(1) The kinds reached by a division are not arbitrarily chosen. One must
follow the objective articulation of kinds and not ‘splinter any part,

()

as a bad butcher might do’ (Phdr. 265E1-3)."

In the Statesman (26243—26486) Plato says that in divisions one should
avoid isolating a ‘small’ species by contrasting it with its remainder
within the genus. For instance, one should not divide the genus animal
into man and beast. Were one to divide like this, the remainder of the
small species within the genus (as beast is the remainder of the small
species man within the genus animal) would only be a ‘part’ of the
genus, not also a ‘species’ of it. Every species of a genus is a part of it,
but not every part is a species. One should always divide genera so as

to obtain parts that are also species.'”

5 Hom. Od. 2. 406. 16 Cf. Plt. 259p10-11; 287C3—4; Philip (1966), 346.

7. Cf. Trevaskis (1967), 126; Cavini (1995), 131; below, subsection to n. 113 of Ch. 5.
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3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

The sophist defined

The same genus can be divided in more than one way. For instance,
at the beginning of the Sophist (219a8—219c9) art is divided into
productive art and acquisitive art. But at the beginning of the Szazes-
man (25887—258E7) the Visitor says that ‘it is not in the same place’
that he can ‘see a cut’: this time knowledge is divided into practi-
cal knowledge and purely cognitive knowledge (art and knowledge
seem to be the same kind, cf. Sph. 257c7—257D3 and Plt. 25887 with
258D5)."*

Sometimes the division leads to more than two subordinate species.
Their number must be the smallest possible and finite (cf. Plz. 287¢c3—
s; Phlb. 16c10-16E2)."

The method of division serves several purposes. (5.1) It contributes to
defining kinds. (5.2) It produces classifications. While in the pursuit
of a definition the branches to which the kind to be defined is not
subordinate are not divided, in a classification all branches are.”® The
use of the method of division to produce classifications need not be
regarded as a philosophically uninteresting exercise in the construction
of kind-ladders after the manner of Linnaeus. Classifications may
illuminate the conceptual structure of certain subject areas (consider
for instance classifications of the kinds of change or of enjoyment).”
(5.3) The method of division is also used to disambiguate (e.g. ‘just,
‘good’, ‘love’, and ‘sophist’, cf. Phdr. 263a2—263D1; Sph. 218C1—5).”
(5.4) The method of division can finally be practised as an exercise
to improve one’s intellectual skills (cf. Phdr. 26683—7; Plt. 285¢c8—
285D8).”

Division goes on until indivisible kinds are reached (cf. Phdr. 27787—
8; Sph. 229D5-6). If it aims at definition, then only one kind counts
as indivisible: the one to be defined. If division aims instead at clas-
sification, then only kinds count as indivisible that encompass no
subordinate kinds.

In earlier dialogues Plato emphasized that definitions must have
explanatory power: if ‘so-and-so’ defines piety, then being so-and-
so must explain why anything pious is pious.”* It remains unclear
whether or how the use of the method of division to produce

Cf. Cavini (1995), 131; Natali (1995), 140; Brown (2010), 157, 167-8; M. L. Gill (2010), 192.

Cf. Philip (1966), 346—7; Krohs (1998), 239—40; Notomi (1999), 77.

Cf. Brown (2010), 154. 2 Cf. Cornford (1935), 171; Ackrill (1970), 104-8.

Cf. Trevaskis (1967), 128—9; M. L. Gill (2010), 180. 2 Cf. Trevaskis (1967), 129.

Cf. Euthphr. 6p10-11; Prt. 33248—332B1; 332B4—6; 332D6—332E2; 360C1—2; Grg. 520D1—2; Men. 7206—
7201 Hp.Ma. 287C1-287D2; Phd. 100D7-8; 100E5—6; Rickless (2007), 29.
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definitions contributes to the satisfaction of this explanatoriness
requirement.”’

(8) The dialectician will not care if some branches of the division are
bizarre. Dialectic ignores the emotional reactions prompted by the
kinds encountered (cf. Sph. 22688—2278B6).*°

(9) The dialectician is allowed a cavalier attitude with names: if a branch
singled out by the division is nameless, the dialectician may either
leave it nameless (cf. Sph. 220A1-3; 225B13—225C6; 226DSs; 267A10—
267B2) or introduce a neologism (cf. Sph. 220c7-8; 222Cc9—222D2;
223D6—9; 224B4—224C3; 225A9—12; 267D4—267E3; Plt. 261E1—7).”7

(10) Plato sometimes associates division with the reverse procedure of

collection (cf. Phdr. 265c8—266c¢1). While division starts from a single
kind and reaches two or more subordinate kinds, collection starts from
many specific instances (which can be either perceptible particulars
or kinds) and reaches a single kind encompassing them. One might
expect collection to be carried out before division begins.”® For, in
order to divide a kind into two or more subordinate kinds, one must
identify the general kind to be divided: shouldn’t this identification
be based on a collection? However, none of the examples of division
given by Plato begins with a preliminary collection: the kind from
which the division starts seems always to be identified by something
like an immediate intuition.”” Plato’s practice instead reveals that
collection is deployed (not before, but) during a division. For, when
one is looking for two or more kinds into which a kind F is to be
divided, one often collects many specific instances of F and thereby
identifies the kinds into which F is to be divided (cf. Sph. 219a10—
219CI; 219C2—9; 222C3—222D2; 226B2—226C9; 226E5—227A10; 267A10—
26782; Plt. 258¢c3—25887).7°

(11) The method of division was a successful aspect of Plato’s late philos-

25
26

27
30

ophy. (11.1) Speusippus wrote an extensive work, now lost, on Similar
Things (cf. Ath. Deipnosoph. 2. 58; 2. 78; 3. 325 3. 65; 4. 10, etc.). The
few available fragments suggest that it was a classification of plants
and animals based on division. Moreover, Diogenes Laertius (4. 5)

Cf. Brown (2010), 151-2.

Cf. Wolff (1991), 47. In Prm. 130c1-130E4, Parmenides criticizes the young Socrates for eschewing
forms of ‘hair and mud and dirt, or anything else totally undignified and worthless’.

Cf. Notomi (1999), 75-6.  »* Cf. Cornford (1935), 170. 2 Cf. Philip (1966), 338—41.

Cf. Hackforth (1945b), 142—3; Philip (1966), 341—2; Moravesik (1973b), 167, 170-1; Krohs (1998),
238; Notomi (1999), 75. M. L. Gill (2010), 186 maintains that ‘collections can occur at any stage of
division’.



20 The sophist defined

mentions titles of works by Speusippus that dealt with division.”
(11.2) In his Analytics (APr. 1.31, 46%31-46°37; APo. 2.5, 91°12-927%5)
Aristotle criticizes Plato’s method of division: it fails to supply valid
arguments to establish conclusions from premisses, and it provides no
clue as to how one should separate the characteristics that are essential
to the kind that is being defined from those that are merely accidental.
In De partibus animalium (1. 23, 642°5-644°11) Aristotle levels other
criticisms at the method of division which question its ability to reveal
essences. Aristotle’s criticisms presuppose that he regards the method
of division as one of the most important aspects of Plato’s philosophy
and as the only competitor to his own great logical discovery, the
syllogism. Also note that Aristotle himself extensively discusses and
applies the method of division in his biological works and enriches
it with technical distinctions and terminology (e.g. the idea that a
genus combines with a differentia to constitute a species).” (11.3) In
a fragment from an unidentified play by the comic poet Epicrates (in
Ath. Deipnosoph. 2. 54), Plato, Speusippus, Menedemus, and their dis-
ciples in the Academy are described as intent on applying the method
of division to define a gourd. Epicrates describes the scene in the
appropriate technical language. The fact that the passage comes from
a comedy presupposes that non-philosophers would know about the
method of division and regard it as a remarkable aspect of Plato’s
teaching.

Definition and classification. There is a blue book on the table in front of
me. I shall now ask some questions about this book by using the pronoun
‘it’ to refer to it: “Where is it?’, “What is it like?’, “What is it?’

Answers to the question “Where is it?” can be evaluated with respect
to both truth and appropriateness. The answer ‘It is on the table’ is true
and appropriate; the answers ‘It is blue’ and ‘It is a book’ are true but
inappropriate; the answer ‘It is on the floor’ is false but appropriate; finally,
the answers ‘Tt is green’ and ‘It is a tea-cup’ are both false and inappropriate.

Similar considerations apply to the question “What is it like?” In this
case too, answers can be evaluated with respect to both truth and appro-
priateness. The answer ‘It is blue’ is true and appropriate; the answers ‘It
is on the table” and ‘It is a book’ are true but inappropriate; the answer ‘It
is green’ is false but appropriate; the answers ‘It is on the floor’ and ‘It is a
tea-cup’ are both false and inappropriate.

' Cf. Philip (1966), 336—7.
3 Pace Wedberg (1955), 423, there is no indication that Plato has the concept of differentia.
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Similar points can be made in connection with the question “What is
it?” Also in this case, answers can be evaluated with respect to both truth
and appropriateness. The answer ‘It is a book’ is true and appropriate;
the answers ‘It is on the table’ and ‘It is blue’ are true but inappropriate;
the answer ‘It is a tea-cup’ is false but appropriate; the answers ‘It is
on the floor’ and ‘It is green’ are both false and inappropriate.

The appropriateness or inappropriateness of the answers to the question
“Where is it?’ is determined by the fact that this question is asking for
the position of its referent within a certain ‘grid’. Specifically, the question
“Where is it?’ is asking for its referent’s position within the grid of locations:
it requires a specification of which location is occupied by the object. The
answers ‘It is blue’, ‘It is a book’, ‘It is green’, and ‘It is a tea-cup’ are
inappropriate because they do not mention locations: they do not pick
from the right grid. Something analogous can be plausibly said about the
appropriateness or inappropriateness of the answers to the question “What
is it like?’ It is asking for its referent’s position within the grid of qualities:
a specification of which quality or qualities the object has. The answers
‘It is on the table’, ‘It is a book’, ‘It is on the floor’, and ‘It is a tea-cup’
are inappropriate because they do not mention qualities: they do not pick
from the right grid.

Something analogous can perhaps be said regarding the question “What
is it?” This question is also asking for its referent’s position within a certain
grid. In the case of the “What is it question, the grid from which the
answerer is required to pick is neither that of locations nor that of qualities:
rather it is that of the classes of a fundamental ontological classification
of what there is. In view of the circumstance that to define something is
to answer the question “What is it?” asked about that thing, one sees why
definitions are intimately linked with classifications, and why one and the
same procedure, namely division, is used for the sake of both classifying
and defining. Observe that as one can answer the question “Where is it?’
in more or less specific and informative ways (‘It is in the room’, ‘It is on
the table’, ‘It is on the table’s front-right corner’), so one can answer the
question “What is it?” in more or less specific and informative ways (‘It
is an animal’, ‘It is a terrestrial animal’, ‘It is a man’). This amounts to
introducing informativeness as a third parameter of evaluation alongside
truth and appropriateness.

I suggest that considerations not dissimilar to the ones of the preced-
ing paragraphs are present to Plato’s mind when he links definition and
classification: for Plato, one and the same activity, that of dividing reality at
the joints, lies behind both classification and definition. One consideration
in support of this suggestion is that Plato explicitly mentions the difference
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between the questions “What is it?” and “What is it like?’ (cf. Men. 7183—4,
8783) and the search for definitions is normally introduced by the first of
these.’?

Six descriptions of the sophist. Before employing the method of division
to define the sophist, the Visitor and Theaetetus give an example of the
method by using it to define angling (218cs—221c5). When they apply the
method to the sophist, they get six different descriptions (221c6—23247).
In the first (221c6-223B7), the sophist is a hunter of rich and prominent
young men. In the second (223c1—224D3), he is a merchant of words and
learning who buys his goods in one city and sells them in another. In the
third and the fourth description (224D4—224Es), he is a merchant of words
and learning who operates within a single city and either buys or produces
the goods he sells (the difference between the two descriptions depends on
whether he buys or produces his goods). In the fifth description (224£6—
22645), the sophist is a verbal fighter. Finally, in the sixth description
(226A6—231B9), he is an educator who by means of refutation purifies the
soul from its pretence of knowledge.’*

Faced with these six descriptions, Theaetetus confesses: ‘1 am puzzled
[&mropdd]’ (231B9). His puzzlement is ‘due to the fact that the sophist has
appeared in many ways’ (231B9—231CI): each of the six descriptions gave
Theaetetus the impression of capturing the sophist’s essence, but he also
accepts the reasonable view that the sophist has only one essence. Although
the text does not explicitly say as much, it may be plausibly inferred that
none of the six descriptions is a genuine definition: rather, each one of
them is an account of how sophists, or certain sophists, were viewed in
public opinion or in humorous accounts thereof.” After summarizing the
six descriptions (231c9—231E7), the Visitor and Theaetetus agree that the
sophist appears to have many competences and that whoever is taken in
by this will find it hard to spot a single aspect of the sophist’s art in
which all these presumed competences converge (23241—7). A fresh start is

needed.

3 1In the Theaetetus, after the suggestion that knowledge is perception has been rejected, the question
“What is knowledge [Ti o™ ¢éoTiv émioTthun]? resurfaces (18782—3). Theaetetus’ new answer is
that knowledge is true belief (18786). Socrates then asks: ‘Do you define [6piln] knowledge as true
belief?” (187cs). This is a clear Platonic example of ‘to define’ applied to an answer to a “What is it?’
question.

3+ The six descriptions portray the sophist as progressively more similar to a philosopher (in the sixth
they are almost indistinguishable). Recall that at the dialogue’s beginning (216p1) Plato hinted that
philosophers sometimes take on the semblance of sophists.

Cf. Wolff (1991), 29—44.
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I.3 THE MASTER OF APPEARANCE

Apparent omniscience. Before attempting again to define the sophist, the
Visitor and Theaetetus embark on a discussion (232B1—236D4) of his art
that is supposed to provide some background. They begin by recalling some
points from the earlier six descriptions. The sophist engages in disputes
and teaches others to do so (232B1-10). What topics does he cover? The
simple answer is: ‘All’. He teaches his pupils to engage in discussions about
divine things hidden from common eyes, perceptible objects both in the
heavens and on earth, problems of being and becoming, issues of law and
politics, and questions concerning the crafts (232811-232E5).%

In the discussion’s next step (232E6-233D2) the idea of apparent knowl-
edge is introduced. Nobody knows everything. So, although the sophist
teaches his pupils to engage in disputes about all topics, he cannot know
about all these topics. On the other hand, he brings young people to believe
that he does know about these topics: otherwise they would not pay him to
be taught. Therefore the sophist has apparent knowledge about all things
(the expression ‘SoaoTikn émioTHWN’, 233CI0, conveys the idea not only
of apparent knowledge, but also of expertise at appearing in certain ways).
Precisely the point that the sophist appears to have certain skills provides
the starting point for a new attempted definition, which turns upon the

concept of appearing: the essence of the sophist is exactly his appearing to
have skills which he in fact lacks.””

Plastic and verbal imitations. Matters are clarified (233D3-236D4) by means
of a model (a Tapd@eryua, 23303)*" which institutes an analogy between
the skill of producing plastic imitations (sculpture) and the sophist’s art. A
plastic imitator (a sculptor) produces plastic imitations of all objects and
leads ‘those young children who are silly’ (23488) to think that these plastic
imitations are the real objects they imitate and that he can produce all
objects (i.e. that he is a sort of god).”” Analogously, a linguistic imitator (a
sophist) produces linguistic imitations of true sentences and leads young
people ‘who stand even farther away from the truth of things’ (234c4) to
think that his linguistic imitations are the true sentences they imitate and
that he can produce all true sentences (i.e. that he is wise) (234B5—234D1).

36 The alleged universality of the sophist’s competence is not a straw man: sophists did feign universal
wisdom (cf. Dissoi Logoi 8. 1-13; Wolff (1991), 24-5).

37 Cf. Bluck (1963), 58; Pippin (1979), 190-1.

3 The definition by division of the angler was also described as a model (cf. 218p9; 221c5).

39 Cf. R. 10. 596B12—596EI11; 598B6—598D6; Bluck (1963), 58.
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It is because they imitate true sentences that false sentences may induce
those who hear them to confuse them with the true sentences they imitate.

I introduce some helpful conceptual tools. Every imitation imitates
something. It is associated with a ‘cognate deception’ which it aims to
induce people to fall for, i.e. the false belief whereby one takes the imita-
tion to be what it imitates (e.g. taking an imitation of Theaetetus to be
Theaetetus, or taking an imitation of an apple to be an apple).*® There are
two kinds of imitations with two corresponding kinds of cognate deception.
(1) ‘Singular imitations’, e.g. a portrait of Theaetetus. With a singular imi-
tation, the answer to the question “What does it imitate?” is a proper noun
(e.g. “Theaetetus’). In this case, the cognate deception is a misidentifica-
tion (e.g. one misidentifies a waxen statue of Theaetetus with Theaetetus).
(2) ‘General imitations’, e.g. a waxen apple. With a general imitation, the
answer to the question “What does it imitate?’ is a common noun-phrase
(e.g. ‘An apple’). In this case, the cognate deception is a misdescription
(e.g. one misdescribes a waxen apple as an apple).

When false sentences are regarded as imitating true sentences, a general
imitation is in play: what I do when I utter a false sentence that imitates true
sentences and thereby induce you to confuse my false sentence with a true
one is analogous to what I do when I produce a waxen apple and induce
you to believe that it is an apple (it resembles this more than my producing
a waxen Theaetetus and induce you to believe that it is Theaetetus). If
I utter a false sentence and you believe me, your error does not amount
to misidentifying my false sentence with a specific true sentence, but to
misdescribing my false sentence as true.

The concept of ‘propositional falschood’ (whereby what may properly
be called false is a sentence or a belief or a proposition) is here linked with
that of ‘ontological falsehood’ (whereby anything may be properly called
a false so-and-so if it is deceptively so-and-so). A false sentence deceives
people into regarding it as a true sentence, it is a false true sentence.”

Images, likenesses, apparitions. After bringing up the concept of imitation,
the Visitor and Theaetetus draw some distinctions (23588—236D4). The
sophist’s art is an imitative art: it produces imitations or images (‘imita-
tion’, ‘pipnua’, and ‘image’, ‘€i8wAov’, are used interchangeably in this
context).* There are two types of images: a likeness (eikcov) is like (Boike)

4° Cf. Szaif (1998), 401—2, who emphasizes that an imitation’s cognate deception is at a psychological
level whereby it can coexist with knowledge that the imitation s zor what it imitates.

4 Some modern philosophers attempt to reduce ontological falsehood to propositional falsehood:
cf. A. R. White (1970), 5.

4 Cf. Bondeson (1972), 1. ‘EiSwAov’ occurs for the first time at 234¢s, within the description of the
sophist’s skill. At 23486, the corresponding point of the description of plastic imitation, ‘piunue’
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its model; an apparition (pdvTtacua) appears (paivetar) to be like its
model,¥ but is unlike it.** In plastic images, i.e. sculptures, likenesses
are like their models in that they faithfully reproduce their proportions
and colours (ancient sculptures were coloured)” whereas apparitions are
unlike their models in that they distort their proportions and colours, but
appear to be like their models by appearing to be faithful to them (this
happens especially with monumental sculptures that are supposed to be
viewed from below). Accordingly, there are two kinds of imitative art: one
produces likenesses, the other apparitions (235¢9—236¢8).

The distinction between likenesses and apparitions concerns how they
attempt to induce their cognate deceptions, i.e. to instil the false belief
whereby one takes an imitation to be what it imitates. With a likeness,
the imitator attempts to induce the cognate deception by creating an
imitation that actually has some characteristics of what it imitates. With an
apparition, the imitator tries to induce the cognate deception by bringing
it about that the imitation appear to have some characteristics of what it
imitates. In this case, a further false belief is instilled in the deception’s
victim, i.e. the belief that the imitation has certain characteristics which it
in fact lacks. In the case of a likeness, the false belief that the imitation is
what it imitates is formed on the basis of a #7ue belief that it has such-and-
such characteristics; in the case of an apparition, that false belief is formed
on the basis of a further fa/se belief that it has such-and-such characteristics.
So, all imitations (likenesses as well as apparitions) are intertwined with
deception. But apparitions are linked to deception twice over because they
attempt to achieve their deception by means of a further deception.

Whoever produces false sentences that imitate true ones tries to deceive
his or her hearers into believing that the false sentences produced are true.
In some cases, the deception is achieved by producing false sentences that
share some characteristics with the imitated true ones: this is a production of
likenesses (like statues that deceive their viewers by faithfully reproducing
the proportions and colours of what they imitate). In other cases, the
deception is obtained through false sentences that merely seem to have
certain characteristics of the imitated true sentences but do not actually
have them: this is a production of apparitions (like statues that deceive

occurs. ‘€iSwAoTrotkn’ and ‘uipnTikn’ are also used interchangeably: cf. 23588—9; 235¢3; 235D1—2;
236C6—7; 265B1—2; Kamlah (1963), 28.

4 1 translate ‘p&vTtacua’ by ‘apparition’. I reserve ‘appearance’ for ‘pavtacicl’.

4+ In one passage (240A4—240B12) Plato seems to use ‘image’ (‘ei8wAov’, 24045, 24047) and ‘likeness’
(‘eikev’, 240811, 240B12) as synonyms (cf. Robinson (2001), 445). He is probably careless.

# Cf. R. 4. 420C4—420D5.

46 Plato perhaps has in mind Polycleitus as a creator of likenesses, Phidias and Lysippus as creators of
apparitions: cf. Villela-Petit (1991), 74-84.
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their viewers by seeming to have the proportions and colors of what they
imitate while they actually distort them).*

The difficulties faced by the inquirers. At this point, the Visitor and Theaete-
tus interrupt their account because they are in trouble. They face two diffi-
culties. The first concerns whether the sophist should be subsumed under
the art that produces likenesses or that which produces apparitions (236c9—
10, cf. 235D2—3 and 264¢7—9). The second difficulty relates to the fact that
the kind where the sophist has taken refuge is puzzling (&mopov) (236D1—4).

The two difficulties are probably linked. The two inquirers want to
subsume the sophist under the art that produces apparitions (this is
indicated by the fact that later they will have no qualms about categorizing
him in this way).” The reason why they hesitate to subsume the sophist
under the art that produces apparitions is that this art is puzzling because of
its particularly intimate connection with falsehood. The sophist has at least
two links to falsehood. The first link is given by the fact that he produces
false sentences. The second link to falsehood is due to the circumstance
that his false sentences imitate true ones and therefore tend to deceive their
hearers into believing that they are true sentences: the sophist therefore
induces the false belief that certain sentences are true, while in fact they
are false. The tie between sophist and falsehood becomes treble if the
sophist produces apparitions. For, in this case, the sophist’s false sentences
deceive their hearers into believing that they are true by merely seeming to
have certain characteristics which they lack: they thereby induce a further
false belief. The sophist will however declare that it is impossible to say
or believe falschoods and that he is therefore not to be defined in the
proposed way. In particular, since imitations aim by their very nature at
deceiving their viewers or hearers (because they try to instil the belief that
they are what they imitate), if the sophist were right that it is impossible
to believe falsehoods then one could doubt the legitimacy of classifying
him as a practitioner of an art that produces imitations of whatever sort
(cf. 264C10-264D3). Moreover, apparitions have an especially intimate con-
nection with deception (because they endeavour to generate a deception
through a further deception): if the sophist were right that it is impossible
to believe falsehoods then one would have particularly good reasons to

47 Some commentators maintain that in the case of verbal images, likenesses and apparitions are
(respectively) true and false sentences and that Plato is therefore committed to the view that
sentences are verbal pictures representing reality: cf. Gulley (1962), 149; Bluck (1963), 59; Tilghman
(1969), 160. This is a mistake (cf. Szaif (1998), 402; Brown (2010), 161): in the case of verbal images,
both likenesses and apparitions are false sentences (cf. 260c6-10), which in different ways try to
deceive their hearers into regarding them as true.

4 Cf. 239C9-239D1; 260D8-9; 266D9—267AT; 268c8—268Ds; Bluck (1963), 60; Palmer (1999), 124.
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refrain from classifying him as a practitioner of an art that produces
apparitions. Indeed, if the sophist were right then there would even be
reasons to doubt that the art of producing imitations can be divided into
those of producing likenesses and apparitions (cf. 266D9—266E3).

The two difficulties faced by the inquirers are connected with apparitions
and falsehood. The beginning of the central ‘digression’ (236D5—264B10)
on not-being, being, and falschood has been reached.

The final division and definition of the sophist is illustrated by the following
diagram:
artless with an art

with an acquisitive art with a productive art

/\

divine human
of originals of images  of originals of images
of likenesses of apparitions
through tools through the artist himself

with knowledge  without knowledge

of the model of the model
unaware of aware of
the ignorance the ignorance
by long by private discussions
public speeches involving questions and answers

This division is carried out in the second part of the dialogue’s frame
(264B11—268cC4). Its summing up leads to the final definition of the sophist
(268c5—268D5). Some graphic description of the method of division like
the above was probably already used in the Academy: for Aristotle (PA
1.2, 642°12) mentions ‘drawn divisions’ and Plato himself (Sph. 264E1-2,
cf. Phdr. 265E4—266B1) speaks of taking always the division’s right-hand
branch.



CHAPTER 2

Puzzles about not-being

At the end of the debate leading into the final division and definition of
the sophist, the Visitor mentions problems about appearing without being
and saying what is not true. He thus introduces a discussion about the
impossibility of saying what is not, a paradox concerning images, and a
version of the falsehood paradox (236D5—24285).

This part of the dialogue may be divided into five portions: (1) an
introduction to the difficulties that bedevil this area of thought (236p5—
237B7); (2) three arguments to the effect that it is impossible to say what is
not (23787-239¢8); (3) an argument to the effect that the concept of image
implies a contradiction (239c9—240c6); (4) an argument to the effect that
it is impossible to believe or say what is false (240c7—24184); (5) a summary
of the difficulties encountered and a sketch of the moves that will enable
one to overcome them (241B4—242B5). Section 2.1 deals with (1) and (2),
Section 2.2 with (3), Sections 2.3 and 2.4 with (4).

2.I WHAT IS NOT IS UNSAYABLE

The introduction. The difficulties about falsehood and appearing are intro-
duced by the following passage:

v1s. "OvTuds, & HOKAPLE, ETUEV &V TTAVTATTOOL X AAETTT) 236D9
oKéWeL. TO Yap ¢paiveodar ToUTo Kal TO Sokeiv, glvan 8¢ un, 236EI
kad TO Aéyetv pev &TTa, GANOT 8¢ ur, TavTa TaUTd 0T
peoTa &rropias &el év T Tpdobev ¥ pdvew kad viv. &TTws yop
elrévTa Y pt) yeudh Aéyew fj SoSalev <pavon> dvTws elvad,

kad ToUTo $pbeyEapevov dvavTiodoyia un ouvexeodal, E§
TaVTATOo1Y, & OeaiTnTe, XaAeTdy. 237A1
THT. Ti 81,

vis. TeTéAunkev 6 Adyos oUTos Utrobéoban TO un &v
elvar Weldos ydp oUk &v &AAws &ylyveto dv. TTopuevidng

28
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8¢ 6 péyas, & Tad, Totolv fulv olotv &pxouevods Te Kol i AS
TéAOUS TOUTO &TTEPOpTUPATO, TrelT) Te O8e EKAOTOTE Aéywv
KO METO METPWV —

OV y&p un moTe ToUTo Sowd, ¢pnoiv, eival un govta

&G oU THoS &’ 680U B10nuevos gipye vonua.
Trap’ kelvou Te o0V PapTUPEITAlL, Kol HAAIOT Ye 81 237BI
TavTwy & Adyos aliTds &v SnAwoele péTpla Pacaviobeis. B2

vis. We are really faced, my dear friend, with an extremely difficule 236D
inquiry. For this appearing and seeming, but not being, and saying 236k
things, but not true ones, all of this has always been in the past
and still now is full of difficulty. For, Theaetetus, it is extremely
difficult to see by speaking in what way one should affirm that
saying or believing falsehoods really exists, and not to be caught in
a contradiction by uttering this. 237A
THT. Why?
vis. This account dared to assume that what is not is: for in no other
way would falsehood have become a being. But, my boy, when we
ourselves were boys, the great Parmenides from beginning to end
testified this, constantly saying so both in prose’ and in verse. He
says:
... never shall this be proved, that things which are not are,
but you, in your inquiry, hold back your thought from this
way.”
So we have his testimony; and the account itself can reveal this more
than anything else by being properly examined. 2378

I reproduced and translated David Robinson’s text, which adds ‘pdvar’
at 236e4.” The text of the manuscripts can be translated without this
addition. One translation of it is:

For, Theaetetus, it is extremely difficult to see how it is appropriate that someone
who claims that saying or believing falsehoods really exists, in uttering just this
should avoid being caught in a contradiction.*

Here ‘61reds’ modifies “xp1y’, which governs the whole complex infini-
tive construction ‘eiTrévTa. .. Weudf Aéyewv 1) 8o&dlewv SvTws eivad,
kol ToUTo ¢BeyEduevov évavTtiohoyia un ouvéxeobor’. The subject is
the phrase ‘eimovTa. .. yeudf] Aéyewv | dof&lev dvtws elvar’, with
‘eirovTa’ governing the subordinate infinitive construction ‘weudfi Aéyew

' Probably an allusion to lectures held by Parmenides (cf. Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 126).

* DK 28 B 7, 1—2, cf. 258D2-3.

3 Robinson (1999), 147 tentatively credits Heindorf with this emendation. I could find no passage in
Heindorf justifying this attribution.

Cf. Heindorf (1810), 346; Stallbaum (1840), 129; Wagner (1856), 69; Apelt (1897), 113.
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7} SoE&gev dvTws elvar’ (with ‘Weudf Aéyew 1) Soalev’ subject, ‘GuTeos
elvar’ predicate); the predicate is ‘tvavTiohoyia pr) cuvéxeoBar’; and the
phrase ‘kai ToUTo ¢pOeyEauevor’ is in apposition to the subject (with ‘kad’
meaning ‘just’).’

Another translation of the manuscripts’ text is:

For, Theaetetus, it is extremely difficult to see by speaking in what way one should
say or believe that falsehoods really exist, and not be caught in a contradiction by
uttering this.

Here ‘6res’ modifies ‘eiévta’ and “xpry’ governs two infinitive construc-
tions: ‘Weudf Aéyew f) 8o&lev dvTws eivar’ and ‘“ToUTo pBeyEduevov
gvavTioloyia pr) ouvéyeoBor’. In the first of these, ‘Aéysv 7 SoS&lew’
takes ‘Weudf . .. dvTws elvar’ as its object.”

In all translations, the words ‘to see’ (after ‘it is extremely difhcult’,
‘Mo TATACIV . . . XOAeTdV at 23741) are supplied from the context.’ The
contorted syntax probably reflects the difficulty of the topic.

Interpretations of the introduction. Most commentators think that 236p9—
237B2 contains a precise version of the falsehood paradox. Here are the
main interpretations.

(1) The ontological interpretation: ‘Suppose that falsehood is; then
what is not is; but this is a contradiction; so, falsehood is not’.
This argument involves two uses of ‘to be’: veridical (whereby ‘to
be’ is roughly equivalent to ‘to be true’) and existential (whereby
‘to be’ is roughly equivalent to ‘to exist’). The argument is therefore
fallacious.”

(2) The semantical-gnoseological interpretation: ‘Falsehood involves
“saying or thinking what is not”; but it is impossible to “say or
think what is not”; therefore one cannot have anything to do with
falsehood’. Since the semantical-gnoseological interpretation takes
different forms with different commentators, it is more properly

Cf. LS] s.v. ‘kad” B 6. Madvig (1871), 380 regards the ‘kai’” between ‘efva’ and “toUto’ as unacceptable.
He therefore deletes it as having crept into the text from the second syllable of ‘elvar’. He is followed
by Schanz (1887), 32.

Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 81; Fraccaroli (1934), 146; Cornford (1935), 200; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 1265
Frede (1996b), 144.

In view of the unnaturalness of regarding ‘weudd) . . . vTtws elvan’ as the object of Aéyew 7 So§&lev’,
Szaif (1998), 395 suggests to delete ‘1) SoE&Lewv’ as a gloss that entered the text.

Heindorf (1810), 346 suggests ‘Sudelv’ (cf. Phd. 6285—6) or ‘eimelv’ (cf. Sph. 21781-2) and draws
parallels with 7hz. 158c2—3 and Ar. V. 1279. Campbell (1867), Sph. 81 suggests “yvéovar’ or Aeyev’.
Cf. Cornford (1935), 200; Ross (1951), 114-15; Bluck (1963), 60-1; Bondeson (1972), 1; Guthrie
(1962-81), Vv 1355 Szaif (1998), 395-6.
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described as a family of interpretations. Two main branches of
this family may be distinguished.

The indefinability interpretation: “To define falsehood, one must
speak of what is not; but it is impossible to speak of what is not;
so it is impossible to define falsehood’. The paradox denies the
possibility of defining falsehood.

The inexistence interpretation takes the paradox to deny the exis-
tence of falsehood. Two main versions of this interpretation may
be distinguished.

The interpretation of propositions: ‘Every sentence expresses some
proposition; but a false sentence expresses what is not; so, a false
sentence expresses no proposition; therefore no sentence is false’.
This paradox involves two uses of ‘to be’: veridical and existential.
Frege expounds a paradox that resembles this one, but does not
depend on an ambiguity of ‘to be’: Frege considers the possibility
that the being of a proposition depends on its truth, in which case
a false sentence would express no proposition.'®

The interpretation of the collapse of truth conditions on meaning
conditions: ‘If a sentence is meaningful then there is a portion of
reality corresponding to it; the portion of reality corresponding to
a sentence makes it true; so, if a sentence is meaningful then it is
true’."" Three versions of this interpretation have been, or might
be, suggested: they differ according to the ‘category’ to which
the truth-entailing portion of reality required by meaningfulness
belongs.

The portion of reality is a fact (a subsistent state of affairs). For
example, for ‘Theaetetus is flying’ to be meaningful, the fact
that Theaetetus is flying must be a portion of reality. But this
guarantees the truth of “Theaetetus is flying’."* This version recalls
a puzzle studied by Russell.”

The portion of reality is a trope. Tropes are instances of kinds
individuated by their bearers: items like Theaetetus’ sitting and
Theaetetus’ flight."* For “Theaetetus is flying’ to be meaningful,
the trope of Theaetetus” flight must be a portion of reality. But
this guarantees the truth of “Theaetetus is flying’."”

Cf. Frege (1918-19b), 144. On propositions cf. below, text to n. 106 of Ch. 6.
Cf. Kostman (1973), 193.
Cf. Hackforth (19452), 57; Gulley (1962), 156; Tilghman (1969), 156—7; von Weizsicker (1973), 232-3;

Przelecki (1981), 124.
3 Cf. Russell (1910b), 150-1; Russell (1912), 72. 4 Cf. Phd. 102D7-8; 102E6—7.
5 Cf. Owen (1971), 244-5.
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(2.2.2.3) The portion of reality is a ‘predicative complex’ made up of the
sentence’s referent and the kind attributed to it by the sentence.
For ‘Theaetetus is flying’ to be meaningful, flying-Theaetetus
must be a portion of reality. But this guarantees the truth of

“Theaetetus is flying’."

It is hard to choose among these interpretations: equipollent arguments
support different exegeses. Since the passage is so vague as to admit radically
different exegeses, it is perhaps not supposed to be understood in a precise
way: it does not contain a version of the paradox, but only a generic intro-
duction to it, in which some relevant points are briefly touched upon. The
impression that the passage under consideration is a preliminary summary
is confirmed by the fact that at 236E1—2 Plato mentions the difficulties of
‘appearing and seeming, but not being, and saying things, but not true
ones’. These two difficulties will be explained later, at 239c9—240c¢6 and

240C7—241B4.

Three serious arguments, not three sophisms. After their introductory remarks,
the Visitor and Theaetetus go through three arguments to the effect that
it is impossible to say what is not (23787—239c8). These three arguments
remain unchallenged throughout the Sophist: Plato seems to regard them
as unassailable."” I shall therefore treat Plato’s three arguments about the
impossibility of saying what is not as pieces of serious philosophy, not as
sophisms.

If, as it seems, Plato believes that what is not cannot be said, then he
subscribes to Parmenides’ claim that ‘you could not know what is not —
for that is impossible — nor express it” (DK 28 B 2, 7-8). In this respect the
Sophist stands by Parmenides’ positions.

The first argument about the impossibility of saying what is not (237B7—237E7)
is as follows:

vis. Kai pot Aéye' TO undaucds 237B7
SV TOAUGMEY TTou ¢BEyyeobal;

THT. T35 y&p oU;

vis. M) Tolvuv €pidos éveka pnde Tandids, GAN el BIO
ooudi) 8éol ouvvonoavTd Tva drrokpivaodal TéY 237CI
&xpoaTédV ol Xph ToUvol émidépely ToUTo, TO Un dv, Ti

16 This third version is mentioned by Owen (1971), 24s. 7 Cf. Thomas (2008), 642, 657.
1 Cf. DK 28 B 3, 1; B 6, 1; Cherniss (1932), 122-3; Furth (1968), 119; Ferejohn (1989), 267; O’Brien
(1991b), 328-30; Rudebusch (1991), 5305 Palmer (1999), 128, 137; Sillitti (1999), 54.
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SokoUpev &v; els Ti kol i Tolov adTév Te KaTay proaodal
kad TG TTuvBavopévey Seikvival;

THT. XOAeTTOV fipou Kad oXedov el Trelv oiw ye ol
TOVTATTOOLY &TTOPOV.

vis. AAN olv ToUTé ye 8fAov, 6T1 TGV dvTowv &l 11 1O
ut) &v oUk oioTéov.

THT. [16ds y&p &v;

vis. OUkoUv émreltrep oUk &l T &v, oU8’ &l TO Ti pépeov
dpbicos &v Tis Ppépot.

THT. [16&s 81);

vis. Kai ToUTo fiuiv TTou $pavepdy, cos kal 1o Ti ToUTo
pfipa & BV Tt Aéyouey EkAoTOTE Pdvov yap alTo Aéyely,
WOTTEP YUMVOV Kald AT pnHwUévoy &TTO TGV dUTwv
&TTaVTWY, G8UvaTov: A Yap;

THT. ASUvaTov.

vis. Apa T1)8e oKOTTEV oUudns, cs Gvdykn Tov Ti
AéyovTa év Yé Ti Aéyely;

THT. OUTwS.

vis. Evos yap 87 16 ye 1 ¢pnoeis onueiov eivan, T 8¢
TIvE Suolv, TO 8¢ TIVES TTOAAGV.

THT. 165 y&p oU;

vis. Tov 8¢ 81) p1) Ti AéyovTa QvayKAOTXTOV, (S EOIKE,
TAVTATTOOL PNSEV Agyetv.

THT. AVayKalOTOTOV [év oUv.

vis."Ap’ oUv oUdt ToUTo ouyXwpnTéov, TO TOV ToloUToV
Aéyelv Pév, Aéyelv pévTol undév, GAN oUde Aéyew poTéov,
6s Y &v Emrixelpt) un &v ¢pbéyyeobau;

THT. TéAos yoUv &v &topias & Adyos éxol.

vis. And tell me: do we somehow dare to express what in no way is?
THT. Why shouldn’t we?

vis. So if; neither for the sake of contention nor of play, but seriously
and thoughtfully, one of the hearers were to answer the question
whither this name, ‘not being’, should be applied,*® what would
we think? What, and what sort of thing, should he apply it to, and

show to the questioner?

THT. You asked something difficult and, one might almost say,” com-

pletely impracticable for someone like me.
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The word “T1’, absent from the main MSS, occurs in Par. 1808. Editors accept it as an emendation.

Some commentators read “TéV &vTwv Em’ with anastrophe of ‘¢tri’: cf. Cordero (1986—7), 283;
Aubenque (1991), 372; Cordero (1993), 233; Fronterotta (2007), 311. This sits uneasily with the fact
that ‘i’ is construed with the accusative both shortly before (237¢3) and shortly after (237c10) the

passage under consideration.
20 Cf. 250p7-8.  *' Cf. LS] s.0. ‘oxedév’ v 1.
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vis. But this is at least clear, that ‘not being’ should not be applied to
one of the beings.

THT. How could it?

vis. So, since it cannot be applied to being, by applying it to ‘something’
one would again fail to apply it correctly.

THT. How so?

vis. This is also* somehow clear to us, that we always utter this expres- 237D
sion, ‘something’, in connection with a being;: for it is impossible to
utter it on its own, as if naked and isolated from all beings. Is that
not so?

THT. Impossible.

vis. Are you agreeing because you view the matter this way, that it is
necessary that whoever says ‘something’ say ‘at least one something’?

THT. Yes.

vis. For you will say that ‘something’ is a sign of one thing, ‘two things’
of two, and ‘things’ of many.

THT. Of course.

vis. But, it seems, it is surely most necessary that whoever does not say ~ 237E
something say absolutely nothing.

THT. Most necessary.

vis. This, then, should also not be conceded, that such a person speaks,
but says nothing. One should instead say that whoever tries to
express what is not does not even speak.

THT. The puzzlement generated by the argument would at least reach its
completion.?

Two issues of translation must be discussed.

Issues of translation: (i) The use of ‘¢p0¢yyeodar’. The Greek verb
‘¢B¢yyeobor’ has several uses. I focus on three. (1) The verb can take as its
object linguistic expressions referred to by noun-phrases in the accusative
(cf. Pre. 342E7; R. 5. 463E2; Sph. 24446). When used in this way, it is nat-
urally rendered by ‘to utter’. (2) The verb can take as its object two items,
one of which is (in most cases) a conceptual content while the other is a
linguistic expression, both referred to by noun-phrases in the accusative
(cf. Sph. 257D11-12;5 Phlb. 25C5—6). When used in this way, the verb is
naturally rendered by ‘to express. .. by —". (3) The verb can also take as its
object a propositional content introduced either by a declarative sentence
(cf. Lg. 2. 662B7) or by some other device, like a pronoun in the accusative

2 Cf. 237¢7.
» A pun is intended: the puzzlement reaches its completion both by terminating and by attaining its
culmination.
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(cf. Cra. 394c8—9; R. 8. 568a11; Plt. 307As; Lg. 2. 662Cs; 10. 9018). When
used in this way, the verb is naturally rendered by ‘to express’ or ‘to say’.
In connection with this third use the verb is employed in sentences like
“T&ANBT pOéyyeobar’ (‘to say the truth’) (cf. Phlb. 4988).*

The verb ‘¢p8éyyecbor’ occurs twice in the passage under scrutiny:
at the beginning Theaetetus candidly accepts that ‘we somehow dare to
$6éyyeobar what in no way is’ (23787-8); at the end the Visitor tells of
the dire fate of ‘whoever tries to ¢$8¢yyecbo1 what is not’ (23786). Which
use of ‘pBéyyecbar’ is in play? Some interpreters” opt for the first: in
their view, Theaetetus at the beginning concedes that we dare to utter the
phrase ‘what in no way is’ and at the end he learns of what befalls whoever
tries to utter the phrase ‘what is not’. This solution is unlikely, for three
reasons. First, it requires the argument’s conclusion to be that whoever tries
to utter the phrase ‘what is not” fails to accomplish an act of saying. But
the earlier steps of the argument cannot be easily seen to provide support
for this claim. Things go back into place if the argument’s conclusion is
taken to be that whoever tries to express what is not fails to accomplish
an act of saying (whereby ‘¢p0éyyecfon’ is understood according to the
third of the last paragraph’s uses). Secondly, the second argument about
the impossibility of saying what is not (238a1—238c12) addresses the issue of
the possibility of ‘¢p0éyEacban through the mouth’ and ‘grasp in thought’
what is not (23886—7) and reaches the conclusion that ‘one cannot correctly
$0¢yEaoBan nor say nor think of what is not in its own right’ (238¢8-9). 1
shall argue that the second argument about the impossibility of saying what
is not is concerned not with the expression ‘what is not’, but with what
is not.” Thirdly, according to the solution under scrutiny, the argument
begins by considering someone uttering ‘what in no way is’ and ends by
speaking about what happens to someone uttering ‘what is not’, which is
a different linguistic expression. If the idea that the argument concentrates
on utterances is taken seriously, there is something inelegant in allowing a
change of linguistic expression between the argument’s beginning and end.
These reflections lead me to prefer the third of the last paragraph’s uses

> At Cra. 430a1—2 ‘GAnB7 ¢Béyyeobon’ and ‘weudf| ¢pBEyyeoban’ are used differently: they mean
something like ‘to utter sounds in a way that amounts to speaking truly’ and *. . . falsely’.

% Cf. MacKay (1868), 111; Jowett (1892), 1v 365; Fowler (1921), 339; Fraccaroli (1934), 147; Cornford
(1935), 203; Warrington (1961), 182; Zadro (1971), 217; Matthews (1972), 222; Bondeson (1973), 19;
Cambiano (1981), 433; Benardete (1984), 28; Roggerone (1990), 93; Mazzarelli (1991), 282; Rudebusch
(1991), 5305 Vitali (1992), 67; N. . White (1993), 26; Bianchini (1997), 92; Ambuel (2007), 205;
Fronterotta (2007), 309; Centrone (2008), 99. The quotation marks in Robinson’s edition also
presuppose that ‘p8éyyecbon’ here mean ‘to utter’.

26 Cf. below, subsection to n. 45.
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of ‘¢pBéyyeobar’. Accordingly, I translate the verb’s relevant occurrences
with ‘to express’,”” and I take it that ‘p6éyyecfon what in no way is” and
‘¢O¢yyeobar what is not’ mean ‘to express what as a matter of fact is not’.

Issues of translation: (ii) The sentence at 237D6—7. The interrogative sentence
‘Gpa TH®e okoT&OY cUpdns . ..; (237D6—7) allows two construals.
On the first, the declarative sentence introduced by ‘s’ is governed by
‘oUp¢ns’. The translation is: ‘In viewing the matter this way, do you agree
that. .. 2> On the second construal, the declarative sentence is governed
by “t§8€’.”” The translation is: ‘Are you agreeing because you view the
matter this way, that...?"°

The linguistic evidence favours the second construal. For: (1) there are
no sure parallels in Plato for ‘cUpdnut’ followed by a declarative sentence
introduced by ‘6’ or ‘611’;" (2) I found no occurrence in Plato of ‘pnpi’
construed with a declarative sentence introduced by ‘cs’ (although there
are examples with ‘6T1’: Grg. 487D5—7; R. 3. 387D5—6); (3) the formula “T7)3e
okotédV’ always looks forward (cf. Grg. 497D9; Phd. 73B4; R. 1. 351475 Sph.
254C2; Tht. 163a7; Ti. 89E3; Virt. 378¢6).”

The progression of the first argument. Here is a step-by-step reconstruction
of the first argument about the impossibility of saying what is not.

The first step (23787—9) states the initial assumption: we express what
in no way is.

The second step (237B10—237¢9) claims that the expression ‘not being’
cannot be applied to any being. Claiming this is analogous to claiming that
‘not man’ cannot be applied to any man. It is an instance of the general
principle that a negative general term® consisting of ‘not’ followed by a

*7 Cf. Apelt (1914), 66; Dies (1925), 336; Martini (1931), 254; Taylor (1961), 125; Meinhardt (1990), 8s;

Giardini (1997), 559; Duerlinger (2005), 103.

Cf. Ficino (1484), 350; MacKay (1868), 112; Jowett (1892), 1v 365; Diés (1925), 337; Martini (1931),

254; Fraccaroli (1934), 148; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 128; Gentile and Plebe (1965), s0; Taylor (1961),

126; Zadro (1971), 217; Cambiano (1981), 434; Meinhardt (1990), 87; Roggerone (1990), 94; Vitali

(1992), 67; Cordero (1993), 1255 Bianchini (1997), 92; Duerlinger (2005), 103; Ambuel (2007), 206;

Fronterotta (2007), 312.

» Cf. Heindorf (1810), 349; Apelt (1897), 116.

Cf. Apelt (1914), 67; Fowler (1921), 341; Cornford (1935), 204; Warrington (1961), 182; Matthews

(1972), 223; Mazzarelli (1991), 282; N. . White (1993), 26; Brann et al. (1996), 41; Centrone (2008),

99.

3t Cf. Owen (1971), 226. Phlb. 287-29A1 might provide such a parallel, but syntax and reading are
uncertain. The earliest example I have found of ‘cUn¢nu’ with a declarative sentence introduced
by ‘s’ is Aristid. Or. 1. 132, 4 J. (second century AD).

3> This paragraph is indebted to discussions with Robert Parker and David Robinson.

3 Let me fix some terminology. Predicables are expressions which can be predicated of (one or more)
things and are true or false of (one or more) things. Examples of predicables are: ‘runs’, ‘does not

28
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general term cannot be applied to anything falling under the general term
following ‘not’.

The third step (237c10-11) claims that the expression ‘not being’ cannot
be applied to the expression ‘something’ (the article “T¢” in ‘16 T1” at 237¢10
must function as a quotation device:** it would be strange to say that the
expression ‘not being’ cannot be applied to any something). What Plato
means is probably that the expression ‘not being’ cannot be applied to
any item with respect to which the expression ‘something’ can be used.
Theaetetus is bewildered: he asks ‘How so?” (237c12).

The fourth step (237D1—5) claims that the expression ‘something’ can
only be used with respect to beings. This justifies the third step’s claim that
the expression ‘not being’ cannot be applied to any item with respect to
which the expression ‘something’ can be used: for, if ‘not being’ could be
applied to any item with respect to which the expression ‘something’ can be
used, then, since (as the fourth step indicates) the expression ‘something’
can only be used with respect to beings, it would follow that ‘not being’
could be applied to a being, contrary to what is claimed in the second
step.

The claim, made in the fourth step, that the expression ‘something’
can only be used with respect to beings, reflects certain facts of the Greek
language, and in particular of Plato’s Greek. “To be something’ (‘eivai
T1') may be used to make existential claims,” and instances of ‘to call ¢
“something” or ‘to call something “””*° may be employed as equivalents
of the corresponding instances of ‘to accept ¢ as existent’.”” Plato might

run’, ‘is beautiful’, ‘is not beautiful’, ‘is taller than Socrates’, ‘is not taller than Socrates’, ‘is flying’, ‘is
not flying’, ‘isa man’, ‘is not a man’, ‘beautiful’, ‘not beautiful’, ‘taller than Socrates’, ‘not taller than
Socrates’, flying’, ‘not flying’, ‘man’, ‘not man’. There are two main types of predicables: predicate-
expressions, which are obtained from declarative sentences by subtracting their subject-expressions
(my first ten examples are predicate-expressions), and general terms, which include common noun-
phrases, adjectival phrases, and whatever predicables form predicate-expressions by being added
as complements to ‘is’ (my last eight examples are general terms). In English some general terms
(e.g. ‘man’) form predicate-expressions by being added as complements to ‘is’ only with the further
addition of an indefinite article (‘is man’ is not a predicate-expression, ‘is a man’ is). In Greek no
article is needed. Proper nouns (e.g. ‘Socrates’) and definite descriptions (e.g. ‘the kind most highly
praised in the Republic’) are not predicables.

34 Cf. below, n. 11 of Ch. 5 and text thereto.

3 Cf. 2474105 Hp.Ma. 287C4; Prt. 332C3; Phd. 64C2; 65D4—5; 74A12; 102B1; R. 9. §83Cs; Phlb. 37A2;

37a7; Schipper (1964), 38—9; Frede (1967), 46; Kahn (1976), 331; Kahn (1981), 109, 129.

Some of these English formulations are unidiomatic (‘anything’ would be more fitting than ‘some-

thing’). More idiomatic formulations would, however, conceal the fact that a single Greek word,

‘10, is behind all of them.

37 Cf. 244B12; Prt. 33244; 358D5; Grg. 454C7-8; Phd. 103C11; Men. 75E1; 76A1; 76D2; 88A47—88BI; R. 10.
608E6; Frede (1967), 46; Mills (1968), 150-1.
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perhaps be described as stating that the particular quantifier ‘something’
has ‘existential import’.**

At this stage the reconstruction of the argument becomes hard because
several alternatives open up, and none is fully satisfactory. The main diffi-
culty is that until 237D5 Plato mentions the expression ‘something’ while at
237EI he uses it: at some point he shifts from mentioning to using ‘some-
thing’. When does the shift from mention to use occur? On my preferred
reconstruction, it occurs at 237E1: before then ‘something’ is mentioned,
from then onwards it is used.

The fifth step (237D6-11) makes two claims, a primary one and a sub-
sidiary one. The primary claim is that whoever utters ‘something’ is com-
mitted to uttering ‘at least one something’. The subsidiary claim is that
the word ‘something’ is a sign of one thing because it is a singular form
of the pronoun, as opposed to its dual and plural. The subsidiary claim
supports the primary one. The fifth step supports what precedes, namely
the claim that the expression ‘something’ can only be used with respect to
beings: Plato may be taken to accomplish this by indicating that uttering
‘something’ commits one to uttering ‘at least one something’, while leaving
it to the reader to supply the premiss that uttering ‘at least one something’
commits one to uttering ‘something that is’.

Other Platonic passages develop arguments similar to that behind the
fifth step: they start with a predicate being said of something (1), progress
to that predicate being said of at least one something (v yé T1), and
conclude with that predicate being said of something that is (6v T1)
(cf. Thr. 188E4-189a14; R. 5. 478B6—478C2). Plato relies on the assump-
tion that unity implies existence. This is a particular case of a more general
principle which Plato seems to endorse: that all numerical attributes (i.e.
attributes like unity, duality, multiplicity, etc.) imply existence.?

Why should numerical attributes imply existence? Plato does not
explain. Two facts about numerical attributes might be relevant. (1) Numer-
als, which express numerical attributes, are always connected to a (possibly
understood) count-noun: the same chunk of reality may be described as
‘one book’, ‘one hundred sheets’, ‘two hundred pages’, etc. The applica-
tion of a numeral therefore presupposes the existence of as many instances
of the count-noun as indicated by the numeral itself: ‘one book’ presup-
poses the existence of one object falling under the count-noun ‘book’, ‘one
hundred sheets’ presupposes the existence of one hundred objects falling
under the count-noun ‘sheet’, etc. This may be plausibly taken to indicate

3 Cf. Thomas (2008), 632-3. 39 Cf. Prm. 144D5-144E3; Thomas (2008), 642-3.
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that numerical attributes imply existence.* (2) It is impossible to count
non-existent things: how many non-existent cats are there on the mat? This
seems to indicate that numerical attributes, which are assigned in counting,
imply existence.”'

The sixth step (23781-3) claims that whoever does not say something
says nothing. This is a new independent claim: it is not a consequence of
what comes before. It is an instance of the logical principle that if it is not
the case that something is so-and-so then nothing is so-and-so (a similar
bald assertion of another instance of this principle occurs at 75z. 188£6-7).

The seventh step (237E4—5) adds the intuitive assumption that whoever
says nothing fails to speak, i.e. fails to accomplish an act of saying.

The eighth step (23785—6) is the argument’s conclusion: whoever
expresses what is not fails to speak.

The structure of the first argument. How does the first argument reach its
conclusion? Its sixth step is:

[1] Whoever does not say something says nothing.

The seventh step is:

[2] Whoever says nothing fails to accomplish an act of saying.

[1] and [2] imply:

[3] Whoever does not say something fails to accomplish an act of saying.

It is reasonable to expect that the argument’s conclusion is reached on
the basis of:

[4] Whoever expresses what is not does not say something.
For [4] and [3] entail:
[s] Whoever expresses what is not fails to accomplish an act of saying,

namely the argument’s conclusion, stated in the eighth step. It only remains
for us to obtain [4].

Claim [4] is not formulated. What the argument does state, as its third
step, is that the expression ‘not being’ cannot be applied to any item with
respect to which the expression ‘something’ can be used.** This is intended
to support the claim that there is an incompatibility between the concept

4 Cf. Gosling (1973), 222; Thomas (2008), 657-8.
41 Cf. Ryle (1960), 445; Gale (1976), 3. 4 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 34.
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expressed by ‘not being’ and that introduced by using ‘something’, and
this in turn is supposed to support the further claim that it cannot be the
case that something is a not being (in a similar vein, one could discuss the
behaviour of the nouns ‘dog’ and ‘horse’ in order to establish that there
is an incompatibility between the concepts expressed by ‘dog’ and ‘horse’,
and conclude that no dog can be a horse). But now, if it cannot be the
case that something is a not being, then it cannot be the case that someone
expresses what is not and says something, whence it follows that whoever
expresses what is not does not say something, as [4] claims.®

The line of reasoning of the first argument about the impossibility of
saying what is not may be summarized as follows. If you accomplish an
act of saying, then you say something, so you say something that is. But
if you say what is not, then you do not say something that is. Therefore
if you say what is not then you do not accomplish an act of saying.
Analogous arguments occur elsewhere in Plato’s work, sometimes with
expressions other than the verb ‘to say’ (‘Aéyew’): the Euthydemus (28481
284C6) contains a vaguely similar argument with ‘to say’ (‘Aéyev’); in the
Republic (5. 478B5—478c2) there is one that is quite close and turns upon ‘to
believe’ (‘80&&Zev’); in the Theaetetus (188D7—-189B6) there are four which
are also close and involve ‘to believe’ (‘8o§&Ze’), ‘to see’ (‘6p&v’), ‘to hear’
(‘dkove’), and ‘to touch’ (‘&mrrecbar’); finally, the Parmenides (13288—
132C2) offers a vaguely similar argument turning on the noun ‘thought’
(‘vonua).

The ambiguity of ‘to say something’. How compelling is the first argument
about the impossibility of saying what is not?

David Wiggins contends that the argument is fallacious. In his view, the
fallacy depends on the ambiguity of ‘to say something’. In a first sense, “You
are saying something’ means that you are carrying out a speech act with
some content: in this first sense, the inference from “You accomplish an act
of saying’ to ‘You are saying something’ is valid. In a second sense, “You
are saying something’ means that there is an entity to which your act of
saying is directed: in this second sense, the inference from ‘You are saying
something’ to ‘You are saying something that is’ is valid (or at least exempt

4 The above reconstruction of the first argument owes much to the excellent accounts in Wiggins
(1971), 268—72 and Szaif (1998), 397-8 (cf. also Bondeson (1972), 3—4 and McCabe (1994), 195—7).
It differs radically from the reconstruction of Moravcsik (1962), 26, who takes Plato to argue that
since ‘what is not” applies to nothing it has no meaning (the argument would thus invalidly infer
lack of meaning from emptiness of extension). My interpretation in Crivelli (1990), 26-8 was close
to Moravcsik’s.
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from the fault in which Wiggins is interested). The two senses differ with
respect to what may or may not be inferred. If “You are saying something’
is understood in the first sense, then ‘You are saying . .. is an opaque con-
text and is therefore not open to substitutions of coreferential expressions
(similarly, the fact that “You are saying that...is honest' is an opaque
context blocks the inference from ‘You are saying that Nixon is honest’
to ‘You are saying that the most corrupt president is honest’ or ‘You are
saying that a crook is honest’). If “You are saying something’ is understood
in the second sense, then “You are saying. ..’ is a transparent context and
is therefore open to substitutions of coreferential expressions (similarly, the
fact that “You are saying of. .. that he is honest’ is a transparent context
warrants the inference from “You are saying of Nixon that he is honest’ to
“You are saying of the most corrupt president that he is honest’ and “You
are saying of a crook that he is honest’).*

The ambiguity spotted by Wiggins poses a serious challenge to the first
argument about the impossibility of saying what is not. In defence of
the argument one may say that perhaps it does not trade on Wiggins’s
ambiguity. The argument is perhaps an attack on those thinkers who
believe that every speech act is directed to something. Frege and mainstream
modern philosophers of language are committed to such a view because
they maintain that every speech act is directed to a proposition. One can
also endorse the view that every speech act is directed to something for
reasons different from those of mainstream modern philosophy of language:
Plato himself, as I shall argue, maintains that at least certain speech acts are
directed to two things, neither of which is a proposition. An interpretation
along these lines restores the validity of the argument (at least with respect
to Wiggins’s criticism): it assumes that in the argument the sentence “You
are saying something’ is understood in only one sense, the second one,
so that the argument’s first inference amounts to the inference from “You
accomplish an act of saying’ to “You are saying something’, meaning ‘Your
act of saying is directed to something’. This inference is based not on an
analysis of how the sentences “You accomplish an act of saying’ and “You are
saying something’ are ordinarily used, but on a philosophical view about
what is involved in carrying out acts of saying.

This defence has textual support. For, in a similar argument in the
Republic (s. 478B5—478c2), Plato puts forward the inference from ‘to have
a belief’ (‘8o&&gev’) to ‘to bring one’s belief to bear on something’ (‘érri
T1 Ppépetv TNV 86Eav’) (478B6): this appears to correspond to the way of

4 Cf. Wiggins (1971), 271, 279-80.
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understanding the inference in the Sophist’s argument mentioned in the
last paragraph.

The defence also has a cost. The first argument comes out having a
restricted scope: it targets only a certain conception of speech, one which is
ontologically loaded in that it postulates that every speech act is directed to
something. Such a conception of speech is not mandatory. One may well
avoid claiming that every speech act is directed to something. One might
hold that the public content of intentional events boils down to a shared
structure of the private mental or linguistic events, a shared structure that
might perhaps be expressed by adverbial formulations.

The second argument about the impossibility of saying what is not (238A1—
238crz2) purports to prove that no expression applies to what does not
exist:

vis. ‘M7 1w uéy eimns™ €T ydp, & pakdple, €0Tl, Kad 23841
TaUTS ye TGOV &mopldv 1) peyioTn Kol TpadTn. Trepl yap
TV aUToU THV &pY NV oUoa TUY X AVEL.

THT. T1&s ¢1)s; Aéye kad undev &trokvnons.

vis. T p&v dvTi TTou TrpoayévolT &v T1 TGV SvTwv AS
€Tepov.

THT. 165 y&p oU;

vis. M7 &vTi 8¢ T1 TGOV dvTwv &pd TroTE Trpooyiyvectal
¢noopev SuvaTodv elva;

THT. Kad 1055 AIO
vis. Ap1Bpov 87 Tov oUpravTa TGOV dvtwv Tibeuev.
THT. Eitrep ye kol &AAo T1 BeTéov G5 v. 238BI

vis. M1 Tolvuv und’ &mriyeipdopev &p1buol prnTe AR Bos
MM TE EV TTPOS TO UM BV TTPOCPEPELV.
THT. OUkouv &v dpBdds ye, s éolkev, ETTIXEIPOTHEY,
s pnotv & Adyos. BS
vis. T oUv &v i ik ToU oTtopaTos ¢phéyEanto &v Tis A
kad TH) Stavoia TO Topdtrav A&Bot T& pr) dvTa 1) TO un dv
xwpis &p1BuoU;
THT. Néye T7);

vis. M7 &vta pév éreidav Aéywuev, &pa o AT Bos BIO
gmiyelpoUpev &p1buol TpooTiBévan; 238c1
THT. Ti pnv;

vis. M1 &v &€, &pa oV TO Ev aU;

Tht. ZaptoTaTd ye.

vis. Kai pfv oUte dikaidv ye oUte dpbov dpapev Ov Eri- cs
XEIPEIV P1) OVTI TTPOCAPUOTTELV.

THT. N\éyeis dAnbéoTaTa.



What is not is unsayable

VIS. ZUVvoels olv s oUTe $OéyEacbon SuvaTdv dpBdds
oUT eirelv oUTe Siavonffjvar 1O ut) 8v alTd kol adTd, AN
goTiv &d1owdn oY Te Kol &ppnTov kal &PbeykTov Kal
&Aoyov;

THT. [Toavt&mraot pév oUv.

vis. ‘Don’t boast yet'.# For there is more to come, my dear friend, and
it is the greatest and the first of the puzzles. For it happens to be
about the very principle of the matter.

THT. What do you mean? Speak and do not hesitate.

vis. Some other being could come to be attached to what is.

THT. How could it not?

vis. But shall we say that some being can come to be attached to what is
not?

THT. How could we?*

vis. We posit all of number among beings.

THT. If anything else is to be posited as a being.

vis. Let us then not try to apply either plurality or unity of number to
what is not.

THT. We would not be making a correct attempg, it seems, as the argu-
ment says.

vis. In what way could one express through one’s mouth or in any way
grasp with thought not-beings or not-being without number?

tHT. Will you say how?

vis. If we say ‘not-beings’, are we not trying to apply multiplicity of
number?

THT. Yes, certainly.

vis. And if we say ‘not-being’, are we not trying to apply unity, in turn?

THT. Most clearly.

vis. And we say that it is neither right nor correct to try to apply being
to what is not.

THT. What you are saying is most true.

vis. You then understand that one cannot correctly express nor say nor
think of what is not in its own right, but it is unthinkable and
unspeakable and inexpressible and unsayable?

THT. By all means.
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CIO

CI2

238A

2388

238¢C

After some introductory remarks (238a1—4), whose purpose is to indicate
the importance of the coming puzzle, the argument’s first step (238a5-10)
claims that ‘some other being could come to be attached to what is” (238a5—
6)," i.e. an attribute that implies existence can be assigned to what exists,

4 Cf. S. Fr. 662, 1 Radt (with Stob. 5. 934, 4—5 W.-H.). 46 Cf. Prm. 163E6-164AL.

47 According to Yang (2005), 288, “T1 TGV &vTeov éTepov’ (238a5—6) means ‘something different from
the things that are’ and alludes to the analysis of not-being of 25781—258c6. Plato can, however,

hardly expect his readers to understand the phrase in this way.
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but it is not the case that ‘some being can come to be attached to what is
not’ (23848—9), i.e. an attribute that implies existence cannot be assigned
to what does not exist. This is straightforward: it is like claiming that an
attribute that implies whiteness cannot be assigned to what is not white.
Plato uses the expression ‘some being’ to quantify over attributes that imply
being, i.e. existence: in a similar manner one might use the expression ‘some
animal’ to quantify over kinds like dog, cat, etc., i.e. kinds that imply the
kind animal.

The second step (238a11—23885) claims that numerical attributes (i.e.
attributes like unity, duality, multiplicity, etc.) imply existence,*" and there-
fore cannot be assigned to what does not exist. I discussed this implication
earlier, in the context of the first argument about the impossibility of saying
what is not.

The third step (23886—238C7) states that the expressions ‘not being’
and ‘not beings’, being respectively singular and plural, involve numerical
attributes and therefore cannot be used to pick out what does not exist.

The fourth step (238c8-9) states that ‘one cannot correctly express nor
say nor think of what is not in its own right [T un &v at6 Ka® aTé]’. In
other words, ‘one cannot correctly express nor say nor think of what is not’
without thereby attributing to it some further characteristics. Specifically,
‘one cannot correctly express nor say nor think of what is not’ without
attributing to it either unity (by using the singular ‘not being’ or any other
expression in the singular) or plurality (by using the plural ‘not beings’ or
any other expression in the plural).””

The fifth step (238c9-12) states that what is not ‘is unthinkable and
unspeakable and inexpressible and unsayable’ (238cro—11). This may be
regarded as the conclusion not only of the second argument about the
impossibility of saying what is not, but also of the first (as is indicated
by the adjective ‘inexpressible’, which echoes the first argument’s verb ‘to

# Cf. Tht. 18888-10.

4 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 40. Some commentators (e.g. Moravesik (1962), 26) favour a different
interpretation of the argument’s first and second step. Plato could mean that while an existent
property can hold of what exists, no existent property can hold of what does not exist (as, in the
words of Owen (1971), 249, ‘actual hats cannot be hung on non-existent pegs’) (cf. 24749—24783).
Plato would then add that numbers are surely existent properties and therefore cannot hold of what
does not exist.

At 238c8—9 the formula ‘aUT6 Ko’ aiTé’ could also be taken to modify “T6 uty &v’ and to signal
the complete use of ‘not to be’, which is often deployed to express non-existence (cf. 75z 188p9—
10; 189B1-2; Thorp (1984), 89—90). But, in the context of the argument to which it belongs, the
occurrence of ‘aUTo ka®” TS’ at 238¢8-9 is more economically taken to function as an adverb
that modifies the preceding string of negated verb-phrases and therefore indicates that what is not
cannot be said or thought of without attributing to it further (unwanted) characteristics.
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express’, cf. 23788 and 237E6). As far as the second argument is concerned,
the point made is that no expression can be used to refer to what does
not exist because any apt expression will be either in the singular or in the
plural and will therefore involve some numerical attribute (just like ‘not
being’ and ‘not beings’). The conclusion concerns not only speech but also
thought because thought is internal silent speech (cf. 263E3—26485).

The first and the second arguments about the impossibility of saying
what is not coordinate with one another because they show different ways
in which it is impossible to say what is not, i.e. what does not exist. The
first argument shows one way in which it is impossible to say what does not
exist: what does not exist cannot be said in that it is inexpressible. In other
words, no act of saying can be endowed with content by being directed to
what does not exist. The second argument shows a different way in which
it is impossible to say what does not exist: what does not exist cannot be
said in that it cannot be referred to.

The third argument about the impossibility of saying what is not (238DI1—
239412) maintains that an intermediate step and the conclusion of the
second argument are inconsistent. First (238D10—238E4), an intermediate
step of the second argument claimed that what is not participates neither in
unity nor in plurality (cf. 23882—3). This claim both denies and affirms unity
about what is not (the affirmation is made implicitly because of the phrase
‘what is not’, which is in the singular). Secondly (238e5—239a12), in the
conclusion of the second argument what is not was said ‘to be inexpressible
and unspeakable and unsayable’ (23856, cf. 238c8-11). What is not was
thereby described as being (because it was said 7o be inexpressible etc.)
and as one (because the third person singular ‘is’ had been used in the
original formulation’ and the adjectives ‘inexpressible’, ‘unspeakable’, and
‘unsayable’ are in the singular — in Greek, unlike English, adjectives take
singular, dual, and plural forms). But being cannot be attributed to what
is not, and the second argument had established that no number can be
attributed to it. Even the occurrence of the singular ‘it’ in my very last
sentence should be regarded as inconsistent (cf. 239a9-11)!

After the third argument about the impossibility of saying what is
not, the Visitor declares that the examination of what is not defeats him

5 Retaining “ToUT0’ (23943) with the MSS, Burnet, and Digs: “ToUTo’ picks up the ‘cfvat’ of 2388
and alludes to the singular ‘€oTiv’ used at 238c10. Some commentators correct the text because they
think that ‘efvan’ has nothing to do with number. Cornford (1935), 207 (followed by Robinson)
reads ‘16 TO’: but “16’ was not used at 238e5-6. Frede (1962), 132—3 suggests “TO aUtd’: but ‘alrtd’
at 238E6 is not mentioned but used.
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(239B1-3). He invites Theaetetus to take on the examination in his place,
but Theaetetus prudently declines the offer (23983—239¢3). The two inquir-
ers acknowledge that the sophist has found an inaccessibly confusing refuge

(239¢4-8).

Not-being, lack of all attributes, and non-existence. In my reconstruction
of the three arguments about the impossibility of saying what is not, I
assumed that ‘what is not’ is ‘what does not exist’. Such an assumption
clashes with a widespread interpretation, according to which, in the three
arguments, ‘what is not’ is ‘what has no attributes’, ‘that which for all F
is not £, an object completely devoid of attributes, ‘with all the being
knocked out of it’.’”

At least three considerations support the view that in this part of the
dialogue what is not is an object completely devoid of attributes.

(1) At the beginning of the first argument Plato uses the expression ‘what
in no way is’ (“TO pndaudds &v’, 23787-8). Such an expression suggests
that objects completely devoid of attributes are in the offing.

(2) In the middle of the second argument (23848-10) Plato holds that
we cannot attribute something which is to what is not. This is easily
understood if what is not is an object completely devoid of attributes.

(3) The puzzle concerning images speaks of the contrary of what is true
(cf. 240B5) and the puzzle concerning false sentences and false beliefs
speaks of the contrary of things which are (cf. 24006-8). Later in the
dialogue Plato seems to think that the puzzles depend on the concept
of the contrary of what is (cf. 25783—4, 258E6—259A1). But the contrary
of what is is naturally understood as an object completely devoid of
attributes.

These considerations are not compelling. As for (1), the expression ‘what
in no way is’ may be understood as a strong denial, meaning ‘what no way
is’, ‘what by all means is not’.

As for (2), I already offered an interpretation of the second argument
about the impossibility of saying what is not that does not assume that
what is not is an object completely devoid of attributes. I claimed that
when, at 23848-10, Plato holds that we cannot attribute something which
is to what is not, he means that an attribute that implies existence cannot
be assigned to what does not exist. This interpretation has the advantage

52 Cf. Bluck (1963), 64; Frede (1967), 75; Malcolm (1967), 136—7; van Fraassen (1968-9), 488—9;
Owen (1971), 235—6, 247, 266; Bondeson (1973), 13-16; Gosling (1973), 222; McDowell (1973), 200;
Bondeson (1976), 8; Lewis (1976), 110; Mourelatos (1983), 59, 66—7; Malcolm (1985a), 520; Bordt
(1991), 499.
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of explaining why Plato says that we cannot attribute something which is
to what is not. If the interpretation according to which what is not is an
object completely devoid of attributes were correct, Plato would have no
need to say that we cannot attribute something which is to what is not. He
could simply have said that we cannot attribute anything to what is not.

As for (3), nothing guarantees that the contrary of what is should be an
object completely devoid of attributes. In due course I shall explain the
contrary of what is in a way that makes it not an object completely devoid
of attributes, but a non-existent object.

Moreover, other considerations suggest that in the three arguments about
the impossibility of saying what is not, ‘what is not” is ‘what does not exist’.

(1) At the beginning of the first argument, the Visitor asks Theaete-
tus whether ‘we somehow dare to express what in no way is [T0
pn8apdds &v]’ (23787-8). It is unlikely that the young and philosophi-
cally unskilled Theaetetus (cf. 234c2—234E7, 237C5—6) could understand
the expression ‘what in no way is’ in the ‘loaded’ sense of ‘what has no
attributes’. It is much more plausible that he understands the expression
in the sense of ‘what does not exist’.

(2) At 264D1—2 Plato uses the expression ‘in no way to be’ (‘pndapudds
elvar’) to express the non-existence of falsity.

(3) Were the expression ‘the things which in no way are’ (‘t& undaudds
6vTa’) to mean ‘the things which have no attributes’, then, parallelwise,
the expression ‘the things which in all ways are’ (“t& T&vTos dvT)
should mean ‘the things which have all attributes’. Plato uses the expres-
sion ‘the things which in all ways are’ (‘& TéwTews dvta) at 240Es, in
a context where he also uses ‘to be in no way’ (‘undaudds eivar’, 240Es)
and ‘the things which in no way are’ (“t& undoudds dvta’, 240E2). But,
were the occurrence of ‘the things which in all ways are” (“r& éwTeos
&vTa’) at 240Es to mean ‘the things which have all attributes’, then the
argument to which it belongs would be nonsensical.”

The considerations I have just presented induce me to believe that in
the three arguments about the impossibility of saying what is not, ‘what
is not” is ‘what does not exist’. However, there are reasons for regarding
Plato as committed to the view that whatever is so-and-so exists. I shall
review these reasons at a later stage.”* At present I want only to point out
a consequence of this Platonic commitment, namely that what does not
exist is not in any way. In conceding this, I am not withdrawing the claim

53 Cf. Heinaman (1983), 4; Brown (1986), 467; Brown (1994), 226. According to the Cratylus (386D3—4)
Euthydemus held that ‘all things always have all attributes simultaneously’.
54 Cf. below, subsection to n. 78 of Ch. 5.
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which I have just argued for, namely that in the three arguments about the
impossibility of saying what is not, ‘what is not’ is ‘what does not exist’. I
stand by this claim, while highlighting a consequence of it.”

2.2 IMAGES ARE IMPOSSIBLE

Two new arguments. After going through three arguments for the impos-
sibility of saying what is not, the Visitor and Theaetetus offer two more
which the sophist could use to avoid being captured in the definitional
hunt. The two new arguments hark back to the connection of the sophist’s
art with those of producing images, likenesses, and apparitions (cf. 235c9—
23503 and 236¢c6-236D3). The first, which attempts to establish that an
image cannot be defined without contradiction, is of an ontological char-
acter. The second new argument is in a more epistemological vein: it
links the production of apparitions with deception and false belief, whose
impossibility it then purports to establish.

The two new arguments are put in the sophist’s own mouth (cf. 239Ds,
239E1, and 24143). This is probably an indication that they contain illicit
or at least dubious moves. In this respect, the two new arguments differ
from the earlier three about the impossibility of saying what is not, which
are instead regarded as pieces of serious philosophy.*®

The contradictory nature of images. Throughout the first new argument
(239c9—240c6) the Visitor acts as a spokesman for the sophist, who plays
the role of questioner.”” Theaetetus is the answerer.

The sophist asks ‘what on earth we say an image is’ (239D3—4). Thus, he
requires a definition of image. Theaetetus’ first answer is an open-ended list
of types of image: ‘images in water and mirrors, and moreover those drawn
and moulded and all other such things, whatever they may be’ (239p7—
9). He thereby repeats the previous day’s mistake, when his reply to the
question “What is knowledge?” listed types of knowledge.” The sophist is

not satisfied. He wants a genuine definition of image:

vis. To 81 TévTwv ToUTwy & TTOAAX eltrdov ASiwaas évi 240A4
TTPOCELTTEIV dvopaT, PpBeyEdpevos ei8wAov &l TT&o dos AS
gv dv. Aéye oUv kai &uUvou undev UTroxwpdv Tov &vdpa.

THT. Ti 87T, & Eéve, el8wAov &v paiuev elvar TTAT Y
Ye TO TTpos TEAN 1OV &dpwpolwpévov ETepov ToloUTov;

55 Cf. Thomas (2008), 649. 56 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 17. 57 Cf. Robinson (2001), 438.
8 Cf. Tht. 146c7-146D3; Runciman (1962), 67; Kamlah (1963), 29; Ray (1984), 17-18.
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vis. ‘Etepov 8¢ Aéyeis ToloUTov &Anbivov, 1) émi Tivi TO
TOIOUTOV EITTES;

THT. OU8audds GANO1oY ye, AN o1kods pév.

vis. Apa TO dANBIOY SvTaos v Aéywv;

THT. OUTws.

vis. Ti 8& 16 pr) dAnBwov &p’ évavTiov &AnboUs;

THT. T1 pny;

vis. OUk &vteos OV Epa Aéyels TO oikds, iTrep aUTd Ye
un &AnBivody peis.

THT. AAX €0°7T1 Ye prv TTos.

vis. OUkouv &ANBGS ye, P7s.

THT. OU y&p oUv' ANV Y eikdov SvTas.

vis. Ok dv &pa BVTws,%° EaTiv uTws fjv Aéyopev gikdva;

THT. Kwduvetel Toiatny Tva mremAéybon ouprio-
KNV TO Y1) 8V T BTl Kal pdAa &ToTrov.

vis. [The sophist wants you to specify] that which runs through all
these things which you call many, but which you deemed worthy to
address with a single name, by uttering ‘image’ as if it were a single
thing over all. Speak then and do not give any ground to the man.

THT. What could we say, visitor, an image to be, except ‘what is modelled
upon the genuine thing, another thing of the same sort’?%'

vis. ‘By “another thing of the same sort” do you mean “genuine”? Or
what did you mean by “of the same sort”?’

THT. ‘In no way genuine, but similar.’

vis. ‘By “genuine” do you mean “really being”?’

THT. ‘Yes.’

vis. ‘And by “not genuine” do you mean “contrary to the genuine”?’

THT. ‘Yes, certainly.’

vis. ‘You therefore call what is similar not really being, if you call it not
genuine?’

THT. ‘But it is, somehow.’

vis. ‘But not genuinely, you say.’

