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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

BEING AND STRUCTURE IN PLATO’S SOPHIST

Being and Structure in Plato’s Sophist is a study of the metaphysical notion of
being as it is at play in Plato’s dialogue the Sophist, and the senses in which Plato’s
conception of being entails further accounts of ontological structure and goodness. While
modern metaphysics primarily concerns existence, ancient metaphysics primarily
concerns what grounds what, and in this dissertation I consider the nature and value of
Plato’s understanding of being as a notion of ground rather than a principle of
existence. [ argue that Plato conceives of being in the fundamentally unified sense of
participation, which entails a self-and-other and hence complex relation. For Plato, being
must be understood in its context as one among many Platonic forms, or the network of
mutually co-constitutive structures of determinacy that are the grounding stability
necessary for the very possibilities of becoming, knowing, and discourse. I argue that
Plato inherits his view in large part from Parmenides, and that the account in the Sophist
makes explicit a previously implicit aspect of the Parmenidean tradition insofar as it
involves a novel sense of nonbeing not as absolute nothingness, but instead as difference
in the sense of constitutive and determinate otherness. I furthermore discuss the ways in
which this account helps to show the connections between seemingly disparate elements
of the dialogue like its dramatic setting, the method of division, and the discussion of the
great ontological kinds. In this way, the dissertation entails a study of the entire dialogue
and the interrelation of its parts, as well as its context among several other key Platonic
and Parmenidean texts.

KEYWORDS: Plato, ancient philosophy, metaphysics, epistemology, Sophist
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 Being, structure, and the Sophist

The following is a study of Plato’s dialogue the Sophist with the aim of bringing
to light the account therein of being and structure, and in the process to contribute to our
own understanding of what it is ‘to be’ and the ways in which the structure of being
implies goodness. The Sophist is a key resource for understanding Platonic philosophy
and the ancient philosophical tradition more broadly, but to us its riches are obscured and
difficult to access. This is due in large part to many bad habits of thinking, such as
thinking of reality as composed only by the things that present themselves to us directly
through sensation and understanding these things as fundamentally self-sufficient objects.
On such a view, there is no greater reality from which the beings found in sensation
derive their nature. Such a conception leads quickly to the view that the human
individual is the sole originator of truth and value while the other beings stand in relation
to the human individual as mere resources with potential yields waiting to be extracted.

But these are the very habits of thinking from which Plato seeks to break us.
Doing so will require our following Plato’s interlocutors as they practice esoteric
metaphysical exercises and reflect on both the values and deficiencies of the process in
ways that offer a deeper and firmer grasp of the constituents of reality, their
interconnections, and their causal structure. The result, provided we are able to achieve
it, will be a transformed perspective of being that demands wonder and gratitude in
response to the gift of being, and the opportunity to affirm one’s place in the
interconnected web of reality through the recognition of the value of all the other beings
and the structures of determinacy from which they derive their natures.
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The Sophist depicts a group of interlocutors composed of teachers and students
engaging in dialectical investigation into the nature of the sophist, or that teacher of sham
wisdom who is notoriously more concerned to offer students the skill of winning
arguments than that of finding truth. The sophist’s underlying view of things is that
which in the modern world is called ‘subjectivism,’ or the view that something is true
precisely and only insofar as it appears true to a given individual. The dialogue is thus set
in the context of the question of whether the educative process is guided most essentially
by subjectivity and the goal of victory or instead by truth itself. This presupposes the
deeper question of truth itself and whether truth is merely a human construct in one form
or another—be it that of an individual, society, or even a group of skilled thinkers—or
whether it instead is that which thinking traces and to which the student must remain
receptive. The interlocutors will come upon a sense of necessary being that demands our
careful and receptive attention, comprising the sense of being that underlies the truth that
all education (and indeed all discourse and thinking) presupposes. This will decisively
show the poverty of the sophistical valuation of the victory of the human subject over
truth itself and indicate the danger that lies behind the mortal forgetting of being and truth
that such a valuation entails.

Itself a pedagogical work, the dialogue comprises a rich but extremely difficult set
of interrelated accounts. Its narrative structure is circular and is often described as
comprising an outer ‘shell’ (containing the two halves 216a-236d and 264c-268d)
framing its inner ‘core’ (236d-264b). In it, the interlocutors begin with a brief discussion
of the distinction between the sophist, statesman, and philosopher before the Eleatic

Stranger guides the young mathematician Theaetetus through a series of dialectical



investigations into sophistry. Upon reaching some complications, they pause in what is
known as the ‘central digression’ to reflect on nonbeing, being, the ontology of
composition, and true and false speech (logos), before returning to a brief, final series of
dialectic. The dialogue offers a wealth of resources toward answering many of the most
important philosophical questions, but herein I will focus on the account of being that is
at its textual and conceptual center. I will argue that in the Sophist Plato presents a
unified conception of being that is captured but not exhausted by a series of definitional
accounts upon which we shall arrive, such as ‘being is power,” ‘being is communion,’
‘being is participation,” ‘being is being given to thought and speech,” ‘being is grounded
in necessity,” and others. These definitions are closely connected to the notion of
ontological structure, as evidenced (for example) by the ‘X is Y’ structure that each of
these definitions exhibits. That is, though Plato’s conception of being is unified, it is
unified by the very sense in which it suggests a further complex specificity, which can
and will be worked out in a number of interrelated ways. I hold furthermore that Plato
derives this sense of necessary being from Parmenides but seeks to show that the
Parmenidean notion of necessary being clarifies the senses of what we mean by ‘being’
and ‘nonbeing’ without suggesting upon this that plurality of any kind is impossible, as
many have taken Parmenides to imply. Instead, and as Plato will have his interlocutors
make explicit, ‘being’ and ‘oneness’ both require a structure through a host of ontological
natures like otherness, sameness, motion, rest, and others. Each of these natures is in
some sense simple and unique, but requires for its instantiation each of the others,
therefore implying a web of mutual interdependence. Turning our mind to this structure

allows us to see the ways in which the beings that we encounter owe their own nature to



this prior ontological structure. This dependence implies the further recognition of the
interdependence of the beings upon one another, and thus suggests that care for one being
requires care for all the beings.

An important first step in breaking ourselves from bad habits of thinking will be
to address what Plato does not mean when referring to ‘being,” which is ‘existence.” In
this way, considering the Sophist will show that metaphysical inquiry is, or should be,
characterized most essentially not by questions regarding existence but instead by those
concerning structure. The Sophist therefore is a paradigmatic and exemplary instance of
ancient metaphysical inquiry, and one from which we in our time have very much to
learn.

Modern metaphysics most essentially entails questions regarding what exists,
while ancient metaphysics most essentially entails questions regarding what grounds
what.! Because modern metaphysicians take themselves to begin with questions
regarding ‘existence,” a modern metaphysician (or indeed a modern layperson) might ask,
for example, ‘Do souls exist?’ This entails interrogating the being of the alleged entity in
question, here souls, in such a way that pits the alleged entity’s being against absolute

b1

nothingness.? By this I mean that an answer to the question regarding souls’ “existence”

! For a thorough discussion of this contrast, albeit in the context of Aristotelian metaphysics specifically,
see Schaffer 2009. In what follows I will suggest that Schaffer’s conception of Aristotelian metaphysics as
the study of what grounds what is equally applicable at least to the metaphysical views of Parmenides and
Plato. I will on occasion speak of such a view as the ‘ancient’ view, by which I mean the ancient
orientation towards metaphysics as the inquiry into what grounds what represented at least by Parmenides,
Plato, and Aristotle, and in contrast to modern metaphysical inquiry oriented towards questions of
‘existence.’

2 The view that the history of metaphysical thinking is founded on one grand confusion between the
existential and predicative senses of being begins, or at least is decisively articulated, by John Stuart Mill
(see Mill 1843: Iivl, for instance). Mill distinguishes between the following senses: (i) existential (e.g.,
‘There is a snake in my boot!’), (ii) predicative (e.g., ‘Snakes are scary!”), (iii) identity (e.g., ‘Snakes are
carnivorous reptiles of the suborder Serpentes,’) and (iv) veridicality (e.g., ‘Socrates is not a snake.’) This
distinction, and the alleged inability of ancient Greek thinkers like Plato to make good sense of it,
dominated much of the scholarly interpretation of the Sophist during the 19" and 20" centuries, with many
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will either suggest that souls are (in a manner yet to be specified) or that souls quite
simply are not, i.e., that they are absolutely nothing, that they are in absolutely no way
whatsoever. This is, in other words, a binary, yes-or-no question that acts as a
‘gatekeeper’ for further inquiry into the entity. Being in this ‘existential’ sense is
furthermore thought to be the most basic sense of being from which all other, allegedly
‘secondary,’ senses of being — predication, identity, veridicality, existential-locativity,
and so forth — are posterior. For how, the modern thinker asks rhetorically, could
anything be in any of the ‘secondary’ senses of being if it is not ‘first’ and ‘foremost’ in
the sense of ‘existence?’

Ancient Greek metaphysics, by contrast, does not concern what we moderns call
‘existence,’ at least not in a primary way. On my view, this is as true of the Sophist as it

is of ancient metaphysical inquiry more broadly.? Instead, the ‘existence’ of the entities

commentators taking themselves to be untangling the muddles of thinking of being in these four terms at
play in ancient metaphysical thinking. Charles Kahn (most notably in Kahn 1970) and Lesley Brown (first
in Brown 1986) are two recent scholars whose work has allowed us to push beyond this alleged ‘problem’
in ancient Greek philosophy and understand some of the ways in which Greek thinking on the matter is in
fact healthier than our own. Kahn enacts a ‘Copernican turn’ in conceiving of being as oriented most
primarily by predication, not existence, while Brown shows that any predicative expression of being entails
weakly existential force, and that any ‘one-place’ articulation of being implies an elided ‘two-place
expression.” For example, ‘Socrates is’ necessarily implies ‘Socrates is Y,” where ‘Y’ could mean ‘snub-
nosed,” ‘mortal,” ‘a thing in space and time,’ etc.

3 This claim is of course contentious, and at odds with very much of the 19" and 20™ century scholarship
on the Sophist and Platonic metaphysics more broadly. There have been many arguments regarding what
senses of meaning the term ‘being’ has in the Sophist. Very many of these have entailed granting the
fundamental distinction between the senses of ‘being’ as entailing existential, predicative, veridical, and
identity forces first established by Mill and described above. (As I describe each of these views, I treat
each as simply applying to the voice of Plato, although in any given instance the case might be
considerably more complex regarding who, according to a given commentator, is speaking.) Ackrill 1957
claims that Plato refers to being in existential, predicative, and identity senses. Crombie 1962: 388-516
argues that Plato explicitly distinguishes between the senses of predication and identity, which entails
strong but tacit existential force (cf. discussion of Crombie’s view in Bluck 1975: 13-15), while Bluck
1975: especially 61-63 and 67-68 offered a contemporaneous version of this thesis that entails reducing the
role of existential force in the interpretation. Frede 1967 argues that Plato is not distinguishing between
senses of being, but instead is drawing upon two applications of the verb, closely related to the distinction
between being in the auta kath’ hauta and pros alla senses that the Stranger identifies at 255¢-d. Drawing
upon versions of views initially posited by Runciman 1964, Malcolm 1967, and Frede 1967, Owen 1971
offered the most influential and definitive version of the view that existence plays no role in the notion of
being at play in the Sophist, and instead that Plato’s concern is to distinguish between being in the senses of

5



in question is either taken for granted or at most quickly shown to be a non-issue, with
the far more interesting questions regarding the nature of the being in question and the
ways in which the nature of the being in question determines and is determined by other
beings.* The question, in other words, is not, ‘Is it?’ but instead, ‘ What is it?’ In the rare
instances in which questions that resemble what moderns would call ‘existence’
questions (i.e., ‘Is it?”) do come up in the ancient metaphysical discussions that are
meaningfully adjacent to the Sophist, the questions are typically dismissed relatively
quickly as having a self-evident affirmative answer. A good example of this comes in
Book M of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, when Aristotle briefly addresses the question of
whether it is right to posit the being of numbers (Metaphysics M2.1077b13-34).
Following a brief proof that that which is not separable nonetheless is in some sense, he
concludes:
Thus, since it is true to say, without specifying, that not only what is separate is
but also what is not separate — for example, that the moving is — it is also true to
say, without qualification, that the mathematicals are, and indeed are such as
mathematicians say.
ot &mel AnAdg Aéyety dAn0&g pr povov Té ymproTd stvor GALN Kol T uR
yop1o1d (olov kivodpeva givar) , kol o padnuatice 81t oty amAdg dAn0sg
eimgiv, xai toladTd ye ola Aéyovoty. (1077b31-34).5

Here Aristotle is concerned with something akin to what moderns call ‘existence’

questions (i.e., ‘Are numbers?’), but he quickly dismisses the subject as easily answered

predication and identity. Flower 1980 follows Owen regarding existence but challenges Owen’s claim that
Plato is seeking to distinguish between predication and identity, and instead argues that Plato speaks
univocally throughout of being in the sense of ‘participation.” Wiitala 2014b interprets Plato to speak
univocally throughout of being as ‘power.” In what follows, I will endorse a version of Flower’s and
Wiitala’s views, but while holding that there are numerous (and perhaps an infinite number of) definitions
that could capture Plato’s univocal sense of being throughout, including ‘being is participation’ and ‘being
is power’ among others.

4 Cf. Corkum 2008: 76.

3 This translation is my own, in consultation with the Apostle translation.
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before turning his attention in what follows to the nature of the grounding relationship
between numbers and things in space and time. In short, Aristotle’s argument is that
numbers very clearly ‘are’ or ‘exist’ on the basis of the proof that non-separate beings
nonetheless have some kind of being, and the further simple observation that
mathematicians engage in discourse about the numbers.® The compelling question is in
what senses the numbers are deferminate and are determined, or in which they are
grounded or grounding. To return to the previous example of the soul, we could maybe
say (to choose a few possibilities merely to allow me to illustrate my point) that, ‘The
soul is what is immortal in us’ (i.e., it is grounding); or ‘It is the aggregate principle of
life that sustains our many bodily functions without reducing to those functions’ (i.e., it is
grounding); or ‘It is merely a fiction that has arisen in the course of human history that
will soon be laid to rest by the findings of science’ (i.e., it is grounded by discourse and
history); etc. In all instances, these explanations render the ‘existence’ question
redundant. Of course souls ‘exist’ in the broadest sense, for we have spoken of them!
Now we must account for what they are. I argue that this example from Aristotle shows
that the ancient Greek thinking of being does not entail simply missing the notion of
existence, but instead a recognition that this concept is in and of itself easily answered
and gives way to deeper and more meaningful questions about being in the form of the
‘What is it?” question.

I aim to show by example the value of this model of metaphysical inquiry
oriented by something other than the question of ‘existence,” and that a consideration of

Plato’s Sophist offers us a paradigmatic example of this mode of ancient inquiry that

6 Cf. Schaffer 2009: 359 for discussion of this point in this context.
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sheds light on its nature. Be that as it may, I will have only a little to say about the
comparative values of ancient and modern metaphysics in what follows, and hope
primarily to show the value of the ancient method specifically through considering its
results.”

This discussion of being in terms not of existence but instead grounding relations
prepares us next to address the notion of structure. A given entity in an important sense
is so far as it is structured. For example, a cat is insofar as it is structured by its color, its
lungs, the nature of ‘breathing thing,” the nature of ‘life,” etc. The cat, at least in some
significant sense, is many, though what exactly that means will be at issue for much of
the dialogue. But it is not merely many, or at the very least, we are able through our
speech to address it as a ‘one,’ i.e., as a cat, and our habits of speaking seem to suggest
but do not confirm that it is ontologically one as well. This yields a puzzle regarding the
cat, and entities more broadly, that is suggested by our ability to address them both as a
one (cat) and a many (grey thing, thing with lungs, etc.) Sorting out these puzzles will be

a central project in the Sophist, and we will ultimately come upon an account of Platonic

7 Of course, the question of how, when, and why the notion of ‘existence’ arrives upon the philosophical
scene is a rich and fascinating one about which I will have little to say in what follows. Mill’s 19 century
articulation of the concept as a primary sense of being draws upon a long history dating back at least to later
antiquity and the Latinization of philosophical vocabulary of ‘einai’ through the Latinate ‘esse.” Indeed,
many significant aspects of this philosophical development of the notion of ‘existence’ occurred thanks to
the history of Platonism. For a discussion of the importation of the notion of ‘existence’ through the Latin
‘esse’ between the Neoplatonic Plotinus and finally in its interpretation through Aquinas, see Bradshaw 1999.
In short, Bradshaw argues that the notion of being qua ‘existence’ begins as a conception of being that is
prior to the imposition of form, ‘to einai to apoluton,” from which the secondary sense of being (either as ‘zo
on’ or ‘to einai’) is derived. Bradshaw 1999: 385ff considers the early appearance of this with the contrasting
conception of being in the anonymous commentary on Plato’s Parmenides discovered in Turin in 1873, and
its evolution into modern conceptions of existence (particularly through the influence of Christian sources)
via the 4" century CE commentary by Marius Victorinus through Boethius (see especially Bradshaw 1999:
397-400). Bradshaw describes how this distinction is at play in that of Boethius in differentiating between
the Latin ‘esse’ and ‘id quod est,” or being in the sense that lacks admixture and being in a certain way,
respectively. Bradshaw argues that this notion (e.g., in Victorinus) initially implies a dynamism entailing
intellection and activity, before later taking the form of the doctrine of divine simplicity via Aquinas
(Bradshaw 1999: 400).



forms (more on that below) as themselves simple and unique that nonetheless partake of
the natures of one another and allow for structuring relationships of the things that we
encounter in space and time.

Furthermore, it seems that some things are grounded by other things, while others
are not. An ontologist holding that ‘all is water’ would, for example, argue that
everything is grounded in water, while water itself is not grounded but is in fact the
ultimate ground of all the other things. Of course, the ultimate ground is not easy to
discern, and accounts like this one regarding water suggest further objections; for
example, one might wonder whether if it is true that all is water, then it follows that the
dry is not. In any event, the notions of primary being and the grounding and grounded
relationship will lead the interlocutors in the Sophist to develop an account of the senses
in which entities are and are not grounded in a way that implies that they are or are not
one. Questions regarding this include what it means to be a one or a whole, and the
differences between different kinds of ones, including those that are in space and time
and those that are not. The interlocutors will ultimately conclude that some kind of
ontological ground is necessary that is composed of wholes, and is pluralistic in an
importantly qualified sense. To do so, they will need to consider and develop the

Platonic notion of forms.

1.1.2 Overview of this dissertation

I take the significant contribution of this dissertation to be twofold. First, I offer a
new conception of Plato’s understanding of being as fundamentally unified and captured

but not exhausted through a series of accounts in the dialogue such as “being is power”



and “being is communion.” | argue that, for Plato, being is the sense of ontological
ground in terms of power that explains the entity’s ‘whatness’ and binds it in a
meaningful sense to another. My interpretation is in contrast to the accounts of the many
scholars in recent decades who have argued that Plato through his interlocutors has
‘confused’ the allegedly ‘various’ senses of being and must be ‘corrected’ through
modern distinctions. Instead, I hold that Plato has much to teach us in our day about
being from which we have much to learn.

Second, and closely relatedly, I seek to show the interconnection of the elements
in the dialogue and the sense in which this notion of being arises within and calls for
further considerations of free and uncoerced inquiry and the structure that being
conceived as power or communion entails. To be is to have a structured nature from
without, and when we free ourselves from the desire to account for things in self-serving
terms on the model of sophistry, we are able to inquire with reference to being of the
things themselves and thus are granted the possibility of true insight into the structured
nature of the various beings in space and time through the eidetic natures that structure
these beings. In contrast to the many scholars who have focused their discussion on
various parts of the Sophist, I aim to account for the dialogue as a whole and with an eye
to its fit in several related clusters of dialogues and the Platonic project more broadly.

This dissertation is structured symmetrically. At its core are chapters on
nonbeing (Chapter 3) and being (Chapter 4). These are flanked immediately by two
chapters on structure, one each on simple bifurcatory structure (Chapter 2) and complex
noetic structure (Chapter 5), as well as an Introduction (Chapter 1) and Conclusion

(Chapter 6) in which I aim to set up and resolve these issues. After discussing some
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principles of Platonic interpretation (1.2) and key concepts from other Platonic dialogues
(1.3), I will argue in Chapter 2 that the dialectical division exercises in the Sophist
represent a helpful but incomplete and inconclusive way of getting at the ‘What is it?’
question and the mutual co-constitution of beings through aiming primarily (though not
necessarily exclusively) at the sameness and otherness of objects. The shortcomings of
this method will demand, as I discuss in Chapter 3, a reconsideration of what it means to
say that something ‘is not,” which itself requires addressing the sophistical view of
nonbeing and the senses of being and nonbeing laid out by Parmenides in his
philosophical poem. This I will do with an orientation established by the distinction
between Parmenides’ two modes of inquiry, those with reference to ‘[...] is [...]” and the
mortal mode of inquiry that entails missing the ‘[...] is [...].” Doing so allows a
clarification of nonbeing not as pure nothingness (to medamos on), but instead as a kind
of otherness. In the process, and as I will discuss in Chapter 4, the interlocutors will
review the deficiencies in the history of thinking being while developing their own
positive account of what we mean when we say ‘[...]is [...].” The positive account
begins with differentiating between beings of a certain kind (i.e., the relationship ‘X is
F’) and certain kinds of being (i.e., what it is to be F). This yields a new way of taking
up being as something unopposed and as a power of causality to which we must be
receptive. As I will consider in Chapter 5, this suggests a type of noetic dialectical
science that is responsive to the structures of determinacy, and furthermore indicates a
complex ontology of causal powers that do not reduce to one another but instead require
one another in an important sense. These will finally allow for conceptions of nonbeing

as determinate negation and being as something that is fundamentally unopposed.
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Furthermore, the new conception of being implies structure and hence must be
understood with reference to the goodness that structure entails, which will be at issue
throughout and to which I turn to in the concluding Chapter 6. In terms of the dramatic
and methodological arcs of the dialogues, the previous bifucatory ontology begins to
falter toward the end of the Sophist and the beginning of the Statesman, and these new
concepts and methods will allow the interlocutors to push forward by allowing them to
take up a higher-order science of non-bifurcatory dialectic beginning at Statesman 2877c.
The Sophist thus conceived offers the preparatory groundwork necessary for taking up

higher-order dialectical science.