THT. ‘Surely not, except that it is really a copy.’

vis. ‘So, what we call an image, while not really being, really is?’®>

THT. Not-being seems to be woven together with being by some such
interweaving, and it is very absurd.
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BIO

240CI
c2

240A

240B

240C

% The main MSS provide conflicting data: T has ‘oUk 8v’, W ‘oUk &vTeos olk &v’, and the B family
‘oK &uTeos oUkov'. I read ‘ol &uteos 8V’ with Baiter (apud Baiter ez al. (1839), 118), followed also

by Burnet and Robinson.

Burnet and Robinson.
Cf. R. 10. 597A4~5.

o

2

treat it as the grammatical predicate: cf. Cornford (1935), 211.

The main MSS have ‘oUk 8vTws’. I read ‘évTws’ with Badham (1865), xxxiii, followed also by

Taking ‘fiv Aéyopev eikéval as the grammatical subject: cf. Brann ez al. (1996), 45. Some translators
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The sophist wants Theaetetus to identify a single characteristic shared by
all and only the things to which ‘image’ applies. Theaetetus’ second answer
is that an image is ‘what is modelled upon the genuine thing, another thing
of the same sort’ (24048). This answer highlights two traits of images. The
first concerns their causal history: an image is ‘modelled upon the genuine
thing’ in that it is brought into being by examining what is imitated. The
second is about similarity: an image is ‘another thing of the same sort’
as what is imitated. For instance, an image of Cratylus must resemble
Cratylus, an image of a cat must resemble a cat.”

The phrase ‘another thing of the same sort’, contained in Theaetetus’
second answer, lends itself to an interpretation that is different from the one
intended. It might be so understood as to imply that the image is another
genuine thing, e.g. that an image of Cratylus is another Cratylus (cf. Cra.
432B1—-432C6) and that an image of a cat is a cat. This ambivalence prompts
the sophist to ask whether ‘by “another thing of the same sort” . . . you mean
“genuine” (24049). Is an image of Cratylus another genuine Cratylus? Is
an image of a cat a genuine cat?

Theaetetus answers that an image is not a genuine item, but is merely
like one (240B2). The sophist then gets Theaetetus to agree that ‘genuine’
means ‘really being’ (240B3—4) and that ‘not genuine’ means ‘contrary to
genuine’ (240B5—6). Hence, the sophist infers, an image is not really a
being (240B7-8) (this follows simply from the admissions that an image
is not a genuine item and that ‘genuine’ means ‘really being’: the point
about contrariety plays no role). When Theaetetus protests that an image
somehow is because it really is a copy (240B9-11), the sophist deduces that
‘what we call an image, while not really being, really is’ (240B12). Theaetetus
concedes that a ‘very absurd’ interweaving of being and not-being has been
reached (240c1-2).

In most of its steps, and pointedly in the last one, the argument contains
occurrences of the incomplete use of ‘to be’ modified by the adverb ‘really’
but with omitted complements.** Now, it is perfectly true that an image
of Cratylus is not really Cratylus and really is a copy; and it is just as true
that an image of a cat is not really a cat and really is a copy. All of this
is captured by the formula of the argument’s last step: “What we call an
image, while not really being, really is’ (240B12—13). But the absence of the
complements of the verb-phrase ‘really to be’ makes it look as if the formula

% Cf. Harte (2006), 28.
¢4 On the incomplete use of ‘to be’ cf. below, paragraph to n. 115 of Ch. 4.



Falsehood is impossible 51

expresses the claim that an image exists and does not exist, a contradictory
-
claim.”

How is the puzzle to be solved? The move Plato should make to disarm
this puzzle is to indicate that it depends on an invalid inference from a
conjunction of an affirmative and a negative predication with different
general terms (e.g. ‘An image of a cat is a copy and is not a cat) to a
contradiction involving the concept of existence (e.g. ‘An image of a cat
exists and does not exist’) (the fallacious step is eased by the fact that in the
version put forward by the sophist the complements of ‘to be’ are omitted).
Specifically, Plato should demonstrate that if something is not (a) o, it
does not follow that it does not exist. Once this is shown, the inference’s
invalidity becomes clear: the inference’s negative side (from ‘is not a cat’” to
‘does not exist’) is blocked. Such a move Plato will make in his account of
negation at 257B1-257C4.°°

2.3 FALSEHOOD IS IMPOSSIBLE

The impossibility of falsehood. The second new argument whereby the
sophist flees capture (240C7—241B4) relates to the idea that the sophists
art produces apparitions and therefore induces false beliefs (recall that
apparitions are linked to deception twice over).”” The argument, a ver-
sion of the falsechood paradox, purports to establish that it is impossible
to believe or say falsechoods. Versions of the falsehood paradox appear in
other dialogues.”® Only in the Sophist does Plato solve one (or more) of
them, although some earlier presentations already suggest an awareness of
the disarming procedure.®

% Cf. Malcolm (1967), 137; Brown (1986), 468; Malcolm (1991), 201. According to Bluck (1963), 66,
the negative side is a truncated sentence expressing a negative statement of identity (because the
image is different from its original). This, however, will work at most for cases like ‘An image of
Cratylus is not really Cratylus’, not for cases like ‘An image of a cat is not really a cat’.

According to some commentators (e.g. Cornford (1935), 209-12; Kamlah (1963), 30-1), the
passage 240A4—240C2 characterizes the ontological status of images as intermediate between the
wholly real and the wholly unreal (the combination of being and not-being ascribed to images in
Sph. 240B12—240C2 would echo that attributed to the object of belief in R. 5. 47742—480413). One
wonders, however, whether Plato would make a sophist the mouthpiece of such a metaphysical
doctrine.

Cf. below, text to n. 75 of Ch. s. 67 Cf. above, subsection to n. 42 of Ch. 1.

Cf. Euthd. 284B1-284C6; Cra. 429C6—4304s; R. 5. 478B6—478C2; Tht. 167A6-8; 187C7—200C7 (espe-
cially 188c9-18989); Palmer (1999), 124—6. Palmer (1999), 125—7 and 257-8 examines the evidence
of the falschood paradox among historical sophists.

% Cf. Burnyeat (2002).

66



52 Puzzles about not-being

vis. Ti 8¢ 81); TN TéXvny aTol Tiva &doploavTes fUiv
a¥Tois ouppwvelv ofol Te éodpeba;

THT. T1f) kol TO 016V T1 poPoUpevos oUTw Agyels;

vis. ‘Otav Trepl 1O pavTaoux alTOV &TTaTaV GOUEV Kai
THY TéYVNV elval Tva &TTaTnTIKNY oUToU, TOTE TTdTEPOV
yeudt) ofaletv THY WYuxnv fuddv ¢roopey UTrd Tiis ékelvou
TEXVNS, ) Ti TTOT époUpey;

THT. ToUto" Ti y&p &v Ao elaipev;

vis. Yeudns & al 86&a toton TévavTia Tols oUot Sofa-
Couoq, 1) TS;

THT. OUTws T&vavTia.

vis. Aéyers Gpa T& pn) dvta SoSadelv THy Weudty 86§aw;

THT. Av&ykn.

vis. TToTepov pn elvar T& pr) dvta Sof&lovoav, 1) Trws
glvan T& undapdds dvta

THT. Elvad Treos T& un dvta 8el ye, elrep wevoeTal
TTOTE TiS T Kol KT Bpayy.

vis. Ti & oU kai pndapdds elvar T& TavTws SvTa
So&dleTau;

THT. Nai.

vis. Kol ToUTo 81| weldos;

THT. Kai ToUTo.

vis. Kal Adyos ofpan weudts oUTw KaTd ToaUTd voul-
offoeTon T& Te dvTa Adywv pn) eival kal T pf) dvTta eival.

THT. T1&s y&p &v &AAws To1oUTOS YEVolTO;

VIS. Zxedov oUBapdds: EAAG TaUTa & coploTrs OU
¢noeL 7 Tis pnyavn ouyXwpeelv Tva T6V €U ¢povouvTwy,
OTaw &pbeykTa kad &ppnTa Kad &Aoya Kol &SiavdnTa
TPOCIIWPOAOYNHEVE ) T <PT) SUTX KATX T&> TTPO TOUTWY
SporoynBévta; pavBdvopev, & OeadtnTe, & Aéyel;

THT. T1&s y&p oU pavBdvouey 6T1 T&vavTia ¢prioel
Aéyetv fuds Tois vuvdm, yeudh ToAunoavTas eleiv cg
goTiv &v 86Eaus Te kKol kaT& Adyous; TG y&p Ut dvTl TO dv
TPOCATTEWY T)UAS TTOAAGKIS &vaykaleobal, SiopoAoyn-
oapévous vuvdt ToUTo slval TrTavTwv d8UvaToTaTov.

v1s. Opbdds &mrepvnudvevoas.

vis. What about this? By offering what definition of his [sc. the sophist’s]
art will we be able to be consistent with ourselves?

THT. How do you mean? What do you fear in speaking thus?

vis. When we say that he deceives us in connection with apparition and
that his art is one of deception, shall we say that our soul believes
falsehoods because of his art? Or what shall we say?

240C7

240DI

D5

DIO
240EI

ES

EIO
241A1

A57°

241BI

B4

240C

240D

7° My numbering of this and the next two lines differs from Robinson’s. My comments refer to my

own numbering.
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THT. This: for what else could we say?

vis. And a false belief will believe the contraries of the things which are.
Or what?

THT. Yes, the contraries.

vis. Do you then say that a false belief believes the things which are not?

THT. Necessarily.

vis. By believing that the things which are not are not, or that the things
which in no way are somehow are?

THT. It must believe that the things which are not somehow are, if anyone
will ever somehow err even for a short time.

vis. And does it not also believe that the things which in all ways are are
in no way?

THT. Yes.

vis. Is this then also a falsehood?

THT. This too.

vis. Then, I think, a sentence will also be regarded as false in the same
way, by saying that the things which are are not and that the things
which are not are.

THT. How else could it come to be such?

vis. Perhaps in no way. But the sophist will deny these things. Or what
means are there by which anyone of those who are able to reason
well should concede them, when, in conformity with our earlier
agreements, the things which are not have been additionally agreed
to be inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable and unthinkable?
Do we understand, Theaetetus, what he says?

THT. How do we not understand that he will claim that by daring to
affirm that falsehoods exist in beliefs and among sentences we say
things contrary to what was said just now? For we are obliged often
to apply being to what is not, having agreed just now that this is
the most impossible thing of all.”

vis. You remembered correctly.

53

240E

241A

241B

The manuscripts’ evidence. The text at 241a3—7 deserves some discussion.
One main manuscript, W, omits ‘o0’ at 24143 and ‘@)’ at 241a4. At 241A5—
7 the main manuscripts read ‘éTav &pbeykTa kol &ppnTa Kai Aoy
Kad &810vdN TA TTPOTSLWHOAOY NUEVA 7§ TA TTPO TOUTWY dyoAoyndévta’
(the only variant is in T, with ‘“rpo8icoporoynuéva’ instead of “Tpoodi-
wporoynuéva’). Modern editors variously emend these words (cf. below).
Finally, at 24147, all the main manuscripts have ‘& Aéyeis’ (T had written

ca

8 Aéyeis’, but corrected himself): recent editors emend this to ‘& Aé¢yer’

(which is present in two later manuscripts: in Venetus 186 as a correction,

in Parisinus 1812 over an erasure).

7' Cf. 2388-10; 238E8—23942.
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The text of the main manuscripts is hard to make sense of. For, it
requires that in the sentence at 24145—7 “T& PO TOUTWV SPoAoyndévTa’
be the grammatical subject of ‘“wpoc8icoporoynuéva i’ (or “Tpodiwo-
noAoynuéva fi’) with ‘&pbeykTa kai &ppnTa kol &Aoya kai &d1avén T
as complement. The sentence at 241a5—7 must therefore be translated

by something like ‘... when the things agreed before these have been
additionally agreed to be inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable
and unthinkable’ (or ‘... earlier agreed...’, if “mpodiwoporoynuéva’ is

preferred). But what was agreed to be inexpressible and unspeakable and
unsayable and unthinkable was what is not (cf. 238c8-12 and 238E5-23947).
So the text of the main manuscripts seems to presuppose that ‘the things
agreed before these’ are identical to ‘what is not’. However, such an iden-
tification is implausible. Heindorf attempts to justify it, by claiming that
Plato wants to avoid the expression ‘what is not’ and therefore replaces
it with the phrase ‘the things agreed before these’. But how could ‘the
things agreed before these” be identical to ‘what is not’? Heindorf’s answer
is that the expression ‘what is not’ and variants of it occurred frequently
in the discussion of the nature of images at 239c9—240c6 (cf. 24087,
240BI12, 240C2, and 240cs) and by referring back to this discussion Plato
would be alluding to ‘what is not’.”” To be sure, the words ‘the things
agreed before these’” (‘& Tpd ToUTWY dpoAoyndévTa’, 24146—7) probably
allude to agreements made before the discussion of 240c7—24142: for the
‘“ToUTwV at 24146 picks up the ‘TalTo’ at 24143, which in turn refers to
the propositions agreed by the Visitor and Theaetetus in the course of
the discussion at 240c7—241a2 (because it is the object of ‘6 copioTns 0¥
$foel’ at 24143—4). So, the words ‘the things agreed before these’ could well
refer to the discussion of the nature of images, as Heindorf assumes. But
it is hard to see how a reference to the discussion of the nature of images
could be reasonably taken to be a reference to ‘what is not’. Moreover,
it remains unclear why Plato should want to avoid the expression ‘what
is not” at 241a6: he surely did not shun it in the immediately preceding
lines. So, Heindorf’s justification of the reading of the main manuscripts

is far-fetched.

Can the text of the manuscripts be retained? The most plausible attempt to
retain the manuscripts’ text at 241437 relies on a way of understanding
it which is radically different from the one that generates the last subsec-
tion’s difficulties: treat ‘&pOeykTa kol &ppnTa Kai &Aoya kai &d1avdnTa
Tpoodicoporoynuéva’ (or ‘&pBeykTa. . . TTpodiwpoloynuéva’) as a

72 Cf. Heindorf (1810), 360; Campbell (1867), Sph. 97.



Falsehood is impossible 55

single phrase that constitutes the grammatical subject of the sentence, take
‘)’ as a copula separate from “Tpoodiwoporoynuéva’ (or “TTpodiwuoroyn-
uéva) and regard ‘“T& TP ToUTWY dpoAoyndévTa as the complement of
the copula. The resulting translation of 241a3—7 is: ‘But the sophist will
deny these things. Or what means are there by which anyone of those
who are able to reason well should concede them, when things which have
been additionally [or: earlier] agreed to be inexpressible and unspeakable
and unsayable and unthinkable [sc. the things which are not] are the things
agreed before these [sc. have the attributes of being believed to be and being
said to be]?’7?

This exegesis is open to three objections. First, the separation of ‘fy” from
‘poodiwporoynuéva’ (or ‘“mpodiwpoloynuéva’) (24146) is unnatural.
Secondly, it is awkward to have no article in the grammatical subject and
an article in the copula’s complement. Thirdly, the “ToUTwv’ in ‘“T& TP
ToUTwV Sporoyndévta’ (241a6—7) probably picks up the immediately
preceding ‘“TaUTo’ (24143), which refers to the remarks made in the pre-
ceding lines (240c7—241a2).7* This would exclude that “t& Tpd ToUTWVY
SporoynBevTa’ refer to the attributes mentioned in the remarks of the
preceding lines.

In view of these difficulties, the attempted defence to retain the text of
241A3—7 handed down by the main manuscripts fails. I think that some
emendation is necessary — a view shared by all recent editors.

Earlier emendations. The text at 241a3—7 has been variously emended.

Friedrich Schleiermacher puts the question mark after ‘6poAoynfévra’
(24147) rather than ‘“rpodicoporoynuéva f) (24146) and reads ‘& Aéyeton’
at 241a7 in place of the ‘& Aéyels’ of the main manuscripts (which must be
emended anyhow).”

At 24146 Karl Friedrich Hermann divides the ‘“rpoo8icwoporoynuéva’
of some main manuscripts into ‘Tpos SiwpoAoynuéva’, regarding the iso-
lated “pds’ as an adverb.”® This reading may help to dispel the uneasiness
which could arise from the fact that “rpoo8iopoAoytopar’ is not attested

73 The above defence of the text of the main MSS is the result of a joint effort of several Oxford
classicists and philosophers (specifically David Charles, Juliane Kerkhecker, and Benjamin Morison),
some of whom attended a presentation where my thoughts on this portion of text were made public.

74 This is nothing more than a plausibility because if the reading of W is adopted then the ‘“Ta¥ra’ of

24143 does not refer back to the remarks made in the preceding lines, but forward to the following

question (attributed to the sophist): “This is what a sophist will say: “What means are there. .. ?”.

Schleiermacher put forward this emendation in the first edition of his translation (see Schleiermacher

(1807), 187, 490). In the second and third editions he rejected it without giving any reason (see

Schleiermacher (1824), 193—4, 502—3; Schleiermacher (1857), 130, 337).

76 Cf. Hermann (1851), xxvi, 376; LS] s.v. “mpds’ D.
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elsewhere in the Greek literature, but contributes nothing to solving the
problem outlined in the last subsection.

Johan Nicolai Madvig deletes ‘&¢pfeyxTa kai &ppnTa kad &Aoya kad
&81avénTa’: he thinks that these words crept into the text from an inter-
preter’s gloss on ‘“T& PO ToUTwWY duoAoynBévTa’ based on 238c8-12.7
Madvig’s emendation is endorsed by Schanz, Apelt, Burnet, and Robinson
(all except Robinson read ‘“rpoodiwpoioynuéva’, while Robinson chooses
‘Trpodicopooynuéva’).

Auguste Digs instead retains the words expunged by Madvig and deletes
‘“T& PO ToUTwY SporoynBévta’ while preferring the variant “rrpodico-
noAoynuéval (according to Dies “T& pd ToUTwy duoAoynbévTa’ was a
gloss on ‘“Trpodicopohoynuéva’ which at some point entered the text).””

The emendations of Schleiermacher and Diés share a trait: they both require
that the grammatical subject of ‘“rpo8icoporoynuéva 7y’ be retrieved from
the “TaUto’ of 241a3. Since, as I pointed out earlier, the ‘“TaUta’ of 24143
refers to the remarks made at 240c7-24142, both emendations require that
the sentence at 241a5—7 be translated as something like “. . . when they [sc.
the propositions just agreed] have earlier been agreed to be inexpressible and
unspeakable and unsayable and unthinkable’. This raises a problem: earlier,
at 238c8-12 (cf. 238E5—239A7), it was agreed that what is not is inexpressible
and unspeakable and unsayable and unthinkable, but at no earlier point
was it agreed that propositions about what is not are inexpressible and
unspeakable and unsayable and unthinkable. An attempt might be made to
solve this problem by assuming that the description ‘inexpressible and.. . .’
is transferred from what is not to propositions about it. But this attempt
is unsatisfactory, for two reasons. First, the transfer of the description
‘inexpressible and . ..~ from what is not to propositions about it requires
this description to undergo a modification in meaning, a requirement
which sits awkwardly with the fact that the description in question has
almost the status of a technical phrase. Secondly, on one occasion later in
the dialogue (260p2—3) the idea is recalled that what is not is unsayable
and unthinkable, and in another passage (258E7—259a1) the idea surfaces
again that what is not is unsayable. It would be strange if in our passage
the description ‘inexpressible and. ..  were applied not to what is not,
but to propositions about it. The emendations of Schleiermacher and Dies
should therefore be rejected.

77 Cf. Madvig (1871), 381—2. 78 Cf. Dies (1925), 343.
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Madvig’s emendation faces two objections. First, the phrase ‘®Aoya kai
&BrovonTa’ is probably attributed to Plato in the second century ap by
the grammarian Julius Pollux (2. 120, 2-3).”” Besides the present Sophist
passage, the phrase occurs nowhere in the Platonic corpus. So, if the words
‘EpbeykTa kal &ppnTa Kai dAoya kol &S1avdnTa’ are an incorporated
gloss, the corruption occurred early on. Such evidence detracts plausibility
from Madvig’s emendation.

Secondly, before unleashing his final attack, culminating in an account

of falsehood, the Visitor recalls the sophist’s difficulty:

VIS. ... & apvov 3¢ yeyovéval TO TTapATTaV 260DI
und’ eivan Weldos: TO yap pr) 8v oUte SiavogioBail Tiva oUTe
Aéyewv o¥olas yap oUdtv oUSauf] TO un SV HETEXELY. D3

vis. [The sophist] denied altogether that falsehood even exists. For one 260D
neither says nor thinks what is not. For what is not does not partic-
ipate at all in any way in being.

The Visitor thus presents the sophist’s difficulty as developing in three
steps:

[a] What is not does not participate at all in any way in being.
[B] One neither says nor thinks what is not.
[y] Falsehood does not exist.

The passage from [a] to [B] was presented in the first two arguments
about the impossibility of saying what is not, namely the arguments of
237B7—237E7 and 238a1—238c12. The passage from [B] to [y] must have
been carried out in the argument presently under consideration, namely the
argument of 240c7—241B4. But, if Madvig’s emendation is right, then every
reference to the results of the first two arguments about the impossibility
of saying what is not disappears. Moreover, the words ‘. . . one neither says
nor thinks what is not’ in the Visitor’s remark at 260p2—3 correspond to
the words ‘unsayable and unthinkable’ in the portion of text deleted by
Madvig.

It is worthwhile to consider what follows if Madvig’s emendation is
correct. If it is, then (independently of whether at 24147 one reads “rpoo-
Siwporoynuéva’ or “TTpodiwpoloynuéva’) the argument reaches its con-
clusion only with Theaetetus’ comment at 241a8-24183, which explains

79 1 say ‘probably’ because the extant manuscripts of Pollux’s Onomastikon derive from incomplete and
interpolated copies. The phrase ‘Aoya kai &SiavénTa is also attributed to Plato by the Lexica
Segueriana (see Bekker (1814-21), 1 385, 16-17).
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how the points made by the Visitor and Theaetetus at 240p1—24142 clash
with earlier agreements. The explanation is that ‘by daring to affirm that
falsechoods exist in beliefs and among sentences’ (24149—241B1) the two
inquirers ‘are obliged often to apply being to what is not’ (24181—2). Why are
they obliged to do this? Commentators make several suggestions. Accord-
ing to some,’ the Visitor and Theaetetus are obliged to ‘apply being to
what is not’ because they affirm that ‘falsehoods exist in beliefs and among
sentences’: since falsehoods are things which are not, by affirming that
‘falsehoods exist in beliefs and among sentences’ they commit themselves
to accepting that things which are not are. But, if this is how the argument
goes, then all reliance on the first two arguments about the impossibility of
saying what is not is lost, contrary to the indication of the Visitor’s remark
at 260p2—3. Other commentators® suggest instead that the two inquir-
ers apply being to not-being when they describe false beliefs (sentences) as
believing (saying) that the things which are not are or that the things which
are are not. How does this precisely work? According to some,” once they
admitted that false beliefs (sentences) believe (say) that the things which
are not are or that the things which are are not, the Visitor and Theaetetus
are regarded as committed to granting that the things which are not are or
the things which are are not. The inference would involve deductive steps
from ‘being believed (said) to be’ to ‘being’ and from ‘being believed (said)
not to be’ to ‘not being’. Such an inference has the double disadvantage of
being both blatantly fallacious and unparalleled in Plato. Others* suggest
instead that the description offered by the Visitor and Theaetetus of people
holding false beliefs (uttering false sentences) lends itself to be understood
as a description of people holding contradictory beliefs (uttering contradic-
tory sentences), i.e. beliefs (sentences) whose contents could be expressed
by “The things which are not are’ and “The things which are are not’.
Such an understanding of the two inquirers’ description of false beliefs
(sentences) would be based on a confusion between the transparent and
the opaque readings of certain formulations involving ‘to believe’ (‘to say’)
and would probably not be unparalleled in Plato.** But this interpretation
also cannot be right. Not only does it leave most of the work to the reader:
it also fails to fit one aspect of the sophist’s riposte. The sophist says that
the Visitor and Theaetetus ‘say things contrary to what was said just now’
(241a8—9), but nowhere in what precedes was it stated that people cannot

80 Cf. de Rijk (1986), 91—2; Movia (1991), 237.

Cf. Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 138; Detel (1972), 69; Keyt (1973), 291; Szaif (1998), 409-10; Notomi (1999),
189; Robinson (1999), 149—s0.

Cf. Szaif (1998), 410-11. 8 Cf. Crombie (1963), 506—7.

Cf. Tht. 189p4-190E4; Crivelli (1998), 13—20.
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hold contradictory beliefs (utter contradictory sentences). In any case, all
reliance on the first two arguments about the impossibility of saying what
is not is lost, contrary to the indication provided by the Visitor’s remark at
260D2-3.

In view of these objections, Madvig’s emendation should be resisted.*

A new emendation. Both Madvig and Dies emend by deleting what they
regard as surreptitiously incorporated glosses. Perhaps one should do the
opposite: add rather than cut. One possibility is to read ‘6Tav &¢pfeyxTa
Kol &ppnTa kal &Aoya Kail &B1avdn Ta TTPOTBIWHOAOY TIHEVA T) T <N
VT KT T&> TTPO ToUTWV dpoAoyndévTta’ and assume that ‘un dvta
KaTd T& dropped out by homoeoteleuton: “. . . when, in conformity with
our earlier agreements, the things which are not have been additionally
agreed to be inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable and unthinkable’.
Alternatively, one could read ‘6Tav &¢pbeykTa kai &ppnTa Kai dAoya kai
&B1avdnTa TPOTBIWHOAOY NHEVE T) <EKETVO KATA> T& TTPO TOUTWY
Sporoynbévta’ and assume that ‘ekelva kot went lost: ‘... when, in
conformity with our earlier agreements, those things [sc. the things which
are not] have been additionally agreed to be inexpressible and unspeakable
and unsayable and unthinkable’. Both emendations solve the problem of
the subject of the description ‘inexpressible and. . .’: according to both
readings, the Visitor is straightforwardly saying that the things which
are not are inexpressible etc. For ‘kat&’ with the accusative meaning ‘in
conformity with’ in the Sophist cf. 216a1, 245¢Cs, 256C7-8, 257E9, and 265Es.
In particular, the conjectured ‘koT& T& TP TOUTWVY dUoAoynBévTa has
a near parallel in ‘kaTtd TOV EutrpocBev Adyov Sporoynbévta’ at Lg.
9. 85444 (‘kat& with the accusative of a phrase from the root ‘6poroy-’
is frequent in Plato: cf. Sph. 216A1; Pre. 350Es; Grg. 468E2; R. 4. 443A6—7;
Criti. 106B6; Lg. 11. 920D1-2; 921C1-2). These emendations are bold, but
not more so, in my view, than those proposed by Madvig and Dies. I opt
for the first one because it is more explicit and more easily justifiable from
a palacographical point of view.

The argument in outline. The argument begins by stating that a false belief
believes the things which are not (24006-10). One expects it immediately
to progress to the claim that it is impossible to believe the things which are
not. Surprisingly, it takes a different direction: it turns out that false beliefs
believe either that the things which are not are or that the things which are
are not (affirmative and negative false beliefs) (240E1—9). A parallel account

8 Madvig’s emendation is rejected also by Cambiano (1981), 439, Rosen (1983), 202, Movia (1991),
237, and Yang (2005), 292.
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is then offered for false sentences: false sentences say either that the things
which are are not or that the things which are not are (negative and
affirmative false sentences) (240E10—24142). The accounts of false beliefs
and false sentences are understood as involving existential claims: what has
been putatively established is that false beliefs believe (false sentences say)
either that the things which do not exist exist or that the things which exist
do not exist. So, some false beliefs and some false sentences are about things
which do not exist. This, however, clashes with the first two arguments
about the impossibility of saying what is not (at 237B7—237E7 and 238a1—
238c12), whose conclusion was that what does not exist ‘is unthinkable and
unspeakable and inexpressible and unsayable’ (238c9—11). This conclusion
of the first two arguments is now described as having been ‘additionally
agreed’ according to ‘earlier agreements’ (241a3—7), namely agreements to
the effect that being should not be applied to what is not (cf. 24181-3).

The last part of the passage (24148—241B4) reports a sophist’s comments:
‘by daring to affirm that falsehoods exist in beliefs and among sentences’
(241A9—2418B1), the Visitor and Theaetetus are ‘obliged often to apply being
to what is not” (24181—2). They incur this obligation because they are com-
mitted to conceding that what does not exist can be thought and spoken
about (cf. above), while the first two arguments about the impossibility of
saying what is not showed that what does not exist cannot be thought or
spoken about because being cannot be applied to what is not (cf. 237¢7-8
and 238A8-10).

2.4 FALSE BELIEFS AND FALSE SENTENCES DESCRIBED

False beliefs described. The argument at 240C7—241B4 contains two descrip-
tions of false beliefs.*® The first is at 240D9—10:

[81]%7 A false belief believes the things which are not.

Call this a ‘unipolar’ description because it links false beliefs only to the
things which are not. The unipolar description of false beliefs returns later
in the Sophist, at 260c3—4. Other dialogues contain similar descriptions:*
the main differences are that the verb ‘to believe’ is applied to the believer
rather than to the belief and that the singular ‘what is not’ sometimes
replaces the plural ‘the things which are not’.

In the Sophist passage presently under scrutiny, once Theaetetus has
embraced the unipolar description [81], according to which a false belief

86 Cf. Szaif (1998), 406; Notomi (1999), 187.

87 The occurrences of ‘8’ at the beginning of the codes abbreviate ‘84€c(, those of A’ abbreviate ‘Adyos’.
The asterisk marks descriptions that do not occur in the Sophist passage under consideration.

88 Cf. Phdr. 26282—3; Tht. 16747—8; 188D3—4; 188D8—10; 189AI0—I89B6.
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believes the things which are not, the Visitor asks (240E1—2) what a false
belief believes about the things which are not: does it believe them not to
be or to be? Theaetetus answers (240E3—4) that it believes them to be (he
is probably thinking that a belief believing that the things which are not
are not would be not false but true). This induces the two inquirers to
acknowledge (240E5—9) false beliefs of another type: those which believe
that the things which are are not. Thus, [31] is superseded by:

[82] A false belief believes either that the things which are not are or that
the things which are are not.”

Call this a ‘bipolar’ description because it links false beliefs both to the
things which are not and to the things which are. The bipolar description of
false beliefs does not occur elsewhere in Plato. As I noted earlier, the bipolar
description introduces the distinction between affirmative and negative
beliefs.””

In the Sophist passage under examination, Plato does not describe true
beliefs. Had he done so, he would probably have offered both a unipolar
and a bipolar description corresponding to those of false beliefs:

[83]* A true belief believes the things which are.
[84]* A true belief believes either that the things which are not are not or
that the things which are are.

Something like [83] occurs elsewhere:”" the main difference is that the verb
‘to believe’ is applied to the believer rather than to the belief. Nothing like
[34] ever appears.””

False sentences described. Plato omits the unipolar description of false
sentences:

[A1]* A false sentence says the things which are not.

Something like [A1] occurs later in the Sophist, at 260c3—4. Similar accounts
appear elsewhere:”’ the main difference is that the verb ‘to say’ is applied

8 Some occurrences of ‘to be’ in the passage 240E1—9 are accompanied by adverbs: “mes’ (240Er,
240E3), ‘Undaudds’ (240E2, 240Es), and ‘“T&vTws (240Es). I regard these adverbs as indicators of
the strength with which certain claims are affirmed or denied: “mws’ signals hesitant affirmation
(‘in a way’, cf. LS] s.2. ‘mes’ 1), ‘undaudds’ confident denial (‘not at all’), and ‘wévtews’ confident
affirmation (‘by all means’, cf. LS] s.v. “m&vteos’ 11; Sph. 247410). Were the adverbs to indicate ways
in which things are (‘to be in some way’, ‘to be in no way’, ‘to be in all ways’), the passage would
be putting across an unbearably complex theory (cf. above, paragraph to n. 53).

9° Cf. Movia (1991), 237; Fronterotta (2007), 332—3. 9 Cf. R. 3. 413A7-8; Tht. 171A9; 199B8—9.

92 The bipolar description of true beliefs is, however, adumbrated by the two occurrences of ‘not to
be’ at 240E1.

93 Cf. Euthd. 284c2—s; 286a2—3; Cra. 385B10; 429D5—6.
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to speakers rather than to sentences. In the present Sophist passage, instead
of the unipolar description Plato offers a bipolar one:

[A2] A false sentence says either that the things which are are not or that
the things which are not are (cf. 240E10-241A2).

The bipolar description of false sentences does not occur elsewhere in Plato
(although part of it perhaps surfaces later in the Sophisz, at 26387-10).7*

As in the case of beliefs, the unipolar and the bipolar descriptions of true
sentences are omitted:

[A3]* A true sentence says the things which are.
[A4]* A true sentence says either that the things which are are or that the
things which are not are not.

Descriptions similar to [A3] occur elsewhere:”’ the main differences are that
the verb ‘to say’ is applied to speakers rather than to sentences and that
the singular ‘what is’ sometimes replaces the plural ‘the things which are’.
Nothing like [A4] ever appears (although one half of it probably emerges
at Sph. 263B4—6).

Why a bipolar description after a unipolar description? Why, after offering
a unipolar description of false beliefs, i.e. [81], does Plato introduce a
bipolar description, i.e. [82]? The question arises because the paradoxical
argument for the impossibility of false belief would already have what it
needs without the bipolar description.

The most plausible answer is that the bipolar description serves the
purposes not of the paradoxical argument, but of Plato’s solution of it (at
259D9—264B5). Plato’s solution is based on analysing saying what is not into
saying about something what is not about it (the shift from believing to
saying is inessential because for Plato belief has a linguistic character). A
false affirmative sentence may then be described as saying what is not in so
far as it says about something what is not about it to be. This description
is unproblematic because what is not about something is what is different
from everything that is about it. However, a false negative sentence cannot
be easily described as saying what is not in so far as it says about something
what is not about it to be: for, a negative sentence is naturally understood as
saying something not to be about something. A bipolar description allows
Plato to claim that a false negative sentence does not say what is not: rather,

9

X

Cra. 38587-8 might seem to contain a (partial) bipolar description of false sentences. However, on
my interpretation of this passage (cf. below, n. 80 of Ch. 6), the account it offers is of a different
sort.

95 Cf. Futhd. 284a5-8; 284¢6; Cra. 385B10; R. 3. 389C4—s; Prm. 161E5—162A1.
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it says what is (because it says of what is that it is not). But, given that false
negative sentences do not say what is not, in their case no explanation is
needed: they provide no toehold for a paradoxical argument.”®

Ancient parallels. Join [A2] with [A4], transform plurals into singulars, and
omit specifying what does the saying. You obtain Aristotle’s celebrated
definition of truth and falsehood: “To say [Td Aéyew] that what is is not
or that what is not is [T0 &v p1y elvon 7§ TO un &v elvan] is false; to say
that what is is and that what is not is not [T0 dv glvon kol TO pt) 8v pr)
givaa] is true’ (Metaph. T'7, 10111’26—7, cf. Int. 6, 17°26-31).°7 The fact that
Aristotle defines falsehood before truth might be a trace of the Sophist:”®
note that the order of cases in Aristotle’s definition of falsehood (denials
before affirmations) is the same as in Plato’s bipolar description of false
sentences at Sph. 240E10—241A1 (Plato’s bipolar description of false beliefs
adopts the reverse order: affirmations before denials, cf. 240E1-9).

A characterization of speaking truly that recalls the one in the Sophist
passage under scrutiny appears in Xenophon’s Anabasis: “This man enjoyed
the reputation of having been truthful [dAn6elocu] in many earlier cases
of the same sort, saying the things which are as being and the things which
are not as not being [T& dvTa Te dos dvTar kad T& uM dvTa Go5 oUK dvTarl]’

(4. 4, 15).”

Definitions of truth and falsehood ‘by cases’. The Sophist passage under con-

sideration is the earliest extant philosophical text to offer (albeit implicitly)

a definition of truth for sentences ‘by cases’, i.e. by specifying differ-

ent truth conditions for sentences of different types. Definitions of truth

of this sort are widespread in modern philosophy. The main difference
between modern definitions of truth and their ancient forerunners is that
while modern definitions rely on recursive techniques (whereby the defini-
entia for complex sentences mention the truth of sentences that are among
their components, or are ‘simpler’ in some other rigorously specified way),
the ancient definitions rely on the distinction of two classes of sentences,
namely affirmations and denials, and their definientia do not mention truth

(or at least not the truth of sentences).

96 Cf. below, subsections to nn. 116 and 117 of Ch. 6. As I said, a false negative sentence cannot be
easily described as saying what is not in so far as it says about something what is not about it to be.
Though not easy, such a description is nevertheless available — if negative kinds are allowed. Plato
perhaps explores this solution too (cf. below, subsection to n. 119 of Ch. 6).

97 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 19, 305 Przefecki (1981), 124; Matthen (1983), 114; Movia (1991), 237; Cordero
(1993), 239; Szaif (1998), 407; Notomi (1999), 189; Fronterotta (2007), 332.

98 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 19.

9 Cf. below, text to n. 81 of Ch. 6. Protagoras’ man-measure doctrine (‘A man is the measure of all

things, of those which are that they are, of those which are not that they are not’, DK 80 B 1) also
recalls a bipolar characterization of truth.
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A definition of truth ‘by cases’ may contribute to a correspondence
theory of truth. The idea that truth amounts to correspondence with the
world is notoriously vague. It can be sharpened in various ways. Disregard-
ing the view that truth is correspondence to facts (because the concept of
fact seems foreign to ancient discussions about truth), a first step towards
a clarification of the idea that truth amounts to correspondence with the
world is to say that a sentence is true just if it says things to be in the way
in which they are. A definition of truth by cases may allow a further step
towards clarification: for it can be so developed that sentences are sorted
into classes according to how they say their referents to be and then the
sentences of any given class are declared true just if their referents actually
are in the way corresponding to that class.”®

Four readings of the unipolar descriptions. The unipolar descriptions of false
and true beliefs and sentences (i.e. [31], [83], [A1], and [A3]) allow at least
four different readings. To avoid pointless complications, I concentrate on
the first unipolar description, namely [81], the unipolar description of false
beliefs.

First, the unipolar description of false beliefs may be taken to involve
the existential use of ‘to be’ and to concern objective items that correspond
to the whole belief. This comes to:

[81.1] A false belief is about things which do not exist.

Secondly, the unipolar description of false beliefs may be taken to involve
the veridical use of ‘to be’ (applied to propositions):

[81.2] A false belief is about things which are not true.

Thirdly, the unipolar description may be interpreted as involving the
predicative use of ‘to be’, with the complement omitted to achieve
generality:"”"

[81.3] A false belief is about things which are not ¢(s)'**

(throughout the present section, ‘¢’ and ‘o’ are schematic letters to be
replaced, respectively, with a general term and a name).

190 Cf. Szaif (1998), so1-3; Crivelli (2004), 129-38. According to Tarski (1944), 342—3, Aristotle’s
definition of truth at Mezaph. 'z, 1011°26—7 (cf. above, text to n. 97) is the classical formulation
of the correspondence theory of truth.

On the predicative elliptical use of ‘to be’ cf. below, paragraph to n. 115 of Ch. 4.

The verb ‘Bof&lewv’ (‘to believe’) may be construed not only with a phrase expressing a proposition
believed, but also with a noun-phrase in the accusative referring to something the belief is about:
cf. Tht. 188a7—9 (with 188B3—5); 189CG; 190C6; 190DS; 190D8; 190DI1; 190D12; McDowell (1973),
194.
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Fourthly, the description may be taken to concern kinds and involve the
converse use of ‘to be’, with the complement omitted for generality:

[81.4] A false belief is about kinds which are not about o.

The converse use of ‘to be’ is that whereby the verb is construed with ‘about’s
and ‘(The) ¢ is about ¢’ is equivalent to ‘o is (a) ¢ . If the converse use of
‘to be’ is involved, ‘to be about’ often means the same as ‘to hold of *.'*

A parallel fourfold distinction may be drawn for the other unipolar
descriptions, namely those of true beliefs (i.e. [83]) and of false and true
sentences (i.e. [A1] and [A3]).

Four readings of the bipolar descriptions. The bipolar descriptions of false
and true beliefs and sentences (i.e. [82], [84], [A2], and [A4]) also allow
four different readings, which correspond to those of the unipolar descrip-
tions. To avoid pointless complications, I concentrate on the first bipolar
description, namely [82], the bipolar description of false beliefs.

In the first place, the bipolar description of false beliefs may be taken to
involve the existential use of ‘to be’:

[82.1] A false belief believes either that things which do not exist exist or
that things which exist do not exist.

Secondly, the description may be interpreted as involving the veridical
use of ‘to be’:

[82.2] A false belief believes either that things which are not true are true
or that things which are true are not true.

Thirdly, the description may be interpreted as involving the predicative
use of ‘to be’, with the complement omitted to achieve generality:

[52.3] A false belief believes either that things which are not ¢(s) are ¢(s)
or that things which are ¢(s) are not ¢(s).

Fourthly, the description may be taken to concern kinds and involve the
converse use of ‘to be’, with the complement left out for generality:

[82.4] A false belief believes either that kinds which are not about o are
about o or that kinds which are about ¢ are not about o.

Parallel fourfold distinctions may be drawn for the other bipolar descrip-
tions, namely those of true beliefs (i.e. [84]) and of false and true sentences
(i.e. [A2] and [A4]). The fourth reading of the bipolar description of false
sentences is worth spelling out:

193 More on this below, subsection to n. 184 of Ch. 4.
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[A2.4] A false sentence says either that kinds which are not about o are
about o or that kinds which are about o are not about o.

The interest of [A2.4] lies in its closeness to the analysis of false sentences
eventually endorsed by Plato (at 262E11-263D5)."*

Given the way in which the bipolar description of false beliefs develops
from the unipolar one,'” it is reasonable to assume that the same read-
ing must be adopted for the unipolar and bipolar descriptions: for every
n (1 < n < 4), the Visitor and Theaetetus are putting forward [31.n] just
if they are putting forward [82.n].¢

The case for the first reading of the descriptions of false beliefs. At first glance,
the correct reading of the descriptions of false beliefs is the first, which
relies on the existential use of ‘to be’: the Visitor and Theaetetus first
acknowledge that a false belief is about things which do not exist ([31.1])
and then refine their position by stating that a false belief believes either
that things which do not exist exist or that things which exist do not exist
([82.1]). The prima facie plausibility of this exegesis is due to its introducing
immediately the concept of non-existence, which must play a role in the
argument since what is ‘inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable and
unthinkable’ (24145) is what does not exist. But why should false beliefs be
about things which do not exist? Two explanations are possible.

The first explanation attributes an important role to the claim that a false
belief believes ‘the contraries of the things which are’ (240D6)."°” Once it
has been conceded that a false belief is about ‘the contraries of the things
which are’, namely the contraries of the things which are @(s), it must be
granted that a false belief is about things which do not exist: for, to be (a)
@ is to exist in (a) @’s way, and to be in the contrary state of a given state
is to be in the state that is as much as possible removed from and opposed
to it, so the contrary of what is (a) ¢ does not exist. Thus, if a false belief
is about ‘the contraries of the things which are’ (240D6), namely about the

o4 Cf. Cordero (1993), 239. 195 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 89.

196 Matthen (1983), 126 favors the reading with the existential use of ‘to be’, i.e. [81.1] and [82.1]. Szaif
(1998), 405—9 and Kahn (2002), 89 adopt the reading with the veridical use of ‘to be’, i.e. [81.2] and
[82.2]. Malcolm (1985b), 164 appears to favor the reading with the predicative use of ‘to be’, i.e.
[81.3] and [32.3]. McDowell (1982), 132 seems to endorse the reading with the converse use of ‘to
be’, i.e. [81.4] and [82.4]. In Crivelli (1990), 34-6 I adopted different readings for the unipolar and
the bipolar descriptions: the reading with the veridical use of ‘to be’ for the unipolar description,
i.e. [81.2], and the reading with the predicative use of ‘to be’ for the bipolar description, i.e. [52.3].
Later (257B3—4, 258B3—4, 258£6—7) Plato regards the identification of not-being with the contrary
of being as a mistake which leads people to fall for the sophist’s argument. Plato might be referring
back to 24006, the only point of the aporetic portion of the dialogue where the expression ‘contrary
of being’ occurs (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 96; Owen (1971), 231; Heinaman (1983), 2—3; Heinaman
(1986), 122-3).
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contraries of the things which are ¢(s), then it is about things which do
not exist."”* But why would it be conceded that a false belief is about ‘the
contraries of the things which are’ (240D6), namely about the contraries of
the things which are ¢(s)? This is due to a confusion about the meaning
of negation: it is easy to yield to the temptation of identifying the things
which are not ¢(s) with the contraries of the things which are ¢(s).”*” One
concedes that a false belief is about the things which are not ¢(s), and one
slips into granting that a false belief is about the contraries of the things
which are @(s). Needless to say, a false belief is naturally described as being
about the things which are not ¢(s): the belief that Theaetetus is flying is
false because it is about Theaetetus who is not flying. According to this
first explanation, a false belief is about what does not exist in that it refers
to what does not exist. Beliefs of this sort were excluded by the second
argument about the impossibility of saying what is not (at 238a1-238c12,
the difference between saying and believing may be ignored).

The second explanation of why false beliefs should be about things that
do not exist depends on a specific conception of what beliefs are about.
Specifically, it assumes that every belief is directed to a single thing whose
existence is a necessary and sufficient condition for the belief’s truth. In the
case of a predicative belief, namely a belief which attributes a kind to its
referent, the single thing to which the belief is directed and whose existence
is a necessary and sufficient condition for the belief’s truth is a ‘predicative
complex’ made up of the belief’s referent and the kind attributed to it by
the belief. For instance, the belief that Theaetetus is sitting is directed to
sitting-Theaetetus, and the belief is true just if sitting-Theaetetus exists
(because sitting-Theaetetus exists just if Theaetetus is sitting); the belief
that Theaetetus is flying is directed to flying-Theaetetus, and the belief is
true just if flying-Theaetetus exists (because flying-Theaetetus exists just
if Theaetetus is flying). It follows that every false belief is directed to
something which ‘is not’ in that it does not exist. Something analogous
holds for sentences: every speech act carried out by uttering a sentence
is directed to a single thing whose existence is a necessary and sufficient
condition for the speech act’s truth."® According to this second explanation,
a speech act carried out by uttering a sentence is an episode of false speech
only if it is directed to what does not exist. Speech acts of this sort were
excluded by the first argument about the impossibility of saying what is

198 Cf. below, subsection to n. 72 of Ch. 5.

On this tempting identification cf. below, text to n. 69 of Ch. s.

Cf. Owen (1971), 245; Matthen (1983), 126. Denyer (1991), 146 attributes a role not to ‘predicative
complexes’ (like flying-Theaetetus) but to tropes (like Theaetetus’ flight) (on tropes cf. above, text
to n. 14). This paragraph is indebted to discussions with Stephen Menn.
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not (at 237B7—237E7): for that argument showed that no speech act can be
directed to what does not exist.

It now becomes clear why Plato substantiated the sophist’s argument
with two different arguments about the impossibility of saying what is not:
the two arguments are needed to support different versions of the falsehood
paradox.

The case for the second, third, and fourth readings of the descriptions of false
beliefs. Suppose the second reading is right: the argument relies on [31.2]
and [82.2], which involve the veridical use of ‘to be’. Then at the argument’s
start the claim is made that a false belief is about things which are not true.
This initial claim is then replaced by one to the effect that a false belief
believes either that things which are not true are true or that things which
are true are not true. At this point a slip occurs whereby existence and
non-existence are introduced. The slip might occur either by a confusion
between the veridical and the existential use of ‘to be’,"”" or on the basis
of the tacit and mistaken assumption that if something is not true then it
does not exist.

Suppose the third reading is right: the argument relies on [81.3] and
[82.3], which involve the predicative use of ‘to be’ with omitted comple-
ments. Then at the argument’s start the claim is made that a false belief is
about things which are not ¢(s), which is then replaced by one to the effect
that a false belief believes either that things which are not ¢(s) are ¢(s) or
that things which are ¢(s) are not ¢(s). At this point a slip occurs whereby
existence and non-existence are introduced. Again, the slip might occur
either by a confusion between the predicative and the existential uses of ‘to
be’ (facilitated by the omission of the verb’s complements), or on the tacit
and mistaken assumption that if something is not (a) ¢ then it does not
exist.

Suppose the fourth reading is right: the argument relies on [81.4] and
[82.4], which involve the converse use of ‘to be’ with omitted complements.
Then at the start the claim is made that a false belief is about kinds which
are not about o. This is superseded by the claim that a false belief believes
either that kinds which are not about o are about o or that kinds which
are about o are not about o. At this point a slip occurs whereby existence
and non-existence are introduced. Again, the slip might occur either by a
confusion between the converse and the existential uses of ‘to be’ (facilitated
by the omission of the verb’s complements), or on the tacit and mistaken
assumption that if something is not about o then it does not exist.

- Cf. Kahn (2002), 89.
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The role of ‘the contraries of the things which are’ (240D6—7). Consider how the
unipolar description of false beliefs is introduced: the Visitor and Theaete-
tus agree that a false belief believes ‘the contraries of the things which are’
(240D6—7) and infer that it ‘believes the things which are not’ (240D9).
How should these remarks on contrariety and not-being be understood?

Begin by considering the first reading. If it is right, the Visitor and
Theaetetus are putting forward [31.1] and [82.1]. Then false beliefs are
about things which do not exist because they are about things contrary
to what exists. The two inquirers might be appealing to a loose con-
cept of contrariety or incompatibility between what exists and what is
falsely believed: what is falsely believed does not exist because it clashes
with what exists. But they could also be attributing an important role to
‘the contraries of the things which are’ (240p6-7) for the introduction
of the concept of non-existence (earlier'” I sketched how the argument
could go).

Consider then the second reading. If it is right, the Visitor and Theaete-
tus are putting forward [81.2] and [82.2]. Then false beliefs are about things
which are not true because they are about things contrary to what is true.
The two inquirers might be appealing to a loose concept of contrariety or
incompatibility between what is true and what is falsely believed: what is
falsely believed is not true because it clashes with what is true.

Look at the third reading. If it is right, the Visitor and Theaetetus
endorse [31.3] and [82.3]. Then false beliefs are about things which are
not ¢(s) because they are about things contrary to what is (a) ¢. Consider,
for instance, Jim’s false belief that the Taj Mahal is black. This belief is
about the Taj Mahal, which, being white, is contrary to what is black and
therefore is not black.

Finally, consider the fourth reading. Suppose the fourth reading of the
descriptions of false beliefs is right: the Visitor and Theaetetus are putting
forward [31.4] and [32.4]. Then false beliefs are about things which are
not about o because they are about things contrary to what is about o.
Consider again Jim’s false belief that the Taj Mahal is black. This belief
concerns blackness, a kind which is not about the Taj Mahal because it is
contrary to whiteness, a kind which is about the Taj Mahal.

A common trait of the second, third, and fourth readings of the descrip-
tions of false beliefs is that the fallacious step whereby non-existence is
introduced occurs after the descriptions themselves have been offered. The
accounts of false belief given in [81] and [32] are correct and available for
later use in the constructive part of the dialogue. Accordingly, the concept

"> Cf. above, paragraph to n. 107.
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of ‘the contraries of the things which are’ (240D6) is not put to use to
introduce non-existence.

Assessment of the four readings. Which, if any, of the four readings of the
descriptions of false beliefs is intended by Plato? This question relies on a
mistaken presupposition. No reading need be chosen to the exclusion of the
others: a good sophistical argument conceals its fallaciousness under more
than one disguise, leaving to the naive thinker the pick of the trap to fall
into. All four readings are allowed because they all lead to the controversial
result that some false beliefs are about what does not exist.

Different versions of a paradox call for different solutions. This applies
also to the case of the falsehood paradox, of which four different versions
have emerged. Solutions must be offered for all versions: otherwise the
sophist could always avail himself of the retort ‘Oh, but that is not what I
meant!’

In the last three versions (corresponding to the last three readings of the
descriptions of false beliefs), a move which Plato could reasonably make
to block the fallacious inference is to specify that if something is not (a) ¢
(which may be taken to cover the cases of something not being true and
not being about o, by replacing ‘¢’ with ‘true’ and ‘about ¢’), it does not
follow that it does not exist. Such a move, I shall argue, Plato will make in
his account of negation at 257B1—257C4."

To sort out the first version of the falsehood paradox (corresponding to
the first reading of the descriptions of false beliefs), Plato must make two
moves. First, he must clarify that negation does not mean contrariety. This
he will do in his account of negation at 257B1-257¢4."# This first move will
take care of the first possible motivation for holding that false beliefs are
about things which do not exist." Secondly, Plato must reject the view that
every belief is directed to a single thing whose existence is a necessary and
sufficient condition for the belief’s truth. This he will do in his account of
sentences, false sentences, and false beliefs at 25909—26485: he will claim
that the act of saying is directed not to a single thing but to two (the shift
from believing to saying is inessential).”® This second move will see to the
second possible motivation for holding that false beliefs are about things
which do not exist."”

3 Cf. below, subsection to n. 72 of Ch. s. 4 Cf. below, text to n. 72 of Ch. 5.
5 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 107. U6 Cf. below, subsection to n. 104 of Ch. 6.
"7 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 110.



CHAPTER 3

Puzzles about being

After raising difficulties regarding not-being, the Visitor and Theaetetus
become involved with puzzles about being. This is rather surprising because
one might have expected the obscurity to be confined to the obviously
problematic area of not-being. The puzzles about being come in two
families.

The present chapter’s first section addresses the first family of puzzles
(243D6-245E5), which concern the number of beings. Both pluralists, who
believe there to be two or more entities, and monists, who maintain that
only one thing is, are criticized. The second family of puzzles about being
(245E6—249D8), tackled in this chapter’s second section, concerns the char-
acteristics shared by all and only beings. A debate is set up between two
factions. One party includes thinkers who claim that only bodies are, mem-
bers of the other hold instead that only changeless forms are. An attempt
to reach a compromise acceptable to both parties leads to the result that
both change and stability are beings. But then (249p9—250D4) a further
difficulty arises which seems to depend on a confusion between sentences
used to speak about the kind being itself. This last difficulty is dealt with

in the chapter’s third section.

3.1 HOW MANY BEINGS ARE THERE?

The introduction to the discussion about being (242B6—243D5). Not-being
turned out to be a source of puzzlement. Will being, of which we think
we have a clear grasp, also baffle us? We might be in the situation typical
of the interlocutors of the ‘Socratic dialogues’, where Socrates’ questions
lead people to realize that they lack a clear grasp of what they believed they
mastered.

The Visitor distinguishes theories that ‘specify just how many beings
there are’ (242¢5—6) from theories that state ‘what beings are like’ (242c5—
6). He also describes this distinction (245E6—24642) as between those who
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‘make precise reckonings about being and not-being’ and those who ‘speak
otherwise’.!

Ontological theories of both types are connected with the issue of deter-
mining what being is. As counting the fish in a net where dolphins have
been caught requires getting clear about what it is to be a fish, so counting
beings requires getting clear about what being is. And establishing what
beings are like is obviously a reasonable starting point in the search for
what being is.

Criticisms of the theories that specify how many beings there are (243D6—
245Es). Theories that specify how many beings there are are discussed first
(243D6—245E5). The examination begins with (1) a criticism of the pluralists
(243D6-2448B5). This is followed by (2) a criticism of the monists (244B6—
245DI1): two arguments are developed, one (2448B9—244D13) dealing with
the concept of naming, the other (244D14—245D11) With the concept of
wholeness. The discussion is capped with (3) a short conclusion (245p12—
245ES).

The criticisms of earlier ontological views that say how many beings
there are have a common approach: they raise the question of what is
signified by the word ‘being’ and examine how the answers which these
theorists could offer fit with their explicit views.” For the first time in the
history of Greek philosophy, the question of the signification of the word
‘being’ takes centre stage.’

The argument against the pluralists. The position of the pluralists is examined
by means of an imaginary interrogation of them:

VIS. Dépe, 6réoO1 Bepuodv 243D8
Kol Yuyxpov A Tive dUo ToloUTw T& TTAVT eivail dpaTe, Ti TOTE
&pa ToUT &1 &pdoiv pbeyyeobe, AéyovTes Gudow Kol 243EI

éx&repov elval; Ti TO elvan ToUTo UTroA&Puopey Uuddv;
ToTEPOV TPiTOV Trapd T& SUo ékelva, kal Tpia TO TV A
un dUo &T1 ka® Upds T10dpev; ol ydp Trou Toiv ye Suoiv
KoAoUvTes B&TepOV OV AudpdTEpar Spoicws elvar AéyeTe: E§
oXedOV yap &v &AupoTEPWS Ev, AAN ol SUo elTtnv.
THT. AANOT Aéyets.
vIs. AN &p& ye T& Eudw Pouecbe Kol dv;

THT. lows.

vis. AAX, & ¢idol, pricopey, K&v oUTw T& dUo 244A1
AfyolT &v cadEoTAT Ev.

THT. OpBoTaTa eipnkas. A3

' Cf. Bondeson (1976), 1; Frede (1996a), 186; Carchia (1997), 74; Harte (2002), 100.
2 Cf. Cornford (1935), 218. 3 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 32—4.
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vis. ‘Listen, you who say that all things are hot and cold, or two thingsof 243D
this sort. What on earth is this thing you are expressing about both, 243E
when you say that both of them and each are? What shall we take
this being of yours to be? Is it a third thing besides those two, and
should we assume that in your view the totality of things is three
and not two? For if you call being one of the two, you certainly do
not say that they both are in the same way: for in both ways they
would surely be one, not two.™*

THT. True.

vis. ‘Do you then want to call both being?’

THT. Perhaps.

vis. ‘But,” we will say, ‘friends, in this way too the two things would 2444
most clearly be called one.’

THT. Absolutely correct.

The view that ‘all things are hot and cold, or two things of this sort’
(243D8—9) amounts to the view that there are exactly two beings, namely
the hot and the cold (this is merely an example: the hot and the cold
could be replaced with other contraries, cf. 242D3—4).> According to the
view considered, ‘both of them [sc. the hot and the cold] and each are’
(243E1—2). But what is this being that is attributed to the hot and the cold?
Three alternatives are put forward and then discarded.

(1) (243E3—4) Being is different from both the hot and the cold. This
alternative is rejected because, if it were true, there would be not two
but three beings.

(2) (243E4—7) Being is identical to one of the hot and the cold. This
alternative is discarded because ‘if you call being one of the two, you
certainly do not say that they both are in the same way: for in both ways
they [sc. the hot and the cold] would surely be one, not two’ (243£4-6).

(3) (243E8—24443) Being is identical to both the hot and the cold. This
alternative is rejected because it implies that the two are one.

The pluralists’ theory and its refutation raise many problems. I shall
address them in an order that eases their solution (because the solutions to
the earlier problems provide a hint for those to the later ones).

On what grounds is the second alternative rejected? One problem raised by
the pluralists’ theory and its refutation concerns a part of the refutation:

4 T take the dual ‘6itnv’ to be predicative, the grammatical subject being an understood “T& U0’
supplied from the previous sentence (cf. Fowler (1921), 363; N. . White (1993), 34). Alternatively,
‘efTnv’ could be existential: *. . . in both ways there would surely be one thing, not two’ (cf. Cornford
(1935), 2195 Taylor (1961), 138). My preferred translation matches the Visitor’s later remark: ‘.. .in
this way too the two things would most clearly be called one’ (244a1-2).

Cf. Wedin (1980-81), 268.
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on what grounds is alternative (2), the view that being is identical to one
of the hot and the cold, rejected? Two solutions have been suggested.

According to the first, if being were identical to the hot then the cold
would not participate in being (because if it did then it would participate
in its own contrary, which is impossible), so that the sum total of beings
would be not two, but one. For this reason, being is not identical to the
hot. For a similar reason being is not identical to the cold. Hence being is
identical neither to the hot nor to the cold.

According to the second solution, if being were identical to the hot,
then, since being holds of the hot in precisely the same way or ways as
of the cold, it would follow that the hot holds of the hot in precisely the
same way or ways as of the cold. Since the hot holds of the hot in that it is
identical to it, it would follow that the hot holds also of the cold in that it
is identical to it, so that the hot and the cold would be not two but one.
Being is therefore not identical to the hot. For a similar reason being is not
identical to the cold. Hence being is identical neither to the hot nor to the
cold.”

One linguistic point gives the edge to the second solution. In the text,
alternative (2) is rejected because it entails that ‘in both ways [sc. both if
the hot is called being and if the cold is called being]8 they [sc. the hot
and the cold] would surely be one, not two’ (243£6). The second solution
does derive the result that the hot and the cold are one, i.e. reciprocally
identical. The first solution does not derive this result: what it does derive
is that the sum total of beings is one, not two, because ecither the cold is
not (if being is identical to the hot) or the hot is not (if being is identical to
the cold). Neither state of affairs can be naturally described as one where
the hot and the cold are one.”

The second solution adopts a robust reading of the expression ‘in the
same way (‘Opoiws’, 243Es): this expression is given a pivotal role in
the sentence formulating the thesis that being holds of the hot in precisely
the same way or ways as it holds of the cold. Note that a weaker read-
ing of ‘in the same way’ (‘6poiws’) is also possible: the expression might
be taken to be nothing more than a strengthening of the immediately

¢ Cf. Cornford (1935), 220; Taylor (1961), 38—9; Bluck (1963), 70-1; Seligman (1974), 23; Bordt (1991),
sor; Clarke (1994), 56; Frede (19962), 190; Miller (2004), 341—2; Duerlinger (2005), 44.

7 Cf. Moravcsik (1962), 29; Malcolm (1967), 132; Wedin (1980—-1), 272—3; Fronterotta (2007), 347. The
variant of this exegesis mentioned by Centrone (2008), 127 is less satisfactory.

8 Cf. Bonitz (1860), 295-6; Wedin (1980—1), 271-2.

9 The first solution would be defensible if the translation mentioned in n. 4 above were adopted:
cf. Taylor (1961), 138.
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preceding ‘both’ (‘du¢pdTepe’, 243E5). This weaker reading must be dis-
carded if, as I believe, the second solution is right.

Later in the Sophist, at 249E6—250A7, Plato announces that he will criti-
cize his final attempted characterization of being, according to which being
embraces both change and stability, in the same way as he criticized the plu-
ralists’ position earlier. This requires that the interpretation of the criticism
of the pluralists chime with that of the criticism of the final characterization
of being. The criticism of the final characterization of being, in turn, is close
to a later argument, at 2554425587, put forward by Plato to show that both
identity and difference are different from both change and stability. The
upshot is that an overall interpretation is called for whereby the criticism
of the pluralists resembles both the criticism of the final characterization
of being and the argument that identity and difference are different from
both change and stability. My focus will be on the last member of this trio,
the argument that both identity and difference are different from both
change and stability. My interpretation of it will fit well with the second
solution to the problem addressed in the present subsection.™

What are the hot and the cold in the pluralists’ theory? Another problem
raised by the pluralists’ theory and its refutation concerns the theory’s
protagonists, namely the hot and the cold: what are they? They could be
masses of basic hot stuff and basic cold stuff;" alternatively, they could be
the kind heat and the kind coldness.”

The first solution is historically more plausible. The second solution,
however, fits in better within the context of the dialogue. For, as I pointed
out in the last subsection, in a later passage of the Sophist (249E6—25047)
Plato draws an analogy between a criticism of a characterization of being
according to which being embraces both change and stability, on the one
hand, and his earlier criticism of the pluralists’ theory, on the other. Since
in this later passage change and stability are kinds, the hot and the cold in
the pluralists’ theory are also probably kinds.

Cf. below, subsection to n. 76; subsection to n. 47 of Ch. 4 and the subsections that follow it (in
particular, subsections to nn. 87 and 93). Some commentators believe that the argument adumbrates
the distinction between statements of identity and predication: cf. Malcolm (1983), 118-19; Brown
(1986), 469—70; Roberts (1986), 231.

" Cf. Frede (1996a), 186—7.

Cf. Cornford (1935), 219; Crombie (1963), 390; Miller (2004), 341. Plato moves freely between an
abstract noun, i.e. an instance of ‘pness’, and a phrase consisting of an article and the corresponding
adjective, i.e. the matching instance of ‘the ¢’. For instance, already in the Euthyphro he uses
‘&voo1éTns (sp4) alongside ‘16 &wdaiov’ (sp2, 5D7), and ‘é016TNS (13B4, 13C6, 14C5) alongside
“16 8010V’ (5D2, 5D7, 14CS).
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On what grounds can the pluralists deny that things of everyday experience
are? By saying that ‘all things are hot and cold’ (24308-9), the pluralists
do not mean that all things of everyday experience enjoy the attributes
of being hot and being cold. Rather, they are endorsing the controver-
sial thesis that there are exactly two beings, namely the hot and the cold.
Supposing that the solution to the last subsection’s problem is correct,
namely that in the pluralists’ theory the hot and the cold are the kinds
heat and coldness, it follows that the thesis put forward by the pluralists
is that the kinds hotness and coldness are the only two things that are.
This commits the pluralists to denying that the things of everyday expe-
rience are (because they are of course distinct from the kinds hotness and
coldness). What are the pluralists’ grounds for making so counter-intuitive
a denial?

One solution is that the pluralists are using ‘to be’ in a strong way,
meaning something like ‘to be real’. On this usage, the verb would be
applicable only to the most fundamental items in the ontology.” Another
solution is that the pluralists are under the spell of Parmenides in that
they do not count as being anything that comes into or goes out of being.
The things of everyday experience come into and go out of being when
hotness and coldness are combined or separated in certain proportions
(cf. 243B4—6). Only hotness and coldness are beings because they never
come into or go out of being."*

Whichever solution is correct (and perhaps they come much to the
same), there is one important consequence. Plato’s criticism relies on the
assumption that being, the item signified by ‘to be’, counts as a being: for
if it did not then the pluralists could accept that being is distinct from
both hotness and coldness while clinging to their tenet that these are the
only two beings. But, since the things of everyday experience do not count
as beings, to rank as a being is no trivial feat. The assumption that being
counts as a being could, however, be supported by indicating that being is
a kind and therefore belongs to the same ontological category as hotness
and coldness, which admittedly are beings.

The first argument against the monists. After the pluralists, the monists are
also interrogated about what being is:

3 Cf. Cornford (1935), 216—20; Crombie (1963), 390; Malcolm (1967), 133. Wedin (1980-1), 269—70
criticizes the view that in the pluralists’ theory ‘to be’ amounts to ‘to be real’, but does not address
the problem of how the theory can deny being to things of everyday experience.

4 Cf. Frede (1996a), 187—9.
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vis. Ti 8¢ Tmapd T&V €V TO &Y AeydvTwv &p’ oU 244B6
TrevoTEOV el SUvauy Ti TToTe Aéyouat TO &v;
THT. T16ds y&p oU; B8

vis. Now, shouldn’t we as far as possible” find out from those who say 2448
that the totality of things is one what they call being?
THT. Why not?

Two arguments are developed to criticize monism. The first (24489~
244DI3) concerns naming;

vIs. Téde Tolvuv &mrokpivécwv. v ToU pote pdvov 244B9
elval; pauey y&p, pricouctv. 1 y&p; BIO

THT. Nad.

vis. Ti 8¢; v KaAeiTé T13

THT. Nad.

vis. TToTepov Orep Ev, ETrl TG AT TTPOOY PUMEVOL 244CI

duoiv dvdpaotv, 7 Téds;
THT. Tis oUv a¥Tols 1) peTd ToUT, & Eéve, &TTOKPIOIS;
vis. Afjhov, & OeaitnTe, 6T1 T TAUTNY TNHY UTrdlec1v
Utrofepévep pos TO viv EpwTnlev kal Tpods &AAo 8¢ STioUv cs
oV TTavTwv paoTov &okpivacdal.
THT. T1dds;
vis. Té Te 8Uo dvopaTa Sporoyelv eivan undev Béuevov
TATV &V KaTay Ao TOV TToU —
THT. T1¢s & oU; CcI0
vis. Kai 16 Trapdtrav ye &modéyeodal Tou AéyovTos cs
goTiv dvopd T1, Adyov oUk &v Exov. 244DI
THT. [11);
vis. TiBeis Te ToUvoua ToU TpdynaTos éTepov SUo Afyel
TTOU TIVE.
THT. Nad. DS
vis. Kai pfyv &v Tadtév ye avTéd 107 ToUvopa, 1) unde-
vos dvopa dvarykaobnoeTan Aéyely, €l 8¢ Tivos aTO Pn\OEl,
oupPnoeTal TO dvopa dvdpaTos dvopa povov, Aoy 5¢

oUdevds v —
THT. OUTwsS. DIO
vis. Kal 16 &v ye €vos &v v pévov kal Tol dvdpaTos av

0 8v &v.1°
THT. AvayKr. DI3

5 ‘As far as possible’ given that they are not present (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 109).
16 1 follow the text printed by Robinson, which is close to that of B, W, and Simplicius’ E. Several
emendations have been suggested.
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vis. Let them answer this question, then: ‘You somehow say that only
one is?’ — “We surely say that’, they will say, won't they?

THT. Yes.

vis. ‘And do you call something “being

THT. Yes.

vis. ‘Is it the very thing you call “one”, by using two names for the same
thing, or what?’

THT. What is their answer to this, visitor?

vis. Clearly, Theaetetus, it is not the easiest thing in the world for
one who has hypothesized this hypothesis to answer the present
question, or any other.

THT. How so?

vis. To agree that there are™ two names after positing that there is
nothing but one thing is most ridiculous —

THT. Right.

vis. And even to accept someone’s statement that there is a name is
unreasonable.”

THT. How so?

vis. By positing the name as different from the object, one somehow
speaks of two things.

THT. Yes.

vis. And if one posits the name as identical to it, one will be obliged to
say either that it is a name of nothing, or, if one says that it is of
something, the name will result to be a name of a name only and
of nothing else —

THT. Yes.

vis. And the one will result*® to be one of one only by being also in turn
the one of the name.

THT. Necessarily.

»y17

8

2448

244C

244D

The monists say: ‘Only one is’ (244B9-11). They also acknowledge that
there is something for which they use the expression ‘being’ (244B12-13).
This raises the question (244c1—2) whether what they use the expression
‘being’ for is the same as that for which they use the expression ‘one’, so that
‘being’ and ‘one’ are two names of the same thing. This question cannot

be easily answered by the monists (244c4—7).

To begin with, the monists cannot give what might seem the most
straightforward reply, namely that ‘being’ and ‘one’ are indeed two names

7 Cf. above, n. 37 of Ch. 2 and text thereto.

Taking the ‘elvon’ at 244¢8 as existential: Bordt (1991), 504 regards it as expressing identity.
Taking ‘€xov’ as the complement of an understood ‘€in’: cf. 258811 for ‘#xov’ complementing an

(explicit) form of ‘elvar’. Different ways of construing ‘Adyov oUk &v &xov’ are discussed by Bluck

(1963), 72.
“Will result’ renders a ‘cupPrioetan’ understood from 24408.
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of the same thing. This option is unavailable to them because by admitting
that there are two names they would be contradicting their own admission
of no more than one thing (244c8-10).

But matters are even worse because the very concept of a name
turns out to be problematic for the monists (244c11—244D13). There
are two alternatives. The first (244D3—s) is that the name belong to
an object distinct from itself: in this case there would be at least two
things, i.e. the name and its object, contrary to the monists’ basic tenet.
The second alternative (244D6-13) is that the name be identical to its
object.

The second alternative branches out into two subordinate ones. The first
(244D6-7) is that the name be a name of nothing. This is not followed up.
It is probably regarded as unacceptable because it contradicts the alternative
to which it is subordinate: if the name is a name of nothing, then it has no
object, so that one cannot even say that the name is identical to its object.

The second subordinate possibility (244D7-13) is that the name be of
something, and therefore of itself. Then ‘the name will result to be a name
of a name only’ (244D8—9), so that ‘the one will result to be one of one
only’ (244p11). The conclusion is obtained from the premiss by a straight
substitution of ‘one’ for ‘name’ (nothing in Greek corresponds to the
indefinite article @°). The justification of this inference by substitution is
probably given by the second half of the sentence, which states that the one
is ‘also in turn the one of the name’ (244b11-12). The point conveyed is that
the one is identical to the name (perhaps it is to be inferred from the claims
that the one is the object named by the name and that the name is identical
to the object it names): this warrants the substitution of ‘one’ for ‘name’
in the inference. The conclusion that ‘the one’ is ‘one of one only’ (244D11)
is nonsensical. Such nonsensicality probably constitutes the refutation’s last
step.” Reduction to solecism, i.e. compelling the opponent in a debate to
use some barbarous mode of expression, is explicitly recognized by Aristotle
(SE 3, 165°20-1) as a way of defeating him.

The second argument against the monists involves the concepts of whole
and part. I forgo the historical question of how faithfully Plato reports
Parmenides’ views.

The argument (244D14—245D11) may be divided into three steps. The
first (244D14—245A4) is an introduction to some key-concepts:

2 Cf. Anscombe (1966), 409.
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vis. Ti 8& T6 6Aov ETepov ToU dvTos évds A TaUTOV 244D14
$NoouUct TOUTw; DI§
THT. [1&s y&p oV $rijoouci Te kal paciv; 244EI

vis. Ei Tolvuv 6Aov éoTiv, doTrep kai TTapuevidng Aéyet,

TéavTobev eUkUkAou opaipns évariykiov dyke,
ueoodfev iootranss TavTn TO Y&p oUTe Ti peiCov
oUTE T1 PadTEPOV TrEAEVAL X PECOV €0TL TH) 1) T, E§

ToloUTOV Ye 8V TO OV péoov Te Kal EoyoTa Exel, TaUTa ¢
gxov oo Gvdrykn uépn Exetv: 1) TTédS;
THT. OUTWS.
vis. AN uny T e pepeplopévov Trabos pev 1ol évds 245AT
gxetv &1l TO1S pépeot AoV oUSEY &TTOKWAUEL, Kad TaUuTn 31
TT&v Te BV Kal GAov Ev gival.
THT. Ti 8 oU; A4
vis. And will they say that the whole is different from the one that is? 244D
Or that it is identical to this? 244E
THT. How will they not say it? Indeed, they do say it.
vis. If then it is a whole, as Parmenides also says,

...1in every way like the mass of a well-rounded sphere, opposing
equal resistance from the middle in all directions: for it is not
appropriate that it be larger or weaker here than here, ...

being, since it is of this sort, has a middle and extremities, and by
having these it is most necessary that it have parts, must it not?
THT. Yes.
vis. But nothing prevents what is divided into parts from having the 2454
characteristic of unity with respect to all the parts, and from being
in this way one, since it is both all and whole.
THT. Why not?

When he attributes to Parmenides the position that being is ‘divided into
parts’ but ‘having the characteristic of unity with respect to all the parts’
(245a1-2), Plato is reporting an answer to the question of what being
is (cf. 244B7). The position therefore amounts to the view that to be
(being)” is to enjoy unity by being unified despite possessing multiple
parts. In other words, to be is to be in a condition somewhat like that of an

animal’s body, which is unified and is a single body despite possessing many
limbs.**

22 DK 28 B 8, 43-s.

» On the connection between the use of abstract nouns and infinitives, in English as well as Plato’s
Greek, cf. Vlastos (1981b), 76—7.

> Cf. Prm. 129c4-129D2; Bluck (1963), 83—4. Some commentators (e.g. Moravcsik (1962), 31; Seligman
(1974),27) maintain that for Plato being enjoys unity not by being unified, but by possessing multiple
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In the argument’s second step (245A5—245B3), Plato claims that Par-
menides is committed to the view that to be (being) is different from being
one (unity):

vis. To 8¢ memovos TalTa &p’ oUk &dUvaTov alTd Ye TO 245A5
gv oo elvay;

THT. T1¢ds;

VIS. Auepes 81 rou Sel TTavTeAGs TO ye &ANBGS &v KaTd
TOV dpbov Adyov eipficbar.

THT. A€l y&p oUv. AIO

vis. To 8¢ ye ToloUToV K TTOAAGY uepdY &v oU 245BI
OUMPWVNOEL TG ASYw.

THT. MawvBdve. B3

vis. But isn’t it impossible for what has these characteristics itself to be 2454

the one itself?

THT. How so?

vis. What is truly one, according to its correct definition,
called completely partless.

THT. It surely must.

vis. But what is such [sc. as we described], since it consists of many parts, 245B
will not fit the definition.

THT. I see.

* must be

The thesis that being is different from unity is based on two ancillary claims.
The first is that ‘what is truly one, according to its correct definition, must
be called completely partless’ (24548—9). The phrase ‘what is truly one’
(245A8) suggests that the focus is on the most genuine way of being one,
to be distinguished from other less genuine ways. The availability of ways
of being one that are different from the most genuine is confirmed by the
qualifier ‘somehow’ (‘“Trws’, 24588) used later to describe the condition of a
unified whole consisting of parts. If this is right, then the first claim is that
the most genuine way of being one amounts, by definition, to being simple
or ‘completely partless’ (24548). Other less genuine ways of being one may
amount to something other than being simple. The second ancillary claim
is that the concept of being, as described by Parmenides, i.e. as a whole that
‘consists of many parts, will not fit the definition’ (24581—2). The argument
is compressed. The details are as follows: if being were unity, then there
would be a way of being that would be identical to being one in the most
genuine way, i.e. to being simple or ‘completely partless’ (24548); but, given

parts each of which is one. This interpretation, however, saddles Plato with an unsound argument:
possession of multiple parts each of which is one does not guarantee unity (cf. Wedin (1980-1),
283).

* For ‘Adyos’ meaning ‘definition’ cf. Lg. 10. 895D1-8964s; Ep. 7. 342B6—342CL.
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Parmenides’ view that to be is to be a whole that ‘consists of many parts’
(245B1), there is no such way of being; hence, if Parmenides’ view is correct,
being is different from unity.

The argument’s third step (245B4—245D11) completes the reductio. It
opens with a dilemma (24584—6):

vis. [ToTepov 81 Trabos Exov 1O &v ToU £vds oUTws Ev Te 245B4
goTal kol AoV, fj TTaVT&TTao! un) Aéywpev SAov gival TO Bv; B§
THT. XOAeTNV TTPoPEPANKas aipeotv. B6

vis. Will being be one and a whole by having the attribute of unity, or 2458
should we in all ways deny that being is a whole?
THT. You are offering a difficult choice.

The rest of the argument is concerned with showing that both horns lead
to disaster. The first horn is the view initially attributed to Parmenides,
that to be is to be a whole composed of parts that enjoy the characteristic
of being one. The second horn, according to which ‘we in all ways deny
that being is a whole’ (24586), is the denial of Parmenides’ position, i.e.
the denial of the view that to be is to be a whole composed of parts that
enjoy the characteristic of being one.

The first horn is dealt with first:

vis. AAnBéoTaTa pévtor Aéyels. Tretrovids Te y&p TO v 245B7
&v elvad s oU TawTov 8v T &vi paveltal, Kal TTAéova 81
T& TTAVTO £VOS EoTAal.

THT. Nai. BIO

vis. You are speaking truly indeed. For, by being characterized by being 2458
somehow one, being will appear to be not identical to the one, and
all things will be more than one.

THT. Yes.

The first horn relies on the result established in the argument’s second step
(24545—245B3): if to be were to be a whole that is ‘somehow one’ (24588),
it would follow that being is different from unity. There would then be
at least two things, and they would not be unified in a single whole. The
monist cannot accept this consequence (though he could perhaps accept
that there are at least two things unified in a single whole).

The dilemma’s second horn (245c1—24sD11), according to which it is
not the case that to be is to be a whole with many unified parts, is
addressed by means of a subordinate dilemma. The first horn of the
subordinate dilemma (245c1—10) assumes that the attribute of wholeness
exists:
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vis. Kal pfjv &&v ye 16 6v fj un 6Aov Sid TO TreTrovbéval 245CI

TO UTr ékelvou TaBos, T) 88 o Tod TO dAov, évdets TO v
gauToU oupPaiver.

THT. [Tavu ye.
vis. Kal katd ToUTov 81) TOV Adyov éauTol oTepOuevoV cs

oUk &v éoTal TO dv.

THT. OUTwsS.
vis. Kai évos ye ab mAsiw T& TévTa yiyvetal, ToU Te

dvTos kal ToU 6Aou ywpls idiav ékaTépou pUaty eiAnPoTOS.

THT. Nai. CcIO

vis. And if it is not the case that being is a whole by being characterized ~ 245c

26

by the characteristic of that [sc. the one],** and the whole itself is,””

being results lacking itself.

THT. Sure.
vis. Therefore, according to this account, being, since it is deprived of

itself, will be a not-being.

THT. That is so.
vis. And all things become more than one because being and the whole

each possess their peculiar nature separately.

THT. Yes.

The first horn of the subordinate dilemma presents the monist with two
unpalatable consequences. The first (245c1—7) is that since being is not
a whole, ‘being results lacking itself’ (245c2—3), so that ‘being, since it
is deprived of itself, will be a not-being’ (245¢5-6).”* No explanation is
provided of why the hypothesis that being is not a whole should entail that
being lacks itself. Several explanations have been offered by commentators:
according to some, Plato means that being will lack being because it
lacks the attribute of wholeness, which is a being;* according to others,
he means that being will lack itself because it is not something whole, i.e.

26

27

28

29

I take ‘Ut éxeivou Té&Bos’ (245¢2) to stand for “méBos. .. ToU &vos’ (24584, 245a1) (cf. Campbell
(1867), Sph. 114; Cornford (1935), 225; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 152; Bluck (1963), 745, 84; Wedin
(1980-1), 289—90; Ambuel (2007), 216). Some commentators take it to stand for “Tr&Bos ToU SAou’
(cf. Moravesik (1962), 33; Bondeson (1976), 4; Miller (2004), 346). I regard the ‘ufy” at 245cr as
governing the whole clause ‘. . . &Aov 81& T TeTOVBEVOL TO UTr EKelvou oS’ (245¢1—2). For a
different account of this ‘p7’, cf. Bluck (1963), 84.

I take ‘a6 TO BAov’ as the grammatical subject of ‘fy’, as required by 24scir and 245D5-6. Some
commentators (e.g. Miller (2004), 346) take the grammatical subject of ‘i’ to be ‘16 8V’ (245¢1)
and regard ‘a0t TO SAov’ as complement.

I take ‘oUK’ (245C6) to govern ‘8V’ (245¢6) (cf. Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 152). Cornford (1935), 225 takes
it instead to govern %oTan’ (245C6): there will be a being (i.e. the attribute of wholeness) which
being is not.

Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 114; Cornford (1935), 225; Ambuel (2005), 211.
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complete.’® These explanations are both unsatisfactory because they saddle
Plato with a poor argument in that they treat the claim that being is not
a whole as the claim that being does not instantiate wholeness, on a par
with the claim that this pudding is not whole because a slice of it has been
eaten. But this is not the way in which the claim that being is not a whole
should be understood at the present stage of the argument. At the present
stage, the claim that being is not a whole must amount to the claim that
it is not the case that to be is to be a whole. The most plausible guess as
to how this hypothesis will yield the conclusion that being is deprived of
itself is that the argument is still governed by the Parmenidean view that
to be is to be a whole. Then to assume that it is not the case that to be
is to be a whole is tantamount to depriving being of its very nature, and
therefore to make it into a not-being (here ‘to be (a) not-¢’ is used to say
about something that being (a) ¢ does not constitute its nature).

The first horn of the subordinate dilemma has another consequence that
a monist cannot accept: that ‘all things become more than one’ (245c8).
This follows immediately from the result that ‘being and the whole each
possess their peculiar nature separately’ (245¢8—9), which in turn follows
from the second horn of the third step’s main dilemma (that to be is
something different from being a whole) combined with the first horn
of the subordinate dilemma (that wholeness exists, and therefore has a
nature).”

The second horn of the subordinate dilemma (245c11—245D11) assumes
that the attribute of wholeness does not exist:

vis. Mn évTtos 8¢ ye TO Tapdmrav ToU dAov, TaUTd Te 245CII
TaUTa UTT&PYEL TG SVTL, Kad TTPOs T un lvan und’ &v 245D1
yevéoDar TToTE bv.

THT. Ti 87

v1s. To yevouevov &el yéyovev 6Aov &oTe oUTe oUciav
oUTe yéveotv & oUoav Sl TrpooaryopeUely TO SGAov év Tols Ds

ovot pm) TibévTa.
THT. [TavT&maoctv éoike TaUE oUTws Exelv.
vis. Kai pfjv o¥8” dmrocovolv T1 8el TO un dAov eivar:

TOoOV T1 y&p 8V, 6doov &v fj, TocoUTov dAov dvaykaiov

T glva. DIO
THT. Kopid1) ye. DII

3 Cf. Bluck (1963), 85-6; Harte (2002), 103. Yet a different explanation is offered by Wedin (1980-1),
290-1, but it suffers the same criticism as the other two (cf. below). Parmenides himself (DK 28 B
8, 32-3) asserted that being is not incomplete and lacks nothing.

3" For kinds, to be is to have a nature: cf. 25889—258c4; below, subsection to n. 125 of Ch. 5.
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vis. And if the whole is not in any way, these same characteristics hold 245C
of being, and, on top of not-being, not even ever becoming a being. 245D
THT. Why?

vis. What becomes always becomes as a whole: so whoever does not
place the whole among beings must not address either being or
becoming as being.

THT. By all means, this is how things are.

vis. And what is not a whole must not even be of a certain quantity: for,
by being of a certain quantity, however much it is, it is necessary
for it to be such as a whole.

THT. Absolutely.

In this case, the Visitor says (245C11—245D1), the same characteristics will
hold of being as on the first horn: in other words, being will be deprived of
its own nature and will therefore be a not-being. The second consequence
of the first horn of the subordinate dilemma, that ‘all things become more
than one’ (245¢8), does not follow on the second horn because wholeness,
on the second horn, is not among the things which are, so does not have
a nature to get distinguished from being. This second consequence is not
covered by the sentence “These same characteristics hold of being’ (245c11—
24s5D1): for, strictly speaking, this consequence was not a ‘characteristic that
holds of being’.””

However, the second horn of the subordinate dilemma entails additional
absurdities (245p1-11). Since the attribute of wholeness does not exist,
nothing will enjoy it (for only existent attributes can be enjoyed, cf. 247a5—
24783), so that nothing will be a whole. So, on top of its being the case
that being is a not-being, the second horn of the subordinate dilemma also
implies (245D1—7) that being will never become being because whatever
becomes does so as a whole. The situation envisaged is that of being
undergoing a process of becoming whereby its nature becomes that of
being, i.e. that of being a whole: a very abstract situation that is hard to
get a grip on anyhow. Moreover (245D8-11) whatever is not a whole will
not be of any definite quantity: for whatever is of a definite quantity is so
as a whole, so nothing will be of any definite quantity. This consequence
is probably supposed to be both absurd in its own right and incompatible
with a view to which Parmenides is committed: at the beginning of the
refutation (244E3—s), lines of his poem had been quoted where the one being
was compared with a ‘well-rounded sphere, opposing equal resistance from
the middle in all directions’.

32 Cf. Bluck (1963), 75, 87-8.
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3.2 WHAT ARE BEINGS LIKE?

The examination of theories that state what beings are like (245E6—250D4)
divides as follows: (1) a transition from the discussion of theories that
state how many beings there are to that of theories that state what beings
are like (245E6—24643); (2) a description of a ‘battle of the gods and the
giants’ (246A4—246c8); (3) the questioning of the giants (246c9—24843);
(4) the questioning of the gods (24844—248E6); (5) a new characterization
of being (248£7-249D8); (6) a criticism of the new characterization of being

(249D9-250D4).

Giants vs gods. A battle between certain ‘giants’ and certain ‘gods’, or ‘friends
of the forms’, is portrayed. The giants hold that ‘only what can be touched
and offers resistance is’ (246A11—246B1), and they maintain this by ‘defining
body and being as identical’ (24681).” The friends of the forms insist that
only certain intelligible forms are: they contrast being (what is always in the
same way) with becoming (what becomes different at different times) and
they claim that we communicate with being by the soul through reasoning
whereas we communicate with becoming by the body through perception.

Who are the friends of the forms? Some commentators think that they
expound Plato’s own ‘theory of forms’, either an earlier version of it which
Plato is now rejecting’* or its mature development which Plato is nev-
ertheless presenting with a detached style.” There is indeed a striking
resemblance, even in terminology, between the position of the friends of
the forms and the ‘theory of forms’ of the Republic and the Timaeus® It
will, however, emerge that there could be one important difference between
the position of the friends of the forms and the ‘theory of forms’.”” Other
commentators instead hold that the friends of the forms are members
of the Academy who defended views close to but subtly different from
Plato’s,’”* yet others that they are fictional characters invented by Plato as a
distortion of his own views.”? Others again associate them with some other
philosophical school, e.g. the Megarians* or some Italian Pythagoreans.*
At the beginning of the dialogue philosophers were compared with gods
in disguise:** the analogy between the friends of the forms and gods is
perhaps meant to suggest that they are genuine philosophers.

3

v

Cf. Bordt (1991), 513; Brown (1998), 186.

34 Cf. Grote (1875), 11 458; Cornford (1935), 247; Ross (1951), 107; Eslick (1955), 43; Frank (1985s), 9;
McPherran (1986), 244.

3 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 35-6. 3¢ Cf. below, n. 74 and text thereto. 37 Cf. below, text to n. 5.

38 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. Ixxv; Isnardi Parente (1999), 74—s; Gerson (2006), 291-2.

3 Cf. Ueberweg and Praechter (1926), 297-8. 49 Cf. Apelt (18912), 89.

41 Cf. Burnet (1914), 279-80; Ebert (1998), 91-8. 4 Cf. above, n. 4 of Ch. 1 and text thereto.
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The cross-examination of the giants. The Visitor and Theaetetus question
both parties in order to bring them to an agreement. They manage to
convince (a softened version of) the giants to admit that certain incorporeal
entities exist. Theaetetus acts as a spokesman for the giants, who admit
(246E2—247¢8) that (1) there are mortal animals, (2) they are ensouled
bodies, (3) souls exist, (4) some souls are just and others unjust and some
souls are wise and others unwise, (5) just and wise souls are such by the
possession and presence of justice and wisdom whereas unjust and unwise
souls are such in virtue of the contrary qualities, (6) what is capable of
coming to be in something and going away from it exists, (7) justice and
wisdom and their contraries therefore exist although they are incorporeal
whereas the soul, which also exists, is a body.

Now that they have granted that both bodies and incorporeal entities
exist, the giants are asked (247c9—247D4) what the being is which is shared
by so vastly different things. The Visitor and Theaetetus agree (24704~
24843) that they will probably accept the following modal characterization
of being: to be is to have either the power of affecting something or that
of being affected by something.*

What s it for something to affect something? Some commentators favour
a weak account: for x to affect y is for x to be a property enjoyed by y.*
This interpretation is implausible because it makes the giants” acceptance
of the modal characterization of being into a wholesale abandonment of
their approach. A more robust account of what it is for something to
affect something is needed. One plausible candidate is: for x to affect
y is for x to exert a quasi-causal power on y whereby y is made to be
in a certain way.” On this account, such incorporeal items as justice,
wisdom, and the remaining virtues will count as beings according to the
modal characterization of being: for justice causes people to act in ways
in which they would not in its absence, and similarly with wisdom and
the other virtues,*® so that justice, wisdom, and the other virtues may
be described as having the power of affecting things in that they have
the quasi-causal power of making them be in certain ways. One wonders
whether the forms of Plato’s ‘theory of forms’ would also count as beings
on the modal characterization of being: forms perhaps have the power to
affect things in that they have the quasi-causal power of making them be in
certain ways."’

B Cf. Arist. Top. 5.9, 139%4—5; 6.7, 146*22-3.

4 Cf. Moravcsik (1962), 37; Bondeson (1976), 5. Plato does use ‘to be affected by’ (‘méoyeiv’) to say
of an object that it enjoys a property: cf. Sph. 24545. Kiinne (2004), 309 takes a line that is close,
perhaps identical, to Moravcsik’s.

4 Cf. Brown (1998), 199. 46 Cf. Prt. 33244—-332C3; Men. 72C6—72D1. 47 Cf. Phd. 100c9—100E7.
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The cross-examination of the gods. Having convinced the giants to accept
it, the Visitor tries the modal characterization of being out on the friends
of the forms (24844—248€6). Since they maintain that we communicate
with becoming by the body through perception and with being by the
soul through reasoning (248410-24881), the friends of the forms are asked
what this communication is which we have with both becoming and being
(248B2-3). Specifically, they are asked whether this communication is a case
of affecting or of being affected that is based on some power and comes to
be from things that reciprocally converge (24883-6).** The friends of the
forms are thereby invited to endorse the modal characterization of being
on the basis of their epistemological view that we cognitively communicate
with things.*

The friends of the forms react (24886-248c9) by rejecting the modal
characterization of being. They realize that the modal characterization
of being would make the things of the world of becoming into beings
because the things of the world of becoming have both the power of
affecting something and that of being affected by something (248c7-8).
This is perhaps for them already a sufficient reason for rejecting the modal
characterization of being: they do not want the things of the world of
becoming to rank as beings.”® But their stronger reason for rejecting the
modal characterization of being is that in their view beings, namely kinds,
have neither the power of affecting something nor that of being affected
by something (248c8—9). If the forms of Plato’s ‘theory of forms’ have the
power to affect things in that they have the quasi-causal power of making
things be in certain ways,” then the forms of the friends of the forms are
not those of Plato’s ‘theory of forms’.

Theaetetus asks whether this position of the friends of the forms is
reasonable (248c10). More probing takes place. The friends of the forms
‘concede that the soul knows and being is known’ (248p1—2). They are
offered four alternatives (248D4—7): either (1) to know is to affect and to
be known is to be affected, or (2) both to know and to be known are
both to affect and to be affected, or (3) to know is to be affected and to
be known is to affect, or (4) both to know and to be known are neither
to affect nor to be affected.”” They opt for (4) because they think that
other choices would lead them to contradict their earlier claims (248D8—
9). Further explication is offered of the friends of the forms’ reasoning
(248D10-248E6). The explication is an examination of the implications of

48 Cf. Pester (1971), 34-s. 49 Cf. Politis (20006), 158, 159. ¢ Cf. Kiinne (2004), 310-11.
st Cf. Kiinne (2004), 311; above, n. 47 and text thereto. 52 Cf. Pester (1971), 378, 47.
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alternative (1): were it the case that to know is to affect and to be known
is to be affected, then, since it is known, being would be affected, and
therefore change, in so far as it is known. But this cannot happen to what
is stable (and, of course, the friends of the forms regard being as stable, cf.
248a11-12).% Alternatives (2) and (3) remain undiscussed.

So, the friends of the forms acknowledge that being can be known by
the soul but deny that it thereby undergoes a change. They hold that being
has neither the power of affecting something nor that of being affected by
something. Hence they reject the modal characterization of being. After its
rejection by the friends of the forms, the modal characterization of being
disappears from the dialogue.”* Does Plato himself adopt the position he
attributes to the friends of the forms? If he does, then his view is that the
modal characterization of being is to be abandoned and kinds have neither
the power of affecting something nor that of being affected by something
(kinds can be known but to know something is not to affect it).”” However,
Plato could tacitly pursue a different strategy whereby he retains the modal
characterization of being and is therefore committed to accepting that kinds
have either the power of affecting something or that of being affected by
something. In fact, he could adopt at least three such alternative strategies.
The first is to claim that by knowing the kinds the soul (does not affect
them but) is affected by them, so that the soul changes whereas the kinds
remain changeless. It is assumed that if x is affected by y then x changes
but it does not follow that y changes.”® The second alternative strategy
is to accept that by being known the kinds are affected by the soul but
to deny that kinds are thereby changed. In this case, it is assumed that if
x is affected by something it does not follow that x changes.”” The third
alternative strategy is to accept that by being known kinds are affected
by the soul and therefore change. This strategy can be implemented in
two ways. The first is to credit Plato with the view that by being known
kinds undergo an intrinsic and genuine change.” One will thereby assume
that Plato’s ‘theory of forms’ is radically modified. The second way of
implementing the third alternative strategy is to hold that according to

% Lines 248D010-248E6 expound the friends of the forms’ reasoning leading them to reject alternative
(1). Some commentators interpret these lines as an attack on the position of the friends of the forms
pushing them to concede that being changes in so far it is known: cf. Jowett (1892), 1v 380; Eslick
(1955), 46; Moravcsik (1962), 39—40; Kamlah (1963), 37; Bondeson (1976), 6; MacKenzie (1986),
143—4; McPherran (1986), 244—5; McCabe (1994), 204.

54 Pace Malcolm (1983), 120-1, there is no evidence that the friends of the forms accept or are committed
to the modal characterization of being.

55 Cf. Ross (1951), 110.

Cf. Cornford (1935), 240; Ross (1951), 111; Brown (1998), 199—201. 57 Cf. Vlastos (1970), 309-17.

Cf. Teloh (1981), 194—5; Brunschwig (1988), 122; Gerson (2006), 296-302.
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Plato kinds by being known undergo (not an intrinsic and genuine change
but) only an extrinsic and ‘mere Cambridge’” change, which does not bar
them from remaining intrinsically and genuinely changeless.” This second
way of implementing the strategy perhaps involves no modification of the
‘theory of forms’.®°

Whatever the merits of these alternative strategies, clearly the friends of
the forms do not take them up: as I said, they adamantly reject the modal
characterization of being, which henceforth disappears from the dialogue.
So, the attempt to reconcile the friends of the forms and the giants by
means of the modal characterization of being runs into the sand.

The final characterization of being: change and stability both are.”" In order
to break the deadlock, a fresh start is made with an independent argument
aimed at providing a new characterization of being (248£7—249D8).

vis. Ti 8¢ pos A1ds; dos dAnBds kivnotv kad feonv kai 248E7
Yuxnv kad $ppdvnoty 1 padics meiodnodueda 16 TavTeAdds
STl p) Topeival, unde Cfv oclTd unde ppoveiv, AN 249A1

oepvov Kal &ytov, volv oUk Exov, dkivnTov éoTods elvar;
THT. Ae1vov pevtdu, @ éve, AOyov ouyXwpoipev.
vis. AANAG volv pev éxelv, Coony 8¢ pr) ¢p&dUev;
THT. Kad 1rdds; AS
vIs. AM& TaUTa Yév AupoTepa EvovT aliTéd Aéyouey,
oU unv &v Wuxf ye dpnoopev aUTod Exelv aliTd;
THT. Kol TiV &v &tepov €xo1 TpdTTOV];
vIs. AM& 37T voUv pév kad Geotv kad Wuynyv éxov,

A&KivnToV pévTol TO TTOPATTaV ElpuyoV OV EoTAVAL; AIO
THT. TT&vTa éporye &Aoya TalT eival paiveTal. 249BI1
vis. Kal 16 kivoUyevov 81 kal Kivnotv ouyywpnTéov dos

dvTa.

THT. [Tds & oU;
vIs. ZupPaivel 8 odv, & OeaiTnTe, AKIVATWY Te SVTWY BS

<TaVTWV> volv undevi Trepl undevos eivan pndapol.
THT. Kopi8f) pév odv.

59 ‘Mere Cambridge’ change is that spurious change which for instance Socrates undergoes by being
at one time taller and at a later time smaller than Theaetetus, the situation being one where Socrates
suffers no decrease in size whereas Theaetetus grows. ‘Mere Cambridge’ change is discussed in 7z
IS4BI-I55CIO.

Cf. Moravecsik (1962), 39—40; Runciman (1962), 81; Owen (1966), 338—9; Reeve (1985), 53—4, 6o—1;
McPherran (1986), 244—50; Kiinne (2004), 316—20; Thomas (2008), 644.

I translate ‘kivnois’ and ‘otdois’ by ‘change’ and ‘stability” (similarly with the corresponding verbs).
Translators often render ‘kivnois’ and ‘oTdo1s’ by ‘motion” and ‘rest’. The advantage of ‘change’
and ‘stability’ is that they cover not only locomotion and stillness, but also every kind of alteration
and lack thereof (cf. 7hz 181c1-181D7).

6o

6



What are beings like?

vis. Kal pfjv &&v o pepdpeva Kal K1voUpeva TavT
elval oUy Y wpduey, Kol ToUuTw T Adyw TaUToV ToUTo €K
TEV BvTwv EEaiprioopev.

THT. T1ds;

vis. TO KaT& TaUT& Kad QoaUTwS Kol Tepl TO aUTod
Bokel ool Ywpls oTAoews yevéohal ot &v;

THT. OUBaudds.

vis. Ti &% &veu ToUTwv volv kabopds dvTa 1| yevouevov
&v kad dTovoUy;

THT. ‘HkioTa.

vis. Kai pfjv mpds ye ToUTov TavTi Adyw payeTéov, Os
&v gmioTHUNY 1 ppodvnoty f volv &pavidwv ioxupilnTal
Trepl TIvos 6Trnolv.

THT. 2pOdpa Ye.

vis. T 31 $p1Aocddw ko TaUTA BEAIOT TIMGVTI
T&oa, s Eolkev, dvdrykn d1& TaUTa U Te TEOV €V ) kad T&
TTOAA €181 AeydvTeov TO Tav éoTnKOs &rodéyeobal, TGV Te
o TravTay ) TO &V KIVoUvTwy pndE TO Tap&TTav AKOUEL VY,
AAAK KaT& TV TEOV Taidwv eUX NV, doo dkivnTa kai KeKlvn-
HéVa, TO &V Te Kal TO TI&V CUVOUPOTEPD AEYELV.

THT. AAnBécTaTa.

vis. Ti o0v; &p’ oUk &mielkéds 181 potvopeda Trepi-
gIAndévar TG Adyw TO Bv;

THT. TT&vu pév oUv.

vis. But, for heaven’s sake, shall we be easily persuaded that change and
life and soul and intelligence are truly not present in what is in the
most complete way? That it neither lives nor thinks, but, solemn
and holy, it stands changeless, without having any understanding?

THT. We would then be admitting a frightening account, visitor.

vis. Should we say that it has understanding but does not have life?

THT. How on earth?

vis. Once we say that both these things are in it, shall we deny that it
has them in a soul?

THT. In what other way could it have them?

vis. Shall we then say that it has understanding and life and soul and
yet, although ensouled, it stands completely changeless?

THT. All these things seem completely unreasonable to me.

vis. Hence both what changes and change must be acknowledged as
beings.

THT. Of course.

vis. So, Theaetetus, it turns out that if all things are changeless then there
is nothing anywhere that has any understanding about anything.

THT. Exactly.

vis. However, if we admit that all things are moving and changing, with
this account too we shall take this very thing away from beings.
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THT. How so?

vis. Does it seem to you that being in the same manner and in the  249c
same way and about the same could at all®® come to be without
stability?

THT. Not at all.

vis. Well then, without these do you see understanding existing or
coming to be anywhere?

THT. Not in the least.

vis. And we must fight with every argument against anyone who in any
way attempts to abolish knowledge or intelligence or understanding
about anything.

THT. Definitely.

vis. For these reasons the philosopher, the person who values these things
the most, must, as it seems, absolutely not agree with those who
say that the stable totality of things is one or the many kinds,” nor 249D
listen at all to those who change being in all ways, but, as with the
prayer of children, say that being and the totality of things are both
together, all changeless things and all changing things.*

THT. Most true.

vis. Well now, have we not done a fine job of encompassing being by an
account?

THT. Absolutely.

The argument of 248£7—249D8, addressed mainly to the friends of the
forms, relies on the principle that whatever is required for intelligence or
understanding or knowledge must be admitted to be: for, the friends of
the forms do concede that being is known by the soul (cf. 248c11—248D3);
and philosophers, who are ‘lovers of wisdom’, venerate understanding
and knowledge and will therefore fight against whoever banishes either
(cf. 249c6-11). The argument has two strands.

The first strand (24887—24987) concerns change. Understanding belongs
to the domain of what is in the most complete way (24888—24941).% But
understanding requires life, which requires soul, which in turn requires
change. Therefore not only understanding but also life, soul, and change
belong to the domain of what is in the most complete way. ‘Hence both
what changes and change must be acknowledged as beings’ (24982-3).%°

62
63
64

I understand “roT” at 249cr as having intensive force in the question (cf. LS] s.v. ‘wéTe 11 3).

I construe ‘&modéxecbon’ with the preceding “Téov . . . Aeydvtewv’ (cf. LS] s.0. ‘&modéxopa’ 4 ¢).
On the translation of ‘6oa dxivnTa Kad kexivnuéva’ by ‘all changeless things and all changing
things’ cf. Keyt (1969), 6 (against the translation ‘all things that are unchanged and changed’,
offered by Owen (1966), 339).

On the phrase “ravTteAés &V, see Politis (2006), 160-3.

I take it that at 248E7—24987 Plato establishes that change and all changing things are by arguing
that souls and therefore some changing things belong to the domain of what is in the most complete

65
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The argument’s second strand (249B8—249cs) concerns stability. The
Visitor asks: ‘Does it seem to you that being in the same manner and in
the same way and about the same could at all come to be without stabil-
ity?” (249B12—249cC1). Theaetetus answers in the negative. But, if nothing
satisfied the condition of ‘being in the same manner and in the same way
and about the same’, then there would be no understanding (249¢3-5).
Therefore there must be stable things.

Finally (249c6-249D8) the two strands of the argument are combined
in its conclusion, which amounts to a characterization of being: ‘being
and the totality of things are both together, all changeless things and all
changing things’ (249D3—4).

Although he does not say so in so many words, Plato surely maintains
that there are stable things: otherwise the conclusion that being comprises
‘both things together, all changeless things and all changing things’ (249D3—
4) would not need the support of the strand of the argument concerning
stability and would be misleadingly expressed (I take it that ‘stable’ and
‘changeless’ are synonyms in the present context and that they both mean
‘completely immune from all change in all respects’). This, in turn, suggests
that kinds are stable. For, what if not kinds could be stable in Plato’s
ontology? Moreover, the strand of the argument concerning stability relies
on the premiss that understanding requires things that are ‘in the same
manner and in the same way and about the same’ (249812); and such
things are probably kinds (cf. 25247-8 and 246B7-8 with 248a11-12). So,
the changelessness side of the conclusion that being comprises ‘both things
together, all changeless things and all changing things’ (249D3—4) probably
presupposes that kinds are stable. Again, the friends of the forms are
described as ‘those who say that the stable totality of things is [...] the
many kinds’ (249c11—249pr1). This again suggests that kinds are stable. I
therefore take it that in the Sophist Plato is committed to the view that all
kinds are stable.”

way (cf. Cornford (1935), 244—7; Ross (1951), 108—11). At least two other interpretations have been
offered of 248E7-24987. Some commentators (e.g. Moravesik (1962), 39—40) believe that at 248E7—
24987 Plato provides support for one of the premisses of the argument at 248p10-248€6, which
they take to be an attack on the position of the friends of the forms pushing them to concede
that being changes in so far it is known (see above, n. 53). Specifically, the premiss for which these
commentators think that support is provided is that to know is to affect and to be known is to
be affected. This interpretation is convincingly criticized by Keyt (1969), 4—5. According to other
commentators, in the passage in question Plato establishes that change and changing things are
by asserting either that kinds themselves change in so far as they are living beings endowed with
understanding (perhaps intellects) (cf. Apelt (1891a), 78—9) or that the system of all kinds is a living
being endowed with understanding (cf. de Vogel (1953), 65—7).

Cf. Phd. 78D3-9; Keyt (1969), 6, 9. This result tells against crediting Plato with the third of the
alternative strategies outlined in the paragraph to n. 54 above. I should mention that the text tolerates
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The Visitor and Theaetetus agree (249c3—s) that if nothing were to
satisfy the condition of ‘being in the same manner and in the same way
and about the same’ then there would be no understanding. The necessary
condition on understanding which they agree on is a recurrent theme in
Plato: the claim that understanding requires things that are ‘in the same
manner and in the same way and about the same’ appears both in dialogues
regarded as earlier than the Sophist® and in dialogues considered later.®” I
cannot properly address the difficult question of what Plato is committing
himself to by saying that if nothing were to satisfy the condition of ‘being
in the same manner and in the same way and about the same’ then there
would be no understanding. Briefly, my answer is that according to Plato it
is impossible to understand what it is to be (a) ¢ unless being (a)  amounts
to the same at all times and in all circumstances and contexts (here and
in the rest of this paragraph ‘¢’ is a schematic letter to be substituted with
any general term).”® For instance, unless (contrary to what Meno says at
Men. 71E1—-7245) being a virtue amounts to the same for men, women,
children, the elderly, free men, and slaves, it is impossible to understand
what a virtue is. The requirement that something satisfy the condition of
‘being in the same manner and in the same way and about the same’ is
simply the requirement that the attribute of being (a) ¢ have a nature that
is invariant with respect to times, circumstances, and contexts, that there
be a single and definite answer to the question “What is it to be (a) ¢?” Such
invariance requires the attribute itself to be completely unchanging (the
only ‘changes’ it can undergo, like being instantiated by different things at
different times or coming to be known by thinkers who were previously
ignorant of it, do not count as genuine changes).”"

How is the universal conclusion reached that 2// changing things are?
After all, what was established by the strand of the argument concern-
ing change is merely that some changing things are. The most plausible

an alternative exegesis, according to which for Plato some but not all kinds are stable. Plato’s position
would then be that kinds are ‘in the same manner and in the same way and about the same’ in
that each of them permanently and invariably enjoys the attribute it is associated with: stability
is permanently and invariably stable, but change permanently and invariably changes. Adopting
this alternative exegesis would trigger a radically different account of all the central section of the
Sophist. 1 resist this interpretation because it saddles Plato with too crude a form of self-predication.
What could he say, for instance, about the kind mortality?

Cf. Cra. 439C7—440A5; 440B4—440C1; Phd. 78D1-79A11; R. 5. 479A1-3; 479E7—8; 6. 484B3—s.

Cf. Plt. 269D5-6; T7. 27D5—28A4; 38A3—6; 48E4—49AT; STEG—52A4; Phlb. §8A2—3; 59A11—59BG6; 59C2—G6;
GIEI-3.

7° On general terms cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2. Recall that the indefinite article is needed in some
English sentences but not in Greek.

Cf. Bostock (1986), 208. Although largeness is not large (in the ordinary sense), if being large were
the nature of largeness at one time and were not its nature at another then largeness would change
(in the ordinary sense).
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justification for the universal conclusion is that the obstacles which could
have prevented one from asserting it have been removed. For, the claim
that all changing things are is prima facie plausible; the only ground for
the friends of the forms’ rejection of it in favour of the contrary claim
that no changing things are is that all changing things change and change
disqualifies them from being; once it has been acknowledged that some
changing things are, this ground vanishes; the prima facie plausible claim
that all changing things are may then be averred. A parallel justification
can be given for the claim that all stable things are, which the friends of
the forms would probably have accepted anyhow.”

By the end of the discussion with the giants and the friends of the
forms, both parties have made concessions whereby their original ontology
is expanded: the giants have acknowledged that some incorporeal items are,
while the friends of the forms have granted that changing things also are.
To this extent, an agreement between the two parties has been reached.”

One of the claims made by Plato in this part of the dialogue seems
inconsistent with the metaphysical picture he draws elsewhere. In several
other works Plato appears to endorse a position that is close to that of the
friends of the forms in that he sets the domain of forms in contrast with
that of perceptible particulars and he characterizes the former as the realm
of being and the latter as that of becoming.”* At the present point of the
Sophist’s argument Plato instead seems to claim that all changing things are
beings.” Whether this inconsistency may be described as an evolution in
Plato’s metaphysics depends, at least in part, on issues of relative chronology
of his works — issues I prefer to keep clear of.

3.3 THE REFUTATION OF THE FINAL CHARACTERIZATION OF BEING

An argument in three steps. The arduously achieved characterization of being
also comes under fire (249D9—250D4). The Visitor remarks (249E6—25046)

2

~

Cf. Brown (1998), 204.

73 Cf. Brown (1998), 202-3; Politis (2006), 155-8 (who examines how far the symmetry between the
concessions made by the two parties goes).

74 Cf. R. 6. 509B2—509C2; 7. 518C8—518DI; 525C5—6; S26E6—7; §34A2—4; 11. 27D5—28A4; Pester (1971),
44.

75 Cf. Owen (1966), 339; Seligman (1974), 37; Teloh (1981), 195; Brown (1998), 204. Several commen-

tators deny that the position presented in the Sophist is incompatible with the metaphysics of other

dialogues. Some (e.g. Cornford (1935), 246—7; Ross (1951), 110; Guthrie (1962-81), v 145; Frank

(1985), 15-18; Silverman (2002), 155, 343) think that in the Sophist being comprises kinds and souls

(which change) but not bodies: but such an interpretation sits uneasily with 249034 and 250889

(cf. Politis (2006), 173—4). The position of the Phaedo, where Plato speaks of ‘two kinds of beings

[BUo €i8n TGV &vTwy], the visible and the invisible’ (7946—7), is closer to the one presented in the

Sophist.
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that it may be criticized by questions similar to those addressed to the
pluralists earlier (at 243D6—24485). The following exchange then occurs:

vis. Eifev 81, xivnotv kai o1&o1v &p’ oUk vavTioTaTd
Aéyets &AANAOIS;

THT. 165 y&p oU;

vis. Kai prv givad ye dpoiws ¢pns dupoTepa ot Kol
ék&Tepov;

THT. Onul y&p olv.

vis. Apa kiveloBon Aéywv &udpdTepa Kad EKaTePOV,
6Taw eival ouyXwpiis;

THT. OUBSoudds.

vis. AAN éoTdval onpaivels Aéywv aUTa dpdpdTepa
glva;

THT. Kad 1155

vis. TpiTov &pa T1 Tapd TaUTa TO &v év T1) Wuxd Tibels,
@5 UTr ékelvou TNV Te 0TAOLY KAl THV KIVNOLV TIEPIEXOREVTV,
oUMaBoov kal &idcov auTdy Tpos THV TTis oUoias Kol vw-
viav, oUTws elvon Tpooeitres dupoTepas

THT. Kiv8uveUopev dos &Anbdds TpiTov &mrouavTeUe-
obad T1 1O 8v, &Tav kivnotv kai oT&o1v glvan Aéywyev.

vis. OUk &pa kivnois kal oTAo1S 0Tl CUVAPPOTEPOY TO
Sv &AN ETepov B1) TI TOUTwWV.

THT. Eoikev.

vis. Katd thv adtol ¢puctv &pa 1O bv oUTe EoTnKey oUTe
KIVEITAL.

THT. 2XES0V.

vis. TTol 81) xpn THv Sidvolaw 11 TpéTrelv TOV Bould-
uevov évapyés Ti epl alTol Top’ EauTdd BePardoacdan;

THT. [Tol y&p;

vis. Ofuan pev oU8apdoe ETi padiov. €l y&p Ti un
KIVEITAL, TGS oUX E0TNKEV; 1) TO UNBAUES E0TOS TTES OUK
U KIVELTaL; TO 8¢ &v NIV viv &k Tos ToUTwY EUPOTEPLV
qvatrépavTal. i SuvaTdy olv ToUTo;

THT. TT&vTwv pév olv &SUVaTWTATOV.

vis. Now, wouldn’t you say that change and stability are most contrary
to one another?

THT. Certainly.

vis. And do you say that both of them and each are in the same way?

THT. [ do.

vis. Do you say that both of them and each change, when you concede
that they are?

THT. In no way.

vis. Do you mean that they are stable, when you say that they both are?

THT. How on earth?
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vis. So, by positing in your soul being as a third thing alongside these,
as if stability and change were contained by it, by taking them
together, and by looking at their communion with being, in this
way you addressed both as being?

THT. It looks as if we truly have a sort of omen of being as some third ~ 250c
thing, when we say that change and stability are.

vis. Therefore being is not both change and stability together, but surely
something different from these.

THT. So it seems.

vis. Therefore, by its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes.

THT. Probably.

vis. Now, where should one turn one’s mind if one wanted to establish
for oneself something clear about it?

THT. Yes, where?

vis. I think there is no easy port of call. For, if something does not
change, how is it not stable? Or how does that which is in no way 250D
stable not change? But being has now appeared to us outside both
of these. Is this possible?

THT. It is the greatest of impossibilities.

This exchange embodies an argument that may be divided into three
steps.

First step (250A8—250Cs): Change and stability are ‘most contrary to one
another’ (250A8-9). Suppose that being were identical to change. Since
‘both of them [sc. change and stability] and each are in the same way’
(250A11-12), i.e. being holds of change in precisely the same way or ways as
it holds of stability, it would follow that change holds of change in precisely
the same way or ways as it holds of stability (cf. 250B2—3). Since this is not
the case, being is not identical to change. Analogously, suppose that being
were identical to stability. Since being holds of change in precisely the same
way or ways as it holds of stability, it would follow that stability holds of
change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds of stability (cf. 25085~
6). Since this is not the case, being is not identical to stability. Therefore
being is different from both change and stability.

Second step (250c6-8): ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor
changes’ (250c6-7).

Third step (250c9—250D4): Being is ‘outside both of these [sc. change
and stability]” (250D2), which is ‘the greatest of impossibilities’ (250D4).

The argument’s first step is complicated. I shall illustrate it later, in
the context of the reconstruction of an analogous argument concerning
identity, difference, change, and stability (at 255a4—25587).7

76 Cf. below, subsection to n. 47 of Ch. 4 and the subsections that follow it (in particular, the paragraph
to n. 90).
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The fallacy in the refutation. The result of the argument’s first step is that
‘being is not both change and stability together, but surely something
different from these’ (250c3—4).”” This is true. The result of the third step
is that being is ‘outside of both of these [sc. stability and change]’ (250D2),
i.e. that being instantiates neither stability nor change. This is false. Where
do things go wrong? There are two reasonable solutions.

According to the first, a fallacy occurs between the arguments first step,
whose result is that ‘being is not both change and stability together, but
surely something different from these’ (250c3—4), and the second step,
which states that ‘by its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’
(250c6—7). The likeliest diagnosis is that statements of identity and predi-
cation are confused. Specifically, the sentence ‘Being is not both change and
stability together, but surely something different from these’ (250c3—4) is
understood in two ways: as a negative statement of identity, which is validly
supported by the inference in the argument’s first step (250a8—250cs), and
as a negative statement of ordinary predication, which is unwarranted.
Once this sentence is understood as a negative statement of ordinary pred-
ication, the result of the second step is reached, which is formulated by the
sentence: ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’ (250c6—7).
This sentence is a negative statement of ordinary predication. The initial
adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’ (250c6) indicates that the result stated
by the sentence it modifies has been reached by reflecting on the nature of
being and comparing it with those of change and stability. The third step
simply repeats the result reached by the second.”

According to the second solution, no fallacy occurs between the argu-
ment’s first and second step. The result of the first step is that ‘being is not
both change and stability together, but surely something different from
these’ (250c3—4). The result of the second step is expressed by the sentence:
‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’ (250c6-7). This
sentence cannot be a negative statement of ordinary predication expressing
the claim that by its own nature being instantiates neither stability nor
change: otherwise the inference from the first to the second step would be
fallacious, contrary to hypothesis. The most reasonable way of avoiding
a fallacy at this stage is to assume that the adverbial phrase ‘by its own

77 According to Stough (1990), 356, the result reached by the first step is supposed to contradict the
characterization of being endorsed earlier by the Visitor and Theaetetus (‘being and the totality of
things are both together, all changeless things and all changing things’, 24903—4). But, since the
argument does not end with the first step but goes on, it is unlikely for such a contradiction to be
intended (the argument would otherwise have stopped here).

78 Cf. Lacey (1959), 47, 49—50; Owen (1971), 257, 261.



The refutation of the final characterization of being 99

nature’ (250c6) means something like ‘as far as its nature is concerned’
and introduces a special way of being, or not being, so-and-so. The special
way in which the kind being neither is stable nor changes is that whereby
neither stability nor change constitutes the nature of the kind being. Then
the second step follows validly from the first. For, the first step’s result is
that ‘being is not both change and stability together, but surely something
different from these’ (250c3—4). In other words, the first step’s result is that
the kind being is different from both the kind stability and the kind change.
From this it follows that neither stability nor change constitutes the nature
of the kind being: otherwise either the kind stability or the kind change
would be identical to the kind being.” Since no fallacy occurs between the
first and the second step, the trouble occurs between the second step and
the third, whose result is the false claim that the kind being is ‘outside of
both of these [sc. change and stability]’ (250D2), i.e. that the kind being
instantiates neither stability nor change. It looks as if between the second
and the third step the inquirers slip into a way of understanding the sen-
tence ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’ (250c6—7)
whereby the claim it makes entails that being instantiates neither stability
nor change. This fallacious slip is probably due to a misunderstanding of
the import of the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’. One may easily
think that within the sentence ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable
nor changes’ (250c6—7), the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’ (250c6)
indicates a special way in which the kind being instantiates neither stability
nor change. If this is how the sentence is understood, then what it says
does entail that the kind being instantiates neither stability nor change.
But the contribution of the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’ (250C6)
within the sentence ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’
(250C6—7) is different: it indicates (not a special way in which the kind
being instantiates neither stability nor change, but) a special way in which
the kind being neither is stable nor changes: that whereby neither stability
nor change constitutes the nature of the kind being.*

There are two reasons for rejecting the first solution and one for endors-
ing the second. First, suppose the first solution were right. Then the sen-
tence ‘Being is not both change and stability together, but surely some-
thing different from these’ (250c3—4) would be understood in two ways:
as a negative statement of identity and as a negative statement of ordi-
nary predication. But the sentence’s last part, °. .. but surely something

79 Cf. below, paragraph to n. 71 of Ch. 4.
80 Cf. Cornford (1935), 250; Frede (1967), 67-8; Seligman (1974), 41-2; Ray (1984), 36; Movia (1991),
272-3; Frede (1992), 399—400.
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different from these’ (250c4), makes its reading as a negative statement
of ordinary predication unnatural. Had Plato’s intention been to find a
formulation that can be understood both as a negative statement of iden-
tity and as a negative statement of ordinary predication, he would have
avoided words such as those that constitute the last part of the sentence
he actually employs. Secondly, the first solution’s account of the occur-
rence of the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’ (250c6) at the beginning
of the argument’s second step is contrived. Were the first solution right,
Plato’s argument would have been more effective without this adverbial
phrase. Thirdly, later in the Sophist (at 255E4—6) an adverbial phrase con-
structed around the noun ‘nature’ (‘pUois’) appears to be used to indi-
cate a special way of being so-and-so (as befits the second solution),”
not a special ground on which the conclusion that something is so-and-
so is reached (as required by the first solution). I therefore choose the
second solution."

I have three comments. First, given that the kind being neither is stable
nor changes in the special way indicated by the adverbial phrase ‘by its
own nature’ (250C6), it is not excluded that the kind being be either stable
or changing by instantiating either stability or change (this agrees with the
invalidity of the inference from the second step of the argument to the
third). Specifically, given that the kind being neither is stable nor changes
in the special way indicated by the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’
(250C6), it is not excluded that the kind being be stable by instantiating
stability (Plato is probably committed to acknowledging that being is
stable by instantiating stability because he regards being as a kind* and he
probably holds that all kinds are stable).*

Secondly, the slip from the first step’s true claim, that ‘being is not
both change and stability together, but surely something different from
these’ (250C3—4), to the third step’s false claim, that being is ‘outside of
both of these [sc. change and stability]’ (250D2), is carefully orchestrated.
Its author is surely aware of what is happening. Plato is conscious of the
invalidity.®

Thirdly, granted that the criticism of the final characterization of being
turns on a confusion between the ordinary way of being so-and-so and
a special one signalled by the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’, the

81
82

Cf. below, paragraph to n. 82 of Ch. 4.

Later I shall discuss the special way of being so-and-so signalled by adverbial phrases constructed
around the noun ‘nature’: cf. below, subsection to n. 66 of Ch. 4.

Cf. 254D4—5; 25944—6. 84 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67.

Cf. Bluck (1963), 151; Frede (1967), 67-8; Frede (1992), 399—400.
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expectation is generated that in the constructive section of the dialogue,
which is about to begin, these two ways of being so-and-so will be
distinguished.

The conclusion of the discussion about being (250D5—251A4). The Visitor and
Theaetetus agree that being is at least as hard to account for as not-being
(250D5—250E4, cf. 243B3—243¢6). The Visitor, however, expresses the hope
that their inquiry may progress towards a joint clarification of both being
and not-being, whereby they are understood to the same extent. Even if
they cannot attain a full understanding of either, the two inquirers may
still try to push their account through®® between being and not-being,
steering between them as between Scylla and Charybdis. In fact, just as the
negative ‘not to be’ will remain unanalysed and as problematic as ever in so
far as it is used to deny existence, so also the affirmative ‘to be’ will remain
unanalysed in so far as it is used to attribute existence.

8¢ Retaining ‘S10006ueba’ (25143) with the main MSS (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 136).



CHAPTER 4

The communion of kinds

So far the core part of the Sophist has accumulated puzzles and difficulties.
At 25145 Plato signals that the turning point has been reached: henceforth
he will endeavour to offer solutions. The present chapter follows the first
steps of Plato’s attempted solutions. It comprises seven sections.

Section 4.1 deals with the puzzles of the late-learners. Surprisingly
enough, the constructive part of the Sophist opens with further difficul-
ties. The late-learners believe that a name can be truly applied to a thing
only if it fully expresses that thing’s essence. They therefore forbid us to
apply many names to the same perceptible particular (by saying something
like “This is a man and is good’) and permit only sentences that fully
describe the essence of a kind (e.g. ‘Man is a man’ and ‘Goodness is good’).
Section 4.2 is about the reply to the late-learners, which is based on an
argument to the effect that some different kinds combine with one another
while others do not. Dialectic is described as the science that studies which
kinds combine with one another and the plan is sketched of carrying out
a sample study of the combination of kinds. The Visitor and Theaetetus
concentrate on three kinds: being, change, and stability. The remark that
each of them is identical to itself and different from the other two prompts
the question whether identity and difference are two further kinds. Sec-
tions 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 are about the arguments which establish that identity
and difference are indeed two further kinds. These arguments are extremely
compressed and have sparked exegetical debates. Section 4.6 focuses on the
portion of the dialogue where the Visitor and Theaetetus return to the
project of examining the combination of kinds: no longer of three, as they
originally planned, but of five, since it has become clear that identity and
difference are two more kinds over and above being, change, and stabil-
ity. This leads to an examination of four pairs of sentences concerning
change. Some of these pairs of sentences (e.g. ‘Change is not identical’—
‘Change is identical’) seem inconsistent. They are not, however, genuinely
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inconsistent because in uttering them ‘we are not speaking likewise’. Sec-
tion 4.7 deals with the passage where the Visitor and Theaetetus cash in
an important result of their discussion: since the kind being itself is dif-
ferent from all other kinds, it can be described as ‘not being’ in certain
ways.

4.1 THE LATE-LEARNERS

The late-learners. The constructive part of the Sophist begins with more
puzzles. They are attributed to people described in rather derogatory
terms:

vi1s. Aéywpev 31 ko’ SuTivd TToTe TPOTTOV TTOAAOTS 25TAS
SV TXUTOV TOUTO EKACTOTE TTPOCCY OPEUOUEY.
THT. Ofov 87 Ti; Tapd&derypa eié.
v1s. Néyopev &vbpwTov 8nTov TOAN &TTa ETTovoud-
CovTes, T& Te X poopaTa ETIGEPOVTES AT Kal T& OX BT
Kol pey€dn kol kakios kad &peTds, év ofs Tao1 Kai £Tépols AIO
uuplots ol povov &vbpwrov alTov eival papey, EAAX kai 251BI
&yabov kal éTepa &relpa, Kad TEAAQ 81) KT TOV aUTOV
ASyov oUTws &v EkaoTov Utrobéuevol &ALV ot TTOAAN Kal
TToAAOTS dvouact Aéyouev.
THT. AANOT) Aéyels. BS
v1s. ‘Obev ye oluan TOTS Te Véols Kal TGOV YEPOVTWY TOTS
dyipadéot Boivnu Trapeokeudkauey: e00Us yap dvTIAaBE-
ofal TravTl TPdXEIPOV G§ ABUVOTOV T Te TTOAAN €V Kad TO &v
TOAA gival, Kol 8n)Trou Xaipouotv oUk éddvTes &yabov
Aéyev &vbpwtov, AAK TO pev &yabov &yabov, Tov B¢ 251ICI
&vBpwTrov &vbpwTrov.' dvTuyyavels yap, & OexiTtnTe, ¢S
gy @uat, TTOAAGKIS T& TolaUTa éoTroudakdoty, évioTs
TpeoPuTépols &vBpTrols, kai UTrd Trevias TS Tepl Gppovn-

Ol KTNoEws T TolaUTa Tebaupakoot, kai 81 Ti Kol Tao- cs
co¢ov oiouévols ToUTo aUTd dvnupnKEval.
THT. TT&vu pév olv. c7
vis. Let us say in what way on each occasion we address this very same 251A

thing by many names.
THT. What thing? Give an example.

' The main MSS have ‘16 pév &yofodv &yabdv, T 8¢ &vBpwtov &vBpwtrov’ (B has “Todt). Were
one to adopt this reading, “T6 uév’ and ‘16 8¢ should be treated as contrast-phrases (cf. LS] s.. ‘6,
M), ¢ A it 4). Simplicius (zz Ph. 100, 11-12) reports “Tov pév &yabov &yaBov, Tov 8¢ &vpwtov
&vBperov’. Most eds. print ‘10 pév &yaBdv &yaBov, Tov 8¢ &vbpwov &vbpwov’, the reading I
also follow.
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vis. We speak of a man by naming him many things, applying colours
and shapes and sizes and vices and virtues to him. In all these cases
and thousands of others, not only do we say he is a man, but also 251B
good and indefinitely many other things. And similarly, on the same
account, with other things: thus, having assumed that each is one,
we again call it many and with many names.

THT. True.

vis. We thereby prepared a banquet for the young and the old who are
late to learn. For it is easy for anyone immediately to retort that it is
impossible that the many be one and the one many. They doubtless
enjoy not allowing us to call a man good, but the good good and the ~ 251C
man a man. I think, Theaetetus, you have often encountered people
who take such things seriously. Sometimes they are elderly men who
because of poverty of understanding are amazed at such things,
thinking that what they have discovered is the greatest wisdom.

THT. Sure.”

Who are the so-called ‘late-learners’> Many commentators regard Anti-
sthenes as one of them.” Others think of Euthydemus and his brother
Dionysodorus. For in the Euthydemus Socrates says: “They were pretty well
advanced in years when they made a start on this wisdom I want to get —
I mean the eristic sort’ (272B9-10). Moreover, some traps set by Euthyde-
mus and Dionysodorus recall the difficulties raised by the late-learners.*
Some late sources lead other interpreters to identify the late-learners with
some Megarians.’ Perhaps the late-learners themselves are Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus whereas the young who share their views are Megarians.®

The late-learners’ difficulties. The late-learners raise two difficulties. The
first concerns what happens when ‘we address this very same thing by
many names’ (251A5-6), e.g. when ‘we speak of a man by naming him
many things, applying colours and shapes and sizes and vices and virtues
to him’ (25148-10). According to the late-learners, by doing so we commit
ourselves to an impossibility. Specifically:

[a] If the same thing can be called by many names then the many will be
one and the one many.

[B] Neither is the one many nor are the many one.

[y] Therefore the same thing cannot be called by many names.

> Cf. Phlb. 14c11-14E4 with Panagiotou (1981), 168—70.

3 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 137, 138; Ueberweg and Praechter (1926), 295; Cornford (1935), 254; Adorno
(1961), 161.

4 Cf. Euthd. 300E1-30147; Taylor (1961), 54; Ray (1984), 120; Centrone (2008), 163.

5 Cf. Plu. Col. 22, 1119D; Simp. in Ph. 120, 12—20; Guthrie (1962—81), 111 217-18; Isnardi Parente (1999),

73.
¢ Cf. Stallbaum (1840), 178; Brancacci (1999), 386—96; Esposti Ongaro (2008), 251.
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The examples given presuppose that names include common nouns like
‘man’ and adjectives like ‘good’.” Moreover, the thing called by many names
is probably not a kind but a perceptible particular: this is indicated by the
demonstrative ‘this’ (“ToUT0’, 25146) at the beginning of the passage, by the
adverb ‘on each occasion’ (‘tk&oToTe, 25146) (it suggests ordinary speech
acts), and by the fact that to the man in question we apply ‘colours and
shapes and sizes and vices and virtues’ (25149-10) (we do this not to the
kind but to perceptible particulars).” The first difficulty therefore concerns
at least perceptible particulars (although not necessarily only perceptible
particulars).

The second difficulty raised by the late-learners relates to the application
of a single name to a single thing. The late-learners ‘enjoy not allowing
us to call a man good, but the good good and the man a man’ (25189
251c2). This second difficulty resurfaces later, when the late-learners are
described as those ‘who in no way allow us to address one thing through
the communion with a different condition’ (25289-10).7

There is something baffling about the position of the late-learners. What
is their motivation for regimenting how we speak? Specifically, why should
it be the case that if the same thing can be called by many names then the
many will be one and the one many? Why are we forbidden to call a man
good but allowed to call the good good and the man a man?

Interpretations of the late-learners’ difficulties: (1) ldentity and predication.
Three main interpretations of late-learners’ views are available. The first
brings the late-learners’ difficulties back to a confusion between statements
of identity and predication.’

When one calls a thing by many names, one often uses a sentence
consisting of a name which signifies that thing followed by ‘is’ and then
by the many names by which the thing is called (joined by ‘and” or some
other connective device). For instance, when one calls Socrates by the two
names ‘small’ and ‘good’, one often uses the sentence ‘Socrates is small and
good’.”

In some cases, a sentence consisting of a name followed by ‘is’ and then
by a name posits that the thing signified by the initial name is identical to
that signified by the final name. For instance, the sentence ‘“Tully is Cicero’

7 Cf. 25s181—2; Oehler (1962), 57; below, text to n. 4 of Ch. 6.

8 Cf. Phlb. 14cr1-14D3; Frede (1967), 61; Mann (2000), 173. 9 Cf. below, n. 21.

Cf. Grote (1875), 11 4455 Apelt (1897), 159; Lacey (1959), 47; Bordt (1991), 522—3 (Bordt maintains
that the statements allowed by the late-learners are definitions, which he regards as statements of
identity of a special sort); Esposti Ongaro (2008), 249.

A different reconstruction of the linguistic formulation whereby a single thing is called by many
names may be found in Frede (1967), 62.
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posits that what “Tully’ signifies is identical to what ‘Cicero’ signifies. A
similar account holds for sentences consisting of a name followed by ‘is’
and then by many names (joined by ‘and’ or some other connective device):
in some cases a sentence of this type posits that the thing signified by the
initial name is identical to each of those signified by the names following
‘is’. For instance the sentence ‘Venus is Hesperus and Phosphorus’ posits
that the thing signified by “Venus’ is identical both with the thing signified
by ‘Hesperus’ and with that signified by ‘Phosphorus’.

The late-learners believe that every sentence consisting of a name fol-
lowed by ‘is” and then by many names (joined by ‘and’ or some other
connective device) posits that the thing signified by the initial name is
identical to each of the things signified by the names following ‘is’. So, since
‘Socrates’, ‘small’, and ‘good’ are names, the sentence ‘Socrates is small and
good’ posits that Socrates (the thing signified by the name ‘Socrates’) is
identical to both smallness (the thing signified by the name ‘small’) and
goodness (the thing signified by the name ‘good’). Since smallness and
goodness are many, the sentence ‘Socrates is small and good’ implies that
Socrates is many. Since Socrates is one, whoever speaks in this way makes
the many one and the one many.

The late-learners’ conception of sentences motivates also their second
difficulty. The reason why they ‘enjoy not allowing us to call a man good’
(25s1B9—251C1) is that to call a man good one would employ some sentence
like ‘Socrates is good’: since ‘Socrates” and ‘good’ are names (signifying the
perceptible particular Socrates and the kind goodness, respectively), the
sentence would posit that Socrates is identical to goodness. Since Socrates
is not identical to goodness, the late-learners forbid us to call a man good.
No such problem arises by calling the kind goodness good and the kind

man a man.

Interpretations of the late-learners’ difficulties: (2) The speech act of naming.
According to the second interpretation, the late-learners’ reasons for impos-
ing restrictions on how we speak relate to speech acts.” In particular, the
second interpretation takes the late-learners to endorse two theses about
speech acts: first, if a speaker applies a name to an object then a speech act
of naming occurs where that name is involved and that object is named;
secondly, in every speech act of naming exactly one object is named. Now
suppose a speaker applies the names ‘small” and ‘good’ to Socrates. The first

> Cf. Moravcsik (1962), s7-9; Waletzki (1979), 251; Bostock (1984), 99—100; Stough (1990), 359—60;
Moravcsik (1992), 205-6; Szaif (1998), 415-6; Malcolm (2006b), 278; Fronterotta (2007), 396.
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thesis entails that a speech act of naming occurs where the name ‘small’ is
involved and Socrates is named. Let then s be such a speech act. The second
thesis entails that exactly one object is named in s. Since s is a speech act
of naming where the name ‘small’ is involved, the kind smallness is named
in s (this is a further assumption, independent of the two general theses
about speech acts but autonomously plausible). Since exactly one object
is named in s, and since Socrates is named in s and the kind smallness is
named in s, it follows that Socrates is identical to the kind smallness. For
parallel reasons, Socrates is identical to the kind goodness. Since the kinds
smallness and goodness are many, and since Socrates is identical to both,
it follows that Socrates is many things. But Socrates is a single thing, so
whoever speaks in this way makes the many one and the one many.

A similar mechanism explains the late-learners’ second difficulty. They
‘enjoy not allowing us to call a man good’ (25189—251C1). Suppose a speaker
applies the name ‘good’ to a man. The first thesis entails that a speech act
of naming occurs where the name ‘good’ is involved and the man is named.
Let then s be such a speech act. The second thesis entails that exactly one
object is named in 5. Since s is a speech act of naming where the name ‘good’
is involved, the kind goodness is named in s (this is a further assumption).
Since exactly one object is named in s, and since a man is named in s and
goodness is also named in s, it follows that the man is identical to goodness.
This is of course not the case. No such problem arises by calling goodness
good and the kind man a man.

Interpretations of the late-learners’ difficulties: (3) Essentialist predication.
According to the third interpretation, the late-learners’ reasons for reg-
imenting how we speak concern predication.” The late-learners believe
that a name can be truly applied to a thing only if it fully expresses the
thing’s essence. If one applies many names, e.g. ‘man’ and ‘good’, to the
same thing, the application is true only if both ‘man’ and ‘good’ fully express
the essence of the thing they are applied to. For this to be the case, the
thing to which the two names are applied must be two things: one whose
essence is to be a man, and therefore necessarily continues to exist only so
long as it is a man, and one whose essence is to be good, and therefore
necessarily continues to exist only so long as it is good (the duality becomes
apparent if the man ceases to be good because then one thing continues

3 Cf. Frede (1967), 61—7; Ray (1984), 43—4; Frede (1992), 400; Mann (2000), 172-80. The version of
the third interpretation presented in the main text above is somewhat different from those offered
by some of the commentators mentioned in this footnote (the main difference is mentioned below,
n. 17). However, it preserves their distinctive intuition.
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to exist whereas the other is destroyed). So, the late-learners forbid us to
apply many names to the same thing because by doing so we would make
the one many.

For a similar reason the late-learners do not allow us to apply the name
‘good’ to a particular man (in a sentence like “This man is good’ or ‘Socrates
is good’): such an application would not be a true full description of the
particular man’s essence. The late-learners only allow us to apply the name
‘good’ to the kind goodness and the name ‘man’ to the kind man (in
sentences like ‘Goodness is good” and ‘Man is a man’): for, according to
the late-learners, only kinds have natures that can be fully described by
means of predicative sentences.* Thus the late-learners ‘enjoy not allowing
us to call a man good, but the good good and the man a man’ (25189—251C2).

Evaluation of the interpretations. Consider again the formulation of the
late-learners” second difficulty: “They doubtless enjoy not allowing us to
call a man good, but the good good and the man a man’ (25189—251C2). The
beginning of the example, which concerns what the late-learners forbid, is
about the application of the name ‘good’ to a particular man."” The last part
of the example concerns what the late-learners allow. Here the phrases ‘the
good’ and ‘the man’ probably introduce something new, namely the kinds
goodness and man.® For, the presence of a neuter article in front of an
adjective may indicate thata kind is referred to (cf. Euthd. 301a1). Moreover,
the acceptance by the late-learners of kinds, e.g. goodness and man, should
not cause surprise: after all, even the giants acknowledged justice, wisdom,
and their contraries (cf. 247A5-24785), and Socrates’ interlocutors in many
dialogues readily accept kinds."”

It is hard to decide between the three interpretations. I opt for the
third. For it presupposes that to refute the late-learners Plato should draw a
distinction between predications whereby the predicate-expression is taken
to provide a full description of the nature or essence of the item signified
by the subject-expression, on the one hand, and predications whereby
what is said is simply that the item signified by the subject-expression
instantiates the kind signified by the predicate-expression, on the other.
In the last chapter, I argued™ that the refutation of the last attempted

4 Cf. below, n. 70 and text thereto. 5 Cf. above, text to n. 8. 16 Cf. Bordt (1991), 522.

7 Cf. Euthphr. sc8—sp6; Hp.Ma. 287C1-287D2; Prt. 330C1—2; 330D2—5; Nehamas (1975), 170-1, 175.
Some commentators (e.g. Frede (1967), 61-2, 64; Frede (1992), 400; Mann (2000), 173) understand
the phrases ‘the good’ and ‘the man’ as referring anaphorically back to the particular good thing
and the particular man just mentioned.

Cf. above, subsection to n. 77 of Ch. 3.
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characterization of being (at 25048—250D4) turned on a fallacious slip from
the claim that the kind being is neither stable nor changing in that neither
stability nor change constitutes its nature to the claim that the kind being
is neither stable nor changing in that it instantiates neither stability nor
change. The distinction between these ways in which the kind being could
be neither stable nor changing, needed to guard against the fallacy, is in line
with the distinction between types of predication that needs to be drawn
to answer the late-learners, given that the third interpretation is correct.
Later” I shall endeavour to show that Plato does draw such a distinction
between types of predication: the distinction between the ‘definitional” and
‘ordinary’ readings of sentences.

4.2 THE COMBINATION OF KINDS

Do kinds blend? The Visitor proposes to question all thinkers interested in
being, including both the late-learners and those addressed earlier (251c8—
251D4). He asks them whether no distinct kinds blend, or all distinct kinds
blend, or some distinct kinds blend and some do not:

vis. [ToTepov ufTe THV oUoiav Kivhoel Kai oTaoEL 2§1DS
TPOCATTTWHEY P TE A0 EAAW undev pndevi, AN G5
&uelkTa SvTa Kol &SUvarTov peToAapPvely GAANAwY
oUTws aUTd &v Tols Tap’ fuiv Adyorls TiB&pey; 7§ TavTa €ls
TAUTOV CUVAY QXY wHEV 65 SuvaTd ETTIKoWwVElV dAAHAOIS; T
T pév, T 8¢ pn); ToUTwv, @ OeaitnTe, Ti TOT &V Q¥TOUS 251ET
Tpoatpgicbal $prijcouev;

THT. Eyo pév Utrép afTédov oUdey Exw Trpods TalTa

&mrokpivactarl.

vis. Ti oUv oU ko’ Ev &TToKp1vOuevos éd’ EKATTOU TX E§
oupPaivovTa Eokéyw;

THT. KaAdds Aéyets. E7

vis. Are we to apply neither being to change and stability nor any 251D
other thing to any other, but posit them in our sentences as if they
were unmixable and it were impossible for them to participate in
one another? Or shall we bring them all together as if capable of 251E
communicating with one another? Or some but not others? Which
of these alternatives shall we say that they choose, Theactetus?

THT. | am in no way able to answer these questions on their behalf.

vis. Why don’t you examine what follows in each case while answering
them one by one?

THT. Fine.

9 Cf. below, subsections to nn. 66 and 81.
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Although the plan is to examine what follows from each alternative (251E5—
7), the procedure actually adopted is somewhat different: the inquirers
become convinced that the first and the second alternative have unaccept-
able consequences and they conclude that the third alternative is correct.”®
The argument presupposes that the three alternatives are exhaustive — as

indeed they are.

The first alternative refuted (251E8—252D1). The first alternative, according

to which no distinct kinds blend, is refuted as follows:

vis. Kai Tib&uév ye altoUs Aéyely, el BoUlel, Tp&dTOV
undevi pndev pndepiov SUvauiv Exelv kolwvias eis undév.
oukoUv kivnois Te kad oTao1s oUSapf) uebé€eTov oloias;

THT. OU y&p olv.

vis. Ti 8¢ éoTon éTEPOV AUTGV oUsias uf) Tpoo-
KOLVWVOUV;

THT. OUK éoTatt.

vis. Tayu 81 TaUTn ye T) ouvopoloyia TavTa &va-

OTATX YEYOVEV, KOS EOIKEV, GUA TE TGV TO TIAV KIVOUVTWV Kol

TGOV O &V IoTAVTWV Kai 6001 KaT €181 T& SVTa KT TAUTN
woauTws ExovTa elvai paoty &el+ TuTes y&p oUTol TS ye
glval TTpoo AT ToUatY, of pév dvTws KiveloBal AéyovTes, oi &&
SVTwS E0TNKOT gival.

THT. Kopd7j puév olv.

vis. Kad punv kai édoo1 ToTE pév ouvTiféaot T& TTavTa,
ToTE B¢ SiaupoUotv, elTe eis Ev kol £§ Evos &relpa €l Te €lg
TEPOS EXOVTA OTOIXEIX S1aIPOUPEVOL KAl €K TOUTWY GUVTI-
6évTes, Spolws pev Edv év pépet ToUTo TIODOL Y1yvdpevov,
Suoiws 8t kai v &el, kaTd TAvTa TaUTA Adyolev &v oUdev,
elrep pundepia EoTi oUppeis.

THT. OpOdds.

vis.”ET1 Toivuv &v adiTol TV Twv KATOy EAXCTOTAT
ueTiolev TOV Adyov of undev &dvTes kovwvia rabnuatos
¢Tépou B&Tepov TTpoc oy opeUELy.

THT. T1é5s;

vis. T Te sivai rou Trepl MévTa dvaryk&GovTan
xpfiofar kal T xwpis kai TG TGOV EAANwY Kail TG
ko aUTO Kad pupiols ETépols, dv dkpaTels dvTes
€ipyeoban kad un oUVATTTELY &V Tols Adyols oUk AAwY
SéovTar OV EEeAey ESVTwY, EAAG TO Aeydpevov oikobev TOV
TIOAEUIOV KOl VOV TIoOUeVOY EXOVTES, EvTOS UTrodOey-

20 Cf. Szaif (1998), 417.
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yopevov ddaTrep TOV &ToTrov EUpukAéa TrepidépovTes del
TTopevovVTAl.
THT. Kopd7] Aéyeis duotdv Te kai &Andés.

vis. And, if you wish, let us suppose that they say in the first place that
nothing has any power of communion with anything in any way.
Then change and stability will not partake in any way of being.

THT. Surely not.

vis. And will either of them be if it does not communicate with being?

THT. It will not be.

vis. By this agreement all positions are quickly upset, it seems, that of
those who change the totality of things, that of those who make it
stable as one, and that of those who say that beings, as befits forms,
are always in the same manner in the same way. For all these apply
being, some by saying that things really change, some that they are
really stable.

THT. Exactly.

vis. Further, all those who sometimes combine all things and sometimes
divide them, whether they divide and combine into one and out
of one indefinitely many elements or a finite number of them,
whether they posit this to happen in turn or constantly, in all cases
they would be saying nothing, if there is no mixture.

THT. Right.

vis. Moreover, those who in no way allow us to address one thing
through the communion with a different condition® would pursue
the argument in the most ridiculous way of all.

THT. How so?

vis. They are somehow obliged to use ‘to be” and ‘separately’ and ‘from
the others” and ‘by itself’ and thousands of other expressions about
all things. Being unable to abstain from these and not to join them
in sentences, they do not need others to refute them, but, as the
saying goes, they have the enemy and the opponent at home, and
they always go around with him speaking from inside, like that
amazing Eurycles.*

THT. This is true and the similitude holds.

III

252DI

2§1E

252A

252B

252C

252D

The first alternative is that to which the late-learners are committed.”
For, the late-learners are among those to whom the Visitor and Theaetetus

2!

For ‘m&@nua’ meaning ‘condition” or ‘property’ cf. LS] s.v. ‘wé@nuc’ 11 3; Sph. 228€6. The phrase

‘Kovwvia TaBrpatos ETépou’ could also be rendered by ‘through the communion with the affection
of a different thing’. I take ‘undév’ as an adverb (‘in no way’, cf. LS] s.v. ‘undeis’ 111) modifying
‘téves’ (cf. Cambiano (1981), 458). Were ‘undév’ the object of ‘¢édvTes’, an alternative translation
would be: ‘those who do not allow us to call anything a different thing by reason of its communion

with that different condition’ (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 140-1).
On the ventriloquist Eurycles cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 141-2.
3 Cf. Cornford (1935), 257; Frede (1967), 42, 61; Movia (1991), 284—5; Szaif (1998), 417.
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112 The communion of kinds

address their questions (cf. 251D2). Moreover, the advocates of the view
that no distinct kinds blend are described as ‘those who in no way allow
[of undtv £0dvTes] us to address [Trpooayopelev] one thing through the
communion with a different condition’ (252B9—-10). Here ‘undtv &&vtes’
(252B9) and ‘“rpooayopeUelv’ (252810) recall the ‘oUk &GvTes’ (25189) and
the “mpoocayopeUouev’ (25146) used in the formulation of the late-learners’
difficulties.

The late-learners do not explicitly endorse the first alternative, i.e. the
claim that no distinct kinds blend. They forbid certain ways of applying
names to things and allow others; but they do not formulate an onto-
logical thesis about the blending of kinds. The late-learners are, however,
committed to the first alternative. For, they only permit us to apply the
name ‘good’ to the kind goodness and the name ‘man’ to the kind man
because they only permit applications of names whereby the nature or
essence of a kind is fully described. Thus, they accept only affirmative
predicative sentences whereby the nature or essence of the kind signified
by the subject-expression is fully described. Since an affirmative predicative
sentence can fully describe the nature or essence of the kind signified by its
subject-expression only if its predicate-expression signifies that very kind,**
the late-learners are committed to accepting only affirmative predicative
sentences whose subject- and predicate-expressions signify the same kind.
Hence they are committed to the claim that no distinct kinds enjoy any
ontological relations of any sort required for the truth of any affirmative
predicative sentence about them. They are therefore committed to the
claim that no distinct kinds blend.”

The first alternative is refuted by two arguments. According to the first
(251E10—252B7), if no distinct kinds blend then being blends neither with
change nor with stability. Then all the ontological views discussed earlier
are false.”® For some of them claim that things are rea/ly changing, others
that they are really stable. The first claim is true only if being blends
with change, the second only if it blends with stability. Note that the
combination of being is expressed by the adverb ‘really’, which can be
added to any predicative sentence: the kind being is therefore treated as an

>+ Cf. below, paragraph to n. 71.

5 The first alternative was originally introduced as that whereby ‘nothing has any power of communion
with anything in any way’ (251E9). Were the first position to amount to the claim that no kind
combines with any kind, the late-learners should be described as committed (not to accepting, but)
to rejecting it: for they allow us to call goodness good. They are only committed to accepting the
first alternative if it amounts to the claim that no kind combines with any ozher kind.

As several commentators convincingly argue (cf. Heinaman (1982-83), 176-84; Clarke (1994), 40),
the point is not that if no distinct kinds blend then all the formulations of earlier ontologists are
meaningless, but that if no distinct kinds blend then all earlier ontological theories are false.
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ingredient of every situation where something participates in a kind other
than being.”” Even the physicists err who speak of elements combining
and separating:** for they are committed to admitting that things are really
changing. The argument is ad auctoritatem: it shows that whoever claims
that no distinct kinds blend must regard many authoritative philosophers as
mistaken. Moreover, the arguments in the present section are addressed to
whoever has theorized about being, including also the thinkers mentioned
earlier (cf. 251c8—251E2): these will surely be unhappy with the consequences
shown by the argument at hand.

The second argument against the first alternative, that no distinct kinds
blend, occurs at 252B8—252D1: the claim that no distinct kinds blend cannot
be consistently stated (this is the second case of a self-refutative argument
in the Sophist: the first was at 238p1-239412).” How does the inconsistency
arise? Three answers are possible.

According to the first, whoever states the thesis that no distinct kinds
blend blends distinct linguistic expressions, which are kinds (because they
are repeatable types). Specifically, in stating the view that no distinct kinds
blend, one must use a phrase like is separately from the others on its own’,
thereby combining the linguistic expressions ‘is’, ‘separately’, etc., which
are distinct kinds. What is stated is that no distinct kinds blend, but the
speech act carried out displays a blending of distinct kinds and therefore
shows what is stated to be false.’®

The second answer to the penultimate paragraph’s question understands
the claim that no distinct kinds blend as tantamount to the claim that no
distinct kinds are correctly combined within a speech act whereby a speaker
attributes one of them to the other (cf. 262£13). But this claim is made by
using some sentence like ‘Every kind is separately from the others on its
own’, namely by performing a speech act whereby one or more kinds are
attributed to others. The speech act is therefore incorrect.

According to the third answer to the antepenultimate paragraph’s ques-
tion, if the claim expressed by some sentence like ‘Every kind is separately
from the others on its own’ were true, then every kind would blend with
the kinds expressed by ‘to be’, ‘separately from’, ‘others’, and ‘on its own’, so
that distinct kinds would blend, whence the claim would be false. Therefore
if the claim were true then it would be false. Hence it is false.”

The first answer gives Plato a weak argument because the view that
linguistic expressions are kinds is not obvious: the thinkers under attack

7 Cf. Szaif (1998), 418. The conception of being as a vowel-kind is foreshadowed: cf. 253c1-2; below,
n. 38 and text thereto.

8 Cf. 24383—7 (with Notomi (2007), 257). 29 Cf. Ackrill (1955), 75.

3° Cf. Denyer (1991), 162—3; Szaif (1998), 418. 3t Cf. Bordt (1991), 523; Notomi (1999), 233.
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could deny it. Moreover, the refutation of the second alternative (to be
discussed in due course)’* suggests that the blend of distinct kinds consists
in their enjoying ontological relations of the sort required for the truth
of affirmative predicative sentences about them. This sort of mixture is
completely different from the blend generated by successive utterance.
The second answer faces the objection that it interprets the problematic
blend of distinct kinds as their involvement in a single speech act. But,
as | said, the refutation of the second alternative suggests that the blend
of distinct kinds consists in their enjoying ontological relations of the sort
required for the truth of affirmative predicative sentences about them. I
therefore opt for the third answer.

The second alternative refuted (25202—11). The second alternative, according
to which all distinct kinds blend, is refuted as follows:

vis. Ti &, &v mdvta &AAH oIS Eddpev SUvauty Exely ETri- 252D2
KOolwvias;

THT. ToUTo pév oids Te ké&yd SioAUety.

vis. T1dds; DS

THT. “OT1 Kivnois Te 1T TavTaTToo ioTanT &v Kai
oT&ol1s o TEAWY oUTT) KIVoiTo, €iTrep Emiyryvoiotny &’

AAANAOLWV.
vis. AAN& puny ToUTo yé Trou Tals peyioTals dvdyKals

&BuvaTov, kivnoiv Te loTaobat kal oTdolv kiveioBal; DIO
THT. T16s yap ol DII

vis. Should we then concede that all [sc. distinct kinds] have a power of 252D
communion with one another?
THT. Even I am able to solve this.
vis. How?
THT. Because change itself would come to be in all ways stable and
stability itself would in turn change, if they came to be one about
the other.
vis. But this is most necessarily impossible, that change come to be stable
and stability change.

THT. Sure.

Were all distinct kinds to blend, change would also blend with stability, so
that ‘change itself would come to be in all ways stable and stability itself
would in turn change’ (25206—7). ‘But this is most necessarily impossible,
that change come to be stable and stability change’” (252D9-10).

32 Cf. below, subsection to n. 94.
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This refutation is puzzling. Plato has reasons for deeming it impossible
that stability change. But is he in a position to declare that it is impossible
that change be stable? One may doubt it: after all, he seems to hold that
all kinds are stable’” and he asserts that change is a kind.** However, as I
shall argue,” there is a way of understanding Plato’s language whereby he
is right to regard it as ‘most necessarily impossible that change come to be
stable and stability change’ (25209-10).

Dialectic. Having shown that the first two alternatives are untenable, the
Visitor and Theaetetus endorse the third:

vis. TO TpiTov &7 pdévov Aorrov. 252D12
THT. Nad.
vis. Kal pfjv v y€ T1 ToUuTwv &vaykoiov, fj TavTa f 2§2E1

undev 1) T& pév §6éAely, Ta 8¢ un ouppelyvucbal.
THT. T16s y&p oU;
vis. Kaid pfjv 1& ye 8o &dUvaTov nupédn).
THT. Nad. ES
v1s. TT&s &pa & PouAdpevos dpBdds &rrokpiveobal 16
Ao1Trov T&V TPIGY B1oel.
THT. Kop18f) pév ouv. ES

vis. Only the third [sc. alternative] is therefore left. 252D

THT. Yes.

vis. And one of these is necessary: either all [sc. distinct kinds] are willing 252E
to mix, or none are, or some are and some are not.

THT. Sure.

vis. And two were found to be impossible.

THT. Yes.

vis. So, whoever wants to answer correctly will posit the remaining one
of the three.

THT. Absolutely.

So, some distinct kinds combine and some do not. The two inquirers then
argue that a science is needed to study which kinds combine with which.
At 252E9—253B8 two analogies are introduced to show this.

The first analogy (252E9—253A12) concerns letters. Some letters combine
and some do not. Vowels have a special status in that they run through
all other letters and enable them to combine. Plato does not explain what
the combination of letters amounts to. It could be successive pronounce-
ability: the letters “m” and ‘B’ do not combine in that the sequence ‘TP’ is

3 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3. 34 Cf. 254D4—s; Prm. 129D6-129EL
35 Cf. below, subsection to n. 94.
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unpronounceable; the letters “mr’” and ‘€’ combine in that the sequence ‘“me’
is pronounceable.”® Another perhaps likelier hypothesis is that the combi-
nation of letters amounts to successive occurrence within words of a given
language (ancient Greek in the case at hand).’” Either way, to know which
letters combine an art is needed: literacy. Similarly, since some distinct
kinds combine and some do not, a science is needed to know which do.

The second analogy (253B1—5) concerns musical notes. Some notes com-
bine and some do not. As with letters, Plato does not explain what their
combination amounts to. It could be something like yielding a harmo-
nious sound when played together. Those who possess the art whereby
they know which notes combine are musical, those who do not know this
are unmusical. Something similar holds for the other arts or lack thereof
(253B6-3).

The analogy between letters and kinds is developed at 25389—253¢s. Just
as the combination of certain letters, i.e. vowels, allows that of others, so
also certain kinds are responsible for the combination or division of other
kinds. Commentators have coined the expression ‘vowel-kind’ for the kinds
responsible for the combination or division of others. Plato does not specify
which kinds are the vowel-kinds. Later considerations (between 254D9 and
259E3) make it plausible to assume that there are two vowel-kinds: being
and difference. In particular, it may be plausibly assumed that being is
the vowel-kind responsible for the combination of other kinds* whereas
difference is the vowel-kind responsible for their division.”” Plato seems
committed to distinguishing two levels of combination: immediate and
mediated combination, which occurs thanks to the immediate combination
of a further factor (the vowel-kind being).