1.2 Principles of interpreting Platonic dialogues

1.2.1 The dialogues as pedagogy

I take the Platonic dialogues to be pedagogical tools that both introduce the most
valuable philosophical concepts and teach the reader how to think about these concepts
for herself through lived dialogue with others. I assume that the dialogues are intended
for philosophical students broadly defined who are in the process of learning to turn their
thinking from received opinion to truth. This implies that the dialogues are not primarily
treatises in which the author advocates straightforwardly for an explicit view, as many
have interpreted them to be.® Put simply, I take it that they should be understood as
offering the occasion to develop skills regarding how to think and converse, not doctrines

explicitly about what to think, though these skills are developed in the context of key

8 Many versions of the view that Plato’s interlocutors speak straightforwardly for Plato have been
advanced. For a particularly clear version of this view, see Sedley 2003: 1-3. I will say more about this
when turning to consider the Eleatic Stranger in section 2.2.2.
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philosophical issues to which Plato directs our attention and gives us profoundly valuable
resources for addressing.

Much of this pedagogical function derives from the dialogue form, which also
makes Plato’s writing unlike nearly all other texts in the philosophical canon. Most
basically, the dialogues mimic a lived philosophical discussion.? They depict dramatic
conversations set between historical characters at specific moments and present ideas in
the context of lived conversations that develop over the dramatic time of the dialogue.
The effect of this is a complicated mediation between universal and particular, that is, the
seemingly universal truths that arise in the conversation and the particularly of the
conditions in which they arise that necessarily shapes their appearances in a given
context. In this way, the nature of the dialogues suggests both the need for our
receptivity to the truth of the matter and the recognition that all mortal inquiry is
necessarily limited by the extents of mortal knowledge. Rather than suggesting
relativism, this requires a kind of humility regarding the situatedness of knowledge and a
willingness to revisit previous views with the recognition that one is liable to err. This
furthermore implies that considerations of aspects like the dialogue’s dramatic setting,
symbolic or imagistic content, and dramatic characters therefore should factor into any
interpretation of a Platonic dialogue, as they work in tandem with the contents of the
discussion to allow access to the concepts to which Plato is calling our attention.

Moreover, none of these speaking characters is Plato. The effect of Plato’s
excluding himself from his own dialogues is to give critical distance between the author

and the concepts that arise in the course of the discussion. Because Plato himself remains

9 Hence Aristotle’s claim at Poetics 1477b9-11 that Socratic dialogues are characterized by their mimetic
quality.
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silent, the dialogues do not neatly or directly present a thesis, and instead require the
reader to develop her own view of what is important and how it is or is not supported by
the evidence presented by the interlocutors. At times, the dialogues also require a
consideration of what was not, but should have been, said. Insofar as they require the
reader to develop original views, the dialogues offer the possibility for a lived
philosophical exchange between reader and text that exceeds that of which most treatises
are capable. That they also feature many other virtues, such as rich imagistic allusions,!?
compelling plots,!! deep insights into the mortal mind and social sphere,!2? and occasional
humor,!3 is a superadded bonus that both contributes to the depth of their meaning and
makes the study of them all the more enjoyable for the student.

But my claim is not that Plato’s absence from the dialogues implies that the
dialogues are devoid of positive content and instead are, for example, purely aporetic
exercises in thinking. I take it instead that they depict interlocutors giving inchoate but
highly provocative accounts of important issues, and indeed the most basic and important

philosophical concepts, like being, structure, knowledge, and the good. The Sophist, for

10 In both the Phaedrus and the Symposium, for example, Plato has his interlocutors employ images to an
arresting affect. This occasions further discussion on the arresting nature of images.

I 'While most Platonic dialogues do not feature much plot development above and beyond the deepening
of a good conversation, at least some do. The Symposium, for example, depicts an attempt at sober
discourse that eventually gives way to Bacchic revelry, as is perhaps appropriate to its subject matter of
Eros. Somewhat similarly, the Republic depicts Socrates attempting to attend a festival but becoming
sidetracked by friends, although dramatic details do not factor into the latter books in any straightforward
way. So while dramatic progression does not appear to be a primary aim of the dialogues to the extent that
we find in Greek drama, it is nevertheless a device that Plato occasionally employs quite effectively.

12 Examples of well-defined Platonic characters include Thrasymachus and Callicles, both of whom
represent their respective positions thoroughly through action and discussion. Insight into social relations
is offered, for example, in the group dynamics of dialogues like the Lysis, Protagoras, Euthydemus, and
early Parmenides.

13 Humor abounds in the Symposium, as in the example of Aristophanes gargling and burping his way
through Eryximachus’ speech, or the folly of the drunken Alcibiades in the dialogues’ conclusion (Marren
2019: 3-8 is a recent discussion of this). For arguments regarding humor in the Cratylus, see Sallis 1975:
232-262 and Ewegen 2014: especially 98-120 and 182-190.
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example, will cover all four of these topics, and a close study of the argumentative moves
will yield profound insight into the nature of these most basic and important concepts that
develop on and just below the surface of the text. Therefore, I hold that we are warranted
in allowing their content to guide our thinking toward these extremely important issues,
albeit not on the straightforward model of a treatise.

Due to their richness and complexity, the dialogues furthermore allow students at
all levels to develop in terms of their philosophical maturity. The surface-level
discussions offer the reader the occasion to reflect on implicit received opinion and, as
inevitably seems to happen, come upon a lack of knowledge where previously knowledge
had seemed to reside; but a deeper and more careful reflection leads with equal
inevitability to the opportunity for developing a positive view through critical reflection.
In this way, the dialogues are inexhaustible resources for further philosophical thinking
for students at all stages of development.

Finally, it is important to note that the dialogues contain many kinds of voices.
They are typically led by wise philosophers (including Socrates,!4 The Eleatic Stranger,
Parmenides,!® and, arguably, Timaeus and the Athenian Stranger) who are possessed of
deep insight but nevertheless occasionally err or speak in such a way as to belie the need
to develop a view further. These philosophers furthermore are depicted alongside many

other kinds of interlocutors with whom the philosopher will need to converse. Thus in

14 Throughout, any reference to ‘Socrates’ should be understood as reference to Plato’s character Socrates,
and not the historical Socrates, unless noted otherwise. I make no speculations about the historical figure,
since he is all but lost to us through the extant record, or about the connections between Plato’s character
and the historical figure. (Nails 2002: 263-269 provides a comprehensive overview on the extant sources
on the historical Socrates.)

15 Because I do consider herein both the historical Parmenides, i.e., the author of the poem, and Plato’s
character Parmenides from the eponymous dialogue, I distinguish between these two figures in what
follows by referring always to the latter as the ‘Parmenides character.’

15



Plato we find resources for considering the views of ambitious and talented youngsters
who are nevertheless sometimes overeager to please their teachers (Theaetetus and
Socrates the Younger),'¢ those who are politically minded but not conceptually precise
(Glaucon and Adeimantus), power-hungry warmongers (Meno and Anytus), seemingly
well-meaning laypeople who have not thought through the basic terms that motivate their
action (Euthyphro), talented thinkers who have given themselves over to untenable views
like relativism (Protagoras), esotericism (Cratylus), or dogma (Gorgias), among many
others. In this way, the dialogues are also helpful in showing the kinds of lived mortal
conditions that will impact, both negatively and positively, one who is engaged in the
process of developing philosophical views.

Loosely stated and by way of summary, I take the dialogues to have a something
like a threefold aim: (i) to provoke and direct, though not in an overdetermined way, the
kinds of focused and critical thinking skills that will be required to take up philosophical
concepts, (i1) to introduce and foster insights into the most important objects of
philosophical study, such as being, structure, knowledge, and the good, and (iii) to help
the student to anticipate and respond to the kinds of responses and objections that she will
encounter through conversing with individuals with certain beliefs, aims, and inclinations
that have been developed in specific socio-historical contexts and yet also have a kind of

timeless relevance to philosophical inquiry in all its difficulty.

16 Cf. Miller 1980: 5-8 for a discussion of Socrates the Younger in the Statesman as the paradigmatic
overeager student.
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1.2.2 Relationships among dialogues and chronology

A further set of closely related issues in interpreting the dialogues must be
addressed at the outset, which are the questions concerning the relationship among
dialogues and the ways in which the dialogues should be taken to bear on one another.
The most popular view in the last century!” regarding these questions was
developmentalism, or the view that Plato’s dialogues were written in a certain order and

99 ¢¢

thus reflect Plato’s changing “development” of various positions and “later” “rejection”
of others, which Plato’s modern readers must disentangle.!® This is not the place in
which to mount a full-scale attack on developmentalism,!® but here I must state that

nothing in this dissertation hinges on any kind of developmentalist interpretation of the

dialogues in any way.20 In short, I leave aside all questions regarding “when” Plato

17 Certainly there is no evidence to suggest that this view was held in antiquity. Among the ancient
commentators, the only extant claim that we have regarding the relative chronology of the dialogues is
Aristotle’s claim at Politics 1264b26 that Plato wrote the Laws after the Republic; cf. Nails 1995: 65.

18 On this view, Plato’s dialogues were written in a sequence that reflects the author’s increasing maturity,
and that this sequence can be ascertained either scientifically or interpretively with at least some degree of
certainty. On the typical and well-known model, the “young” Plato set out initially to capture the unwritten
ethical attitude of his teacher Socrates and penned “early” dialogues like the Euthyphro and Apology, next
“developed” an interest in metaphysical notions as reflected in “middle” dialogues like the Republic and
Symposium, and “later” “refined” these metaphysical views in dialogues like the Sophist and Statesman.
The view is now familiar enough that I take this brief characterization of it to suffice. Brandwood 1990
offers a thorough study of this view, while Klagge 1992: 4 gives an especially concise articulation of it.

19 For a seminal discussion of the problems of developmentalism, see Nails 1995: 53-135. Nails addresses
the relative lack of agreement among commentators on nearly all interpretive points (53-96), circularity and
general inconclusiveness of stylometry (97-114), and the promising philological theories that threaten the
developmental view entirely (115-135).

20 Regarding my leaving aside developmentalism, I will note only two points. First, developmentalist
accounts are inconclusive at best. Despite much sustained interest in the subject, the stylometric,
philological, and conceptual (i.e., philosophical) analyses have yielded only inconclusive results that have
not led to a clear consensus on nearly any basic issues. See Nails 1995: 58-61 for a canvassing of the most
prominent views that makes evident the lack of consensus. By Nails’s account, only the claim that Sophist,
Statesman, Laws, Critias, and Philebus are “late” dialogues nearly approaches broad consensus by those
advocating for a developmentalist interpretation. (Nails also mentions Timaeus as belonging to this group
while discussing the view held by Owen 1953 that the Timaeus was a “middle” dialogue.) But Nails rightly
notes at Nails 1995: 114 that “[t]he only fully warranted conclusion [...] is that there is a group of
stylistically similar dialogues. Whether that similarity derives from order of composition, subject matter,
genre, intended audience, or some other variable, remains unknown.” Thesleff 1982 argues extensively that
the dialogues likely underwent revision in and shortly after Plato’s lifetime, and that what are called the
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wrote something and focus instead on questions of “what” Plato wrote and “how” and
“why” he wrote it.2! The only chronological aspects of my account in this dissertation
are that [ take Plato clearly to have written after Parmenides, that I take the Eleatic
Stranger to have in mind a ‘historical’ account of thinking being (see Chapter 4) to which
he considers himself to be contributing, and that I take seriously the dramatic time of the
dialogue as leading to an enhanced perspective for the reader from beginning to end and
across dramatically continuous dialogues.??

On my view, the dialogues should be understood relative to one another in terms
of their respective contents and pedagogical functions. I take it that the dialogues build
upon one another, for example that the Sophist is elucidated by considering ground
covered in the Parmenides and Theaetetus and that it itself will further elucidate the
investigations undertaken in the Statesman and Philebus. In the case of seeming
contradictions between passages in different dialogues, I hold that we are warranted in

revisiting the passages to see whether those that seem to be in conflict admit of a deeper

“late” dialogues likely exhibit the editorial mark of Philip of Opus. If this is true, this tells us nothing about
the relative chronology of the dialogues and only that certain dialogues bear an editorial mark while others
do not. In any event, I leave this issue aside hereafter. Second, developmentalist accounts lead to
unwarranted hierarchies among the dialogues, in which the so-called “late” dialogues are asserted to have
authority over the so-called “early” dialogues. These hierarchies have not and, I suspect, cannot be
established with certainty, but they lead commentators to make unjustified assertions about which passages
are “later” and hence implicitly “truer” reflections of Plato’s “more mature” view. These are the kinds of
interpretive commitments that I seek to avoid in leaving aside developmentalism.

211 also leave aside the question of unitarianism, that is, whether Plato’s dialogues are in fact unified and
consistent in all instances. For a classic articulation of this view, see Shorey 1903. I am by no means
prepared to defend, nor am I interested in defending, the claim that Plato never “changed his mind” about
anything; be that as it may and so far as I can tell, nothing in this dissertation conflicts with such a view. In
any event, | hope merely to show throughout that freeing ourselves of the traditional relative dating
paradigms allows us to see connections between dialogues that became obscured in the era dominated by
developmentalist hypotheses. For an argument for this view and a good example showing the connection
between the Futhyphro and Statesman, typically taken to be “early” and “late” respectively but shown in
their unified concerns when we are freed of developmentalist interpretations, see Wiitala 2014a.

22 E.g., through the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Statesman. See section 2.2.1 for more discussion on the
relationship between these and other conceptually and dramatically neighboring dialogues.
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interpretation that can resolve the issue, or if a certain point is being framed in its
particular way due to the pedagogical needs of the situation. Let me give a simple
possible example merely to illustrate my point. Perhaps it is the case that Socrates calls
the immortality of the soul ‘unknowable’ in the Apology to support his account of the
poverty of mortal knowledge in the service of his courtroom speech, only to call the soul
‘immortal’ in the Phaedo to allow his friends to stop crying and return to the
philosophical conversation.2> While I am not asserting that this is right, I hope that it
serves as a simple example of the kind of comparative and contextual analysis for which I
am advocating. In any event, in the forthcoming discussion of the Sophist, any reference
to another Platonic text should be understood to be in reference to the relative
pedagogical and conceptual contexts of the dialogues without reference to any alleged

date of relative composition.

1.3 Concepts from other dialogues

1.3.1 Forms

Next we can consider several interrelated and essential concepts in Plato’s
dialogues, beginning with his famous notion of forms. The forms are arguably Plato’s
most important and memorable contribution to the history of metaphysics, but how
exactly we should understand the notion of form is of course much debated. By my
reading, the Sophist contains essential contributions to our understanding of forms,
including at least (i) an account of the ontological necessity of certain forms (kinds) and

(i1) an account of the necessity of understanding forms as co-constitutive and

23 Cf. Hyland 1995: 3.
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participating in one another.2* Before embarking on a defense of this reading throughout
this dissertation, I will explain somewhat briefly in this section (I) why we must posit
forms, (II) what I take a form to be and the various and structured senses of form, and
(IIT) how I take it that we should interpret this notion to be at play in the Sophist.

I begin with (I). Plato has several of his primary interlocutors suggest at various
points that we must posit forms.23 One particularly helpful articulation of the necessity
of positing forms is offered by Timaeus in his eponymous dialogue:

If understanding (vodg) and true opinion (d0&a aAn0O1|g) are distinct, then these

“by themselves” (k08 avtd) things definitely [are]26—these Forms, the objects

not of our sense perception, but of our understanding only. But if — as some

people think — true opinion does not differ in any way from understanding, then
all the things we perceive through our bodily senses must be assumed to be the
most stable things there are. But we do have to speak of understanding and true
opinion as distinct, of course, because we can come to have one without the other,
and the one is not like the other. It is through instruction (du d1doyfc) that we
come to have understanding, and through persuasion (Ond nelBodg) that we come
to have true belief. Understanding always involves a true account (pet” aAn0ovg

Adyov), while true belief lacks any account (&Aoyov). And while understanding

remains unmoved by persuasion, true belief gives in to persuasion (51d4-e8).27
Here Timaeus makes an argument for the need to posit forms grounded most primarily in
epistemological considerations. He tells us that there is a difference between knowing
something that is true and merely believing it. The former entails a genuine noetic
encounter with the being that is known that allows for further and deeper engagement

with the known entity in its being, while the latter entails the mere ability to indicate an

entity without truly or fully grasping it. The former, in other words, is the kind of grasp

24 For the view that the discussion in the Sophist draws upon discussions of forms in other dialogues like
the Parmenides but does not require any requisite knowledge of Platonic notions and thus can be read at
least potentially as a self-sufficient discussion, see Bluck 1975: 1-3.

25 Examples of this include Parmenides 135b6-c3 and Philebus 15al-16a4, along with the Timaeus passage
cited here.

26 Replacing Zeyl’s “exist” with “are” for ‘civon’ at 51d5.
27 Translation taken from Zeyl in Cooper 1997, with one change noted above.
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of reality of which the scientist or philosopher has after years of instruction (ddoyn) and
study, while the latter is the kind of grasp exhibited by a novice student merely rattling
off memorized facts about concepts that she has been told through persuasion (V76
neldodg) to believe but does not truly or fully grasp. Timaeus points out that it could
have been the case that these two states were exactly the same, but in fact they are
different, as evidenced by the facts that they come through different means (i.e.,
instruction and persuasion, respectively), either necessarily entail an account (/ogos) or
explicitly lack one, and either resist persuasion or give in to it. It follows that there must
be something that the scientist or philosopher has grasped that the student has at most
only begun to glimpse. This ‘thing’ grasped is not simply a private mental construct of
the grasper, nor is it any single sensory perception that the grasper has encountered, nor
the sum of many or all sensory perceptions or private intuitions. Instead, that which is
grasped is something that is in principle available to anyone willing to go about seeking
after this truth through dedication to the kind of instruction that yields noetic insight.
This thing sought is, as Timaeus makes explicit, the form.

These considerations allow us to turn to (II) addressed above, that is, the question
of what exactly forms are. Broadly speaking, forms are the atemporal ratios that govern
the being and nature of the things in space and time that come to be and perish and are
the source of their normativity. Forms themselves are things that always are as they are,
but this should not be understood on the model of a thing engaged in the process of
possessing the same property for all of eternity. Instead, it should be understood as being

that property.
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Accounting for what a form is more specifically requires distinguishing between
several senses of the form. Most primarily, a form is a nature, such as the nature of the
just (the form justice) or the nature of the large (the form largeness). In this primary
sense, forms do not depend on anything other than themselves and are the ultimate
grounds of causal and explanatory priority of the beings of space and time. (I will
unpack my understanding of causal and explanatory priority below in 1.3.2.) Each form
is fully what it is and does not admit of change, nor does it depend on anything outside of
itself. In this sense, each form is simple and unique; but the sense in which the forms are
simple and unique is a secondary sense of the forms insofar as the form is understood
with reference to its partaking of the form of oneness or unity, which is itself something
external to each form. The simple and unique sense of the form, therefore, is one of the
main senses of the form insofar as the form is given to knowing and to speech, and
indicates the structure of the form insofar as mortals can access it. Importantly, even to
say that the form ‘is fully what it is’ as I say above is also to address the form in a
secondary sense, since we are in this instance addressing the form via the ‘is’ and hence
with reference to its being. Being, we will learn in the Sophist, is a form outside of the
other forms and therefore one on which a particular form does not depend qua its nature,
but does depend gua its being given to thought and speech. One major goal of the
Sophist will be to sort out these senses, including the distinction between that which
admits of a nature and the nature itself (addressed below in 4.2.3) and the necessary
structure for which forms call to be given to thought and speech (which is explicitly taken

up in the discussion of the great ontological kinds in 5.3.1).
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The forms have metaphysical, epistemological, and ethical components.
Metaphysically, they are the fundamental constituents of reality. They are, that is, the
‘kaf” avtd’ being of these entities, or the being by itself, in itself, or as such of these
entities, distinguished from those particular instances that go by the names of these
entities in space and time that have happened to have come about, like, e.g., a particular
just act.28 [ take it to be a mistake to assume that Plato understands them as composing
or dwelling in another “realm” outside ours in any straightforward sense, and yet [ do
think we are justified in taking it to be the case that they have a greater share of reality in
that they are in the complete sense, while beings in space and time come to be and perish
and therefore only are in incomplete senses. That both form and participant share in
being, with the former acting as the causal grounds of the being of the latter, I hope to
make evident as we proceed (particularly in Chapter 4).2° Furthermore, we must
conceive of forms in ways that are not self-predicating, so as to avoid the well-known
infinite regress argument at Parmenides 132a-b ff. 1 will argue in what follows that the
Sophist provides us the tools to do just this by considering forms not merely as that which
is the subject of a certain kind of being, but rather what it is to be in that manner itself.

Epistemologically, the forms are, as Timaeus suggests, those true and stable
natures that we access noetically when we grasp a given true nature through vodg. Forms
are not in space and time, and yet they are grasped by our acts of intellection and thus are

what orient our intellection, thereby facilitating a temporal coming-to-know despite

28 Cf. Diotima’s description (via Socrates) of the form of the beautiful in Symposium, especially 210e3-
211b5, for a particularly rich account of the notion of form, its kath’ hauta nature, and its independence
from and causal priority over the particulars that share its name and partake of its nature.

29 For further discussion of the notion of forms and the distinction between shifting particulars and
underlying reality in Plato’s thinking upon which I draw, see Miller 1990: especially 139-159, McCabe
1994: 43-46, and Sanday 2015a: 24-26.
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themselves being atemporal. There is therefore a strong connection between forms and
vodc.30 But we will learn from the Sophist that this strong connection implies that forms
are structured in a posterior sense, and hence require one another in a meaningful way.

Ethically, forms are normative insofar as they imply instantiations of themselves
in an intermediate sense that structure given entities in space and time, which can
instantiate the form either well or poorly. In other words, justice is something of which a
particular act can entail an instantiation that is full, partial, or not at all, and hence the
form justice is a source of normativity in this sense. On my view, another potential
mistake would be to interpret this normativity as authoritarian, or the kind of normative
force that imposes itself upon particulars in a way that does violence to the particulars.
Instead I take the opposite to be the case, i.e., that the form is precisely that standard of
health, or good ordering, that allows the particular to be, in the modern idiom, its ‘best
self.’

Of course, the account of forms that I am sketching here is provisional by
necessity. [ intend to show in what follows that (III) a reading of the Sophist on a deep
level requires such an account of forms, and that such a notion is explicitly at play and
being developed in the dialogue. Naturally, I will need many pages to substantiate these
claims, but offer this provisional sketch for now to indicate what I take myself to be

talking about when discussing forms in these various moments.

30 For more on this connection, see section 4.3.3.
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1.3.2  Causal priority

Another important distinction to consider, and one with close connection to the
notion of form, is that of causal priority.3! Causal priority is an asymmetrical, atemporal
relationship between two entities in which one entity holds explanatory and causal
priority over the other, which is posterior. The relationship of causal priority can in a
sense be expressed as ‘X is Y,” where ‘Y’ causally determines and hence explains the
being of X but not vice versa.

One stretch of discussion in Plato’s dialogue the Euthyphro (9e-11c) offers good
occasion to reflect on this notion. While seeking an account of the nature of piety and the
question of the relationship between that which the gods love and that which is good,
Socrates makes a series of distinctions in response to Euthyphro’s definition of piety that
helps us to get at this issue. Euthyphro defines the pious as “what all the gods love”
(9e1-2), to which Socrates responds by asking whether the pious is loved by the gods
because it is pious, or whether it is pious because it is loved by the gods (10a2-3). When
Euthyphro is confused by the question, Socrates distinguishes between the following
entities to illustrate his point:

(1) (a) The thing carried (pepdpevov) and (b) the thing carrying (pépov)

(i1) (a) The thing led (dyopevov) and (b) the thing leading (Gyov)

(ii1) (a) The thing seen (0podpevov) and (b) the thing seeing (6pdV)
(iv) (a) The thing loved (pihovpevov) and (b) the thing loving (piAodv) (10a5-11).

31T am much indebted to Evans 2012 and Wiitala 2014b: 25-31 in this section. In terminology I follow
Wiitala 2014b in preferring the term ‘causal priority’ over other terms to get at the same or similar notions
like ‘explanatory priority’ or ‘priority in explanation,’ as favored by Evans. This is primarily because
terms involving explanation highlight the sense in which the object is being known, i.e., being explained,
with reference to its priority, whereas terms involving causation emphasize the sense in which the object is
because of that which is prior. I take this to be primarily a metaphysical and not epistemological issue, and
therefore prefer ‘causal priority.” Cf. Wiitala 2014b: 25 fn. 43 for further discussion.
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Each of the four sets contains two separate entities holding in a kind of relation with one
another. Most immediately, this is a distinction between the (a) passive and (b) active
things, respectively, indicated clearly by Socrates’ use of passive participles for each (a)
and active participles for each (b). Here Socrates has (merely) emphasized that (a) and
(b) are separate, and that they are engaged in a relationship with one another. He does
not make this explicit, but this relationship is demonstrated precisely by their sharing a
name, e.g., that the ‘thing seen’ derives its name in regard to this relationship from the
‘seeing thing.” But Socrates further specifies the precise meaning and structure of this
causal relationship by next addressing the sense in which each (a) is an (a) because of the
activity of each (b):

(1) (a) The thing carried (10 @epdpevov) is carried because of (b) its being carried

(pépetan)
(i1) (a) The thing led (10 dyopevov) is led because of (b) its being led (dryetar)
(ii1) (a) The thing seen (t0 0pmuevov) is seen because of (b) its being seen
(Opdtar)

[(iv) (a) The thing loved is loved because of (b) its being loved]3? (10bl-c1).33
Socrates summarizes by declaring that in each case the (a) thing affected “is not being
affected (mdoyov) because it is a thing affected (ndoyer), but it is a thing affected because
it is being affected” (10c3-4, my emphasis). Here Socrates describes not only the (mere)
relationship between each (a) and (b), but the causal nature of each relationship. Here,
each (b) is in an important sense prior to each (a), and it is in each case a mode of being

made possible by an activity. In this way, we see that each (a) is a kind of being, and it is

made possible precisely by the causally prior activity represented by the activity that

32 Socrates does not return to the loved-loving relationship as he explains his point, but the structure of the
previous three examples that he does develop seems to carry over to this point as well.

33 Note that here Socrates uses (a) a passive participle to denote the thing as affected and (b) the passive
finite verb to distinguish the mode of affective being.
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makes possible each (b). The activity that makes possible each (b), in other words, is the
grounding source that makes each (a) possible qua its being (a).

A few further points should be noted. Socrates’ four examples are all faculties of
mortal agents, as in the examples of the agent who carries, the agent who leads, the agent
who sees, and the agent who loves. But unlike in the first set of four in which Socrates
referred to (b) with reference to the thing doing the action via the active participle, he
does not make his points with reference to the agent doing these things, but instead with
reference to the passive participle of each verb. The source from which (a) the seen
derives its being seen is not the agent who sees, but (b) its being seen, which is something
that is only possible because of seeing itself, or what the being of sight implies and its
active instantiation in this given instance. Socrates’ point is not about mortal agency, but
instead about the ontology that makes relationships between (a) things affected and (b)
affecting sources possible in the first place. There is seeing, and because of this, there is
(b) ‘being seen’ that makes possible the mode of being of (a) the thing that is seen.

Furthermore, this is an asymmetrical and atemporal relationship. The seen thing
owes its being seen to the seeing, but not vice versa. Regarding the asymmetrical
structure, it is important to note that the seeing is at least in some important sense
independent of the seen thing, as seeing itself is not dependent on the object been seen to
be seeing. In this sense, (a) owes itself to seeing, but seeing does not owe itself to (a).
Regarding the atemporality, the seeing and the thing’s being seen happen simultaneously,
and this relationship of cause and effect is not one that should be understood with
reference to an unfolding temporal sequence in the ways in which the notion of causality

might initially suggest to the modern thinker. The case of the seeing is analogous to
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musical improvisation, in that the musician is causally but not temporally prior to the
song that she improvises. Her fingers move along the guitar and precisely at the same
instant at which the song is played, and yet the song is still posterior to the player in an
important sense. Analogously we should understand the relationship between (a) and (b)
as atemporal and yet respectively posterior and prior.

The important takeaway for us going forward is this. Any one of the (a) examples
is, in itself, insufficient to explain why it is (a). For example, it is explanatorily
inadequate to say that the thing seen is seen because it is a thing seen. Rather, its being
seen requires reference to some causally prior principle, namely, (b) its being seen and
the sense in which this being is grounded in seeing. The tendency in human thinking to
take (a) to be self-sufficient is one that Plato will teach us via his interlocutors to
challenge. The ultimate explanatory principles, or those examples that underlie all (b)
and that do not owe their being to anything other than themselves, will prove to be the
forms; considering the relationship of causal priority will, I hope, help us to see the sense

of structuring relationships and the account of forms that will be at play in the Sophist.

1.3.3 Definitions

A final preliminary consideration helpful to take up before embarking upon our
study of the Sophist regards the concept of definitions. Above I considered the sense in
which ancient metaphysical investigations can be understood as an asking of the “What is

it?’ question, and this kind of definitional question regarding the being of the entity under
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scrutiny is at play in many of Plato’s dialogues.3* I here want to consider the structure of
the answers that such a question might elicit. A definition of F would, in a sense, capture
that which is common to all Fs, or, perhaps more accurately, that through which an F is
an F. Quoting Lesley Brown (2010), the definition of F must give “the ‘what it is,” the
essence of F, i.e., that which explains why all the Fs are F.” 35 The structure of a
definition, therefore, suggests a structure of essence and explanation, where the essence
acts as the explanation of the nature of the thing being explained thereby serving as a
definition.

Furthermore, the notion of definitions is closely related to the notion of causal
priority, but in it is emphasized the sense in which the causally posterior is in some sense
explained by the causally prior, though the causally prior is not explained by the causally
posterior. A simple example is the relationship between the notions of ‘oddness’ and
‘number.” Number is causally prior to what it is to be ‘odd’ and number explains
oddness in an important sense, although the reverse is not the case. In other words, the
‘odd’ is defined at least in part with reference to number, though ‘odd’ does not explain
what number is.

It is important also to distinguish the ancient and modern senses of ‘definition.’

In the modern sense, ‘definition’ is typically taken to be the authoritative and (to speak

34 For a helpful discussion of definition in those dialogues of Plato’s typically called “early,” see Santas
1979. Santas identifies nine definitional accounts in these dialogues and discusses their structure in depth,
ultimately arguing that in each instance a causally posterior notion is explained with reference to a causally
prior one. Further helpful discussion is in Brown 2010: especially 151-153. Brown gives compelling
reasons to take it that the aim of definition in the dialogues is consistent between those called the “early”
dialogues, the Republic, and the Sophist and Statesman, arguing that the search for the essence of the thing
sought is common across the dialogues.

35 Brown 2010: 151. Brown considers this point in depth and discusses the ways in which this issue relates
to inquiry in the Sophist specifically. Cf. Republic 533b-534b for relevant discussion, upon which Brown
also draws.
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circularly) ‘definitive’ account of the thing for which the account is given. The modern
sense of definition, in this way, is often taken to exhaust the entity defined. For instance,
in the modern sense, ‘the just” might be defined as ‘that which is based on or behaving
according to what is morally right’ in a way that seems to imply that the subject has been
resolved ‘once and for all’ by this account.

The ancient notion of ‘definition,” by contrast, can be understood on the model of
mathematics.3¢ One might, for example, come upon the notion of ‘six’ in any number of
ways, say by adding four to two, doubling three, subtracting 710 from 716, etc. So too
might it be the case that ‘the just’ is arrived upon by any number of ways. It does not
follow from this that there are ‘many’ justices that one finds in each instance. The justice
is the same justice, just as the six is the same six. This plurality of accounts is an
indication of the rootedness of mortal inquiry in particular circumstances, and the sense
in which entities show themselves from different angles in different contexts. At issue in
what follows will be a consideration of the plurality of accounts, particularly as regards
the sophist, the entity sought explicitly in the dialogue, and being, the entity sought
perhaps more implicitly in the dialogue and quite explicitly in this dissertation. With
these considerations stated, we are prepared to turn to division, which is itself a means of

giving an account of the defined object with reference to that which is causally prior to it.

36 We will have occasion to reflect more on this when considering bifurcatory division; see section 2.3.5.
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CHAPTER 2. DIVISION (216A —231E)

2.1  Chapter 2 Introduction

Ontological structure is centrally at issue throughout the Sophist, and bifurcatory
division (Swaipecig)?? is the first way in which this subject is explored in the dialogue. In
Chapter 2, I consider the method of division in the Sophist both on its own terms and with
the aim of accounting for its fit with and propaedeutic role in grounding the deeper and
richer discussions that follow. To situate division, I begin in 2.2 with preliminary
considerations of the context and dramatic frame of the dialogue, with an eye particularly
to the relevance of these to our understanding of the method of division in the Sophist. In
other words, I argue that an account of what exactly division is requires a consideration
of this context in which it arises. In 2.3, I offer an extended engagement with the method
of division in the Sophist, contrasting it with other methods of Platonic inquiry and
highlighting particular aspects that I believe will be helpful in accounting for the method.

In 2.4, I conclude this chapter by anticipating the senses in which division has prepared

37 Frequently herein I use the terms ‘bifurcatory division,” ‘division,” ‘diairesis,” and ‘diairetic’
interchangeably to refer to the method of investigation specifically at play throughout the Sophist (which 1
also take to be the same method as that in the Statesman prior to 287c). Any use of these terms should be
understood as such, unless specified otherwise. Below (in section 2.3.1) I will distinguish this type of
division from at least one other method of division in Plato’s dialogues, which is the type of ‘division and
collection’ that Socrates names at Phaedrus 266b3-4 and describes thereafter. For discussion of the change
from bifurcatory to non-bifurcatory division at Statesman 287c, see Miller 1992, 1999, and 2016, Gill
2008, and Smith 2018 and 2019. For more on the dialectical method of the Statesman, see Ionescu 2014
and 2016 and Sanday 2017.
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the way for the digression and the discussions of nonbeing, being, and structure that

follow in the dialogue.

2.2 Division’s setting (216a — 218b)

2.2.1 Context and dramatic setting

The Sophist contains one of the richest discussions of being and ontology in
Plato’s corpus, but the text is very dry in other senses and generally lacks the kinds of
literary and dramatic flourishes that bring so much character to other dialogues like the
Symposium, Phaedrus, and Phaedo, to name only a few. This has led some
commentators to write of something like what David Bostock calls a “distinct falling off
in Plato’s dramatic powers” at play in the Sophist.3® This dryness is perhaps nowhere
more apparent than in the early passage on division, in which the interlocutors engage in
an extended stretch of dense and mentally taxing dialectical exercises, the obscurity of
which has frustrated commentators for generations.3°

I suggest that this dryness is not due to Plato’s ‘loss of power,” but instead is a
deliberate stylistic decision made on the basis of the needs specific to the subject matter
of the dialogue. Similarly, I argue that, as always in Plato’s dialogues, the characters

have been chosen carefully and in response to the particular needs at hand. Furthermore,

38 Bostock 1988: 12. Rutherford 1995: 280 and Lane 1998: 1 are examples of similar claims.

39 S0 dense and mentally taxing are these exercises that the distinguished early commentator Cornford
opted to summarize, rather than translate, these passages (see Cornford 1935: 170). Ryle (1939 and 1966)
offers a famously scathing assessment of division as having nothing to do with proper philosophys, i.e., hard
reasoning about truth regarding value-neutral concepts, and refuses to believe that the philosopher behind
the Sophist digression and the Parmenides would take seriously the ‘Linnaeus-type genus-species trees’
yielded by diairetic inquiry. More recent authors whose commentaries treat the division exercises only
cursorily include Seligman 1974, de Rijk 1986, and Crivelli 2012.
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I argue that the ‘dryness’ of division is paradigmatic for the dialogue’s overall difficulty.
Thus, before addressing division directly, I begin with an account of the ways in which
considering the dramatic context and characters helps us to understand what exactly
division is and why Plato uses it as propaedeutic to deeper ontological considerations.
The first notion to consider is the Sophist’s context within Plato’s corpus.
Although the Sophist is self-contained, it is not self-sufficient.4? This is because its
dramatic and philosophical contents owe to other Platonic dialogues and related texts
both explicitly and implicitly. Most immediately, the Sophist is paired with the
Statesman insofar as the latter is a direct continuation of the former,*! leading the two to
be understood as a ‘diptych.’#2 The Theaetetus also precedes these two dialogues
dramatically, and the three taken together form a trilogy.#* Thus the Sophist’s dramatic

and philosophical contents are shaped in large part by those of the two closely

40 Burnyeat 1990: 60 writes of a “choice between two global approaches to Plato” in which one must either
take a dialogue “in its own terms” as “self-sufficient” or “to determine its meaning from the horizons of
expectation established in earlier works of the same author.” In what follows, I argue that the Sophist
requires that we do the latter, though I do not relegate the investigation to “earlier” expectations in the
sense of composition dates. Instead I suggest that the expectations should be established through
considerations of all other dialogues largely in respect to their pedagogical functions and dramatic dates
(see 1.2.2).

41 Cf. Klein 1977: 3-5 for a discussion of the doubtless certainty of this connection.

42 The “diptych” interpretation is sometimes offered as a means of emphasizing the shared features of the
Sophist and Statesman as opposed to their connection to the Theaetetus. Typically this is supported by a
developmentalist interpretation of the corpus in which the Sophist and Statesman are taken to be “late”
dialogues and the Theaetetus a “middle” or otherwise “transitional” dialogue. For versions of this view,
see Haslam 1976 and Lane 1998: 6-8. At Blondell 2002: 316-317, Blondell points out that the dramatic
frame of Theaetetus and its lack of inclusion of Socrates the Younger and the Eleatic Stranger in the list of
people present (at 144b8) stands as evidence for the “diptych” interpretation that does not compromise the
interpretation of the two dialogues as fitting together as the latter two-thirds of the trilogy including the
Theaetetus. In other words, Blondell emphasizes the cogency and non-contradictory understanding of the
dialogues as grouped in a set of two and a set of three. While throughout this dissertation I emphasize the
importance of an interpretation of the dialogues accounting for the role of the trilogy, I intend to do so
without compromising the “diptych” interpretation. This is due to the many stylistic and conceptual shared
similarities between the Sophist and Statesman.

43 Commentators who have connected whole or parts of these three dialogues in the context of what is
called “Plato’s Trilogy,” or alternatively “Plato’s Triad,” include Campbell 1883, Sayre 1969, Klein 1977,
Miller 1992 and 2006, Dorter 1994, Frede 1996, Blondell 2002, and Smith 2019.
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neighboring dialogues.** Considered in this sense, division is relevant as a method of
inquiry that follows the seemingly aporetic conclusion of the Theaetetus. There, the
interlocutors had engaged in a discussion motivated by the question concerning the true
nature of knowledge (epistémé), but the discussion had ended without a clear answer to
the question. In the course of the quest for an account of knowledge, Socrates had taken
up considerations of various burgeoning intellectual traditions that stood as competitors
to philosophy, including sophistry (through the conjured voice of Protagoras) and a
version of Heraclitean flux theory. Centered around the question of the nature of
knowledge, the dialogue thus depicts several methods of inquiry into being in
competition for a satisfying account of knowledge, including simple sense perception,
mathematics, sophistry, flux theory, and Socratic maieutic, all of which seem at least on

the surface to fail to yield such an account. In this way, division appears as the latest in a

44 The Theaetetus ends with Socrates’ imperative, “Let us meet here again in the morning, Theodorus,”
(Bw0ev 84, & Oddwpe, dedpo ol dmaviduev, Theaetetus 210d3), while the Sophist begins with
Theodorus stating that, “In accordance with yesterday’s agreement, Socrates, we have duly come ourselves
[...]” (xazd v ¥0&g dporoyiov, @ Tdkpateg, fikopev avtoi [...], Sophist 216al. Ray 1984: 2, 95, and
108-109 offers some interesting thoughts regarding kozd [“in accordance with’] as the dialogue’s first
word, which he suggests foreshadows the consideration of accordance at the dialogue’s center, i.e., the
accordance of participation relative to forms. For a consideration of the significance of this appearance of
opoloyiav, see Sallis 1975: 457). Thus the conclusion and opening of the two dialogues exhibit something
of a call-and-response structure between Theodorus and Socrates, with each addressing the other in the
vocative. This serves to the link the two dialogues, suggesting that the concerns of the former remain
relevant in the latter. The Statesman similarly begins immediately or almost immediately after the
conclusion of the Sophist. Socrates says, “I really owe you a big debt of thanks, Theodorus, for my getting
to know Theaetetus, along with getting to know the [S]tranger as well. (§ moAAV xdpwv d@eilo cot THc
AeartfiTov Yvopicens, @ Ocodnpe, Gua kol i Tod Eévov) Statesman 257a1-3.) Here he thanks
Theodorus, again in the vocative, for the account yielding knowledge of both the sophist and the
interlocutors in response to his own animating question in the Sophist, that is, whether in Elea the sophist,
statesman, and philosopher are taken to be one, two, or three kinds (217a6-9). Thus a different sort of call-
and-response structure between Socrates and Theodorus is also apparent between the Sophist and
Statemsan, with Theodorus acting as the mediator by providing an answer to Socrates’ question indirectly
and through his introduction of the Eleatic Stranger. The contents of the discussion depicted in the
Statesman additionally includes numerous explicit references back to the discussions in the Theaetetus
(e.g., at Statesman 257a2, 258a7), and Sophist (e.g., at Statesman 266d3-4, 284b7-9, and 291c3.),
emphasizing their continuity.
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series of methods of inquiry and is part of a chain of methods that will continue into the
Statesman.®

The moves inherent in the concluding section of the Theaetetus — that is, the
discussion of knowledge as ‘true opinion with an account’ at play from 201¢c8-210d3 —
help to set the stage for the methodological moves like the introduction of division that
follows in the Sophist and Statesman. In the context of their hazily recollected theory of

knowledge known as the ‘dream theory,’4¢ Socrates and Theaetetus consider three senses

45 Here I have considered the Theaetetus-Sophist-Statesman trilogy, and 1 consider the inferred Sophist-
Statesman-Philosopher trilogy below in section 2.2.3. In a sense, the joining of these individual texts into
structured clusters of dialogues anticipates and mimes the ontology of commingling that the Eleatic
Stranger and Theaetetus unpack in the Sophist itself. (For more on the function of mimesis in the structure
of a Platonic dialogue, see Miller 1990: 4-9.) Additional dialogue clusters present themselves as well.
These include the Theaetetus-Euthyphro-(Cratylus-)Sophist-Statesman tetralogy or pentalogy, and the
Theaetetus-Euthyphro-(Cratylus-)Sophist-Statesman-Apology-Crito-Phaedo heptalogy or octology. Often
neglected in accounts of the interwoven structures of Plato’s dialogues is the role of the Euthyphro, and
perhaps also that of the Cratylus, in mediating the dramatically earlier (7heaetetus) and dramatically later
(Sophist and Statesman) dialogues. After the conversation depicted in the Theaetetus, Socrates leaves to
the King’s Porch and happens upon Euthyphro; the two discuss their upcoming trials while seeking and
(apparently) failing to find an account of the nature of piety, as depicted in the Euthyphro. Hence the
provocative aporia with which the Theaetetus concludes pairs with that of the Euthyphro to support that
which follows in Sophist and Statesman. (For discussions of the dramatic relationship between the
FEuthyphro and Plato’s trilogy, see Sallis 1975 and Wiitala 2014a and 2014b: 24-36.) Similarly, there is a
debate regarding the intended dramatic date of the Cratylus, given that Socrates references a conversation
with the prophet Euthyphro held earlier that day (396d, 399a, 400a, 407d, and 428c) that may refer to that
conversation depicted in the Futhyphro. (Some commentators take these references to point back to the
conversation in the Euthyphro dialogue, setting the Cratylus in spring 399 BCE. These include Sallis 1975:
227-230, who offers a detailed defense based on dramatic context, and Zuckert 2000: 65-66, who assumes a
dramatic connection between Cratylus and Sophist but does not argue in support of this connection so far as
I am aware. Conversely, Nails 2002: 105-106 and 312-313 argues that the Cratylus is set some two
decades earlier, closer to 422 BCE, on textual evidence that Hipponicus is still alive; but Ademollo 2011:
21 rejects Nails’s reading and suggests that the text implies that Hipponicus is in fact dead by the dramatic
time of the dialogue. I cannot resolve this controversy here, of course, but I note that further work
connecting the discussions in Cratylus and the diptych seems at least potentially fruitful, suggested by the
shared philosophical concerns and perhaps also their close dramatic proximity.) In any event, there
remains at least the possibility that the Cratylus groups dramatically with the trilogy; if nothing else, the
extended inquiry into the relationship between names and their referents is surely relevant to an
understanding of the inquiry via division depicted in the Sophist. The tetralogy or pentalogy’s inclusion of
the Euthyphro makes clear the further connection to the Apology, Crito, and Phaedo dialogues. These
dialogues, taking place in the weeks or months immediately after the events depicted in the tetralogy or
pentalogy, have been linked to the Euthyphro at least since the time of Thrasyllus of Mendes’ first-century
BCE compilation of Platonic dialogues, in which Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, and Phaedo were paired as a
tetralogy in a tradition that has continued into recent centuries and the many ‘Trial and Death of Socrates’
compiled volumes intended largely for novice students.