Plato links the communion of kinds with division and collection, whose
knowledge he identifies as dialectic (253c6—253E3). The passage describing
the workings of division and collection (253D1—253E3) is obscure and vari-
ously interpreted.*® Plato does not explain how the communion of kinds
relates to division and collection. Is it that the definitions discovered by the
method of division are true predicative sentences whereby the nature or
essence of the kind signified by the subject expression is fully described?*

3% Cf. Galligan (1983), 269. 37 Cf. Trevaskis (1966), 115.

Cf. Prm. 162a4~s; Ryle (1960), 445; Bondeson (1973), 16-17.

39 Cf. Sph. 256B2—4 (with text to n. 140 below); Cornford (1935), 261-2; Ross (1951), 113; Owen (1971),
236; Frede (1967), 37-8; Gémez-Lobo (1977), 38, 45; Gémez-Lobo (1981), 82; Szaif (1998), 346—7;
Notomi (1999), 242. Lentz (1997), 103, tries to show that change and stability are also vowel-kinds,
but his argument is far-fetched.

49 As reported in n. 11 of Ch. 1, some scholars deny that 25305-253E3 describes division and collection.

Cf. Fattal (1991), 156.
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Some ‘very important’ kinds. After agreeing that dialectic studies which
kinds combine, the Visitor and Theaetetus examine which kinds combine
(254B8—257412). Thus, they practise dialectic.

They cannot study the combination of all kinds because there are too
many. They therefore consider ‘some of those that are called very important’
(254C4): being, stability, and change.** Stability and change do not combine
with one another (254D7—9, cf. 252D2-11) whereas being combines with
both (254D10-11, cf. 250B8—11). The observation that each of these three
kinds is different from the other two and identical to itself (254D12—254E1,
cf. 250A8—250Cs5) prompts the question whether difference and identity
are two further kinds or are instead the same as any of the first three
(254B2-25543).%

This question leads to three arguments (255a4—255€7) showing that the
two newly introduced kinds are different from the first three. The first
argument (255a4—25587) shows that identity and difference are different
from change and stability, the second (25588—255¢8) that identity is different
from being, and the third (255c9—255E7) that difference is different from
being. The arguments, which display a similar structure (they establish
that some obvious falsehood follows from assuming an identification to be
denied), are problematic: the first two seem unsound, the third is extremely
compressed.

The arguments that identity and difference are different from being,
change, and stability could seem a digression from the planned practice
of dialectic. However, at 253D2—3 the Visitor described one of the jobs of
the ‘dialectical science’ as to avoid regarding a kind ‘which is different as
identical’. The arguments for the distinctness of the two newly introduced
kinds from the first three may be regarded as preventing mistakes of this
sort. They therefore also pertain to dialectic.**

Plato never offers an argument that identity is different from differ-
ence, just as he never offers one that change is different from stability.
This is probably because he takes it that identity is contrary to difference
(cf. 259D2—7) and stability to change (cf. 25048-10), and he believes that
contrariety entails difference (cf. R. 5. 475E9—476A1).%

4 Following Cornford (1935), 2767, I render ‘weyioTwv’ (254c4) by ‘very important’ (cf. 218c7—
218D2; Plt. 28584—286A1; 286A6; 286A8—286B1; Nehamas (1982), 219). The fact that being, stability,
and change are described as ‘some of those [sc. kinds] that are called very important’ suggests that
there are other ‘very important’ kinds (cf. Lewis (1975), 139). At 254D4—s the Visitor says that being,
stability, and change are ‘very important among the kinds [péyioTa. . . TGV yevéov]’: this does not
rule out further ‘very important’ kinds.

B Cf. Prm. 143A4—14388. 44 Cf. Gémez-Lobo (1977), 41. 45 Cf. Bluck (1963), 150-1.
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4.3 IDENTITY AND DIFFERENCE ARE DIFFERENT FROM
CHANGE AND STABILITY

The argument (255A4—25587) for distinguishing identity and difference from
change and stability is the following:

vis. AAN oU T1 unyv kivnois ye kol oTdots oUb éTepov 255A4
oUTe ToUTOV EO°TL. AS
THT. T1éds;

v1s. ‘OTiTrep &v Kolvi) TTpooEeiTTwuEY Kivnow Kol oTAo1,
ToUTO 0UBETEPOV X¥ITOTV OldV TE €lvanl.
THT. T1 87;
vis. Kivnois te otfioeTon kai otdois o kivndnoetar AIO
Tepl y&p &udpdTepa 8&Tepov droTEPOVOTY Y1y VvouEVOY
a¥Toiv &vaykdoel peTaBaAAely o B&Tepov étri ToUvavTiov
Tis aUToU pUoews, &Te peTaoy OV ToU évavTiou. 255BI
THT. Komd1) ye.
vis. MeTéxeTov unv &udw TadTol Kai BaTtépou.

THT. Nad.

vis. M7 Tolvuv Aéywpev kivnoiv y’ elval TadTov A BS
8&Tepov, und’ ol oTdoW.

THT. M1 ydp. B7

vis. But surely change and stability are neither the different nor the 255A
identical.

THT. How so?

vis. Whatever we apply in common to change and stability cannot be
either of them.

THT. Why?

vis. Change will be stable and stability, in turn, will change: for one of
the two, whichever it may be, by coming to be about both,* will
oblige the other to transform into the contrary of its own nature, 255B
by participating in its contrary.

THT. Sure.

vis. But they both participate in the identical and the different.

THT. Yes.

vis. Let us then not say that change is the identical or the different, nor
that stability is.

THT. Let us not.

46 T take ‘9&Tepov droTEPOVOUV . . . AUTOIV (255ATI-12) as a single phrase, which I translate by ‘one
of the two, whichever it may be’. The phrase is equivalent to ‘change or stability, whichever it may
be’ (cf. Heindorf (1810), 409-10). I construe ‘“mrepi &updTepa’ (255a11) with “yryvduevov’ (255a11):
cf. Centrone (2008), 185. Some commentators and translators treat it as an adverbial clause: cf.
Movia (1991), 331 (‘in both cases’); Brann ez a/. (1996), 64 (‘with respect to both’). The only other
occurrences of ‘Tepi &poTepa’ in Plato (Hp.Ma. 30188 and 301c1—2) support my construal.
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The argument seems to develop as follows: if change or stability were
difference or identity, then, since both stability and change participate in
both difference and identity, either stability would participate in change or
change would participate in stability, so that either stability would change
or change would be stable — both of which are impossible.

Commentators have realized that this argument is problematic.*” Review
it in slow motion. Suppose that change is identical to either difference
or identity. Since stability participates in both difference and identity,
stability participates in change, a result which is false, at least for Plato.
The hypothesis wherefrom this result follows is therefore false. Hence
change is different from both difference and identity. So far, all is well.
Now suppose that stability is identical to either difference or identity. Since
change participates in both difference and identity, change participates in
stability. The argument now assumes that this result is false. But Plato seems
committed to denying that the result in question is false, or, equivalently,
to affirming that change participates in stability: for he seems to hold that
all kinds are stable and he asserts that change is a kind.** Plato therefore
seems not to be entitled to infer that the hypothesis from which this result
follows is false, so that he apparently cannot conclude that stability is
different from both difference and identity.

The problem cannot be solved by assuming that Plato in the Sophist
modifies his conception of kinds by adopting the view that all kinds
change (because they suffer an affection in that they are known, cf. 248c11—
248€6).% For, were this assumption correct, Plato would then be committed
to the claim that the kind stability changes, which would create a parallel
problem for the argument that change is different from both difference and
identity.”® Nor, for similar reasons, can the problem be solved by assuming
that for Plato in the Sophist every kind both changes and is stable.

Did the problem with the argument at 255a4—25587 elude Plato?’" Such
an account of the situation might be encouraged by the other dialogues’
insistence that no kind can be characterized by its own contrary.”” Nev-
ertheless, a more charitable interpretation should be attempted, one that
avoids saddling Plato with a poor argument.

47 Cf. Crombie (1963), 405-6; Frede (1967), 34; Vlastos (1970), 276-8; Ketchum (1978), 43, 58;
Heinaman (1981), 55—-60; Reeve (1985), 49; Stough (1990), 376—7; Movia (1991), 332.

4 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3; n. 34 of the present chapter and text thereto.

49 Cf. above, n. 58 of Ch. 3 and text thereto.

5¢ Cf. Heinaman (1981), s5. ' Cf. Guthrie (1962-81), Vv 150.

5> Cf. Prt. 33086—330E2; Hp.Ma. 291D1—5; Smp. 210E2-211A5; Phd. 94A1—7; 102D6—103A2; 103B4—S;
103CI—2; 103C7—8; 104B7—8; 104C7—8; 105A2—3; Prm. 129B1-3; 129D2—129E4; 131D8—9; 15OA7—ISOBS;
Tht. 189C5—189D3.
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‘Ordinary’ and ‘generalizing’ readings of sentences. In Greek as well as English,
sentences containing abstract noun-phrases may be read in two ways. On its
‘ordinary’ reading, ‘o @s’ is true just if the kind signified by ‘o’ instantiates
the kind signified by ‘¢’ (here and in the rest of this paragraph ‘o’ and ‘¢’
are schematic letters to be replaced, respectively, with an abstract noun-
phrase and a verb-phrase that signify kinds). On its ‘generalizing’ reading,
‘o @s’ is true just if everything that instantiates the kind signified by ‘o’
instantiates the kind signified by ‘¢’. The distinction is applicable, with
obvious modifications, also to sentences where the abstract noun-phrase is
not in subject position.”

On its ‘ordinary’ reading, ‘Change is stable’ is true just if the kind change
instantiates the kind stability. Plato is probably committed to endorsing
‘Change is stable’ if it is understood according to this reading (because
he seems to hold that all kinds are stable).”* On its ‘generalizing’ reading,
‘Change is stable’ is true just if everything that instantiates the kind change
instantiates the kind stability. Does Plato believe that whatever instantiates
change instantiates stability? Or does he deny it? One might think that he
believes it, on the basis of two considerations: first, whatever changes must
endure throughout the time of the change and must therefore retain some
characteristics;” secondly, as Plato himself recognizes in other dialogues,“)
the same thing can change in one respect and be stable in another. But, if
Plato accepts that whatever instantiates change instantiates stability, then
he must endorse ‘Change is stable’ on its ‘generalizing’ reading, and then
the rescue of his argument based on the distinction between ‘ordinary’ and
‘generalizing’ readings of sentences fails. For the rescue to succeed, Plato
must reject ‘Change is stable’ on its ‘generalizing’ reading, and therefore
deny that whatever instantiates change instantiates stability.”” He is com-
mitted to such a denial if he maintains that whatever instantiates stability is
completely changeless™ and therefore does not instantiate change (because
he surely holds that something instantiates change). Accordingly, within

53 Cf. Runciman (1962), 96-8; Bluck (1963), 113—4, 142; Crombie (1963), 402—3; Mates (1979), 222—4;
W. J. Prior (1980), 201—2; Bostock (1984), 104. The ‘generalizing’ reading of sentences containing
abstract noun-phrases is close to their ‘Pauline predication’ reading, put forward by several commen-
tators (cf. Vlastos (1970), 270—4; Gémez-Lobo (1977), 34, 43; Kostman (1989), 343; Pelletier (1990),
102, 11155 Bordt (1991), 509, 523, 524—5). The ‘Pauline predication’ reading, according to which ‘o ¢s’
is true just if it is necessary that everything that instantiates the kind signified by ‘o’ instantiate the
kind signified by ‘¢’, differs because of its modal operator.

54 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3. 55 Cf. Clarke (1994), 42.

Cf. R. 4. 436C3—43743; Tht. 181C1-181E8; Lg. 10. 893C4—7; Reeve (1985), 52, 58; Kiinne (2004), 316.

57 Cf. below, n. 63 and text thereto.

In the Sophist there are elements for crediting Plato with such a view: cf. 24882—5; 249B12—249cI1

with 249D3—4; above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3.
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the confines of the present subsection I assume that in the Sophist whatever
instantiates stability is completely changeless.

On its ‘ordinary’ reading, ‘Stability changes’ is true just if the kind stabil-
ity instantiates the kind change. Plato is probably committed to rejecting
‘Stability changes’ if it is thus understood: for he seems to hold that kinds
are stable.”” On its ‘generalizing’ reading, ‘Stability changes’ is true just if
everything that instantiates the kind stability instantiates the kind change.
Plato is probably committed to rejecting ‘Stability changes’ if it is thus
understood: for, as I just said, he seems to hold that kinds are stable.

Some support for interpreting the argument at 255a4—25587 in the light
of the ‘generalizing’ reading of sentences containing abstract noun-phrases
comes from earlier passages.® If the ‘generalizing’ reading is operative in
Plato’s argument at 25544—25587, then the argument may be regarded as
sound.®’ This is seen by considering its components separately.

(1) ‘Change is identical’ and ‘Change is different’ are both true on their
‘generalizing’ reading: for everything that instantiates change instan-
tiates identity (since everything is identical to itself, cf. 256a7-8) and
everything that instantiates change instantiates difference (since every-
thing is different from something, cf. 25583-6 and 25944-6).°* Suppose
that stability were identical to identity or difference. Then ‘stable’ would
signify the same kind as either ‘identical’ or ‘different’, so that ‘Change
is stable’ would be true on its ‘generalizing’ reading. Since ‘Change is
stable’ is false on its ‘generalizing’ reading,®’ stability is identical neither
to identity nor to difference.

(2) ‘Stability is identical’ and ‘Stability is different’ are both true on their
‘generalizing’ reading: for everything that instantiates stability instan-
tiates both identity and difference (since everything is both identical to
itself and different from something). Suppose that change were iden-
tical to identity or difference. Then ‘changing’ would signify the same

% Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3.

60 At 25088—11 ‘Both stability and change are’ is equated with ‘Both stability and change are contained
by being’.

Cf. Bostock (1984), 108—9; Kostman (1989), 346.

Were the ‘Pauline predication’ reading preferred to the ‘generalizing’ reading of sentences containing
abstract noun-phrases (cf. above, n. 53), Plato would be here committed to the claim that it
is necessary that everything that instantiates change instantiate difference. The only reasonable
ground for endorsing this claim would be that it is necessary that there be at least two different
things. I am uneasy with crediting Plato with such a strong tacit assumption (although, to be sure,
in the Sophist he attacks monism). For this reason I prefer the ‘generalizing’ reading over the ‘Pauline
predication’ reading.

Here it is crucial that Plato be committed to rejecting ‘Change is stable” on its ‘generalizing’ reading
(cf. above, text to n. 57).

[3
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kind as either ‘identical’ or ‘different’, so that ‘Stability changes’ would
be true on its ‘generalizing’ reading. Since ‘Stability changes’ is false on
its ‘generalizing’ reading, stability is identical neither to identity nor to
difference.®

The rescue of the argument at 255a4—25587 based on the distinction
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘generalizing’ readings of sentences containing
abstract noun-phrases faces an objection. Immediately before this argu-
ment, the Visitor claimed that being, change, and stability ‘turn out to be
three’ (254D12). He then inferred that ‘each of them is therefore different
from the two but identical to itself’ (254D14~15). Here the implicitly stated
sentence ‘Stability is different from being’ must be understood according
to its ‘ordinary’ reading. For, were it understood according to its ‘general-
izing reading, it would be true just if everything that instantiates the kind
stability is different from the kind being, which is not the case (or, alter-
natively, just if everything that instantiates the kind stability is different
from everything that instantiates the kind being, which again is not the
case). Again, the implicitly stated sentence ‘Stability is identical to itself’
is probably supposed to be understood according to its ‘ordinary’ reading
(it surely does not look as if it is to be understood according to its ‘gen-
eralizing’ reading). This makes it implausible to assume that the crucial
premisses of the argument at 255a4—25587 (‘Change is identical’, ‘Change is
different’, ‘Stability is identical’, and ‘Stability is different’) are to be under-
stood according to their ‘generalizing’ reading. But such an assumption is
essential to the rescue of the argument based on the distinction between
‘ordinary’ and ‘generalizing’ readings.” To be sure, it cannot be excluded
that Plato tacitly switched from the ‘ordinary’ to the ‘generalizing’ reading
of the relevant sentences: how damaging the objection is, is to some extent
a subjective matter. I find it crippling.

‘Ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences. There is another impor-
tant distinction between ways of understanding sentences.®® Although, for
simplicity’s sake, I concentrate on certain predicative sentences constructed

64 The ‘generalizing’ reading of the relevant premisses makes also the parallel argument at 25048—250cs
sound. I omit the details, which can, however, be worked out easily.

Cf. Bostock (1984), 109; van Eck (2000), 57, 63. ‘Stability is different from being’ shows that
the claim made by a sentence on its ‘ordinary’ reading does not entail the one it makes on its
‘generalizing’ reading. So, the rescue of the argument at 25544—25587 based on the distinction
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘generalizing’ readings cannot be defended by appealing to such an alleged
entailment. Further criticisms of this rescue may be found in van Eck (2000), 56—7 and s8.

66 Cf. Frede (1967), 30—s; Ketchum (1978), 43—4; Roberts (1986), 232-3; Stough (1990), 377; Meinwald

(1991), 67-8; Frede (1992), 399—401; Mann (2000), 178-9; van Eck (2000), 59—63.
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around ‘is’ and ‘is not’, the distinction to be drawn is applicable also to
sentences of different forms. The considerations whereby the distinction
will be established can be easily adapted to the other cases.

If ‘¢’ signifies a kind, then the sentence ‘o is (a) ¢’ has an ‘ordinary’
reading, whereby it is true just if the entity signified by ‘o’ instantiates
the kind signified by ‘¢’ (throughout the present subsection ‘c” and ‘¢’ are
schematic letters to be replaced, respectively, with any name and any general
term).”” For example, since Socrates (the entity signified by ‘Socrates’)
instantiates astuteness and man (the kinds signified by ‘astute’ and ‘man’),
‘Socrates is astute’ and ‘Socrates is a man’ are true if they are understood
according to their ‘ordinary’ reading. Again, since all kinds are stable, the
kind change (the entity signified by ‘change’) instantiates stability (the
kind signified by ‘stable’), so ‘Change is stable’ is true on its ‘ordinary’
reading. For similar reasons, ‘Stability is stable’, ‘Change is identical’,
‘Change is different’, and ‘Change is a being’ are all true on their ‘ordinary’
reading. However, since the kind change does not instantiate the kind
change (because no kinds change), ‘Change changes’ (regarded as a mere
notational variant of ‘Change is changing’) is false on its ‘ordinary’ reading.
For similar reasons, ‘Stability changes’ is false on its ‘ordinary’ reading. Since
Socrates instantiates neither handsomeness nor horse (the kinds signified
by ‘handsome’ and ‘horse’), ‘Socrates is handsome’ and ‘Socrates is a horse’
are false on their ‘ordinary’ reading.

The account carries over naturally to negations: if ‘¢’ signifies a kind,
then ‘o is not (a) @ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading just if the entity
signified by ‘o’ does not instantiate the kind signified by ‘¢’. Since the kind
change does not instantiate the kind change, ‘Change does not change’
(regarded as a notational variant of ‘Change is not changing’) is true on its
‘ordinary’ reading. Similarly, since Socrates does not instantiate the kind
handsomeness, ‘Socrates is not handsome’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading.

In some cases, a sentence has not only an ‘ordinary’ but also a ‘defini-
tional’ reading. A ‘definitional’ reading of ‘c is (a) ¢’ or ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is
available just if both ‘c” and ‘@’ signify kinds. If both ‘c” and ‘@’ signify
kinds, then the sentence ‘c is (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading
just if the kind signified by ‘0’ is identical to the kind signified by ‘¢’.
For instance, since ‘stability’ and ‘stable’ signify the same kind, ‘Stability is
stable’ is true if it is understood according to its ‘definitional’ reading. For
similar reasons, ‘Largeness is large’ and ‘Change changes’ are true on their

7 On general terms cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2. Recall that the indefinite article is needed in some
English sentences but not in Greek.
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‘definitional’ reading. There are also less trivial examples of sentences about
kinds that are true on their ‘definitional’ reading: ‘Soul is change capable
of changing itself’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading because ‘soul’ and
‘change capable of changing itself” signify the same kind.®® In fact, every
correct definition is a sentence that is true on its ‘definitional’ reading. On
the other hand, since ‘change’ and ‘stable’ signify different kinds, ‘Change
is stable’ is false on its ‘definitional’ reading. For similar reasons, ‘Stability
changes’ (regarded as a notational variant of ‘Stability is changing’) is false
on its ‘definitional’” reading.

The account carries over to negations: if both ‘c” and ‘9’ signify kinds,
then ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading just if the kind
signified by ‘o’ is different from the kind signified by ‘¢’. For instance,
since ‘change’ and ‘stable’ signify different kinds, ‘Change is not stable’ is
true on its ‘definitional’ reading. For similar reasons, ‘Being is not stable’,
‘Being does not change’ (regarded as a notational variant of ‘Being is not
changing’), ‘Change is not a stability’, ‘Change is not identical’, ‘Change is
not different’, and ‘Change is not a being’ are all true on their ‘definitional’
reading.®

Regarding the logical relations between the claims made by a sentence
on its ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional” readings, note what follows. ‘Change is
stable’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading but false on its ‘definitional’ reading.
So, the claim made by a sentence on its ‘ordinary’ reading need not entail
the claim made by that same sentence on its ‘definitional’ reading. ‘Change
changes’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading but false on its ‘ordinary’
reading. So, the claim made by a sentence on its ‘definitional’ reading
need not entail the claim made by it on its ‘ordinary’ reading. ‘Stability is
stable’ is true on both its readings. So, the claim made by a sentence on
its ‘ordinary’ reading need not be incompatible with the claim made by
it on its ‘definitional’ reading. Finally, ‘Stability changes’ is false on both
readings. The same sentence may therefore be false on both of its readings.

One might wonder why the truth conditions of ‘o is (a) ¢’ and ‘o is not
(a) ¢ on their ‘definitional’ reading are given with a restriction to kinds
and with the requirement of identity or difference obtaining between the
kinds signified by ‘o’ and ‘9’. As for the restriction to kinds, consider that
if ‘o is (a) ¢’ is understood according to its ‘definitional’ reading, it is taken

8 Cf. Lg. 10. 895D1-89645.

% The above truth conditions of sentences understood according to their ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’
readings are deficient because they omit to mention the existential component of the incomplete
use of ‘to be’ (cf. below, subsection to n. 78 of Ch. 5). I adopted a curtailed presentation to avoid
complications that are unnecessary at the present stage.
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to offer a complete description of the nature of the entity signified by
‘c’. There is evidence suggesting that for Plato only kinds have natures.”
Supposing that this is right, not only the entity signified by ‘¢’ but also that
signified by ‘o’ must be a kind for ‘o is (a) ¢ to have a ‘definitional’ reading.
Similar considerations apply to ‘c is not (a) ¢’: if understood according to
its ‘definitional’ reading, ‘c is not (a) ¢ denies that ‘c is (a) ” succeeds in
offering a complete description of the nature of the entity signified by ‘c’.

Let me now say something about the requirement of identity or differ-
ence obtaining between the kinds signified by ‘o’ and ‘¢’. Given that ‘o’
and ‘@’ signify kinds, it is natural to require that ‘o is (a) ¢ be true on its
‘definitional’ reading only if the kind signified by ‘c” is identical to the kind
signified by ‘’: for, given that ‘c is (a) ¢ succeeds in offering a complete
description of the nature of the kind signified by ‘c’, the kind signified by
‘¢’ must be identical to that signified by ‘o’

What might seem problematic is the converse implication: it should not
be the case that ‘Goodness is the kind most highly praised in the Repub-
lic comes out true on its ‘definitional’ reading (because the sentence does
not succeed in offering a complete description of the nature of the kind
goodness), but someone might maintain that ‘goodness’ and ‘the kind most
highly praised in the Republic’ signify the same kind (because the definite
description ‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ picks out the
kind goodness).”” Note, however, that the sentence ‘Goodness is the kind
most highly praised in the Republic does not count as one for which a
‘definitional’ reading is available. The sentences for which a ‘definitional’
reading is available are those where is’ or ‘is not’ is complemented by a
general term, possibly introduced by an indefinite article:”” but the sen-
tence ‘Goodness is the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ is not of
this sort.”* Moreover, and perhaps more importantly, even if the sentence
in question were allowed a ‘definitional’ reading, ‘the kind most highly
praised in the Republic’ would probably not signify the same kind as ‘good-
ness. Some remarks in the Sophist and elsewhere” indicate that for Plato
two expressions signify the same kind only if they are intersubstitutable
salva veritate in many (perhaps all) contexts. I am not sure whether this
requirement implies that if two expressions signify the same kind then they

71

79 Cf. Ti. 49A6—5186; Frede (1992), 402; Mann (2000), 179.

7t Also consider that definitions have traditionally been regarded as statements of identity of a special
sort (cf. Arist. Top. 1.7, 103*23—7). In the Sophist, the giants are described as ‘defining [6p1Z6pevol]
body and being as identical [TaTov]’ (24681).

7% Cf. Nehamas (1982), 220. 73 Cf. above, n. 67 and text thereto.

74 Cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2. 75 Cf. 255B11-255C2; 255C9—11; Pram. 142B5-142C5.
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are synonymous,”® but it seems to suffice to exclude that ‘goodness’ and
‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ signify the same kind (con-
sider ‘In the course of the fourth century Bc, goodness became the kind
most highly praised in the Republic’, which is true because the Republic
was written in the fourth century Bc and in it for the first time the kind
goodness is praised more highly than any other kind, and ‘In the course of
the fourth century Bc, goodness became goodness’, which is false because it
is not the case that during the fourth century Bc the kind goodness became
itself). All Plato needs is that if ‘c” and ‘¢’ signify the same kind, then ‘c
is (a) @’ is true when it is understood as offering a complete description of
the nature of the kind signified by ‘o’.

Clearly, the concept of signification does a lot of work.”” I cannot pur-
sue here the complicated issue of Plato’s views on signification. I restrict
myself to a few suggestions that seem to yield the correct results. These
suggestions are speculative and I shall not attempt to substantiate them
here. A name of a perceptible particular signifies that perceptible particular
(‘Theaetetus’ signifies Theaetetus).”® A name of a kind signifies that kind
(‘being’ signifies the kind being).”” The definiens of the definition of a kind
signifies that kind (‘change capable of changing itself’ signifies the
kind soul). Adjectives and participles signify the kinds they stand for (‘sta-
ble’ and ‘changing’ signify, respectively, the kinds stability and change).
But definite descriptions do not in all cases signify the entities they pick
out (‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ does not signify the
kind goodness). Rather, a definite description signifies the characteristic
(possibly a kind) that distinguishes what it picks out from everything else
(‘the kind most highly praised in the Republic’ signifies the characteristic of
being a kind which in the Republic is more highly praised than any other).

If ‘o is (a) @’ is understood according to its ‘definitional’ reading, then it
is taken to offer a complete description of the nature of the kind signified
by ‘0’, but not necessarily an illuminating or informative description: the
banal ‘Largeness is large’ is supposed to come out true on its ‘definitional’
reading. Thus, although every correct definition is a sentence that is true
on its ‘definitional’ reading, the converse fails. The ‘definitional” reading
of sentences is important for Plato because it is the reading in accordance
with which a sentence offered as an answer to the “What is it?’ question,
asked with regard to a kind, is to be understood. It goes without saying

76 Cf. Frede (1967), 15.

77 The terminology of signification is prominent in the Sophist: cf. ‘onuaivelv’ (25085, 255812, 257B9—
10, 258B3, 261E2, 262B6) and ‘onueiov’ (237D9, 26246, 262D9).

78 Cf. 26246—7 with 262B10—262C1. 79 Cf. 255B11-12 With 255C9-11.
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that the “What is it?” question, asked with regard to kinds, plays a central
role in Plato’s philosophy.

It is worth noting that one of the examples discussed shows that the
‘definitional’ reading of sentences is different from the reading of sentences
whereby they make statements of identity: for ‘Goodness is the kind most
highly praised in the Republic’ is true on the reading whereby it makes a
statement of identity but false on its ‘definitional’ reading. Another differ-
ence between the ‘definitional’ reading and the reading whereby statements
of identity are made is that the first is available only for sentences about
kinds whereas the second is not thus restricted.*

Textual evidence: (1) 250c6—7. At 25048—250D4 the Visitor and Theaetetus
refute their hard-won characterization of being by an argument in three
steps.” In the first step (250a8—250Cs), they establish that being is ‘some-
thing different from these [sc. stability and change]’ (250c4); in the second
(250c6-8), they infer that ‘by its own nature, being neither is stable nor
changes’ (250c6-7); in the third (250c9—250D4), they infer that being is
‘outside both of these [sc. change and stability]” (250D2).

The inference from the first to the second step is valid. In the second
step, the adverbial phrase ‘by its own nature’ (250c6) indicates a special
way in which the kind being neither is stable nor changes: that whereby
neither stability nor change constitutes the nature of the kind being. The

80 What I dub the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences about kinds is similar to but nevertheless different
from a reading defended by some commentators. In particular, Meinwald (1991), 67-8, and Mann
(2000), 178-9, contrast the ‘ordinary’ reading with one according to which if both ‘o’ and ‘¢’ signify
kinds, then ‘o is (a) ¢’ is true just if the kind signified by ‘o’ is either identical to the kind signified by
‘¢’ or subordinate to it in some classificatory tree. There is much to be said for the position of Meinwald
and Mann. Space restrictions refrain me fully from explaining why I prefer my ‘definitional’ reading
to theirs. One reason is that their reading does not allow a satisfactory interpretation of certain
arguments in the Sophist. In particular, I am unable to get their reading properly to account for
the parallel between the arguments at 24384—6, 250A8—250Cs, and 255a4—25587 (because 243E4—
6 seems to contemplate the identity of the hot and the cold with being, not their bearing to
it the relation envisaged by Meinwald and Mann). Another reason is that a coherent development
of the position of Meinwald and Mann seems to require certain occurrences of ‘€Tepos’ to express
the relation neither-identical-nor-subordinate-in-some-classificatory-tree. I am keen to keep ‘#tepos’
expressing a relation that obtains between all and only non-identical things. Frede (1967), 30-3 is
undecided on whether the reading of sentences to be contrasted with the ‘ordinary’ one amounts
to my ‘definitional’ reading or the one later put forward by Meinwald and Mann. Frede (1992),
4012 agrees with Meinwald and Mann, while Frede (1996a), 197 is again neutral. My ‘definitional’
reading is close both to the ‘auto kath’auto predication’ reading of Silverman (2002), 177 and to
the reading or readings which some commentators offer of ‘self-predicative sentences’: cf. Cherniss
(1944), 298—9; Cherniss (1957a), 258—9; Allen (1960), 46—7, 59; Nehamas (1979), 179; Bestor (1980),
58, 74; Nehamas (1982), 204.

Cf. above, subsection to n. 76 of Ch. 3. The present subsection recalls some results of that to n. 77

of Ch. 3.
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claim that the kind being neither is stable nor changes in this special way is
precisely the meaning of the sentence ‘Being neither is stable nor changes’
on its ‘definitional’ reading: for, as I pointed out in the last subsection,
the ‘definitional’ reading of a sentence about a kind is that whereby the
sentence is taken to affirm, or deny, that being so-and-so constitutes the
nature of a certain kind.

The inference from the argument’s second step to the third is invalid.
It depends on a slip in the understanding of the adverbial phrase ‘by its
own nature’: the sentence ‘By its own nature, being neither is stable nor
changes’ (250c6—7) comes to be regarded as saying that there is a special
way in which the kind being instantiates neither change nor stability (rather
than that there is a special way in which the kind being is neither changing
nor stable). From this it is inferred that the kind being instantiates neither
change nor stability. The claim that the kind being instantiates neither
change nor stability is precisely the meaning of the sentence ‘Being neither
is stable nor changes’ on its ‘ordinary’ reading.

The invalid move from the argument’s second step to the third may
therefore be regarded as a slip from the claim expressed by ‘Being neither
is stable nor changes’ on its ‘definitional’ reading to the claim expressed by
this sentence on its ‘ordinary’ reading. Plato is conscious of the invalidity
of the inference from the second to the third step and artfully presents it
so that it has a semblance of validity. Although he does not speak of the
two claims as the two meanings of the same sentence on different readings,
the passage does suggest that he is in control of the difference between the
‘definitional’ and the ‘ordinary’ readings of the sentence ‘Being neither is
stable nor changes’.

Textual evidence: (2) 255E3—6. The Visitor says: “We shall say that it [sc.
difference] runs through all of them [sc. being, stability, change, identity,
and difference]:** for each one is different from the others not by virtue of
its own nature [o¥ 81& TV aToU pUoIV], but by virtue of participating
in the idea of the different [&AAX 81& TO peTéxev TR idéas TTis Batépou]’
(255E3—6). This remark appears to presuppose that a kind can be different
from a kind either ‘by virtue of its own nature’ or ‘by virtue of participating
in the idea of the different’ with respect to that kind (only the second way
of being different obtains in the situation where any one among being,
stability, change, identity, and difference is different from any other one of
them). This suggests that for Plato there are in general two ways in which

82 Cf. Nehamas (1982), 202-3, 219.
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a kind can be so-and-so: either ‘by virtue of its own nature’ or ‘by virtue of
participating in the idea of” so-and-so.” A plausible gloss on these two ways
in which a kind can be so-and-so matches them with the ‘definitional’ and
‘ordinary’ readings of sentences: a kind is so-and-so ‘by virtue of its own
nature’ just if being so-and-so is its nature, i.e. just if sentences describing it
as being so-and-so are true on their ‘definitional’ reading; a kind is so-and-
so ‘by virtue of participating in the idea of” so-and-so just if it instantiates
the kind so-and-so, i.e. just if sentences describing it as being so-and-so are
true on their ‘ordinary’ reading.*

Two passages (25581 and 256B6) suggest that Plato is willing to describe
both the situation where a kind is so-and-so ‘by virtue of its own nature’
and the situation where a kind is so-and-so (not ‘by virtue of its own
nature’, but) by instantiating the kind so-and-so as cases of participation
in the kind so-and-so.” The wording of 25584—6 is consistent with this
suggestion: ‘... each one is different from the others not by virtue of its
own nature, but [nevertheless] by virtue of participating in the idea of the
different [sc. in a way different from that which would make it different by
virtue of its own nature]’.

Textual evidence: (3) 257D14—258c6. The Visitor argues that not-being is.
He states his conclusion by asserting that not-being ‘is not inferior to any
of the others in being’ (25889-10) and ‘firmly has its own nature [Ty
aUToU ¢puow]’ (258B11). He adds that ‘just as the large was large and the
beautiful was beautiful [...], so also not-being in the same way was and
is a not-being’ (258B11—258c3, cf. 254D1-2). Here the claim that not-being
is a not-being (alongside the claims that largeness is large and beauty is
beautiful) is treated as equivalent to the claim that not-being has its own
nature. This, in turn, makes it plausible to assume that for Plato the
kind not-being is a not-being ‘by nature’, the kind largeness is large ‘by
nature’, and the kind beauty is beautiful ‘by nature’. This fits well with the
‘definitional’ reading of the sentences ‘Not-being is a not-being’, ‘Largeness
is large’, and ‘Beauty is beautiful’.%°

The evidence considered in the present and the previous two subsections
is defeasible: the three Sophist passages could be interpreted in ways that do

8 Waive the objection that the generalization involves equating ‘participating in the kind difference

with respect to so-and-so’ with ‘participating in the kind difference-with-respect-to-so-and-so’.
84 Cf. Prm. 15843—6. Difference is of course also different by virtue of its own nature’. But, when the
Visitor commits himself to the claim that difference is different from each of the other four kinds,
the claim is that difference instantiates difference with respect to each of the other four kinds, not
that being different is the nature of the kind difference.
Cf. below, paragraph to n. 182; Bluck (1963), 151; Kostman (1989), 354. 86 Cf. Frede (1967), 4s.
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not require Plato to rely on different readings of sentences. Nevertheless,
the evidence reviewed carries considerable cumulative weight. It adds up
to a robust case for crediting Plato with something like the distinction
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences.

Definitional’ readings in the argument at 255A4—25587. Can the distinction
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences rescue Plato’s
argument at 255A4—255B7?

The most straightforward application of the distinction between ‘ordi-
nary’ and ‘definitional” readings of sentences fails to rescue the argument.
For, on the distinction’s most straightforward application, one of the parts
of the argument goes as follows: suppose that stability is identical to differ-
ence; difference holds of change; so, stability also holds of change; but it
is not the case that stability holds of change; stability is therefore different
from difference. The last premiss of this argument is the claim that it is
not the case that stability holds of change. This claim is true given that it
amounts to the claim that it is not the case that stability holds of change
by nature (for ‘Change is stable’ is not true on its ‘definitional’ reading).
For this claim to contradict the previously established result, namely the
claim that stability holds of change, this earlier claim must amount to the
claim that stability holds of change by nature. For this claim to be inferred
from the assumptions that stability is identical to difference and that dif-
ference holds of change, the assumption that difference holds of change
must amount to the claim that difference holds of change by nature. But it
is not the case that difference holds of change by nature (for ‘Change is dif-
ferent is not true on its ‘definitional’ reading): difference holds of change
only in that change instantiates difference. The argument is therefore
unsound.”’

The distinction between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sen-
tences can, however, be employed differently to rescue Plato’s argument at
25544—25587. Here is my reconstruction of this argument.*

87 Cf. Ketchum (1978), 48; Heinaman (1981), 61—2; Reeve (1985), so—1; van Eck (2000), 62-3. One
might try to modify the account of what it is for a kind to hold of a kind by nature by adopting
a reading of sentences that is different both from my ‘definitional’ reading and from the ‘ordinary’
reading. I shall not pursue this project, but I should point out that the reading favoured by Meinwald
and Mann (cf. above, n. 80) does not give better results.

My reconstruction of the argument is similar to that of Moravcsik (1962), 45—7 and Moravcsik
(1992), 184. Moravcsik’s reconstruction has been criticized by Berger (1965), 70-3, who however
seems to misunderstand it. Due to space limitations, I cannot offer a detailed presentation and
discussion of Moravesik’s reconstruction. I only point out that there are some differences between
my reconstruction and Moravcsik’s, which cannot easily recognize a role for the ‘&Te. . . dvavTiov’
clause at 255B1.

88
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The first premiss is:

[1] Whatever kind holds of change in precisely the same way or ways as it
holds of stability is different from both stability and change.

Premiss [1] is supported by a subordinate argument. Let K'be any kind that
holds of change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds of stability:

[1.1] Kis a kind and K holds of change in precisely the same way or ways
as it holds of stability.

Suppose, for reductio, that
[1.2] Kis identical to stability.
Propositions [1.1] and [1.2] yield:

[1.3] Stability holds of change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds
of stability.

Now another premiss:
[1.4] Stability holds of stability by nature.

Premiss [1.4] is true. For, stability holds of stability by nature just if ‘Stability
is stable’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading. But, as I pointed out earlier,
‘Stability is stable’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading because stability is
identical to stability.

From [1.3] and [1.4] the following result may be inferred:

[1.5] Stability holds of change by nature.

Step [1.5] may be regarded as following from [1.3] and [1.4] on the basis of
the assumption that holding by nature is one of the ways in which kinds
hold of kinds.

Now another premiss:
[1.6] It is not the case that stability holds of change by nature.

Premiss [1.6] is true. For, stability holds of change by nature just if ‘Change
is stable’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading. But ‘Change is stable’ is not
true on its ‘definitional” reading because change is different from stability.

Since [1.5] and [1.6] are contradictories, premiss [1.2], from which the
contradiction has been derived, may be denied. Hence:

[1.7] Kis different from stability.
A parallel argument will establish the corresponding result for change:

[1.8] Kis different from change.
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From propositions [1.7] and [1.8] the following may be inferred:
[1.9] Kis different from both stability and change.

Since K was arbitrarily chosen, one may generalize. Premiss [1] is thereby
established.

The argument’s second premiss is:

[2] Identity is a kind and holds of change in precisely the same way or
ways as it holds of stability.

Premiss [2] is grounded in intuition: no difference can be felt between the

way or ways in which identity holds of change and the way or ways in

which identity holds of stability. As far as I can tell, premiss [2] is true.
Similar considerations apply for the third premiss:

(3] Difference is a kind and holds of change in precisely the same way or

ways as it holds of stability.
Propositions [1], [2], and [3] yield Plato’s desired result:

[4] Identity is different from both stability and change and difference is
different from both stability and change.

An analogous reconstruction may be given of the first step of the argu-
ment whereby the Visitor and Theaetetus criticize their final characteriza-
tion of being. The whole argument occupies 25048—250D4, its first step is
at 250a8—250Cs. The conclusion of the first step is that being is ‘something
different from these [sc. stability and change]” (250c4). This conclusion
may be inferred from [1] in combination with the premiss that being is
a kind and holds of change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds
of stability. In fact, Plato may be taken to endorse this premiss when he
says that ‘both of them [sc. change and stability] and each are in the same
way [glval. .. 6poiws]” (250A11-12). While the inference at 2554425587
deals with any kind that holds of change in precisely the same way or ways
as it holds of stability, the inference at 25048—250cs focuses directly on a
specific kind, the kind being, which holds of change in precisely the same
way or ways as it holds of stability. Thus, in the inference at 25048—250cs
two claims are deduced from the two identities hypothesized: on the one
hand, from the hypothesis that being is identical to change it is inferred
that ‘both of them [sc. change and stability] and each change [sc. in the
same way]’® (250B2), i.e. that change holds of change in precisely the same
way or ways as it holds of stability; on the other hand, from the hypothesis
that being is identical to stability it is inferred that ‘they [sc. change and

89 Here and at 25085 ‘in the same way’ is mentally to be supplied from 250arr.
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stability] are stable [sc. in the same way]’ (250B5), i.e. that stability holds of
change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds of stability.””

The noun ‘nature’. The following passage is the heart of the argument at
255A4—25587: ‘Change will be stable and stability, in turn, will change:
for one of the two, whichever it may be, by coming to be about both,
will oblige the other to transform into the contrary of its own nature, by
participating in its contrary’ (255AI0—2§5BI).

The passage’s first part, ‘Change will be stable and stability, in turn, will
change’ (255410), introduces the sentences ‘Change is stable’ and ‘Stability
changes’ (the future tense may be ignored because it merely indicates
what wil/ follow from the hypotheses to be refuted). These two sentences,
‘Change is stable’ and ‘Stability changes’, express distinct false consequences
entailed by different hypotheses. The distinctness of the consequences is
indicated by the expression ‘in turn’ (‘a’, 255a10). Specifically, ‘Change is
stable’ expresses a false consequence entailed by the hypothesis that some
kind which ‘we apply in common to change and stability’ is identical to
stability; ‘Stability changes” expresses a false consequence entailed by the
hypothesis that some kind which ‘we apply in common to change and
stability’ is identical to change.

The passage’s second part, introduced by ‘for’ (“y&p’, 255a11), explains
and justifies the first. It says that ‘one of the two [sc. change and stability],
whichever it may be, by coming to be about both, will oblige the other
to transform into the contrary of its own nature’ (255a11—255B1). Mark
the presence of the noun ‘nature’ (‘¢pUo1s’) at the end of this sentence, at
255B1.”" The noun ‘nature’ occurs also at 250c6, 255E5, and 258B11: these
three occurrences, embedded in passages where claims are made which
may be plausibly linked to the ‘definitional” reading of sentences,”* have
probably the function of signalling that link. Such, I take it, is the role of the
occurrence of ‘nature’ at 255BI: it indicates that the ‘definitional’ reading of
sentences should be adopted. And the sentences whose ‘definitional’ reading

9% Cf. above, text to n. 76 of Ch. 3. Some commentators (cf. Runciman (1962), 94; Stough (1990),
357) suggest a simpler reconstruction of the inference at 250a8—250cs. In their view, Plato is merely
claiming that ‘Change and stability are’ does not have the same signification as ‘Change and stability
are changing’ or ‘Change and stability are stable’, with no commitment to the first being true and
the last two false. On this basis, Plato would deduce that being is identical neither to change nor to
stability. This exegesis gives Plato a sound argument, but faces two damning objections: first, the
argument it credits Plato with fails to match the parallel arguments at 24384~7 and 25544—25587;
secondly, it recognizes no role for the argument’s initial assumption, that change and stability are
‘most contrary to one another’ (25048-9).

Cf. Clarke (1994), 42.

92 The passages were discussed above, in the subsections to nn. 81, 82, and 86. Cf. Prm. 139p1-s5; Cra.

389A7-8.
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is flagged can be no other than ‘Change is stable’ and ‘Stability changes’.
For, the remark that ‘one of the two [sc. change and stability], whichever
it may be, [...] will oblige the other to transform into the contrary of
its own nature’ (255A11—255BI1) is explaining why the claims expressed by
‘Change is stable” and ‘Stability changes’ are false. In particular, the claim
expressed by ‘Change is stable’ is false because if it were true then change
would be transformed ‘into the contrary of its own nature’ (255a12—255B1),
i.e. would have a nature that is the contrary of the one it actually has. The
sentence ‘Change is stable’ is therefore false if it is understood as describing
the nature of change, i.e. if it is understood according to its ‘definitional’
reading. Similar points hold for ‘Stability changes’.

These points are incorporated in the last subsection’s reconstruction
of the argument. For, a crucial step of that reconstruction was the infer-
ence to the false result that either change holds of stability or stability of
change in the special way required for the truth of corresponding sentences
understood according to their ‘definitional’ reading (cf. [1.5]).

The adverb ‘in common’. The argument concerning identity, difference,
change, and stability at 2554425587 is the last of a series of three arguments
each of which establishes that one or more kinds are different from two
contraries. The trio’s first member is part of the refutation of the pluralists
(243E4—7); it proves that being is different from the hot and the cold. The
second member is the first step (250A8—250Cs) of the refutation of the last
characterization of being attempted by the Visitor and Theaetetus (25048—
250D4); it shows that being is different from change and stability. It is
plausible to assume that the three arguments are parallel, especially in view
of the Visitor’s remark (249E6—25047) that the second argument involves
questions similar to the first’s. One of the premisses of the first argument
says that ‘they [sc. the hot and the cold] both are in the same way [6poicos]’
(243E5). The context makes it plausible to assume that this amounts to
the claim that the kind being holds in the same way or ways of the hot as
of the cold.” To this premiss of the first argument there corresponds one
in the second to the effect that ‘both of them [sc. change and stability]
and each are in the same way [6poiws]’ (250a11-12). In view of the parallel
between the three arguments, it is plausible to maintain that the claim
made by this premiss of the second argument is that the kind being holds
in the same way or ways of change as of stability.

Given these precedents, it may be plausibly assumed that when, in the
third argument, the Visitor states that ‘whatever we apply in common to

9 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 7 of Ch. 3.
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change and stability cannot be either of them’ (25547-8), the adverb ‘in
common’ (‘kowf’ at 25547) plays the same role as the adverb ‘in the same
way’ (‘dpoiws’) in the two earlier arguments (at 2435 and 250a11). In other
words, it may be plausibly assumed that the point made is that any kind
holding of change in precisely the same way or ways as it holds of stability
cannot be identical to either. This warrants that [1] in the penultimate
subsection’s reconstruction is faithful to the text (25547-8).

‘Ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings and the claim that no distinct kinds
blend. At 251¢8—252E8 Plato considers three alternatives about the blending
of kinds: either no distinct kinds blend, or they all blend, or some do and
some do not. After an elaborate refutation of the first alternative and a
quick one of the second, he concludes that the third is right.

As I pointed out,”* the refutation of the second alternative, according
to which all distinct kinds blend, is puzzling. The argument (252D2-11) is
that if all distinct kinds were to blend, then change and stability would
also blend, so that ‘change itself would come to be in all ways stable
[kivnots. . . aith TavTdmaotv iotout &v] and stability itself would in
turn change [oTdo1s a¥ &AW a¥Th KvoiTo]’ (252D6-7). ‘But this is
most necessarily impossible, that change come to be stable and stability
change’ (252p9-10).” This argument commits Plato to the claim that
change is not stable; but it looks as if Plato should concede that change is
stable (for, as I observed earlier, he seems to hold that all kinds are stable
and he asserts that change is a kind).*°

The conceptual apparatus involved in my reconstruction of the argu-
ment at 255A4—255B7 suggests a solution for the puzzle. The sentences
‘Change is stable’ and ‘Stability changes’ have both an ‘ordinary’ and a
‘definitional’ reading. Although true on its ‘ordinary’ reading, ‘Change is
stable’ is false on its ‘definitional’ reading. ‘Stability changes’ is false on both
readings. By saying that ‘this is most necessarily impossible, that change
come to be stable and stability change’ (252D9-10), Plato is using (vari-
ations of) these sentences according to their ‘definitional’ reading. The
assertions he makes are therefore true. But, were the second alternative

94 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 33.

95 The point is recalled at 254D7-8: “T¢d ye SUo papev aUToiv &peikTeo TPOS SAATAW .

96 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67 of Ch. 3; n. 34 of the present chapter and text thereto. One could
interpret the argument in a way that avoids crediting Plato with the controversial claim that change
is not stable: the consequence of the hypothesis that all distinct kinds blend is that oz4 change is
stable and stability changes, and Plato’s reason for rejecting this consequence could be that stability
does not change. Such an interpretation would avoid the difficulty sketched in the main text above:
Plato surely holds that stability does not change. This exegesis faces the objection that it makes part
of Plato’s formulation redundant: if what is regarded as impossible is only stability’s change, why
mention change’s stability?
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correct, it would follow that ‘Change is stable’ and ‘Stability changes’
would be true on their ‘definitional’ reading. This is because the second
alternative, according to which all distinct kinds blend, amounts to the view
that all distinct kinds enjoy all ontological relations of any sort required for
the truth of any affirmative predicative sentence about them, in whatever
way the sentence is understood, even if it is understood according to its
‘definitional’ reading. In fact, on reflection, the second alternative is incon-
sistent. For, there is only one way in which two distinct kinds could enjoy
the ontological relation required for the truth of an affirmative predicative
sentence about them understood according to its ‘definitional’ reading:
being identical. Needless to say, two distinct kinds are not identical. Given
that the second alternative amounts to the view that all distinct kinds enjoy
all ontological relations of any sort required for the truth of any affirmative
predicative sentence about them, the first alternative, according to which
no distinct kinds blend, must amount to the view that no distinct kinds
enjoy any ontological relations of any sort required for the truth of any
affirmative predicative sentence about them. This is what the argument
calls for anyhow.””

Plato says that the impossible consequence of the hypothesis that all
distinct kinds blend is that ‘change itself would come to be in all ways
stable and stability itself would in turn change’ (25206-7). There is a
curious asymmetry in the description of this impossible consequence: of
change it is said that it would ‘come to be 7% all ways stable’ (252D6),
while of stability it is simply said that it would ‘change’ (252D7). The
asymmetry is perhaps not a matter of chance. Plato might be suggesting
that change would become stable in all ways,”" hence, in particular, in
the way corresponding to the ‘definitional” reading of ‘Change is stable’.
Stability would of course also change in all ways, but there is no need to
underscore it. For stability does not change in any way: neither in that
corresponding to the ‘definitional’ reading of ‘Stability changes’ nor in that
corresponding to its ‘ordinary’ reading.

4.4 IDENTITY IS DIFFERENT FROM BEING

The argument (255B8—255¢8) for distinguishing identity from being goes as
follows:

97 Cf. 25189-10. Earlier I argued that the late-learners are committed to the first alternative (cf. above,
paragraph to n. 23). The late-learners must endorse certain affirmative predicative sentences about
kinds: those understood according to their ‘definitional’ reading where the subject- and predicate-
expressions signify #he same kind. Even the late-learners must, however, assert that no distinct kinds
enjoy any ontological relations of any sort required for the truth of any affirmative predicative
sentence about them.

98 For ‘mavtdmacy’ meaning ‘in all ways’ cf. Smp. 20848; Lg. 3. 679¢7.
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vis. AN &pa TO BV Kol TO TadToV dos €V T1 SlavonTéov 255B8
fuiv;
THT. lows. BIO

vis. AAN €l T OV Kald TO TaUTOV undev Siddopov
onuaiveTov, kivno al TaA kai oTdotv &udpdTepa eival
AéyovTes GudpoTEPA 0UTWS TS TAUTOV 6§ VT TTPOCEPOU- 255CI
HEv.

THT. AAAK pjv ToUTo ye &8UvarTov.

vis. ASUvatov &pa TaUTOV kad TO &v év eival.

THT. ZXeS0V. Ccs
vis. TéTapTov 81 Tpds Tols Tpioiv eideotv TO TaUTOV

T1I0DpeY;
THT. TTdvu p&v ov. c8
vis. But should we then think of being and the identical as a single thing? 255B

THT. Perhaps.

vis. But if ‘being’ and ‘identical’ signify nothing different, then, again,
by saying that change and stability both are we will in this way be 255C
addressing them as being both identical.”

THT. But this is surely impossible.

vis. It is therefore impossible that the identical and being be a single
thing.

THT. I suppose so.

vis. Must we then posit the identical as fourth in addition to the three
kinds?

THT. By all means.

Is the argument at 255B8—255C8 invalid? At first blush, the argument at
255B8—255C8 goes as follows. Suppose identity were identical to being.
Then ‘Change and stability are identical’ would follow from ‘Change and
stability are’. But the second sentence is true: for it is logically equivalent'*®
to the true ‘Change is and stability is’. The first sentence is instead false:
for it is logically equivalent to the false ‘Change is identical to stability’.
So, identity is different from being,.

This argument is objectionable. For, the sentence ‘Change and stability
are identical’ has two readings: a collective one and a distributive one.
On its collective reading, ‘Change and stability are identical’ is logically
equivalent to ‘Change is identical to stability’; on its distributive reading,
‘Change and stability are identical’ is logically equivalent to ‘Change is

9 My translation follows Campbell (1867), Sph. 151. Alternatives: ‘... addressing both of them as
being identical’ (cf. N. P White (1993), 48); *. . . addressing both of them as identical because they
are’ (where ‘“TaTdV’ is an object of “rpooepoluey’ and not a complement of ‘ds dvte’) (cf. Brann
et al. (1996), 65).

19 T use ‘logically equivalent’ in such a way that a sentence s is logically equivalent to a sentence s’ just
if both s entails &' and s’ entails s.
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identical to something and stability is identical to something’. Obviously,
‘Change and stability are identical’ is false on its collective reading, true
on its distributive reading. The argument treats ‘Change and stability are
identical’ as false because it adopts the collective reading. But, in the context
of the argument, the distributive reading should be preferred because the
premiss from which ‘Change and stability are identical’ is inferred, i.e.
‘Change and stability are’, is to be understood according to its distributive
reading: it is logically equivalent to ‘Change is and stability is’."""

It cannot be excluded that Plato did in fact propose the penultimate
paragraph’s argument but failed to spot the problem with it. Neverthe-
less, with charitable spirit, I shall explore ways of rescuing Plato from an
objectionable argument.

The sentences involved in the argument at 255B8—255C8 have one or more
readings. Suppose that being and identity were ‘a single thing’ (25588).
Then ‘being’ and ‘identical’ would signify the same kind. Since two general
terms'®” that signify the same kind are intersubstitutable without change
in signification in sentences where they occur, the sentence ‘Change and
stability are’ (a notational variant of ‘Change and stability are beings’)
would have the same signification as the sentence ‘Change and stability are
identical’ (cf. 255B11—255C2). ‘But this [sc. that the two sentences have the
same signification] is surely impossible’ (255¢3): for ‘Change and stability
are identical’ may be understood as saying that change and stability are
identical to one another, whereas ‘Change and stability are’ cannot be
understood as saying this. ‘It is therefore impossible that the identical and
being be a single thing’ (255c4).'”

This interpretation gives Plato a sound argument. Gregory Vlastos
objects that it does not fit the text:'* for, the text does not speak of
what ‘Change and stability are identical’ may be understood as saying. The
interpretation in question may perhaps be defended by claiming that what
Plato explicitly says is only that ‘Change and stability are’ does not have
the same signification as ‘Change and stability are identical’, leaving it
to the reader to realize that the difference in signification follows from
the fact that the second sentence may be understood as saying something
which the first sentence cannot be taken to say. It must, however, be
admitted that if this is right then much is left to the reader’s ingenuity.

o1 Cf. Peck (1952), 48; Bluck (1963), 144; Trevaskis (1966), 103; Vlastos (1970), 286—7; Owen (1971),
266; Bostock (1984), 91.

On general terms cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2.

Cf. Lacey (1959), 49; Runciman (1962), 93; Trevaskis (1966), 103—4; Notomi (1999), 242.

o4 Cf. Vlastos (1970), 287.
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The sentences involved in the argument at 255B8—255C8 have only collective
readings. To avoid saddling Plato with a poor argument, a different inter-
pretation is worth looking for. It cannot be chance that the expression
‘both’ (‘&ppdTEp’) occurs twice in the passage (at 255812 and 255c1). It
is impossible to give a sure explanation of the role of ‘both” here, but one
as plausible as any is that the expression forces the collective reading of
the sentences containing it (evidence for this will be mentioned later).'”
If this explanation is correct, then ‘Change and stability both are’ and
‘Change and stability are both identical” have only collective readings. The
expression ‘each’ plays the opposite role because it forces the distribu-
tive reading: ‘Each of change and stability is’ and ‘Each of change and
stability is identical” have only distributive readings (neither of these last
sentences occurs in 25588—255c8 — I mention them merely to generate a
contrast that clarifies the issue). Now, ‘Change and stability both are’ (a
sentence with only a collective reading) is logically equivalent to ‘Each of
change and stability is’ (the corresponding sentence with only a distribu-
tive reading). Although logically equivalent, the sentences ‘Change and
stability both are” and ‘Each of change and stability is’ have subtly different
meanings: their relationship is a bit like that between ‘Socrates speaks to
himself” and ‘Socrates speaks to Socrates’, which are also logically equiva-
lent despite having subtly different meanings. ‘Change and stability both
are’ and ‘Each of change and stability is’ are both true. On the other hand,
‘Change and stability are both identical’ (a sentence with only a collec-
tive reading) is not logically equivalent to ‘Each of change and stability is
identical’ (the corresponding sentence with only a distributive reading): in
fact, the first is false (because it is logically equivalent to the false ‘Change
is identical to stability’) while the second is true (because it is logically
equivalent to the true ‘Change is identical to something and stability is
identical to something’).”® Given this, suppose that being and identity were

195 Cf. below, n. 109 and text thereto.

196 How is it that ‘Change and stability are both identical’ is logically equivalent to ‘Change is identical
to stability’ whereas ‘Each of change and stability is identical’ is logically equivalent to ‘Change
is identical to something and stability is identical to something’® Regard ‘identical’ as short for
‘identical to something’. Then it is easy to see that ‘Each of change and stability is identical’,
which abbreviates ‘Each of change and stability is identical to something’, is logically equivalent to
‘Change is identical to something and stability is identical to something’ (the sentences have in fact
the same signification). On the other hand, ‘Change and stability are both identical’, being short
for ‘Change and stability are both identical to something’, has the same signification as ‘Change
and stability are identical to the same thing’, which in turn is logically equivalent to ‘Change is
identical to stability’. The crucial point here is that ‘Change and stability are both identical to
something’ has the same signification as ‘Change and stability are identical to the same thing:
consider that ‘Jim and Jane are both pulling a boat’ has the same signification as ‘Jim and Jane are
pulling the same boat’” (contrast ‘Each of Jim and Jane is pulling a boat’).
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‘asingle thing’ (25588). Then ‘being’ and ‘identical’ would signify the same
kind. Since two general terms that signify the same kind are intersubsti-
tutable without change in truth value for the whole sentences where they
occur, ‘Change and stability both are’ (regarded as a notational variant of
‘Change and stability both are beings’) would have the same truth value
as ‘Change and stability are both identical’. But this is not the case: as I
pointed out, the first sentence is true whereas the second is false — indeed,
what it says ‘is surely impossible’ (255¢3). Therefore being is different from
identity.*”

One strength of this interpretation is that it shows that when earlier in the
Sophist the Visitor said that ‘both of them [sc. change and stability] and each
are in the same way [elvau. . . Spolws. . . &udpodTepa alTd Kad ékdTepov]’
(250A11-12), the joint presence of ‘both’ and ‘each’ was not redundant.””
Another strength is that the argument attributed to Plato has a parallel
in the Hippias Major (29988—303D10). Hippias claims (300B6-301D4) that
for every F, x and y are both F just if each of x and y is F. He offers as
examples several values of ‘F” for which this obtains: ‘#’ may for instance
be replaced by ‘just’, ‘healthy’, and ‘made of gold’. Socrates refutes Hippias’
claim (301D5—302B6) by mentioning as counterexamples the cases where
‘F’ is replaced by ‘one’” and ‘two’: if each of x and y is one, it does not
follow that x and y are both one, and if x and y are both two, it does
not follow that each of x and y is two.'”” In our Sophist passage, ‘being’
behaves like ‘just’, ‘healthy’, and ‘made of gold’ whereas ‘identical’ behaves

> 110

like ‘one’.

4.5 DIFFERENCE IS DIFFERENT FROM BEING

The argument (255c9—255E7) for distinguishing difference from being goes
as follows:

197 Cf. van Eck (2000), 67-8.

198 Cf. 24381—2 (where ‘GuedTepcl is replaced by ‘Gudw’, but ‘GupdTepa’ reappears at 243Es).

99 In the passage from the Hippias Major the author systematically uses ‘both’ (‘&ppdTepor’) to
flag that an attribute holds collectively of two items: cf. 299c9, 300a10 (where ‘GupdTepor’ is
associated with ‘kotvf}’), 300B1, 300B4, 300B8, 300D8, 300E4, 300ES, 300E9, 300EIO, 301A3, 301AG,
301B8, 301CI—2, 301DS8, 301EI, 301E3, 301E4, 30IES, 30245, 30247, 30248, 302B2, 302B3, 302CI, 302C2,
302C3, 302C5, 302DI, 302D2, 302D4, 302E6, 302E8, 302EII, 30342, 303A5, 303A6, 303A10, 303823,
303B4, 303B5, 303B6, 303C4, 303C5, 303D2. At one point, at 30388, the author uses ‘both together’
(‘ouvauddTepor’) instead of ‘both’ (‘updTepor’): a similar variation occurs in the Sophist, at 24904
and 250c3. Also note that the passage from the Hippias Major employs the distinction between the
collective and the distributive holding of attributes to show that certain attributes are distinct: the
interpretation of Sph. 255B11-255C3 under consideration puts forward an argument of this sort.

1O Cf. R. 5. 475E9—476A3; 7. 524B10; Tht. 185825 203D7—8; Prm. 143D1—s5; Klein (1977), 60-1.



Difference is different from being

vis. T1 8¢ 1O 0&Tepov &pa NIV AekTéoV TrEUTITOV; T
ToUTO Ko TO BV o5 BU” &TTar dvopaTar €’ Evi yEvel Siowoel-
obou Bei;

THT. Téy &v.

vis. AAN ofuai o€ ouy Xwpelv TGV SVTwY T& pEv aUTd
ko® aUTd, Ta B8 TTpos EAAS! el AéyeoBal.

THT. Ti & o

vis. To 8¢y’ étepov &el pos éTepov: 7 yap;

THT. OUTwsS.

vi1s. OUk &v, €l ye 16 &v kai TO 6&TepoV pf) TTAUTTOAY
SiepepeTnV GAN eltrep B&TepOV &udoiv HETETXE TOTV €1S0TV
GoTrEP TO OV, fv &V TTOTE T1 KAl TEOV ETEPLOV ETEPOV OU TTPOS
gTepov' viv 8¢ &Texvdds fiUIv OTiTep &v ETePOV 1), CUUPE-
Prkev £€ &vdrykns ETépou ToUTO OTrep £0TIv elva.

THT. N\éyels kab&rep Exel.

vis. TTéutrTov 81 THv BaTépou pUoiv AekTéov &v TOTS
elSeov oUoawv ofs TpoatpoUpeda.

THT. Nad.

vis. Kai 81& évtwv ye althv atdv dpricopev givar SieAnAubuiov:
gv EkaoTov yop étepov eival TGOV EAAwv ol S1& ThHv aiToU
PUo1Y, EAAG B1& TO peTéXEl TR i8éas THS Batépou.

THT. Kopd7] pév olv.

vis. And must we speak of the different as a fifth [sc. kind]? Or must we
regard this and being as two names for a single kind?

THT. Perhaps.

vis. However, I think you agree that of beings, some are spoken of on
their own, some always relatively to other things."”

tHT. Of course.

vis. But the different is always spoken of relatively to something different.
Isn’t that so?

THT. Yes.

vis. This would not have been the case if being and the different had not
differed completely: but if the different had participated in both
kinds, as being does, one of the things that are different would at
some point have been different not relatively to something different.

141

255C9
cIo

cIs
255DI

D5

2§SEI

ES
E7

255C

255D

" Two MSS (B and D, the two representatives of family B) read ‘“mpos &AMNA’ instead of “Tpos

EA (cf. Simp. in Cat. 159, 17).

12

Giving ‘always’ (‘&ef’, 255C14) narrow scope, whereby it governs only the immediately preceding

‘relatively to other things’ (‘mpos &AA’) (cf. Dies (1925), 368; Movia (1991), 3355 N. . White
(1993), 58; Duerlinger (2005), 125). One can also give ‘always’ large scope: ‘. . . of beings, some are
always spoken of on their own, some relatively to other things’ (cf. Cornford (1935), 281; Brann

et al. (1996), 65).
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But now, in our view, whatever is different, it results of necessity
that it is just what it is from something different."

THT. It is just as you say.

vis. Therefore the nature of the different must be said to be fifth among 25SE
the kinds we are selecting.

THT. Yes.

vis. And we shall say that it runs through all of them: for each one is
different from the others not by virtue of its own nature, but by
virtue of participating in the idea of the different.”

THT. By all means.

The main interpretations of Plato’s argument that difference is different
from being are five.

According to the first, Plato distinguishes a complete and an incomplete
use of ‘to be’. On its complete use, ‘to be” has no complement (not even
implicit). “To be’ in its complete use is often employed to make statements
of existence. On its incomplete use, ‘to be’ is construed with some comple-
ment (which, however, may remain implicit, in which case the incomplete
use of ‘to be’ is elliptical). “To be’ in its incomplete use is often employed to
make statements of predication. The complete and the incomplete uses of
‘to be’ are semantically close: there is no change in the verb’s sense (the rela-
tion between ‘Jim is’, which exemplifies the complete use, and ‘Jim is slow’,
which exemplifies the incomplete use, is analogous to that between ‘Jim is
running’ and ‘Jim is running slowly’). Because of this semantic closeness
there is a single kind, the kind being, for both uses of ‘to be’. Since ‘to be’ in
its complete and incomplete uses is often employed to make, respectively,
statements of existence and of predication, the semantic closeness of the
two uses implies an existential component of statements of predication. By
contrast, ‘different’ has only an incomplete use: it must be construed with
some complement (which may occasionally remain implicit). If difference,
the kind signified by ‘different’, were identical to being, the kind signified
by ‘to be’, then ‘different’ would have both a complete and an incomplete
use. Difference is therefore different from being."

3 For the formulation here cf. Prm. 133¢8; 13363—4; 13443-8.

4 Cf. Prm. 14383—6; Cherniss (1957b), 18.

5 Cf. Lacey (1959), 49; Xenakis (1959), 33; Moravcsik (1962), 48, s54; Bostock (1984), 92—4; Brown
(1986), 462, 474—7, 478; Moravcsik (1992), 1855 Rickless (2007), 242. Moravcsik (1960), 125 and
Ferg (1976), 337—9 identify the incomplete use of ‘to be’ with its ‘converse” use (on which cf. below,
subsection to n. 184). The account in the main text above differs from that endorsed by some of
the commentators just mentioned, who take there to be a sharp semantic difference between the
complete and the incomplete uses of ‘to be’. My position is close to that of Lesley Brown (cf. below,
n. 80 of Ch. 5 and text thereto). The semantic closeness between the complete and the incomplete
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According to the second exegesis, Plato introduces an ontological clas-
sification. He distinguishes two kinds of beings: some beings are beings
on their own (e.g. fingers, men, horses), others are beings relatively to
something (e.g. large things, fathers). By contras, all things that are differ-
ent are different relatively to something. To clarify, consider first the class
of beings. What is it that makes beings into beings? With some beings,
the answer to this question does not set the beings concerned in relation
to something. For instance, what is it that makes a finger into a being?
The appropriate answer is that what makes a finger into a being is its
being a finger, an answer that does not set the being concerned in relation
to something. With other beings, the answer to the above question does
set the beings concerned in relation to something. For instance, what is
it that makes a large thing into a being? The appropriate answer is that
what makes a large thing into a being is its being larger than things of
the same sort that are of standard size, and this answer does set the being
concerned in relation to something. Consider then the class of things that
are different. What is it that makes a thing that is different different?
With all things that are different, the answer to this question sets things
that are different in relation to something: if about anything that is dif-
ferent one asks what makes it different, the appropriate answer is that
what makes this thing that is different different is its being different from
something, an answer that sets the given thing that is different in relation
to something. Since some beings are beings on their own and some are
beings relatively to something, and since all things that are different are
different relatively to something, it follows that being is different from
difference."

According to the third exegesis, Plato’s distinction between being and
difference relies on the logical structure of sentences involving these kinds.
Being (always viewed as a vowel-kind linking further kinds) can be involved
in sentences with two logical structures, which are displayed in ‘John and
Mary are 25 years old” and ‘John and Mary are married’: the first sentence
says that John and Mary participate in being with respect to the kind

uses of ‘to be’ would be described by Lesley Brown by saying that the complete use of ‘to be’ is
C2 complete. Other verbs have complete and incomplete uses that are not semantically as close
(cf. ‘to grow’ in ‘Jane is growing’ and ‘Jane is growing tomatoes’): in such cases Lesley Brown would
say that the complete use of the verb is C1 complete.

Cf. Apelt (1897), 172; Cornford (1935), 282; Ross (1951), 113—14; Owen (1957), 107; Bluck (1963),
148—50; Meinhardt (1968), 53—4; Vlastos (1970), 290; Seligman (1974), 60—3; Heinaman (1982-83),
186; Heinaman (1983), 14; Movia (1991), 335—6, 342; Szaif (1998), 353—4; Dancy (1999), 59—70;
Malcolm (2006b), 282—4. The second exegesis comes in subtly different versions, which I cannot
follow up. In the main text I offer what seems to me the best possible argument that is recognizably
close to those attributed to Plato by the commentators just mentioned.
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25-years-old independently of one another (this would be reflected in its
formalization by a conjunctive formula, e.g. ‘Oj & Om?’); the second sen-
tence says that John and Mary participate in being with respect to the kind
married relatively to one another (this would be reflected in its formaliza-
tion by an atomic formula with a two-place relation constant, e.g. ‘Vjnr').
Difference can instead be involved in sentences of only one logical struc-
ture, which is displayed in ‘John and Mary are different’: this sentence says
that John and Mary participate in difference with respect to one another
(this would be reflected in its formalization by an atomic formula with
a two-place relation constant, e.g. ‘Djnr’). Difference cannot be involved
in sentences saying that two items participate in it independently of one
another."”

According to the fourth exegesis, Plato distinguishes two incomplete uses
of ‘to be’. On its first incomplete use, ‘to be’ is employed to make statements
of identity: beings are then called beings ‘on their own’ (because whatever
any being is by being identical to it is that being itself). On its second
incomplete use, ‘to be’ is employed to make statements of predication:
beings are then called beings ‘relatively to others’ (because whatever any
being is by participating in it is different from it). By contrast, whatever
is different is called different relatively to something different from it.
Difference is therefore different from being."”

According to the fifth exegesis, Plato distinguishes two classes of beings
on the basis of two incomplete uses of ‘to be’. The two uses of ‘to be’
are not those invoked by the fourth exegesis, namely those involved in
statements of identity and predication, but those induced by ‘definitional’
and ‘ordinary’ readings of sentences.”” The two classes of beings are those
of perceptible particulars and kinds. Consider perceptible particulars first.
A perceptible particular can be called a being only in so far as it instantiates
kinds, which are of course different from it. What entitles a perceptible
particular to rank as a being is its participation in being with respect
to something different from it. This may be expressed by a sentence ‘o
is (a) 9" understood according to its ‘ordinary’ reading (throughout this
paragraph, ‘o’ and ‘¢’ are schematic letters to be replaced, respectively,
with a name and a general term). The condition of perceptible particulars
is described by Plato by saying that ‘of beings, some are spoken of [...]
always relatively to other things’ (255c13-14). Now consider kinds. A kind

17 Cf. de Vries (1988), 390—2.

18 Cf. Owen (1965), 71; Owen (1968a), 108; Owen (1971), 255-8; Wiggins (19771), 289-90; Reeve (1985),
54—s; Bordt (1991), 525—6; Fine (1993), 171—2.

9 Cf. above, subsection to n. 66.
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is entitled to rank as a being not only by its instantiating kinds (which may
be expressed by a sentence ‘o is (a) ¢ understood according to its ‘ordinary’
reading), but also by its being identical to some kind, namely itself (and
this may be expressed by a sentence ‘o is (a) ¢’ understood according to
its ‘definitional’ reading). So, what distinguishes any kind from perceptible
particulars is its participating in being with respect to itself (although it
also participates in being with respect to other things). The condition of
kinds is described by Plato by saying that ‘of beings, some are spoken of
on their own’ (255¢c13—14)."”° Now consider what entitles any item to rank
as something different: it is its participating in difference with respect to
something different from it. Since things can participate in the kind being
with respect both to themselves and to something else, while things can
participate in the kind difference only with respect to something else, the
kind being is different from the kind difference."

Assessment of the interpretations. The third exegesis relies on a comparison
of situations of different types: the kind being connects things through the
mediation a further kind (for instance, it connects John to Mary through
the kind 25-years-old or through the kind married); the kind difference
connects things without the mediation of anything further (for instance,
it connects John to Mary directly).

The fourth and fifth exegesis both presuppose that when Plato says
that ‘of beings, some are spoken of on their own [a¥T& Ka® aiTd], some
always relatively to other things [Trpos &AAa]’ (255C13-14), he is using
the phrase ‘relatively to other things’ (‘mrpos &AM, 255C14) in a strict
way, i.e. as implying distinctness. This might seem to count in favour

120 Since stability is a kind and all kinds instantiate stability, stability instantiates stability, so ‘Stability
is stable’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading. Stability may therefore be described as ‘spoken of on its
own’ by appeal to the ‘ordinary’ reading of ‘Stability is stable’. This, however, does not hold for all
kinds: ‘Change changes’ is false on its ‘ordinary’ reading, so change cannot be described as ‘spoken
of on its own’ by appeal to the ‘ordinary’ reading of ‘Change changes’. Only the ‘definitional’
reading of sentences guarantees that all kinds may be described as ‘spoken of on their own’.

Cf. Frede (1967), 12—29; Meinwald (1991), 75; Frede (1992), 400—2; Frede (1996a), 196—7; Mann
(2000), 88. These commentators offer somewhat different versions of the fifth interpretation,
which I cannot follow up. Let me only mention that they regard ‘being said to be on its own’ and
‘being said to be relatively to other things’ as labels or even descriptions of uses of ‘to be’: one use
of ‘to be’ would be the one induced by something similar to the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences
(cf. n. 80 above), the other the one induced by their ‘ordinary’ reading. This is problematic: as
I pointed out in n. 120 above, ‘Stability is stable’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading, but it is hard
to see how this could be a case where something is said to be relatively to other things (similarly
with ‘Being is a being’ and several other examples). By contrast, according to the interpretation
presented in the main text above, ‘being said to be on its own’ and ‘being said to be relatively to
other things’ are descriptions of the conditions of kinds and perceptible particulars.



146 The communion of kinds

of these interpretations. In fact, it does not. For ‘other’ may be used
loosely, without implying distinctness. Such a loose usage of ‘other’ occurs
in ancient discussions of relatives. For instance, in the Philebus, shortly
after contrasting things beautiful ‘relatively to something’ (“rpds 0, 51C6)
with things beautiful ‘by themselves’ (‘ka®” aUT&’, s1C7), Plato draws this
contrast again by opposing things beautiful ‘relatively to something else’
(‘rpos étepov’, 51D7) to things beautiful ‘on their own’ (‘adTds ka® aliTéS,
s1iD8). Moreover, in a fragment of Plato’s pupil Hermodorus recorded
by Simplicius, the labels ‘by themselves’ and ‘relatively to other things’
introduce absolute and relative beings: ‘Of beings, some are spoken of
by themselves [ka® a0Td], like man and horse, some relatively to other
things [Tpds étepal, and of these some as contraries, like good to bad,
some instead as relative to something [Trpds Ti], and of these some as
determinate, some instead as indeterminate’ (in Ph. 248, 2—s5). Something
similar occurs in Aristotle’s Categories: ‘Relative to something [Trpds T1] are
called such things as those which are said to be just what they are of other
things [¢Tépwv], or in whatever other way relatively to an other [mrpos
gtepov]’ (7, 6%36—7).”" An advocate of the fourth or fifth exegesis might
retort that when he discusses difference, Plato says that ‘the different is
always spoken of relatively to something different [Trpos étepov]’ (255D1):
here ‘different’ is to be taken strictly (i.e. as implying distinctness), hence it
must be taken strictly also in the discussion of being, at 255c13-14." This
retort is answered by pointing out that the occurrence of ‘relatively to other
things’ (‘“rpds &AM, 255C14) is most naturally taken as meaning ‘relatively
to something’ and that the occurrence of ‘relatively to something different’
(‘“rrpos Etepov’, 255D1) may then be understood as providing a ground for
the (unformulated) claim that anything that is different is always spoken
of relatively to something: anything that is different is always spoken of
relatively to something because it is spoken of relatively to something
different from it.

The fourth exegesis faces a problem. It credits Plato with two claims:
that on the use of ‘to be’ corresponding to statements of identity, the only
thing which any being is is that being itself; and that on the use of ‘to
be’ corresponding to statements of predication, all things which any being
is are different from that being. While the first view is uncontroversial,
Plato is committed to rejecting the second. For he says that ‘everything

22 Cf Cat. 6, 5°17; 52205 5°28; 5°32; 7, 6%37; 6%38; 675 8, 11253 117273 Top. 6.8, 1463; Ph. 1.7, 190%35;
Metaph. Ars, 1021*26-8; Frede (1967), 17; Ferg (1976), 338; Heinaman (1983), 155 Bostock (1984),
93; Brown (1986), 476; Szaif (1998), 354; Dancy (1999), 478, 59.

23 Cf. Frede (1967), 17.
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participates in the identical’ (256a7—8). This implies that even on the
use of ‘to be” corresponding to statements of predication, something (i.e.
identity) which some being (i.e. identity) is is not different from that
being."** Plato could adequately draw a distinction between the uses of
‘to be’ corresponding to statements of identity and predication by saying
that while on the use of ‘to be’ corresponding to statements of identity,
the only thing which any being is is that being itself, on the use of ‘to be’
corresponding to statements of predication, az least one thing which any
being is is different from that being. But this distinction cannot be easily
extracted from Plato’s words: ‘Of beings, some are always spoken of on
their own, some relatively to other things’ (255c13-14)."”

The first, third, and fourth exegeses share a problem. By saying that
‘of beings, some. . ., some. ..  (255C13-14), Plato seems to introduce two
disjoint classes of beings. But the second, the third, and the fourth exegeses
do not introduce two disjoint classes of beings: they introduce uses of ‘to
be’ on which the verb is applicable to the same items (i.e. to everything).”*
The exegeses in question can overcome this objection only by rejecting
the assumption on which it relies: by denying that Plato introduces two
disjoint classes of beings. The construction ‘of beings, some. . ., some. ..’
(“TéV bvTwv T& pév. .. T& 8. .. , 255CI13—14) must then be taken not to
introduce a classification. This is strained because constructions of this sort
usually do introduce classifications. The second and the fifth exegeses do
not face this difficulty because they take the passage to introduce disjoint
classes of beings.

In conclusion, the first, third, and fourth exegeses are implausible. It is
difficult to decide between the survivors, namely the second and the fifth
exegeses.