46 For a particularly helpful consideration of the ‘dream theory” in itself, in its context in the dialogue, and
within the history of philosophy, see Burnyeat 1990: 128-186.
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of ‘account’ (Adyog). The first is the account that makes “one’s thought apparent vocally
by means of words and verbal expressions [...] like reflections upon water or in a mirror”
(206d1-4). I argue that this type of account is closely related to Socrates’ maieutic
method in the Theaetetus, insofar as the task in maieutic is to externalize the internal by
reflecting thought in an account, exposing it in its nature and presenting it for scrutiny.
Read as such, the Theaetetus is a ‘purging’ of the implicit conceptions of knowledge at
play in the thinking of the young Athenian mathematicians present in the dialogue,
primarily the promising young Theaetetus. This making apparent of thought shows these
implicit conceptions, themselves the products of doxa, to be wind eggs, and thus clears
the way for a new way of thinking of knowledge.

Through this interpretation, the Sophist and Statesman entail such productive
accounts, or at least the lay groundwork for them. These come through a working out of
the latter two types of account that Socrates identifies. The second, “being able, when
questioned about what a thing is, to give an answer by reference to its elements”
(206e10-207d2) is at stake in the non-bifurcatory divisions of the Statesman (beginning
at 287c¢);47 the third, “being able to tell some mark by which the object you are asked
about differs from all other things” (208c8-9), anticipates the aim of the Stranger in
practicing bifurcatory division in the Sophist (i.e., from 218b to 236¢ and 264c¢ to 268e)

and early Statesman (up to 287¢).8 Thus understood, Plato’s task in the trilogy is to

47 Cf. Miller 1992 and 1999.

48 Other commentators have also suggested that Socrates’ dismissal in the Theaetetus of his descriptions of
‘account’ are not as definitive as they might initially seem. Gomez-Lobo 1977: 31, and Desjardins 1981:
11, both argue that these definitions foreshadow elements in the ‘Eleatic’ dialogues. Miller (in Miller
1992: especially 94-104 and Miller 2016: especially 321-322) also discusses the ways in which the final
two senses of ‘account’ in the Theaetetus correspond to the methodology in the Sophist and Statesman. 1
work out the implications of this interpretation for a broader reading of the dialectical methods at play in
the trilogy with reference to the paradigm of letters (stoicheia, also ‘elements’) in Smith 2019.
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guide the reader through a purging of their implicit views of knowledge, views that are
themselves the product of doxa, and turn to different modes of accounting to arrive upon
knowledge. The bifurcatory division of the Sophist, by this conception, is the process by
which the marks of difference are discerned in the objects under scrutiny that follows the
sort of purging yielded by Socratic maieutic. In these ways, the method used by
interlocutors in the Sophist is thematically connected to the methods in these neighboring
dialogues.

Similarly, considering the dramatic setting of the Theaetetus is necessary to
address the contents of the Sophist. Because the Theaetetus ends with Socrates’ proposal
to Theodorus that those present regroup on the following day, we can infer that the
Sophist and Statesman take place in the same gymnasium in Athens in which the
Theaetetus is set and in the weeks or months prior to the trial and death of Socrates in 399
BCE.#? There are, however, no dramatic details in the Sophist or Statesman that
themselves definitively suggest a specific location for the dialogue in space and time,>°
and hence it is solely through its contextual and dramatic relationship with the Theaetetus

that we can speculatively infer the location and time of the dialogue.3! Through its

49 Following Nails 2002: 320-321. Alternative dating paradigms on the basis of late-5" century Athenian
law have been suggested, including that of Burnet, who argues for a dramatic date sometime in 400 BCE
(Burnet 1924: 4 fn4). Nails, following MacDowell 1978: 47 and 229-30, argues instead that the most
precise estimate for the dramatic date is one in spring 399 BCE entailing an interval of as much as two
months before Socrates’ trial depicted in the Apologies of Plato and Xenophon. For a thorough
consideration of the surviving sources from which we learn of the historical Socrates’ trial and execution,
see Brickhouse and Smith 2002.

50 Few commentators have argued that clues indicate or at least support a specific date within the Sophist
itself, and these clues are inconclusive at best. For example, Brann, et al. interpret the references to the
“Great King” at Sophist 230e4 and Statesman 264c3 to refer to Artaxerxes I, the king of Persia in 399
BCE; but this serves (at best) to confirm the hypothesis regarding the 399 BCE dramatic date, not support it
on its own.

51 Blondell 2002: 317 rightly notes that no details internal to the Sophist (or the Statesman) clearly indicate
time or location of any kind, and thus our understanding of the dramatic — as well as all bodily — elements
of the dramatically latter two dialogues in the trilogy comes entirely from the dramatically former. But
while no details regarding the dialogues’ location can be extrapolated from contents of the dialogues
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concluding reference to summons of Meletus to the King Archon (210d3), the narrative
connection to the Theaetetus nonetheless makes clear that the events leading to Socrates’
execution by the state of Athens were in motion by the dramatic time of the dialogue, and
the impending Athenian failure to distinguish the philosopher (Socrates) from the sophist
looms, albeit implicitly, throughout the Sophist and Statesman.

As I have suggested, the lack of literary and dramatic elements in the Sophist has
been received critically by commentators like Bostock, but the falling away of literary
and dramatic elements is a feature of which we should take note. In fact, the move from
literary and dramatic motifs into purely abstract discourse inherent in the shift from the
Theaetetus to the Sophist is not distinct to this context. Such a move from literary
embellishment to its absence is inherent in several closely related texts. One good
example is Parmenides’ poem, which exhibits a similar structure in the move from the
imagistic and mythologizing Proem (Fragment 1) into the pure deduction of being in
Truth (particularly Fragments 2 through 6). That is, while Fragment 1 contains an
evocative description of the young traveler’s journey to meet the goddess, Fragment 2

contains only a modal argument regarding the necessity of a sense of being.’2 In this

themselves, there is also nothing to suggest (as Blondell also notes) that the interlocutors have moved their
meeting place and thus are in a different location than that of the Theaetetus. Thus it is reasonable to
assume that the “here” (5edpo) at Theaetetus 210d3 “accords with yesterday’s agreement” (iatd trv ¥0£g
opoloyiav) at Sophist 216al.

52 Compare the opening lines of Fragments 1 and 2. Fragment 1 begins: “The mares which carry me as far
as my spirit ever aspired were escorting me, when they brought me and proceeded along the renowned road
of the goddess [...]” ("Inmot tai pe @épovoty, doov T' €mi Bupoc ikavot, / Téunov, Enel p' € 030V Piloov
molveM oV dyovcat / daipovog [...]” [Fragment 1.1-1.3]). Fragment 2, conversely, finds the goddess
describing “the only ways of inquiry there are for thinking” (ainep 0501 podvar Si{noidg giot vofjoat) as
“the one, [that] [...] is [...] and [that] [...] is not possible [for] [...] not to be [...]” (] név 6mwg Eotv t€ KOl
®¢ ok &ott pun sivar” [Fragment 2.2-2.3]). These lines capture the dual purpose of Parmenides’ poem,
namely, to allow the reader passage into insight through images (Proem and Doxa) and ontology (Truth).
(Note: here I use Curd’s revision of the McKirahan translation as my point of departure for translations.)
For a thorough discussion of the allusions in the Proem and their relationship with the ontological argument
that follows, see Miller 2006. I discuss this matter more in section 3.3.
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way, Parmenides uses the familiar literary style to lay the groundwork for his most
difficult logical and ontological argument, but allows this style to fall away when
presenting the heart of his insight. This motif is also at play in other Platonic dialogues,
perhaps most notably in the Parmenides. In the Parmenides, the rich and evocative
literary elements inherent from the dramatic frame through Socrates’ refutation of Zeno
(126a — 130a), well represented, for example, by Plato’s description of the flashes of
admiration that Parmenides and Zeno direct at Socrates (130a7-9), eventually give way to
purely abstract discourse lacking any reference to particularity whatsoever in the
dialogue’s concluding eight hypotheses (137c — 166¢).53

That such a motif is found in other key contexts suggests that this is an intentional
stylistic move on Plato’s part, rather than a sheer lack of interest in, or inability to add,
dramatic flourishes. We must recognize that the move from a literary style to abstract
discourse is intentional and an indication of something significant. Regarding this
significance, note that both Parmenides’ poem and the Parmenides dialogue include an
ontological insight after the falling away of literary elements, respectively the insight into
necessary and unopposed being and the notions in the eight hypotheses concerning the
one. I submit that division in the Sophist should be understood similarly as a moment of
significant ontological insight, or at least the beginning of it. As I see it, Plato uses this

stylistic progression in the move from the comparatively literary Theaetetus, along with

33 The dialogue begins with a rich description of the journey from Clazomenae to Athens and the meeting
of Adeimantus and Glaucon, referencing Parmenides’ poem and the Republic in the process. Further
literary and dramatic embellishments continue as Plato establishes the narrative voice of the smith
Antiphon (127al), the young Socrates’ arrival to meet with Parmenides and Zeno in the Potters’ Quarters
(127¢2), through, e.g., Plato’s description of the admiring smiles that Parmenides and Zeno flash at
Socrates during his account of forms (130a7-9). But following the beginning of the hypotheses, beginning
at 137c4, all such details have been replaced solely by abstract discourse. For more on the senses in which
the introductory frames of the Parmenides set the tone for the dense ontological passages that follow in the
hypotheses, see Miller 1990: 4-70 and Sanday 2015a: 3-74.
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the Sophist’s brief dramatic frame, into the passages on division to create an atmosphere
in the dramatically latter two dialogues that is timeless and placeless for good reason. He
does this to shape the context best suited to considerations of fundamental aspects of
being, and the dialogue’s contents should be understood in this way. The lack of the
familiar comforts of literary and dramatic flourishes also forces the reader to prepare for
the sort of difficult ‘mental gymnastic’ that will be required for the bifurcatory division
exercises and subsequent digression into ontology.

The cast of characters and their dramatic roles in the Sophist simultaneously
reflect this need for abstraction while also maintaining Plato’s unyielding commitment to
a view of philosophy as always embodied in the particular individual and enacted in a
specific spatiotemporal context. Put differently, the need to rely primarily on abstract
discourse inaugurated by the difficult subject matter does not override Plato’s
commitment to writing in dialogue form using known historical figures almost
exclusively. I will argue, furthermore, that division is a practice heavily reliant on the
needs and natures of its practitioners. By my reading, division yields accounts that do not
exhaust the object of scrutiny, and yet nonetheless capture its nature in some sense that is
appropriate to the lived context of the inquiry and the nature of the inquirers, as the seven
different accounts of the sophist yielded in this particular investigation indicate.
Understanding division as a method and the accounts yielded by it in the Sophist thus
entails a consideration of the characters who are practicing it.

The Sophist features Socrates, Theaetetus, and Theodorus, three characters

familiar from other dialogues, alongside the Eleatic Stranger, an unknown and unnamed
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philosopher from Elea.>* The contents of the dialogue, however, only hint at the
personalities of these individuals, and nearly all hints come in the dialogue’s dramatic
setup (216e-218b), or, in the cases of the Stranger and Theaetetus, in fleeting instances
elsewhere. Like the dramatic setting and date, most of what we know about the
characters in the Sophist therefore comes through sources external to the dialogue itself,
although these external details are largely confirmed by the fleeting hints that we do get.
Because understanding the method of division specific to the Sophist entails considering

the personalities of the interlocutors using it, we turn now to consider these characters.

2.2.2 The Eleatic Stranger

Appearing in no other contemporaneous source in the historical record other than
the Statesman, the apparently fictional’> Eleatic Stranger introduces the method of
division and oversees its diairetic cuts and, moreover, the discourse throughout the

dialogue.5¢ The Stranger is never addressed by name, and the biographical details that

54 Translating Eévov [...], 10 [...] yévog €€ 'EAéag at 216a2—3. Throughout this study I refer to this
character either as the Eleatic Stranger or simply the Stranger. I choose ‘Stranger’ over the alternative
“Visitor’ mostly in deference to the tradition followed by the majority of recent English commentators, and
also out of an appreciation for the mysteriousness that such a term entails (albeit at the expense of the
further entailments of the English word “strange.”) I capitalize ‘Stranger’ for ease of the reader’s
distinguishing mentions of this character from similar words not denoting human individuals. For a
reasonable and well-taken defense of the alternative ‘Eleatic visitor’ appellation, see Blondell 2002: 319
fn18. Duerlinger 2005: 4ff uses the title “the philosopher,” but since this indicates the unwritten dialogue
that would complete the trilogy in one sense I find this to be potentially confusing.

35 While nearly all of the approximately 77 speakers in Plato’s dialogues connect to figures attested to in
the historical record, at least a few are apparently fictional. These include the anonymous Athenian
Stranger of the Laws and Epinomis, and less certainly also include Diotima of the Symposium, Philebus and
Protarchus of the Philebus, perhaps Timaeus of the Timaeus and Critias, and the additional speakers in the
Laws and Epinomis. Cf. Nails 2002.

36 Regarding the Stranger’s status as fictional, I note here that this interpretation dates back at least as far as
Diogenes Laertius 3:52. I follow Blondell 2002: 318-326 in assuming that it is very likely that the Stranger
is fictional, that any strong evidence suggesting his connection to a historical figure is now apparently
unavailable to us, and hence that we are justified in treating his anonymity as interpretively and
philosophically significant.
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arise regarding him in the course of the two dialogues are scant.5” We first learn from
Theodorus that the Stranger is from Elea (216a2), the home of Parmenides and Zeno, and
that the Stranger associates with the ‘comrades’ (¢taipwv) of these two (216a1-5). The
Stranger thus is situated purely with reference to Eleatic philosophy, and particularly that
of Parmenides, Zeno, and their unspecified ‘comrades.’

Although he does not give the character a name, Plato does provide this context
for the character, and thus the Stranger’s association with the context of philosophy is
more primary to his character than his individual identity gua name. The Stranger’s
anonymity furthermore reflects the lack of dramatic and literary flourishes in the text. By
having an anonymous and otherwise unknown character discuss the obscure ontological
concepts at issue in the dialogue, Plato is able to present these concepts in the context of
philosophizing broadly, and more narrowly in the Eleatic tradition.

The Stranger’s identity and significance as a Platonic interlocutor have been

debated by commentators since antiquity.>® I interpret this character as a representative

57 While the Stranger is often described as a dry and sober interlocutor, I suggest instead that his sincere
engagement and investment in the discussion is palpable at least at times, suggesting that he is not purely a
‘god’ but instead ‘god-like.” Good examples of his emotive engagement include 249a1-4 and 254a8-b2.
One commentator who is particularly sensitive to the emotive arc of the conversation, albeit speculatively
so at times, is Klein 1977.

58 One popular interpretation of the Stranger’s character is what has been called the ‘standard view,’ that
the Stranger is a ‘mouthpiece’ and hence stand-in for Plato. Good examples include Frede 1996 and Rowe
1996. The standard view derives its name from its dominance in mid-to-late 20th century scholarship.
Nearly always interpreters take it that the Stranger is a stand-in for Plato that espouses what is generally
called Plato’s “later” view. I explain the reasons why I do not take up any developmentalist accounts above
(see 1.2.2). In any event, the adherents of this view in its most straightforward form hold that the Stranger
essentially is Plato himself, and hence that the Stranger’s accounts can be taken as Plato’s definitive and
unchallengeable word on a given matter on which the Stranger is speaking. The standard view, though, is
at least somewhat problematic for several reasons. Upon taking it up, one must immediately answer the
question as to why Plato’s ‘mouthpiece’ is both anonymous and a foreign xenos in Athens. Put differently,
if the character is merely a stand-in for Plato, it is strange indeed to find that the few biographical details
that we do receive regarding the Stranger do not match those of Plato. In other words, on this view it is
apparently the case that Stranger is connected to but not coextensive with Plato; but this merely returns us
to our original questions regarding the Stranger’s identity and association with Plato’s own philosophy.
The standard view, I therefore hold, is inadequate insofar as it offers no explanation as to the meaning of
the Stranger’s identity. Furthermore, were such an interpretation correct, we would be forced to treat all of
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of the Eleatic tradition with similarities to Plato’s character Parmenides who nonetheless
is fictional and philosophizes in a manner relevant to the needs arising from the specific
context in the trilogy in which he appears.3® The introductory frame in which the
Stranger situates his dialectical exercise recalls that of the eponymous character in Plato’s
Parmenides dialogue, and Plato takes care to offer dramatic details acting as parallels
between the Stranger and Parmenides character. Both the Stranger and Plato’s
Parmenides express hesitation at embarking upon vast accounts spanning many words
and dense concepts (cf. Sophist 217e1-3 and Parmenides 137a3-5),%0 and ultimately
elect to proceed via dialectic with a passive and compliant interlocutor (Sophist 217¢9—-d2
and Parmenides 137b7—c2).6! Each displays a dialectical method aimed primarily at

yielding a metaphysical account, with additional pedagogical aims.6? That the Stranger is

the Stranger’s claims as definitively Platonic, though there are good reasons to be hesitant to maintain a
critical distance from at least some of his claims. (For compelling accounts of some specific mistakes that
the Stranger makes in the Statesman, see Rosen 1983: 67 and Miller 2017. For a further helpful discussion
of the Stranger’s role as a Platonic figure that is nevertheless not coextensive with Plato himself, see Miller
1980: xxiv-xxxiii.) But a rejection of the standard view does not entail that the Stranger’s views in the
dialogues should not be taken seriously or used to understand Plato’s philosophy more broadly. By my
reading, the Stranger must be taken seriously as a philosopher, but should not be understood as identical to
Plato.

39 Cf. Bluck 1975: 31-32.

60 At Sophist 217e1-3, the Stranger says, “Socrates, I feel a certain shame about making our first meeting
together not an exchange of brief words for words, but instead a spinning out at great length of a long
account by myself — even if it is with another — as if I were making a display (& Zmkpoteg, oaiddg Tic 1’ &xet
TO VOV TPATOV GLYYEVOUEVOV DUV U1} KOTAL GUIKPOV ETOG TPOG Em0G TToleiohat v cuvovsiay, GAA’
BKTElvaVTo, AOUNKOVELY AdYOoV GuYvOV Kot uanTdv, eite kol mpdg ETepov, olov Emidelfy mo1ovpevoy.)” At
Parmenides 137a3-5, Parmenides says, “I too, when I think back, feel a good deal of anxiety as to how at
my age [ am to make my way across such a vast and formidable sea of words (Kdy® pot dok®d pepvnuévog
péda pofeicBar TS xp1 MAKOVIE dvta dravedoat To1odTOV 1€ Kot TocodTov méhayog Adymv.)”

61 In the Sophist, Socrates asks the Stranger whether he prefers to give accounts by himself or with a
partner, referencing the conversation depicted in Parmenides in the process (217¢5-9). The Stranger states
his preference for proceeding with an “unirritating” and “compliant” partner. At Parmenides 137b7,
Parmenides dismisses Socrates as his interlocutor in favor of Aristoteles, the youngest person present, for
“he will give the least trouble and would be the most likely to say what he thinks.” (Aristoteles later
became a member of the Thirty Tyrants, the brutal oligarchical regime in late 5% century Athens,
suggesting some irony at play in this moment.)

62 While the metaphysical concerns in the divisions are granted by nearly all commentators, some recent
commentators hold that the Stranger’s method is doomed to fail due to the Stranger’s neglect of
considerations of value, either in all diairetic exercises or in those specifically depicted in the Sophist, as
opposed to the non-bifurcatory divisions in the Statesman. (For the view that the Stranger fails in both
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not meant to be Parmenides himself is clear, however, since Theodorus introduces him as
Parmenides’ ‘comrade’ and the Stranger explicitly differentiates himself from the ‘father
figure’ of Parmenides (e.g., at 237a, 241d, 242c, 244e, 258c-d). Thus Plato makes clear
the connection between the Stranger and Parmenides through dramatic details without
leaving open the possibility that the two are one and the same. The effect of this is to
offer the Stranger as a figure within a philosophical lineage, and to call to mind the
Eleatic philosophical project broadly and Parmenides the character more narrowly
without committing to the voice of any particular historical figure. The Stranger is not a
god — he is occasionally embarrassed, prone to misspeaking, and retracts his views on
occasion — but his ‘godlike’ (216¢1) status ensures that his philosophizing is first-rate.

Plato further has Theodorus add that the Stranger is ‘more measured’ (petpuntepog) 63

dialogues to consider value, see Gonzalez 2000. For the view that the Stranger neglects value in his
bifurcatory exercises in the Sophist and early Statesman but corrects the error by the time of the non-
bifurcatory analysis of care for the human community [beginning at 287¢] in the Statesman, see lonescu
2013.) My view overlaps with this view at least in some ways, which I will address as we progress, but
suffice it to say here that I do not think that Plato intends to present the Stranger for critical reflection on
the basis of the Stranger’s neglect of value, but instead that the role of value becomes increasingly apparent
as the Sophist progresses and forces key changes in the Statesman, increasingly making explicit what has
been the largely implicit role of value. I furthermore want to guard against the danger of missing the
importance of the preparatory value of the diairetic investigation for the accounts arrived upon in the
central metaphysical digressions, as these will allow us to conceive of value through conceiving of being
with reference to goodness (more on this throughout). Furthermore, these passages bear very meaningfully
on other key metaphysical passages in Plato’s work that are framed with reference to value, such as the
Republic V-VII (in a dialogue on justice), Philebus 11a-31b (a dialogue about pleasure), the Seventh Letter
(Plato or pseudo-Plato’s discussion of his life and political ambitions) and Aristotle’s account of the
“unwritten teachings” (including the lecture ‘On the Good.”)

63 Theodorus, interpreting eristic entailments in Socrates’ description of the Stranger’s ‘divine’ appearance,
says: “That, Socrates, is not the stranger’s turn of mind; he’s more measured (petpudtepoc) than those who
take eristic (tag &€pdag) seriously. And to me the man seems to be in no way a god, though certainly
godlike. For that’s what I call all philosophers. [0y 00t0¢ 6 TpOTOC, @ ZOKPATEC, TOD EEVOV, BAAY
LETPLOTEPOG TV TEPL TAG EPLO0G EGTOVSAKOTOV. Kai Lot Sokel Oedg HEV avi)p ovSopdS etvat, Ogiog uiv:
TavTog Yap £y®d TOVG PLAOGOPOVS T010VTOVG TPocayoped®]” (216b8—c2). Here I follow Duerlinger 2005:
79, and deviate from Brann, et al. in rendering “tog €pdag,” the plural accusative form of ‘€pig,” as
“eristic” rather than “polemic.” The term appears again in the fifth diairetic account of the sophist,
beginning at 225 ¢ 10. Benardete 1984: 1.3 chooses “contentiousness,” Fowler 1921: 267 “disputation,”
and Ambuel 2007: 179 “eager for debate.” Cornford 1957: 177 fn2 discusses the notion in terms of eristic
as well and notes that this phrase “t@®v mepi T0¢ Ep1dag éomovdakdtov is taken in modified form from
Isocrates (Kata Soph. 1: 291b; Helena 1 and 6; Antid. 258): “oi mepi t0G Ep1dag éomovdakdtec.” This casts
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than those arguers who ‘busy themselves with eristic’ (§p1dag, derived from ‘Epic’),
(216b9).64 This separates the Stranger off from those sophistical arguers who engage in
eristic, which the Stranger himself will later identify as a component of sophistry
(éproTcov) at 225¢10.63

The Stranger, an Eleatic and non-sophistical philosopher, is significant as the
inheritor of the extended inquiry that began in the Theaetetus. In his first passage of
dialogue in the Sophist, Socrates refers back to the provocative aporia that followed his
maieutic exercises in the Theaetetus and suggests that the Stranger has a specific function
to perform in the greater context of the trilogy. His description of the Stranger as a ‘sort
of refuting god’ (0ed¢ &V T1c EleyKTiKOC, 216b7) draws directly on the notion of elenchus
(éheyxtucog) for which Socrates is known, as is on display in the Theaetetus.®® Thus the
Stranger is introduced as the divine — or divine-like — provider of refutation (elenchus)

that will advance the work from the previous day and lead to a deeper kind of logos. The

Theodorus’ claim about the Stranger in the broader context of the warring intellectual traditions in Athens,
a theme also developed at length in the Theaetetus.

64 Elsewhere Plato makes explicit the contrast between the sorts of dialectical inquiry oriented by truth with
which the Stranger will engage and mere eristic conducted for the love of victory. One example is the
contrast between “dialectical” and mere “eristic” discourse in describing the ‘god-given method’ at
Philebus 17al-4.

65 Another popular interpretation of the Stranger is to hold that the Stranger is intended by Plato either to
be a sophist or to exhibit fallacious reasoning or doctrines in a manner similar to sophists. (For this view,
see Cherubin 1993, and Zuckert 2000: 91-97 and especially 93-95. Similarly, Ambuel 2007 takes Plato’s
project in the Sophist to be an extended reflection on the parallels between Eleatic philosophy and
sophistry, and hence the Stranger to represent an overlap of these two traditions.) In other words, by this
reading the Stranger is guilty of some of the same sins of argumentation as is the sophist, that Plato was
aware of these sins and largely intended these dialogues to be depictions of these sins in situ, and hence
these dialogue should be understood to play an essentially critical function. This interpretation therefore
entails a rejection of the Stranger’s findings on the basis of his flawed character, method, or both. I hold
that there is much that is confused and misleading about this view. As I seek to defend in what follows, a
careful and critical reading of the Stranger’s accounts yields extensive true insight into Platonic philosophy,
and truth more broadly. To endorse the Stranger’s character overall is not to say that he is not prone to err
on occasion (surely he is), that all his accounts have equal value (I argue below that this cannot be right), or
that he should not be treated critically at least in some instances. But I hope to show in what follows that
taking the Stranger seriously yields many philosophical riches.

66 Perhaps it would be right to add that the refutation depicted in the dramatically neighboring Euthyphro,
and perhaps Cratylus as well, is also relevant here.

45



first step toward this goal that the Stranger makes, in the name of articulating the nature
of the sophist, is offering inchoate means for considering the ontology of commingling

through the division exercises.

2.2.3 Socrates and additional dramatis personae

While the Stranger is, without a doubt, the central figure in the dialogue, the other
characters play significant supporting roles as well. Plato’s character Socrates is of
course the principle interlocutor and driving philosophical force in the majority of the
dialogues, and only rarely does Socrates appear in a mere supporting role as is the case in
the Sophist.7 Socrates’ silent presence here is striking for a number of reasons. First,
through the thematic established in its opening pages, the Sophist and Statesman together
imply another trilogy, to be completed by a dialogue called the Philosopher. Socrates
asks the Stranger about the understanding of the relationship between the sophist,
statesman, and philosopher among those in Elea;%® after the Stranger has Theaetetus help

him work out the account in the Sophist, Theodorus suggests to Socrates early in the

67 Considering those texts handed down to us in the earliest edition of Plato’s corpus, that of Thrasyllus of
Mendes in the first century CE, Socrates is the principle interlocutor in the following dialogues that are
generally taken to be authentic: Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Phaedo, Cratylus, Theaetetus, Philebus,
Phaedrus, Charmides, Laches, Lysis, Euthydemus, Protagoras, Gorgias, Meno, Lesser Hippias, lon,
Menexenus, and Republic. This is likewise the case for most specious or spurious dialogues, including
Alcibiades, Second Alcibiades, Hipparchus, Rival Lovers, Theages, Greater Hippias, Minos, On Justice,
On Virtue, Sisyphus, Halcyon, Eryxias, and Axiochus. Socrates’ lead presence in the spurious dialogue
Demodocus is unstated but implied (cf. Hutchinson in Cooper 1998, 1699). Socrates is present for the
discussions depicted in the Symposium, Sophist, Statesman, Clitophon, Timaeus, and Critias, but is
(arguably, at least in the case of the Symposium and perhaps also the Clitophon) only a contributor to these
conversations. Aside from Letters, Epigrams, and a few minor spuria, this leaves only Laws and the
specious Epinomis as Platonic texts that do not include depictions of Socrates.

68 Though, indeed, these distinctions are foreshadowed in the Theaetetus, and particularly in the digression
from 172c-177¢c. For considerations of the distinctions drawn implicitly among the sophist in Protagorean
form, the philosopher, and the lawyer or politician (anticipating, but not quite reaching, the subject of the
statesman), see Polansky 1992: 134-148 and Bradshaw 1997.
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Statesman that accounts of the statesman and the philosopher are to follow (Statesman
257a3-4). Other details throughout the diptych lead us to expect a third dialogue,
including the discussion of the philosopher’s art at Sophist 253d1-e3. This has led to
much speculation among commentators as to why Plato apparently only provided explicit
accounts of the sophist and the statesman, and not the philosopher, despite indicating
through numerous dramatic hints that such an account would complete the discussion
conducted in the diptych.®

It is therefore especially striking that Socrates, the philosopher par excellence, is
present but largely silent for the discussion. Moreover, Socrates helps to set the stage for
the investigation that follows, doing much work in his six passages of dialogue in the
Sophist to animate the course of the investigation. After Theodorus begins the Sophist by
recalling the Theaetetus and introducing the Stranger, Socrates assesses the Stranger via
two Homeric allusions — in rare instances of explicit gestures to outside texts in the
Sophist — that frame the dialogue’s action and invoke the themes with which the
interlocutors will be struggling. This also anticipates the reference to Iliad 6 with which

the dialogue concludes (268d4-5), creating the Homeric frame that contains the dialogue

69 T follow Gill 2012: 1 fnl in inferring that the Philosopher dialogue was probably never written, given
that Diogenes Laertius’ discussion of the two ancient editions of Plato’s canon, those of Thrasyllus of
Mendes and Aristophanes of Byzantium, contain only surviving dialogues and lack references to a
Philosopher. Many have written of this ‘missing’ dialogue, resulting in many and conflicting views. I side
ultimately and in a broad sense with Gill 2012, who argues that through the Parmenides and Sophist (along
with closely related passages in Statesman, Philebus, etc.) Plato offer his readers the tools to give an
account for the philosopher herself, although I do not necessarily interpret the Parmenides and Sophist
passages in exactly the same manner as Gill. Among other popular explanations, those who follow what is
called the “Parity Assumption” or “Joint Illumination” (following Owen 1971, 229-231) hold that the
account of the sophist’s nonbeing brings to light its opposite, that is, the realm of being in which the
philosopher dwells; hence no further account of the philosopher is needed. For recent and modified
versions of this view, see Notomi 2007: 257-262 and Thomas 2008: 649-653. (I challenge the Parity
Assumption below in Chapter 5.) Others have argued that different dialogues take the place of
Philosopher. These include arguments for the Parmenides (Wyller 1972) and Philebus (Davidson 1993:
193). For other discussions of this ‘missing’ dialogue, see Cornford 1935: 168-169, Miller 1980: iv, Klein
1977: 4-5, Dorter 1994: 235-237, Frede 1996: 149-151, and Notomi 1999: 23-25.
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within its boundaries. In response to Theodorus’ introduction of the Stranger, Socrates
states the first of these, containing allusions to Odyssey Books 9 (271 ff.)70 and 17 (485-7
ff.): 71

Has it escaped your notice, Theodorus, that — by Homer’s account — you’re
bringing not a stranger but some god? He says that besides the other gods the god
of strangers especially becomes a companion to those who participate in just
reverence, and that he “looks down on both outrages and lawful conduct.” So
perhaps here too some one of the higher powers may be accompanying you, to
keep an eye on us and to refute us, since we are feeble at giving accounts — a sort
of refuting god.

ap’ ovv, ® Ocddwpe, 00 E&vov GALG Tva DoV Gymv Katd Tov Opfpov Adyov
AéAnBag; 6¢ enotv dAlovg te BeoVg Toig AvOPMOTOIG OTOGOL PLETEXOVOLY OO0V
dkaiag, kai o1 kai tov EEviov ovy fiKiota Bedv cuvomadov yryvopevov DPpelg 1€
Kai edvopiag TV avOpdnmv kaopdv. Téy  odv v Kol 6ol Tic 00TOg TV
KPEUTOVOV GLVETOLTO, PAOAOVG MUAG dvTag &V Tolg Adyolg Emoyopevog te Kol
ENEYEMV, Be0C BV Tig AeykTikOG (216a6—b7).
Here Socrates foreshadows both ontological and methodological concepts that will be at
play in the dialogue. His Homeric allusion introduces the central themes of being,
seeming, truth, and falsity by recalling Odysseus’ return to Ithaca disguised by Athena as
a beggar (Odyssey 17).7> That is, the theme of the disguised Odysseus invokes the
question of true being and the tension between the phenomena of experience and the true

and concealed nature that underlies them that will be worked out through the discussion

of sophistry that follows.”® Furthermore, Socrates invokes the relationship between

70 Here Odysseus begs the cyclops Polyphemus for mercy with reference to the guest-host relationship.
71 Here Odysseus describes to Antinous that “gods can truly make themselves appear like foreign strangers,
assuming many shapes and haunting cities, to investigate human pride and their obedience to laws.”

72 For discussion of each allusion, see Rosen 1983: 62-63 and 65. Socrates also quotes this passage in a
critical context at Republic 381d, where he criticizes Homer for depicting the gods in non-self-identical
ways; cf. Sallis 1975: 460.

73 The theme of sophistry suggests another cluster of dialogues in which the Sophist could be set.
Although sophism is a recurrent theme throughout many Platonic dialogues (e.g., Meno, Theaetetus, and
Republic, all featuring present or conjured sophistic interlocutors), the set of dialogues featuring Socrates
and comrades approaching historical sophists head on — Gorgias, Protagoras, and Euthydemus — finds a
natural pairing with the Sophist, in which the implicit methodology (if there is one) of the sophistical
interlocutors is set into a series of accounts. While I do not treat the subject here, it is possible that the
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xenoi, that is, that which binds guest and host into a mutual relation, through reference to
Odyssey 9.

Socrates follows by pointing to the difficulty of discerning (dwaxpiverv) the ‘kind’
(vévog) of the philosopher, given that those who are not ‘artificially so’ but instead are
philosophers ‘in their very being’ appear ‘entirely without honor’ (undevog tipuot) to
some and ‘worthy’ (d&wot) to others, and furthermore appear (pavtdlovtat) sometimes as
statesman, sometimes as sophists, and sometimes as ‘altogether mad’ (povik®dq) (216¢3—
d2). Hence Socrates here further expands the distinction between seeming and being that
he introduced through the allusions to the Odyssey, which will be developed throughout
the dialogue. At stake are accounts of true being, as opposed to the deceptive order of
seeming at play in mortal doxa.

Given the controversy regarding the distinction between sophists, statesman, and
philosophers in Athens, Socrates asks the Stranger whether these three names are
considered to divide and mark off (dwapoduevor, 217a8)74 one kind or three in the
Stranger’s native Elea. Socrates’ question, in other words, is whether in the view of those
of Elea the three names pick out a single kind or three separate kinds, given their
apparent similarity. This introduces the theme of dividing nature according to joints that

will become explicit in the method of division. Speaking for the first time, the Stranger

multiple definitions of the sophist’s ‘art’ that arise in the Sophist can perhaps be read to map on to the
various sophists that we meet in other Platonic dialogues. The only sophist mentioned explicitly in the
dialogue is Protagoras, via his texts on wrestling, at 232d10; cf. Ambuel 2007: 38 fn. 51. (In this near lack
of reference to actual sophists, the Sophist contrasts sharply with the other major Platonic dialogues on
subjects related to sophistry; cf. Sallis 1975: 462.) Ambuel 2007: 42-48 argues that each sophist account
yielded by the bifurcatory division exercises (see section 2.2 below) corresponds to a particular sophist (or
type of sophist with multiple instances) depicted in Plato’s dialogues. Ray 1984: 3ff makes similar
conjectures, albeit noncommittally. Brown 2010: 160 associates sophists one through four with Protagoras,
Hippias, and the other sophists depicted in the Profagoras, and sophist five with Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus of the Euthydemus.

74 This is the first appearance of a form of the verb ‘di01pém,” to divide or cleave in two, in the dialogue.
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responds by asserting that though his people consider these to be three separate kinds, ‘to
mark off (dopicacBar)’s clearly what they are one by one’ is ‘not a small nor an easy
job’ (217b3—4). Thus, the task of ‘marking off” these three, beginning with the sophist, is
set before the interlocutors. The Stranger will use his method of division to consider the
marking off of forms from one another at length in what follows.

Socrates’ penultimate sentence in the dialogue, immediately before suggesting
Theaetetus or one of the other young mathematicians as an interlocutor, is his promise
that ‘[a]ll of us will listen up meekly’ (ndvteg yap vmakobcsovtai ool Tphwg, 217d4-5).
As promised, he spends the rest of the dialogue silently present. Socrates’ silent presence
is meaningful in at least a few different senses. First, we can imagine that the Eleatic
Stranger is aware of Socrates, perhaps having learned of his interactions with Parmenides
and Zeno depicted in the Parmenides dialogue through his associations with the
comrades of Parmenides and Zeno. Hence the Stranger is likely aware of Socrates’
considerable stature as a thinker and speaker. The Stranger expresses ‘a certain shame’
(216d9) at meeting and first conversing with Socrates under these conditions, presumably
at least in part because he must offer his account in the context of a group discussion with
younger philosophers, drawing upon the conversation from the preceding day. Given the
Stranger’s desire to contribute to the account already underway and also to address
Socrates directly, we are justified in interpreting the Stranger to intend his discourse
simultaneously to satisfy the young interlocutors present as well as Socrates.’® In other
words, the Stranger must present an account that suits the needs of the immediate

interlocutors while simultaneously gesturing at deeper implications that a critical listener

75 The aorist middle infinitive form of ‘Siopilw,” ‘to delineate.’
76 Cf. Miller 1980: 8-10.
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would find valuable. In this way, the Stranger’s task is a mimetic copy of the task of a
Platonic text, insofar as it is the job of both is to address and satisfy students at vastly
different levels. Socrates’ silent presence reminds us that the significance of the implicit
meanings of given concepts are here as meaningful and important as ever in a Platonic
dialogue, and hence that we as readers are warranted in attending to these meanings in
our attempts to understand the course of the dialogue as a whole.

Second, Socrates’ silence dramatically anticipates his impending absence. With
the allusions to his forthcoming trial and execution, the dialogue is tacitly set within the
backdrop of Socrates’ departure and the loss of the guidance of the philosopher par
excellence. If the Athenians are going to continue to sustain themselves with the
nourishment of philosophy, they will need to learn to distinguish the philosopher from the
sophist and statesman, and to practice discerning being according to sameness and
difference through delineating and sharing accounts.

Finally, considering Socrates’ silent presence helps to situate our understanding of
division. The Stranger’s diairetic exercises will prove to be adjacent to methods of
investigation that Socrates either implicitly or explicitly draws upon in other dialogues,
but not quite coextensive with any of them. Socrates considers versions of division in
several instances in the dialogues, notably in the Phaedrus and Philebus,’” and the
method of division in the Sophist is (I will argue) similar to, but not coextensive with,

Socrates’ notions of division elsewhere. Socrates’ presence calls these discussions to

77 Here I do not address the question of whether division — or a so-called “early” form it — appears in
Gorgias at 454e and 464a—466¢. For an argument in favor of this supporting a ‘unitarian’ reading, see
Shorey 1903: 31 fn.200 and 51 fn. 371. For more cautious interpretations, see Dodds 1959: 226 and
Moravcsik 1973: 158-159.
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mind, but I take it that his silence suggests at least some distance from the accounts in
other dialogues.

Before turning to division, the other characters present also warrant brief
considerations. These characters include the two young philosophically-inclined
mathematicians Theaetetus and Socrates the Younger — who serve as the Stranger’s
interlocutors in the Sophist and the Statesman respectively — along with the elder
mathematician Theodorus and other young, silent mathematicians.’® In his eponymous
dialogue, Theaetetus had received some of the most lavish praise of any Socratic
interlocutor, and he distinguished himself in that dialogue as an especially patient and
attentive student capable at times of genuine innovation. His reprised role in the Sophist
does not entail any apparent contradictions of these traits, and his patience and memory
are both here discernable. Although his role in offering positive contributions is
noticeably reduced, we are nevertheless justified in drawing on the account of the
character in the previous dialogue. Theaetetus in the Sophist proves to be an intelligent
and attentive interlocutor who has not yet mastered key metaphysical distinctions or
dialectical methods. He furthermore refers to Socrates the Younger as his ‘partner in age
and physical exercise (cuyyvuvactiv), someone not unaccustomed to working out with
me in almost everything’ (218b4-5).7° This reference to ‘gymnastics’ in anticipation of

dialectical exercise recalls Parmenides’ imperative to the young Socrates to train in

78 Several passages strongly suggest the presence of additional non-speaking people, and probably fellow
young mathematicians. Perhaps most tellingly, Socrates addresses the Stranger at 217d3—7 and suggests
that “you can choose anyone you wish of those who are here. All of us will listen up meekly. Still, if you
use me as advisor, you will choose one of the young men, this Theaetetus here or even one of the others
(t@v dAlwv), if that’s more to your mind.” Among “the others,” only Socrates the Younger is mentioned
explicitly (at 218b1-5); though no others are mentioned, the elder Socrates’ use of the plural implies that at
least one beyond Socrates the Younger is counted among “the others.” Other passages that seem to
corroborate this view include Theaetetus 144b-c and especially Sophist 218a.