One consideration tells against the second exegesis. The Visitor regards
Theaetetus as acquainted with the distinction between beings: for he intro-
duces it with the words ‘I think you agree that. ..’ (255c13) (he employs
the present ‘you agree’, not the future ‘you will agree’).””” But the classes of
beings introduced by the second exegesis, namely beings that are on their
own (e.g. fingers, men, horses) and beings that are relatively to something
(e.g. large things, fathers), have not been discussed in the dialogue so far.
True, there is evidence that the distinction between beings that are on their
own and beings that are relatively to something was commonplace in the

24 Cf. Nehamas (1982), 203.

'»5 The above translation gives ‘always’ (‘&ei’, 255c14) large scope (cf. above, n. 112) because such a
construal fits better with the fourth exegesis.

26 Cf. Bluck (1963), 147; Kostman (1989), 352—3; Szaif (1998), 354. 27 Cf. Owen (1971), 257.
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Academy.””® However, even if this distinction was commonplace in the
Academy, the Visitor has no reason for regarding Theaetetus as acquainted
with it (for Theaetetus is not a student of the Academy). The fifth exege-
sis is unaffected by this problem: the distinction between ‘ordinary’ and
‘definitional’ readings of sentences, on which the classification of beings is
based according to the fifth exegesis, has been operating for some time in
the dialogue.

An objection may be raised against the fifth exegesis: ““Difference is
different” is true on its “definitional” reading because difference is identical
to itself, contrary to the claim, essential to the fifth exegesis, that what
entitles any item to rank as something different is its participating in
difference with respect to something different from it’. This objection is
misguided. Think of difference and being as two-place relations (although
Plato does not conceive of them in this way, such an approach helps to
clarify the confusion behind the objection). For all x and y, if the two-place
relation of difference obtains between x and y, then x is different from
y. But it is not the case that for all x and y, if the two-place relation of
being obtains between x and y, then x is different from y. This suffices
to show that difference and being are different two-place relations. And
this is, roughly, Plato’s argument. Of course, the two-place relation of
being obtains between difference and difference, both because difference
is identical to difference (which makes ‘Difference is different’ true on its
‘definitional’ reading) and because difference instantiates difference with
respect to everything else (which makes ‘Difference is different’ true on
its ‘ordinary’ reading). But, on reflection, far from refuting the claim that
difference and being are different, this point corroborates it (because it
confirms that for some x, the two-place relation of being obtains between
xand x)."*?

One consideration speaks in favour of the fifth exegesis. Later in the
dialogue, at 257D14—258c6, Plato develops an argument for the claim
that certain kinds are. The argument appears to rely on the assump-
tion that, for a kind, to be is to have a certain specific nature.”® This
assumption fits well with the position which the fifth exegesis attributes to
Plato.
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Cf. Hermodorus apud Simp. in Ph. 248, 2—s; D. L. 3. 108-9; Divisiones Aristoteleae 39B—40B
Mutschmann; Simp. in Cat. 63, 22—4.

Cf. Silverman (2002), 177-8.

Cf. below, subsection to n. 125 of Ch. 5. The same assumption is operative at 245¢8-9: cf. above,
n. 31 of Ch. 3 and text thereto.
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Asl said, itis difficult to decide between the second and the fifth exegeses.
I opt for the fifth because the considerations in its favour outweigh those
in favour of its competitor.

46 APPARENTLY INCONSISTENT SENTENCES

Pairs of sentences concerning change. After arguing that identity and dif-
ference are different from being, change, and stability (255a4—255E7), the
Visitor and Theaetetus resume examining the communion of kinds: no
longer of three, as originally planned, but five. They examine four pairs of
sentences concerning change (25588—256D10) (the symbol ‘<=’ is to be read
as ‘is justified by’):

(1) (255B11-256A2) ‘Change is not-stability’ < ‘Change is different from
stability’
‘Change is’ < ‘Change participates in
being’
(2) (256A3—256B5) ‘Change is not-identical’ < ‘Change is different from
the identical’
‘Change is identical’ < ‘Change is identical to
itself’
(3) (256¢c4—9) ‘Change is not-different’ < ‘Change is different from
the different’
‘Change is different’ < ‘Change is different from
the different’
(4) (256c10—256D10)  ‘Change is a not-being’ < ‘Change is different from
being’
‘Change is a being’ < ‘Change participates in
being’

The last three pairs seem inconsistent. They are not, however, gen-
uinely inconsistent because in uttering them ‘we are not speaking likewise’
(256a11-12). Indeed, both members within each pair are true.

In all four pairs the first member is a negative sentence whereby change
is said to be not-something. In each case, the reason why change is not-this
is that change is different from this, i.e. participates in difference with
respect to this. The importance of difference was anticipated at the end of
the preceding passage, when each of the five very important kinds was said
to be ‘different from the others [ . .. ] by virtue of participating in the idea
of the different’ (255E4—6).
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Pair (7). Here is the discussion of pair (1):

v1s. TTpddTov pev kivnot, ds €0T1 TTAVTATTOOLY ETEPOV 25SEIT
oT&OEWS. ) TGS Aéyouev;

THT. OUTwsS.

vis. O¥ oTdois &p’ éoTiv.

THT. OUSaudds. EI§
vis."EoTi 8¢ ye 81& 1O peTéyev ToU dvTos. 256A1
THT. EoTv. A2
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vis. Let us first say”" that change is completely different from stability. 25SE
Or how do we speak of it?

THT. Like this.

vis. Therefore it is not-stability.

THT. In no way.”*

vis. But it is because it participates in being. 256A

THT. It is.

The second member of pair (1) is the affirmative sentence ‘Change is’
(256A1). Since on earlier occasions the sentence ‘Change and stability are’
was understood as making the claim that change and stability exist,”
‘Change is’ at 256A1 is probably also making an existential claim."”*

Pairs (2)—(4). Pairs (2), (3), and (4) are discussed at 25643—256B5, 256C4—9,
and 256C10-256D10:

vis. AUBis 81 TaAw 1) kivnois étepov TaUToU EoTiv. 25643
THT. ZXES0V.
vis. OU TayTov &pa éoTiv. AS

THT. OU y&p olv.

VIS. AANAG pnv aUTh Y’ fiv TadTov S1dk TO PeTEXEW aU Traw
TaUuToU.

THT. Kad pda.

3 I supply ‘Aéycopev’ from 255E8.

32 ‘In no way’ (‘oUBauds’, 255E15) picks up the ‘not’ (‘o¥’) within ‘not-stability’ (‘o¥ otéo1s’, 255E14).
In other words, Theaetetus’ answer ‘In no way’ is short for ‘Change is in-no-way-stability’. Plato
sometimes uses ‘oU8ap@ds’ to modify an expression complementing ‘eivan’: cf. Phlb. s287; R. 8.
549A1; Lg. 7. 820E11. Two passages, Lg. 1. 63485 and 7. 80643, provide examples with verbs other
than ‘elvar’.

133 Cf. 249B2—4; 250ATT—250BI; 254DIO—II.

B34 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 40; Rosen (1983), 274—6; Brown (1986), 471-3; O’Brien (1991a), 311, 328;
O’Brien (1995), 63, 100, 130; Szaif (1998), 352—3; O’Brien (1999), 30-1; Esposti Ongaro (2008), 250;
Thomas (2008), 643.

35 The reading ‘aTf) y’ fiv TatOV S1&x TO peTéXEW a¥ &V TayTol, adopted by Robinson, is an

emendation proposed by Madvig (1871), 383 (cf. O’Brien (1991a), 273—4; O’Brien (1995), 46). The

main MSS have ‘alTn y’ fjy TaUTOV 81& TO peTéxelv al &yt atol’.
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vis. Tnv kivnotv 871 TadTdév T elval kai pr) ToadTOv
SuoAoynTEoV Kal oU SuoyepavTéov. oU yap STav lTTwMeY
aUTHV TAUTOV Kad pn) TadTév, dpoiws eiprkapey, AN
OTméTaV Pév ToUTdY, S1& TNV PédeCy TadToU Tpods Eautny
oUTw Aéyopev, dTav 8¢ un TawTov, Si& THv Kowwviay al
Batépou, Bi fjv &droywplfouévn TauToU Yéyovey oUk EKeIvo
&AN ETepov, doTe dpbdds ol AéyeTan TTEAIY oU TaUTOV.

THT. TT&vu pév ouv.

vis. Again, change is different from the identical.

THT. Pretty much.

vis. Hence it is not-identical.

THT. Certainly not.”

vis. But it was"” identical to itself because everything participates in the
identical.

THT. Definitely.

vis. Hence we must agree that change is both identical and not-identical
and we must not be annoyed.”" For, when we call it identical and
not-identical, we are not speaking likewise. But, when we call it
identical, we speak thus because of its participation in the identical
with respect to itself, whereas when we call it not-identical, we speak
thus because of its communion with the different, whereby, being
separated from the identical, it becomes not that but different, so
that again it is correctly called not-identical.

THT. Definitely.

vis. Aéywpev &N TTEAv: 1) Kivnols éoTiv éTepov ToU
étépou, kaBdep TadToU Te iV &ANo Kai Tfis 0TAoEWS;
THT. Avaykaiov.
vis. OUy &tepov &p’ ol ) kad ETepov KaTd TOV vuvdn
Aoyov.
THT. AANOA.

vis. Let us then say again: is change different from the different, just as
it was different from the identical and stability?

THT. Necessarily.

vis. Hence, according to the present argument, it is somehow not-
different and different.

THT. True.

36 Here ‘not’ (‘o¥, 256a6) picks up the ‘not’ (‘o¥’) within ‘not-identical’ (‘ov

256A5). In other words, Theaetetus’ answer ‘Certainly not’ is short for ‘It is
not-identical’.
37 Cf. 254D14-15. 138 For ‘Suoyepaivey’ meaning ‘to be annoyed’ cf. Thz. 1951
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vis. Ti oUv &7 TO peT& ToUTO; &p” 0¥ TEOV eV TPLGV 256CI0
gTepov aUTNV Pprioopev elval, ToU 8¢ TET&pTOU UM $AOUEY,
SHoAOYToOVTES QUT Elval TréVTE, Trepl GV Kad &v ois 256D1

Tpoubéueda okoTrelv;
THT. Kad éds; &SUvaTov ydp ouyXwpeiv EAGTTW TOV
&p18pov ToU vuvdt) pavévTos.
vis. A8edds &pa Thv kivnow étepov elvan ToU dvTos D§
Srapar OUEVOL AEy wUEV;
THT. AdgéoTaTa YEv oUv.
vis. OUkoUv 81) caddds 1) kivnots dvTws oUk &v 0Tl Kol
Ov, émeitrep TOU BVTOS PETEYEL
THT. 2a$pE0TATX YE. DIO

vis. What about what comes after this? Shall we say that it [se. change]  256¢
is different from the three and deny that it is different from the 256D
fourth, having agreed that those about and on which we propose to
inquire are five?

THT. How could we? For it is impossible to concede that they are fewer
in number than it appeared just now.

vis. Must we then fearlessly contend that change is different from being?

THT. Most fearlessly.

vis. Is it then clearly the case that change really is a not-being and a
being, since it participates in being?

THT. Most clearly.”

The discussion of pair (2), at 256a3—256Bs, provides an important piece
of information. Earlier the Visitor had declared that there might be some
kinds which are ‘causes of the division” (253¢3) between kinds. Now, at
256B2-3, he says that change is separated from identity because of its
communion with difference. This suggests that difference is a kind causing
division or separation (which, I take it, are the same thing) and that, in
general, if x participates in difference with respect to y then x is separated
from y."+°

The position of the negative particle. The expressions ‘is not-stability’, ‘is
not-identical’, ‘is not-different’, and ‘is a not-being’ are not part of collo-
quial English. Two considerations induce me to employ formulations like
‘Change is not-stability’, ‘Change is not-identical’, etc., however barbaric
they sound.

39 At 25946-25981 Plato advances similar considerations with difference in place of change: difference
is because it participates in being, but is a not-being because it is different from being.

4° Cf. above, n. 39 and text thereto.
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First, the Greek language allows two types of predicate-expression involv-
ing (a form of the verb translated by) ‘to be’, a negative particle, and
a complement: in predicate-expressions of the first type, ‘to be’ is com-
bined with the complex consisting of the negative particle governin% the
complement (cf. ‘¢oTiv oU Sikaios’, ‘is not-just, Arist. /nt. 10, 19°28);
in predicate-expressions of the second type, the negative particle governs
‘to be’ and the complex thus generated is combined with the comple-
ment (cf. ‘oUx o1 Sikaos’, ‘is not just, Arist. /nt. 10, 19b27—8). Only
predicate-expressions of the first type occur in Homer, whereas later classical
authors like Herodotus, Demosthenes, and Plato use predicate-expressions
of both types, with the second type gaining progressively more ground."*"
In these classical authors, predicate-expressions of the two types appear to
be semantically equivalent (choice seems a matter of style). In De inter-
pretatione, probably written not long after Plato’s Sophist and influenced
by it, Aristotle treats ‘oUk &vBpwTos’ (‘not-man’) as a syntactic unit.**
Moreover, both in De interpretatione and in the probably later Prior Ana-
lytics, he compares the logical force of predicate-expressions of the two
types. ¥

Secondly, in the negative members of the first three pairs of sentences
presently under consideration, Plato uses only predicate-expressions of the
first type and avoids those of the second. At least part of the reason is
probably that earlier in the dialogue sentences involving a negative particle
governing ‘to be’ caused insurmountable difficulties. Only in the negative
member of the fourth pair does Plato have the negative particle governing
‘to be’. But when he reaches this result, Plato springs it upon his readers
with inescapable logic: they must swallow the negative construct consisting
of the negative particle governing a form of ‘to be’."+

The use of articles. There is some variation in the form of the inferences
supporting the negative members.”* In two cases, the inference starts with
an instance of the schema ‘Change is different from ¢’ and concludes to
the corresponding instance of ‘Change is not-¢” (with ‘¢’ replaced by an
abstract noun or an adjective). This happens with the negative members
of pairs (1) and (2). With pair (1), the premiss is ‘Change is different from
stability [éTepov oTdoews]” and the conclusion is ‘Change is not-stability
[oU oTdois]’. With pair (2), the premiss is ‘Change is different from

41 Cf. Moorhouse (1959), 138—40; Cavini (1985), 18.
42 Cf. Int. 2, 1630—33; 10, 19°5—12. 43 Cf. Int. 10, 19520125 APr. 1.46, 51°5—52938.
44 Cf. McDowell (1982), 17-8; van Eck (2002), 69. 45 Cf. Lewis (1975), 140—1.
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(the)'* identical [¢Tepov TorToU]” and the conclusion is ‘Change is not-
identical [oU TaTéV]” (note that Plato has no qualms placing the article
before ‘TaTéV’).”#7 On the other hand, in two cases the inference starts
with an instance of the schema ‘Change is different from the ¢ and
concludes to the corresponding instance of ‘Change is not-¢’ (with ‘¢’
replaced by an adjective or a participle). This happens with the negative
members of pairs (3) and (4). With pair (3), the premiss is ‘Change is
different from the different [¢Tepov ToU étépou]” and the conclusion is
‘Change is not-different [oUy &tepov]’. With pair (4), English does not
permit a word-by-word rendering of the Greek, but were one offered then
the result would be ‘Change is different from the being [¢Tepov ToU dvTos]’
for the premiss and ‘Change is not-being [oUk &v]’ for the conclusion
(cf. 259A8—259B1).

This difference in the linguistic form of the inferences carries little
weight."** Elsewhere Plato allows himself to use an adjective with no pre-
fixed article to refer to a kind (for example, at R. 6. s05¢c6 he employs
‘qyafov’ without article to refer to goodness).'*

The ‘is-ambiguity interpretation. Nowhere in the Sophist does Plato use a
sentence like “The verb “to be” has two senses: sometimes it expresses partic-
ipation, on other occasions identity’.”"° Nevertheless, some commentators
hold that in 256a3—25685 and 256c4—256D10, and especially in the first
of these passages, Plato distinguishes the identity sense of ‘to be’ from its
predicative sense.” They maintain this for two reasons: first, they believe
that while the affirmative members of pairs (2)—(4) involve the predica-
tive sense of ‘to be’, their negative members involve its identity sense;"””
secondly, they notice Plato’s remark that in the two members of pair

146 In Greek no article corresponds to this occurrence of ‘the’. But, without ‘the’, the English sentence
would be unbearably harsh.

47 Cf. 254E2; 255A1; 255B8; 255BIL; 255C6; 259D2; Tht. 185C10; 186465 Lewis (1975), 142. At Sph. 255¢9

Plato even uses ‘16 8&Ttepov’, perhaps by analogy with “Td TadTéV’ at 255¢6.

Cf. Brown (2008), 447; van Eck (2008), 107.

49 Cf. Sph. 2558453 Euthphr. 10012135 Hp. Ma. 29387; Men. 74E4—6; Phd. 76D8; 77445 R. 5. 476A4—S5;

Prm. 130Bs; 15843—6; Bury (1897), 215; Burnet (1924), 49; Lewis (1975), 138-9; Malcolm (1981), 288,

292-3; Kirwan (1991), 324; Malcolm (1991), 67, 195.

Cf. above, the paragraphs to which nn. 118 and 124 are appended.

Cf. Ackrill (1957), 82—4; Ryle (1960), 446; Runciman (1962), 89—90, 94; Moravcsik (1962), 513

Bluck (1963), 151-2; Crombie (1963), 400, 499; Brocker (1964), 466; Vlastos (1965), 46—7; Malcolm

(1967), 145; Vlastos (1969), 336; Vlastos (1970), 287—93; Owen (1971), 256—7; von Weizsicker (1973),

234—5; Gémez-Lobo (1977), 39—40; Ray (1984), 66-8; Crivelli (1990), 40, 59; Bordt (1991), 526-7;

Fronterotta (2007), 436—7.

The distinction between the identity sense of ‘to be’” and its predicative sense, introduced by the

fathers of modern logic (cf. Frege (18924), 193—s5; Russell (1903), 64; Russell (1919), 172; Wittgenstein

(1922), 3.323), has become commonplace and made its way into textbooks (cf. e.g. Lemmon (1965),
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(2) ‘we are not speaking likewise’ (256A11-12), a remark whereby a distinc-
tion of senses appears to be drawn.

There are two difficulties for the view that in 256a3—25685 and 256c4—
256D10 Plato distinguishes the identity sense of ‘to be’ from its predicative
sense. The first has to do with the absence of this very verb. The main
evidence for crediting Plato with the distinction in question comes from
the first passage, 256a3—256B5. Here however ‘to be’ does not occur at some
points where one would expect it if Plato were distinguishing two senses
of it. For consider some of Plato’s formulations: “When we call it identical
and not-identical. ..’ (256a11-12), “When we call it identical . ..’ (256B1),
“When we call it not-identical . . .” (256B2). “To be’ is not in sight.””

The second difficulty for the view thatin 256a3—25685 and 256c4—256D10
Plato is distinguishing senses of ‘to be’ comes from the argument a little
earlier that being is different from identity (25588—255c8). This argument
states that an impossibility would follow ‘if “being” and “identical” sig-
nify nothing different’ (255811-12). Bug, if later Plato were to distinguish
between the identity sense of ‘to be’ from its predicative sense, it would be
strange for the first to remain unmentioned here."

Can the exegesis be rescued according to which in 256a3—256B5 and
256c4—256D10 Plato is distinguishing the identity sense of ‘to be’ from
its predicative sense? The second difficulty is pedantic. For the earlier
argument aims at showing that the kind being is different from the kind
identity, and in such a context Plato might feel no need to mention the
identity sense of ‘to be’. Plato might even be refraining from mentioning
it to avoid clouding the issue.

The first difficulty is harder. Recall: it is that ‘to be” does not occur at some
points where one would expect it if Plato were distinguishing two senses
of it. Specifically, in his discussion of pair (2) (256a3—25685) Plato uses the
following formulations: “When we call it identical and not-identical. ..’
(256a11-12), “When we call it identical . ..  (256B1), “When we call it not-
identical . .. " (256B2). However, to begin with, note that ‘to be” occurs in the
initial part of the discussion of pair (2): there Plato says about change that ‘it
is not-identical’ (256As), that ‘it was identical to itself” (256a7), and that it
‘is both identical and not-identical’ (256a10). So ‘to be’ is part of the picture.

160; Thomason (1970), 144—s). Some philosophers, however, contest it (cf. e.g. Williams (1981),
10-12).

53 Cf. Owen (1971), 258; Gosling (1973), 219; Lewis (1975), 1415 Lockwood (1975), 480; Ketchum
(1978), 46; W. J. Prior (1980), 200-1; Bostock (1984), 95—6; Brown (1986), 471; Brown (2002), 12;
Brown (2008), 446.

54 Cf. Bostock (1984), 91—2.
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Also note that Plato wants to alert his readers to the fact that ‘when we call
[eiTrcopev] it [sc. change] identical and not-identical, we are not speaking
[eiprikoev] likewise’ (256a11—-12). The Greek verb translated by ‘we call’,
namely ‘eiTwpev’, may be regarded as a mere stylistic variant of the Greek
verb rendered by ‘we are speaking’ (‘eiprikapev’): for ‘elmrov’ is supplied as
the aorist for ‘eipw’, of which ‘eipnka’ is the perfect.”” It may therefore
be plausibly inferred that Plato wants to focus the reader’s attention on
different ways in which we ‘call’ something something: specifically, on
different ways of ‘calling’ change something. Now suppose Plato had used
‘to be’ at the points where, according to certain commentators, he should
have used it if he had been distinguishing senses of the verb. In other words,
suppose Plato had used some sentence like: “When we call change being
identical and not being identical, we are not speaking likewise’. Then he
would have made a mistake. For the way in which ‘being identical’ (a phrase
involving ‘to be’ in the predicative sense) is applied to change would have
been the same as that in which ‘not being identical’ (a phrase involving
‘to be’ in the identity sense) is applied to it: the difference lies not in the
way the phrases are applied, but in the phrases themselves. So, if Plato
wants to explain the difference between the identity sense of ‘to be” and its
predicative sense in terms of different ways in which we ‘call’ something
something, it becomes clear why he refrains (and why he ought to refrain)
from using ‘to be’ at the points where, according to certain commentators,
he should have used it if he had been distinguishing senses of it. But does
Plato want to explain the difference between the identity sense of ‘to be’ and
its predicative sense in terms of different ways in which we ‘call’ something
something? Why should he? A simple answer is that Plato is taking the
natural course of explaining an ambiguity in terms of ‘speaking in different
ways” and realizes that what on the level of speech acts corresponds to ‘to
be’ in its incomplete use is the speech act of ‘calling’ something something.
By claiming that there are different ways of ‘calling’ something something
(such as those displayed in calling change identical and in calling change
not-identical), Plato is precisely making the point that there are different
senses of ‘to be’ in its incomplete use.

So, the difficulties faced by the exegesis according to which in 256a3—
25685 and 256c4—256D10 Plato is distinguishing the identity sense of ‘to
be’ from its predicative sense are not insurmountable. Three further con-
siderations in favour of this exegesis should be mentioned. First, in his
discussion of pair (3) the Visitor says that change ‘is somehow [¢oTi Tr1)]

55 Cf. LS] s.0. p6o.
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not-different and different’ (256¢7). The adverb ‘somehow’ modifying ‘is’
might be signalling that different senses of ‘to be’ are involved.”® Secondly,
the distinction between the identity sense of ‘to be” and its predicative sense
contributes to solve the argument of the late-learners on one of its plausible
diagnoses (although Plato himself does not explicitly link the distinction
with the late-learners). Thus, the study of the capability of combination
of change with other important kinds would provide the essential tool for
disarming the late-learners. Thirdly, there is external evidence that peo-
ple who were under the spell of the late-learners’ difficulties felt that the
obstacle concerns the verb ‘to be’. Aristotle reports that some of the ‘later
ancients’ were worried at having to admit that ‘the same thing is one and
many’ (Ph. 1.2, 185°27). He adds: ‘“Therefore some abolished “is” [Td ¢oTiv
&¢eirov], like Lycophron, while others modified formulations [Trjv A¢§w
ueTeppUbuIgov], so that the man is not white but has whitened, and is
not walking but walks [6 &vBpwTos oU Aeukds EoTiv dAAK AeAeUkwTal
oUd¢ Padifwy toTiv &AA& Badilel], in order not to make the one many by
applying “is” [fva uf) ToTe TO €0l TTPOCATITOVTES TTOAAX Elval TTO1&T1
TO &v], as if one and being were said in only one way’ (185°27—32). The late-
learners themselves find it difficult to describe a man by ‘applying colours
and shapes and sizes and vices and virtues to him’ (25149-10). Colours,
shapes, sizes, vices, and virtues are all attributed most naturally by using
‘to be’ (cf. ‘is white’, ‘is fat’, is tall’, ‘is cowardly’, and ‘is courageous’). The
list omits actions and states, which (at least in Greek) would be normally
attributed without employing ‘to be’ (cf. ‘walks’, ‘runs’, ‘sleeps’).””” So, the
difficulties of the late-learners are probably connected with ‘to be’. There-
fore if the distinction drawn and exemplified by Plato at 256a3—256B5 and
256C4—256DI0 is a reply to the late-learners, it probably concerns ‘to be’.

It is not clear that the last paragraphs’ defence of the exegesis accord-
ing to which in 256a3—256Bs and 256c4—256D10 Plato distinguishes the
identity sense of ‘to be’ from its predicative sense is successful. Alternatives
interpretations must therefore be explored.

Distinguishing statements of identity and predication without an ambiguity of
70 be’. In his discussion of pair (2) Plato says that ‘when we call it [sc. change]

156 Cf. Vlastos (1970), 292. In some of its occurrences in the Sophist ‘somehow’ (‘rr1y’) may be taken to
mean ‘in some sense’: cf. 241D7; 256B6; 259¢9. It must, however, be acknowledged that ‘somehow’
(‘1) could be understood differently: it could, for instance, express hesitation in front of an
apparent contradiction.

57 A similar point can be made about the Philebus passage (14C11—14D3) that appears to contain
another presentation of the late-learners’ difficulty.
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identical and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12). What
distinction is he drawing? He could still be distinguishing statements of
identity from statements of predication without linking them with senses
of ‘to be’. There are two ways in which he might do this.

The first relies on associating the difference between statements of iden-
tity and predication with expressions which are not (forms of) ‘to be’.””*
Plato might be focusing on whether certain expressions perform the seman-
tic function of naming. Specifically: if both expressions accompanying ‘to
be’ or ‘not to be’ perform the semantic function of naming, then the whole
sentence makes a statement of identity; if instead one of these expressions
performs the semantic function of describing, then the whole sentence
makes a statement of predication. For instance, if ‘change’ and ‘identical’
within ‘Change is identical’ perform the function of naming, then the
whole sentence makes a statement of identity. If instead ‘identical’ per-
forms the function (not of naming, but) of describing, then the whole
‘Change is identical’ makes a statement of predication.

However, the interpretation according to which in 256a3—25685 and
256c4—256D10 Plato is distinguishing statements of identity and predication
on the basis of whether certain expressions perform the semantic function
of naming faces difficulties. If Plato intended to draw such a distinction in
the way suggested then his use of articles would be misleading: for he fails
to employ articles where they would clarify that an expression is used to
name. For instance, at 256a3—6 he explains ‘N kivnois o¥ TaTév EoTv by
‘N kivnois étepov TawToU €0V, not by ‘N kivnois étepov ToU TawTOU
¢oT1v’ (Plato has no qualms about placing the article before ‘“TadTéV’).”
Had Plato intended to distinguish statements of identity and predication
on the basis of whether certain expressions perform the semantic function
of naming, it would have been awkward of him not to resort to the obvious
means of making this clear. So, if the absence of ‘to be’ at crucial points
of Plato’s exposition counts against the interpretation according to which
Plato is distinguishing the identity sense of ‘to be’ from its predicative
sense,'® then the absence of articles at crucial points also counts against
the interpretation according to which Plato is distinguishing statements
of identity and predication on the basis of whether certain expressions
perform the semantic function of naming. Note also that neither in 256A3—
256Bs nor in 256c4—256D10 is anything explicitly said about the use of
names to perform the semantic function of naming or otherwise.

158 Cf. Owen (1971), 251, 257-8; Lockwood (1975), 480; Brown (1986), 471; Brown (2002), 3, 13-16;
Brown (2008), 447—9.
159 Cf. above, n. 147 and text thereto; Bostock (1984), 96—7.  '6° Cf. above, paragraph to n. 153.
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There is a second way in which Plato might be distinguishing statements
of identity and predication without identifying their difference with one
between senses of ‘to be’. Perhaps he draws this distinction without asso-
ciating it with any specific component expression of the sentences used.”’
As far as I can see, this exegesis does not face textual difficulties.

The ‘relational’ interpretation. Some commentators favour a ‘relational’
interpretation of 256A3—256Bs, according to which Plato is hinting at dif-
ferent possible completions of relational expressions.'®* Specifically, the
‘relational’ interpretation assumes that Plato is carrying out two inferences
that involve deleting complements of relational expressions: on the one
hand, he would be inferring ‘Change is different’ from ‘Change is different
from the identical’ and then ‘Change is not-identical’ from ‘Change is dif-
ferent (on the ground that ‘not-identical’ means the same as ‘different’); on
the other hand, he would be inferring ‘Change is identical’ from ‘Change
is identical to change’.

The ‘relational’ interpretation faces a difficulty: it cannot be seamlessly
applied to pairs (3) and (4)."” Consider pair (3), whose members are
‘Change is not-different’ and ‘Change is different’. Both sentences are
inferred from ‘Change is different from the different’, but the mechanism
which the ‘relational’ interpretation assumes to be operating in pair (2)
cannot be applied in the case of pair (3) so as to yield ‘Change is not-
different’: ‘Change is different from the different’ gives ‘Change is not-
identical to the different’ or ‘Change is not-identical’ (on the ground that
‘not-identical’ means the same as ‘different’). One might attempt to rescue
the ‘relational’ interpretation by suggesting that the inference at work starts
with ‘Change is identical to change’ and leads to ‘Change is identical’ and
‘Change is not-different’ (on the ground that ‘not-different’ means the
same as ‘identical’). This rescue, however, generates a further difficulty: it
makes it superfluous to mention ‘Change is different from the different’
(all the materials for inferring ‘Change is not-different’ and ‘Change is
different’ would be already available in 256a3-25685, where ‘Change is
identical to change’ and ‘Change is different from the identical’ are already
present). Matters are even worse with pair (4), whose members are ‘Change
is a not-being’ and ‘Change is a being’. The first sentence is inferred from
‘Change is different from being’, the second from ‘Change participates in
being’. But the mechanism which the ‘relational” interpretation assumes

161 Cf. Brown (1986), 471; Brown (2002), 3, 13-16; Brown (2008), 449.

62 Cf. Anscombe (1966), 4143 Gosling (1973), 218-19. 163 Cf. Brown (2008), 446.
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to be operating in pair (2) cannot be applied to ‘Change is different from
being’ so as to generate ‘Change is a not-being’: what it yields is ‘Change is
different’ and then ‘Change is not-identical’. The ‘relational’ interpretation
must therefore be rejected.

Saturated and unsaturated relations. One might be tempted by a variant
of the ‘relational’ interpretation. When he says that ‘when we call it
[sc. change] identical and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’
(256a11-12), couldn’t Plato be alluding to the fact that when we call change
identical we saturate the second place of the relation of identity (because
we are saying either that change is identical to change or that change is
identical to something), whereas when we call change not-identical we
leave the second place of the relation of identity unsaturated (because what
we are saying is that change is different from identity)?"**

This will also not work. For, when Plato considers the possibility of
change being stable (256B6-256C3), one is supposed to infer that in this
case too ‘we must not be annoyed’ (256a11) because ‘we are not speaking
likewise’ (256a11—12). But, since stability is not a relation, there is no
question of a second place of it being saturated in one case and remaining
unsaturated in the other.

The ambiguity of ‘not’. So, again, what distinction is Plato drawing when,
in his discussion of pair (2), he says that ‘when we call it [sc. change]
identical and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12)? One
might be tempted to locate an ambiguity in ‘not’. Plato’s view is perhaps
that the expression ‘not-identical’ may be used in two ways depending on
how one understands the negative particle ‘not’. On one way of under-
standing ‘not’, the application of ‘not-identical’ to change is taken to
mean that change is different from identity; on another way of under-
standing ‘not’, the application of ‘not-identical’ to change is taken to
mean that change does not instantiate identity (with respect to some
unspecified item).'®’

Whatever the textual merits of this interpretation, it should be rejected
because it fails to credit Plato with a philosophically acceptable position:
for it generates two possible readings for negative sentences without per-
forming a parallel service for affirmative sentences (which do not contain
an occurrence of ‘not’ that could generate the two readings).”°

164 Cf. Bostock (1984), 97-8. 165 Cf. Lewis (1975), 134—6. 166 Cf. Brown (2002), 13.
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Definitional’ and ‘ordinary’ readings of sentences. Earlier I argued that the
distinction between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences plays
a role in the Sophist.*” Plato could have this distinction in mind when, in
his discussion of pair (2), he says that ‘when we call it [sc. change] identical
and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12)."%*

In fact, the distinction between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of
sentences yields the desired results. For, as I pointed out earlier, ‘Change
is not identical’, ‘Change is not different’, and ‘Change is not a being’
are all true if they are understood according to their ‘definitional’ reading:
and (the position of the negative particle ‘not’ aside) these are the negative
members of the last three pairs of sentences. The negative member of the
first pair, ‘Change is not-stability’, can be regarded as a negative descriptive
sentence, meaning more or less the same as ‘Change is not a (case of)
stability’: this is also true on its ‘definitional’ reading. On the other hand,
‘Change is a being’, ‘Change is identical’, and ‘Change is different’, i.e. the
affirmative members of the pairs of sentences, are all true on their ‘ordinary’
reading.

Evaluation of the interpretations. Only three options are viable: when, in
his discussion of pair (2), he says that ‘when we call it [sc. change] identical
and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12), Plato could
have in mind either the distinction between the identity sense of ‘to be’
and its predicative sense, or a distinction between statements of identity
and predication not linked with any component of the sentences used, or
the distinction between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’” readings of sentences.

Considerations of economy make it unlikely that both the distinction
between statements of identity and predication (be it connected with senses
of ‘to be’” or independent of any components of the sentences used) and
that between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences play a role
in the central part of the Sophist. Since the distinction between ‘ordinary’
and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences is surely operative in the dialogue,
it is probably the distinction Plato has in mind when he says that ‘when we
call it [se. change] identical and not-identical, we are not speaking likewise’
(256A11-12).

Is change stable? The following exchange occurs at 256B6—256¢3, between
the discussions of pairs (2) and (3):

167 Cf. above, subsections to nn. 66, 81, 82, and $6.
168 Cf. Frede (1967), 71-2; Frede (1992), 422-3.
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vis. OUkoUv k&v €l Tr1) peTeA&pPavey adTn Kivnots 256B6
0T&OEWS, 0USEY &V &TOTIOV TV OTACIMOV QUTNV TTPOCXyO-
pevELY;
THT. OpBoTaTd Ye, lrep TGOV yevddv ouyxwpnood-
ueba T& pev &AATAo1s E0€AeY pelyvuobal, T& BE ). BIO
vis. Kal pryv émri ye Thv ToUTou mrpdTepov &roddelfiv 1 256C1
TGOV ViV &ikoueda, EAéyxovTes WS ETL KATX PUCTV TAUTT).
THT. 1655 yap oU; c3

vis. So, even if change itself had somehow participated in stability, it 2568
would not have been absurd to call it stable?

THT. Absolutely correct, if we are to agree that some kinds consent to
mix with one another and some do not.

vis. And we achieved the demonstration of this before the present ones,
by offering a refutation to the effect that it is this way according to
nature.

THT. Precisely.

169

256C

The Visitor’s initial remark, ‘Even if change itself had somehow participated
[k&v € T peTeAduPavev] in stability, it would not have been [oU8tv
&v...fv] absurd to call it stable’ (25686-8), is a counterfactual conditional
(‘el’ with the indicative imperfect in the protasis combined with ‘&v’ with
the indicative imperfect in the apodosis is one of the standard forms of
the counterfactual conditional).””® Many commentators therefore believe
that the Visitor is committing himself to the contradictories of both its
antecedent and its consequent, i.e. both to the claim that change does not
participate in stability in any way and to the claim that it is absurd to call
change stable.”’

This interpretation faces a difficulty. In the last subsection I argued
that the distinction of linguistic usages operative in the discussion of pairs
of apparently inconsistent sentences concerning change is that between
‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readingss of sentences. Since ‘Change is stable’
is true on its ordinary reading, it follows both that there is a way in
which change partakes of stability and that it is not absurd to call change
stable. But, according to the interpretation under consideration, the Visitor
commits himself both to the claim that change does not participate in

169 Cf. 252E1-253A3.

170 Cf. Kiihner and Gerth (1892-1904), 11.2 469—70. For the combination of ‘k&v’ with ‘e’ see LS] s.2.
K&V L1

7 Cf. Heindorf (1810), 414; Malcolm (1985¢), 85; de Rijk (1986), 163; Roberts (1986), 240; Meinhardt
(1990), 238; Stough (1990), 365; O’Brien (1995), 108; Notomi (1999), 242; van Eck (2000), 57;
Brown (2002), 14; Brown (2008), 445, 448.
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stability in any way and to the claim that it is absurd to call change stable. It
would be awkward for the Visitor to commit himself to this in the middle of
an exchange in which he explicitly helps himself to the distinction between
‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences, thinking of which he
says that ‘when we call it [sc. change] identical and not-identical, we are
not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12). Moreover, Plato earlier argued that ‘by
its own nature, being neither is stable nor changes’ (250c6-7) and then
pretended to be puzzled by the fact that being is ‘outside of both of these
[sc. change and stability]’ (250D2). The condition of change is analogous to
that of being: change also ‘by its own nature’ is not stable but nevertheless
is not ‘outside’ stability. It beggars belief to suppose that Plato would have
failed to realize this.

This difficulty should lead one to question the interpretation of the
Visitor’s initial remark outlined in the penultimate paragraph. One textual
hint should be taken into account: the occurrence of the adverb ‘somehow’
(‘rr)’) at 25686 is matched by its presence shortly later, at 256¢7."”* This
suggests that the Visitor is indicating that the distinction of linguistic usages
that may be observed in the pairs of apparently inconsistent sentences
concerning change plays a role also with respect to ‘Change is stable’. In
the last subsection I argued that the distinction of linguistic usages relevant
to the pairs of apparently inconsistent sentences concerning change is
that between ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences. Thus, the
Visitor is probably hinting that the sentence ‘Change is stable’ has both a
‘definitional’ and an ‘ordinary’ reading, and it is false on the first but true
on the second.”” So far the sentence ‘Change is stable’ was always treated
as false'’* because it was always understood according to its ‘definitional’
reading. The moment has come to mention that it is also true, albeit on a
different reading.

There are two reasons why this is the moment for the Visitor to raise
the issue of the two readings of ‘Change is stable’. First, the Visitor has just
said that ‘when we call it [sc. change] identical and not-identical, we are
not speaking likewise’ (256a11-12), and the different ways of speaking are
those corresponding to ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences.
Secondly, there is an asymmetry within the discussion of pairs of apparently
inconsistent sentences concerning change. In pairs (2), (3), and (4) the
second member (‘Change is identical’, ‘Change is different’, and ‘Change

17> Cf. above, n. 156; Apelt (1897), 174; Frede (1967), 34; Kostman (1989), 348; Mann (2000), 181.
173 Cf. Apelt (1897), 174; Frede (1967), 34; Striker (1970), 38—9; Mann (2000), 181.
174 Cf. 250B5—7; 252D6—11; 254D7—9; 255A47—255B2.
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is a being) is obtained by deleting a negative particle from the predicate-
expression of the first member (‘Change is not-identical’, ‘Change is not-
different’, and ‘Change is a not-being’). Pair (1) is anomalous: its second
member, ‘Change is’, is not obtained by deleting a negative particle from
the predicate-expression of the first member, ‘Change is not-stability’.
The reason for the anomaly is clear. The Visitor wants both members
of each of his pairs to be true, but the sentence obtained by deleting a
negative particle from the predicate-expression of ‘Change is not-stability’
is ‘Change is stable’ (ignore the difference between ‘stability’ and ‘stable’).
This sentence has been so far regarded as false.'”” Saying immediately that
there is a reading of ‘Change is stable’ on which it is true would have
been hard on Theaetetus. For this reason the Visitor replaces ‘Change
is stable’ with ‘Change is’, a sentence previously recognized as true.'”®
Once he has introduced the distinction of readings in his discussion of
‘Change is identical’ and ‘Change is not-identical’, the Visitor may go
back to the first pair. He does not need to repeat that ‘Change is not-
stability’ is true: he only needs to add that ‘Change is stable’ is true on one

reading."”’
The consequent of the counterfactual conditional that constitutes the
Visitor’s initial remark is: ‘... it would not have been absurd to call it

[sc. change] stable’ (256B7-8). There is surely a cross-reference to an ear-
lier observation by the Visitor himself: he had emphatically declared that
‘this is most necessarily impossible [Tads peyioTaus &vdykais &dUvaTov],
that change come to be stable [kivnow...ioTaca]’ (252p9-10). This
amounted to regarding it as absurd to call change stable. Earlier, the Vis-
itor focused on the ‘definitional’ reading of ‘Change is stable’: since the
kind change is different from the kind stability, he correctly concluded
that ‘Change is stable’, which he understood according to its ‘definitional’
reading, is false. He stated this conclusion by saying that ‘this is most nec-
essarily impossible, that change come to be stable’ (252p9-10). He could
also have stated it by saying that it is ‘absurd to call it [sc. change] sta-
ble’ (25687-8). Now, the Visitor concentrates on the ‘ordinary’ reading of
‘Change is stable’: since the kind change instantiates the kind stability, he
correctly hints that ‘Change is stable’, which he understands according to
its ‘ordinary’ reading, is true. To this result he alludes by hinting that it is

175 Cf. above, n. 174. 176 Cf. above, n. 133; Brown (2002), 11.

177 Lesley Brown explores a different explanation of the purpose of the Visitor’s first remark at 25686-8.
But it stands or falls together with an interpretation of Plato’s analysis of the pairs of apparently
inconsistent sentences which I previously rejected (cf. above, paragraph to n. 159).
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not ‘absurd to call it [sc. change] stable’ (25687-8). He could have added
that it is not the case that ‘this is most necessarily impossible, that change
come to be stable’ (252D9-10)."7%

Theaetetus endorses the Visitor’s initial remark: ‘Absolutely correct, if
we are to agree that some kinds consent to mix with one another and
some do not’ (25689-10). By recalling the previously established result that
‘some kinds consent to mix with one another and some do not’ (25689-10),
Theaetetus intends to mitigate the surprise caused by the suggestion that
change ‘somehow’ participates in stability: since some kinds consent to mix
and others do not, one should not be astonished at discovering that change
‘somehow’ participates in stability."””

The problem remains that the Visitor’s initial remark is a counterfactual
conditional: ‘Even if change itself had somehow participated in stability,
it would not have been absurd to call it stable’ (25686-8). The Visitor
therefore appears to commit himself to the claims that change does not
participate in stability in any way and that it is absurd to call change
stable. This problem may perhaps be solved by assuming that the Visitor’s
counterfactual conditional is a rhetorical device ushering a new approach.
In other words, the Visitor is not committing himself to the claims that
change does not participate in stability in any way and that it is absurd to
call change stable; rather, he is alluding to the fact that so far the possibility
that change somehow participate in stability and be called stable was either

denied or ignored.” The Visitor’s remark might perhaps be paraphrased

178 Lacey (1959), 50 has a different explanation of why one could regard it absurd to call change

stable (cf. Heinaman (1981), 65): even in the unreal situation where change participates in stability,
someone might have been inclined to think that it was absurd to call change stable. For, even in
this unreal situation, change would have been called not only stable but also not-stability, and
one might have regarded this as an inconsistent description. The impression of inconsistency, and
therefore absurdity, would have dissolved once one realized that in the unreal situation change’s
participation in stability would have obtained together with its participation in difference from
stability. One point tells against Lacey’s reconstruction: were it correct, one would expect Plato
to say that the impression of absurdity derives from the fact that change is called both stable and
not-stability (cf. 256a10-11). Plato, however, only says that the impression of absurdity arises from
the fact that change is called stable.

179 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 154—5; Apelt (1897), 174; Cambiano (1981), 464. Some commentators
find it difficult to explain how the thesis that ‘some kinds consent to mix with one another and
some do not’ (25689—10) could be relevant at this point. This difficulty induces some to emend
the text: either to postulate a lacuna between 25688 and 25689, where the Visitor’s initial remark
and Theaetetus” endorsement of it join (cf. Schleiermacher (1807), 496; Heindorf (1810), 413-14;
Schleiermacher (1824), s12; Ritter (1910), 61; Cornford (1935), 287), or to transpose or delete the
Visitor’s initial remark (cf. Peipers (1883), 327-8, 340; Roberts (1986), 241).

180 Cf. above, n. 174.
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as follows: ‘If, contrary to what we said so far, change does somehow
participate in stability, then, contrary to what we said so far, it is not
absurd to call it stable’.”"

Many will remain unconvinced by my considerations in the last para-
graph. The price they must pay is to accept that the Visitor commits himself
to the claims that change does not participate in stability in any way and
that it is absurd to call change stable, and therefore to saddle him with a
complete failure to recognize that the kind change is stable like all other
kinds. This is too high a price for me.

Granted that the account offered in the preceding paragraphs is on the
right track, it should be noted that the Visitor’s hint that change ‘somehow’
participates in stability probably presupposes that there are several ways in
which a kind can participate in a kind. The ‘ordinary’ and the ‘definitional’
reading of sentences will then correspond to different ways in which a kind
can participate in a kind."*

4.7 NOT-BEING AND DIFFERENCE

An exchange about not-being and difference. After examining several pairs
of apparently inconsistent sentences concerning change (255E8—256D10),
the Visitor and Theaetetus proceed to discuss not-being and difference
(256D11—257412). This discussion divides into two halves: the first estab-
lishes some general results (256D11—256E8); the second applies them to the
kind being (257A1-12).

Here is the first half:
vis."EoTwv &pa &€ &vdykns T un Sv &l Te KWhoews 256DII
€lval Kad KaTa TTAVTa T Yévn® KaTd TavTa y&p 1) fatépou
PUoIs ETepov &mrepyadopévn ToU vTos EKaoTov oUK OV 256EI

Trolel, Kal oupTravTa 81 KaTd TadTd oUTws oUk dvta dpbids

gpoUpev, kol TTEAW, OTL peTéyel ToU duTos, elvad Te Kai

dvTa.
THT. KivduveUel. ES
v1s. Tepi EkaoTov &pa TGV ei8GV TTOAU pév €0Tl TO dv,

&rrelpov 8¢ AN Bel TO Y| Ov.
THT. "Eoikev. ES

81 Ritter (1910), 61 also thinks that Plato’s formulation should not be understood so strongly as to
amount to a counterfactual conditional.
182 Cf. Kostman (1989), 348; above, n. 85 and text thereto.
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vis. It is therefore necessarily the case™ that not-being be about change 256D
and with respect to all kinds: for, with respect to all of them, the 256E
nature of the different, by rendering each one different from being,
makes it a not-being, and thus we will correctly call them all together
in the same way not-beings, and again, since they participate in
being, we will say that they are and call them beings.

THT. Possibly.

vis. Therefore about each of the kinds what is is a lot whereas what is
not is of indefinite multitude.

THT. So it seems.

The Visitor makes two remarks, at 256D11—256E4 and 256E6—7. Theaetetus
approves both, at 256E5 and 256E8.

The converse use of ‘to be’. The initial sentence of the Visitor’s first remark,
Teis [...] necessarily the case that not-being be about change and with
respect to all kinds’ (256p11-12), displays the converse use of ‘to be’,"* i.e.
the use of ‘to be’ followed by ‘about’. ‘About’ translates ‘i’ with the
genitive,183 ‘¢l with the dative,”®® “mepi’ with the accusative,”®” or ‘“mrepf’
with the genitive.™ When the converse use of ‘to be’ is involved, ‘(The) ¢ is
about o’ is equivalent to ‘o is (a) ¢ (throughout this subsection, ‘¢’ and ‘o’
are schematic letters to be replaced, respectively, with a general term and a
name). Thus, in the initial sentence of the Visitor’s first remark at 256D11—
12, ‘... that not-being be about change...’ (256p11-12) is equivalent to
‘... that change be a not-being. ..’ (cf. 256D8). Again, ‘Sitting is about
Theaetetus’ is equivalent to “Theaetetus is sitting’. There is also a converse
use of ‘not to be’, whereby ‘(The) ¢ is not about o’ is equivalent to ‘o is
not (a) ¢. For instance, “The stable is not about change’ is equivalent to
‘Change is not stable’.

183 | take ‘¥o1v’ (256p11) as veridical: ‘it is the case that’ (cf. Stallbaum (1840), 197; Campbell (1867),

Sph. 156; Apelt (1897), 176). For ‘€€ &véykns’ modifying a veridical ‘¢ov’ cf. 25948—259B1; Arist.
APr. 1.15, 34°17. There is no need to take ‘oT1v’ to mean ‘it is possible’, yielding the cumbersome
‘It is therefore necessarily possible that. .. .

Cf. Moravcsik (1960), 127; Kamlah (1963), 25; Frede (1967), 53; Lewis (1976), 110.

Cf. 256D11.

Cf. 247D2. It remains unclear whether ‘¢’ &AM AoV’ at 252078 is a case of ‘¢ri’ with the genitive
or the dative.

Cf. 248€5; 249812 (perhaps); 255A11; 256EG; 261B1—2; 263B12; R. 10. 596A7; 596B3.

Cf. 26384—5 and 263811, where, however, the near presence of ‘Aéyew’ probably influences the
construction. ‘kat&’ with the accusative is perhaps also amenable to being rendered by ‘about’
(cf. 256D12).
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If an occurrence of ‘to be about’ is an example of the converse use of ‘to
be’, it can mean the same as ‘to hold of’. The converse use of ‘to be’ will be
important later in the dialogue, when truth and falsehood are explained. It
remains unclear whether the subject expression of a sentence involving the
converse use of ‘to be” or ‘not to be’ must refer to a kind: does ‘not-being’
in ‘Not-being is about change’ refer to a kind?

The standard interpretation of 256D11—256ES. The initial sentence of the
Visitor’s first remark, ‘Itis [ . . . ] necessarily the case that not-being be about
change and with respect to all kinds’ (256p11-12), sparked an exegetical
debate. According to its ‘standard interpretation’,” two steps are taken in
this sentence.

The claim made in the first step, ‘that not-being be about change’
(256D11-12), is equivalent to the claim, made in the immediately preceding
lines, that ‘change really is a not-being’ (25608). The ground for this claim
was that the kind change is different from the kind being.

The second step is a generalization to all kinds, or rather to all kinds
other than being, of the first step’s claim about change. The generalization
is that not-being is about every kind other than the kind being. The ground
for this generalization is analogous to that for the claim about change: the
reason why not-being is about every kind other than the kind being is that
every such kind is a not-being because it is different from the kind being.

A difficulty for the standard interpretation of 256D1r—256€8. Look at the
Visitor’s second remark: “Therefore about each of the kinds what is is a
lot whereas what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256E6—7). It expresses
a conclusion (notice the initial ‘therefore’) and it has an affirmative and a
negative component.

Consider first the affirmative component: the claim that ‘about each of
the kinds what is is a lot’ (256E6). In the course of the earlier discussion of
pairs of sentences (255E8—256D10), change was said to participate in several
kinds: in being (25641, 256D8-9), identity (with respect to itself) (256a7—
8, 256B1), and difference (with respect to identity) (25682—3). Each of
these participations provided a justification for describing change as being
something: change is a being (25608-9), identical (256a7, 256B1-2), and
different (256B3—4). The point may be generalized: every kind participates

89 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 156; Runciman (1962), 84—s; Vlastos (1970), 289; Seligman (1974), 76;
Lewis (1976), 91—2, 94, 109; McDowell (1982), 117-8; Ray (1984), 68; Brown (1986), 468, 473;
Movia (1991), 376—7; O’Brien (1991a), 304; Frede (1992), 403; O’Brien (1995), 50—3; Szaif (1998),
432; Fronterotta (2007), 439; Centrone (2008), 197.
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in many kinds and therefore is many things. “Therefore about each of the
kinds what is is a lot’ (256E6) (converse use of ‘to be’)."°

Let me lay out the argument for the affirmative component of the
Visitor’s second remark in a way that links it to my favoured exegesis of
the preceding pages of the dialogue. For every substitution of ‘o’ with a
name of a kind, there are many substitutions of ‘¢’ with general terms that
signify reciprocally different kinds such that the following goes through:

[a] o instantiates the kind @.

B] ois (a) 9.
[y] (The) ¢ is about o.

The inference from [B] to [y] is straightforward: it relies on the switch
from the direct use of ‘to be’, in ‘c is (a) ¢’, to its converse use, in ‘(The)
¢ is about o’. As for the inference from [a] to [B], consider the use of
‘to be’ induced by the ‘ordinary’ reading of sentences. According to the
stipulations whereby the ‘ordinary’ reading of sentences was introduced,
for any substitution of ‘c” and ‘¢’ with, respectively, a name and a general
term that signifies a kind, ‘o is (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading just if
the entity signified by ‘o’ instantiates the kind signified by ‘¢’."”" But now,
for any substitution of ‘o’ with a name of a kind, ‘0’ signifies the kind
it names, i.e. 0,"” so that the entity signified by ‘o’ is 0. Moreover, for
any substitution of ‘¢’ with a general term that signifies a kind, the kind
signified by ‘@’ is the kind ¢. Therefore, for any substitution of ‘o’ and ‘¢’
with, respectively, a name of a kind and a general term that signifies a kind,
‘o is (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading just if o instantiates the kind ¢.
This warrants the inference from [a] to [B].

Inspect, then, the negative component of the Visitor’s second remark:
the claim that ‘about each of the kinds [...] what is not is of indefinite
multitude’ (256E6—7). In the course of the earlier discussion of pairs of
sentences (255E8—256D10), change was shown to be different from several
kinds: from stability (255E11-12), identity (256a3), difference (256c4—s),
and being (256D5—6). The point may be generalized: every kind is different
from all other kinds, which are indefinitely many. Hence every kind is
not indefinitely many things, so that about it ‘what is not is of indefinite
multitude’ (256E7) (converse use of ‘not to be’).

9% The affirmative component of the conclusion (at 256£6) has been interpreted in many different
ways. An exegesis in terms of the converse use of ‘to be’ is, however, mandatory because of the cross-
reference at 263811-12. It remains unclear whether the immediately preceding claim that all kinds
‘participate in being’ (256E3) plays a role in the inference leading to the affirmative component
(cf. Brown (1986), 473—4).

' Cf. above, paragraph to n. 67.

192 Cf. above, n. 79 and text thereto.
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The argument for the negative component of the Visitor’s second remark
may also be presented in a way that links it to my favoured exegesis of the
preceding pages of the dialogue. For every substitution of ‘o’ with a name
of a kind, there are indefinitely many substitutions of ‘¢’ with general
terms that signify reciprocally different kinds such that the following goes
through:

[8] o is different from the kind ¢.
[¢e] o is not (a) ¢.

[¢] (The) @ is not about o.

The inference from [e] to [¢] depends on the switch from the direct use
of ‘not to be’, in ‘c is not (a) ¢, to its converse use, in ‘(The) ¢ is not
about ¢’. As for the inference from [8] to [g], consider the use of ‘not
to be” induced by the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences. According to the
stipulations whereby the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences was introduced,
for any substitution of ‘c” and ‘¢’ with, respectively, a name and a general
term both of which signify kinds, ‘c is not (a) @’ is true on its ‘definitional’
reading just if the kind signified by ‘o’ is different from the kind signified
by ‘¢’."” But, as before, for any substitution of ‘c’ with a name of a kind,
‘o’ signifies the kind it names, i.e. o, so that the kind signified by ‘o’ is o.
Moreover, for any substitution of ‘¢’ with a general term that signifies a
kind, the kind signified by ‘¢’ is the kind ¢. Therefore, for any substitution
of ‘o’ and ‘¢’ with, respectively, a name of a kind and a general term that
signifies a kind, ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true on its ‘definitional’ reading just if o
is different from the kind ¢. This warrants the inference from [8] to [e].

Suppose that the above reconstruction of what lies behind the Visitor’s
second remark is right. One then wonders what role is played by the
Visitor’s first remark, if its standard interpretation is correct. For, if
the standard interpretation of the Visitor’s first remark is correct, then
the first remark explains that kinds other than the kind being are not-
beings because they are different from the kind being, but it says nothing
to the effect that kinds are not so-and-so because they are different from
the kind so-and-so."*

A defense of the standard interpretation. The standard interpretation can
be defended. The passage under scrutiny, 256D11—256E8, belongs to a
long argument running from 25588 to 257a12. The argument’s conclu-
sion, reached at 257a1-12, is that being is not (for it is not indefinitely

193 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 69.
94 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 156—7; Frede (1967), 85; van Eck (2002), 66-8; Centrone (2008), 197.



Not-being and difference 171

many things because it is different from indefinitely many kinds). Since
this conclusion is formulated by using ‘not to be’, and since earlier in
the dialogue ‘not to be’ was a source of insurmountable difficulties, the
argument’s initial stage (255E8—256C9) avoids ‘not to be’. Specifically, in
the argument’s initial stage, situations where a kind F is different from a
kind K are not described by sentences of the form ‘o is not (a) ¢’, but
by sentences of the form ‘o is (a) not-¢” (where ‘c” and ‘¢’ are replaced,
respectively, with a name of Fand a general term that signifies K): ‘Change
is not-stability’ (255E14), ‘Change is not-identical’ (25645 and 256410), and
‘Change is not-different’ (256c7)."” The argument’s second stage (256c10—
256D10) considers the structurally similar case of change and being. Since
change is different from being, the situation is described by the sentence
‘Change is a not-being’ (256D8). In effect, a use of ‘not being’ has now been
established whereby the expression can be applied to the kind change. The
argument’s third stage (256D11—256E5) immediately applies this use of ‘not
being’ to all kinds other than being (cf. 256D11-12, 256E1, and 256E2). Once
the ice has been thus broken, ‘not to be’” can be deployed for cases where it
had been avoided: situations where a kind F is different from a kind K can
now be described by sentences of the form ‘o is not (a) ¢’ (with ‘o’ and ‘¢’
replaced, respectively, with a name of F and a general term that signifies
K). The argument’s fourth stage (256E6—8) capitalizes on this possibility in
terms of the converse use of ‘not to be’. This warrants the result that ‘about
each of the kinds [...] what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256E6—
7). The argument’s fifth and final stage (257a1-12) reaches the conclusion
that ‘being, however many the others are, with respect to as many is not’
(25744-5)."°

This defence of the standard interpretation is rather convincing but not
fully persuasive. What is Plato’s justification for introducing the use of ‘not
to be’ whereby situations where a kind F is different from a kind K are
described by sentences of the form ‘o is not (a) ¢’ (where ‘o’ and ‘¢’ are
replaced, respectively, with a name of F and a general term that signifies
K)? In effect, it boils down to his having managed to break the ice with
respect to the combination of ‘not’ with ‘to be’. Specifically, it comes to his
having been able to apply ‘not being’ in a completely different situation, i.e.
in descriptions of kinds as different from the kind being. Such a rhetorical
character of Plato’s argument might leave one uneasy.””

195 Cf. above, subsection to n. 141. 196 Cf. McDowell (1982), 117-18, 125.
97 Some commentators propose a different defence of the standard interpretation (cf. O’Brien (1991a),
275, 290, 305; O’Brien (1995), 52, 70, 93—4; Szaif (1998), 450). They attribute to Plato a use of ‘not
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The interpretation of 256DI1I—256E8 proposed by Job van Eck. Some com-
mentators who notice the difficulties faced by the standard interpretation
suggest alternative exegeses. I examine one recent proposal, put forward
by Job van Eck.”® According to van Eck, one should avoid regarding the
second half of the initial sentence of the Visitor’s first remark as a gener-
alization of its first half: when the Visitor says that ‘it is [ .. .] necessarily
the case that not-being be about change and with respect to all kinds’
(256D11-12), he does not first make a claim about the kind change (i.e. that
not-being is about it because it is different from the kind being) and then
generalize it to one about all kinds other than being (i.e. that not-being
is about each one of them because each is different from the kind being).
Rather, by saying that ‘it is [...] necessarily the case that not-being be
about change and with respect to all kinds’ (256p11-12), the Visitor intro-
duces two types of not-being that are about change: on the one hand, the
not-being that is about change because change is different from being; on
the other, not-being with respect to all kinds, or rather with respect to
all kinds other than change, which is also about change. The second type
of not-being is a novelty and needs explaining. The explanation comes in
the continuation of the Visitor’s first remark: ‘For, with respect to all of
them, the nature of the different, by rendering each one different from
being, makes it a not-being’ (256D12—256E2). According to van Eck, the
explanation amounts to the following: for all kinds Fand X, if Fis different
from K then F is different from being with respect to X, so that F is a
not-being with respect to K. For instance, since change is different from
stability, change is different from being with respect to stability, i.e. from
being-stable, so that change is a not-being with respect to stability. The
Greek sentence ‘Kot T&vTA. . . 1) BaTépou PpUoIs ETepov &repyaGopévn
ToU 8vTOS Ko TOV OUK &V Trotel’ (256D12—256E2) involves two cases of a
single expression construed in common with two expressions: ‘€xacToV’ is
construed in common with ‘&mepyafopévn’ and ‘“moiel’ (it is the object of
both); ‘kat& wévTa’ is construed in common with ‘ToU évTtos’ and ‘oUx

being’ according to which for all kinds F and X, if F is different from K then ‘not being’ is true
of Fbecause Fis not-K and Kis a being. Such an exegesis makes a mockery of the logic of Plato’s
argument. By parity of reasoning, it would follow that ‘not Italian” applies to me because I am
different from some Italian.

Cf. van Eck (2000), 73—4; van Eck (2002), 69—70. Frede (1967), 85 proposes to understand the
occurrences of ‘0Uk 8V’ at 256D8 and ‘wry 8V’ at 25611 in the light of that of ‘un) v’ at 25783, i.c.
as difference from everything that is. This suggestion is hard to reconcile with the fact that the
first of these formulations is concerned with difference from the kind being itself. Frede (1992),
403 apparently accepts the standard interpretation (cf. n. 189 above) and therefore seems to have
changed his mind on this issue.
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&V’ (it links with the predicate position of both).”” This exegesis avoids
the difficulty faced by the standard interpretation because it warrants the
negative component of the conclusion inferred by the Visitor. For, for every
kind Fand every kind K other than F, Fis different from being with respect
to K, so that Fis a not-being with respect to K. This warrants the negative
component of the Visitor’s conclusion, that ‘about each of the kinds [ . . . ]
what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256£6—7).

The reconstruction offered by van Eck faces some difficulties. Is any kind
different from being with respect to it? If it is, then the argument attributed
to Plato by van Eck requires that such a kind be a not-being with respect to
itself. This consequence, however, clashes with some remarks made later in
the Sophist (cf. 25744—6 and 258B11—258c1). Thus, van Eck’s exegesis gives
Plato a consistent position only if he accepts that every kind is identical to
being with respect to it. But this is controversial. One might argue that every
kind is identical to being with respect to it because there is no recognizable
difference between a kind and being with respect to it. What could the
difference be between beauty and being-beautiful? One might, however,
argue for the contrary claim that every kind is different from being with
respect to it: for every kind is different from its combination with any kind,
even with the kind being. The analogy drawn by Plato (at 252E9—253a12
and 253B9—253C5) between kinds and letters suggests that as the syllable ‘at’
is different from the letter t’, so the combination of the vowel-kind being
with any kind is different from that kind.”*® One should be suspicious
of an interpretation that attributes to Plato an argument which he can
consistently accept only by endorsing the controversial assumption that
every kind is identical to being with respect to it.””!

On top of this, van Eck’s exegesis faces two textual difficulties. First,
within the sentence ‘16 un v &mi Te KIvAoews elval kol KaTd TAVTS
T& yévn® (256D11-12), it requires the two clauses ‘€tri Te Kwnoews givar’
and ‘kad kot VTR T& Yévn to play very different roles: the first says
what one type of not-being (difference from being) holds of (change);
the second explains what a different type of not-being (difference from
being. . .) is related to (all kinds). Such different roles do not sit easily with

199 Cf. Owen (1971), 234; van Eck (2002), 66.

2°° Even if Ryle (1960), 4346 is right that an important aspect of Plato’s analogy between kinds and
letters is that consonants cannot be pronounced without an accompanying vowel, the combination
of the kind being with any kind must still be different from that kind: just as a consonant is distinct
from its combination with any vowel (otherwise it could be pronounced in combination with only
one vowel), so every kind is distinct from its combination with any vowel-kind.

20t Cf. below, subsection to n. 133 of Ch. 5.
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the “te...kai. ..’ construction (even if, as van Eck urges,”** one allows

‘not-being’ to have both a complete and an incomplete use).”” Secondly,
van Eck’s parsing of the sentence at 256D12—256E2, with the initial ‘kar&
TévTa construed in common with “ToU 8vtos’ and ‘oUk 8V’ near the end,
is unnatural, so much so that no translation I have consulted matches such a
construal.?4

Evaluation of the interpretations. Some help to reaching a verdict comes
from a later passage:

VIS. ... TO P&V ETEPOV PETAOXOV TOU BVTOS 259A6
€01 pév S1& TaUTNY TNHY PéBeCIY, oU pnv ékeivd ye oU
ueTéoxev &AN ETepov, ETepov B¢ ToU duTos &v €0 Tl

copéoTaTa & &vdrykns elvan pn) Ov. .. 259BI
vis. . .. the different, by participating in being, is in virtue of this partici- 2594

pation; it is not, however, that in which it participates, but different,

and, being different from being, it is most clearly necessarily the 2598

case that it be a not-being.. . .

The phrase ‘it is. . . necessarily the case’ (‘¢oT1. . . ¢§ &vdykns construed
with an infinitive construction) at 259a8-259B1 recalls the phrase ‘it
is. .. necessarily the case’ (‘(oTv... %€ &v&ykns also construed with an
infinitive construction) at 256p11.>” This connects the earlier passage
(256D11—256ES) to the later one (25946—259B1). At the end of the later
passage (at 259A8—259B1) the point is made that the kind difference is
a not-being because it is different from the kind being. If its standard
interpretation is right, then the earlier passage paves the way for this later
claim.”*® For, according to the earlier passage’s standard interpretation,
when the Visitor says that ‘itis [ . . . ] necessarily the case that not-being be

Cf. van Eck (2002), 70—-2.

The difference between ‘¢mi’ and ‘koatd&’ carries no weight because Plato sometimes changes
prepositions for stylistic reasons: at Sph. 24181 he uses ‘v 86Eaus Te kai Katd Adyous’ (‘in beliefs
and among sentences’) (cf. O’Brien (1991a), 278; O’Brien (1995), 525 van Eck (2002), 66).

One might object, first, that shortly after the passage under examination the Visitor uses the
sentence ‘KaT& TooaUTx oUK 0TIV (25744~5), with ‘kaTd& TooaUTa’ unequivocally construed
with ‘oUk o1v’; and, secondly, that by construing ‘katé& &vTa’ in common with ‘évtos” and
‘oUk &V’ one avoids an inelegant repetition of the universal quantification (‘kaT& T&vTa at 256D12
and ‘tkaoTov’ at 256E1). True, but in spite of this van Eck’s parsing of the sentence at 256p12—256E2
strikes me as unnatural.

Cf. above, n. 183 and text thereto. There are no other occurrences of this remarkable phrase in the
Sophist.

206 Cf, Leigh (2008), 116.

203
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about change and with respect to all kinds’ (256p11-12), he means that not
only is the kind change a not-being because it is different from the kind
being, but also in general all kinds other than being are not-beings because
they are different from the kind being. Since difference is one of the kinds
other than being, this implies that difference is a not-being because it is
different from the kind being. This is precisely the point made at the end
of the later passage (at 25948—25981). Only on the standard interpretation
does the earlier passage provide such a preparation for the later one. This
gives the edge to the standard interpretation.

‘Being is not’. At 257a1-12 the Visitor draws the conclusion about the
not-being of being:

vis. OUkoUv kad TO 8v aTd TGV EAAwV ETepov lval 2§57A1
AeKTEOV.

THT. AV&yKr).

vis. Kad 16 8v &p’ fiuiv, doatrép 0Tl T& EAAQ, KT
TooaUTa oUK E0TIV" EKEIVa Y &p OUK BV &V pev alTd 0Ty, AS
&rrépovTta 8¢ TOV &p1Budy TEAAX oUk EoTiv oU.

THT. 2X€30V 0UTwWS.

vis. O¥koUv 81 kail TaUTa 0¥ SuoyepavTéov, ETreiTep
gy el Kotvawviav &AAHAoIS 1) TEOV Yevdv ¢puats. el B¢ Tis TaUTa

un ouyxwpel, Teioas HucY Tous Eutrpocdey Adyous oUTw AIO
Tre1féTeo T PeTd TaUTA.
THT. AlKo1oTaTo €ipnKas. AI2

vis. Therefore even being itself must be said to be different from the 257A
others.

THT. Necessarily.

vis. Hence, in our view, even being, however many the others are, with
respect to as many is not: for, not being them, it is one thing, namely
itself, but it is not in turn things indefinite in number, namely the
others.

THT. Probably so.

vis. So we must not be annoyed at this either,”®” if really the nature
of the kinds has reciprocal communion. And if someone does not
agree to this, it is after having prevailed on our earlier accounts that
he must prevail on what follows.

THT. Absolutely right.

207 Cf. 256A10-11.
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This is a straightforward application of the result reached in what imme-
diately precedes: since each kind is not indefinitely many things because it
is different from indefinitely many kinds, the kind being also is not indef-
initely many things because it is different from indefinitely many kinds.
So, being ‘is not’.



CHAPTER §

Negation and not-being

Until now (257412) Plato has only marginally touched upon not-being. He
dealt with it in so far as ‘not to be’ may be applied between two expressions
that signify different kinds. In other words, he dealt with a use of ‘not to
be’ induced by the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences. He did not examine
the use of ‘not to be’ whereby the phrase may be applied between two
expressions the first of which signifies an item that does not instantiate the
kind signified by the second. In other words, Plato has not studied the use
of ‘not to be’ induced by the ‘ordinary’ reading of sentences containing it.
To this topic Plato turns in the dialogue’s immediate sequel (from 25781).

Section 5.1 concerns Plato’s account of negation. The scholarly output
on this topic has been abundant and of outstanding quality. One of my
purposes is critically to expound various exegeses and support the most
plausible interpretation. Section 5.2 addresses Plato’s analysis of negative
kinds, and in particular of negative kinds whose formulation involves ‘not
to be’ according to the use of the verb induced by the ‘ordinary’ reading
of sentences containing it (e.g. the negative kinds not-being-beautiful and
not-being-just). Offering an analysis of negative kinds is a remarkable
achievement since many philosophers share the intuition that there are
no negative kinds (because negative kinds, were there such a thing, would
cover items that have nothing in common). Section 5.3 discusses Plato’s
conclusion that not-being is.

5.1 NEGATIVE PREDICATION

Negations involving ‘to be’. At Sophist 25781-257C4 the Visitor and Theaete-
tus have the following exchange:

vis. 18wpev 81 kai TOSe. 2§7BI
THT. TO Troiov;
vI1s. OToTaw TO Ut) OV Aéywpev, 6s EolKev, OUK

gvavTiov T1 Aéyopev ToU dvTtos AAN éTepov pdvov.

177
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THT. T1ds; BS
vis. Ofov &Tav eiTTwpéy T1 pf) péya, TOTe pGAAOY Ti
ool pavopeda TO opikpdy 1) TO Toov SnAolv TG pruaTy;
THT. Kad 1réds;
vis. OUk &p’ évavTiov OTaw &TTOPaols Ay Tl onuai-
Vel ouyywpnooueba, TooolTtov 8¢ udévov, 61 TéOV &AAGY BIO
T1 pnvUel TO pn Kal T6 oU TpoTiféueva TEOV EmdvTwov 2§7CI
AVOHATWY, HEAAOY BE TV Trpay P&TwWV Trepl ATT &V KENTXL
T& EmPleyyoueva UoTepov Tiis &rodpdoews dvouaTa.

THT. [TavTdmact pév olv. c4
vis. Let us consider also this. 2578
THT. What?

vis. Whenever we say ‘not being’, it seems that we do not call something
contrary to what is, but only different.

THT. How so?

vis. For instance, when we call something ‘not large’ do we then appear
to you to indicate the small by that expression any more' than the
equal?”

THT. How on earth?

vis. So, when the negative* is said to mean a contrary, we shall not agree,’
but admit no more than this, that the ‘not’ prefixed to the names 257C
that follow indicates one of the things other than them,” or, rather,”
than whatever objects the names uttered after the negative are
given to.

THT. By all means.

This passage contains four remarks by the Visitor and Theaetetus’ reactions
to them. I examine them in turn.

1

‘11’ modifies ‘WdAAOV’: cf. LS] s.0. ‘péAa’ 11 1. 2 Cf. Prm. 150D4—150ES; 161C7—161E2; 164A1—2.

3 For ‘Kad éds;” meaning ‘How on earth?’ cf. 238410; 249455 250B7; 256D3; 26443.

At 257¢3 ‘&moépacts’ can only mean ‘negative particle’ (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 158). This meaning

is therefore required also for 25789. Thus, I translate these two occurrences of ‘&mdpaois’ by

‘negative’. At 26312 ‘&mddpaols’ means ‘denial’.

Alternative translation: ‘So, we shall not agree that when a negative is uttered it means a contrary, . . .~

(cf. Hirschig (1856), 194).

The Greek language has two negative particles, ‘u’ and ‘o¥’, and Plato mentions them both.

7 The genitive “TGV émidvTwv dvopdTtwy (257CI-2) is to be construed in common with “rpoTiBé-
peve’ (257¢1) and ‘EAAwv’ (257B10): cf. Jowett (1892), v 391—2; Fowler (1921), 417; Vitali (1992),
127; Cordero (1993), 180; Silverman (2002), 190. Some commentators construe ‘“TGOV EMTIOVTWV
SdvopdTwy’ only with ‘“mpoTiBéueva’: cf. Ficino (1484), 361; Cornarius (1561), 1565 Digs (1925), 371-2;
Zadro (1961), 143; Zadro (1971), 244. Others construe it only with ‘&AAwv’: cf. Stallbaum (1840),
198—9; Wagner (1856), 139—41; Campbell (1867), Sph. 158; Cornford (1935), 290; Benardete (1984),
555 Centrone (2008), 201. Here ‘AAwV’ is a stylistic variant of ‘€Tépcov’: cf. 256c4—5 (where ‘&AANos’
is construed with the genitive). Van Eck (1997) has a different interpretation of the grammatical
structure of 257B9—257C4, but, so far as I can see, his exegesis does not yield an importantly different
sense of the passage.

8 For ‘udAMov 8¢ meaning ‘or rather’ cf. Thz. 1707.

6
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The Visitor’s first remark (‘Let us consider also this’, 25781) hints that a new
topic is broached.” The drift of the passage shows that the new topic has to
do with ‘not’, which occurs in each of the Visitor’s following three remarks
(cf. 25783, 25786, and 257cr).

This result may be plausibly sharpened. The Visitor’s third remark is
about what we indicate when we call something ‘not large’, i.e. when we
predicate the negative expression ‘not large’ of something. It is therefore
reasonable to assume that the new topic deals with the predication of
negative expressions.

This result may be plausibly sharpened even further. In the pages preced-
ing the passage under consideration, Plato offered an account of negative
sentences understood according to their ‘definitional” reading (cf. 255E8—
256D10). Since he showed awareness of the distinction between ‘ordinary’
and ‘definitional’ readings of sentences (cf. 256A11-12), one expects him to
expand his account to cover also negative sentences understood accord-
ing to their ‘ordinary’ reading: were he not to do this, the picture would
be deficient. These facts generate the presumption that the Visitor’s first
remark heralds a general account of negative sentences. However, since sev-
eral commentators deny that 257B1—-257¢4 concerns itself with this issue,"
the presumption must be tested.

The Visitor’s second remark begins with the words “Whenever we say “not
being”, ...’ (‘6TéTAV TO PN &V Aéywuey, . .. , 257B3). In Greek, a neuter
article in front of an expression occasionally indicates that the expression
is being mentioned." Sometimes the neuter article does not match the
following expression in case, number, or gender (cf. 237D9-10, 252C2—
4, and 257c1): the article then obviously indicates that the expression is
being mentioned. When, however, the neuter article matches the following
expression, it can be hard to tell whether it indicates that the expression is
being mentioned (an example of a neuter article that matches the following
expression and does indicate that it is being mentioned occurs at 237c2).
Consider what follows the Visitor’s second remark. Theaetetus asks
TTés;” (25785), which could be translated by “What do you mean?’ or ‘How
s0?”"* Theaetetus is therefore requiring a clarification or a justification. Since
the Visitor’s immediately following third remark is either an answer or the
beginning of an answer to Theaetetus’ question, it is closely linked to the

9 Cf. Szaif (1998), 434—s; Silverman (2002), 190.

' Cf. Kamlah (1963), 44; Malcolm (1967), 145; Ray (1984), 69—72; Roberts (1986), 238—9; van Eck
(1995), 25-35.

" Cf. LS] s.v. ‘6, ), 76’ B 155 Smyth (1920), 293. ™ Cf. below, paragraph to n. 18.
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second remark. But in his third remark the Visitor makes it clear that he
is dealing with the negative expression ‘not large’ (cf. ‘by that expression’,
‘16 priparTy’, at 25787). It may therefore be reasonably inferred that in his
second remark he is dealing with the negative expression ‘not being’. So,
the article ‘16’ in front of ‘uf) &v’ at 25783 is probably signalling that the
phrase ‘un &V’ is mentioned (hence the quotation marks around ‘not being’
in my English translation).” The Visitor is addressing the issue of what we
say when we use the expression ‘not being’, which probably stands in for
any form of ‘not to be’.

On my translation, after the initial words “Whenever we say “not
being”,...” (257B3), the Visitor’s second remark continues with the
words ‘... it seems that we do not call something contrary to what is,
but only different’ (25783—4): ‘something’ is the direct object of ‘we do not
call’ and ‘contrary to what is” indicates what we do not call this something.
Translators adopt a different solution. They take ‘something’ to form a sin-
gle phrase with ‘contrary to whatis™: . . . it seems that we are not speaking
of something contrary to what is, but only of something different’ (25783~
4)."* Since the Visitor’s third remark is closely linked to the second, and
since the Visitor’s third remark contains the sentence “We call something
“not large™ (257B6), where ‘something’ is the direct object of ‘we call’ and
“not large™ refers to the expression for what we call this something, it
may be reasonably inferred that in his second remark the Visitor is using a
similar construction. This supports my translation.”

A first plausible conclusion may now be drawn regarding the interpre-
tation of the Visitor’s second remark: the new topic is that of what we say
when we use the expression ‘not being’ with regard to something. The point
made by the Visitor in his second remark is that when we use ‘not being’
with regard to a thing, we are not saying about this thing that it is contrary
to what is, but that it is different from what is. This is only a first approach

1

=

Cf. van Eck (1995), 30.

4 Cf. Ficino (1484), 361; Cornarius (1561), 156; Jowett (1892), 1v 391; Apelt (1914), 106; Fowler (1921),
4155 Digs (1925), 371; Fraccaroli (1934), 192; Cornford (1935), 290; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 196; Taylor
(1961), 164; Warrington (1961), 209; Matthews (1972), 250; Cavini (1982), 133; Benardete (1984), 53;
Meinhardt (1990), 153; Mazzarelli (1991), 300; Vitali (1992), 127; Cordero (1993), 179; N. P. White
(1993), s1; Brann ez al. (1996), 68; Duerlinger (2005), 127; Ambuel (2007), 232; Centrone (2008),
199.