79 oV 8& HMKIGTNY Kol GLYYLUVAGTHV, ( GUVSIOMOVETV HeT” 10D ToL TOAAS 0VK émMOsC.
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mental gymnastics (yopvaocar) and foreshadows the strenuous task through which the
Stranger is about to put Theaetetus (and the reader) when taking up the method of
division.80

While Theodorus plays a prominent role in the Theaetetus, his role in the Sophist
is reduced largely to that of the mediator, as he introduces the Eleatic Stranger to the
crowd and hence to Socrates. Several smaller clues, including Socrates’ jab at his neglect
of relative value with which the Statesman opens (257b1-2), suggest that his character as
a distinguished mathematician who lacks a keenness for philosophy remains here intact.?!
Theodorus’ presence should furthermore indicate that division arises amid the presence
of mathematicians, and mathematics is itself a study of the fittingness of various elements
with one another and the compounds that result, as in the simple example of the addition
of two numbers. Division is significantly related to mathematics (as I will consider in
2.3.5 below), but the Stranger will situate it in what follows as a decidedly philosophical

art.

80 At 135¢7— dS, Parmenides speaks to the young Socrates about the necessity of preparatory ‘training’
(youvaoOijvar) for performing dialectic with a view to the beautiful, the just, the good, and all of the forms.
81 Throughout the Theaetetus, Theodorus exhibits an inability to grasp the nature of philosophical inquiry
despite his erudition and friendliness to Socrates. His silent presence throughout the majority of the Sophist
and Statesman thus is significant insofar as it continues to suggest the presence of those Athenians who,
despite good intentions, have failed to understand Socrates and thus have done a disservice to philosophy.
Thus the silent presences in the Sophist include the philosopher (Socrates), a representative of those elder
Athenian intellectuals who have failed to understand philosophy (Theodorus), and the young students
whose task it will be to take up philosophy anew in the oncoming absence of the philosopher (Socrates the
Younger and the silent, unnamed young mathematicians who are also present). The task of differentiating
the sophist, statesman, and philosopher is thus enacted among a group of people for whom the distinction is
of the utmost importance.
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2.3 Division (218b — 236¢)

2.3.1 Division and the angler (218b — 221c¢)

Following this discussion of its context, we turn to division itself. The moves I
make through the rest of the chapter are as follows. I begin in section 2.3.1 by
considering the introductory account of division (218b7—c6) and paradigmatic angler
example (218b—221c), the three brief passages in the Sophist in which the Stranger
indicates the aims of division (235b9-235¢7, 253d1—-e3, and 264d12-265a2), and by way
of contrast, the section in the Phaedrus in which division is discussed (266b3-9 ft.).
With these themes addressed, from sections 2.3.2 to 2.3.5 I offer a defense of interpretive
stances on several controversies regarding division in the Sophist with reference to some
specific features of the first six diairetic accounts of the sophist. Finally, I conclude in
2.4 with a short discussion of some ways in which these passages have prepared the way
for the forthcoming moves in the central digression of the Sophist.

Led by the Stranger, the interlocutors begin to develop the themes of marking off
(d10pilm) and dividing (drapém) according to the discernment (dtakpivw) of kinds
(Yévog) in the manner of the genuine Eleatic philosophy that contrasts with eristic (€p1g)
considered in the dialogue’s brief dramatic frame by engaging in the division exercises
over the next 18 Stephanus pages. While Plato devotes much space to depicting division
in action, he does not have his characters make very basic aspects of the method explicit.
The method’s function, meaning, value, relationship with other methods of dialectic, and
status in terms of its seriousness or jest therefore are debated issues among scholars. The
exercises are dense and mentally taxing, which I have suggested above is Plato’s way of

ensuring that his readers are well-stretched and committed to the mental gymnastics
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required for the investigation into being and structure in the exercise in the central
digression that lies ahead. The diairetic passages therefore require careful attention, as do
the passages with which Plato frames them. Before introducing division via the angler
paradigm and then proceeding forward in search of the sophist, the Stranger gives a
preliminary indication of the purpose of the investigation:
In common with me you’re now to join the investigation, starting first, as it
appears to me, from the sophist; and you’re to search for and make apparent in
speech (gppavifovtt Aoyw) whatever he is (ti mot” €ott). For right now you and I
have only the name in common about this fellow; but each of us may have, for
ourselves, his own private notion of the job we call by that name. But we must
always and about everything be in agreement with each other about the thing
itself (10 mpdypa avto) through accounts rather than about the name alone apart
from an account.
KOWT 0¢ Het’ €UOD GOl GLGKETTEOV APYOUEV® TPADTOV, MG EUOL QaivETOL, VOV GO
100 GoQPLoToD, {NTodvTt Kol Epeaviovit Ady® i mot” &€oTL. VOV YOp 01 GV TE KAY®D
TOVTOV TEPL TOVVOLN POVOV EYOUEY KO, TO 8& Epyov 8¢° @ KahoDuEV EKATEPOG
Tqy av dlg map MUV aToig Exoev: O€l 08 del Tavtog TEPL TO TPAYL AVTO
paAAov 010 AOY®V §j ToUvopa pLovov cuveporoyTicBot yopic Adyov (218b7—c6).
The Stranger characterizes the exercises to follow as ‘making apparent in speech’
(2ppavifovtt A0y®) the whatness (ti mot” €ott) of the sophist. This then is a ‘What is it?’
question entailing the search for a definitional account of the thing under scrutiny that
captures the nature of the thing (here the sophist) and marks off the thing from all other
things. This account is to represent something common and shared by which the
interlocutors as both philosophers and citizens can partake in a common understanding of
the thing itself (10 mpaypa avtd). To understand the Stranger’s meaning here it is helpful
to remember the fragment of Heraclitus in which Heraclitus says that “[a]lthough the

logos is common, fools live as though they have a private understanding (100 Adyov J'

€6vtoc Euvod {movaoty ol ToAhoi g diav Eyovteg ppdvnowv)” (B2).82 Similarly here, the

82 Translation taken from the Curd edition.
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Stranger points to the ‘idiocy’ (idiq, derived from 1610¢) entailed in maintaining one’s
own private notion at the expense of an understanding of the common (kowij, in the
Stranger’s dialect, or &Ovog, in that of Heraclitus). Sharing a name is insufficient, and the
goal of division is initially established with reference to the need for a shared account
(AOyoc). Thus it is clear from the start that this method entails aiming at the level of
community, insofar as the goal is to make apparent what is (or should be) shared in
common.

The Stranger proposes taking up the way of inquiry (nébodov, 218d4) through an
easier notion than the difficult target of the sophist, and chooses the angler as the
paradigm (mapdostypa, 218d9). Though the angler is ‘familiar’ and ‘not worthy of much
serious interest,” the angler is instructive insofar as this art will be relevant in tracking
down the sophist, offering a way of inquiry (néBodov) and several distinctions suited to
the purpose at hand (219al1-2), that is, practicing division with the goal of finding an
account of sophist.83 The angler will serve as the paradigm for the investigation into the
sophist that follows in the first five accounts of the sophist, insofar as the angler account
will suggest several definitional terms relevant to the investigation of the sophist and help

the interlocutors to articulate their pre-discursive grasp of the angler into a full account.’4

83 Cornford 1935: 259 and 268-269 argues against an understanding of this method as an inquiry into
predication in the sense of Aristotelian logic. Many 20™ century commentators have tried to argue for an
understanding of division as related to the notions of predication and Aristotelian logic; this view is perhaps
best represented by Vlastos 1973: especially 273-274, who argues that the conception in the Sophist entails
a blurred distinction between ‘ordinary’ and ‘Pauline’ predication. For further arguments in the spirit of
Cornford against the correspondence between the modern conception of predication and that which is
sought through division, see Lafrance 1979: 33-34 and Rosen 1983: 29-48.

84 For discussions of the roles of paradigms (or ‘models’) in Platonic inquiry broadly and division
specifically, see Miller 1980: 55-64, Gill 2006, Murr 2006, Ambuel 2007: 8-9, Sanday 2017, and Smith
2018. For the argument that using paradigms entails something related to the so-called ‘theory of
recollection’ that Socrates describes in the Meno and Phaedo, see Bluck 1975: 34-40. While I do agree that
the discussion of recollection bears on the notion of paradigms, I do not think this is because “Plato” held
the view that the soul recollects knowledge of the forms from a time prior to birth in the simple sense for
which some interpreters have advocated.
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Furthermore, we will use the Stranger’s paradigmatic diairetic account of the angler to
understand the method of division in this context more broadly.

The Stranger accounts for the angler (218e2-221a8) as (1) an expertise (techné)
of (2) getting (not making) through (3) manipulation (not willingness) by (4) hunting (not
fighting) (5) ensouled (not soulless) animals (6) in water (not on land), hunting (7) by
striking (not via enclosures) by (8) day (not night) and from (9) below (not above)
(218e7-221a3, summarized from 221a8—c2.8> See Appendix la for schematic rendering
of the tableau®¢ yielded by this investigation.) The Stranger proclaims that he and
Theaetetus have “not only reached agreement about the name, but have also gotten a
sufficient hold on the account of the job itself (cuvoporoynrKapey oV povov todvopa,
GALQL KOd TOV Adyov Tepi adTd TovpYoV eiMpopey ikavdc)” (221b1-3). Division has
helped to rid Theaetetus of his private understanding of the angler and provided him with
an account that in principle is available to all with reference to the structure of the
angler’s job insofar as it is different from other adjacent figures and notions, such as, for
example, the hunter who strikes from above.

The angler exercise has prepared the interlocutors to pursue the sophist in speech,
but their method of doing so, division, is not yet clear. The Stranger has Theaetetus join
him in dividing prior to explaining the method and the aims of its employment, and
proceeds to give a series of disconnected hints regarding the method as the investigation

progresses. In three instances throughout the text, the Stranger accounts for this method,

85 Among commentators of whom I am aware, Rosen 1983 offers the most detailed analysis of each step of
each division. For commentary on the steps in the analysis of the angler, see Rosen 1983: 91-99.

86 T owe the description of the bifurcatory diairetic accounts as ‘tableaux’ to Ron Mawby. I do not intend a
technical meaning by this term, but instead only that the accounts can (but need not necessarily) be written
out in the style of a truth tree. Doing so is helpful, but I do not claim to be capturing any aspect of the
Stranger’s or Plato’s intention by using this term or practice.
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but each is a mere indication. The clearest description of division comes late in the
dialogue, beginning at 264d12. Here the Stranger suggests to Theaetetus that they return
to their diairetic search for the sophist after their lengthy digression:
Let us therefore try again to pass onward. Let’s split the proposed kind (yévoc) in
two, always keeping to the right hand part of the section and hold fast to the
community to which the sophist belongs, until we’ve stripped away all his
common features and left him [in]37 his indwelling nature. Then we may show
him forth, first to ourselves and next to those who are by nature nearest in kind to
such a Way (nefdoov).
oAy Toivov Emyelpdpey, oyilovteg oyt TO TPoTeBEY Yévog, Topeveshan Kot
ToUT el el pépog Tod TUNBEVTOC, €xdLevor Tiig ToD coPloTod Kovmviag, Emg
av avTod TO KOWA TAVTA TEPLEAOVTES, TNV OIKEIY AMTOVTEC POOV EMOEIE®UEY
pdAloTo pev UiV adTtolc, Emerta Kol Toig £yyutdtm yével TG Toadtng nebddov
nepukooy (264d12-265a2).
This passage indicates several important components of division. First, the dialectician
using division is to begin with a kind or form (yévog),88 split it in two, and keep to the
‘right hand’ part of the split.8? This split is to distinguish two separate parts that compose
the prior whole.?® This process is to continue until the form has been stripped away of its
features held in common with the discarded ‘left hand’ forms and been shown in its
simple and unique nature via the account composed of the ‘right hand’ forms. This

allows the interlocutors, as well as those who are ‘near’ to the ‘Way’ (nuebooov), to

account for the form in question.

87 “In” seems to have been omitted due to typographical error in the Brann, et al. translation.

88 Cf. Cohen 1973, Moravcsik 1973, Brown 2010: 155.

89 The majority of divisions in Sophist and Statesman (prior to 287b) follow this bifurcatory method. One
notable exception is Sophist 266a—d, which I argue in the concluding section 6.2 indicates the inevitability
of bifurcation eventually proving inadequate for accounting for the co-constitutive nature of beings in a
sufficiently robust way and following the account of forms.

90 In the Statesman, the Stranger will reflect that this cut is best made as close to the middle as possible,
e.g. cutting the form ‘number’ into ‘even’ and ‘odd’ rather than ‘less than or equal to ten-thousand’ and
‘greater than ten-thousand;’ cf. Statesman 262c9-263al. It is not clear whether all Sophist divisions reflect
this measure.
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The Stranger’s second description of division came earlier, shortly after the first
six accounts of the sophist. While seeking the image-making art in pursuit of the sophist
at 235b, the Stranger had paused to offer a brief indication of the interlocutors’ aims:

We are to divide the image-making art as quickly as possible and make our

descent within it. Should the sophist confront us right off, we are to seize him by

order of Royal Reason, and we are to display our quarry as we hand him over.

Should, however, the sophist plunge down somewhere among the parts of the

imitative art, we are to follow him closely, always dividing the part that receives

him, until he is caught. In any event, neither he nor any other kind is ever to boast
of escaping the Way (uébodov) of those who can pursue matters both piecemeal

(k00 &xaotd) and all over (énl mavta).

OTL Th1oTO SLOPETV TNV EIOWAOTOUKT)V TEXVNV, Kol KATAPAVTAG €1 aDTNV, 0V PEV

Nuag 0OLS 6 coPLoTG VTopEIVY, CLAAAPETV AVTOV KaTd TO EMeGTAAUEVA VIO TOD

Bactikod Adyov, KAKeIve TapadovTog amoeivat TV dypav: €av 6° dpa Kot

KéEPM TG UIUNTIKTG OUMTOL T, GUVAKOAOVOETY AT drapodvtag del TV

VTodEYOUEVIIV aDTOV poipay, Enomep av Anedfj. mévtog obte obTog 0bTe HALO

YEVOG OVOEV UN TTOTE EKPLYOV EMEVENTOL TV TOV OVT® dvvapévev pettévol Ko’

gK0ooTA T€ Kol €l hvta pébodov (235b9-235¢7).

In addition to reinforcing the notion of searching to find the intended target, this passage
entails the indication that the search can move according to a ‘piecemeal’ (k08 Exaotd)
or ‘global’ (éni mvta) search. Nicholas White’s translation of these terms as ‘the
particular’ and ‘the general’ captures another aspect of the philosophical force in this
distinction,! that is, that division entails pursuing matters in both particular and general
terms.

Finally, a third passage, notoriously vexing and of central importance to this

entire investigation, warrants introduction here. This passage seems to promise to hold

the key to an interpretation of division and dialectic in the Sophist, but its exact meaning

91 White in Cooper 1997: 256. Ambuel 2007: 203 interprets the Stranger here to be claiming that the
employers of the method are able “to pursue every kind in every place;” similarly, Duerlinger 2005: 101
translates the Stranger’s claim as involving “those capable of pursuing [the method] in this way in each and
every case.”
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has been a subject of significant controversy among commentators. [ will not be able to
substantiate my own interpretation of the passage until we have considered being,
structure, and the notion of commingling in the account of the great kinds (as will be my
aim throughout Chapters 3 through 5). Nevertheless, because the passage bears on our
consideration of division, it is helpful to begin to consider it here. In the heart of the
central digression (beginning at 253d1), the Stranger gives a brief but tantalizing
indication of what the dialectician discerns, with my roman numerals separating off some
points that I will discuss briefly here and in more depth in section 5.2.3:

ES: Won’t we claim that it belongs to dialectical knowledge to divide
(drpeioBar) according to kinds and not to regard the same form as other nor the
other as the same?

THEAE: Yes, we’ll claim this.

ES: Then the man who can do this has an adequate perception of (i) one form
(10éav) extended everywhere through many things, each one of which lies apart,
and also (i1) many [forms] which are other than one another and are embraced by
one external to them; again [o0], he perceives (iii) one unified [form] composed
of many wholes as well as (iv) many [forms] marked off as entirely apart. But to
know this is to know how to discern, according to kind, where each is able to
commune and where not.

Zé: 10 kot yévn dtoupgicOot kol pite TodTov £160¢ ETEpov NyRoacho pnte
£TEPOV OV TOTOV LAV OV TNG SIOUAEKTIKT|G PY)COUEV EMGTHUNG EIVOLL;
Ocai: vai, pioopev.
Eévog: oukobv § ye ToDTO duvatog dpav piov i0€av o1d TOAADV, EVOG £KAGTOV
KEWWEVOL YOPIG, TAVTN SloTeTAUEVNV TKOVDG dtotoBdveTal, Kol ToAAAG ETEPOG
MA@V V1O pdc EEwBev Tepleyopévag, Kal piov o ot OAWV TOAAGY €V €Vi
CUVIUUEVTV, Kol TTOALAG Y ®PIC TAVTN SoPIoUEVaS: TOUTO & EOTLV, 1] T€ KOWVMVELV
gkaota dvvatal kol 6mn pn, dtokpively kotd yévog énictacHot (253d1—e3).
The explicit reference to dividing (SwopeicBar) at 253d1 makes clear (or so I will argue)
that division is at issue in this passage. To indicate for now an interpretation that I will
spend the next several chapters unpacking, I read this passage as a description of the

dialectician’s art of discerning the communing of forms via Platonic diairesis in both

non-bifurcatory and bifurcatory forms. It is relevant to our purposes now insofar as it
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begins to indicate the function of bifurcatory division. What is at issue, we learn here, is
(1) that division is an investigation into the oneness of a form insofar as it is common to
many separate things, (ii) the sameness of multiple different forms, (iii) the structure of a
unified form, and (iv) the difference among forms. For now we should note that this
passage indicates that division is an exercise into discerning (i) oneness, (ii) sameness,
(ii1) structure, and (iv) difference. In the case of the account of the angler, for example,
the angler is shown in its structure (all right-hand forms), sameness (the sense in which
its constitutive parts are themselves parts of other structured wholes, as in the example
hunting common both to manipulation and to willingness), difference (those marks that
separate each of its parts from the discarded left-hand forms), and oneness (insofar as the
exercise yields an account of the angler and not any of the other forms).

Considering the angler paradigm and the brief discussions of method in the
Sophist has nearly prepared us to consider the first six diairetic accounts of the sophist,
but one more interpretive controversy must first be addressed. This is the question of
whether the Stranger’s method is best understood as ‘division’ or ‘collection and
division.” I will argue for the former, namely, that this method entails ‘division” most
essentially and ‘collection’ at most parenthetically.

To consider these two possibilities, ‘division” and ‘collection and division,’ let us
turn briefly to the Phaedrus. There, Socrates discusses a method (or methods) of
‘division and collection’ (t®v dtopécemv Kol cuvaywy®dv, 266b3-4) as a viable means of
dialectical inquiry (or multiple means of dialectical inquiry). Socrates there says the
following:

I myself am certainly a lover, Phaedrus, of these processes of division and
collection (Stpécemv kai cuvaywyd®v), so that I may have the ability to speak
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and think. IfI believe that someone else has the capacity to see into a single thing

and to see the natural outgrowth from a single thing toward many things, I pursue

him, following right behind his tracks as if he were a god. [...] [ have been
calling those who have the capacity to do this ‘dialecticians.’

ToVTOV 81 Eymye odTdg TE pacthg, & Paidpe, TV Stapécemv Kol cuvaymydv,

tva 010G e O Aéyewv Te Kol @poveiv: &av 1 Tiv’ dAlov fyMoopat Suvatdv gig &v

Kol €l TOALA TELKOO™ Opdv, TODTOV dIOK® ‘Katdmiobe pet’ {yviov Hote

0coio.” kai pévror kol Tovg Suvapévoug anTd dpav [...] KaAd 68 0OV péypt Todde

drodektikovg (Phaedrus 266b3-9).

Noting Socrates’ description here, many commentators on the Sophist and Statesman
diptych have understood the method at play in these dialogues to be that of ‘collection
and division.”®2 There are at least some compelling reasons for this, perhaps most
notably Socrates’ references to the ‘capacity to see a single thing [...] through many’
(dvvatov €ig &v kal éml moAAQ, Phaedrus 266b4-5) as the art of “dialecticians’
(drakextikovg, Phaedrus 266b9), which so closely echoes parts of the Sophist discussion,
most notably 253d1-e3.

Nevertheless, I argue that imposing the technical term ‘collection and division’
onto the Sophist creates more problems than it solves. The urge to understand the
Stranger’s method in the Sophist with close reference to Socrates’ methodological
description and exercises in the Phaedrus leads to problematic accounts of the Sophist
methodology. First, note that no explicit reference to ‘collection’ (cuvaywy@dv) appears

in the titular references to the method in the diptych,®? including the Stranger’s three

discussions of method in the Sophist considered above. Second, the difficulty of

92 E.g. Stenzel 1964 (1931), Cornford 1935, Bluck 1975, Klein 1977, de Rijk 1986, Notomi 1999, Ionescu
2013, among many others. I consider some of these accounts in more depth below.

93 Cf. Sayre 2006: 36-37, who notes that the term “collection’ is missing from Sophist 235¢8 and 253d]1,
and Statesman 285a4-5 and 286d9, and instead contains an explicit discussion of the method of ‘division’
only. There is a long tradition of inferring collection to be implicitly at play in Sophist 253d1-e3 beginning
at least with Stenzel 1964 (1931) and Cornford 1935. I discuss this interpretation in depth in section 5.2.3;
cf. Miller 2016.
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conceiving of explicit acts of collection in the Stranger’s methodological moves has led
to some opaque and question-begging assertions by commentators. This is perhaps most
evident in Richard Bluck’s commentary. Bluck rightly notes that it is difficult to infer
how an act of collection is at play in nearly any of the Stranger’s diairetic accounts, and
in this I agree with Bluck. But Bluck nevertheless concludes from this that, “Probably, in
fact, a Collection is made before each Division, though sometimes the collection process
receives no open mention.””* Bluck does not, however, explain how or why we are
justified in inferring this ‘unmentioned’ ‘collection process’ on the basis of the Stranger’s
explicit comments, and this supposition that the collection act must be understood as
‘unmentioned’ indicates the difficulty of understanding the Sophist divisions with respect
to collection.

I suggest instead that these kinds of readings entail taking collection to be related
to the method of inquiry in the Sophist solely on the basis of the perceived authority of
Socrates’ description of this method in the Phaedrus. Furthermore, I hold that the notion
of ‘collection’ is more proper to the Socratic method of elenchus, given that his
interlocutors upon initial Socratic scrutiny typically define the their target concepts with
reference to lists of examples that satisfy the term being sought: e.g., Euthyphro’s list of
impious deeds as a definition of impiety at Euthyphro 5d—e, and Theaetetus’ list of
various technai as a definition of knowledge at Theaetetus 146¢c—d. ‘Collection,’ in other
words, is more clearly relevant to the Socratic method than the Stranger’s Eleatic method,

and therefore is a separate method warranting separate consideration.?> In summary,

94 Bluck 1975: 34. Bluck considers the role of collection in his larger discussion of method in the Sophist
(34-45.)

95 Cf. Ambuel 2007: 39, who makes a similar argument, albeit with references to an understanding of
alleged deficiencies in Eleaticism and the Stranger’s method that I do not share.
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because the name ‘collection and division’ distorts several of the Stranger’s articulations
in the diptych, and because the act of collection is more properly suited to Socratic
practice in the greater context of the trilogy, I hold that a commitment to the term
‘collection and division’ both fails to capture the moves made in the text and threatens to
distort the actual nature of the method and hence is best left aside. I therefore prefer the

name ‘division’ over ‘collection and division” when discussing this method.%®

2.3.2 Discovery and the first sophist (221¢c — 223b)

With division thus situated, we are prepared to consider and interpret the first six
diairetic accounts of the sophist. Due to the breadth of interpretations of bifurcatory
division defended by scholars, it is necessary for me to frame my own account with
reference to the controversies at play in previous interpretations. I will argue that
bifurcatory division, one type of division among others both in Plato and elsewhere in

antiquity,®’ is a method of (i) dialectical discovery (not demonstration) of (ii) definitional

96 Following commentators like Ambuel 2007: 38-39 and Miller 2016: 326-329. Nevertheless, some
interpretations of the role of collection in the Sophist overlap with parts of my own account. E.g., Ionescu
2013: 44-47 suggests ways that collection is explicitly at play in the Sophist divisions. While I agree that
“we are encouraged to regard division as part of a complex process that proceeds in both directions [...]
since it recognizes that every division presupposes a prior synthesis or collection,” I nonetheless worry that
the ‘collection and division’ name entails the potential distortion of passages in the Sophist and that the
terminological and substantive evidence suggests that we are better suited in understanding the process as
that of division, albeit within a plane of interrelated terms that owe their identity to one another via
sameness and difference. Other novel arguments that collection is at play in the Sophist include de Rijk
1986: 78-79 and Notomi 1999: 2 fn. 75. Cornford and Klein each hold middle positions entailing a
rethinking of the term ‘collection,” as Cornford argues that collection is not at play in the method of the
interlocutors but is nonetheless exhibited throughout the movement of the text (Cornford 1935: 171), while
Klein holds that each articulation of the preceding divisions counts as a collection (Klein 1977: 14ff).
Klein’s account is that the final summaries that follow each division exercise count properly as collections.
On this view, after the right-hand forms have been divided from the left-hand forms, they are then gathered
together (i.e., collected) in an account. I find this view intriguing and note that it has the virtue of
proceeding in the order of the terms that Socrates names in the Phaedrus, i.e., division and [then]
collection. Nevertheless, I find the view to be too speculative to endorse.

97 Other helpful discussions of divisions in various contexts in Plato, Aristotle, and their ancient followers
include Ambuel 2007: 10-32 and Bénatouil and Ierodiakonou 2019.
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and taxonomic accounts that entails (ii1) considering the commingling of either forms or
particulars depending on the level of understanding guiding the inquiry. Furthermore,
(iv) while its method yields definitional accounts, these definitions are not themselves
exhaustive of the objects under scrutiny due to the method’s situatedness in mortal
inquiry broadly and the setting of a particular inquiry and context more locally. Thus
conceived, division is a dialectical process, not a means of ‘generating’ axiomatic truth,
which offers the possibility of shared inquiry and calls for further inquiry at increasingly
higher levels of understanding in the pursuit of a richer account of the thing itself (10
npdypo a0To).8

The method’s results entail disclosing the structure of interrelations between
determinate intelligibilities by which each determinate term is constituted by those like it
in kind. In cases of preceding terms, this includes the disclosure of interrelations of terms
that exhibit causal priority over it, and in the case of those terms from which it is
disconnected, the participatory relation of otherness (which we might also call nonbeing,
difference, or non-participation; more on that in Chapters 3 and 5). Put differently, it is a
means of disclosing identity with reference to otherness, where ‘identity’ is taken to be a
set of essential but non-exhaustive predicates that explain but are not themselves
explained by the thing identified. I assume that these are accounts are best taken
seriously and as intrinsically valuable, and insist that they are, if nothing else,
instrumentally valuable as we stretch ourselves in preparation for the ontological

considerations ahead.%

98 1 am indebted to Ionescu 2013 in this interpretation, as I will describe below.

99 For an excellent discussion of the relationship between metaphysical discussion elsewhere in Plato,
particularly in what is typically called the “middle dialogues,” see Moravcsik 1973: 324-348. While I do
not agree with all aspects of Moravcesik’s account, particularly in his dependence on the notion of
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After setting down the paradigmatic account of the angler, the Stranger and
Theaetetus proceed to delineate five diairetic accounts of the sophist. These accounts
arrive in rapid succession, giving the audience and the reader the difficult task of tracking
these fine-grained distinctions. The definition of the first sophist (221¢3-223b6) builds
upon several cuts made in the pursuit of the angler, while also entailing cuts that deviate
from those of the diairetic account of the angler. The first sophist is defined as (1) the
expert in (2) getting (not making) (3) footed (not non-footed) and (4) tame (not wild)
prey through (5) “credibility-producing” (not forcible) means in (6) private (not public)
and through (7) pay-earning in pursuit of the receiver’s virtue (not gift-bearing in the
pursuit of the receiver’s “erotic” pleasure).!% (See Appendix 1b for the tableau
disclosing the first sophist.)

One of the numerous controversies at play in the interpretation of division in the
Sophist regards whether Plato is depicting characters discovering accounts or
demonstrating predetermined accounts. Put differently, this question entails addressing
whether bifurcatory division is intended merely as a means of presenting accounts
through demonstration or arriving upon them through inquiry.!°! Both possibilities entail
conceiving of division as holding a pedagogical function, but the ‘demonstration’ view
entails reducing division to the act of teaching or explaining a given account that has

already been conceived by the primary interlocutor. By contrast, the ‘discovery’ view

“existence” and developmental interpretation of the dialogues, this paper is very helpful in drawing
together notions across various dialogues.

100 See Rosen 1983: 102-106 for discussion.

101 While the view that bifurcatory division is intended to demonstrate accounts seems to me to have lost
ground in recent decades, it nevertheless held sway strongly in the past. Crombie 1962 (2): 380-383 and
Moravcesik 1973: especially 165-166 offer versions of this view. Bluck 1975: 39 characterizes this process
explicitly not as ‘discovery’ but rather ‘clarification’ related somehow to the alleged theory of recollection,
a view echoing Cherniss 1944 and endorsed by de Rijk 1986: 78. Cornford 1935: e.g. 187 offers an early
‘discovery’ view. For recent defenses of ‘discovery’ views, see Gill 2010 and Ionescu 2013.
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entails emphasizing that the pedagogical upshots of the investigation are the product of
the shared work done by all interlocutors.

I endorse the ‘discovery’ view and find support for it in this passage. Some
preliminary indications of the strength of such an interpretation appear in this first
exercise. For example, at 221c6 the Stranger implores Theaetetus to join him in trying
‘to find’ (eVpelv, from edpiokw, ‘I find’) the sophist. This suggests that what follows is
not mere guidance toward a doctrine, but instead the application of a method of seeking.
Similarly, later uses of forms of the verbs oxomdw (‘I behold,” twice in 229b2-3, again at
229d8, and again at 232b11), {ntéw (‘I seek,” 229b11), and again gvpickw (231d2), all
indicate that the interlocutors understand themselves to be seeking and finding
something, rather than merely disclosing an account possessed by one and lacked by
another.

But there are deeper and more troubling entailments in holding the view that
division is demonstrative. An understanding of division as a means of disclosing a
predetermined account would entail that “Plato’s” philosophy could be captured in
treatise form, which violates several core principles of reading Plato for which I advocate
(see section 1.2.1). Such an interpretation would, furthermore, imply that the responding
interlocutor’s role is inessential and eliminable, and that the account could be given
through any secondary interlocutor or without a secondary interlocutor; this interpretation
therefore entails that division is not a dialectical process. But this cannot be right. The
connection between division and dialectic is firmly secured at 253d1-e3 considered
above, where dialectic is understood as a collaborative and not merely demonstrative

method. Additionally, the Stranger’s repeated emphasis of this method as shared inquiry,
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and the joining of interlocutors via the ‘Way’ (e.g., at 235¢7 and 265a2) corroborates this
point.

Furthermore, interpreting the divisions as strictly demonstrative would cause
problems for our understanding of the divisions as they begin to falter in the Statesman,
such as the ‘joke’ regarding the ‘laughable king’ (Statesman 266¢1-9) that arises
following the final bifurcatory exercise.!92 If divisions were strictly demonstrative, it is
unclear why the Stranger would “demonstrate” a dialectical account that he ultimately
rejects as laughable and insufficient, and one moreover that seems to fail. To put the
same point one further way, the demonstrative interpretation entails that all diairetic
exercises are intended equally and in equal seriousness. At the very least, it entails that
all division exercises are intended to demonstrate implicitly the relative strength and
weakness of given accounts; but there is nothing in the Stranger’s description of these
accounts to indicate this.

Finally, I argue also that the paradigm of the angler-as-hunter captures both the
sophist’s art and the interlocutor’s pursuit of the elusive sophist. The notion of hunting is
brought up early in the exercise and recurs frequently, serving as a paradigm both for the
thing being sought (the sophist) and the method with which the interlocutors are seeking
(bifurcatory division).193 Hunting is, of course, more applicable to seeking a discovery
than seeking to demonstrate a predetermined account. In other words, the hunting

paradigm suggests that this inquiry is a seeking, not a displaying. Thus I argue that it is

102 Cf. Miller 2017.
103 This is thus similar to the role of the weaver paradigm in pursuit of the Statesman; for there (especially
277a—287b) weaving acts as a paradigm both for understanding the statesman and for the non-bifurcatory

division exercise upon which the interlocutors are about to embark beginning at 287c. For more on this,
see Miller 1980: 55-72, Sanday 2017, and Smith 2018.
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better to understand division in terms of the teacher-student dialectic yielding discoveries
of value to each interlocutor, rather than a means of passing doctrine from a purely active

speaker to a purely passive listener.

2.3.3 The web of relations disclosing the second, third, and fourth sophists (223b—224¢)

While the first diairetic account of the sophist offers insight into the question
regarding division’s status as a process of discovery or demonstration, the next accounts
are helpful in other senses. In particular, the rapid-fire set of cuts that yields the second,
third, and fourth accounts offers insight into a similar problem regarding whether the aim
of division is to yield a definition or a taxonomy. Commentators have disagreed, that is,
as to whether it is best to understand the result of divisions on the model of a linear
definition (e.g., the angler is [1] the expert in [2] getting..., etc., moving forward in the
kind of linear form inherent in a written sentence), or the structural model of a
taxonomical tableau. A consideration of these cuts will show that this distinction is not
mutually exclusive, and that the definitions secured through this method entail reference
to taxonomy.

After disclosing the first account of the sophist, the Stranger makes the surprising
move of doubling back onto an earlier branch of the tableau and continuing to divide in
search of the sophist, leading to the next three accounts. The second sophist (223b9—
224d4) described by the Stranger entails a return to the tableau established by the angler

and first sophist. This sophist is accounted for as having (1) expertise in (2) getting
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[implicitly not making]!%4 via (3) exchanging (not hunting) through (4) marketing (not
gift-giving) via (5) trafficking products made by others (not selling of self-made goods)
in the mode of (6) trading between cities (not peddling within a city) wares related to the
(7) soul (not body) through (8) learnable selling (not displaying) related to virtue of the
soul.195 (See Appendix 1c for the tableau that discloses the second sophist.)

Immediately after recapping the second sophist, the interlocutors again double
back, this time to terms within the tableau that disclosed the second sophist, to describe
the third (224d5-9) and fourth (224d11-e3) sophists. The interlocutors return to cut (6)
made in pursuit of the second sophist, suggesting that both bisective cuts of trafficking
follow the sophist; the third sophist, that is, is also located on the branch delimiting those
who peddle wares within a city.!% Similarly for the fourth sophist, and moving further
up the tableau yielded in the pursuit of the second sophist, the interlocutors revisit cut (5),
suggesting that the branches of marketing entailing both peddling the wares of others and
peddling one’s self-made wares disclose the sophist.!%7 (See Appendix 1d for the tableau
that discloses sophists three and four.)

With these in mind, let us consider the question of whether the accounts yielded
by division are best understood as fundamentally definitional or taxonomical. Beginning
with a distinction drawn between the results of division in the Phaedrus and those of the
Sophist-Statesman diptych, commentators have debated whether the division exercises in

the diptych are intended primarily to disclose the definition of a given entity only, or

104 T use brackets to indicate alternative branches that are named in other diairetic exercises in the text but
are not explicitly mentioned in these particular instances.

105 See Rosen 1983: 106-109 for commentary.

106 See Rosen 1983: 110-112 for commentary.

107 See Rosen 1983: 112-114 for commentary.
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instead a taxonomical network of relations that extend from a given concept.!® Put
differently, this is the question of whether the goal is ultimately disclosing a particular
node on a branch (i.e., a definition), or instead the whole-tree structure (i.e., a broader
taxonomy).!10?

The controversy in this mutually exclusive form is problematic for several
reasons. First, I argue that both definitional and taxonomical accounts are at play in the
dialogue. I take it that the presence of the former, definitional accounts, is
uncontroversial given the angler and seven sophists disclosed by division. Each of these,
I argue, is a definition in a fairly straightforward sense, as evidenced at least in part by
my capturing them in the structural model of a linear sentence. But taxonomical accounts
are present as well, as evidenced by the tableaux in the Appendix. In particular, the third
and fourth sophists under consideration here are only articulable with reference to the
predetermined structure that yielded the second sophist. In other words, these accounts
are only possible because of the prior taxonomy.

Furthermore, taxonomy is at play more basically in the bifurcatory exercises in
the text. This is the case perhaps most clearly in the interlocutors’ account of the making
art as divided into the two mortal parts and the two divine parts (266a1-d9) at play in the

account of the seventh sophist. The interlocutors here sketch a web of interrelations in

108 pellegrin 1986: 38 argues for a sharp distinction between the goal of division in the Phaedrus and that
of division in the Sophist-Statesman diptych. For Pellegrin, the former entails disclosing the web of
relations of madness and locating love as a particular moment within these interrelations, as opposed to the
goal of definitional accounts in the diptych. Brown 2010: 154-155 argues for a more moderate version of
this, holding that the goal in the diptych is “predominantly” definition and not taxonomy, while also
hedging that taxonomy is present in the Sophist, pointing also to 266a—d as I do above. I agree with
Pellegrin’s interpretation of the Phaedrus cuts, and furthermore follow Brown and take this to suggest that
the emphasis on definitions in the diptych is not at the complete expense of at least some taxonomical
considerations.

109 Borrowing from Brown 2010: 154.
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the service of their broader account of the seventh sophist and the ‘apparition-making’
that such an account entails (see section 6.2 and Appendix 1f below). To put the matter
briefly for now, in this taxonomical cut the Stranger divides making into (I) human
making, composed of (Ia) human thing-making and (Ib) human image-making, and (II)
divine making, composed of (Ila) divine thing-making and (IIb) divine image-making. I
take it that this taxonomical structure suggests that the Stranger is inferring a taxonomical
structure of the objects of inquiry such as making, and that the goal of division is not
merely to define but also to show the interrelations of terms among one another. It
follows therefore that taxonomy is at play at least in some sense in the Sophist.

But more profoundly, I argue that the distinction between definitional and
taxonomical accounts entails a false dichotomy. A definitional account is, ultimately, an
account of the conceptually prior terms that explain, but are not themselves explained by,
the thing in question. But these explanatory terms are themselves subject to further
definitions, entailing reference to the conceptually prior terms that explain, but are not
themselves explained by, them in turn. Giving a definitional account, then, necessarily
entails disclosing one aspect of the web of interrelations that constitute a given thing. To
posit the two separately is to misapprehend their relationship.

Of course, there is no reason to deny that the emphasis in the diptych is
definitional accounts, as opposed to elaborate taxonomies, and that the goal is not the
taxonomy itself but instead the branch within the taxonomy that suits the purpose of the
given investigation. That is, [ am quite willing to grant that the divisions in the Sophist
are primarily in the service of definitional accounts. But it is important to note that such

a definitional disclosure is possible only because of the web of interrelations that make
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definition possible in the first place. Therefore, I argue that the accounts are best

understood as definitional and taxonomical.

2.3.4 Form and the fifth sophist (224e—226a)

The fifth account of the sophist that the Stranger offers will help us to address a
third controversy among scholars regarding division, that is, what exactly is being
divided. This is the question of whether division applies to particulars, i.e., beings in
space and time that become and perish, or forms.!19 Here I will consider several common
lines of argumentation regarding this issue with reference to the account of the fifth
sophist before discussing my own view.

Having moved backwards on the preceding branch to consider two further
relations that yield two further sophists, the interlocutors then take two further steps back
to the node of getting, the first branch stemming from expertise, to begin the account that
will lead to the fifth sophist (224e6-226a6). But under getting, the interlocutors begin to
trace a new branch. This sophist is defined as the person having a share of (1) expertise
in (2) getting [implicitly not making] in the manner of (3) competing via (4) battling (not
contending) in the sense of (5) disputing (not doing violence) via (6) debating (not

pleading) regarding (7) eristic (not the unnamed alternative form [eidoc, 225¢2] entailing

110 A5 Moravesik 1973 and Brown 2010: 156 note, Plato has the interlocutors refer to the divisions as kata
or kat’ (‘according to,” or ‘into’) eide (form), gene (kind), and mere (part). This diversity of terms helps to
justify my view via that of lonescu, described below, that division occurs in accord with different levels of
inquiry and understanding.
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contracts and the like) resulting in (8) money-making (not mere yammering).!!! (See
Appendix le for the tableau representing the division of the fifth sophist.)

With his use of the technical term ‘ciSoc’ (form) in cut (7) at 225¢2,!12 the
Stranger has made explicit that forms play an important role in guiding the divisions, but
this role is debated. Put another way, the question is, are forms that which is divided? Or
are they the guides for dividing our accounts of particulars? The arguments regarding the
ways in which forms are in play divide into two groups, those arguments made by those
who believe that forms are divided relative to the properties they designate (following the
‘intensional model’) and those who believe that forms guide division insofar as they
indicate ‘classes’ in which particulars participate that act as natural joints that the
diairetic exercises trace (following the ‘extensional model.”)!13 Each of these
interpretations entails a specific conception of the relationship between forms and
particulars, and division indicates some means of specifying this relationship. Thus,

more is at stake in such a controversy than merely the function of division alone, insofar

111 See Rosen 1983: 118-131 for commentary. Additionally, Klein 1977: 20-26 takes this division to be of
central importance to the themes of the dialogue, and his reflections are helpful and insightful. It bears
noting that Klein understands this division to have a taxonomical, not simple bifurcatory, structure (see
Klein 1977: 25f%).

12 Fidos’ and its cognates appear much more frequently — seven times in total — in the cuts made after the
digression, i.e., at 266¢3, 264c2, c4, 265a8, 266d6, e4, 267d6. Of these, all but one, 266¢3, seem to regard
the technical sense of ‘form.” (See Chapter 5 for more on this point; cf. Wiitala 2014b: 167-168.)

113 Cf. Tonescu 2013: 47, whose names for and conceptions of these models I use here. Cohen 1973: 186-
191 articulates a clear version of the ‘intensional model,” although he believes that the model cannot be
mapped onto the Sophist divisions without problems. Conceived through the ‘intensional model,” division
is the process of articulating logical entailments — e.g., if the sophist is the getter of footed prey, then the
sophist entails getting and footed prey, etc. — and division thus is an exercise in delineating entailment
relations. Thus conceived, forms play a primarily logical role. Advocates of the ‘extensional model’
include Sayre 2006: 212-213. Thus conceived, forms are that which allow for dividing at the most general
class level (e.g., expertise) into more specific class levels (e.g., expertise in making and expertise in getting,
etc.) before reaching the furthest level of cutting possible. Forms thus understood are class predicates
through which particulars are explained. On Sayre’s ‘extensional model’ reading, this entails dividing
particulars with reference to their participation in forms, with forms indicating the natural joints by which
particulars are to be cut. For more on the insufficiency of both the ‘intensional’ and ‘extensional’ models,
see Brown 2010: 155 fn. 12.
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as the larger conception of the relationship in Plato’s thinking between particulars and
forms is here at play as well. And I note that each of these models ultimately entails an
understanding of particulars as that which is explained via dialectic. The ‘extrinsic
model’ entails this explicitly, while the ‘intrinsic model’ entails understanding forms to
disclose logical and predicative relations in which particulars engage.