Cf. Cri. 48a6; Sph. 256A11-12; 257D9—10; LS] s.v. ‘Aéyw’ (B) 11 3; Crivelli (1990), 65; Palmer (1999),
140; Silverman (2002), 351. At 258E7-8 the Visitor says: ‘As for a contrary of it [sc. of what is]
[Trepi. . . évavTiou TIvds alt@], we have said good-bye to it long ago’. The presence here of a
phrase consisting of ‘something’ combined with ‘contrary of it [sc. of what is]” might be taken to
support the ordinary rendering of 25783—4. But the parallel of 25783—4 with the close-by 25786
is more compelling than that with the more distant 258£7-8, which moreover differs in that it
contains no verb of saying.
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to the interpretation of the Visitor’s second remark. A full interpretation
must wait after the discussion of the Visitor’s third and fourth remarks.

The Visitor's third remark raises three problems.

@

The first concerns the attributes largeness, smallness, and equality.
There are two ways in which they can be considered as reciprocally
coordinate. First, one may regard them as purely relational: largeness
is largeness-with-respect-to, smallness is smallness-with-respect-to, and
equality is equality-to. On this first way of treating the attributes, one
must assume that there is an understood term of comparison.”® Sec-
ondly, one may regard the attributes as non-relational, their relativity
being eliminated by reference to some (understood) standard: largeness
is largeness-with-respect-to-the-standard, smallness is smallness-with-
respect-to-the-standard, and equality is equality-to-the-standard. On
the second way of understanding it, equality, being equality-to-the-
standard, coincides with middling size.”” In the Phaedo (10283-102D2)
largeness and smallness are presented as the attributes whose presence
in Simmias contributes to explaining why he is larger than Socrates
and smaller than Phaedo. This accords with the first account of how
largeness, smallness, and equality are regarded as coordinate in the
present Sophist passage. On the other hand, in the Nicomachean Ethics
(2.5, 1106*26—7) Aristotle says that ‘in everything continuous and divis-
ible it is possible to take more [TrAelov], less [EAaTTov], and equal
[foov]’. What Aristotle has primarily in mind here is probably a non-
relational treatment of the attributes expressed by ‘more’, ‘less’, and
‘equal’, whereby relativity is eliminated by reference to some (under-
stood) standard. This accords with the second account of how largeness,
smallness, and equality are regarded as coordinate in the present Sophist
passage. I shall not attempt to settle the question because its solution
makes no difference to the ensuing discussion.

The second problem raised by the Visitor’s third remark concerns the
question that immediately precedes and introduces it: the question
TIéds;” (257B5). What is Theaetetus asking for? Two solutions are possi-
ble. (2.1) Theaetetus might be calling for a clarification (i.e. an explana-
tion of the meaning) of the Visitor’s second remark. In this case TTés;’
would have to be translated as “What do you mean?”* Such a use of the
isolated ‘TTéds;” has at least one parallel in the Sophist.”” (2.2) Theaetetus

6 Cf. Ross (1951), 115; Brown (2008), 457. 7 Cf. Owen (1971), 234.
8 Cf. Jowett (1892), 1v391; Fowler (1921), 415. 9 Cf. 261£7.



182 Negation and not-being

might be calling for a justification of the Visitor’s second remark. In
this case TIés;” would have to be translated as ‘How so?’, ‘How come?’,
or even “Why?*° Such a use of the isolated TIés;” has many parallels
within the Sophist.”

(3) The third problem raised by the Visitor’s third remark relates to its
first word: ‘ofov’ (25786). Two interpretations of it are possible. (3.1)
The word ‘ofov’ might introduce an analogy. In this case it should be
rendered by ‘as’ or ‘in the same way as’.** (3.2) The word ‘ofov’ might
introduce an example: in this case it should be rendered by ‘for instance’
or ‘for example’.” If ‘ofov’ introduces an example, one may ask what
it is an example of. Two solutions are possible. (3.2.1) The example
introduced by ‘olov’ might be backward-looking. Its purpose would
then be to clarify or justify the Visitor’s second remark.”* (3.2.2) The
example introduced by ‘ofov’ might be forward-looking. In this case,
its purpose would be to justify what follows, in particular to support at
least part of the general claim made by the Visitor’s fourth remark: after
all, the Visitor’s fourth remark contains the word ‘so” (‘&p”, 25789),
which indicates that a conclusion is drawn.

I begin by addressing problem (3). Solution (3.2.1) encounters a difficulty.
For suppose that, as solution (3.2.1) assumes, ‘ofov’ were to introduce a
backwards-looking example, i.e. an example whose intent is to clarify or
justify the Visitor’s second remark, according to which ‘whenever we say
“not being”, it seems that we do not call something contrary to what is,
but only different’ (25783—4). Then what we say about a thing when we
apply ‘not large’ to it should be an example of what we say about a thing
when we apply ‘not being’ to it. But the expression ‘not large’ does not
contain ‘to be’, so what we say about a thing when we apply ‘not large’
to it cannot be an example of what we say about a thing when we apply
‘not being’ to it. This difhiculty might be answered by pointing out that
a thing can be called ‘not large’ only in the context of a sentence that
contains ‘to be’, i.e. in the context of a sentence involving a phrase like

2% Cf. Taylor (1961), 164; N. P. White (1993), 515 Brann ez al. (1996), 68; Ambuel (2007), 233.

21 Cf. 219A9; 239E4; 244C7; 245A7; 249B1L; 252CL; 254A3; 255465 258C12; 262B4; 263D9; LS] 5.0. “rédds’ 1

1b.

Cf. LS] s.v. ‘olo§’ v 2 a; Sph. 228ar; 253a1. Cornford (1935), 290 translates the occurrence of ‘oiov’

at 25786 by ‘in the same way that’.

» Cf. LS] s.v. ‘olos’ v 2 b; Sph. 218E3. For the translation of the occurrence of ‘olov’ at 25786 by ‘for
example’ cf. Fowler (1921), 417; Dies (1925), 371; Taylor (1961), 164; Brann ez al. (1996), 68; Ambuel
(2007), 233.

24 Cf. Kostman (1973), 203; Marcos de Pinotti (1994), 155—6.

22
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‘is not large’. So — the retort goes — what we say about a thing when we
apply ‘not large’ to it is after all an example of what we say about a thing
when we use ‘not being’ with regard to it. This answer, however, seems
to rely on a false assumption. For the verb ‘to be’ need not be present
in sentences whereby a thing is called ‘not large’: a thing may be called
‘not large’ either in sentences containing no verb at all (“rd oT&S10v 1)
uéya’ is perfectly good Greek) or in sentences with verbs other than ‘to
be’ (consider ‘Gikaics TO oT&S10V P Péya kahoiT &V'). In view of this
difficulty, solution (3.2.1) ought to be discarded. This leaves solutions (3.1)
and (3.2.2). It is hard to choose between them. I have some uneasiness
with (3.1), according to which ‘ofov’ introduces an analogy: introducing
an analogy by means of a question (albeit a rhetorical one) is awkward.
I therefore opt for (3.2.2): ‘ofov’ introduces an example that is forward-
looking, i.e. aiming to substantiate at least part of the general claim made
by the Visitor’s fourth remark.

I now go back to problem (2). Given that the correct solution of problem
(3) is (3.2.2), the Visitor’s third remark is the beginning of an argument.
Since arguments are more naturally taken to provide justifications for claims
than to provide clarifications for obscure formulations, the most natural
solution of problem (2) is (2.2), according to which when Theaetetus asks
the question TIé&s;” (257B5) what he is calling for is a justification of the
Visitor’s second remark.

Let me now summarize the results of my reflections on the Visitor’s
third remark. With his second remark (25783—4) the Visitor claims that
when we use ‘not being’ with regard to a thing we are not calling this thing
contrary to what is but only different from it. By uttering the expression
‘How s0?” (257B5) Theaetetus calls for a justification of this claim. At least
part of the reason why he requires such a justification is that earlier in the
dialogue (at 24085 and 240D6) he seemed to assume that what is not is the
contrary of what is. The justification is reached by looking at the semantic
behaviour of ‘not’ in expressions which do not contain ‘to be’ (‘not large’ is
one such expression). These expressions are employed as examples (hence
the use of ‘olov’ at 257B6) on the basis of which a general conclusion is
drawn about the semantic behaviour of ‘not’. This general conclusion may
then be applied back to the original problem so as to justify the claim
that when we use ‘not being’ with regard to a thing we are not calling
this thing contrary to what is but only different from it. The argument
in this passage therefore turns out to be very similar to the usual ‘Socratic
inductive arguments™: to solve a difficult problem, one considers first an
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easy similar case, then infers a general rule covering all cases, and finally
applies this rule to the difficult original case. Arguments of this sort occur
in several dialogues.”

The Visitor’s second remark (again). In his third remark, the Visitor addresses
the question of what we say ‘when we call something “not large”” (25786).
The question seems to be that of what it is that we say abouta thing when we
describe it by using the phrase ‘not large’, or, equivalently, what it is that we
say about a thing when we predicate ‘not large’ of it. In the last subsection
I argued that with his third remark the Visitor begins an argument whose
purpose is to justify the claim he made with his second remark. Moreover,
as I pointed out at the end of the penultimate subsection, the point made
by the Visitor in his second remark is that when we use ‘not being’ with
regard to a thing, we are not saying about this thing that it is contrary
to what is, but that it is different from what is. In view of these results,
the account of the point made by the Visitor in his second remark may
be plausibly sharpened: the point made is that when we predicate ‘not
being’ of a thing, we are not saying about this thing that it is contrary
to what is, but that it is different from what is. This is a step forward in
the interpretation of the Visitor’s second remark, but it is not yet the full
exegesis. This can only be given after a discussion of the Visitor’s fourth
remark.

The Visitor’s fourth remark has a negative and a positive component. The
negative component says something about what a negative particle does
not mean: roughly, it does not mean contrariety. I shall offer a more
precise account of the negative component after addressing the positive
one, which states what a negative particle does mean. There are four main
interpretations of these much-discussed lines (25789—257¢3).

(1) According to the Oxford interpretation, so called because it is supported
by many scholars connected with the University of Oxford, Plato com-
mits himself to the claim that if a negative predicable”” consisting of

> Cf. Euthphr. 10B1-10C12; Grg. 460B1-7; 476B3—476E3; Lewis (1976), 109; Gémez-Lobo (1977), 36.

6 The exegeses of Plato’s account of negation are recorded by Pelletier (1983), 38—54; Crivelli (1990),
41—58; Pelletier (1990), 45-93; Dixsaut (1991), 176—7.

*7 On predicables cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2. In English, a negative predicable is not always formed by
prefixing a negative particle to an affirmative predicable: while the negative predicable corresponding
to flying’ is formed by prefixing ‘not’ (for ‘not flying’ consists of ‘not’ followed by ‘flying’), the
negative predicable corresponding to ‘runs’ is not formed by prefixing ‘not’ (for ‘does not run’ does
not consist of ‘not’ followed by ‘runs’). In Greek there are far more cases where the prefixing of a
negative particle to an affirmative predicable yields the corresponding negative predicable.
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a negative particle followed by a predicable is applied to an object,
then what is said about this object is that every kind that holds of it
is different from the kind signified by the predicable that follows the
negative particle.”® For instance, if the negative predicable ‘not flying’
is applied to Theaetetus, then what is said about Theaetetus is that
every kind that holds of him is different from flying (because flying is
the kind signified by ‘flying’, the predicable that follows the negative

particle ‘not’).”

(2) According to the incompatibility interpretation, Plato commits himself

to the claim that if a negative predicable consisting of a negative particle
followed by a predicable is applied to an object, then what is said about
this object is that some kind that holds of it is incompatible with
the kind signified by the predicable that follows the negative particle
(where incompatibility is a relation which obtains between two kinds
only if they cannot both hold together of any object).’*® For instance,
if the negative predicable ‘not flying’ is applied to Theaetetus, then
what is said about Theaetetus is that some kind that holds of him is
incompatible with flying.”

(3) According to the quasi-incompatibility interpretation, Plato commits

28

29

30

31

himself to the claim that if a negative predicable consisting of a negative

T hope it is clear that the words ‘the kind signified by the predicable that follows the negative particle’
do not report (part of) the content of what is said about the object. If the negative predicable ‘not
flying’ is applied to Theaetetus, then the account of negation attributed to Plato by the Oxford
interpretation requires what is said about Theaetetus to be expressible by the phrase ‘falling only
under kinds different from flying’, not by the phrase ‘falling only under kinds different from the
kind signified by the predicable that follows the negative particle’. Similar points hold for the
presentations of the other three main interpretations.

Cf. Ackrill (1964), 613; von Weizsicker (1973), 235; Charlton (1995), 114-16. An account similar to
that attributed to Plato by the Oxford interpretation is defended by Cook-Wilson (1926), 1 273.
Keyt (1973), 297 and Gale (1976), 8—9 draw a parallel between the account of negation attributed to
Plato by the Oxford interpretation and the views of the early Wittgenstein. The parallel, however,
seems far-fetched.

Wiggins (1971), 288—94 maintains that the Oxford interpretation’s account of negation is ‘the
most natural amendment’ of what Plato actually says and perhaps ‘is really what Plato meant all
along’.

Bordt (1991), 527 favours a ‘linguistic variant’ of the Oxford interpretation: if a negative predicable
consisting of a negative particle followed by a predicable is applied to an object, then what is said
about this object is that every predicable that is true of it is different from the predicable that follows
the negative particle.

Van Eck (1995), 43—4 attributes to Plato an account of negation close (perhaps identical) to that
favoured by the Oxford interpretation, but he denies it is to be found at 25789—257¢3. In his view,
Plato intends the account to be inferred from the analysis of false sentences at 262e11—263D5 and
from the obvious point that a negative sentence is true just if the corresponding affirmative sentence
is false.

On incompatibility cf. below, text to nn. 43—46.
The supporters of the incompatibility interpretation are listed below in nn. 43, 45, and 46.
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particle followed by a predicable is applied to an object, then what is
said about this object is that some kind that holds of it is different
from, but belonging to the same incompatibility range as, the kind
signified by the predicable that follows the negative particle (where an
incompatibility range is a set comprising all the kinds that are subor-
dinate to some single kind and have the same level of generality). For
instance, if the negative predicable ‘not flying’ is applied to Theaetetus,
then what is said about Theaetetus is that some kind that holds of him
is different from, but belonging to the same incompatibility range as,
flying.’*

(4) According to the extensional interpretation, Plato commits himself to
the claim that if a negative predicable consisting of a negative particle
followed by a predicable is applied to an object, then what is said
about this object is that it is different from every object of which
the predicable that follows the negative particle is true. For instance,
if the negative predicable ‘not flying is applied to Theaetetus, then
what is said about Theaetetus is that he is different from every flying
object.”?

The Oxford interpretation. The Oxford interpretation fits Plato’s account
of falsechood at 262E11—263D5.** For, this later passage appears to commit
Plato to the claim that a predicable is false of an object just if every kind that
holds of this object is different from the kind signified by the predicable.
Since a negative predicable consisting of a negative particle followed by a
predicable is true of an object just if the predicable following the negative
particle is false of this object, it follows that a negative predicable consisting
of a negative particle followed by a predicable is true of an object just if
every kind that holds of this object is different from the kind signified by
the predicable following the negative particle.

However, the Oxford interpretation cannot be plausibly read into 25789—
257¢3. For, while the Oxford interpretation requires a universal quantifier
(cf. .. .every kind that holds.. . ."), at the relevant point the text displays a
particular quantifier: “The “not” prefixed to the names that follow indicates

3> Cf. Xenakis (1959), 34; Buchdal (1961), 164—s; Kamlah (1963), 43; Ryle (1967), 329; Philip (1968),
317-19; Pelletier (1990), 66, 77; Brown (2008), 456—7.

3 Cf. Taylor (1926), 389; Diirr (1945), 187-8; Taylor (1961), 1655 Toms (1962), 87; Frede (1967), 78-80;
Bostock (1984), 115; Mignucci (1989), 273—4; Crivelli (1990), 44-8, 59-62; Denyer (1991), 137—9;
Crivelli (1993), 72-3. The extensional interpretation is considered as one of several viable exegeses
by Crombie (1963), 407-8.

34 Cf. Silverman (2002), 191-2.
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one of the things other than [ . . . ] whatever objects the names uttered after
the negative are given to’ (257B10—257C3).”

Four attempts might be made to reconcile 25789—257¢3 with the Oxford
interpretation:

(1) The literal meaning of 25789—257¢3 is: the ‘not’ indicates that the object
which is being spoken about is one of the things different from the kind
signified by the words that follow, and the difference of an object x with
respect to a kind 2 amounts to each of the kinds that hold of x being
different from P. The crucial assumption on which this solution relies
is implausible: why should the difference of an object x with respect
to a kind P amount to each of the kinds that hold of x being different
from 2

(2) The literal meaning of 25789—257¢3 is: the ‘not’ indicates that the object
x which is being spoken about is, i.e. participates in, one of the things
different from the kind P signified by the words that follow, and what
x participates in and is different from P is the collection of all the kinds
that hold of x. Such a reading is evidently forced.

(3) The phrase “Té&v &\Awv T1 (257B10—257C1) is to be rendered by ‘some-
thing different’ (rather than ‘one of the things different’). The literal
meaning of 257B9—257¢3 is: the ‘not’ indicates that the object which is
being spoken about is, i.e. participates in, <only> something different
from the kind signified by the words that follow. But ‘only’ is not in
the text and cannot be plausibly supplied.

(4) The phrases “Tév &mdvtwy dvoudTwy’ (257¢1—2) and “TéV Tpary-
u&Twv’ (257C2) are to be construed exclusively with ‘“rpoTiBépeva’
(257¢1).”° The literal meaning of 25789—257¢3 is: the ‘not’ prefixed to
the following words, or rather to the objects (sc. kinds) they signify,
indicates that those objects are among the things different <from all
the kinds that hold of the object which is being spoken about>. Here
the thesis that characterizes the Oxford interpretation must be supplied
almost completely by the reader.

The incompatibility interpretation. The incompatibility interpretation is
attractive, for at least two reasons. One is its philosophical charm: it seems
to explain negation by invoking only positive kinds. Negation is often
felt to need explaining. It is perhaps easy to explain the meaning of an

35 Cf. Crombie (1963), 407-8; Bostock (1984), 113; Ray (1984), 70; Crivelli (1990), s2; van Eck (1995),
26; Silverman (2002), 192.
36 Cf. above, n. 7.
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affirmative predicable by saying that it signifies a certain kind, e.g. to
explain the meaning of the affirmative predicable ‘white’ by saying that
‘white’ signifies the kind whiteness (answers of this sort may be criticized
from several points of view, but waive such criticisms). It is harder to explain
the meaning of a negative predicable by saying that it means a kind, e.g. to
explain the meaning of the negative predicable ‘not white’ by saying that it
means the kind not-whiteness. For this explanation presupposes that not-
whiteness is a kind. Such a presupposition is dubious. What characteristics
are shared by emeralds, numbers, Buckingham Palace, and generosity? Still,
they should all fall under not-whiteness, were there any such kind.”” The
incompatibility interpretation seems to enable one to explain the meaning
of negative predicables without invoking kinds like not-whiteness: for
example, one may say that the negative predicable ‘not white” indicates the
presence of at least one kind incompatible with whiteness, i.e. the presence
of at least one of the kinds blackness, grayness, redness, etc.

The account of negation based on incompatibility is exposed to three
objections. (1) The concept of incompatibility is ‘negative’ because it is to
be defined by using negation. For, were one to define incompatibility, one
should say that two kinds are incompatible just if it is not possible that
they hold together of the same object (and they perhaps satisty some fur-
ther condition which need not be addressed here). This definition involves
negation.”® This objection can be rebutted by denying the assumption on
which it relies: the concept of incompatibility is not ‘negative’ and is not
to be defined by using negation. Rather, incompatibility is an undefinable
primitive. (2) If incompatibility amounts to (a special kind of) impossibil-
ity of joint instantiation, one wonders about the nature of the impossibility
invoked: is it ‘logical’, ‘analytic’, ‘physical’ impossibility, or what?** This
objection cannot be answered by insisting that incompatibility is an unde-
finable primitive: even if it cannot be defined, incompatibility is surely
equivalent to (a special kind of) impossibility of joint instantiation. The
question about the nature of the impossibility involved remains. (3) The
account of negation based on incompatibility does not seem universally
applicable. For instance, although the negative predicable ‘not white’ is
true of courage, it is hard to identify any kind incompatible with whiteness
that holds of courage.” An advocate of the account of negation based

37 Cf. Aristotle apud Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 81, 1—s, a fragment of the now lost On Ideas.

38 Cf. Wiggins (1971), 291; Gale (1971—2), 465-9; Gale (1976), 15, 18, 355 Ray (1984), 70; Silverman
(2002), 192.

39 Cf. Russell (1940), 81-3; Russell (1948), 139—40.

49 Cf. A. N. Prior (1967), 459; Gale (1971-2), 463; Gale (1976), 37—41; Ray (1984), 71; Brown (2008),
458.



Negative predication 189

on incompatibility could reply either that the attribution of ‘not white’
to courage is meaningless,* or that colourlessness is a kind that holds of
courage and is incompatible with whiteness. Neither reply is promising.
The first seems both ad hoc and false: if in conversation I use the sentence
‘Courage is not-white’, you may be surprised at first, but you understand
perfectly well what I am saying. The inclination to describe my use of
‘Courage is not-white’ as meaningless is due to a confusion about the
adjective ‘meaningless’, which can indicate both lack of purpose and lack
of sense. The second reply threatens to reintroduce kinds as dubious as
not-whiteness.

An analysis of negation based on incompatibility was proposed by
Hegel. Hegel’s analysis probably influenced British idealists, and in partic-
ular Bernard Bosanquet, who was quoted by John Burnet regarding the
Sophist. Burnet’s interpretation was then cited by A.E. Taylor. An exeget-
ical tradition Hegel-Bosanquet—Burnet—Taylor can therefore be plausibly
identified.*

A second reason why the incompatibility interpretation attracts com-
mentators is that it appears to fit the text. First, it seems to chime with
the Visitor’s third remark and Theaetetus’ reaction to it. Theaetetus denies
that ‘when we call something “not large” [...] we appear [...] to indi-
cate the small by that expression any more than the equal’ (25786-7). He
could be indicating that when we call something ‘not large’, we mean
that it is either small or equal. Since smallness and equality are prob-
ably all and only the kinds incompatible with largeness, this exchange
seems to fit well with the theory attributed to Plato by the incompatibility
interpretation.

Secondly, the incompatibility interpretation does not face the difficulty
of the Oxford interpretation. When, in his fourth remark, the Visitor says
that ‘the “not” prefixed to the names that follow indicates oze of the things
other than [...] whatever objects the names uttered after the negative
are given to’ (257B10—257¢3), he could be committing himself to the view
that if a negative predicable consisting of a negative particle followed by
a predicable is applied to an object, then what is said about this object is
that some kind that holds of it is incompatible with the kind signified by
the predicable that follows the negative particle.

4 Cf. Ryle (1929), 83—4, 89—90; A. N. Prior (1967), 459; Gale (1976), 15-16.

4 Cf. Hegel (1816), 321—2; Bosanquet (1888), 1289; Burnet (1914), 278; Taylor (1961), 63—4. Analyses
of negation based on incompatibility are also endorsed by other philosophers and logicians, some
of them among or influenced by the British idealists (cf. Bradley (1883), 1 117; Joseph (1916), 172;
Mabbott (1929), 69—74), others outside their sphere (cf. Sigwart (1873), 1 177-9; W. E. Johnson
(1921-4), 1 68—9; Ryle (1929), 85-8; Russell (1940), 81-3; Russell (1948), 139).
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Three variants have been suggested of the incompatibility interpretation,
according to the type of incompatibility involved:

(1) A kind F is incompatible in an absolutely complementary way with a
kind Kjustif (i) Fand K cannot hold together of anything and (ii) atany
time, necessarily either For K holds of anything. For instance, whiteness
and not-whiteness are incompatible in an absolutely complementary
way. Commentators who favour this type of incompatibility are not
worried by the problems about negative kinds I outlined earlier.*’

(2) Akind Fis incompatible in a categorically complementary way with a
kind Kjust if (i) Fis different from X; (ii) Fand K cannot hold together
of anything, and (iii) at any time, necessarily either F or K holds of
anything of the appropriate category.** For instance, whiteness and
being-of-a-colour-other-than-white are incompatible in a categorically
complementary way: they cannot hold together of anything, but at any
time at least one of them holds of anything of the appropriate category,
i.e. of anything coloured. They are not incompatible in an absolutely
complementary way because at any time the number two (which does
not belong to the appropriate category) enjoys neither whiteness nor
being-of-a-colour-other-than-white.#

(3) A kind F is non-exhaustively incompatible with a kind Kjust if (i) Fis
different from Kand (ii) Fand K cannot hold together of anything. For
instance, whiteness and redness are incompatible in a non-exhaustive
way. They are not incompatible either in an absolutely complementary
way or in a categorically complementary way because neither whiteness
nor redness holds now of this emerald (an object of the appropriate
category).*°

The incompatibility interpretation faces a devastating textual difficulty:
it presupposes that at some points in the Sophist the Greek word ‘Etepov’
expresses (not difference, as it does elsewhere, but) incompatibility.*”
So, despite its attractiveness, the incompatibility interpretation must be
rejected.

The quasi-incompatibility interpretation. To avoid the textual difficulty of
the incompatibility interpretation while retaining some of its strengths,

4 Cf. Moravcsik (1962), 68—77; Szaif (1998), 439—41.

4+ If there are things of the appropriate category then condition (i) is redundant because it is entailed
by (ii) and (iii).

# Cf. Kostman (1973), 201-6; Sayre (1976), 584—6; Sayre (1983), 230—4.

46 Cf. Hamlyn (1955), 292 (not quite a formulation of the incompatibility interpretation); Gosling
(1973), 226—7; Pelletier (1975), 143—6.

47 Cf. Owen (1971), 232, 238; Wiggins (1971), 291; Lewis (1976), 101; Szaif (1998), 490-1.
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some commentators propose the quasi-incompatibility interpretation,
which is close to the incompatibility interpretation but is supposed to fit
the text. For, according to the quasi-incompatibility interpretation, Plato
analyses negation by appealing to kinds different from, but belonging to
the same incompatibility range as, the kind signified by the words follow-
ing the negative particle. The Greek word ‘€tepov’ therefore continues to
express difference and does not shift to expressing incompatibility. **

The quasi-incompatibility interpretation also faces an objection. The
Sophist does not explicitly mention incompatibility ranges, which play
a pivotal role in the quasi-incompatibility interpretation. Therefore the
quasi-incompatibility interpretation also fails to match the text (no less
than the incompatibility interpretation, upon which it was supposed
to constitute an improvement precisely in matters of faithfulness to
the text).#

An advocate of the quasi-incompatibility interpretation might reply that
the Sophist displays incompatibility ranges. For, the Visitor’s third remark at
257B6—7 parades a complete incompatibility range: the one whose members
are largeness, equality, and smallness. Moreover, an incompatibility range
is partially exhibited in the account of true and false sentences at 262E13—
263813, where Plato mentions the kinds sitting and flying, which belong
to the incompatibility range whose other members are standing, walking,
running, etc.

This reply of the advocate of the quasi-incompatibility interpretation is
unconvincing. One expects the Visitor’s fourth remark, at 25789—257¢3, to
contain a complete and accurate formulation of the semantics of negative
predicables. But, if the quasi-incompatibility interpretation is right, the
Visitor’s fourth remark falls short of this. On the quasi-incompatibility
interpretation, the passage explicitly says only that if a negative predicable
is applied to an object, then what is said about this object is that some kind
that holds of it is different from the kind signified by the predicable that
follows the negative particle. The crucial point that difference is restricted
to an incompatibility range does not surface in the formulation but must
be supplied on the basis of an earlier example, where it is displayed.

The account of negation attributed to Plato by the quasi-incompatibility
interpretation also faces one of the difficulties confronted by the incompat-
ibility interpretation, but with less of an opportunity of a solution. Earlier’®
I observed that although the negative predicable ‘not white’ appears to be
true of courage, it is hard to identify a kind that both holds of courage and

4 An account of negation similar to the one attributed to Plato by the quasi-incompatibility inter-
pretation is advocated by Ryle (1929), 85-8 (cf. above, n. 42).
49 Cf. van Eck (1995), 26—7. 5¢ Cf. above, n. 40 and text thereto.
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is incompatible with whiteness. The best solution available to an advocate
of the account of negation based on incompatibility was to claim that
colourlessness is a kind that both holds of courage and is incompatible
with whiteness. This solution is no longer affordable with the account of
negation attributed to Plato by the quasi-incompatibility interpretation.
For the kind colourlessness is not a member of the incompatibility range of
which whiteness is a member: this incompatibility range comprises black-
ness, greyness, yellowness, whiteness, etc., i.e. only the colour-forms. In
general, the class whose elements are the other members of the incompat-
ibility range to which a kind F belongs is properly included in the class
whose elements are the kinds incompatible with F (because all elements
of the former class are kinds on the same ‘level’” as F, while the latter class
has among its elements also kinds on different ‘levels’). So, the account of
negation attributed to Plato by the quasi-incompatibility interpretation is
too narrow.””

The extensional interpretation. The extensional interpretation is close to
Plato’s words in the passage under consideration. For, at 257B10—257C3
Plato uses the sentence:

[a] The ‘not’ prefixed to the names that follow indicates one of the things
other than whatever objects the names uttered after the negative are
given to.

Sentence [« may be paraphrased by:

[B] The ‘not’ prefixed to [the predicable consisting of] the names that
follow indicates [that any object to which the negative predicable
consisting of the ‘not’ and the following names is applied is] one of
the things other than whatever objects the names uttered after the
negative are given to [sc. different from all the objects denoted’” by the
predicable consisting of the names that follow the negative particle].

Sentence [B] is a formulation of the position attributed to Plato by the
extensional interpretation.

An objection might be raised against the extensional interpretation.
When ‘to be given” (‘keiobar’) is used with regard to names and objects,
it often expresses the original imposition of names to objects whereby
the names’ signification is established. This suggest that the ‘objects the

5t Cf. Keyt (1994), 118; Silverman (2002), 192.

5> T use the verb ‘to denote’ and the noun ‘denotation’ for the relation that obtains between any
predicable and the items it is true of (e.g. the predicable ‘building’ denotes Buckingham Palace and
the Taj Mahal but neither you nor me): cf. Quine (1950), 80.
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names uttered after the negative are given to’ (257¢2—3) are not the objects
denoted by the names uttered after the negative particle, but the kind
or kinds signified by those names. Since the extensional interpretation
requires that the ‘objects the names uttered after the negative are given to’
(257¢2-3) should be the objects denoted by those names, the extensional
interpretation ought to be abandoned.”

This objection is answered by highlighting two linguistic features of the
passage under scrutiny which suggest that the ‘objects the names uttered
after the negative are given to’ (257c2—3) are the objects denoted by those
names — as befits the extensional interpretation. The first linguistic fea-
ture is that the relation of names to objects is expressed by means of the
preposition “epi’ construed with the accusative of the expression referring
to the objects (257¢2). When ‘mrepi’ is construed with the accusative in
formulations of this sort, it may be rendered with ‘about’. This suggests
that the semantic relation of names to objects involved in our passage is
that of denotation: a predicable denotes what it is ‘about’. Note that in the
Sophist the preposition ‘“mrepi’ construed with the accusative is also used for
the relation of a kind to the items it holds of,’* a relation that constitutes
the ontological counterpart of denotation.”

The second significant linguistic feature of the passage is the presence
of the indefinite relative pronoun ‘&tta’ followed by ‘&’ construed with
the subjunctive (257¢2), a formulation that expresses indeterminacy’® and
generality’” (in my English translation I tried to bring this out by means
of the locution ‘whatever objects. ..’). This suggests that the Visitor is
speaking of all of the possibly many objects to which the names uttered
after a negative particle bear a certain semantic relation. And this, in turn,
fits well with the semantic relation in question being that of denotation.

The objector could retort that the Visitor introduces not only many
objects, but also many predicables (consider the plurals ‘dvopéTwv’, 257¢2,
and ‘Gvéuata’, 257¢3). Specifically, the objector could retort that the
Visitor means that negative predicables (‘not beautiful’, ‘not just, etc.)
consist of negative particles followed by predicables (‘beautiful’, ‘just,
etc.) and signify difference with respect to the objects (beauty, justice,
etc.) to which the predicables following the negative particles (‘beautiful’,

by

Cf. Ray (1984), 71; Dixsaut (1991), 191; Charlton (1995), 115.

54 Cf. above, n. 187 of Ch. 4 and text thereto.

55 At Cra. 39787 ‘mepi’ followed by the accusative is to be linked not with the immediately preceding
‘keipeve’ but with the earlier ‘eUpelv’ (cf. R. 8. 544D3—4). To express the original imposition of
names, Plato usually employs ‘keioBan’ construed with the dative: cf. Cra. 392810, 392089, 395C2,
395C3, 395E5—396AI, 396C3, 396C6, 413D2.

Cf. Kithner and Gerth (1892-1904), 11.2 424—6 (cf. Cri. 50E6; Prz. 34888; Grg. 452E4; 525D2).

57 Cf. Lg. 5. 736E6.
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‘just’, etc.) bear a certain semantic relation, each one of these predicables
(‘beautiful’, just’, etc.) bearing this semantic relation to exactly one of
these objects (‘beautiful’ to beauty, just’ to justice, etc.), in which case
the semantic relation in question would surely not be that of denotation
(‘beautiful’ does not denote beauty but beautiful things, just’ does not
denote justice but just things, etc.). Finally, the objector could note that
the indeterminacy expressed by the indefinite relative pronoun ‘&tto’
followed by ‘&’ construed with the subjunctive (257c2) is compatible with
the presence of a definite description, which in the case at hand would
be ‘the objects to which the names uttered after the negative are given’
“The tallest philosopher, whoever that is, is over seven feet tall’ is a perfectly
meaningful sentence. (The fact that ‘the objects to which the names uttered
after the negative are given’ is a plural definite description while ‘the tallest
philosopher’ is a singular one makes no difference with respect to the point
at hand.)

This retort is answered by pointing out that it sits uneasily with the
singular ‘one of the things other’ (“Tév &\Awv T1’, 257B10-257CI) in the
phrase ‘one of the things other than them [sc. the following names], or,
rather, than whatever objects the names uttered after the negative are given
to’ (257B10—257¢C3). For, were the Visitor making the point which the
retort attributes to him, he should use the plural ‘things other’ (‘6AAc)
(or, perhaps, ‘things from among those that are other’, “Tédv &AAwv &TTX),
in a phrase like ‘things different from them [sc. the following names], or,
rather, from whatever objects the names uttered after the negative are given
to’: different ‘things other’ would surely be involved in the case of different
negative predicables (‘not beautiful’, ‘not just’, etc.).

In my translation of 257B1—257¢C4, I rendered the form of ‘keicBon’ at
257c2 with a form of ‘to be given’. This rendering is warranted by the fact
that ‘kelofon’ is used as a passive for “Ti0évan’ (‘to posit’, ‘to lay down’),”*
reflected by Plato’s moving freely between ‘kelofon’ and “tibecfon’ (the
middle of “T18évar’).” If a name is given to an object, the event is either
the original imposition of that name to that object or the attribution of
that name to that object on the occasion of a statement. In fact, Plato
often uses ‘keiofon’ and “Ti6évan’ to express the original imposition of a
name to an object.®” But he also employs them to express the attribution
of a name to an object on the occasion of a statement. For instance, in

58 Cf. LS] s.0. ‘keipat’ 11.

59 In a passage of the Cratylus Plato says that certain names ‘keitanr’ (39782) (‘are given’) on the basis of
the ancestors, whereas people “Tifevtan’ (39784) (‘give’) others hoping that they will be appropriate.

6 For ‘keioBan’ cf. above, n. s5; for “Tibévan’ cf. Cra. 41683.
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the Symposium (189E2—s) he uses ‘keloBan’ to express the attribution of the
name ‘androgynous’ intended as an insult. Again, in the Cratylus (43186) he
employs ‘TiBévan’ to express the attribution of names and verbs to objects
on the occasion of statements. Perhaps in our Sophist passage the use of ‘to
be given’ (‘kelobar’) in connection with names and objects does not express
the original imposition of names to objects whereby the signification of the
names is established, but the correct attribution of names to whatever objects
they denote: ‘whatever objects the names uttered after the negative are given
to’ (257c2-3) are all the objects to which the predicable (consisting of one
or more names) uttered after the negative particle is correctly attributed.
The slip from aztribution (which, of course, may be incorrect as well as
correct) to correct attribution is easy and natural: consider Aristotle’s use of
‘AéyeoBar’ (‘to be said’) and ‘katnyopeiobor’ (‘to be predicated’) to mean
‘to hold of™.*"

The Visitor does have a reason for mentioning the possibility that what
follows the negative particle ‘not” could consist of more than one name: it
will soon be clear that the formulations he is interested in include negative
predicables consisting of a negative particle followed by at least two words,
i.e. a form of ‘to be’ and some predicative complement (e.g. ‘is not large’ —
recall that in Greek the negative particle is followed by what corresponds
to ‘is’ which in turn is followed by what corresponds to ‘large’).

In view of the evidence presented in this subsection and in the last
three, I opt for the extensional interpretation. Given that the extensional
interpretation is correct as an exegesis of Plato’s words, is the account of
negation attributed to Plato by the extensional interpretation adequate?
One might challenge it on the ground that the concept of difference is
‘negative’ because it is to be defined by using negation. For, were one to
define difference, one should say that two objects are different just if they
are not identical. This definition involves negation.’* The objection is
met by denying the assumption it relies on, namely by claiming that the
concept of difference is not ‘negative’ and is not to be defined by using
negation.” In particular, one will assert that difference is not to be defined
by saying that two objects are different just if they are not identical. One
might even take the further step of insisting that difference is a primitive
concept that cannot be defined or analysed. One might adopt this strategy
while endorsing the claim that two objects are different just if they are

61 Cf. Arist. Cat. 3, IbII; 1b13; 1b14; s, 3°26; 3%27; etc.

62 Cf. Price (1929), 106; Gale (1971-2), 465-9; Gale (1976), 15, 18, 35, 36. A similar objection was raised
for the incompatibility interpretation: cf. above, text to n. 38.

6 Cf. Mabbott (1929), 79.
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not identical, a claim to be treated as a truth (a true universally quantified
biconditional) that is not a definition.

From the point of view of extension, the account of negation attributed
to Plato by the extensional interpretation is perfectly adequate, at least
with respect to the negation of predicables: the objects of which a negative
predicable consisting of a negative particle followed by a predicable is true
are all and only those different from every object of which the predicable
following the negative particle is true.®* Plato, and for that matter Aristotle,
never seems to have considered the idea that a negative particle might
govern (not a predicable, but) a whole sentence.

The Visitors second remark (yet again). Return to the Visitors second
remark: “Whenever we say “not being”, it seems that we do not call some-
thing contrary to what is, but only different’ (25783—4). In my earlier
discussion I reached the plausible result that the point made by the Visi-
tor is that when we predicate ‘not being’ of an object, we are not saying
about this object that it is contrary to what is, but that it is different
from what is. Given that the extensional interpretation of Plato’s account
of negation is correct, this result may be sharpened by reading universal
quantifiers behind the two occurrences of ‘what is’. In other words, it
may be inferred that in his second remark the Visitor states that when we
predicate ‘not being’ of an object, we do not say about this object that it
is contrary to everything that is, but that it is different from everything
that is.

There remains one last, difficult question about the Visitor’s second
remark: does it involve the complete or the incomplete use of ‘to be’?®
The complete use can hardly play a role. Otherwise the Visitor would be
considering what it is that we say about an object when we apply ‘not
being’ to it according to the complete use of ‘to be’. But, given the earlier
arguments concerning the impossibility of ‘saying what is not” (at 23787—
239¢8), such an application of ‘not being’ should be off-limits. It may
therefore be plausibly inferred that the Visitor’s second remark involves
the incomplete use of ‘to be’ and that the verb is employed elliptically (its
complement is understood). If so, what is examined is the application of
‘not being’ involving the incomplete use of ‘to be’. This result receives some
confirmation from the example offered by the Visitor in his third remark
(at 257B6—7). Even if the Visitor’s third remark introduces an example that

64 Cf. proposition [25] of the Appendix (which, however, states necessary and sufficient conditions
not for a negative predicable to be true of an object, but for a kind not to hold of an object).
% On complete and incomplete uses of ‘to be’ cf. above, paragraph to n. 115 of Ch. 4.
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is forward-looking, and therefore is not, strictly speaking, an example of
what we say about something when we call it ‘not being’, it sets the tone
for the passage. It indicates that the topic under discussion has to do with
what we say about an object when we describe it by means of a negative
phrase (like ‘not large’). Since the main way of describing an object by
means of negative phrases is by negating ‘to be’ in its incomplete use (i.e.
by using ‘not to be large’, ‘not to be beautiful’, etc.), it stands to reason
that in his second remark the Visitor is focusing on the application of ‘not
being’ that involves the incomplete use of ‘to be’.

One might be worried that there is no explicit warning that the incom-
plete use of ‘to be’ is elliptical. But such a lack of warning has an important
parallel in at least one other passage, from the Republic (5. 478E1-4798B9):

Apparently, then, it only remains for us to find what participates in both 478€
being and not-being [ToU elvad Te kol uf eiven] and cannot correctly be
called purely one or the other, in order that, if there is such a thing, we

can rightly call it the believable, thereby setting the extremes over the
extremes and the intermediate over the intermediate. Isn’t that so?

It is.

Now that these points have been established, I want to address a question

to our friend who does not believe in the beautiful itself or any form 4794
of the beautiful itself that remains always the same in all respects, but

who does believe in the many beautiful things — the lover of sights who
wouldn’t allow anyone to say that the beautiful itself is one or that the

just is one or any of the rest: ‘My dear fellow’, we shall say, ‘of all the
many beautiful things, is there one that will not also appear ugly? Or is

there one of those just things that will not also appear unjust? Or one of

those pious things that will not also appear impious?’

There isn’t one, he said, for it is necessary that they appear beautiful ina 4798
way and also ugly, and the same with the other things you asked about.

What about the many doubles? Do they appear any the less halves than
doubles?

Not one.

So with large and small things, and light and heavy ones: will any one of

them be any more described as whatever we call it than as its opposite?

No, he said, each of them will always participate in both.

Is each of the many whatever one says it is, then, any more than it is not

that? [téTepov olv EoTl udAAov f) oUk EoTiv EKaoTOV TGOV TOAAGDY
ToUTO 6 &V TIS $f) aUTO €lvan;]

Here Plato sets out looking for something that both is and is not. He is
satisfied when he finds something that both is so-and-so (e.g. beautiful)
and is not so-and-so (e.g. beautiful). Apparently, the occurrences of ‘to be’
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were to be regarded as incomplete from the start, but no warning was given
that they were to be thus understood.®

In conclusion, the Visitor’s second remark may be understood as stating
that when we predicate ‘not being (a) ¢ of an object, we are not saying
about this object that it is contrary to everything which is (a) ¢, but that it
is different from everything which is (a) ¢ (where ‘9’ is a schematic letter
to be replaced with general terms).”” This claim concerns what we say
about an object when we predicate of it a negative predicable involving an
incomplete use of ‘to be’.

The Visitor’s third remark (again). Having established a plausible interpre-
tation of the Visitor’s second and fourth remark, I return to the third. I
take the Visitor’s third remark (‘For instance, when we call something “not
large” do we then appear to you to indicate the small by that expression any
more than the equal?’, 25786—7) and Theaetetus’ reply (‘How on earth?’,
257B8) to make a purely negative claim. It is not being asserted that ‘when
we call something “not large”, [ . . .] by that expression’ we are ranking that
thing as being either small or equal; nor is it being asserted that ‘when we
call something “not large”, [ ... ] by that expression’ we are either ranking
that thing as small or ranking it as equal. Rather, the intended point is that
‘when we call something “not large”, [ . .. ] by that expression’ we indicate
neither the small nor the equal and therefore we neither rank the thing
referred to as small nor rank it as equal.®® This point is supported by a brief
argument: since ‘when we call something “not large” we do not indicate
‘the small by that expression any more than the equal’, and since ‘when we
call something “not large™ we do not indicate the equal (an obvious fact
which need not be mentioned), it follows that ‘when we call something
“not large™ we indicate neither the small nor the equal.

This purely negative interpretation of the Visitor’s third remark and
Theaetetus’ reply fits well with the extensional interpretation of Plato’s
account of negation. For, if this interpretation is correct, the Visitor is
committed to granting that ‘when we call something “not large”, [...] by
that expression’ we are ranking that thing as different from all the objects

66 Cf. Vlastos (1965), 48—9; Brown (1994), 222; Malcolm (2006a), 286—7, 292.

67 On general terms cf. above, n. 33 of Ch. 2. The first occurrence of ‘is’ in ‘is contrary to everything
that is (a) ¢’ and the first in ‘is different from everything that is (a) ¢’ are occurrences of the ‘is” of
predication: this should assuage the worry, voiced by Charlton (1995), 115-16, that the extensional
interpretation is committed to taking the sentence ‘. .. we do not call something contrary to what
is, but only different’ (25783—4) as pairing a predication with an identification.

Cf. Owen (1971), 232, 234; Lee (1972), 287-8; P. A. Johnson (1978), 153, 156; Dixsaut (1991), 180—2.
I changed my mind with respect to the Visitor’s third remark: for my earlier exegesis, see Crivelli
(1990), 69-71.
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denoted by ‘large’ — and, by doing this, we are neither ranking the thing
in question as small nor ranking it as equal.

This purely negative claim contributes to support the negative compo-
nent of the Visitor’s fourth remark, which is presented as an inference from
what precedes: ‘So, when the negative is said to mean a contrary, we shall
not agree, . ..~ (257B9-10). Were we to agree ‘when the negative is said to
mean a contrary , we should after all concede that ‘when we call something
“not large”, [ .. . ] by that expression’ we are indicating the small and there-
fore we are ranking the thing referred to as small. The negative component
of the Visitor’s fourth remark may therefore be taken to amount to the
claim that if a negative predicable consisting of a negative particle followed
by a predicable is predicated of an object, then what is said about this
object is not that it is contrary to every object denoted by the predicable
following the negative particle.

Note that earlier in the Sophist negative predicables were treated in the
way which is now chastised. For, at 24085 the Visitor asked: ‘By “not
genuine” [pr) &An6ivov] do you mean “contrary to the genuine” [évavTiov
&An6oUs]?” Theaetetus replied affirmatively (24086). Again, at 240D6-10
the two inquirers agreed that a false belief believes ‘the contraries of the
things which are [Té&vavTia Tois oUo1]” and therefore ‘believes the things
which are not’. A similar treatment of negative predicables occurs in other
dialogues. In the Protagoras (331a7—331B1) Socrates moves from ‘is not
just’ and ‘is not pious’ to ‘is unjust’ and ‘is impious’. In the Symposium
(201E6—202B5), when Socrates goes from the claim that love is neither
beautiful nor good to the claim that it is ugly and bad, he is criticized
by Diotima for not realizing that what is neither beautiful nor good can
be in a condition intermediate between beauty and ugliness and between
goodness and badness. Diotima’s criticism resembles the one voiced in the
Sophist passage presently under scrutiny.® In some special cases in Greek a
compound consisting of a negative particle and a verb does indeed signify
the contrary of what is signified by the verb: ‘0¥ ¢nu1’ means (not merely ‘I
do notsay’, but) Tdeny’; ‘oUk £8éAw’ means (not merely ‘Tam not willing’,
but) T am reluctant’; ‘o¥ keAeUw’ means (not merely ‘I do not order’, but)
I forbid’; etc.”

One aspect of the Visitor’s third remark remains unclear: how are the
expressions ‘the small’ and ‘the equal’ used? Do they support an ‘ordinary’
or a ‘generalizing’ reading of the sentence where they occur?”’ If they

9 Cf. Ly. 216D5—7; Prm. 150D4—ISOEL; 160B6-160Cs; 161C7-161E1.  7° Cf. Moorhouse (1959), 6.
7' Cf. above, n. 53 of Ch. 4 and text thereto.
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support an ‘ordinary’ reading, then by saying that ‘when we call something
“not large™ we do not indicate ‘the small by that expression any more than
the equal’, the Visitor means that ‘when we call something “not large™
we do not indicate smallness by that expression any more than equality. If
instead they support a ‘generalizing’ reading, then by saying that ‘when we
call something “not large™ we do not indicate ‘the small by that expression
any more than the equal’, the Visitor means that ‘when we call something
“not large™ we do not indicate small things by that expression any more
than equal things. There is no need to choose among these alternatives:
either yields the result that ‘when we call something “not large™, we are
neither ranking that thing as small nor ranking it as equal.

The outcome of Plato’s account of negation may be summarized in the follow-
ing principles (throughout this subsection and the next, ‘¢’ is a schematic
letter to be replaced with general terms):

NC It is not the case that for something not to be (a) ¢ is for it to
be contrary to everything that is (a) ¢.
ND7* For something not to be (a) ¢ is for it to be different from

everything that is (a) ¢.

What relevance do principles NC and ND have for the Sophist’s prob-
lems? The most plausible answer to this question relies on the assumption
that in Plato’s view the incomplete use of ‘to be” has an existential compo-
nent: part of what one says about something by saying that it is (a) ¢ is
that it exists. In other words:

PE7 To be (a) ¢ is to exist in (a) ¢’s way.

Assume PE and the position rejected by VG, i.e. that for something not
to be (a) ¢ is for it to be contrary to everything that is (a) ¢. Suppose
that 4 is not (a) . Then, by the position rejected by NC, a is contrary to
everything that is (a) ¢. Then 4 is in the condition that is contrary to
that of being (a) @, so that (by PE) a is in the condition that is contrary
to that of existing in (a) ¢’s way. Then 2 does not exist. This is because
the condition contrary to a given one is the one ‘polarly opposed’ to it,
i.e. as much as possible removed from and incompatible with it, so that
the condition contrary to that of existing in (a) ¢’s way is a condition of
non-existence (just as the condition contrary to that of eating in a greedy
way is one of not eating at all). Since « was arbitrarily chosen, it may be

7> *‘NC” and ‘ND’ are acronyms for ‘Negation and Contrariety’ and ‘Negation and Difference’.
73 ‘PE’ is an acronym for ‘Predication and Existence’.
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inferred that whatever is not (a) ¢ does not exist. Thus, if the position
rejected by NC were true then it would be the case that whatever is not (a)
¢ does not exist. So, the contribution of NC to the problems addressed in
the Sophist is to help to block the inference from something’s not being (a)
@ to its non-existence.

The position formulated by VD does not license this unwelcome infer-
ence: given that for something not to be (a) ¢ is for it to be different from
everything that is (a) , one cannot infer that whatever is not (a) ¢ does not
exist. It is instructive to see where the inference breaks down. Suppose that
a is not (a) ¢. Then, by VD, a is different from everything that is (a) ¢, so
that (by PE) a is different from everything that exists in (a) ¢’s way. From
this, however, one cannot conclude that # does not exist (just as someone
eating moderately is different from everyone eating in a greedy way).

Thus, the upshot of Plato’s account of negation is the principle:

NPNE 7+ If something is not (a) , it does not follow that it does not
exist.

Principle NPNE helps with some of the Sophist’s earlier difficulties. First, it
is the most effective antidote against a version of the paradox about images
at 239c9—240¢6, whose pivotal but fallacious move is the inference from
‘An image of a cat is an image and is not a cat’ to ‘An image of a cat exists
and does not exist’. NPNE enables one to block the inference’s negative
side (from ‘is not a cat’ to ‘does not exist’).” Secondly, NPNE enables
one to resist one of the moves involved in some versions the paradox of
falsehood at 240c7—241B4. For, in some of its versions, this paradox exerts
its beguiling power on the basis of the assumption that from something’s
not being (a) ¢ it may be inferred that it does not exist. This is precisely
what NPNE denies.”® Moreover, NPNE will come to be of help later too,””
albeit implicitly.

Predication and existence in Plato. My interpretation credits Plato with PE,
the principle that to be (a) ¢ is to exist in (a) ’s way. I already mentioned
the difference between the complete and the incomplete uses of ‘to be’.”
(A form of) ‘to be’ in its complete use has no complement (not even
implicit) and is often employed to make statements of existence. “To be’ in
its incomplete use has a complement (which, however, may be implicit) and
is often employed to make statements of predication. The complete and the

incomplete uses of ‘to be’ are semantically close in that there is no change

74 ‘NPNE’ is an acronym for ‘Negative Predication and Non-Existence’.
75 Cf. above, text to n. 66 of Ch. 2. 76 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 113 of Ch. 2.
77 Cf. below, paragraph to n. 115 of Ch. 6. 78 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 115 of Ch. 4.
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in the verb’s sense: the relation between ‘Jim is’, exemplifying the complete
use of ‘to be’, and Jim is slow’, exemplifying the verb’s incomplete use, is
analogous to that between ‘Jim is running’ and ‘Jim is running slowly’. As
a consequence, statements of predication have an existential component:
part of the claim made by ‘Jim is slow’ is the claim made by ‘Jim is’, namely
an existential claim. This is, basically, what PE says.

The attribution of PE to Plato is in substantial agreement with results of
recent research on predication and existence in the Greek language and in
ancient philosophical reflections thereupon. Lesley Brown has argued that
the relation between ‘Jim is’ and ‘Jim is slow’ is analogous to that between
‘Jane is teaching’ and ‘Jane is teaching French’.”” Her view is now accepted
by many scholars.®® Here are some considerations supporting these results.

(1) It is often hard to decide whether an occurrence of ‘sivan’ is a case
of the incomplete use of the verb (linking a subject-expression with
a complement, whereby the whole sentence expresses a predication)
or of the complete use (applied to a complex subject-expression but
without complement, not even implicit, whereby the whole sentence
attributes existence). For instance, should ‘o1 8ikaios &vBpwros’ (cf.
Arist. Int. 10,19°27) be rendered by ‘A man is just’ or ‘A just man exists’?
Since word order is syntactically irrelevant in Greek, the uncertainty
becomes even more pressing. If the two ways of understanding the
Greek sentence are logically equivalent, then the incomplete use of ‘to
be’ does have an existential component.”

(2) Plato sometimes places ‘eivan’ near the beginning of a sentence to make
an existential claim, but then adds general terms without repeating the
verb, so that the original occurrence of ‘eivar’ becomes predicative:

... ol BeoUs p&v &udpdTepol dporoyolvTes elval, TapalTnToUs 8¢ &Tepos, 6
B¢ AUENETS TGV opikp&dY. (Lg. 10. 901C8—90ID2)

... both admitting that gods are, the one claiming that they are venal, the
other that they are without care for small things.*

79 Cf. Brown (1986), 458—62; Brown (1994), 226.

80 Cf. Furth (1968), 112-16, 123; Juli4 (1977), 40-1; W. J. Prior (1980), 209; Kahn (1981), 123; Szaif (1998),
346—56; Kahn (2002), 87; van Eck (2002), 70-1; Burnyeat (2003), 9-13; Hestir (2003), 6-7; Kahn
(2004), 383—4, 393. Robinson (2001), 443 is unhappy with Brown’s analogy because ‘is teaching’
in ‘Jane is teaching’ is dependent or parasitic on ‘is teaching’ in ‘Jane is teaching French’ (or ‘Jane
is teaching something’) in a way in which ‘is’ in Jim is” is not on ‘is’ in ‘Jim is slow’ (or ‘Jim is
something’). I share Robinson’s uneasiness: for this reason I change the analogy to one with ‘Jim is
running’ and ‘Jim is running slowly’ (cf. above, text to n. 115 of Ch. 4).

Cf. Kahn (2004), 383.

This example is due to Lesley Brown, who communicated it by private correspondence to Myles
Burnyeat (cf. Burnyeat (2003), 13) and Charles Kahn (cf. Kahn (2004), 385). There are further
examples: Smp. 210E6-211a5 (cf. Kahn (1981), 108; Kahn (2002), 88); Sph. 259a6-8 (cf. Brown
(1986), 461); Lg. 10. 88787-8 (cf. Burnyeat (2003), 13).
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Such formulations suggest that the complete and the incomplete use of
‘efvon’ are semantically close.”

(3) In Sph. 238E5—239a2 the Visitor recalls that what is not was earlier
said ‘to be inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable’ (238£5-6). He
infers that what is not was thereby described as being (because it was
said o be inexpressible etc.).** This remark suggests that part of what
one says about something when one applies to it an instance of ‘to be
(a) @ (with ‘¢’ replaced, for example, by ‘unsayable’) is that it is in that
it exists.”

An objection could be raised:*® “Were Plato to believe that the complete
and incomplete uses of “to be” are semantically close, one would expect
him to speak of a single kind, namely the kind being, corresponding to
“to be” in both its complete and its incomplete use. But this is not what
one finds in the Sophist: what corresponds to the incomplete use of “to
be” (in the context of a predicative sentence) is not the kind being, but
the relation of participation®” (linking the entity signified by the subject-
expression to the kind signified by the general term that complements “to
be” within the predicate-expression).” This objection can be answered. In
his discussion of dialectic Plato claims that certain kinds, the vowel-kinds,
are responsible for the combination or division of other kinds.* The kind
being may be plausibly identified as the vowel-kind responsible for the
combination of other kinds.*” On the plausible assumption that every case
of participation is one of combination, it may be plausibly inferred that the
kind being is an ingredient of every case of participation involving other
kinds. Plato may well omit mentioning the kind being as corresponding
to the incomplete use of ‘to be’, and speak of participation instead: in his
discussion of dialectic he has made once and for all the point that the kind
being is an ingredient of participation.

Leigh (2008), 114 points out that Lg. 10. 901c8—901D2 could be interpreted in ways that do not require

the semantic closeness of the uses of ‘to be’. For, Plato perhaps intends the verb to be regarded as

ambiguous. Alternatively, ‘elvor’ should perhaps not be taken up from near the sentence’s beginning
but understood afresh in its last part (Greek allows omission of the copula).

84 Cf. above, subsection to n. st of Ch. 2.

5 Cf. Brown (1994), 231. Leigh (2008), 108, 114 regards this argument as weak: the reason why
describing what is not ‘to be inexpressible and unspeakable and unsayable’ (238&5—6) is inconsistent
could be that only what exists can be a bearer of properties. On this alternative account of the
Visitor’s reasoning, the passage provides no evidence for the view that part of what one says about
something when one applies to it an instance of ‘to be (a) ¢’ is that it is. A drawback of this
alternative account is that it recognizes no role for the ‘elvon’ of 238£6 (the point could have been
made also without ‘slvar’, cf. 256a11-12).

8 Cf. Leigh (2008), 119—20. 87 Cf. 25564—6; 256A3—256B4; Ackrill (1957), 82-3.

8 Cf. 25389—253Cs; above, paragraph to n. 38 of Ch. 4.

89 Cf. above, n. 38 of Ch. 4 and text thereto.
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‘Ordinary’ and ‘definitional’ readings of negative sentences. According to
principle ND, for something not to be (a) ¢ is for it to be different
from everything that is (a) ¢ (throughout this subsection, ‘0’ and ‘¢’
are schematic letters to be replaced, respectively, with names and general
terms). This has an obvious implication for the truth conditions of negative
sentences: ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true just if the entity signified by ‘o’ is different
from everything of which ‘is (a) ¢’ is true.

These truth conditions may be sharpened in two ways that correspond
to the ‘ordinary’ and ‘definitional” readings of sentences: simply import
these readings into the ‘is (a) @ constituent (by imagining it embedded
in a sentence whose two readings are then considered). Factoring in the
existential component of ‘is (a) ¢, the result is: if ‘¢’ signifies a kind, then
‘o is not (a) ¢ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading just if the entity signified
by ‘0’ is different from everything that exists while instantiating the kind
signified by ‘¢’; if both ‘c” and ‘@’ signify kinds, then ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true
on its ‘definitional’ reading just if the kind signified by ‘o’ is different from
every kind that exists while being identical to the kind signified by ‘¢’
This result is adequate in so far as it matches the truth conditions by which
the two readings of sentences were originally introduced. These were: if
‘¢’ signifies a kind, then ‘c is not (a) @’ is true on its ‘ordinary’ reading
just if the entity signified by ‘c” does not instantiate the kind signified by
‘p’; if both ‘0’ and ‘9’ signify kinds, then ‘o is not (a) ¢’ is true on its
‘definitional’ reading just if the kind signified by ‘c’ is different from the
kind signified by ‘¢’.”" Plato therefore has a general account of negation that
covers negative sentences understood according to both their ‘definitional’
and their ‘ordinary’ reading.””

§.2 NEGATIVE KINDS

Every kind has a complement. Here is what follows the exchange about
negative predicables:

vis. Tode 8¢ SiavonBdpev, el kal ool cuvBokel. 257Cs
THT. TO Troiov;
vis. H BaTépou por PpUoIs paiveTan KATAKEKEPUATI-
oo kadTrep ETioTAUN.
THT. T1ds;

9° Cf. above, subsection to n. 78.

9 As I pointed out earlier (cf. above, n. 69 of Ch. 4), the truth conditions originally introduced were
curtailed in that they ignored the existential component of ‘is (a) ¢.

9% Cf. above, paragraph to n. 10.
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vis. Mia pév €oTi mou kol éxeivn, TO & &l Tw Y1y vo-
HEVOV BEPOS aUTTs EkaxoTov ddoplobey Emwvupiov ioyel
Twa EauTiis i8iav: 810 TToAAal Téyval T eiol Aeydpeval Kal
gmoThual

THT. [T&vu pév oUv.

vis. OUkoUv kai T& THs Batépou pUoews popiar pids
oUons TauTov TréTTovde ToUTo.

THT. T&Y &v' GAAK 1) B1) Aéywopev;

vis."EoTl & koA T1 Batépou podpiov &uTiTibéuevoy;

THT. EoTIv.

vis. ToUT olv &vcovupov épolpev 7 TV’ Exov éTwvu-
piaw;

THT. Exov’ 6 yap vt KaAov éxdoToTe $pheyyod-
peba, ToUTo ok EAAOU TIVOS ETEPOV E0TIV 1) TTis TOU KaAoU
PUCEWS.

vis. And here, if you agree, is a point for us to consider.

THT. Namely?

vis. It seems to me that the nature of the different is parcelled out in the
same way as knowledge.

THT. How so?

vis. Knowledge is also surely one, but each part of it, which comes to be
over something and is marked off, is given a name proper to itself.
Hence we speak of many arts and knowledges.

THT. Certainly.

vis. And the same happens to the parts of the nature of the different,
which is one.

THT. Perhaps. But could we say how?

vis. Is there some part of the different contrasted with the beautiful?

THT. There is.

vis. Shall we say it is nameless, or that it has some denomination?

THT. It has one: for what on any occasion we express by ‘not beautiful’,
this is difference of nothing other than the nature of the beautiful.

205
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The Visitor’s first remark (‘And here, if you agree, is a point for us to

consider’) heralds a new topic:” negative kinds.

The phrase ‘negative kind’, a helpful label, is disturbingly vague. Let me
then be more precise: the position put forward by Plato in 257¢cs—257D13
is that for every kind there is another kind that is its complement, namely

a kind that holds of all and only the things of which the given kind does

not hold.

Say that a kind matches a predicable just if it holds of all and only
the things denoted by the predicable (e.g. the kind beauty matches the

93 Cf. Lee (1972), 268-9; Ray (1984), 72.
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predicable ‘beautiful’). Then, if a kind K (e.g. beauty) matches a predicable
(e.g. ‘beautiful’), the complement of K matches the negative predicable
obtained by prefixing a negative particle to the original predicable (e.g.
‘not beautiful’). Since he accepts that some predicable has a matching
kind, Plato is committed to acknowledging that some negative predicable
has a matching kind (e.g. he must grant that the negative predicable ‘not
beautiful’ hasa matching kind). In this sense, Plato is committed to negative
kinds.

Plato is not, however, committed to the view that every negative predica-
ble has a matching kind. Were he to endorse it, he would be inconsistent.
For, suppose he endorsed the view in question. Consider the negative pred-
icable ‘not holding of itself’, which denotes all and only the things that do
not hold of themselves. Then Plato would be committed to accepting a
kind that matches ‘not holding of itself’, i.e. a kind that holds of all and
only the things denoted by ‘not holding of itself’, i.e. a kind that holds of
all and only the things that do not hold of themselves. Let R be such a
kind. Then R does not hold of itself: for, were R to hold of itself, it would
not hold of itself. Since R does not hold of itself, it does hold of itself.
Therefore R both does and does not hold of itself. As a consequence, Plato
cannot accept a kind that matches ‘holding of itself’, the predicable that
denotes all and only the things that hold of themselves.”*

The analogy between parts of difference and parts of knowledge. To establish
that for every kind there is another that is its complement, Plato describes
the complement of a given kind in terms of its bearing certain relations
to the kind difference and (of course) the kind of which it is the comple-
ment. Specifically, he draws an analogy between the kinds difference and
knowledge: as specific knowledges (e.g. literacy) are parts of knowledge, so
specific complements of kinds (e.g. not-beauty) are parts of difference.”
There are two relevant aspects to this analogy.

94 For the technical development of issues arising from this paragraph, see propositions [30]—[32] of
the Appendix.

95 The parts of difference have been variously interpreted. There are two main families of interpre-
tations: (1) ‘set-theoretical’ interpretations, according to which the parts of difference are sets of
kinds; (2) ‘intensional’ interpretations, according to which the parts of difference are kinds. Two
‘set-theoretical’ interpretations have been put forward: (1a) for every kind X, not-K is the set of
the kinds different from K (cf. Cornford (1935), 293; Cherniss (1944), 263—4; Owen (1971), 238—40;
Guthrie (1962-81), v 153); (1b) for every kind K, not-Kis the set of the kinds incompatible with X
(cf. Hamlyn (1955), 292; Philip (1968), 317—20; Seligman (1974), 82). There are three ‘intensional’
interpretations: (2a) for every kind K, not-K is the kind difference-from-K (cf. Lacey (1959), 48;
Bluck (1963), 165—7; Lewis (1976), 103—4, 113-14); (2b) for every kind K, not-K'is a kind that holds
of all and only the objects of which some kind incompatible with K holds (cf. Kostman (1973), 20s;
Sayre (1976), s84—s; Sayre (1983), 230, 231—4); (2c) for every kind K, not-Kis a kind that holds of



Negative kinds 207

The first concerns the ontological relations of a kind’s complement
to difference and the kind of which it is the complement. As a specific
knowledge is marked off from knowledge and comes to be over a certain
kind in that it is knowledge of all things that fall under that kind (e.g.
literacy is marked off from knowledge and comes to be over the kind letter
in that it is knowledge of all things that fall under the kind letter — for
literacy is knowledge of all letters, cf. 252E9—253412),%° so the complement
of a kind is marked off from difference and comes to be over a certain
kind in that it is difference from all things that fall under that kind (e.g.
the complement of beauty is marked off from difference and comes to be
over beauty in that it is difference from all things that fall under beauty —
for the complement of beauty is difference from all beautiful things).””
There are two parallel ‘movements’: the movement of ‘coming to be over’
a certain kind (e.g. letter or beauty) and that of ‘being marked off” a

certain kind (knowledge or difference). The two ‘movements’ are different
‘simultaneous’ components of the same ‘process’.”*

The second relevant aspect of Plato’s analogy concerns linguistic for-
mulation. As specific knowledges marked off from knowledge have special
names derived from those of the kinds they are ‘over’ (cf. “ypduua’-
‘yYpoaupaTikny, “TOALS’—ToAITIKY),” so complements of kinds marked
off from difference have special names derived from those of the kinds they

are ‘over’ (cf. ‘beauty’—‘not-beauty’).”*”

all and only the objects that are different from all the objects of which K holds (cf. Frede (1967),
86—9; Crivelli (1990), 73—s). Interpretation (2¢) fits best with the extensional interpretation of Plato’s
account of negation at 257B1-257C4.

Similarly, music is knowledge of sounds (cf. 25381—5 and Lee (1972), 271-2). In the Theaetetus

(147B5-10) the art of cobbling is defined as knowledge of shoes (at 146D7—9 it had been introduced

as knowledge of the production of shoes). For the fragmentation of knowledge cf. Jon 537¢5—5388B6;

Chrm. 165c4-166C6; R. 4. 438C6—438DI10; 5. 477CI—477D9. In the Jon passage Plato often speaks

of a single knowledge as being of many things: cf. Jon 537C6-7; 537C8; 537D2; §537D5—6; §37E1-2;

537E6-7; 538A2—4; 538A6-7; 538B5—6.

Cf. Lee (1972), 269—76, 278—9; Szaif (1998), 438.

98 Cf. 25782-4; Lee (1972), 279-80; Silverman (2002), 194, 195. The process presented in Plato’s
analogy resembles what modern logicians would describe as the saturation of a free variable of
an open formula by means of a quantifier. Take a formula A(x, y) containing free only x and y:
it signifies a two-place relation. Take another formula B(y) containing free only y: it signifies a
kind (i.e. a one-place relation). Construct a new formula, Yy (B(y) — A(x, y)). This new formula
contains only x free and therefore signifies a kind, namely the kind that holds of whatever bears the
two-place relation signified by A(x, y) to everything which the kind signified by B(y) holds of. For
instance, if A(x, y) signifies knowledge and B(y) signifies the kind letter, the formula Vy (B(y) —
A(x, y)) signifies the kind that holds of whatever has knowledge of everything which letter holds
of; if instead A(x, y) signifies difference and B(y) signifies beauty, the formula Vy (B(y) — A(x, y))
signifies the kind that holds of whatever is different from everything which beauty holds of.

99 Cf. Plt. 27985-280a2; M. L. Gill (2010), 190. 100 Cf. Lewis (1976), 114; Crivelli (1990), 74-s.
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Two difficulties raised by Plato’s language in 257D11—13:

(1) The following Greek sentence occurs at 257D11-13: ‘8. .. uf) KOAOV
ék&oToTe Ppbeyyodueba, ToUTo oUK &ANoU TIVOS ETEPOV EOTIV ) TRS
ToU kool ¢pUoews’. The most natural and usual way of understanding
it is embodied in the following translation: “What on any occasion
we express by “not beautiful”, this is difference [or: different] from
nothing other than the nature of the beautiful’. According to the last
subsection’s interpretation, at this point Plato should assert that what
on any occasion we express by ‘not beautiful’ is difference from all
beautiful things. But the Greek sentence at 257p11-13, if understood
in the most natural and usual way, appears not to make this point.
Specifically, the phrase ‘the nature of the beautiful’ does not seem to
introduce all beautiful things, but beauty itself.""

(2) The most natural and usual way of understanding the Greek sentence
at 257D11-13 raises a further difficulty. It appears to require that what we
express by ‘not beautiful’ be difference from the nature of the beautiful
and only from ir. This claim cannot be squared with the last subsection’s
interpretation.'”*

First solution. There are two solutions of the last subsection’s difficulties.
The first does not modify the most natural and usual way of understanding
the Greek sentence at 257D11-13.

As for the first difficulty, recall the distinction between ‘ordinary’ and
‘generalizing’ readings of sentences containing abstract noun-phrases.””’
I introduced this distinction by focusing on sentences whose subject-
expression is an abstract noun-phrase: on its ‘ordinary’ reading, ‘c s’
is true just if the kind signified by ‘c” instantiates the kind signified by ‘¢’;
on its ‘generalizing’ reading, ‘c @s’ is true just if everything that instantiates
the kind signified by ‘o’ instantiates the kind signified by ‘¢’ (where ‘o’ and
‘¢’ are schematic letters to be replaced, respectively, with an abstract noun-
phrase and a verb-phrase that signify kinds). The distinction of readings is
available (with straightforward modifications) also for sentences containing
an abstract noun-phrase that is not their subject-expression. Now, retain
the most natural and usual way of understanding the Greek sentence at
257D11-13. Its translation is: “What on any occasion we express by “not
beautiful”, this is difference from nothing other than the nature of the

1oL Cf. Detel (1972), 91; Kostman (1973), 200; Lewis (1976), 114; Ketchum (1978), 60; van Eck (1995),
27; Szaif (1998), 439—40.

Cf. Kostman (1973), 198; Ketchum (1978), 45; van Eck (2000), 64.

193 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 53 of Ch. 4.

102
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beautiful’. Since ‘the nature of the beautiful’ is an abstract noun-phrase,
this sentence has both an ‘ordinary’ and a ‘generalizing’ reading. On its
‘generalizing’ reading, it is equivalent to “What on any occasion we express
by “not beautiful”, this is difference from nothing other than everything
that instantiates beauty’, which in turn is equivalent to “What on any occa-
sion we express by “not beautiful”, this is difference from nothing other
than all beautiful things."**

This interpretation of the sentence at 257Dp11-13 has parallels in Plato’s
works:

[a] ‘Shan’t we also say that what exceeds the nature of the moderate [Trv
ToU peTpiou ¢pUotv] and what is exceeded by it really come to be
either in speeches or in actions?’ (P/z. 283£3—s5). Here ‘the nature of the
moderate’ means ‘moderate things’.

[B] “The most extreme case of all is when the nature of the marrow [f)
ToU puehoU ¢puois] becomes diseased because of some deficiency or
excess’ (77. 84c3—s). Here ‘the nature of the marrow’ means ‘instances
of marrow’ or ‘bits of marrow’.

[y] ©...the nature of the wing [} ToU TTepoU ¢pUais], by which the soul
is lifted, is nourished by this’ (Phdr. 248c1—2). Here ‘the nature of the
wing’ means ‘wings’.

[8] “...the nature of the kinds [} T&V yevédv $pUois] has reciprocal com-
munion’ (Sph. 25749). Here ‘the nature of the kinds’ means ‘kinds’.">

One might wonder why at 257p12—-13 Plato employs ‘the nature of the
beautiful’ if he means ‘all beautiful things’. The most plausible explanation
appeals to the fact that 257D11-13 is at the beginning of an argument for the
claim that the things denoted by a negative predicable like ‘not beautiful’
and ‘not being’ are unified by a single nature: it is not by chance that
Plato later speaks of ‘the nature of a part of the different’ (258ar1) and

104 Several commentators say that in Plato’s Greek, expressions constructed around ‘f) ¢pUo1s’ governing
a noun-phrase or an adjectival phrase in the genitive are often periphrastic: cf. Ast (1835-8), s.v.
‘puots’ (11 522-3); LS s.v. ‘¢puois’ 11 55 des Places (1970), s.2. ‘pUois’ 4° (11 559). Accordingly, some
believe that “Tfjs ToU kahoU $pUoews” at Sph. 257D12-13 is also periphrastic and equivalent to “To¥
koAoU’, which they then unpack as ‘all beautiful things’: cf. Frede (1967), 88; Owen (1971), 238.
My interpretation reaches the same result through, perhaps, a different path: it regards “tfjs ToU
KoAoU ¢pUoews’ as an abstract noun-phrase and then adopts the ‘generalizing’ reading of the whole
sentence. It remains unclear whether the view that expressions constructed around ‘fy ¢Uo1s” have
a periphrastic use coincides with the view that they can induce ‘generalizing’ readings of sentences.
Further examples: Smp. 18684; 191a5; Phd. 7989-10; R. 4. 429D6; 9. 589B4; Phdr. 25182-3; Pls.
267853 283E3; Ti. 55BS; 62C3—4; 75D3—4; 84C6; Phlb. 2587-8; 26E6. This should answer the doubt
raised by Lewis (1976), 114 by saying that he has found ‘no parallel in which sense requires that
“f) ToU X ¢pUois” (with singular “To¥ X”) must be reconstructed unambiguously as a universally
quantified plural’.
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boasts that ‘not-being firmly has its own nature’ (258811). This conclusion,
which amounts to the claim that there are kinds that match negative
predicables, is far from trivial: it is not obvious that the things denoted
by a negative predicable are unified by a single nature. At the beginning
of Plato’s argument, to which 257D11-13 belongs, it is worthwhile to hint
at a contrast between the things denoted by ‘not beautiful’, of which it
is still unclear whether they are unified by a single nature, and the things
denoted by ‘beautiful’, which (for Plato) are obviously unified by a single
nature. The hint is given by the expression ‘the nature of the beautiful’:
the sentence containing it says something about all beautiful things while
alluding to their being unified by a single nature.

As for the second difficulty, the phrase ‘nothing other than’ need not
entail that what we express by ‘not beautiful’ is difference from the
nature of the beautiful and only from it: it can be understood as focus-
ing the reader’s attention on the nature of the beautiful, i.e. all beautiful
things.”*

This first solution of the difficulties faces an objection. At several points
in the Sophist Plato uses sentences that contain expressions constructed
around ‘fy ¢pUO1S’ governing a noun-phrase or an adjectival phrase in the
genitive and understands them as referring to kinds without bringing in
what instantiates them: cf. 25509, 256D12—256ET1, 257C7, 257D4, 258478,
258411, 258D7."7 This objection may be strengthened. In the Sophist, the
noun ‘¢pUcts’ is a hallmark of the ‘definitional’ reading of sentences.””® It
would be odd if all of a sudden it were employed to speak of all things
that fall under a kind. This objection, although not undefeatable, is serious
enough to prompt a search for an alternative solution.

Second solution. There is a second solution of the difficulties mentioned in
the penultimate subsection.” It involves a different way of understanding
the Greek sentence at 257D11-13, embodied in the following translation:
‘“What on any occasion we express by “not beautiful”, this is difference
[ETepov]"® of nothing other than the nature of the beautiful [o¥Uk &ANou
Twos. . . 7 Tfis ToU kahoU ¢puoews]’. On this interpretation, the expression
‘the nature of the beautiful” introduces (not beautiful things, but) the kind
beauty. However, beauty is not that from which something is different,
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Cf. Chrm. 167B11-167C1; 168D3—4; Men. 84C11-84D1; Phd. 64C4—s; Sph. 247E4; Frede (1967), 88;
Lee (1972), 275; Lewis (1976), 113; Crivelli (1990), 48.

Cf. Kostman (1973), 200; Ketchum (1978), 60; van Eck (1995), 27; Szaif (1998), 439—40.

Cf. above, n. 92 of Ch. 4 and text thereto. 199 The basic intuition here is due to Scott Liddle.
Cf. above, n. 149 of Ch. 4 and text thereto.
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but that with which the kind difference is linked so as to give rise to a
special part of itself (the way in which difference is linked with beauty
is not explicitly formulated in the sentence under consideration: it is left
to the reader to realize that it amounts to difference from everything
that falls under beauty). The phrase ‘¢tepov. .. Tfis ToU kahoU pUoews’
(257D12-13) is to be rendered by ‘difference of the nature of the beautiful’
or even by ‘beauty’s difference’: it refers to the part of difference generated
by difference’s link with beauty. The genitive “tfjs ToU koAoU pUoews’
(257D12-13) is an ‘adnominal’ or ‘definitory’ genitive: it marks off a special
case of the kind denoted by the substantive it modifies (as in ‘light of day’
when contrasted with ‘light of a candle’, or ‘time of joy’ when contrasted
with ‘time of sorrow’).”" This enables one to take on board the point
that raised the second difficulty, namely that ‘nothing other than’ expresses
uniqueness: there is exactly one thing, namely beauty, with which difference
is connected so as to generate its complement.

The second solution faces an objection: ‘Shortly after the passage under
consideration, Plato states that the part of difference corresponding to
being “does not mean évavTiov ékeivep, but only étepov ékeivou” (258B3—
4). If the second solution is right, one would expect “étepov éxeivou” to
be paired with “évavTiov ékeivou” (“adnominal” or “definitory” genitives
in both cases). However, one finds “évavTiov ékeiva” instead of “EvavTiov
ékeivou™. This objection may be answered. The phrase ‘¢vavTiov ékeivou’
is unavailable because no theory of the ‘parts of contrariety’ has been
introduced which would have justified it; on the other hand, ‘%repov
gkeivou’ clearly echoes ‘Etepov. .. Tfis ToU kahoU ¢pUoews (257D12-13)
from the earlier passage where the theory of the parts of difference was
introduced.

Other considerations speak for the second solution. First, Theaetetus’
remark about ‘what on any occasion we express by “not beautiful™ (25711
12) is offered as an answer to the Visitor’s question (257D9-10) whether
the part of difference contrasted with the beautiful is nameless or has a
denomination. This requires that Theaetetus’ remark show what the name
of this part of difference is; and this, in turn, suggests that what we express
by ‘not beautiful’ is itself the part of difference generated in connection
with beauty, i.e. the difference of beauty.”* Secondly, in a passage from
the Jon (537¢5—538B6) where he also discusses knowledge, Plato insists that
knowledges differ in so far as the things they are about are of different kinds.

" Cf. Smyth (1920), 3135 Allen (1997), 171.
2T owe this point to Lesley Brown. Cf. Lee (1972), 273, 275; van Eck (1995), 32; Silverman (2002),
193.
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This suggests that each specific knowledge be associated with exactly one
kind. Such a view is vindicated by the second solution’s acceptance of the
uniqueness of the kind with respect to which any part of difference is
generated. These strengths induce me to opt for the second solution of the
difficulties raised by the Greek sentence at 257D11-13.

The contrast between a kind and its complement. Plato uses the verb ‘to be
contrasted’ (‘&vTiTifecbo’, 257D7, 25783, 2582, Plt. 263D6) and the noun
‘contrast’ (‘&vTifeois’, 257E6, 258B1) to describe the relation between a part
of difference (e.g. not-beauty) and the kind over which it comes to be
(e.g. beauty). This contrast probably amounts to disjointedness: nothing
falls under both kinds. For, were anything to fall under both, it would be
different from itself. For instance, suppose something were to fall under
both the part of difference that is not-beauty and beauty: since the part of
difference in question is difference from all things that fall under beauty,
the hypothesized thing would be different from all things that fall under

beauty, and therefore from itself.

A clash with the Statesman? There is tension between what Plato appears
to say in this part of the Sophist, namely that some kinds match negative
predicables, and what he appears to say in the Statesman (26243—264B6,
265a1—5), namely that no kinds match negative predicables. Some com-
mentators suppose that Plato changed his mind between the Sophist and
the Statesman.'” Others assume that this part of the Sophist does not com-
mit Plato to kinds that match negative predicables.”* This route, however,
is unpromising because Plato explicitly affirms (258c2—4, 258D5—7, 260B7—
9) that not-being, the part of difference contrasted with being, is a kind:""
how could he consistently withhold a parallel claim about the parts of
difference contrasted with kinds besides being?

The positions of the Sophist and the Statesman can, however, be recon-
ciled. In the Statesman Plato is not concerned with the existence of kinds
matching negative predicables, but with the correctness of divisions. He
prescribes that in divisions one should avoid isolating a ‘small” species by
contrasting it with its remainder within the genus: for instance, one should
not divide animal into man and beast. The problem Plato has in mind
might be that the remainder of a small species within a genus straddles

B Cf. Frede (1967), 93—4. "4 Cf. Dixsaut (1991), 196—7, 198; Fine (1993), 115; Berman (1996), 36.
5 Cf. O’Brien (1991a), 290; O’Brien (1995), 71.
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across the genus in a way that is incompatible with a correct classification.

Graphically:

footed-domestic-animal

biped quadruped

man bird cat dog

man footed-domestic-animal-other-than-men

The table’s first three rows display a correct classification. The genus
footed-domestic-animal is divided into biped and quadruped, which are
then divided further: biped into man and bird, quadruped into cat and
dog. The table’s fourth row shows the result of isolating the small species
man within the genus footed-domestic-animal: the remainder of this small
species within the genus, namely footed-domestic-animal-other-than-men,
straddles across the genus footed-domestic-animal in a way that bars it from
belonging to the classification displayed in the first three rows. For, where
would the division between man and footed-domestic-animal-other-than-
men fit within that classification? Neither above the division into biped
and quadruped (because biped lies partly outside both man and footed-
domestic-animal-other-than-men) nor below it (because footed-domestic-
animal-other-than-men lies partly outside both biped and quadruped).
True, the same genus can be divided in more than one way;"® but it
should not happen that the same kind is reached by two different and
mutually incompatible divisional routes (otherwise the same kind would
have different definitions corresponding to these mutually incompatible
divisional routes). Given that the division displayed in the first three lines
is correct, the fourth line cannot belong to a correct division. For this
reason footed-domestic-animal-other-than-men is not a species of footed-
domestic-animal, but is merely a parr of it. For all the Statesman says,
the remainder of a small species within a genus may well be a kind, one
that is a part but not a species of the genus. So, if this interpretation
of it is correct, the passage from the Szatesman does not clash with the
Sophist’s acceptance of kinds matching negative predicables.”” One advan-
tage of this interpretation of the Szatesman passage is that it accounts for
Plato’s insistence that one should avoid isolating small species within genera
(cf. Plt. 26249, 26286, 26543), which suggests that the problem addressed
does not concern whether there are kinds matching certain predicables,
but whether a certain kind may be a species in a division.

16 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 18 of Ch. 1. 17 Cf. Szaif (1998), 441.
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Aristotle (Metaph. A 9, 990°13-14; M 4, 1079°9—10; Alex. Aphr. in
Metaph. 80, 15-81,7, from the lost On Ideas) argues that if the Platonic
‘One Over Many’ argument for forms were sound, it would establish the
existence of forms matching negative expressions. He then contends that
such a result should be unpalatable for the Platonists. Nothing, however,
guarantees that Aristotle’s views on what should or should not be acceptable
to a Platonist were shared by Plato himself.

5.3 THE BEING OF NOT-BEING

Negative kinds are. In 257D14—258c6 Plato finally offers his proof that
not-being is:

v1s.”161 vuv TOBe pot Aéye. 257DI4
THT. TO Troiov; 257EI
v1s. AN T TGOV BvTwv TIvos £vods yévous &do-

prév,“R Kol TTpds T1 TGOV SvTwv ol A dvTiTeBév, oUTw

oUMPEPNKeY Elval TO um KaAdv;
THT. OUTws. ES
vis."OvTos 87 Tpds &v &vTibeats, ts éoik), elvad Tis

oupPaivel TO pf) KaAd.
THT. OpfoTaTa.
vis. Ti o0v; katd ToUTov Tov Adyov &pa PEGAAOY pév TO

KOAOV NUiv g0l TGOV SvTwv, fTTOoV 8¢ TO UT) KOASV; EIO
THT. OUB¢v.
vis. Opoiws &pa 1O pr) péya kai TO péya aUTo eival 258A1
AeKTEOV;

THT. Opoiws.
vis. OUkoUv kal TO pr) Sikaov TG Sikaied KATa ToUTX
BeTéov TTPOS TO UNBEV T1 udAAoV eivan B&Tepov BaTépou; AS
THT. T1 pnv;
vis. Kal T&A\Aa 81 TauTn Aé€opev, émeirep 1) Bartépou
PUots Epavn TGOV dvTwv oUow, gkelvng 88 oUons &vdykn 81
Kol T& popla adTiis undevos fTTov dvta TiBévan.

THT. [1&s y&p oU; AIO
vis. OUkoUv, s €oikev, ) Ts BaTépou popiou Ppuoews
kad TS ToU dvTos pods EAANAc &vTikelpévaov &vTibeots 258BI

oUdtv ATTOV, £l Béuis eitreiv, alTol ToU dvTos oloia éoTiv,
oUK évavTiov ékelvey onuaivouoa GAA& ToooUTov pubvov,
€Tepov éxeivou.

18 T read “Tivds Evds yévous dpopiobéy’ with T and most eds. Robinson reads ‘Tivos évos yévous
uépos &popiobéy’. The verb ‘&popife’ may be construed with the accusative and the genitive to
mean ‘to separate out within’: cf. Hp.Ma. 298D7-8.
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THT. 2a$pE0TATX YE.

vis. Tiv oUv otV TrpooeiTwuev;

THT. AfjAov &T1 T pn dv, 6 81k TOV copioThv &4n-
ToUuey, aUTd 0Tl TOUTO.

vis. TToTepov oUv, GoTrep ires, EoTIv 0UBEVOS TGOV
&MV ovcias EAAerTTOpEVOY, Kl SeT BappolvTa i8N Aéyev
OT1L TO P v PePaiws EoTl THV aiToU PUOLY Exov, HoTEp TO
MEY O IV HEY O KOl TO KOAOY TV KOAOY KAl TO T} MY <)
péya> Kol TO pr) KaAOV <t KoAov>,"? oUTw 8¢ kail TO un dv
KOT& TaUTOV iy Te kad 0Tl pr) &v, Evépibuov TGV TTOAAGY
BvToov €1805 &v; 1) Tiva ET1 TTpos alTd, & OsaiTnTe, &mioTiav
EXOUEV;

THT. OUBepiav.

vis. Then tell me this.

THT. What?

vis. Is it not the case that”® by being marked off from a certain single
kind among those which are, and besides by being contrasted with
one of those which are — in this way the not-beautiful turns out to
be?

THT. Yes.

vis. So, as it seems, the not-beautiful is a contrast of a being with respect
to a being.

THT. Right.

vis. And, according to this argument, shall we hold that the beautiful is
to a higher degree one of the beings, whereas the not-beautiful is
one to a lesser degree?

THT. Not at all.

vis. Therefore we must say that the not-large and the large itself are to
the same degree?

THT. To the same degree.

vis. And we must also put the not-just on the same footing as the just
with respect to the fact that neither of them is to a higher degree
than the other?

THT. Certainly.

vis. And we shall say the same of all the rest, because it turned out that
the nature of the different is to be ranked among beings and, since
it is, we must necessarily hold that its parts also are no less than
anything else.

THT. Of course.

9 The emendations are due to Bockh (1806), 150.
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120 Taking ‘6A\Ao 1’ as the Latin ‘nonne’: cf. Lee (1972), 278. For a different rendering cf. Owen (1971),

239.
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vis. So, it seems, the contrast of the nature of a part of the different”’ and 2588
that of being,”* which are mutually opposed, is, if it be permissible
to say so, a being no less than being itself and it does not mean
contrariety to it, but only difference of it.
THT. That is quite clear.
vis. How shall we call it?
THT. Clearly this is precisely not-being, which we were seeking for the
sake of the sophist.
vis. Therefore, as you say, it is not inferior to any of the others in being?
Must we now be bold to say that not-being firmly has™ its own  258c
nature — just as the large was large and the beautiful was beautiful
and the not-large not-large and the not-beautiful not-beautiful, so
also not-being in the same way was and is a not-being, a single kind
to be reckoned among the many which are? Or have we any further
doubts about it, Theaetetus?
THT. None at all.

The Visitor’s initial remark (“Then tell me this’, 257D14) indicates a new
topic: the being of kinds that match negative expressions. This portion
of text leads to the culmination of Plato’s argument: the claim that
not-being is.

Being as non-emptiness. What does Plato mean when he uses the verb ‘to be’
in sentences like ‘Not-beauty is” or ‘Not-justice is’? He might mean that
certain kinds are non-empty: for a kind to be is to be non-empty, i.e. to
hold of at least one thing. This is a possible way of understanding the use
of ‘to be’ applied to kinds: one can say ‘Nastiness is’ to mean that there are
nasty people, i.e. that nastiness is a non-empty kind."**

Whatever its attractiveness, this interpretation of the use of ‘to be’ applied
to kinds must be rejected because it saddles Plato with a fallacious argument.
For, suppose the interpretation were correct. Then, at 258a7-10, Plato
would be arguing that since difference is, i.e. is non-empty, then all its

! The phrase “Tfis 6aTépou popiou ¢pUcews’ can only be rendered by ‘of the nature of a part of
the different’. Some translators render it by ‘of a part of the nature of the different’ (cf. Cornford
(1935), 291; Ambuel (2007), 234).

The words ‘that of being’ (“tfjs ToU 8vTos’, 25881) can stand both for ‘the nature of being’ (“tfjs ToU
bvTos <puoews>’, cf. Fowler (1921), 419) and for ‘the nature of a part of being’ (‘tfjs ToU dvTos
<popiou ¢pUoews>’, cf. N. P White (1993), 52). Pace O’Brien (1991a), 314-17, O’Brien (1995),
11216, and van Eck (2002), 78, the second solution cannot be ruled out on purely linguistic
grounds.

The construction ‘¢07Ti. .. #xov' is common in Plato: cf. Men. 82810-82¢3; Phdr. 245E7; Sph.
252A8; Plt. 287E4; Lg. 5. 743A1; 10. 8964s. There is no warrant for reading ‘¢o1. .. &xov’ (‘is by
having’, cf. Frede (1967), 44).

24 T defended this exegesis in Crivelli (1990), 7s.
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parts also are, i.e. are non-empty. This is a poor argument. The non-
emptiness of difference is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for
the non-emptiness of its parts. To make it into a sufficient condition,
something must be added: the kind with which the part of difference is
contrasted should not hold of everything. For let K'be a kind that holds of
everything. Consider the part of difference contrasted with K: difference
from everything of which K holds. Suppose this part of difference were to
hold of something, say 2. Then 2 would be different from everything of
which K holds. But, since it holds of everything, K would hold also of «,
so that  would be different from itself, which is impossible. The part of
difference in question will then hold of nothing, i.e. will be empty, so that
it will not be.

Being as definability. A more plausible interpretation of what Plato means
when he uses the verb ‘to be’ in sentences like ‘Not-beauty is” or ‘Not-justice
is’ is that being for a kind consists in having a nature, i.e. in being something
that can (at least in principle) be defined.” This assumption provides Plato
with a good argument for the conclusion that the kinds in question ‘are’.
For, consider the process whereby the parts of difference are generated: the
part of difference corresponding to a kind K is generated from difference
by isolating within it the part that is difference from everything falling
under K. This ensures that the parts of difference have a nature, which they
inherit from difference itself and from the kind with respect to which the
part is isolated. Since not-beauty and not-justice are parts of difference, it
follows that they have a nature. Thus, they ‘are’.

The result thus established, that kinds like not-beauty and not-justice
‘are’ in that they have a nature, is far from trivial. The major reason
philosophers have for rejecting such kinds is that the things one might
suppose to fall under them have nothing in common, i.e. share no common
nature.”*® Plato’s account of these kinds as parts of difference answers this
worry: given any kind K, the things that do not fall under K do share a
nature, namely difference from everything that falls under X.

The argument for the being of not-being. After considering not-beauty and
not-justice, namely the parts of difference corresponding to the kinds
beauty and justice, Plato examines not-being, namely the part of differ-
ence corresponding to the kind being. The argument about the parts of

25 Cf. Frede (1967), 44—7; Lee (1972), 276—7; Roberts (1986), 234; Szaif (1998), 442.
26 Cf. above, n. 37 and text thereto.
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difference recalls that about negative predicables: to solve a difficult prob-
lem, Plato considers first an easier similar case, then infers a general rule
covering all cases, and finally applies this rule to the difficult original
case.”’

Just as not-beauty, namely the part of difference corresponding to the
kind beauty, is difference from everything falling under beauty, so also
not-being, namely the part of difference corresponding to the kind being,
is difference from everything falling under being. But the not-being thus
characterized can hardly be a part of difference corresponding to the kind
being taken on its own: were this the case, Plato would be reintroducing a
type of not-being which he had long declared off-limits. What Plato has in
mind must be not-being-(a)-@, characterized as difference from everything
falling under being-(a)-9, i.e. difference from everything that is (a) 9, i.e.
difference from everything that exists in (a) ¢’s way (here and in the rest
of this subsection, ‘9’ is a schematic letter to be replaced with general
terms). There are two ways in which Plato’s words at 258a11—25884 may be
plausibly taken to convey this point. First, Plato might be helping himself
to an incomplete but elliptical use of ‘to be’: as I pointed out earlier,”® he
followed a procedure of this sort at 25781-257¢4. Secondly, when he speaks
of ‘the contrast of the nature of a part of the different and that of being’
(258a11—258B1), Plato might be thinking of a contrast between the nature
of a part of the different and the nature of a part of being,”™ where the
parts of being are kinds like being-beautiful and being-just.

Just as not-beauty and not-justice are beings in that each of them has a
definite nature, so also not-being-(a)-9 is a being in that it has its definite
nature. This conclusion constitutes the final refutation of Parmenides’
prohibition of mixing being with not-being. At 257a1-12 it was established
that, in a way, being is not: being is not in so far as it is not the other kinds
because it is different from them. Now, at 258A11—258C6, the converse result
is established, namely that, in a way, not-being is: not-being is in so far as
(each of the kinds covered by) not-being-(a)-¢ has a definite nature.

Not-being-(a)-¢ is not a single kind, but a collection of indefinitely many
kinds, which include not-being-beautiful, not-being-large, etc. It therefore
comes as no surprise that Plato summarizes his position as follows:

27 Cf. above, n. 25 and text thereto. Not-being is analogous to not-beauty, not-justice, etc. Some
commentators favour a different exegesis, whereby not-being is a generalization over not-beauty,
not-justice, etc. and therefore coincides with difference: cf. e.g. Digs (1909), 7; Dies (1925), 279;
Fraccaroli (1934), 59—60; Cherniss (1944), 264; Ross (1951), 115.

128 Cf. above, subsection to n. 66.  '» Cf. above, n. 122.
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vis. Huels 8¢ ye ol pdvov T& un dvta s éoTiv &redei- 258D5
Eamev, AN Kol TO €i80s & TUyX&vel &V ToU un dvtos
amepnuapedar TV yap batépou puotv &rodei§avtes oUody
Te KOl KATAKEKEPUXTIOREVTV ETTT TTAV T T& SV T TTPOS 258EI
SAANAQ, TO TTPOS TO OV EKdoToU C péplov adTiis &vTiTiBépevoy
ETOAUNOOPEY ElTrEIV o5 aUTd TOUTO E07TIV BUTWS TO Y1) Bv. E3

vis. However we showed”' not only that not-beings are, but also the 258D
kind that happens to be of not-being: for, after demonstrating that ~ 258€
the nature of the different is and is parcelled out over all beings in
relation to one another, the part of it contrasted with the being of
each thing, precisely this we have dared to say is really not-being,.

The phrase ‘the being of each thing’ may be understood as containing an
‘adnominal’ or ‘definitory’ genitive, which marks off specifications of the
kind being."”* Just as ‘the being of beauty’ would denote being with respect
to beauty (i.e. being-beautiful), and ‘the being of largeness’ would denote
being with respect to largeness (i.e. being-large), so also ‘the being of each
thing’ denotes each specification of the kind being, namely each being with
respect to a kind.

The following remark also fits well with my view that not-being is
not-being-(a)-@, a collection of indefinitely many kinds:

vis. To pév 81 un &v Huiv év T1 TAOV &AAwV yévos &v 260B7
&vepAvn, KATA TTAVTA T& SVTA SLECTIAPUEVOV. B8
vis. Not-being appeared to us to be a single kind among the others, 2608

disseminated among all beings.

The claim that not-being is a kind ‘disseminated among all beings’ (26088)
chimes with its being a collection of indefinitely many kinds, each of which
is isolated within the kind difference by the latter’s coming to be over a
specification of the kind being, generated, in turn, by the link of the kind

3% At 258€2 I read ‘&x&oTou’ with the main MSS and early eds.: cf. Stephanus (1578), 258; Fischer
(1774), 81. In two passages of his Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (135, 26 and 238, 26) Simplicius
quotes Sph. 258€2. In the first, the MSS of Simplicius read ‘ék&oTov’, in the second they report
‘tkaoTtov’. The Aldine edition of Simplicius swaps the readings: in the first passage it reads ‘txoo-
ToV’, in the second ‘€k&oTou’. Recent eds., from Heindorf (1810), 422 onwards, print ‘#kocTov’.
The reading ‘ék&oTtou’ has been recently defended by several commentators: cf. Anscombe (1966),
4153 Owen (1971), 239—40; O’Brien (1991a), 287—9; Cordero (1993), 184, 270; O’Brien (1993), 14;
O’Brien (1995), 67—70; van Eck (2002), 75-6; Fronterotta (2007), 454—5; Centrone (2008), 207—9.
The phrase “T6 8v ék&oTou’ returns at £p.7. 34341, but its meaning there is obscure.

Cf. 258A11-258B4.

Cf. above, n. 111 and text thereto. According to van Eck (2002), 79, ‘the being of each is the being
each thing participates in’, namely the kind being. But, had Plato intended to make this point, he
would have used “T6 &v évTwy’ rather than ‘16 dv éxdoTou’.
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being with a specific kind. For instance, one member of this collection
is not-being-beautiful, which is isolated within the kind difference by
its coming to be over a specification of being, namely being-beautiful,
generated in turn by the link of the kind being with a certain kind, namely
beauty.

Why not-being-beautiful alongside not-beauty? One might be inclined to
protest that there is no difference between not-beauty and not-being-
beautiful: exactly the same things fall under both because the things that
are different from everything that falls under beauty are precisely those that
are different from everything that falls under being-beautiful. So why does
Plato speak of not-being-beautiful as if it were distinct from not-beauty?'”’

Plato’s reason has probably to do with the misunderstanding of not-
being-beautiful to which the thinkers he is addressing fall prey. The thinkers
in question are those who believe that ‘whenever we say “not being”, [ . . . ]
we [ ... ] call something contrary to what is’ (25783—4). They are committed
to the view that not-being-beautiful is empty. For, according to them, if
something were to fall under not-being-beautiful, then it would be contrary
to everything that falls under being-beautiful, and it would therefore be
bound not to exist (because it would be in the condition polarly opposed to
that of existing while falling under beauty). The position of these thinkers
regarding not-beauty is quite different. They are not committed to saying
that not-beauty is empty. For, according to them, what falls under not-
beauty is what is contrary to everything that falls under beauty. Ugly things
fall under this kind.

Plato’s account, based on difference rather than contrariety, does not
require not-being-beautiful to be empty. There are things different from
everything that falls under being-beautiful, i.e. things different from every-
thing that exists while falling under beauty. So the distinction between
not-beauty and not-being-beautiful is important for Plato because his
opponents took them, erroneously, to have different extensions.

33 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 200 of Ch. 4.



CHAPTER 6

Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

Can sentences and beliefs be false? Once the puzzle of not-being has been
cracked, the affirmative answer seems irrefragable. But the sophist will
raise one more objection: to say, or believe, a falschood is to say, or believe,
what is not; but saying, or believing, what is not is still as impossible and
puzzling as it was at the beginning of the discussion that constitutes the
Sophist’s core. Plato’s riposte is to explain saying or believing ‘what is not’
in a way that clearly shows it to be possible. Such an explanation is the
target of the last portion of the discussion that constitutes the Sophist’s core
(259D9—264Bs5). It divides into three parts, to which the present chapter’s
three sections correspond.

First, Plato offers an account of sentences (259D9—262E10). Its intent is
to show that speaking is a two-pronged activity: whoever speaks says one
thing about one thing. Secondly, Plato offers an account of false sentences
incorporating the view that whoever speaks falsely says what is not (262E11—
263D5). This builds on the result just established: since whoever speaks says
one thing about one thing, whoever speaks falsely says what is not by saying
about something what is not about it. This is unproblematic because what
is not about something is what is different from everything that is about
it. Thirdly, Plato offers an account of thought as inner silent conversation
(263D6—264B5). This enables him to extend his results from speech to
thought.

6.1 SENTENCES

The need for an examination of sentences. The Visitor and Theaetetus agree
they must determine ‘what a sentence is” (260a7-8). In other words, they
must define sentence (cf. 263c2). Theaetetus wonders why (26083—4). The
Visitor explains (260B5—261c10) that since to say, or believe, falsehoods is
to say, or believe, what is not, the sophist could still adopt a last defence
based on denying that not-being combines with sentences and beliefs: by
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defining sentence and belief it will be possible to show that not-being

combines with them.

At first blush, the sophist’s last defence seems desperate and silly. An
account of not-being in terms of difference has been offered; one has been
hearing all along that to say, or believe, falsehoods is to say, or believe,
what is not. Why on earth should one doubt that not-being combines with

sentences and beliefs?

Words, names, and verbs. The two inquirers begin their examination of

sentences by considering their constituents:

vis. Oépe 81), kabdrep el TAOV €18V kad TV ypap-
HATWV ENEYOpPeY, Trepl TEOV SVOUATWV TTAALY GOAUTWS ETT1-
okeywueda. paiveTar y&p T TaUTT TO ViV {nTOUNEVOV.
THT. TS Tolov oUv &7 Trepi TGOV dvoudTwy UTTaKou-
oTéov;
vis. Eite mavta dAAHA01S ouvopudTTEl €lTe pndév, eiTe
T& pev EB€AeL, T BE ).
THT. AfjAov ToUTO ye, OT1 T& pev E0éAel, T& & oU.
vis. To To1dvde Aéyels iows, Tt T& pev EpeCiis Aeyo-
peva Kad SNACUVTE T1 oUVapUOTTEL, T& 8¢ T1) oUVEYEQ
undev onuaivovta &vapuooTel.
THT. T165s Ti ToUT €lTres;
vis. ‘Otep NNV UTToAaBoOvTa o€ TTpocopoAoYElv. €0l
Y&p fUIV TTou TEV T1) pwvi) Tepl THY oUoiov SnAwudTwY
SITTOV Y£vos.
THT. [1&s;
vis. To pev dvodpaTa, 16 8¢ prjpaTa kKANGEy.
THT. Eimé éxdrepov.
vis. To pev émil Tads pdeotv &v dNAwpa pHipd TTou
Aéyouev.
THT. Nai.
vis. To 8¢ y’ & aTols Tois ékeivas Tp&TTOUC1 onUeiov
TS pooviis émiTebev dvopa.
THT. Kopi8f) pév olv.

vis. Come, then, let us reflect about names again in the same way as
we spoke about kinds and letters. For this is how the object of the

present inquiry reveals itself.
THT. What is it about names that we must attend to?

vis. Whether they all fit with one another, or none do, or some are

willing and some are not.
THT. This at least is clear, that some are willing and some are not.

vis. You mean perhaps this, that some of them, when spoken in succes-
sion, also fit together and indicate something, while some do not

fit together and signify nothing by their succession.

261DI

D5

26IEI

Es

262A1

A

A8

26ID

26IE
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THT. What do you mean by this?

vis. What I thought you assumed when you agreed. For we have, I
suppose, a double kind of vocal indicators of being.

THT. How so?

vis. One is called ‘names’, the other ‘verbs’. 262A

THT. Explain both.

vis. The one which is an indicator of actions we call, I think, ‘verb’.

THT. Yes.

vis. The other, the vocal sign given to those who perform actions, we
call ‘name’.

THT. Certainly.

The Visitor asks whether all words fit with one another, or none do, or
some do and some do not (26101—7). Theaetetus immediately avers the last
alternative: some words fit with one another and some do not (26108). The
sequel of the conversation (26109—261E4), however, shows that Theaetetus
has misunderstood the question. Clarification is needed.

The Visitor distinguishes (2614—26248) two kinds of words, or ‘vocal
indicators of being’ (261E5): verbs (prjpaTa) and names (dvédpaTa) (261E4—
26241). Verbs signify actions (26243—s5, 262B5—6, 262E13—14). Names sig-
nify ‘those who perform actions’ (26246-8, 262B10—262C1), later implicitly
identified with objects (262E13-14)." I pause for a few remarks.

(1) The fact that the discussion of types of names begins with a mis-
understanding on Theaetetus’ part probably indicates that the views
presented are a novelty.”

(2) The noun ‘dvouca’ has a narrow and a broad use. On its narrow use,
whereby it is best rendered by ‘name’, ‘6vopa’ denotes the vocal indi-
cators that signify objects. On its broad use, whereby it might be
rendered by ‘word’, it denotes all vocal indicators (including those that
signify actions and those that signify objects).” The broad use matches
the dialogues: Plato applies ‘évopa’ to proper nouns like ‘Cratylus’
(Cra. 38382—3), common nouns like ‘man’ (Cra. 399c1, cf. Sph. 25146
with 251B1), adjectives like ‘bad’ (Cra. 416a1—2, cf. 417C7-8; 433E8;
Prt. 355B4—355C1; Men. 8787—87C1; Ale.2 140C8-140D2; Sph. 25146 with
251B2; Phlb. 3786-7; Lg. 8. 842E6; 10. 895E2), demonstrative pronouns

' The expressions used to describe the relation of words to what they stand for are the nouns ‘indicator’
(‘dMAwua’, 261Es, 26243) and ‘sign’ (‘onueiov’, 26246, 262D9) and the verb ‘to signify’ (‘onuaiven’,
26286). Are the characterizations of verbs and names as signifying (respectively) actions and objects
definitions? Some commentators (e.g. Cornford (1935), 303, 308) think they are; Hoekstra and
Scheppers (2003), 69—70 argue that they are not.

> Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 1725 Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), 63—4.

3 Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 172; Stough (1990), 370; Denyer (1991), 148—9; Hoekstra and Scheppers
(2003), 66; Brown (2008), 452.
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like ‘this’ (77. soa1—2, cf. 49E1—2), numerals like ‘one’ (Prm. 149C8—
14901, cf. Cra. 43587-8), participles like ‘lowing’ (Cra. 421c4—6), and
infinitives like ‘to grow’ (Cra. 414a8—4148B2, cf. 42448—9; Phd. 71B6-9;
Sph. 226B2-6).*

(3) The distinction between actions and objects is unclear. Is it an exhaus-
tive ontological classification, so that every being is an action just if it
is not an object? Or are actions objects of a special type?

(4) Theword ‘action’ may be used both for particular actions (cf. ‘My action
caused distress’) and for action-types (cf. ‘Humans cannot perform the
action of flying’). Are the actions signified by verbs particulars or types?
If they were particulars, the verb ‘sits’ would signify all particular actions
of sitting that have taken or will take place, including the one performed
by me now while I am writing this and those performed by others at
the same time. This is, however, hard to square with some points of
the Sophist. (4.1) At 262E13-14 the Visitor announces: ‘I shall speak a
sentence to you by putting an object together with an action by means
of a name and a verb.” These words suggest that in “Theaetetus is sitting’
and like sentences the speaker combines exactly one object with exactly
one action. With which particular action of flying would Theaetetus
be combined by someone uttering ‘Theaetetus is flying’? (4.2) The
cross-reference at 263BI11-12 seems to require that verbs signify kinds.’
I therefore think that the actions signified by verbs within sentences
are not particular actions, but action-types. In particular, I assume that
the action signified by any verb within any sentence is a kind (one of a
special sort, like the kinds understanding, sitting, and ﬂying).(’

(5) Thedistinction between verbs and names is also unclear. Is it contrasting
the lexical categories of verbs and names, or the grammatical categories
of predicate-expressions and subject-expressions? Both alternatives face
difficulties. For, arguably, not every verb signifies an action (consider ‘is
carried’, to which in Greek corresponds a single word, ‘pépeTan’); and
not every predicate-expression signifies an action (consider ‘is tall’).”

Naming and saying. After distinguishing verbs from names, the two inquir-
ers discuss sentences:

4 Cf. Oechler (1962), s7; Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), s7; Crivelli (2008), 222. At Sph. 237c2
(cf. 250D7) Plato even uses ‘dvoua’ for the phrase ‘ut) &v’.

5 On this cross-reference cf. below, subsection to n. mr.

6 Cf. Cornford (1935), 314—s; Szaif (1998), 472; Davidson (200s), 81; O’Brien (2005), 139; Thomas
(2008), 647.

7 Cf. Xenakis (1957), 168; Galligan (1983), 272; Stough (1990), 370.
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vis. OUkoUv &€ dvopdTwy pev pdvwv ouveydds Aeyo-
HEVOOV OUK E0TL TTOTE AOY0S, 0US ol PNuaTwV Xwpls dvo-
HGTwV AexBévToov.

THT. TaUT oUk éuabov.

vi1s. AfjAov y&p s TTpos ETepOY T1 PAETTGOV EPTL OUVWHO-
AOyeis: émel ToUT a¥Td EBouAdUnY elTreiv, OT1 ouvex&ds OBe
Aeydpeva TaUTa oUK €01 AdY0S.

THT. [1&s;

vis. Ofov Badilel Tpéxel kabeUdel, kol TEAAX
6oa mp&éels onpaivel prpaTa, K&v TTavTa Tis EdpeEns aUT
elTrn), Adyov oUdév Ti u&AAov &Trepy &leTal.

THT. T16s y&p;

vis. OUkoUv kal TaA 6Tav AéynTar Aéwv EAados
frmros, doa Te dvopaTa TV TAS TPAEELS AU TPATTOVTWY
dvopdodn, kal kKatd TaUTnY 81) THV cUvéyelav oUdels Trw
OUVEDTN AGYyO0s® oUdepiav y&p oUTe oUTws oUT ékeivaos
Tp&EW oUd’ &mpaiav oldt oUciav dvTtos oUdE pr) dvTos
dnAotl T& paovnbévta, Tpiv &v Tis Tols dVoPao! T PHUATA
KEPAOT). TOTE & Tpuocty Te Kad Adyos EyEveTo eUbus 1)
TTPWTT OUPTTAOKT), oSOV TGV Adywv 6 TrpddTdS Te Kad
OUIKPOTATOS.

THT. T16s &p” 8¢ Aéyels;

vis. ‘Otav it 115 &vbpwtros povbavel, Adyov
elvan ¢1)s ToUTov EAG&Y10TOV Te Kad TTPGdTOV;

THT. Eywye.

vis. AnAol yap 718n Trou TOTE Trepl TGOV SvTwv A yryvo-
HEVV T) YEYOVOTWV 1 BEAAOVTWY, Kol 0UK dvopddel povov
AAAK T1 TrEpAivEl, CUUTIAEKGOV T PHPATA Tois dvduact. d10
Aéyev Te QUTOV GAN 0¥ pdvov dvopdely eiTropey, Kal 81
Kol TG TAEyUaTl TOUTw TO dvoua épbey Eapeda Adyov.

THT. Opbdds.

vis. OUTw 81 kaB&Trep T& TPy paTa T pév AAAHA0ILS
fipuoTTEY, T& & 0oU, Kad Trepl T& TS doviis al onuela T& pev
oUy &pUOTTEL, T& 8¢ GPUOTTOVTA AUTEY Adyov &Tnpy&-
coTo.

THT. [ToavT&TTact yev ouv.

vis.”ET1 81) opikpov TOSe.

THT. TO Troiov;

vis. Adyov &vaykaiov, OTavTrep 7, TIWOS €ival Adyov, P
8¢ T1vos &dUvartov.

THT. OUTws.

vis. OUkoUv kad Tro1év Tiva aUTdv givan Bel;

THT. T1¢s & oU;

vis. Now, a sentence never consists of names alone spoken in succession,
nor yet of verbs spoken without names.

225

26249
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262C1

cs

CI10
262DI1

D5

262EI

ES

EIO

262A



226 Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

THT. This I do not understand.
vis. Clearly you had something else in view when you agreed just now. 2628

For this is what I wanted to say, that these [sc. verbs and names]
spoken in succession in this way are not a sentence.

THT. In what way?
vis. For instance, ‘walks runs sleeps’, and the other verbs, however many

signify actions, even if one speaks them all in a row, do not, for all
that, produce a sentence.

THT. How could they?
vis. Again, when ‘lion stag horse’ is spoken, and however many names

of those who perform actions are pronounced, no sentence is ever ~ 262C
composed by this succession as well. For neither in this way nor in

that do the utterances indicate any action or inaction or being of

what is or of what is not, until one blends verbs with names. Then

they fit and the first interweaving becomes immediately a sentence,

perhaps the first and smallest of sentences.

THT. What do you mean?
vis. When someone says ‘Man understands’, do you say that this is a

shortest and primary sentence?

THT. [ do. 262D
vis. For he® already indicates something about the things which are or

are coming to be or have come to be or are to come,” and, by inter-
weaving verbs with names, does not merely name but accomplishes
something. For this reason we say that he does not merely name but
says something, and we gave the name ‘sentence’ to this weaving.”®

THT. Right.
vis. Thus, as some objects fit with one another and others do not, so,

also with vocal signs, some do not fit, but those of them that fit 262E
produce a sentence.

THT. By all means.
vis. One further small point.
THT. Which?

vis. It is necessary that a sentence, whenever there is one, be a sentence

of something.” It is impossible for it not to be of something.

Taking ‘115’ (supplied from 262¢9) as the grammatical subject of ‘SnAot” (262D2), ‘oUk dvopudder’
(262D3), and ‘11 Trepaivel’ (262D4): cf. Matthews (1972), 256—7; Nuchelmans (1973), 15; Brann
et al. (1996), 75; Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), 68; Cavini (2009), 11. Others take instead ‘Adyos’
(supplied from 262c9) as the grammatical subject: cf. Cornford (1935), 305; Duerlinger (2005), 134;
Centrone (2008), 225; Gaskin (2008), 1.

Cf. R. 3. 392D3.

Cf.LS] s.v. ‘$8¢yyouar’ 1. The etymological connection between ‘Aéyev’ (262Ds) (‘says something’)
and A6yos’ (262D6) (‘sentence’) is lost in the translation. It would be preserved by ‘speaks’ and
‘speech’. But rendering ‘Aéyev’ by ‘to speak’ has its own disadvantages because ‘Aéyev’ in Greek
has grammatical constructions to which nothing corresponds with ‘to speak’ in English: problems
would arise, for instance, with the translation of 26384—s.

‘Of something’ translates the simple genitive “Tivds’. Sentences about Theaetetus are described by
Theaetetus himself as ‘mine’ (cf. 26346, 263410) and by the Visitor as ‘yours’ (cf. 263¢7).
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THT. Yes.
vis. Therefore it must also be of a certain quality.
THT. How could it not?

If both names and verbs are involved, then, when spoken in succession,
they also ‘fit together and indicate something’ (26109—261E1); but words of
only one kind ‘do not fit together and signify nothing by their succession’
(261E1-2). Specifically, when words of only one kind are uttered successively,
the resulting string is not a sentence (26249—11): if only verbs are uttered, the
resulting string is not a sentence (e.g. ‘walks runs sleeps’ is not a sentence)
(262B2-8); if only names are uttered, the resulting string again fails to be
a sentence (e.g. ‘lion stag horse’ is not a sentence) (26289—262c2)."” Only
if verbs are uttered together with names do the words fit with one another
and constitute a sentence (262c4—6). For example, an utterance of ‘Man
understands’ is a sentence (262c9—262D1) and it is obtained by uttering the
verb ‘understands’ together with the name ‘man’.

The Visitor and Theaetetus agree that one name and one verb make
up a sentence that is shortest and primary (262¢5—262D1, 263¢c1—4). This
presupposes that there are longer and non-primary sentences, which do
not consist of merely one name and one verb. These other sentences are
not described. The use of ‘primary’ suggests that these other sentences
are composed of primary ones (whose components are not sentences, but
names and verbs), much in the same way as, according to the Crarylus
(422A1—422E1), derivative names are composed of primary ones (whose
components are not names, but syllables and, ultimately, letters). Sen-
tences concern not only the present, but also the past and the future
(262D2-3).

The Visitor remarks that when only names or only verbs are uttered in
succession, in neither way ‘do the utterances indicate any action or inaction
or being of what is or of what is not, until one blends verbs with names’
(262c2—s). He might be implying that only within sentences do verbs and
names signify, respectively, actions and objects.”

The Visitor says that a speaker uttering a primary sentence, i.e. a sentence
composed of one name and one verb, ‘by interweaving verbs with names,
does not merely name but accomplishes something’ (262D3—4):"* he or

Plato’s example of a string of Greek names has three members: it is ‘Aéwov Ehagos imrmos’ (‘lion stag
horse’). A string of two members, like ‘Aécov EAagos’ (‘lion stag’), could have been regarded as a
sentence (because ‘€Tvan’ can be omitted in Greek).

B Cf. 26109—261E1 (with below, text to n. 24); Demos (1964), 608; Sedley (2003), 61.

4 Cf. Cra. 4252-3. For the phrase ‘11 mepaivewy’ cf. Grg. 47288; Smp. 217C1-2; R. 4. 426A2; The.
180A6-7.
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she realizes a speech act.” The Visitor adds that in uttering a primary
sentence, a speaker ‘does not merely name but says something’ (262D5).
Naming and saying are therefore different. No explanation of what they
are is offered. The two inquirers then agree (262E4-8) that every sentence
must be ‘of” something. Their later observations (262£13—263A11, 263C1-12)
on the primary sentences introduced as examples, “Theaetetus is sitting’
and ‘Theaetetus is flying’, show that the entity a primary sentence is ‘of’
is the object signified by its name (it then becomes clear that the sentence
is not only ‘of” but also ‘about’ this object). Faced with these data, let me
indulge in some speculation.

(1) When they come to defining sentence, the Visitor and Theaetetus do
not apply the method of division but describe sentences of the simplest
kind. The Socrates of Plato’s early dialogues would have denied that
this is a definition.

(2) What does a speaker uttering a primary sentence name? Does he or
she name both the object signified by the primary sentence’s name
and the action signified by its verb?'® Or only the object?’” The Visitor
and Theaetetus do not address this problem, but the etymological link
between ‘dvopdlev’ (‘to name’) and ‘évopa’ (‘name’) suggests that
the last alternative is right:" a speaker uttering a primary sentence
names only the object signified by its name.”

(3) Granted that this result is correct, a further point may be plausibly
inferred: in a primary sentence, the name is what mainly contributes
to the speaker’s performing the speech act of naming whereas the verb

Cf. Xenakis (1957), 168—9; Nuchelmans (1973), 15-17; Swiggers (1984), 16; Stough (1990), 371, 379.
Others (e.g. Brocker (1964), 469; Derbolav (1972), 174; Galligan (1983), 270; Rudebusch (1990),
6o1—2) understand the Visitor as claiming that a speaker uttering a primary sentence T1 Tepaivel
by limiting something: such a speaker limits both the object signified by the name (by specifying
what action it is performing) and the action signified by the verb (by specifying which object is
performing it).

Cf. Galligan (1983), 270, 278; Swiggers (1984), 16.

7 Cf. Owen (1971), 263; Denyer (1991), 151.

The etymological link of ‘dvoudZev’ to ‘6vouc’ mirrors that of ‘Aéyev’ to ‘Adyos’, which Plato
explicitly notices (cf. 262046 with n. 10 above).

Y Tt is less likely that ‘vopddev’ is connected to ‘6vopa’ in its broad usage (in which case a speaker
producing a primary sentence would probably name both the object signified by the name and the
action signified by the verb): for the wide usage of ‘évopa’ appears only at the beginning of the
linguistic section (at 261D2 and 261D4) and is superseded by the narrow usage.

Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), 65 assume that what is named is words. In their view, when
Plato contrasts dvopddetv with Aéyew, he is distinguishing the sheer concatenation of words from
the concatenation of words that constitutes a meaningful unit. True, the verb ‘dvoudZev’ can take
‘dvoua’ as its object (cf. Hp.Ma. 288D2 and, for the passive construction, Sph. 262B10-262c1 and
R. 5. 470B4). But it is unlikely that such a usage should be intended in the present Sophist passage
because the Visitor has characterized names as signs of entities of a certain sort (cf. 26246—7).
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is what mainly contributes to the speaker’s performing the speech act
of saying.*®

The intimate connection of the verb with the speech act of saying
is also suggested by the verb’s name, ‘pfijua’. The name ‘pfipa’ is
constructed with the suffix -po from one of the several roots for verbs
expressing the activity of saying. A name constructed with the suffix
-pa can indicate either the result of the activity expressed by the verb
(cf. “moinue’, which indicates the result of the activity of producing,
expressed by ‘“moiéw’) or the means which enables the carrying out of
that activity (cf. ‘8nAwpa’, which indicates the means which enables
the carrying out of the activity of indicating, expressed by ‘SnAdw’).
Similarly, ‘6fjue’ could indicate the means which enables the carrying
out of the activity of saying.”

Given that a speaker uttering a primary sentence names only the
object signified by its name, and given that the entity a primary
sentence is about is the object signified by its name, it follows that a
speaker uttering a primary sentence names only the entity the primary
sentence is about. On the plausible assumption that a speaker uttering
a primary sentence refers only to the entity the primary sentence is
about, a further inference can be plausibly drawn: a speaker uttering
a primary sentence names what he or she refers to. This suggests that
for a speaker who utters a primary sentence to name an entity is to
refer to it.””

Plato is probably committed to claiming that utterances of strings
of words that look like singular predicative sentences with empty
subject-expressions (e.g. utterances of ‘Pegasus is flying’) are not truth-
evaluable sentences. Some modern philosophers of language explicitly
endorse this claim.”

Does Plato believe that a primary sentence signifies something? One
passage might be taken to commit him to such a view: at 26109—261E1
he says that verbs and names ‘when spoken in succession, also fit
together and indicate something’. However, Plato here might simply
mean that when they are uttered successively, a name and a verb signify
something (each one an entity of the appropriate sort).”* No passage

Cf. Frede (1992), 413-14. Other commentators deny that for Plato there is a difference between

the semantic functions of names and verbs (apart from their signifying entities of different sorts):
cf. Stough (1990), 370-1; Gaskin (2008), 204.

2!

Cf. Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), 66-7.  ** Cf. Davidson (2005), 8s.

» Cf. Frege (1892b), 32-3; Strawson (1950), 330—1; Rudebusch (1991), s22-3.
24 Cf. above, n. 13 and text thereto.
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in the Sophist unequivocally commits Plato to the view that a primary
sentence signifies something.”

The Visitor says that a speaker uttering a primary sentence ‘by inter-
weaving verbs with names [...] accomplishes something’ (262D4).
In other dialogues, in political contexts, Plato makes it clear that the
weaving metaphor introduces a difference of roles.** The warp and
the woof play different roles in weaving, and they do so thanks to their
different natures (the warp is strong and firm while the woof is softer).
Similarly, the items to which the warp and the woof metaphorically
correspond play different roles. This suggests that for Plato verbs and
names perform different functions.””

When he says that a speaker utters a primary sentence ‘by putting an
object together with an action [ouvBeis Tpdry pa Tp&Eet] by means of
aname and a verb’ (262E13-14), the Visitor is not committing himself
to the view that by uttering a primary sentence a speaker performs
an act of saying on a single composite thing which he or she puts
together from the object and the action signified by (respectively) the
primary sentence’s name and verb. The Visitor has good reasons for
keeping clear of such a view, which would be exposed to difficulties
similar to those raised by the arguments about the impossibility of
saying what is not at 23787-239¢8.* The Visitor is putting forward
a weaker view, namely that the utterance of a primary sentence by a
speaker coincides with an event in which the object and the action
signified by (respectively) the primary sentence’s name and verb are
both involved.

Uttering a sentence can be instructively compared with playing
the violin. In playing the violin, a violinist puts together two entities
(namely a violin and a bow) by performing a single act in which each
of the two entities involved is employed in a distinctive way. The
event is properly described by saying that the violinist p/ays the violin
with the bow. The violinist could not be properly said to construct
or create a composite entity whose components are a violin and a
bow. Similarly, in uttering a sentence, a speaker puts together two
entities (namely an action and an object) by performing a single act
in which each of the two entities involved is employed in a distinctive

» At 26202 Plato says that someone uttering ‘Man understands’ ‘indicates something [8nAoi]’: the
verb ‘dnAoUv’, connected with the noun ‘8Awua’, elsewhere used for names and verbs (cf. above,
n. 1), is applied to a speaker, not to a linguistic expression.

26 Cf. Plt. 30948-30987; Lg. 5. 734E6—735A4.

77 Cf. Cavini (2009), 20-3. 28 Cf. below, paragraph to n. 105.
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way. The situation is properly described by saying that the speaker
says the action signified by the verb @bour the object signified by the
name. The speaker could not be properly said to construct or create a
composite entity whose components are an object and an action.

In the Cratylus, in connection with a version of the falsehood para-
dox (Cra. 429c6—4304s), Socrates and Cratylus agree (430A6—431C3)
both that one can assign® linguistic expressions (names, verbs, and
sentences) to objects, and that such assignments’® can be either cor-
rect, and therefore true, or incorrect, and therefore false. This Crazylus
account may perhaps be fitted to the situation of the Sophist by substi-
tuting actions for linguistic expressions. The result is: when in uttering
a primary sentence a speaker brings about an event (a speech act of
saying) in which the object and the action signified by (respectively)
the primary sentence’s name and verb are both involved, the event
in question is a case of assigning the action signified by the primary
sentence’s verb to the object signified by the primary sentence’s name.”

(11) An utterance of ‘man understanding’ consists of two parts that signify

(12)

the kinds man and understanding.’”” An utterance of ‘Man under-
stands’ also consists of two parts that signify the kinds man and
understanding. What is the difference between these two utterances?
In general, how do strings of names differ from sentences? The Visitor
declares (262B9—262cC2) that strings of names are not sentences, but he
does not say much to explain how they differ (his remarks at 262c2—7
are obscure).

Plato perhaps merely recorded the fact that strings of names are not
sentences and did not address the question of how they differ (either
because he did not think of it or because he was unable to answer
it). However, since some philosophers and commentators raise the
problem of how this question could be answered within the Sophist’s
linguistic theory,” I shall venture a reply that goes beyond what Plato
actually says but is consistent with, perhaps even suggested by, remarks
in the Sophist and other dialogues.

In the context of sentences, verbs signify actions and names signify
objects. The contributions made by a verb and a name to a sentence

? The verbs are ‘Siavépelv’ (43087, 430E1), ‘Tpoodépelv’ (43088), and ‘&modidovan’ (431B4).

30

3

The nouns are ‘Siavopny (43003, 431B1), ‘86015’ (430D6), and ‘Emidop&’ (430D6).
Cf. Cherniss (1957b), 19; Ackrill (1966), 53—4.

3> Waive the objection that words signify only in the context of sentences (cf. above, n. 13 and text
thereto).
33 Cf. Denyer (1991), 164—7; Davidson (2005), 82-3, 85—6; Cavini (2009), 9—18.



232

(13)

Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

of which they are components cannot however be identified with
their signifying (respectively) an action and an object: otherwise the
sentence ‘Man understands’ would be equivalent to the string of names
‘man understanding’.’* Although the contributions made by a verb
and a name to a sentence cannot be identified with their signifying
an action and an object, it is nevertheless consistent to claim that the
verb’s contribution involves signifying an action.”

In his discussion of primary sentences Plato mentions the speaker who
utters a primary sentence.’® In the Euthydemus (284B5—284c2), in the
context of a version of the falsehood paradox, he describes saying as an
action (rp&TTew) and a production (Troi€iv) performed by a speaker
(ct. Cra. 38788—387Cs). Plato perhaps thinks of primary sentences as
connected with (or even identical to) events of saying that involve
speakers. In the case of a primary sentence, a single event occurs that
concerns three entities: a speaker, an action, and an object. Specifically,
in the case of a primary sentence an event occurs which consists in
the three-place relation of saying obtaining between a speaker, an
action (signified by the verb in the primary sentence uttered by the
speaker), and an object (signified by the name therein). Let me go back
to the analogy introduced earlier. There is nothing mysterious when
violinists hold the violin with their left hand, hold the bow with their
right hand, and apply the bow to the violin so as to generate sounds
of a certain sort. Similarly, there is nothing mysterious when a speaker
picks out an object with a name, picks out an action with a verb,
and puts the object together with the action so as to say something.
In the first case, the three-place relation of playing obtains between a
violinist, a bow, and a violin; in the second, the three-place relation of
saying obtains between a speaker, an action, and an object. A sentence
is something unitary because it is associated with such a single event.’”
Truth and falsehood might be expressed by adverbs that modify the
verb used to describe the event (cf. x says y about z truthfully’ and ‘x
says y about z falsely’).’*

3 Cf. Denyer (1991), 164—7; Davidson (2005), 82-3, 85—6.

3 Cf. Davies (1981), 108—9; Burge (2007), 590-5. 36 Cf. above, n. 8.

37 The conception of the unity of sentences developed here resembles views maintained at one point
by Russell: cf. Russell (1910b), 153—6; Russell (1912), 72—4; Davidson (2005), 106—7, 147; Bestor
(1978), 30—s. It also recalls Wittgenstein’s idea, taken up by Nick Denyer, that the unity of sentences
is guaranteed by their being facts: cf. Wittgenstein (1922), 2.14, 2.15, 3.14 (with Gaskin (2008), 327);
Denyer (1991), 254—s.

In the Cratylus Plato employs the adverbial phrase ‘not correctly’ (‘ut) 6p86S’, 430EI1, 431B3) to

modify verbs rendered by ‘to assign’ (cf. above, n. 29 and text thereto).



False sentences 233

It might be objected that a speaker who utters a list of names, by
uttering for instance ‘man understanding’, also does so in the context
of a single event. Why is this not an event of saying? Why does an
event of saying occur when a speaker utters ‘Man understands’, but
not when he or she utters ‘man understanding’?

Vocal indicators of different sorts are needed because the three-place
relation of saying that obtains between speaker, action, and object is
(if I may say so) ‘non-symmetric in its last two positions™: a speaker
uttering the words ‘Man understands’ assigns understanding to man;
he or she does not assign man to understanding. The speaker says
the entity signified by the verb (an action) about the entity signified
by the name (an object); it is not the case that the speaker says the
entity signified by the name about the entity signified by the verb.
An utterance of ‘man understanding’ would leave it unclear what the
speaker is saying about what. For this reason English and many other
languages require vocal indicators of different types as components
of sentences, and therefore disqualify strings of names from being
sentences. One could imagine a language where the order of utterance
does the trick, in which case one of the two ‘names’ would become
a ‘verb’ thanks to its position (and if someone who is just beginning
to learn English rushes in and shouts the string of names ‘house
fire’, it will be clear that he means that the house is on fire). The
difference between an utterance of ‘man understanding’ and one of
‘Man understands’ is that in view of the rules governing English only
the second is apt to be involved in an event whereby a speaker says
one entity (an action) about one entity (an object). The difference in
role between verbs and names alluded to by the weaving metaphor®
might have to do with their being differently used by speakers uttering
sentences.

6.2 FALSE SENTENCES

True and false sentences. The Visitor and Theaetetus agree that a sentence
must be ‘of a certain quality’. The qualities they have in mind are truth and
falsehood (Sph. 262E9-10, 26341226383, cf. Phlb. 37810-37C2). Nothing
the two inquirers say commits them to the view that every sentence is
either true or false (they are not tacitly restricting sentences to declarative
sentences).*” Plato occasionally contrasts the qualities of a thing with what

3 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 26. 4° Cf. Dorter (1994), 163.
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it is, i.e. its essence.* Therefore, by agreeing that truth and falsehood are
qualities of sentences, the Visitor and Theaetetus are probably hinting that
neither truth nor falsehood is essential to sentences as such (some sentences
are true and not false, others false and not true).*

Two examples are given: the true sentence “Theaetetus is sitting’ and the
false sentence “Theaetetus is flying’.#* Here is the relevant passage:

v1s. [Tpooéywpev 81 TOV voUv fiuiv adTols. 262EI1
THT. A€l youv.
vis. Aé€w Toivuv ool Adyov ouvlels Tpdrypa TTpaEel 81°

dvoPaTos Kal pripaTos: dTou & &v 6 AOyos 1), oU pot

Ppaletv. EIS
THT. TaUT EoTal KATA SUvapiv. 263A1
v1Ss. OeaiTnTOos K&ONTAL PEOV PN BaKpos 6

Aoyos;

THT. OUk, &AA& péTpios.
VIs. 20v épyov 81N ppddelv epl oU T &0 Tl Kad STou. AS

THT. AfjAov &11 Trepi &uoU Te kad &pds.
vis. Ti 8¢ 68" oU;
THT. [Tolos;
VIs. OeaiTnTos — & VIV &y o SlaAéyoual — TIETETAL.
THT. Kad ToUtov oU8’ &v els EAAws gitror ATV udv Te AIO
Kad Trepl £pod.
vis. TTo1ov 8¢ y€ Tivd papev dvarykaiov EkaoTov elvan
TGOV A0y wv.
THT. Nad. 263BI
vis. ToUTwv 81 Toidv Tiva ék&Tepov dpaTéov glval;
THT. TOv pév weudt) mou, Tov 8¢ &An6H.
vis. Néyel 8¢ aUTGV 6 pev AANONS T dvTa dos EoTiv Trepl
coU. BS
THT. T1 pnv;
v1s. O 8¢ 81) yeudns étepa TGOV SvTwov.
THT. Nai.
vis. T& pr) vt &pa dos duTar Aéyel.
THT. 2XEJ0V. BIO
vis."Ovtoovt 8¢ ye dvta ETepa Trepl 0oU. TTOAAN pév yap
Epapev BT Trepl EkaoTov elvad TTou, TTOAAX 8¢ oUk SuTa.

41 Cf. Men. 71a1—7188; 86D8-86E1; 8783; Grg. 448E6—7; Tht. 152D3—4; 152D6.

4 Cf. Frede (1992), 417.

# s sitting” and ‘is flying’ render ‘k&@nTon’ (263a2) and ‘“méTeTon’ (26349) (sits’ and ‘flies” would
convey the wrong sense). The thought of a flying man was perhaps mentioned by Gorgias as an
example of a false thought (cf. S.E. M. 7. 79). By choosing ‘“Theaetetus is flying’ Plato might be
alluding to Gorgias (cf. Untersteiner (1949), 196).

44 The main MSS read ‘8vtws’ (cf. Robinson (1999), 159); one late MS (Ven. 186) has the correction
‘8vTtos’ above the line. Cornarius (1561), 159, 194 suggested the emendation ‘8vtwv’ (cf. Fischer

&
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THT. Kop18f) pév ouv.
vis.‘Ov UoTepov 81 Adyov eipnka Tepi ool, TpddTOV 263CI

uév, &€ dv wplodpeba Ti ToT 0Tl AdY 0S5, AVOYKXIOTATOV
aUTOV Eva TGOV PpayUT&TWV giva.

THT. Nuvdt) yoUv TaUTn cUVWUOAOY\oAUEY.

vis. Emerta 8¢ ye Tivods. cs
THT. OUT0S.

vis. Ei 8¢ pr) éoTiv 0ds, oUk &AAou ye oUSevos.

THT. [16s y&p;

vis. Mn8evos <8€> ye v ol &v Adyos ein TO TapdTTay:

> %

&TredpNvapey y&p 6TL TGOV &BUvdTwy fiv Adyov SvTa undevos CIO
elvan Adyov.

THT. OpfoTaTa.
vis. TTepi 8N Tou® Aeyodueva, <7\syéusvor>4(‘ pévtol B&Tepa 263D1

@S T& aUTA Kad pn dvTa s dvTa, TTavTATTOo1Y EOIKEV T
TolUTT OUVOEDIS €K Te PUATOLOV Y1y VouévT Kol dvoudTwy
SvTws Te kad &ANBEdS yiyveobal Adyos Weudrs.

THT. AAnBéoToaTa pév olv. DS

vis. Now let us fix our attention on ourselves. 262E
THT. We will.
vis. I shall speak a sentence to you by putting an object together with

an action by means of a name and a verb. You tell me what the
sentence is of.

THT. I shall do my best. 263A
vis. ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ — not a lengthy sentence, is it?

THT. No, of a just length.

vis. Now your job is to say what it is about and what of.

THT. Clearly it is about me and mine.

vis. And this one?

THT. Which one?

45

(1771), 32). Deichgriber (apud Frede (1967), 34) suggests ‘cos 8¢ ye &tepa ept ooV, Frede (1992),
421 and 424 mentions two other possible emendations: ‘<T&V> SvTwv 8¢ ye Svta éTepa Trepi
ooU’ and ‘GvTws 8¢ ye dvTa ETepar < TV SvTwv> Tepi ool (the last also in Robinson (1999),
159).

In Crivelli (1990), 82, 93 I chose the reading ‘évTcos’, also adopted by Frede (1967), 58; Kostman

(1973), 192, 209; Rijlaarsdam (1978), 209; de Rijk (1986), 206—7; Cassin and Narcy (1989), 91—2;
Cordero (1993), 275; Szaif (1998), 475-8; and Centrone (2008), 227—9. The criticisms of O’Brien
(1991a), 317—28, O’Brien (1995), 117-30, and O’Brien (1999), 36—7 made me change my mind. I
now find it more plausible to adopt Cornarius’s emendation ‘6vtev’, printed by Stephanus (1578),
263 and all the later eds. I consulted. At 24087 one main MS (W) reads ‘dvTws’ where two others
(B and D, the two representatives of the family B) have ‘évtcov’: scribal hesitation between ‘6vtaws’
and ‘GvTwv’ is therefore explicitly attested.
Reading “tov’ instead of the uniformly attested ‘00U (cf. Grg. 457D1; Phd. 91a4; R. 10. 598C7; Plt.
285E3; Lg. 11. 935D7; 936A3). The emendation, proposed by Kassel (1961), 126, makes 263p1-5 into
a description of all false sentences. According to the text handed down by the tradition, 263p1—5
would be a description of false sentences about Theaetetus: a class of dubious interest.

46 The emendation is due to Badham (1865), xxxvii.
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vis. ‘Theaetetus — with whom I am now speaking — is flying’.*7

THT. This one also can only be described as mine and about me.

vis. Besides we say that it is necessary for each of the sentences to be of
a certain quality.

THT. Yes.

vis. Of what quality then must one say each of these is?

THT. One is, somehow, false, the other true.**

vis. And the true one says the things which are to be about you.

THT. Certainly.

vis. The false one instead <says> things different from the things which
are <to be about you>.

THT. Yes.
vis. It therefore says the things which are not as things which are <about
you>.

THT. I suppose so.

vis. But <it says> things which are different from things which are
about you. For, in a way,* we said that about each there are many
things which are and many which are not.

THT. Exactly.

vis. The sentence I spoke about you later, in the first place, according to
our definition of what sentence is, is itself most necessarily one of
the shortest.

THT. So we agreed just now.

vis. Moreover, it must be of something,.

THT. Yes.

vis. And if it is not yours, it is of nothing else.

THT. Certainly.

vis. And if it were of nothing, it would not be a sentence at all, for we
declared’® that it was impossible for there to be a sentence which
was a sentence of nothing.

THT. Quite correct.

vis. So, things said about something, but different things said as identical,
and things which are not as things which are — such a combination
coming to be from verbs and names by all means seems really and
truly to become a false sentence.”

THT. Most truly.

263B

263C

263D

47 The second sample sentence is described as being ‘one of the shortest’ (263¢3). Hence it must consist
of only one name and one verb. Therefore it cannot be the whole “Theaetetus with whom I am

now speaking is flying’, but ‘“Theaetetus is flying’.
Cf. R. 2. 376E11-12.

123

4

49 1 construe “mov’ (263812) with ‘Epopey’ (263812) (cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 176) and 1 take it
to express a qualification (cf. LS] s.v. “rou’ ). Alternatively, “rou’ (263B12) could be construed
with ‘elvar’ (263B12) or “mrepi EkaoTov glvan’ (263B12) (cf. Movia (1991), 440; O’Brien (19912), 296;

O’Brien (1995), 79-80).
5° Cf. 26286-8.

' The expression ‘... really and truly. .. a false sentence’ playfully juxtaposes ‘truly’ and ‘false’. At

Tht. 189C5—189D4 Socrates chastised Theaetetus for a similar formulation.
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Shortly before embarking on defining sentence, the Visitor remarks
that ‘to attempt to separate everything from everything is exceedingly out
of tune and typical of someone alien to the philosophic Muse’ (259D9—
259E2). He explains this remark by saying that ‘to detach each thing from
all things is the most complete destruction of all sentences’ (259E4-s).
He then justifies this claim by recalling that ‘sentences have come to us
thanks to the reciprocal interweaving of kinds’ (259E5-6). He goes on to
say that they ‘had been right to fight against people of this sort and to
oblige them to allow one thing to mix with a different one’ (260a1-3).

The Visitor’s last statement probably refers back to the refutation of
the first of three alternatives concerning the combination of kinds: the
refutation of the claim that no distinct kinds blend (25188—252D1).5* Those
who ‘detach each thing from all things’ (259Es) claim that no distinct
kinds enjoy any ontological relations of any sort required for the truth
of any affirmative predicative sentence about them.” Their position leads
them to ‘the most complete destruction of all sentences’ (259E4), or, to
be more precise, of all affirmative predicative sentences concerning kinds
where the kind signified by the predicate-expression is distinct from the one
signified by the subject-expression (the restriction to these sentences may
be understood on the basis of the fact that kinds are being talked about).
This consequence was laid bare by the Visitor and Theaetetus in the course
of their refutation of the position in question: its advocates were shown
to be committed to rejecting all earlier ontological theories (251E10—25287)
and to be unable consistently to state their own view (25288—252D1). The
refutation of this position led to the conclusion that there is a ‘reciprocal
interweaving of kinds’ (259E5—6), i.e. that distinct kinds enjoy relations
that warrant the truth of affirmative predicative sentences about them. In
this sense the Visitor can say that ‘sentences have come to us thanks to the
reciprocal interweaving of kinds’ (259E5—6).*

In the passage translated above, the Visitor announces that he will
utter a sentence ‘by putting an object together with an action by means
of a name and a verb’ (262E13-14). It may be plausibly assumed that if a
speaker utters a primary sentence by putting an object, signified by a name,

52 The ‘2&v’ at 26042 echoes the ‘#@vTes’ at 25289 and 251B9.

5 Cf. above, paragraph to n. 97 of Ch. 4.

54 Plato’s remarks at 259E4—7 generated an exegetical controversy (cf. Moravesik (1962), 6o; Frede
(1967), 43—4; Malcolm (1967), 143—4; Ray (1984), 83-6). Commentators understood 259E4—7 as
saying that any speaker uttering any sentence interweaves at least two kinds; they then found it hard
to fit this to the sample sentences “Theaetetus is sitting’ and ‘“Theaetetus is flying’ (each of which
appears to involve only one kind). An excellent critical account of this debate is in Clarke (1994),
35-50.



238 Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

together with an action, signified by a verb, the action is always a kind”
whereas the object can be anything (e.g. a kind like the kind man, signified
by the name ‘man’ within ‘Man understands’, or a perceptible particular like
the boy Theaetetus, signified by the name “Theaetetus’ within “Theaetetus
is sitting’ and ‘Theaetetus is flying’). It may also be plausibly assumed
that some occurrences of ‘to be’” followed by ‘about’ are examples of the
converse use of ‘to be” and therefore express the relation which in modern

philosophical jargon is expressed by ‘to hold of”.’¢

The true ‘Theaetetus is sitting”. As for true sentences, the following account
is suggested: a sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is true just if
the action signified by » holds of the object signified by 7. For example,
“Theaetetus is sitting’ is true just if the kind sitting, the action signified by
the verb ‘is sitting’, holds of Theaetetus, the object signified by the name
‘Theaetetus’.

The false “Theaetetus is flying’: the main interpretations. The account of false
sentences is controversial. The most authoritative exegeses are four.”

(1) According to the Oxford interpretation, a sentence composed of a name
n and a verb v is false just if the action signified by v is different
from everything that holds of the object signified by 7. For instance,
‘Theaetetus is flying is false just if the kind flying, the action signified by
the verb ‘is flying, is different from everything that holds of Theaetetus,
the object signified by the name “Theaetetus’.’*

5 Cf. above, paragraph to n. s.

Cf. above, subsection to n. 184 of Ch. 4; Frede (1967), 52—, 94—5; Kostman (1973), 194; Frede (1992),
418; Hestir (2003), 8-10.

7 Classifications of the interpretations of Plato’s account of false sentences are also in Keyt (1973),
293—s; Crivelli (1990), 81—91; Crivelli (2008), 237-8.

Cf. Peipers (1883), 173—7; Ross (1951), 1165 Peck (1962), 61—2; Runciman (1962), 115-8; Crombie
(1963), 401, 497; Frede (1967), 58, 95; Owen (1971), 237-8, 260; Wiggins (1971), 294—s; Detel (1972),
104—5; Gosling (1973), 216, 217-18, 220; von Weizsicker (1973), 237-8; Bondeson (1974), 45; Ferg
(1976), 340-1; P A. Johnson (1978), 151; McDowell (1982), 126—7; Galligan (1983), 273—4; Ray (1984),
88-92; de Rijk (1986), 206; Rudebusch (1990), 602-3; Frede (1992), 419, 420; N. P. White (1993),
xxviili—xxix, xxx—xxxii; van Eck (1995), 39—40, 41—2; Silverman (2002), 204—s; Hestir (2003), s5;
Thomas (2008), 650.

Some commentators (cf. Heindorf (1810), 435—6; Hackforth (1945a), 57—8; Cherniss (1957b), 18;
Gulley (1962), 1555 Sprute (1962), 56; Brocker (1964), 469—70; Findlay (1974), 269—70; Guthrie
(1962-81), v 156; W. J. Prior (1985), 145; Mojsisch (1986a), 45; O’Brien (19912), 293, 295-8, 319-25;
O’Brien (1995), 75, 79—84, 119—26; O’Brien (1999), 356, 38, 40; Miller (2004), 360; O’Brien (2005),
139, 141-3, 145; Fronterotta (2007), 485—6) do not employ, at points of their expositions where one
would expect it, an expression like ‘everything’ (or ‘each thing’, or ‘anything’, or ‘all things’). They
resort instead to formulations roughly like ‘A sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is false
just if the action signified by v is different from zhe things that hold of [or: what holds of ] the object

signified by 7. I take these commentators to subscribe to the Oxford interpretation.

“
N

“

58
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(2) According to the incompatibility interpretation, a sentence composed
of a name 7 and a verb v is false just if the action signified by v is
incompatible with some kind that holds of the object signified by 7.
For instance, ‘Theaetetus is flying’ is false just if the kind flying is
incompatible with some kind that holds of Theaetetus.*

(3) According to the guasi-incompatibility interpretation, a sentence com-
posed of a name 7 and a verb v is false just if the action signified by
v is different from, but belonging to the same incompatibility range
as, some kind that holds of the object signified by 7. For instance,
‘Theaetetus is flying’ is false just if the kind flying is different from, but
belonging to the same incompatibility range as, some kind that holds
of Theaetetus.”'

(4) According to the extensional interpretation, a sentence composed of
a name 7 and a verb v is false just if the object signified by 7 is
different from everything of which the action signified by v holds. For
instance, “Theaetetus is flying’ is false just if Theaetetus is different
from everything of which the kind flying holds.””

The incompatibility interpretation may be ruled out because it implau-
sibly presupposes that at some points in the Sophist the Greek word
‘€Tepov’ expresses (not difference, as it does elsewhere in the dialogue,
but) incompatibility.”” The quasi-incompatibility interpretation does not
fare much better: the Sophist does not explicitly mention incompatibil-
ity ranges, which play a pivotal role in this exegesis.” The extensional

% On incompatibility cf. above, text to nn. 43—46 of Ch. 5.

% Cf. Burnet (1914), 288—9; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 263; Taylor (1961), 67-8; Kamlah (1963), 25-6;
Schipper (1965), 242; Lorenz and Mittelstrass (1966), 141—4; Kostman (1973), 195-6; Seligman
(1974), mo—-12; Graeser (1975), 49—s1; Graeser (1983), 166; Movia (1991), 457-8; Dorter (1994), 163;
Fattal (2009), 76-80.

Supporters of the incompatibility interpretation disagree on which kind holding of Theaetetus
is regarded as incompatible with flying: some indicate the kind sitting (cf. Burnet (1914), 288—9;
Taylor (1961), 67-8; Kamlah (1963), 25-6; Lorenz and Mittelstrass (1966), 142; Seligman (1974), 111),
others the kind man (cf. Stenzel (1940), 127-8; Graeser (1975), 50; Adorno (1986), 54—s; Fattal (1991),
154; Fattal (2009), 79-80), yet others both (cf. Movia (1991), 457—8). Some advocates of the second
solution refer to P/t. 264E3—11, where the rearing of dry-land animals is divided into those of winged
animals and pedestrian animals: the kind man, being subordinate to the kind pedestrian-animal, is
incompatible with the kind winged-animal, i.e. flying-animal.

Sayre (1976), 584—6 (cf. Matthews (1972), 26—7; Sayre (1983), 236-8) proposes a refinement of the
incompatibility interpretation: a sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is true just if every
kind holding of the object signified by 7 is compatible with the action signified by v; a sentence
composed of a name 7 and a verb v is false just if every kind holding of the object signified by
n is compatible with the restricted complement of the action signified by ; for every kind F, the
restricted complement of F is a kind K such that for every object x, K holds of x just if some kind
incompatible with F holds of x.

6t Cf. Ferejohn (1989), 258-62; Szaif (1998), 489—99, 505, 507, 508—9; Brown (2008), 456-8.

6 Cf. Mignucci (1989), 275—7; Crivelli (1990), 91—s; Crivelli (1993), 73—4.

6 Cf. above, text to n. 47 of Ch. s. 64 Cf. above, subsection to n. 48 of Ch. 5.
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interpretation sits uneasily with the above passage (although, as I argued
elsewhere, a reconciliation is possible).”” This leaves the Oxford interpre-
tation, which moreover has the advantage of fitting well with the earlier
account of not-being based on difference. For, earlier I argued that Plato’s
account of not-being based on difference commits him to principle ND:*
for something not to be (a) ¢ is for it to be different from everything that is
(a) ¢ (where ‘¢’ is a schematic letter to be replaced with general terms). This
immediately entails that for flying not to be about Theaetetus is for flying
to be different from everything that is about Theaetetus (just substitute
‘about Theaetetus’ for ‘9’ and instantiate with flying).*”

The false “Theaetetus is flying” other interpretations. Some commentators
commit Plato to an account of falsehood whereby a sentence composed of
a name 7 and a verb v is false just if the action signified by v is different
from the object signified by 7.°* Now, if sitting, the action signified by the
verb ‘is sitting’, is different from Theaetetus, the object signified by the
name ‘Theaetetus’, then exegeses of this sort are committed to regarding
“Theaetetus is sitting’ as false. To steer clear of this absurd result, one must
deny that sitting is different from Theaetetus. One may achieve this by
assuming that an action is different from an object only if it is not a part
of that object and that sitting is a part of Theaetetus.®” The main problem
with this line is that although Plato does occasionally employ ‘different” so
as to imply ‘not a part of’,”° such a usage is not independently attested in
the Sophist.

Other commentators credit Plato with an account of falsechood whereby
a sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is false just if the action
signified by v is different from the condition which the object signified by
n is in.”" Now, is the kind sitting different from the condition Theaetetus
is in? If it is, then the account of falsehood under consideration requires
‘Theaetetus is sitting’ to be false. If instead the kind sitting is not different
from the condition Theaetetus is in, then an explanation is called for of
what it is for an action to be different from the condition an object is in:
after all, sitting is not identical to the condition Theaetetus is in, so one’s
first inclination is to say that it is different. The most plausible explanation
is that for an action to be different from the condition an object is in is for
it to be different from every kind that is a component of that condition.
On this explanation, sitting is not different from the condition Theaetetus

65 Cf. Crivelli (1993), 73—4.

66 Cf. above, text to n. 72 of Ch. 5. 67 Cf. Frede (1967), 80; Frede (1992), 420.

8 Cf. Cassin (1991), 312; Sasso (1991), 204; Casertano (1996), 201; Glasmeyer (2003), 104.
% Cf. Cassin (1991), 312. 70 Cf. Prm. 146B2~s. 7t Cf. Palumbo (1994), 257-8.
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is in because it is not different from every kind that is a component of that
condition: for sitting itself is a kind that is a component of the condition.
Then, since for an action to be different from the condition an object is
in is for it to be different from every kind that is a component of that
condition, i.e. from every kind that holds of the object, interpretations of
the sort under consideration coincide with the Oxford interpretation.

Yet other commentators commit Plato to an account of falsehood
whereby a sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is false just if
what the whole sentence says is different from the facts that obtain with
respect to the object signified by 7.7 This exegesis has three drawbacks.
First, it attributes a central role to the concept of ‘what a whole sentence
says’. But this concept is foreign to Plato’s philosophy of language. Sec-
ondly, it takes difference to be a relation obtaining between what a whole
sentence says and facts. This seems to require difference to be something
like dissimilarity, while in the Sophist difference seems to obtain between all
and only non-identical things. Thirdly, the account of falsehood attributed
to Plato by this exegesis is embarrassingly vague.”

According to some interpreters,”* Plato does not specify necessary and
sufficient conditions for falsehood. He only indicates that a true sentence
can be made into a false one by replacing its verb with one that signifies
an action that is different from the one signified by the verb replaced: e.g.
the true sentence ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ can be transformed into a false
sentence by replacing its verb, ‘is sitting’, with one, like ‘is flying’, which
signifies a different action. Plato’s aim is simply to describe a sense in
which a false sentence ‘says what is not’: a false sentence generated by the
procedure just described ‘says what is not” because the action it says about
the object it names is different from an action that is about that object. The
problem with this exegesis is that the procedure described can transform a
true sentence not only into a false one, but also into a true one. Start with
the true sentence “Theaetetus is sitting’. Replace its verb, ‘is sitting’, with
one, ‘is breathing’, which signifies a different action: the result is another
true sentence, ‘Theaetetus is breathing’. By following the line of thought
suggested by the exegesis under scrutiny, namely that Plato’s intent is to
describe a sense in which a false sentence ‘says what is not’, the awkward
result is reached that every true sentence also ‘says what is not’.

7> Cf. Campbell (1867), Sph. 176; Apelt (1897), 17, 186, 193; Apelt (1914), 149—50; Heidegger (1924-5),
604—5.

73 In Crivelli (1990), 83—6 I explored ways in which accounts of falschood of the sort under scrutiny
could be made precise.

74 Cf. Bluck (1957), 185; Andic and Brown (1973), 28; Rijlaarsdam (1978), 209-10; Jordan (1984), 128.
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Five remarks made by the Visitor on the sample sentences (at 263B4—s,
263B7, 263B9, 263B1I, and 263DI1—4) are fraught with exegetical problems.
The main difficulty is that some of these remarks contain plural noun-
phrases that are constructed around participles and begin with the definite
article. According to one use of the definite article, the ‘generic use’, plural
noun-phrases of this sort are equivalent to universally quantified phrases.”
Some but not all of these occurrences of plural noun-phrases within the
Visitor’s five remarks can be plausibly regarded as equivalent to universally
quantified phrases.”

The Visitor’s first remark is:
[p1] And the true one says the things which are to be about you. (26384-5)

Sentence [p1] is my rendering of ‘Aéyel 88 oV & pgv &AndRs T& dvTta
s €oTv epl 00U (263B4—s5). I take ‘“T& dvTa’ as the grammatical object
of ‘Aéyer’ and I regard ‘ds’ as a declarative conjunction introducing what
‘Theaetetus is sitting’ Aéyet about T& dvTa.”” An interpretation of this sort
is adopted by several translators and commentators.”® Most,”? however,
regard ‘¢S’ as comparative, thereby offering something like: ‘And the true
one says the things which are as they are about you’. There is no substantial
difference between the two translations because ‘. . . says the things which
are as they are about you’ is logically equivalent to ‘... says the things
which are to be about you’ (if the things in question are about you, to
say them as they are is to say them to be about you). Plato uses ‘65’ in
formulae about truth also elsewhere. Some passages (Cra. 38587-8 and
R. 5. 477B10-11) are ambiguous in the same way as Sph. 263B4—s; others
(Euthd. 284c7—284D7, R. 5. 47846, and Prm. 161E4—s5) require ‘@S’ to be

75 Cf. Kiihner and Gerth (1892-1904), 11.1 594; Smyth (1920), 288.

76 One might be tempred to argue against treating the plural noun-phrases in question as equivalent
to universally quantified phrases by noting that “Theaetetus is flying’, which consists of exactly one
name and exactly one verb, is described as ‘coming to be from verbs and names [¢x T pnudTeov
yryvopévn kai dvopdTwv]’ (263D3) (the argument relies on the received text, with ‘co¥’ at 263p1,
but cf. n. 45 above). Note, however, that the passage mentioned does not contain articles and is
therefore not a close parallel for the plural noun-phrases in Plato’s discussion of falsehood: what
is most important about the plural noun-phrases in question is not their being plural, but their
containing articles.

77 A similar construction occurs at 258&7. Cf. LS] s.v. ‘Aéyw’ (B) u1 2.

78 Cf. Wagner (1856), 159; Apelt (1897), 193; Apelt (1914), 118; Kamlah (1963), 25; Benardete (1984), 61;
Meinhardt (1990), 175; Duerlinger (2005), 135; Centrone (2008), 227.

79 Cf. Ficino (1484), 364; Cornarius (1561), 159; Fowler (1921), 439; Dies (1925), 382; Martini (1931),
274; Fraccaroli (1934), 204; Cornford (1935), 310; Arangio-Ruiz (1951), 2555 Taylor (1961), 175;
Warrington (1961), 217; Zadro (1971), 251; Cambiano (1981), 475; Cavini (1982), 142; Roggerone
(1990), 173; Mazzarelli (1991), 305; Vitali (1992), 145; Cordero (1993), 195; N. P. White (1993), 58—9;
Brann et al. (1996), 76; Bianchini (1997), 138; Giardini (1997), 613; Ambuel (2007), 240; Fronterotta
(2007), 483.
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comparative.”” So, the external evidence supports taking the ‘65’ at Sph.
263B4 as comparative. In the Sophist itself, however, ‘¢os’ reappears shortly
after 26384 with an undoubtedly declarative effect. Consider 263B9: . . . it
says the things which are not as [cs] things which are <about you>"."'
And 263D1—4: ‘“Things said about something, but different things said as
[s] identical, and things which are not as [¢s] things which are — such
a combination [...] seems really and truly to become a false sentence’.*”
Another consideration in favour of regarding the ‘c>s” at 26384 as declarative
is that such a treatment chimes with the account of falsehood at 240D6—
24142.% 1 think that evidence internal to the Sophist outweighs that from
different dialogues. I therefore opt for considering the ‘s at 26384 as
declarative.

In [p1] the verb ‘to say’ (‘Aéyev’) is applied to a sentence (to “Theaetetus
is sitting’).** This is a change with respect to Plato’s earlier account of
sentences: there the verb ‘to say’ (‘Aéyev’) was applied (not to a sentence,
but) to a speaker.”

In [p1] the phrase ‘about you’ (‘“mepi 0o¥’) is probably to be construed
in common with ‘says’ (‘Aéyer’, cf. 263A5, 263a10-11, 263C1, and 263D1) and
‘things which are’ (‘8vTe(, cf. 263811-12).% Since ‘efvan’ prefers “mrept” and
the accusative,” ‘@vta Tepi of would be standard. But ‘Aéyew’ prefers
‘“mrepi’ and the genitive, so that ‘Aéyer epl oo¥’ is standard. One of the
two constructions had to give way: the one involving the accusative did.*
Granted that in [p1] ‘about you’ is construed in common with ‘says’ and
‘things which are’, a first step towards a plausible paraphrase of [p1] is:

[*] The sentence ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ says about Theaetetus the things
which are about Theaetetus to be.

Cf. Ap. 38a7; Chrm. 161a10; Euthd. 28181-2; 28589—28643; Hp.Ma. 282A4; 284E8-9; 30083; Hp. Mi.
367453 Men. 78C1—2; 79425 96C2;5 99BI10; Smp. 201C7; Phd. 68C4; 73A8—9; 102D3—4; 114D1-2;5 Cra.
384C8-9; 423A7; 4404As; R. 5. 474B2; Prm. 128E5—6; 161E4; Lg. 10. 893E5; Anon. Dissoi Logoi 4. 2. 1
think that in the two ambiguous passages also ‘és’ is comparative: only if ‘6>’ is comparative is the
account at Cra. 385878 sufficiently general (cf. Derbolav (1972), 175; Lafrance (1984), 73; Notomi
(1999), 188); the comparative reading of ‘@S’ in R. 5. 47781011 is favoured by the parallel at 47846
(cf. Kahn (1981), 113, 131). At Sph. 25508 Theaetetus uses the comparative sentence ‘Aéyels Kabcrep
gxer’ (‘It is just as you say’) to endorse the Visitor’s preceding remark.

Cf. X. An. 4. 4, 15 (translated above, text to n. 99 of Ch. 2).

Cf. Frede (1967), 52, 57; Detel (1972), 100-1; Keyt (1973), 288-91; Rijlaarsdam (1978), 207-10; Jordan
(1984), 128; Frede (1992), 418; Szaif (1998), 467.

Cf. Szaif (1998), 467; Hestir (2003), 3—4.

84 Cf. 263B9; 240E10—24IAL. 8 Cf. 262Ds; above, n. 8.

Some commentators construe ‘about you’ only with ‘says’ (cf. Rijlaarsdam (1978), 209), others with
‘things which are’ and possibly also with ‘to be’ (cf. Frede (1992), 418), others with both ‘says’ and ‘to
be’ (cf. Szaif (1998), 467-8), yet others with all of ‘says’, ‘things which are’, and ‘to be’ (cf. Robinson
(1999), 159).

87 Cf. above, n. 188 of Ch. 4. 88 Cf. Robinson (1999), 159.
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Note that it would be inappropriate to repeat (or understand) ‘about
Theaetetus’ after ‘to be’: such an occurrence of ‘about Theaetetus” would
duplicate the one construed with ‘says’.

If the occurrence of the definite article ‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase
‘the things which are about Theaetetus’ within [*] were a case of the ‘generic
use’ of the definite article,” [*] should be paraphrased by:

[?] Vx (x is about Theaetetus — the sentence “Theaetetus is sitting says
about Theaetetus x to be).

But [?] is wrong: “Theaetetus is sitting’ does not attribute to Theaetetus all
things that are about him. What is needed is:

[mr1] 3x (x is about Theaetetus & the sentence “Theaetetus is sitting’ says
about Theaetetus x to be).

One must therefore avoid regarding the occurrence of the definite article
‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are about Theaetetus’
within [*] as a case of its ‘generic use’. But, if this occurrence of ‘the’ is
not to be considered a case of the ‘generic use’, how is it to be understood?
The most plausible explanation is that the occurrence of the definite article
‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are about Theaetetus’
within [*] is a vestige of and an allusion to a standard formula for the
description of truth. For in [*] the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which
are about Theaetetus’ is the object of the verb ‘to say’ in the larger phrase
‘...says...the things which are about Theaetetus’. This larger phrase
recalls a description of truth that occurs frequently in Plato: ‘to speak
truly’ is ‘to say the things which are’.”” Being a vestige of and an allusion
to such a formula, the occurrence of ‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the
things which are about Theaetetus” within [*] need not be considered a
case of the ‘generic use’ of the definite article.”” It will emerge that Plato
at this point has good reasons for alluding to the standard formula for the
description of truth.”” The effect Plato wants to convey could be brought
out by adding quotation marks: ‘And the true one “says the things which
are” to be about you’.”?

89 Cf. above, n. 75 and text thereto. ~ 9° Cf. above, n. 95 of Ch. 2.

9 Cf. Szaif (1998), 468. 9> Cf. below, paragraph to n. 110.

9 Frede (1992), 419—20 suggests a different paraphrase of [p1], which in effect amounts to: ‘Vx Vy (x is
a true sentence about you & x says y to be about you — y is one of the things which are about you)’.
My only reservation with this paraphrase is that it speaks of all true sentences about Theaetetus
while [p1] seems to speak of one particular such sentence (i.e. ‘Theaetetus is sitting’).
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The Visitor's second remark is:

[p2] The false one instead <says> things different from the things which
are <to be about you>. (26387)

The expressions ‘says’ (‘Aéyer’) and ‘to be about you’ (‘dos éoTiv ept 0ol’)
are supplied from [p1]. As in the case of [p1], ‘about you’ is to be construed
in common with ‘says’ and ‘things which are’. The following is therefore a
first step towards a plausible paraphrase of [p2]:

[#] The sentence ‘Theaetetus is flying’ says about Theaetetus things differ-
ent from the things which are about Theaetetus to be.

Looking at [#] inspires the following paraphrase of [p2]:

[r2] Jx (the sentence “Theaetetus is flying’ says about Theaetetus x to be
& Vy (y is about Theaetetus — x is different from y)).

In [m2] the symbols Vy" correspond to the definite article ‘the’ within
the phrase ‘the things which are about Theaetetus’ occurring in [#]: the
occurrence of ‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are about
Theaetetus’ within [#] is to be considered a case of the ‘generic use’ of the
definite article. Note that this occurrence of the definite article is neither a
vestige of nor an allusion to a standard formula for truth or falsehood: in
[#] the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are about Theaetetus’ is not
the object of ‘to say’ or any other verb of saying or thinking. The symbols
‘Ix’ at the beginning of [m2] correspond to the absence of the definite
article ‘the’ in front of the expression ‘things different’ in [#].

The Visitor’s third remark is:
[p3] It therefore says the things which are not as things which are <about
you>. (263B9)

As in the case of [p2], the phrase ‘about you’ is supplied from [p1] and
is to be construed in common with ‘says’ and ‘things which are not’. So,
ignoring the ‘therefore’, a first step towards a plausible paraphrase of [p3] is:

[+] The sentence ‘“Theaetetus is flying’ says about Theaetetus the things
which are not about Theaetetus as things which are.

The omitted ‘therefore” signals that ‘things which are not about you’ is
inferred from ‘things different from the things which are about you’ in
[p2]: the inference relies on principle ND.>*

94 Cf. above, text to n. 67; text to n. 72 of Ch. 5.



246 Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

More work is needed with [+]. The assumption that the ‘as’ introduces
the way in which the false sentence says about Theaetetus the things which
are not about him?” yields the following second step towards a plausible

paraphrase of [p3]:

[++] The sentence “Theaetetus is flying’ says about Theaetetus the things
which are not about Theaetetus to be.

If the occurrence of the definite article ‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase
‘the things which are not about Theaetetus’ within [+-] were a case of the
‘generic use’ of the definite article, then [4++] should be paraphrased by:

[?2] Vx (x is not about Theaetetus — the sentence “Theaetetus is flying’
says about Theaetetus x to be).

But [??] is obviously wrong: it is clearly not the case that “Theaetetus
is flying’ attributes to Theaetetus all the actions that are not about him.

What is needed is:

[1r3] Jx (x is not about Theaetetus & the sentence “Theaetetus is flying’
says about Theaetetus x to be).

One must therefore avoid regarding the occurrence of the definite article
‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are not about Theaetetus’
within [++] as an instance of the ‘generic use’ of the definite article. As
in the case of [*], one must ask what the role of the definite article at
this point is. The most plausible explanation is that the occurrence of
the definite article ‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are
not about Theaetetus’ within [4++] is a vestige of and an allusion to a
standard formula for the description of falsehood. For in [4++] the plural
noun-phrase ‘the things which are not about Theaetetus’ is the object of the
verb ‘to say’ in the larger phrase . . . says. . . the things which are not about
Theaetetus’. This larger phrase recalls a description of falsehood that occurs
frequently in Plato: ‘to speak falsely’ is ‘to say the things which are not’.”¢
Being a vestige of and an allusion to such a formula, the occurrence of
‘the’ in the plural noun-phrase ‘the things which are not about Theaetetus’
within [++] need not be regarded as a case of the ‘generic use’ of the
definite article.”” It will emerge that Plato at this point has good reasons
for alluding to the standard formula for the description of falsehood.”* The

95 Cf. LS] s.o. ‘05 C12; s.0. Myw’ (B) 11 25 A. A. 67235 PL. R. 5. 463B14—464C1; Sph. 2630125 Plt.
293E4~s5; 77. 50B3. Analogous constructions of ‘Gs’ with verbs different from ‘Aéyew’ occur in the
Sophist: cf. 219A5—6; 225C2—3; 238BI; 239A8-9; 249B2—3; 255B8—9; 255CI.

96 Cf. Sph. 260c3—4; above, n. 93 of Ch. 2. 97 Cf. Szaif (1998), 468.

98 Cf. below, paragraph to n. 11o.
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effect Plato wants to convey could be brought out by inserting quotation
marks: ‘Tt therefore “says the things which are not” as things which are
<about you>’. [1r3] follows from [tr2] because they both begin with the
quantifier ‘.

The Visitor’s fourth remark is:

[p4] But <itsays> things which are different from things which are about
you. (263BI1)

‘It says’ is supplied on the basis of [p3]. As in earlier cases, ‘about you’ is
construed in common with ‘says’ and ‘things which are’. [p4] does not add
a new thesis. Its main contribution is to clarify an obscure point of the
earlier remarks by specifying that the ‘things which are’ mentioned in [p2]
are ‘things which are about you’ (the somewhat unusual construction of
‘dvtwv’ with “epi” and the genitive is probably due to the influence of
the understood Aéyer’).

The plural noun-phrase ‘things which are about you’ contains no definite
article. So, were one to paraphrase [p4], one should refrain from using the
symbol V’. But, as I said, the purpose of [p4] is merely to clarify an obscure
point of [p2], not to repeat what it said.

The Visitor’s fifth remark is:

[ps] Things said about something, but different things said as identical,
and things which are not as things which are — such a combination
coming to be from verbs and names by all means seems really and
truly to become a false sentence. (263D1—4)

Remark [ps] makes two points. The first is that false sentences say about
something ‘different things [...] as identical’ (263p1-2), the second that
they say about something ‘things which are not as things which are’ (263D2).
Consider the first point: a false sentence says about something ‘different
things [...] as identical’ (263p1—2). Things different from what? Things
different from things which are about the thing the sentence is about (cf. [p4]),
or things different from #he thing the sentence is abous?

The first answer, adopted by several commentators,” faces two difficul-
ties. First, it leads one to expect that the full description of a false sentence
hinted at in the present passage is that a false sentence says about some-
thing things different from things which are about that thing as if they

9 Cf. van Eck (2002), 63; Brown (2008), 457-8. Since these commentators do not accept Kassel’s
emendation (cf. above, n. 45), they take the passage to be still describing what happens in “Theaetetus
is flying’.



248 Sentences, false sentences, and false belief

were identical to things which are (‘about that thing’ may be omitted at the
end because it would be redundant). This can be an acceptable description
of false sentences only if it is understood as a claim to the effect that a
false sentence says about something things different from 4// things which
are about that thing as if they were identical to some things which are.
But the supplementation of two different quantifiers, ‘all’ and ‘some’, is
unnatural."”® The second difficulty for the first answer, according to which
a false sentence says about something things different from things which are
about that thing as identical, is that one wonders why identity is brought
back on the scene. So far identity had been kept out of the account of
falsehood: why does it reappear now?

These difficulties, and especially the second, induce me to prefer the
second answer, according to which a false sentence says about something
things different from it as identical. This description recalls that of the
mistakes which dialectic enables one to avoid: for the Visitor had declared
that dialectic is able ‘not to regard as different an identical kind nor as
identical one that is different’ (253D1—2, cf. 259p2—-3). This suggests that
Plato is describing here the falsehood of affirmative sentences about kinds
understood according to their ‘definitional’” reading. Earlier I stipulated
that if both ‘c” and ‘@’ signify kinds, then the sentence ‘o is (a) ¢’ is true
on its ‘definitional’ reading just if the kind signified by ‘o’ is identical
to the kind signified by ‘¢’ (where ‘o’ and ‘¢’ are schematic letters to be
replaced, respectively, with a name and a general term).”" Given that this
assumption is correct, Plato is right to say that affirmative sentences about
kinds, understood according to their ‘definitional’ reading, are false just if
they involve ‘different things said as identical’ (263p1-2).

The second point made by [ps] is that a false sentence says about
something ‘things which are not as things which are’ (263p2). On the basis
of remarks [p1]—[p4], it may be plausibly assumed that ‘about that thing’
is to be supplied after ‘things which are not’, so that the false sentence is
described as saying about something things which are not about that thing
as being. The position of remarks [p2]—[p4] is presupposed: for a kind
not to be about something is for it to be different from everything that is
about that thing. This amounts to a description of falsehood that covers
sentences understood according to their ‘ordinary’ reading.

Essences and criteria. An objection is sometimes raised against the Oxford
interpretation of Plato’s account of falsehood: according to the Oxford

190 Cf. Szaif (1998), 491—4; Brown (2008), 455—6. These commentators regard this difficulty as a reason
for rejecting the Oxford interpretation in favour of the quasi-incompatibility interpretation.
Cf. above, paragraph to n. 68 of Ch. 4.

101
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interpretation, a sentence composed of a name 7 and a verb v is false just
if the action signified by v is different from everything that holds of the
object signified by #; so, in order to discover that a sentence composed
of a name 7 and a verb v is false, one should perform the unfeasible task
of examining all of the (perhaps infinitely many) things that hold of the
object signified by 7."**

This objection depends on a confusion between ‘criterion’ and ‘essence’.
Their difference may be grasped by realizing that the need for a ‘criterion’
for x often arises because the ‘essence’ of x cannot be easily checked. The
Oxford interpretation credits Plato with a specification of the ‘essence’ of
falsehood, not of a ‘criterion’ for its discovery."”

Falsehood and not-being. The idea that to speak falsely is to say what is not
resurfaces — but, thanks to the definition of sentence and the account of
not-being in terms of difference, it is now innocuous. The venom is taken
out in two steps.’”*

The first step of Plato’s solution is to state that a false sentence says what
is not in that it says about an object what is not about it. This first step relies
on the definition of sentence. At last it becomes clear why a definition of
sentence was needed in order to be able to accept that not-being combines
with sentences: the sophist’s last defence was not as silly as it appeared. The
sophist wanted an explanation of how not-being combines with sentences
in false speech. He was hoping that the explanation would entail that
whoever speaks falsely performs a speech act directed to something which
‘is not’ in that it does not exist. He would then have pointed out that a
speech act cannot be directed to something which ‘is not’ in that it does
not exist, and he would have concluded that speaking falsely is impossible.
The central claim of Plato’s definition of sentence is that a speech act
performed by uttering a primary sentence is directed to two things, one
of which (the action signified by the verb) is said about the other (the
object signified by the name). Plato thereby rejects the claim that a speech
act performed by uttering a primary sentence is directed to a single thing.
Had Plato endorsed this claim which he in fact rejects, he would probably
have felt obliged to concede that whoever speaks falsely by uttering a
primary sentence performs a speech act directed to something which ‘is
not’ in that it does not exist. For, Plato would probably have felt obliged to
concede that the single thing to which a speech act performed by uttering

102 Cf. Wiehl (1968), 263—4; Pelletier (1983), 46—7.

193 Cf. Russell (1910b), 149; Ray (1984), 92; Crivelli (1990), 87; Movia (1991), 455—6.

194 Cf. Heindorf (1810), 435—6; Gulley (1962), 155; Demos (1964), 605—6; Guthrie (1962-81), Vv 156;
Denyer (1991), 146—7; N. . White (1993), xxviii—xxix; Szaif (1998), 411; Ambuel (2007), 164.
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a primary sentence is directed is a ‘predicative complex’ consisting of the
object and the action signified by the primary sentence’s name and verb,
and such a ‘predicative complex” would have been such as to exist just
if the speech act was an episode of true speech. For instance, the speech
act performed by uttering ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ would have been directed
to sitting-Theaetetus, and the speech act would have been an episode of
true speech just if sitting-Theaetetus exists; analogously, the speech act
performed by uttering “Theaetetus is flying’ would have been directed to
flying-Theaetetus, and the speech act would have been an episode of true
speech just if flying-Theaetetus exists.'” By subscribing to this view, Plato
would have committed himself to accepting that whoever speaks falsely by
uttering a primary sentence performs a speech act directed to something
which ‘is not’ in that it does not exist. To be sure, Plato would not have
been compelled to endorse the conception of the nature of the unique
thing to which a speech act is directed which I have just outlined. He
could have adopted an alternative conception, which is in fact the most
widespread in modern philosophy of language (I am ignoring issues of
historical plausibility). According to this alternative conception, a speech
act performed by uttering any sentence is directed to a single proposition.
Propositions are immaterial mind-independent entities and are the primary
bearers of truth and falsehood: some of them are true, others false. Their
existence does not depend on their being true: some of them exist despite
being false. Any speech act performed by uttering a sentence is directed
to a single proposition: if the proposition is true, then the speech act is
an episode of true speech; if the proposition is false, then the speech act
is an episode of false speech.”® According to this conception, a speech
act performed by uttering the sentence ‘Theaetetus is flying’ is directed to
the false proposition that-Theaetetus-is-flying, which exists even though
the speech act is an episode of false speech. This conception has many
strengths: for instance, it allows a simple explanation of what is meant
by sentences like ‘You and I are saying the same thing’. But it also has
costs which Plato would have had good reason to regard as unacceptable:
it populates the ontology with countless new entities and it acknowledges
mind-independent falsehoods, contrary to the intuition that there could
be no falsehood if there were no minds to make mistakes.”” As I said, Plato
offers a definition of sentence whereby he rejects the claim that a speech
act performed by uttering a primary sentence is directed to a single thing.

15 Cf. Owen (1971), 245; Matthen (1983), 126; above, paragraph to n. 110 of Ch. 2.
106 Cf. Frege (1918-19a), 60—1; Frege (1918-19b), 145.
197 Cf. Russell (1910b), 151-2; Russell (1912), 72; Denyer (1991), 146—7.
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By rejecting this claim, Plato gets rid of a motivation for holding that
whoever speaks falsely by uttering a primary sentence performs a speech
act directed to something which ‘is not’ in that it does not exist. This move
therefore contributes to clearing the way for denying that whoever speaks
falsely by uttering a primary sentence performs a speech act directed to
something which ‘is not” in that it does not exist, and therefore for denying
that whoever speaks falsely performs a speech act directed to something
which ‘is not’ in that it does not exist. I pointed out that the central claim
of Plato’s definition of sentence is that a speech act performed by uttering
a primary sentence is directed to two things, one of which (the action
signified by the verb) is said about the other (the object signified by the
name). Accordingly, a false primary sentence says what is not in that it says
about an object what is not about it.

The second step of Plato’s solution capitalizes on the idea that a false
primary sentence says what is not in that it says about an object what is not
about it. To say about something what is not about it is simply to say about
that thing what is different from everything that is about it. If something
is different from everything that is about a thing, it does not follow that
it does not exist. This second step of Plato’s solution relies on the account
of not-being in terms of difference. It brings to completion an explanation
of how not-being combines with sentences in false speech, an explanation
which does not entail that whoever speaks falsely performs a speech act
directed to something which ‘is not’ in that it does not exist.

It also becomes clear why Plato adopts the somewhat artificial jargon of
the converse use of ‘to be’. It is because he wants to retain a link between
his innocuous talk of ‘saying what is not about. ..’ (which brings in the
converse use of ‘to be’) and the troublesome ‘saying what is not’ (which
involves the complete use of ‘to be’).

One might object: ‘Couldn’t Plato have achieved his goal by retaining the
less counter-intuitive direct use of “to be”? After all, the Greek language
enables one to describe false sentences by using the verb “to say” that
takes as its object a form of “to be” in its direct use: the Greek sentence
corresponding to the English “A false sentence says what is not so-and-so
(e.g. flying) as being so-and-so (e.g. flying)” is perfectly natural.”**

This objection is answered by pointing out that the suggested description
of false sentences involving a direct use of ‘to be’ loses the connection
between falsehood and not-being, which is instead preserved by employing
the converse use of ‘to be’. Just as the troublesome ‘saying what is not’ may

108 Cf. above, n. 95.
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be felt as meaning ‘saying what is not true’, so also the innocuous ‘saying
what is not about...’ may be felt as meaning ‘saying what is not true
of...”."® The link would have been lost if the analysis of false sentences
had been formulated by means of the direct use of ‘to be’: the occurrence
of ‘says what is not’ within ‘A false sentence says what is not so-and-so (e.g.
flying) as being so-and-so (e.g. flying)’ could not be felt as meaning the
same as ‘says what is not true’.

It also becomes clear why Plato uses ‘...says #he things which
are. .. aboutyou’ (263B4—5) and ‘. . . says the things which are not. . . about
you’ (263B9), formulations which in virtue of the presence of the article
‘the” echo the usual descriptions of truth and falsehood."® He is hinting
that these formulations supersede those without the qualifier ‘about you’.
The formulation ‘. .. says the things which are not’, without the qualifier
‘about you’, was the source of all difficulties.

The cross-reference at 263B11—12. At 263B11-12 the Visitor remarks: ‘For, in a
way, we said that Trepi ékaoTov there are many things which are and many
which are not.” The cross-reference must be to 256E6-8, where the Visitor
and Theaetetus agreed that “mepi ékaoTov [ . .. ] TGV I8V what is is a lot
whereas what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256£6—7).

The cross-reference of 263B11—-12 to 256E6-S8 raises two difficulties. First,
on their most intuitive reading, the words “epi ékaoTov’ (263812) in the
later passage (263B11-12) mean ‘about each thing’. Suppose this is what
they mean. Then in the later passage the Visitor reports that in the earlier
passage (256E6-8) he and Theaetetus agreed that about each thing ‘there
are many things which are and many which are not’ (263B11-12). But in
the earlier passage the Visitor and Theaetetus agreed that ‘abour each of
the kinds what is is a lot whereas what is not is of indefinite multitude’
(256E6—7). The claim agreed upon in the earlier passage is thus described
as about each thing (therefore about each perceptible particular and each
kind), while in fact it was about each of the kinds. So, the Visitor seems to
misreport the earlier agreement.”" Secondly, the account of falsehood, to
which the later passage (263B11-12) belongs, seems to require kinds which
are not about things in that they do not hold of them (for the kind flying
is not about Theaetetus in that it does not hold of him). But when, in the
earlier passage (256E6-8), the Visitor and Theaetetus agreed that ‘about
each of the kinds [...] what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (25686—7),

199 Cf. Kahn (1981), 113; Szaif (1998), 470-1, 475.
"o Cf. above, text to nn. 92 and 98. Ut Cf. Kamlah (1963), 45.
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the claim agreed upon was that indefinitely many things are not about each
kind in that it is different from them."*

I begin with the first difficulty. Although the Visitor could be sloppy in
his report of the earlier agreement, it would be preferable to avoid saddling
him with sloppiness. Barring sloppiness, one might try to solve the first
difficulty by making two moves: first, preserve the intuition that the words
‘“mrepl ékaoTov’ (263B12) in the later passage (263B11-12) mean ‘about each
thing’; secondly, maintain that in the later passage the Visitor makes a claim
that echoes but expands on the claim agreed upon in the earlier passage
(256E6-8). However, on reflection, this proposal does not work because
it fails to confront the difficulty. Consider again the words whereby the
later passage’s cross-reference is formulated: ‘For, in a way, we said that
abouteach thing. . .  (263B11-12). The earlier passage’s agreement is thereby
described as ‘about each thing’, therefore not only about kinds but also
about perceptible particulars. But in the earlier passage the two inquirers
simply did not agree what the Visitor now alleges they did. Although ‘in
a way’ (which translates “rou’ at 263B12) expresses a qualification, it can
hardly allude to an expansion from a claim ‘about each of the kinds’ to one
‘about each thing’.

One might try to solve the first difficulty by renouncing the intuition
that the phrase “mepi ékaoTov’ (263B12) in the later passage (263B11-12)
means ‘about each thing’. Clearly, ‘“mrepi ékaoTov’ does not mean ‘about
each of the kinds’. One could, however, take it to mean ‘about each’ and
to refer to each of the kinds thanks to some occurrence of the word ‘kind’
in the immediate context. This would get rid of the charge of misreport.
But the word ‘kind’ does not occur in the context of the later passage
(263B11-12): its closest earlier occurrence is pretty far (at 261p1). So, this
proposal also fails.

The best solution of the first difficulty is to assume that ‘“mrepi ékaoTov’
(263B12) in the later passage (263B11-12) means ‘about each’ and has its
reference fixed by some expression which occurs in its context but is not
the word ‘kind’. There are two candidates for such a role: the phrase ‘things
which are about you” (‘dvTeov. .. Tepl 0oU’, 263B11) and the phrase ‘things
which are different from things which are about you’ (‘6vteov. .. dvta
¢Tepa repi ooU’, 263811). The second gives a more satisfactory sense. I
therefore translate “mrepi ékaoTov’ (263B12) with ‘about each” and supply

2 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 45; McDowell (1982), 123—7; Bostock (1984), 111—12; Frede (1992), 421—2. Some
commentators (e.g. Fronterotta (2007), 487) take the cross-reference of 263811-12 to be to 259B4—7.
This does not improve the situation: difficulties analogous to those described in the main text
above arise.
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‘of the things which are different from things which are about you’ from
the context. So, ‘“epi EkaoToV’ (263B12) is tantamount to ‘about each of
the things which are different from things which are about you’. In the
carlier passage (256E6-8) the Visitor and Theaetetus agreed on a claim
about all kinds: they agreed that ‘about each of the kinds what is is a lot
whereas what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256£6—7). Since the ‘things
which are different from things which are about you’ (263B11) are kinds,
the claim agreed upon in the earlier passage entails a claim about each of
the ‘things which are different from things which are about you’ (263B11).
In the later passage the Visitor refers to this entailed claim as what, ‘in a
way, we said [ . .. ] about each’ (263B12) of the ‘things [sc. kinds] which are
different from things which are about you’ (263811). The expression ‘in a
way’ (‘“roV’, 263812), which conveys a qualification, probably hints that the
claim is not the one that was explicitly agreed upon, but is entailed by it.
This solution of the first difficulty paves the way for one of the second.
As I just argued, in the later passage (263B11—12) the Visitor makes a claim
‘about each’ (263812) of the ‘things [sc. kinds] which are different from
things which are about you’ (263B11). The claim is that about each of
these kinds ‘there are many things which are and many which are not’
(263B11-12). The Visitor regards this claim as a consequence of the one
which he and Theaetetus had agreed upon in the earlier passage (2566-8),
namely of the claim that ‘about each of the kinds what is is a lot whereas
what is not is of indefinite multitude’ (256E6—7). Consider the negative
components of these two claims. When in the earlier passage the Visitor
and Theaetetus agreed that about each of the kinds [...] what is not is
of indefinite multitude’ (256£6—7), the ground for this was that each kind
is different from indefinitely many kinds (for it is different from all other
kinds)."” It may then be plausibly inferred that when in the later passage
the Visitor claims that ‘about each’ (263B12) of the ‘things [sc. kinds] which
are different from things which are about you’ (263B11) ‘there are many
things [ .. .] which are not’ (263B11-12), the ground for this claim is that
each of the ‘things [sc. kinds] which are different from things which are
about you’ (263B11) is different from (indefinitely) many kinds. I suggest
that the Visitor is alluding to this ground: he is indicating that each of
the ‘things [sc. kinds] which are different from things which are about
you’ (263B11) is different from (indefinitely) many kinds. This provides
some justification for speaking of each of the ‘things [sc. kinds] which are
different from things which are about you’ (263B11) in the way in which
the Visitor just did, namely for describing them as different from certain

3 Cf. above, subsection to n. 190 of Ch. 4.
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kinds — specifically, as different from the kinds that are about Theaetetus,
the ‘things which are about you’ (263811).""*

A revamped objection blocked. The sophist might try to attack the proposed
account of falsehood by deploying a variant of his original paradox. He
could claim: ‘If flying is not about Theaetetus, it follows that flying does
not exist’. This claim, if correct, would have as devastating an effect as the
sophist’s original paradox. It could be used, for instance, to argue that if
‘Theaetetus is flying’ is false then it is meaningless because the action its
verb should signify does not exist.

This revamped sophistic objection is blocked by Plato’s earlier account
of not-being based on difference. For one of the results of this account is
principle NPNE:" if something is not (a) 9, it does not follow that it does
not exist (where ‘@’ is a schematic letter to be replaced with general terms).
This immediately entails that if flying is not about Theaetetus, it does not
follow that flying does not exist (just substitute ‘about Theaetetus’ for ‘¢’
and apply the result to flying).

An objection concerning false negative sentences could be raised: “You want
to retain the jargon of a false sentence saying what is not by analysing it
away so as to render it innocuous. On your analysis, a false sentence says
what is not in that it says about an object what is not about it. Your analysis
works for false affirmative sentences: for a false affirmative sentence does
indeed say what is not in that it says about an object what is not about it
to be. However, your analysis does not work for false negative sentences.
For, what a negative sentence does is to say about an object something 7oz
to be. So, while a true negative sentence says about an object whar is not
about it nor to be, a false negative sentence says about an object what is
about it nor to be. But false negative sentences also say what is not (simply
because they are false).”"

Two replies to this objection are available to Plato. Both have strengths
and weaknesses. Of both there are traces in the Sophist.

First reply: negative false sentences say what is. The first reply accepts the
objection’s first move: that a negative sentence says about an object some-
thing not to be. The first reply then pushes the line that not every false
sentence says what is not, but only affirmative sentences do. Specifically,
it insists that while a false affirmative sentence says what is not in that it

"4 In Crivelli (1990), 93 and Crivelli (2008), 238—9 I attempted different solutions of the difficulties
raised by the cross-reference at 263B11-12.
5 Cf. above, text to n. 74 of Ch. 5. 16 Cf. Kamlah (1963), 26—7.
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says about something what is not about it to be, a false negative sentence
says what is in that it says about something what is about it not to be. For
instance, the false affirmative sentence “Theaetetus is flying’ says what is not
because it says about Theaetetus that the kind flying, which in fact is not
about him (in that it is different from everything that is about him), is; the
false negative sentence “Theaetetus is not sitting’ says what is because it says
about Theaetetus that the kind sitting, which in fact is about him, is not."”
This reply is simple and elegant. It treats affirmative and negative sen-
tences differently”® but puts them on a par (affirmative sentences have no
precedence over negative ones). The cost is the abandonment of the idea
that all false sentences say what is not. Some false sentences, in particular
false negative sentences, do not say what is not: rather, they say what is.
People tend to think that all false sentences say what is not because they
concentrate on affirmative sentences and ignore negative ones.

Second reply: negative false sentences attribute negative kinds. The second
reply rejects the objection’s first move: it rejects that a negative sentence
says about an object something 7oz ro be. Rather, a negative sentence
also says about an object something 0 be. Specifically, as an affirmative
sentence says about an object a kind, namely the kind signified by its
verb, to be, so a negative sentence says about an object a kind, namely
the complement of the kind signified by its verb, to be. The very same
treatment is offered for both affirmative and negative false sentences. All
false sentences, affirmative and negative alike, say what is not in that they
say about an object what is not about it to be. The difference between
the affirmative and the negative cases lies in what the false sentence says
about its object: an affirmative false sentence says what is not in that it
says to be about an object the kind signified by its verb, a kind which is not
about that object; a negative false sentence says what is not in that it says
to be about an object the complement of the kind signified by its verb, a kind
which is not about that object. For instance, the false affirmative sentence
‘Theaetetus is flying’ says what is not in that it says about Theaetetus
the kind flying, which is not about Theaetetus, to be; the false negative
sentence ‘Theaetetus is not sitting’ says what is not in that it says about
Theaetetus the kind not-sitting, which is not about Theaetetus, to be."””

17 Cf. Owen (1971), 260.

8 Sayre (1970), 83 maintains that having different accounts for affirmative and negative sentences
‘falls short of the formal elegance which characterizes Plato’s analysis elsewhere in the dialogue’.
On the contrary, different but parallel and independent accounts are extremely elegant.

9 Cf. Frede (1967), 52-3.
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The strength of this reply is that it preserves the idea that all false sen-
tences say what is not: even negative false sentences say what is not. It has
two weaknesses: it solves a logical difficulty at the cost of introducing cum-
bersome ontological items (namely kinds that match negative predicables)
and it generates an asymmetry between affirmative and negative sentences
(an affirmative sentence attributes the kind signified by its verb, a negative
sentence instead attributes the complement of such a kind).

Textual evidence for the first reply. The first reply chimes with the discussion
of falsehood at 240D6—24142. There'*° Plato begins by offering a ‘unipolar’
description of false belief:

[81]"" A false belief believes the things which are not (cf. 240p9-10).

He then mentions beliefs which believe that the things which are not are
not: since such beliefs are true, he infers that a false belief concerning the
things which are not must believe them to be. This leads him to recognizing
another case of false belief: that which believes that the things which are
are not. The unipolar description [81] is thus superseded by a ‘bipolar’
description:

[82] A false belief believes either that the things which are not are or that
the things which are are not (cf. 240E1-9).

With regard to false sentences, Plato does not offer a unipolar description,
but it may be plausibly assumed that he leaves it for the reader mentally to

supply:
[A1]* A false sentence says the things which are not.

Instead he explicitly puts forward a bipolar description of false
sentences:

[A2] A false sentence says either that the things which are are not or that
the things which are not are (cf. 240E10—241A2).

The development from [81] to [82] and from [A1] to [A2] may be viewed as
an expansion of the account of falsehood: at the beginning it covers only
affirmative false beliefs and sentences, then it is extended to negative false
beliefs and sentences. Such an expansion fits well with the first reply to the
antepenultimate subsection’s objection.

120 Cf. above, section 4 of Ch. 2, whose results [ summarize. 2L Cf. above, n. 87 of Ch. 2.
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Textual evidence for the second reply. The Visitor remarks that when only
names or only verbs are uttered in succession, it is not the case that ‘the
utterances indicate any action or inaction or being of what is or of what
is not’ (262c2—4). This obscure remark has been variously interpreted.
I forgo reporting the exegeses which commentators have offered,”* and
I restrict myself to floating one that I regard as no less plausible than any
in the literature.

Every affirmative sentence attributes to the object signified by its name
the action signified by its verb. Every negative sentence attributes to the
object signified by its name an inaction, which is the complement of the
action signified by its verb (to be understood along the guidelines of 257cs—
258c6). For instance, whoever utters “Theaetetus is sitting says that sitting,
an action, is about Theaetetus, an object; whoever utters “Theaetetus is
flying’ says that flying, another action, is about Theaetetus; whoever utters
“Theaetetus is not flying’ says that not-flying, an inaction (the complement
of flying, the action signified by the verb ‘is flying’), is about Theaetetus;
and whoever utters “Theaetetus is not sitting’ says that not-sitting, another
inaction (the complement of sitting, the action signified by the verb ‘is
sitting’), is about Theaetetus. A sentence is true just if its action or inaction
is about the object signified by its name. For instance, ‘Theaetetus is sitting’
is true because sitting is about Theaetetus, and “Theaetetus is not flying’ is
true because not-flying is about Theaetetus. Finally, a sentence is false just
if its action or inaction is not about the object signified by its name by
being different from everything that is about that object. For instance,
‘Theaetetus is flying’ is false because flying is not about Theaetetus in that
it is different from everything that is about Theaetetus, and “Theaetetus is
not sitting’ is false because not-sitting is not about Theaetetus in that it is
different from everything that is about Theaetetus.

This exegesis has the advantage of recognizing a role for the negative
kinds introduced at 257¢5—258c6:" the inaction of not-flying is difference
from everything that falls under the action of flying, similarly with the
inaction of not-sitting.

Which of the two replies is Plato’s? Since there is textual evidence for both
replies, one wonders which one Plato has in mind in the Sophisz. I suspect
that the answer is ‘both’. Plato’s preferred reply is probably the first: the

22 Cf. Owen (1971), 263; Soulez (1991), 232; Hoekstra and Scheppers (2003), 70-1.
3 Some commentators (e.g. Lee (1972), 299) wonder what contribution the theory of the parts of
difference could make to the final account of falsehood.
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textual evidence for it is surely more explicit than that for the second.”*
Plato nevertheless hints at the second reply to forestall a possible rejoinder
to the first: that it abandons the view that all false sentences (negative as
well as affirmative) say what is not. Were someone to make such a rejoinder
to the line adopted by the first reply, the second reply is available as a final
defence.

The Sophists hesitation in front of the objection about false negative
sentences perhaps left a trace in Aristotle’s De interpretatione, an early work
influenced by the Sophist. Aristotle looks at negative sentences in two ways.
On the one hand, he puts negative sentences on a par with affirmative
ones: an affirmative sentence joins the items signified by its subject- and
predicate-expressions, a negative sentence separates them.'” Aristotle also
specifies the truth conditions and falsehood conditions of affirmative and
negative sentences in a way close to the bipolar account: ‘Since it is possible
to assert that what holds does not hold, that what does not hold holds,
that what holds holds, and that what does not hold does not hold, and
similarly for times outside the present, whatever one affirmed it is possible
to deny, and whatever one denied it is possible to affirm’ (/nz. 6, 17*26—
31)."*° This first way of considering negative sentences fits with the first
reply to the objection about false negative sentences. On the other hand,
Aristotle treats negative predicables as semantic units endowed with their
own special signification: “Is not healthy” and “is not sick” I do not call
verbs: for they signify additionally time and always hold of something, but
no name has been given to their difference: but let them be indefinite verbs,
because they hold in the same way of anything, both what is and what is
not’ (Int. 3, 16°12—15). Such a treatment of negative predicables chimes with
the second reply to the objection about false negative sentences.

6.3 FALSE BELIEF

From (false) sentence to (false) belief and (false) appearing. The Visitor
and Theaetetus shoot a salvo of definitions that enable them to transfer
the results about (false) sentences to (erroneous) mental states. Thought
(31&voia) is ‘the inner conversation of the soul with itself that occurs with-
out voice’ (263E3—5);"*7 belief (86€a) is the soul’s inner silent affirmation or

24 The exposition of Plato’s theory of truth and falsehood in the Appendix presupposes that Plato
offers the first reply.

25 Cf. Int. 1, 16*9—18 with Crivelli (2004), 82—6.

26 Cf. above, n. 97 of Ch. 2 and text thereto. 27 Cf. 26449—26481; Tht. 189E4—7.
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denial that comes as a conclusion of the inner silent conversation (263E10—
26443);"*" ‘what we say “appears” [padveTan . . . & Aéyopev]™™ is the mixture
of perception and belief” (264B1-2);"° and a sentence (Aoy©s) is the ‘efflux
that passes through the mouth with sound’ (263£7-8).”" Given that an
account of false sentences has been attained, so that sentences can be both
true and false, it immediately follows that beliefs and appearances can also
be both true and false.

What is the language of the soul’s inner silent conversation? Is it a divine
language? A language of images?”** Or the language the speaker prefers at
the moment? No answer is forthcoming from Plato’s works.”” Another
important unasked question is: can thinkers always tell, by introspecting
their consciousness, what the contents of their beliefs are?’3

Appearance’ and ‘apparition’. The noun ‘appearance’ (‘pavtaoia’) is prob-
ably a Platonic neologism: it is not attested in earlier Greek literature.'
Its first occurrence in the Sophist is at 260c9, where the context suggests a
connection with ‘apparition’ (‘pdvtacuc’).” For Plato says that ‘if error
exists, all things are necessarily full of images [eiScoAcv] and likenesses
[eikdveov] and appearance [pavTooias]’ (260c8-9). Since apparitions are
one type of images alongside likenesses (cf. 23588—236c8), the association of
appearance with images and likenesses suggests that ‘appearance’ is linked
with ‘apparition’. The impression is strengthened by the fact that shortly
afterwards, at 260D8—9, Plato goes on to mention the art of producing
images (eidwAoTrotikn, 26008-9) and that of producing apparitions (pav-
TAOTIKN, 260D9, cf. 236C3—4).

The change from ‘apparition’ to ‘appearance’ is probably due to the fact
that they denote items of different kinds. Apparition’ denotes external
things, e.g. monumental statues that appear to have certain characteristics
which they in fact lack.”” ‘Appearance’ denotes instead mental states.
Appearances are perceptual beliefs, which may be false but may also be true.
Appearances, i.e. perceptual beliefs, are linked with apparitions because an
apparition achieves its goal when it instils in its victim a false appearance,
i.e. a false perceptual belief.

28 Cf. 26481; Tht. 189E7-190A6; 196A4—7; Ti. 37A2—37Cs; Phlb. 38¢5—38E8; Crivelli (1998), 20-1; Szaif

(1998), 495-6.

Cf. Tht. 152812; below, n. 135 and text thereto. 139 Cf. Ti. 52a7; Arist. de An. 3.3, 428*24—6.

B Cf. Tht. 206c7—206D6. One is reminded of definitions in Gorgias’ style: cf. Men. 76c4—76E2.

B2 Cf. Lloyd (1953), 69—70. 133 Cf. Crivelli (1998), 21-3. B4 Cf. N. P. White (1992), 241.

35 Cf. Notomi (1999), 250. Plato uses ‘pavTocia’ also in the Republic (2. 382E10) and the Theactetus
(152C1, 161ES).

136 Cf. above, n. 43 of Ch. 1. 37 Cf. above, text to n. 46 of Ch. 1.
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APPENDIX

The Sophist on true and false sentences
Formal presentation

Alphaber. 1 first introduce the alphabet of the formal language in which
the formal presentation of the Sophist’s theory of truth and falsehood for
sentences is formulated.

[1] The logical symbols of the alphabet are:

two parentheses: ‘(" and )’;
one one-argument propositional connective: ‘=’;
four two-argument propositional connectives: ‘&, ‘V’, ‘=’, and ‘<’;
two quantifiers: YV’ and ‘J’;
one two-place relation constant: ‘="
These logical symbols are understood in the usual way.
[2] The descriptive symbols of the alphabet include:
ten one-place relation constants: °S’, “S)’, °S,’, S, S, 57, S, ‘K7,
‘T, and ‘F’;

five two-place relation constants: ‘O’, ‘A’, ‘D’, ‘B’, and ‘C’;

[N RS N S I S I S |

infinitely many individual variables: x’, %y’, ‘2’, ‘u’, ‘v’, ‘w’, ‘x;’, x/,

< bl
Xy
infinitely many individual parameters: ‘a’, ‘6, °’, ‘d’, ‘¢’, ‘¢’, ‘h’, ‘I,
< bl < b < b < bl (b b (b bl .
m, Ao, Ays Ay sevns Ogs Op iyl
infinitely many one-place relation parameters: ‘RS, ‘R, ‘R}’, .. .;

infinitely many two-place relation parameters: ‘R3’, ‘R, ‘Ry’, .. .;

The meanings of the relation constants are best explained by considering
them in context:

[3] Every instance of every schema in the following left-hand side column
has the same meaning as the corresponding instance of the schema on
the same line in the following right-hand side column:

261
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Sl ‘o is a sentence’

Syl ‘o is a singular affirmative sentence’
e ‘o is a singular negative sentence”

5,00 ‘o is a universal affirmative sentence’
‘S, ‘o is a universal negative sentence’

Sl ‘a is a particular affirmative sentence’
5,00 ‘o is a particular negative sentence’
‘Ko’ ‘o is a kind’

‘T ‘o is true’

Fol ‘o is false’

‘O’ ‘o is an object signified by the name in B’
‘Acp’ ‘o is an action signified by the verb in B’
‘Do’ ‘a is different from B’

‘Bop’ ‘o is about B~

‘Cop’ ‘atis a contradictory of P’

Formulae. Formulae are constructed in the standard way. The usual con-
ventions for economizing on parentheses are adopted (the conjunctive and
the disjunctive connectives, ‘&’ and “V’, have greater binding power than
the conditional and the biconditional connectives, ‘—’ and ‘<>’).

The syntax and the semantics of sentences are governed by six axioms:

(4] Vx (Sx < Sx vV Sx vV Sx V Spx vV Six vV §,x).

[5] Vx (S0 = =(Sx V Sux V S V Six V- §,x)) & (S — —(Sax V Sex vV
SixV 85,%) & (S,x = —(Spx vV Six vV S,x) & (S.x — —(Six Vv S,x) &
(S,‘X — —|S,,x)).

[6] Vx (Sx — Ty (Ayx & Vz (Azx — z =) & K))).

[7] Vx (Syx Vv S,x — Fy (Oyx & Yz (Ozx — z=))).

[8] Vx (Sux Vv Sx Vv Six Vv S,x — Ay (Oyx & Yz (Ozx — z =) & Ky)).

[9] VxVy (Cxy <> 3z Fu (Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy & ((S,x & S,9) V (Sx
& §p) V (Sax & Sp) V (Sox & Sp9) V (Sex & Spp) v (Six & S,9))).

Axioms [4] and [5] state that sentences are of exactly six reciprocally disjoint
kinds. Recognizing six kinds of sentences goes beyond what Plato says in
the Sophist, where sentences of only two kinds are discussed: singular
affirmative and singular negative sentences. I carried out such an extension

' The subscripts y’ and ‘%’ abbreviate ‘yes’ and ‘no’.

* The subscripts ‘a’, ‘¢, ‘7, and ‘0’ are the traditional symbols for (respectively) universal affirmative,
universal negative, particular affirmative, and particular negative sentences.

3 ‘B abbreviates ‘being about’.
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in order to show how the Sophist’s theory of truth and falsehood could
easily come to cover a reasonable amount of sentences. Axioms [6], [7],
and [8] lay down some semantic properties of sentences. Specifically, axiom
[6] posits that there is exactly one action signified by the verb within any
sentence, and it is a kind. Axiom [7] asserts that there is exactly one object
signified by the name within any singular affirmative or singular negative
sentence. Axiom [8] requires that in the case of general sentences, the only
object signified by the sentence’s name be a kind. Finally, axiom [9] fixes
the extension of the relation of contradictoriness. It obtains between any
two sentences that satisfy three conditions: their names signify the same
object; their verbs signify the same action; and they are an affirmative and
a negative sentence of the appropriate types (either both singular or one
universal and the other particular).

Ontology. Three axioms deal with ontological matters:

[10] VxVy (Dxy <> =x =1).
(11] Vx (3y Bxy — Kx).
[12] Vx (Kx — 3y (Ky & Yv (Byv <> Yw (Bxw — Dww)))).

Axiom [10] asserts that the relation of difference obtains between all and
only the things that are not reciprocally identical. Axiom [11] makes the
intuitive requirement that only kinds be about things, i.e. hold of things.
Axiom [12] states that any given kind has a complement, a kind that is
about all and only the things different from everything which the given
kind is about.

The definition of truth and falsehood consists of axioms that specify the truth
conditions and the falsehood conditions for sentences of each of the six
sorts contemplated. This calls for twelve axioms.

As one expects, a singular affirmative sentence is true just if the action
signified by its verb is about the object signified by its name. A singu-
lar affirmative sentence is instead false just if the action signified by its
verb is not about the object signified by its name by being different from
everything that is about that object. A singular negative sentence is true
just if the action signified by its verb is not about the object signified by
its name by being different from everything that is about that object. A
singular negative sentence is false just if the action signified by its verb
is about the object signified by its name. As for quantified sentences, the
truth condition and falsehood condition specifications are simple extrapo-
lations of those for singular affirmative and singular negative sentences. For
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instance, a universal negative sentence is true just if the action signified by

its verb is not about anything the object signified by its name is about (and

not-being-about amounts to difference-from-everything-that-is-about). A

universal negative sentence is instead false just if the action signified by its

verb is about something which the object signified by its name is about.
Here are the twelve axioms:

(13] Vx (Syx — (Tx <> Jy Iz (Oyx & Azx & Bzy))).
[

Vx (S;x = (Tx <> 3y 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — Bzw)))).

Vx (S;x — (Fx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & Vv (Bow —

Dzv))))).

[19] Vx (S;x = (Tx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — Yv (Bvw —
Dzv))))).

[20] Vx (S,x = (Fx <> Jy Iz (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & Bzw)))).

[21] Vx (Six — (Tx <> Jy 2z (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & Bzw)))).

[22] Vx (Six — (Fx <> Jy Jz (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — Yv (Bow —
Dzv))))).

[23] Vx (S,x = (Tx <> Jy Iz (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & Vv (Bvw —

Dzv))))).
[24] Vx (S,x = (Fx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — Bzw)))).

]
]
] Vx (S,x = (Fx <> dy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Bzy))).
]
]

Note that the symbol ‘=’ does not occur in axioms [13]—[24].

Some ontological results. The next two results are the fundamental ontolog-
ical theorems of the present account of the truth and falsehood conditions
of sentences.

[25] Vx Vy(—=Bxy <> Yw(Bxw — Dyw)).

Proof. Suppose —Bab. Let ¢ be such that Bac. Were it the case that 6 = ¢, it
would follow that Bab, which contradicts the initial hypothesis. Therefore
—b = ¢. Hence (by [10]) Dbc. But ¢ was arbitrary, so Yw(Baw — Dbw).
Therefore —Bab — Yw(Baw — Dbw).

Vice versa, suppose Yw(Baw — Dbw). Were it the case that Bab, it
would follow that Dbb, so that (by [10]) =& = b, which is not the case.
Hence —Bab. Therefore Vw(Baw — Dbw) — —Bab.

Hence —Bab <> Yw(Baw — Dbw). But a and & were arbitrary, so
Vx Vy(=Bxy <> Yw(Bxw — Dyw)).

[26] Vx Vy(—=Bxy <> Yo(Bvy — Dxv)).
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Proof. Suppose —Bab. Let ¢ be such that Beb. Were it the case thatz = ¢, it
would follow that Bab, which contradicts the initial hypothesis. Therefore
—a = ¢. Hence (by [10]) Dac. But ¢ was arbitrary, so Yo(Bvb — Dav).
Therefore —Bab — Yuv(Bvb — Dav).

Vice versa, suppose Yo(Bvb — Dav). Were it the case that Bab, it would
follow that Daa, so that (by [10]) —a = 4, which is not the case. Hence
—Bab. Therefore Yv(Bvb — Dav) — —Bab.

Hence —Bab <> Yu(Bvb — Dav). But a and b were arbitrary, so
Vx Vy(—Bxy <> Yu(Bvy — Dxv)).

There are some further interesting ontological results:

[27] Vx Vy(Yw(Bxw — Dyw) <> Yu(Bvy — Dxv)).

Proof. A trivial consequence of [25] and [26].

(28] Vx ¥y(Vo (Brw <> Ya (Byw — Dow)) — VY (Bxw <> —Byw).

Proof- Suppose Yv (Bav <> Yw (Bbw — Dvw)). Then Bac <> Yw (Bbw —
Dcw). By [25], =Bbc <> Yw(Bbw — Dcw). Hence Bac <> —Bbc. But ¢ was
arbitrary, so Vw (Baw <> —Bbw). But « and b were arbitrary, so Vx Vy(Vv
(Bxv <> Yw (Byw — Dvw)) — Yw (Bxw <> —=Byw)).

[29] Vx (Kx — Ju (Ku & Yv (Buv <> Yw (Bxw — Dvw)) & Yw (Buw <>
—Bxw))).

Proof. Suppose Ka. By [12], 3y (Ky & Vv (Byv <> Yw (Baw — Dvw))).
Let then & be such that K6 & Vv (Bbv <> Yw (Baw — Dww)). By [28],
Vv (Bby <> Yw (Baw — Dvw)) — Yw (Bbw <> —Baw). Hence Yw (Bbw
< —Baw). Then Kb & Vv (Bbv <> Yw (Baw — Dvw)) & Yw (Bbw <
—Baw), so Ju (Ku & Yv (Buv <> Yw (Baw — Dvw)) & Yw (Buw <
—Baw)). But a was arbitrary, so Vx (Kx — Ju (Ku & Vv (Buv <> Yw (Bxw
— Dow)) & Vw (Buw <> —Bxw))).

Limitative results based on Russell’s argument. A version of Russell’s argument
can be used to show that there is no kind that is about all and only the
kinds that are not about themselves. Since, as postulated by axiom [12],
any given kind has a complement, namely a kind which is about all and
only the things different from all the things which the given kind is about,
several limitative results about the range of kinds can be derived. For
instance, there is no kind that is about all and only the kinds that are about
themselves.*

+ Cf. above, text to n. 94 of Ch. s.
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(30] —3x Yy (Bxy <> —Byy).

Proof. Suppose Ix Vy (Bxy <> —Byy). Let then a be such that Vy (Bay <
—Byy). Then Baa <> —Baa. Suppose it were the case that Baa: since Baa
<> —Baa, it would follow that —Baa, whence Baa & —Baa, which is a
contradiction. Therefore —Baa. Since Baa <> —Baa, it follows that Baa,
so that Baa & —Baa, which is a contradiction. Therefore —3x Vy (Bxy <>

[31] —3x (Kx & Yy (Bxy <> Byy)).

Proof. Suppose Ix (Kx & Vy (Bxy <> Byy)). Let then a be such that Kz
& Vy (Bay <> Byy). Since Ka, it follows (by [29]) that Ju (Ku & Vv
(Buv <> Yw (Baw — Dww)) & Vw (Buw <> —Baw)). Let then & be
such that Kb & Vv (Bbv <> Yw (Baw — Dvw)) & VYw (Bbw <> —Baw).
Since Yw (Bbw <> —Baw), Bbc <> —Bac. Since Yy (Bay <> Byy), Bac
< Bee, so —Bac <> —Bee. Since Bbe <> —Bac and —Bac < —Bc, it
follows that Bbc <> —Bec. But ¢ was arbitrary, so Yy (Bby <> —Byy). Hence
dx Vy (Bxy <> —Byy), contrary to [30]. Therefore =3x (Kx & Vy (Bxy <>

By)).
[32] 3x (Kx & Vy (Bxy <> Ky)) — —Vx (Kx — Bxx).

Proof. Suppose 3x (Kx & Vy (Bxy <> Ky)). Let then @ be such that Kz & Vy
(Bay <> Ky). Suppose Vx (Kx — Bxx). Suppose Bab. Since Vy (Bay <> Ky),
Kb. Since Vx (Kx — Bxx), Bbb. So Bab — Bbb. Vice versa, suppose Bbb.
Then 3y Bby. Since (by [11]) Iy Bby — Kb, Kb. Since Yy (Bay <> Ky), Bab.
So Bbb — Bab. Therefore Bab <> Bbb. But b was arbitrary, so Yy (Bay
<> Byy). Therefore Ka & Yy (Bay <> Byy), so 3x (Kx & Vy (Bxy <> Byy)),
contrary to [31]. Therefore —Vx (Kx — Bxx). So Ix (Kx & Vy (Bxy <>
Ky)) = —Vx (Kx — Bxx).

This last result shows that if there is a kind of kinds, then not all kinds are
self-predicating.

Some semantic results. 1 move on to prove that the definition of truth and
falsehood given above as axioms [13]—[24] yields the expected results. I
begin by proving that a singular affirmative sentence is false just if the
action signified by its verb is not about the object signified by its name.
I then prove that a singular negative sentence is true just if the action
signified by its verb is not about the object signified by its name. Next, I
prove that a universal affirmative sentence is false just if the action signified
by its verb is not about some entity which the object signified by its name
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is about. I then prove analogous theses for universal negative, particular
affirmative, and particular negative sentences.

(33] Vx (S,x — (Fx <> Ty 3z (Oyx & Azx & —Bzy))).

Proof. Suppose S,a. Then, by [14], Fa <> Iy Iz (Oya & Aza & Vv (Buy —
Dzv)).

Suppose Fa. Then 3y Iz (Oya & Aza & Vv (Bvy — Dzv)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Vv (Bvb — Dcv). By [26], —Bcb <
VYu(Bvb — Dcv). Therefore —Bcb. Hence Oba & Aca & —Bcb, so Iy 3z
(Oya & Aza & —Bzy). Therefore Fa — 3y Iz (Oya & Aza & —Bzy).

Vice versa, suppose Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). Let then & and ¢ be
such that Oba & Aca & —Bcb. By [26], =Bcb <> Yv(Bvb — Dcv). Hence
VYu(Bvb — Dcv). Therefore Oba & Aca & Yv(Bvb — Dcv), so Iy Iz (Oya
& Aza & Yv (Bvy — Dzv)). Hence Fa. So Ay 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy) —
Fa.

Therefore Fa <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). But a was arbitrary, so Vx
(Syx — (Fx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & —Bgzy))).

[34] Vx (S,x = (Ix <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & —Bzy))).

Proof. Suppose S,a. Then, by [15], 72 <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Vv (Buy —
Dzv)).

Suppose 7a. Then y 3z (Oya & Aza & Vv (Bvy — Dzv)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Vv (Bvb — Dcv). By [26], —Bcb <>
VYu(Bvb — Dcv). Therefore —Bcb. Hence Oba & Aca & —Bcb, so Iy 3z
(Oya & Aza & —Bzy). Therefore Fa — 3y Iz (Oya & Aza & —Bzy).

Vice versa, suppose Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). Let then & and ¢ be
such that Oba & Aca & —Bcb. By [26], =Bcb <> Yv(Bvb — Dcv). Hence
VYv(Bvb — Dcv). Therefore Oba & Aca & Yv(Bvb — Dcv), so Iy Iz (Oya
& Aza & Yv (Bvy — Dzv)). Hence Ta. So Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy) —
Ta.

Therefore 7a <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). But a was arbitrary, so Vx
(Spx = (Ix <> Jy Iz (Oyx & Azx & —Bzy))).

[35] Vx (S.x = (Fx <> 3y Iz (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)))).

Proof- Suppose S,a. Then, by [18], Fa <> Iy Iz (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw &
Yo (Bvw — Dzv))).

Suppose Fa. Then 3y Iz (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & Vv (Bvw — Dzv))).
Let then & and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & w (Bbw & Vv (Bvw — Dcv)).
Since 3w (Bbw & Vv (Bvw — Dcv)), let d be such that Bbd & Vv (Bvd —
Dcv). By [26], —~Bcd <> Yv(Bvd — Dcv). Therefore —Bcd. Hence Bbd &
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—Bcd, so Jw (Bbw & —Bcw). Therefore Oba & Aca & Jw (Bbw & —Bcw),
so dy 3z (Oya & Aza & Fw (Byw & —Bzw)). Therefore Fa — 3y 3z (Oya
& Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)).

Vice versa, suppose 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Fw (Bbw & —Bcw). Since Aw (Bbw &
—Bcw), let d be such that Bbd & —Bcd. By [26], —Bcd <> Yv(Bvd — Dcv).
Therefore Yv(Bvd — Dcv). Hence Bbd & Yv(Bvd — Dcv), so Jw (Bbw
& Vv (Bvw — Dcv)). Therefore Oba & Aca & Jw (Bbw & Yv (Bvw —
Dcv)), so Jy Iz (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & Yv (Bvw — Dzv))). Hence Fa.
So 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)) — Fa.

Therefore Fa <> Iy Iz (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). But a was
arbitrary, so Vx (S,x = (Fx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)))).

(36] Vx (S;x = (Tx <> 3y 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)))).

Proof. Suppose S.a. Then, by [19], Ta <> Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw
— Vv (Bvw — Dzv))).

Suppose 7. Then Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Vw (Byw — Yv (Bvw — Dzv))).
Let then 4 and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — Vv (Bvw — Dcv)).
Let 4 be such that Bbd. Since Yw (Bbw — Vv (Bvw — Dcv)), it follows
that Vv (Bvd — Dcv). By [26], =Bcd <> Yv(Bvd — Dcv). Therefore —Bcd.
But 4 was arbitrary, so Vw (Bbw — —Bcw). Hence Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw
— —Bew), so Iy Az (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). Therefore Ta —
dy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)).

Vice versa, suppose Ay 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — —Bcw). Let e be such
that Bbe. Since Yw (Bbw — —Bcw), it follows that —Bce. By [26], —Bce
<> Yu(Bve — Dcv). Therefore Vo(Bve — Dcv). But e was arbitrary, so Vw
(Bbw — Vv (Bvw — Dcv)). Hence Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — Vv (Bvw —
Dcv)), so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Vv (Bvw — Dzv))). Therefore
Ta. So Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)) — Ta.

Therefore 7a <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). But @ was
arbitrary, so Vx (S,x — (7x <> Iy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)))).

(37] Vx (Six — (Fx <> dy Iz (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)))).

Proof. Suppose S;a. Then, by [22], Fa <> Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw
— Yo (Bvw — Dzv))).

Suppose Fa. Then 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Vv (Bvw — Dzv))).
Let then & and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — Yv (Bvw — Dcv)).
Let 4 be such that Bbd. Since Yw (Bbw — Vv (Bvw — Dcv)), it follows
that Vv (Bvd — Dcv). By [26], ~Bcd <> Yv(Bvd — Dcv). Therefore —Bcd.
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But 4 was arbitrary, so Yw (Bbw — —Bcw). Hence Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw
— = Bew), so Iy Iz (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). Therefore Fu —
dy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)).

Vice versa, suppose dy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — —Bcw). Let e be such
that Bbe. Since Yw (Bbw — —Bcw), it follows that —Bce. By [26], —Bce
<> Yv(Bve — Dcv). Therefore Vo(Bve — Dcv). But e was arbitrary, so Yw
(Bbw — Vv(Bvw — Dcv)). Hence Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — Vv (Bvw —
Dcv)), so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Vv (Bvw — Dzv))). Therefore
Fa. So Ay 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)) — Fa.

Therefore Fa <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)). But a was
arbitrary, so Vx (§;x = (Fx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Yw (Byw — —Bzw)))).

(38] Vx (S,x = (Tx <> Jy 3z (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)))).

Proof. Suppose S,a. Then, by [23], T2 <> Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw &
Vv (Bvw — Dzv))).

Suppose Ta. Then Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & Vv (Bvw — Dzv))).
Let then 4 and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & 3w (Bbw & Vv (Bvw — Dcv)).
Since 3w (Bbw & Vv (Bvw — Dcv)), let d be such that Bbd & Vv (Bvd —
Dcv). By [26], ~Bcd <> Yv(Bvd — Dcv). Therefore —Bcd. Therefore Bbd
& —Bcd, so Jw (Bbw & —Bcw). Hence Oba & Aca & Jw (Bbw & —Bcw),
so Ay 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). Therefore Ta — Iy 3z (Oya
& Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)).

Vice versa, suppose 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). Let then
b and ¢ be such that Oba & Aca & Fw (Bbw & —Bcw). Since Jw (Bbw &
—Bcw), let e be such that Bbe & —Bce. By [26], —Bce <> Yv(Bve — Dcv).
Therefore Vv(Bve — Dcv). Then Bbe & Yv(Bve — Dcv), so Jw (Bbw &
Vv (Bvw — Dcv)). Hence Oba & Aca & Jw (Bbw & Vv (Bvw — Dcv)),
so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & Yv (Bvw — Dzv))). Then Ta. So Iy
3z (Oya & Aza & Fw (Byw & —Bzw)) — Ta.

Therefore Ta <> Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). But a was
arbitrary, so Vx (S,x = (7x <> 3y 3z (Oyx & Azx & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)))).

Bivalence. The definition of truth and falsehood given above as axioms
[13]—[24] introduces apparently independent conditions for the truth and
falsehood of sentences of each kind. One might wonder whether the Prin-
ciple of Bivalence holds, i.e. whether every sentence is either true or false
but not both. The theses I now go on to prove show that the Principle of
Bivalence does hold.

(39] Vx (Syx — (Tx < —Fx)).
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Proof. Suppose Sya. Then, by [13], 72 <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Bzy). By
(33], Fa <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). By [7], Iy (Oya & Yz (Oza —
z = ¥)). Let then & be such that Oba & Vz (Oza — z = b). By [4], Sa.
Then, by [6], 3y (Aya & Vz (Aza — z = y) & Ky). Let then ¢ be such that
Aca & Vz (Aza — z =) & Ke.

Suppose 7a. Then Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Bzy). Let then d and e be such
that Oda & Aea & Bed. Since Vz (Aza — z = ¢) & Aea, e = ¢. Since Vz
(Oza — z=b) & Oda, d = b. Then Bed & ¢ = ¢ & d = b, so Bcb. Suppose
Fa. Then 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy). Let then g and 5 be such that Oga
& Aha & —Bhg. Since Vz (Aza — z = ¢) & Aba, h = c. Since Vz (Oza —
z=0) & Oga, g = b. Then Bcb & h = ¢ & g = b, so Bhg, contrary to an
earlier result. Therefore —Fa. So Ta — —Fa.

Suppose —Fa. Suppose —Bch: then Oba & Aca & —Bcbh, so that
dy 3z (Oya & Aza & —Bzy), whence Fa, contrary to hypothesis. Therefore
——Bcb, so Beb. Then Oba & Aca & Bcb, so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Bzy),
whence Ta. So —~Fa — Ta.

Therefore 72 <> —Fa. But a was arbitrary, so Vx (Sx — (Tx <>

[40] Vx (S,x — (Tx < —Fx)).
Proof. Similar to that of [39].
[41] Vx (S,x — (Tx <> —Fx)).

Proof. Suppose S,a. Then, by [17], T2 <> y 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw
— Bzw)). By [35], Fa <> 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). By
(8], Iy (Oya & Yz (Oza — z = y) & Ky). Let then & be such that Oba
& Vz (Oza — z = b) & Kb. By [4], Sa. Then, by [6], Iy (Aya & Vz
(Aza — z = y) & Ky). Let then ¢ be such that Aca & Yz (Aza — z = ¢)
& Ke.

Suppose 7a. Then 3y Iz (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Bzw)). Let then
d and e be such that Oda & Aea & Yw (Bdw — Bew). Since Vz (Oza —
z=0) & Oda, d = b. Since Vz (Aza — z = ¢) & Aea, ¢ = c. Suppose
Fa. Then 3y 3z (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)). Let then g and 4 be
such that Oga & Aha & Jw (Bgw & —Bhw). Since Vz (Oza — z = b) &
Oga, g = b. Since Yz (Aza — z=¢) & Aha, h=c. Sinced=b& g= b,
d=g Since e =c & h = ¢, e = h. Since w (Bgw & —Bhw), let [ be such
that Bg/ & —Bhl. Then Bgl & d = g, so Bdl. Since Yw (Bdw — Bew), it
follows that Bel. Then Bel & ¢ = h, so Bhl, contrary to an earlier result.
Therefore —~Fa. So Ta — —Fa.



The Sophist on true and false sentences: formal presentation 271

Suppose —Fa. Let m be such that Bbm. Suppose —Bem. Then Bbm &
—Bcm, so dw (Bbw & —Bcw). Then Oba & Aca & Fw (Bbw & —Bcw),
so 3y dz (Oya & Aza & Jw (Byw & —Bzw)), whence Fa, contrary to
hypothesis. Therefore —=——Bcm, so Bem. But m was arbitrary, so Yw (Bbw
— Bew). Then Oba & Aca & Yw (Bbw — Bcw), so Iy Iz (Oya & Aza &
VYw (Byw — Bzw)), whence Ta. So —Fa — Ta.

Therefore 7 <> —Fa. But @ was arbitrary, so Vx (S,x — (Tx <> —Fx)).

[42] Vx (S,x — (Tx <> —Fx)).
Proof. Similar to that of [41].
[43] Vx (S;x — (Tx < —Fx)).
Proof. Similar to that of [41].
[44] Vx (S,x — (Tx < —Fx)).
Proof. Similar to that of [41].
[45] Vx (Sx — (Tx < —Fx)).

Proof. Suppose Sa. Then, by [4], S,a vV S,aV S,a N Sea N Sia Vv S,a. Each
of the alternatives entails (by [39]-[44]) that 72 <> —Fa. Hence 7Ta <
—Fa. But 2 was arbitrary, so Vx (Sx — (Tx <> —Fx)).

Contradictories. The relation of contradictoriness is symmetric:
[46] VxVy (Cxy — Cyx).

Proof. Suppose Cab. Then, by [9], 3z Fu (Oza & Ozb & Aua & Aub
& ((Sa & S,b) Vv (Spa & S,b) v (S,a & S,6) v (S,a & S,b) V (Sea &
S:0) v (S;a & S,b))). Let then ¢ and 4 be such that Oca & Ocb & Ada
& Adb & ((Sya & S,b) vV (S,a & S,b) v (S,a & S,0) v (S,a & S,b) v
(Sea & S;b) v (Sia & S.b)). Then Ocb & Oca & Adb & Ada & ((S,6 &
Spa) NV (S,b & Sya) v (S, & S,a) Vv (S,b & S,a) v (S, & Sia) Vv (Sib
& S,a)). Therefore 3z Ju (Oz6 & Oza & Aub & Aua & ((S,6 & S,a)
V (S & S,a) v (Sb & S,a) V(S & S,a) VO (S.b & Sia) v (Sib &
S.a))). Hence, by [9], Cba. But 2 and & were arbitrary, so Vx Vy (Cxy —
Cyx).

The given definitions enable a derivation of the Principle of Non-
Contradiction and the Principle of Excluded Middle.

[47] Vx Vy V2 Vu (Sx & S,y & Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy — (Tx <
—7y)).
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Proof. Suppose S,z & S,b6 & Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb. By [13], Ta <
dy 3z (Oya & Aza & Bzy). By [16], Fb <> Iy Iz (Oyb & Azb & Bzy).

By [7], 3y (Oya & Vz (Oza — z = y)). Let then ¢ be such that Oc,a &
Vz (Oza — z = ¢). Similarly, by [7], 3y (Oyb & Vz (Ozb — z = y)). Let
then ¢, be such that Oc,6 & Yz (Ozb — z=c,). Since Vz (Oza — z = ¢,)
& Oca, ¢ = ¢;. Since Vz (Ozb — z2=1¢,) & Ocb, c =¢,. Then c = ¢, &
C=0,,50 ¢, = C,.

Since Sya, Sa (by [4]). Then, by [6], y (Aya & Vz (Aza — z = y) &
Ky). Let then 4, be such that Adia & Vz (Aza — z = d;) & Kd,. Similarly,
since S,6, Sb (by [4]). Then, by [6], Ty (Ayb & Vz (Azb — z = y) & K)).
Let then 4, be such that Ad,b6 & Vz (Azb — z = d4,) & Kd,. Since Vz
(Aza — z=d,) & Ada, d = d,. Since Vz (Azb — z=d,) & Adb, d = d,.
Thend=d & d=d,, so d, = d,.

Suppose 7a. Then Jy Iz (Oya & Aza & Bzy). Let then ¢; and d; be such
that Oc;a & Adya & Bdcy. Since Vz (Oza — z = ¢;) & Oc;a, ¢; = ¢;. Then
=0 & ¢ =0, ¢ =c.Since Vz (Aza — z = d;) & Adya, dy = d,.
Then d; = d, & d;, = d,, so dy = d,. Since Bdye; & dy = d, & ¢; = ¢,
Bd,c,. Then Oc,b & Ad,b & Bd,c,, so Iy Iz (Oyb & Azb & Bzy), whence
Fb. Therefore Ta — Fb.

Vice versa, suppose Fb. Then 3y 3z (Oyb & Azb & Bzy). Let then ¢, and
d, be such that Oc,b & Ad,b & Bd,c,. Since Yz (Ozb — z = ¢,) & Oc,b,
¢, =0¢.Thene, =¢, & ¢, =¢,, 50 ¢, = ¢;. Since Vz (Azb — z=d,) &
Adyb, d, = d,. Then d, = d, & d, = d,, so d, = d,. Since Bd,c, &
d, =d, & ¢, = ¢, Bdyc;. Then Oc,a & Adya & Bd,c,, so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza
& Bzy), whence 7a. Therefore Fb — Ta.

Hence 72 <> Fb. Since S,b, Tb <> —Fb (by [40]), so Fb <> —Tb.
Therefore 72 <> —Tb. But a, b, ¢, and d were arbitrary, so Vx Vy Vz Vu
(S & S,y & Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy — (Tx <> —1Y)).

(48] VxVyVzVu (S,x & S,y & Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy — (Tx <> —=1Y)).

Proof. Suppose S,a & S,b6 8 Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb. By [17], Ta <> Jy
3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Bzw)). By [24], Fb <> Iy 3z (Oyb & Azb &
Yw (Byw — Bzw)).

By [8], 3y (Oya & Yz (Oza — z = y) & Ky). Let then ¢ be such that
Ocia & Yz (Oza — z = ¢;) & K,. Similarly, by [8], 3y (Oyb & Yz (Ozb
— z=7y) & Ky). Let then ¢, be such that Oc,6 & Vz (026 — z=1¢,) &
Ke,. Since Vz (Oza — z=¢;) & Oca, c = ¢;. Since Vz (Ozb — z=1¢,) &
Ocb,c=c¢,. Thenc=c, & c=1¢,,50 ; = c,.

Since S,a, Sa (by [4]). Then, by [6], 3y (Aya & Vz (Aza — z=y) &
Ky). Let then 4, be such that Ad,a & Vz (Aza — z = d,) & Kd,. Similarly,
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since 8,6, Sb (by [4]). Then, by [6], Iy (Ayb & Vz (Azb — z = y) & Ky).
Let then 4, be such that Ad,b & Vz (Azb — z = d,) & Kd,. Since Vz (Aza
— z=4d,) & Ada, d = d,. Since Vz (Azb — z=d,) & Adb, d = d,. Then
d=d & d=d,, sod = d,.

Suppose 7a. Then Jy Iz (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Bzw)). Let then
¢; and dj be such that Oc;a & Adya & Yw (Be;w — Bdyw). Let e be such
that Be,e. Since Vz (Oza — z = ¢;) & Ocza, ¢; = ¢. Then ¢; = ¢ &
¢ = 65, SO ¢; = ¢,. Since Be,e & ¢; = ¢,, Beye. Since Yw (Be;w — Bdyw),
it follows that Bd,e. Since Vz (Aza — z = d,) & Adja, d; = d;. Then
dy = dy & dy = d,, so d; = d,. Since Bdye & dy = d,, Bd,e. But e was
arbitrary, so Yw (Be,w — Bd,w). Then Oc,b & Ad,b & Yw (Be,w —
Bd,w), so Ay Iz (Oyb & Azb & Yw (Byw — Bzw)), whence Fb. Therefore
Ta — Fb.

Vice versa, suppose Fb. Then 3y 3z (Oyb & Azb & Yw (Byw — Bzw)).
Let then ¢, and 4, be such that Oc,6 & Ad,b & Yw (Be,w — Bd,w).
Let g be such that Beg. Since Vz (026 — z = ¢,) & Oc,b, ¢, = ¢,. Then
¢, =6 & =c¢,s0c¢, = ¢. Since Beig & ¢, = ¢, Beyg. Since Yw (Be,w
— Bd,w), it follows that Bd,g. Since Vz (Azb — z=d,) & Ad,b, d, = d,.
Then d, = d, & d, = d,, so d, = d,. Since Bd,g & d, = d,, Bd,g. But g
was arbitrary, so Yw (Be,w — Bdyw). Then Oca & Adia & Yw (Be,w —
Bd,w), so Iy 3z (Oya & Aza & Yw (Byw — Bzw)), whence Ta. Therefore
Fb— Ta.

Hence 7a <> Fb. Since S,b, Thb <> —Fb (by [44]), so Fb <> —Tb.
Therefore 7 <> —Tb. But a, b, ¢, and d were arbitrary, so Vx Vy Vz Vu
(Sax & S,y & Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy — (ITx <> —1y)).

[49] VxVyVzVu (S,x & S;y & Ozx & Ozy & Aux & Auy — (Tx <> —1T1y)).

Proof. Similar to that of [48].
[so] VxVy (Cxy — (Tx <> —T1y)).

Proof- Suppose Cab. Then, by [9], 3z u (Oza & Ozb & Aua & Aub &
(82 & S,b) Vv (S,a & S,b) V (S,a & S,0) V (S,a & S,b) V (S,a & S;b) v
(S;a & S,b))). Let then ¢ and 4 be such that Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb &
(82 & 8,6) v (S,a & S,b) V (S, & S,b6) v/ (S,a & S,0) V (S.a & S;b) v
(Sia & S,0)).

Suppose S,z & S,b. Then S,a & S,b & Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb, so
(by [47]) Ta <> —Tb.

Suppose S,z & S,b. Then S,b & S,a & Ocb & Oca & Adb & Ada, so
(by [47]) Tb <> —Ta, whence Ta <> —Tb.
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Suppose S,2 & S,b. Then S,a & S,6 & Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb, so
(by [48]) T2 <> =Tb.

Suppose S,a & S,b. Then S,b & S,a & Ocb & Oca & Adb & Ada, so
(by [48]) 76 <> —Ta, whence Ta <> —Tb.

Suppose S.a & S;b. Then S,a & S;6 & Oca & Ocb & Ada & Adb, so (by
[49]) Ta <> —Tb.

Finally, suppose S,z & S,6. Then S,6 & S;a & Ocb & Oca & Adb &
Ada, so (by [49]) Tb <> —Ta, whence Ta <> —Tb.

So, in all cases, 7z <> —7b. But 2 and & were arbitrary, so Vx Vy

(Cxy = (ITx < =1y)).



AGPh
AJPh
AP
BPhdl
cjp
cQ
CSCA
HPHQ
JHPh
JHS
JP
LSJ

OSAP
PAS
PPR
PQ
PR
RM
RPA
SjP
TAPhA
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