There are several textual indications within and without the Sophist that indicate
the central role of forms in dialectical inquiry, and considering these will help us to see
the limitations of these views. One of these comes in a passage in Republic Book VI.
While articulating the well-known divided line analogy, Socrates describes the role of
dialectic in yielding knowledge via forms at the level of noésis:

By the [highest] segment of the intelligible I mean that which argument grasps

with the power of dialectic, making the hypotheses not beginnings but really

hypotheses — that is, steppingstones and springboards — in order to reach what is
free from hypothesis at the beginning of the whole. When it has grasped this,
argument now depends on that which depends on this beginning and in such
fashion goes back down again to an end; making no use of anything sensed in any
way, but using forms themselves, going through forms to forms, it ends in forms
too.

0 Totvov EtEpOV HAvOave Tufjue Tod vontod Aéyovtd pe T0dTo 0O adTdg O AdYog

dmtetan ) o0 dtodéyestat Suvapel, Tag VTOOEGEIC TOLOVUEVOG OVK APYOG AAAY

6 dviL dmoBéoelg, olov dmPdoelc e kol Opudc, tvo péypt Tod dvomodétov &mi v

70D TAVTOC GpYTV 1DV, dydpevog antiic, Ty od xOpevog TV Eketvig

Exopévav, oVTmg ml televTnv Katofaivn, aictnTd mavidnacty ovdevi

TPOCYPOUEVOC, GAL™ €I0EGTY ODTOIG O ADTMV €i¢ 0OTA, Kol TEAELTA €l €10M.

(511b3—2).114
If it is right to understand Socrates’ articulation of dialectic here with reference to
division, and I hold that it must be (cf. the discussion of division as the dialectical art at

253d1-e3), then dialectic at its highest level is the use of forms themselves that begins

and ends in accounts of forms. Given the reliance of each model on a conclusion that

114 Translation taken from the Bloom edition.
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does not ultimately rest in forms — i.e., the ultimate explanatory role of particulars in the
‘extrinsic model,” and the role of logical explanation of particulars in the ‘intrinsic
model’ — I hold that this passage in the Republic indicates that neither of these models of
understanding division is sufficient to capture the full force of Platonic dialectic in the
form of bifurcatory divisions.

Cristina Ionescu 2013 has posited a view of the object of division as varying
relative to the level of understanding corresponding to the divided line analogy in Book
VI of the Republic, which is closely related to the above passage.!!> I follow Ionescu in
my interpretation, preferring it because it is a way of understanding division as a mode of
dialectic equipped to yield accounts of a range of concepts corresponding to the level of
its usage. Through this interpretation, division is carried out at the level of understanding
corresponding to the four segments of the divided line: imaging (eikasia), belief (pistis),
thought (dianoia), and understanding (noésis).!1¢ In other words, division does not entail
a commitment to an account that corresponds to any one of these levels, and therefore its
results do not entail a commitment to understanding in terms of forms or particulars
exclusively. Ionescu uses the example of a novice student and accomplished
mathematician both practicing division on a triangle to ascertain its definition.!!”
Although each may come upon accounts that are indistinguishable from one another in
terms of the words that they contain, the level of understanding will vary between the
student who uses images of a triangle (i.e., via eikasia) to yield an account and that of the

expert who relies on timeless mathematical principles (i.e., via dianoia) to arrive upon

115 Tonescu 2013: 42, 47-53.
116 Thid 48.
17 Thid 49.
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her account. This is similar to the distinction between understanding and true belief that
Timaeus describes when asserting that it is necessary to posit forms (see section 1.3.1).
Among the many upshots of this interpretation is a clear indication of the Stranger’s
meaning when he says that the method entails pursuing matters both pursue matters both
piecemeal (ka0 €xaotd) and all over (éni mdvta), or through ‘particulars’ and ‘the

general.’

2.3.5 The plurality of accounts and the sixth sophist (226b—231¢)

The Stranger has one more diairetic account of the sophist to offer before the
lengthy digression will be necessary, and considering some of its features and the number
of accounts that have now been amassed will help us to address a few remaining
interpretive controversies regarding division. The interlocutors again double back, this
time to their initial starting point at the form of expertise, but allow the separating art to
guide them in making a new series of cuts. These cuts yield a new set of branches
extending from expertise beginning with the cut of expertise into that of separating.!18
One effect of this split, which I will consider below, is to leave expertise cut in a
‘trifurcatory’ manner. The account of the sixth sophist ultimately entails conceiving of
the sophist as part of (1) the expertise of (2) separating [implicitly not making or getting]
involving (3) cleansing (not merely sorting like from like) the (4) soul (not body) through

(5) teaching (not mere correction) in the form specifically of (6) education (not

118 For a brief but helpful discussion of the senses in which this cut of expertise into the ‘separating’ or
‘sorting” kind (as opposed to ‘making’ or ‘getting’) yields an account of the sophist as engaged with the
material conditions upon which the art exercises, and hence builds upon previous accounts, see Sayre 1969:
148-149.
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vocational training) via (7) cross-examination regarding sham wisdom (not mere
scolding) (231b3-8).119

This leads to the question of why it is acceptable that the Stranger has now cut
expertise into three, and, perhaps more troublingly, why seemingly competing accounts
are being posited and apparently with equal endorsement. I will argue that this account
helps us to understand that the divisions are not exhaustive accounts, nor are they
timeless and axiomatic truths that capture the thing under scrutiny in full. Put differently,
division thus conceived is a process, not a tool employable towards a pre-established
conclusion. The goal is to progress towards knowledge, but this progress comes through
the wisdom derived from considering the commingling of forms gua understanding, not
in the accounts themselves qua answers. Later in the Statesman, the Stranger will
indicate that their exercises have ultimately been in the service not of their account of
statesmanship, but instead in the interlocutors’ ‘becoming more dialectical about all

things’ (Statesman 285d7).120 Thus I intend to show that we should not be troubled by

119 One popular view among commentators is that the sixth sophist (the ‘noble sophist’ or ‘sophist of a
noble lineage’) also captures Socrates’ practice, a problem of which Plato is aware and deliberately
highlighting with the account; advocates of this view include Taylor 1926: 380-381, Cornford 1935: 180,
Kerferd 1954, Trevaskis 1955: 36-49, and Ambuel 2007: 57. Rosen 1983: 131 asserts a similar view that
this entails a ‘sophist-philosopher hybrid.” Giannopoulou 2001 and Brown 2010: 152 fn. 1 discusses the
history of this interpretation. Duerlinger 2005: 18-19 argues that the two methods are similar but that the
sixth sophist is far less nuanced and analytic than is Socrates in terms of method. Similarly, Crivelli 2012:
22 fn. 34 argues that the progression of the sophist accounts seem increasingly more like the philosopher,
but that an overlap is never quite reached. Taylor 2006 boldly suggests that Plato in his “late” phase
intended this definition to represent both Socrates and the sophist, thereby critiquing his master by accusing
him of sophistry (!). For an earlier rejection of the view that the sixth sophist is to be connected directly
with Socrates and endorsement of the view that the sixth sophist is intended to continue the progression
leading from the first five sophists, see Kerferd 1954: 84-90. Ultimately I side with Sayre 1969: 149-157,
who points out that the derivation of the sixth sophist’s practice from the standpoint of ‘expertise’ (techné)
and not scientific knowledge (epistemé) suggests that there must be a separation between the sixth sophist

and the philosopher, although our attention is nonetheless being called to the similarities between the two.

120 { Tod mepi mévta SrakexTikmTEPOLC Yiyvecho.
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the presence of seven separate accounts of the sophist, or by the presence of revisionary
cuts that seem to conflict with previous accounts.

The notion of dividing according to (kata or kat’) forms suggests that there is
something natural, or “objective,” about the cuts made. Elsewhere in other texts, both
Socrates and the Stranger suggest that division (broadly conceived) entails cutting at
natural joints in the manner of a carved animal (at Phaedrus 265e1-312! and Statesman
287d3122). Thus, the seeming arbitrariness and whimsy of the Stranger’s cuts in the
diptych have troubled some commentators. Among those who take seriously the
outcomes of the divisions, some have tried to resolve this problem by giving precedence
to one particular definition, frequently the seventh sophist, over the others.!?> Others
who are suspicious of the diairetic accounts note that the accounts seem to contradict one
another.!?* In particular, sophists three and four present a challenge. In seeking the
second sophist, the Stranger first divides between the senses of marketing that entail
selling one’s own wares (‘self-selling,” 223d1) and selling wares made by others
(‘trafficking,” 223d2). But the Stranger later doubles back to identify the third sophist as

the trafficker within one’s own city (224d5-9), and the fourth sophist as the sophist

121 16 méay kat” £idn SOvacOot Stotépvery kot 8pBpa 1| TEGLKEY, Kai [T ETLELPETV KaTayVOVOL HEPOC
pUndév, kakod poyeipov TpoOT® Ypduevov|.]

122 otdr puédn Toivoy avtag olov iepeiov Stonpdpeda. 1 follow Miller 1999 in interpreting this as a
reference to non-bifurcatory division, but the line does help to draw attention to this problem as it relates to
division more broadly and hence the method of bifurcatory division as we are here considering it. (See
Chapter 5 for more on this.)

123 Cornford 1935: 187 holds that the first six exercises prepare the way for the ‘definitive’ seventh sophist.
Notomi 1999: 277-278 holds a nuanced version of this view, concluding that the first five exercises
disclose the sophist from certain perspectives but nonetheless prepare the way for the seventh sophist as the
‘true appearance’ of the sophist.

124 For an argument, contra that of Moravcsik that I endorse above, that the diairetic account entails
irresolvable contradictions most tellingly in the cases of the third and fourth sophists through positing the
same object (sophistry) to have allegedly contradictory properties (marketing via self-selling and
trafficking), see Brown 2010: 157-164. Brown ultimately attributes this problem to sophistry’s lacking a
true essence.
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selling self-made wares (224d10—e3). Thus it seems that the sophist has been placed on
two putatively divided branches, those of the self-selling marketing and marketing via
trafficking (see Appendix 1c below). This problem is similarly related to the sixth
sophist, who, through beginning on a new branch of expertise, seems to challenge the
bifurcatory account of expertise advanced previously, suggesting perhaps that this earlier
account now has been ‘erased’ by what follows.

But these problems fall away once we consider several important aspects of
division and Plato’s thinking more broadly. First, and as J. M. E. Moravcsik 1973 rightly
argues, the method of division yields /ogoi and not ‘definitions’ in the modern sense of a
singular, “objective,” and “exhaustive” account, or the kind of thing found in
dictionaries.!?3 Instead, following Moravcsik and our considerations of the role of the
specific interlocutors above (as well as my discussion of definitions in section 1.3.3), the
model for logoi that Plato uses is that of mathematics. On the model of mathematical
concepts, a number can be arrived upon in any of myriad ways: for example, ‘two’ can be
found by adding ‘one’ to ‘one,” removing ‘three’ from ‘five,” etc. Furthermore, a number
can be understood as predicated in different respects relative to others: for example, ‘two’
is ‘greater’ with respect to ‘one,” ‘lesser’ with respect to ‘three,” ‘half” with respect to
four, etc. A well-known example of this relational structure in Platonic thinking is the
tripartite conception of the soul that Socrates suggests as a means of inquiring into justice

in the Republic. Through such a conception, an individual can be (e.g.) inclined to

125 Moravesik 1973: 166 argues that the accounts’ status as multiple does not challenge their rootedness in
reality. He continues by arguing that Plato “did not operate with the modern dictionary-type definitions.
One cannot stress too much the point that Plato’s paradigms for conceptual clarification is mathematics.
Given the realm of numbers, any one number can be given a number of a different correct unique
characterizations in terms of its relations to other numbers and kinds of numbers.”
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charge into battle with respect to thumos while disinclined to do so with respect to /ogos.
Thus, where X = ‘inclined to charge into battle,” the relational structure that Socrates
posits allows for a coherent account of the way in which a thing can be both X and not-X
with reference to the nature of the thing’s structure. Therefore, there is nothing
inherently contradictory about determining that the sophist has a share of marketing with
respect to self-selling and trafficking (the opposite of self-selling, and in the case of the
fourth sophist) with respect to peddling (the third sophist). This helps us to see “how true
it is to say that this beast is complex and, as the saying goes, not to be grabbed with one
hand or the other” (226a7-9).

Once this problem has been addressed, we are in the position to see the value of
division as a means of deriving accounts rooted in a particular context. Various contexts
will yield true insights that are more or less illuminating of the target concept. To put this
important idea differently, it will always be the case that an account is one step removed
from the actual concept (e.g., sophistry) being disclosed. This mediation between a thing
as such and a thing as offered in an account does not occur in isolation or in a vacuum,
but rather entails a distancing that will give shape and context to the resultant account.
The accounts upon which we arrive via division are no different, and they reflect the
rootedness of accounting in mortal contexts.

Thus we should be attentive to the difference between accounts of the sophist
without being concerned about the alleged contradictions in the various accounts. The
exercises in diairetic analysis disclose a web of interrelations that offers us insight into

the sophist in seven different senses. Division is valuable insofar as it offers insight into
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the multiple ways in which commingling of forms give rise to the particular phenomenon

of sophistry.

2.4 Chapter 2 Conclusion: Division and nonbeing

With this account stated, I conclude this chapter with an anticipation of the ways
in which division has prepared the way for what follows in the dialogue, beginning with
the central digression and its first component, the notion of nonbeing. I suggest that the
diairetic exercises offer a model of thinking nonbeing not in terms of nonbeing as such,
but instead of being as defined by difference or otherness in the sense of non-
participation in form X, which each account entails. In other words, division is related to
the forthcoming digression insofar as it offers a model, however simple, of the role of
nonbeing conceived as otherness or non-participation in constituting beings. Thus
conceived, the angler is the hunter who hooks from below by day insofar as she is not the
one who hooks from above, or hunts by night, etc. Forms, i.e., the forms being divided
when dividing at the highest level of understanding (noésis), have thus been shown to be
constitutive both in positive (hooking from below in the case of the angler) and negative
(hooking from above) forms. Put differently, the groundwork for conceiving of nonbeing
has been laid in two important senses: (i) the sense in which nonbeing is not purely
nonbeing as such, but instead non-participation (i.e., non-participation in forms); (ii) the
sense in which things (e.g., the angler) owe their nature to nonbeing (e.g., the angler is an
angler both insofar as she hooks from below and does not hook from above).

Regardless of what we are ultimately to do with the results that the exercise has
yielded, practicing division has prepared us to turn to the concepts at play in the central

digression in several senses. Considering the webs of interrelations yielded by the
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divisions has prepared us to conceive of participation in terms of commingling, and the
account of structure at play in the account of the great kinds. The conception of nonbeing
in terms of non-participation has prepared us to consider the Stranger’s account of
nonbeing that is to follow. This will further help draw our minds to the sense of being
that must be and has no opposite, or being as such, that the consideration of nonbeing in

the central digression will bring to light.

CHAPTER 3. NONBEING (2324 — 241B)

3.1 Chapter 3 Introduction

In this chapter I consider the notion of nonbeing, a central metaphysical concept
at issue in the Sophist. 1do so by accounting for several different and opposed
conceptions of nonbeing that are tacitly at play in the Sophist before turning to the
explicit discussion of nonbeing in the Sophist itself (237b—241e). The views of nonbeing
that [ will address are (i) a version of the fallacious view of nonbeing at play within
sophistical thinking, (ii) the critical view of the historical Parmenides’ regarding mortal
inquiry, and (iii) that in Parmenides’ positive account of nonbeing that leads to the insight
regarding the necessity of being. After critically presenting (i) and (ii), the two senses of
flawed thinking about nonbeing, I will consider (iii), Parmenides’ positive account,
allowing it frame (iv) the view of nonbeing in the Sophist.

My argument is that (1) Parmenides has his narrating goddess articulate two
senses of nonbeing, (a) nonbeing in the sense of utter nonbeing, or what-is-not as such,
and (b) the necessary mixedness of being and nonbeing in any instance in which

nonbeing is said or thought, and (2) developing this same distinction is the Stranger’s aim
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in the Sophist digression, and particularly in the passage on nonbeing. This distinction
entails the implication that nonbeing (in a specific sense) is in some way, while what-is-
not as such cannot be thought or spoken.

One upshot of the considerations, and one of relevance to our study of the history
of philosophy, is that this helps to show that the Stranger’s account is not as ‘parricidal’
an attack on Parmenides as is sometimes thought.!2¢ The Stranger, that is, is explicitly
concerned that he might be perceived as a parricide insofar as he might be thought to be
in violation of a central Parmenidean injunction. But as Stanley Rosen has rightly
noted, %7 the Stranger is concerned merely that he might appear to be in violation of the
Eleatic tradition, and is not asserting that he is offering his account as a parricidal attack.
I will argue that a proper interpretation of his and Parmenides’ views indicates that his is
instead a faithful specification of the Eleatic ontological tradition.

It is important to note at the outset of this consideration of nonbeing drawing upon
both Plato and Parmenides that ‘being’ does not play the exact same role in Plato’s and
Parmenides’ thinking. For Plato, being is an ontological kind, and hence one form
among others in a network of forms. While being clearly occupies a place of importance

in Plato’s ontology, this place is not the center.!28 For Parmenides, conversely, being is

126 McCabe 2000 and Ambuel 2007 are two recent commentators who have argued that the Sophist
represents Plato’s definitive challenge to Eleaticism, and hence that the Stranger’s ‘parricidal’ attack of
“father’ Parmenides is best understood as such.

127 As Rosen 1983: 204 rightly notes, the Stranger does not suggest that he is attempting parricide against
Parmenides, but instead that Theaetetus might perceive him to be parricidal. Rosen states that the Stranger
emphatically suggests that “Theaetetus must not suppose that the Stranger is turning into a kind of
parricide. He [the Stranger] does not assert that he is about to commit parricide. This is important; as we
shall see, the Stranger’s criticism of Parmenides is not a refutation of his teacher so much as a new
doctrine,” which I would add is a further specification of the Eleatic view though not “doctrinal” in the
strongest sense.

128 T suggest that the good is an analogous superordinate ontological principle in Plato, but I will not
discuss the good in depth in this chapter. I will turn to the good first in Chapter 4 and develop this notion
through Chapter 5 and then in the concluding Chapter 6.
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the central ontological principle that constitutes the all. In this way, the Platonic account
is not purely coextensive with the Parmenidean account, but instead a further
specification of the Parmenidean account through a consideration of the necessary
plurality of ontological kinds that the ‘all’ requires when considering the nature of
specificity and the framework that such specificity necessarily implies.

In what follows, I consider in section 3.2 the brief transition from the diairetic
accounts to the discussion of nonbeing in the Sophist (232a—237c). My aim is to discuss
the ways in which the problem of nonbeing is associated on the one hand with the
sophist, on the other with Parmenides, and to give an account of the relevant fallacies of
the former as they appear in a passage of Plato’s Euthydemus. In section 3.3, I develop
the Parmenidean notions of being and nonbeing in more depth by undertaking an
excursive consideration of Parmenides’ poem. I do this to contrast Parmenides’ critical
account of mortal inquiry with his prescribed account realized through encountering the
impossibility of thinking what-is-not as such and turning to its opposite, being as such.
Finally, in section 3.4, I take these issues as points of entry into the discussion of

nonbeing in the Sophist digression (237b—241¢).

3.2  Nonbeing and the sophist

3.2.1 Groundwork for the digression (232a — 236d)

The notion of nonbeing becomes explicit in the brief transition that connects the

diairetic exercises considered in Chapter 2 and the central digression, beginning below. 129

129 Of the contemporary Sophist commentators, Notomi 1999: 78—162 gives the most attention to this
transitional passage, interpreting it is a central moment. By Notomi’s reading, the interlocutors engage in
this transitional section in addressing the issue of appearances, based (or so the advocate of this view
would have it) on the mere appearance of the sophist in the six diairetic exercises in accounts that do not
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Here nonbeing is considered briefly in sophistical and Parmenidean senses that set up the
turn taken in the digression. The sense of nonbeing will be developed with reference in
part to the framework in which it is initially posed, and understanding it entails
considering the sophistical and Parmenidean senses of nonbeing.

Thus, we turn to this brief transition. Several key notions at issue in this passage
are speech (Adyog), knowledge (émotnun), and the distinction between likeness
(¢1dwAlov) and that which seems-to-be or appears (pdvtacpa). As a means of making
progress beyond the aporia that Theaetetus expresses after the divisions, the Stranger
considers the sophist’s status as a debater (dvtiloywog, first at 232b6) who claims to
have the power of disputation regarding all things (10 tfig dvtidoyikfig Téyvng ap” ovK &v
KeQalaio mepi TAvTeV TPOG ApeloBiTnoty ikavy Tic Svvapg otk eivar, 232¢3-5). The
Stranger points out to Theaetetus that it is impossible for any mortal being to know all
things (233a3-6), raising the question of how exactly it is that sophists appear to have
knowledge regarding all things when in fact they do not (233b1-8). In other words, this
question regards that which seems-to-be but in fact is not in a way that plays on the
ambiguities of ‘7o be’ and ‘is not.” Because sophists seem to be in a knowledgeable
condition regarding all things, though this is impossible, the Stranger asserts that the
sophist “has come to light as someone who has a certain opinion-producing knowledge
about all things, but not true knowledge” (do&actiknyv dpa TV TEPL TAVTOV EMGTHUNY O

COPLOTNG MUV GAL™ 00K aAnbstav Exov avarnépavtol, 233¢1-12).

disclose unified nature or definition of the sophist. While I do not agree with Notomi’s interpretation of the
first six diairetic accounts as failures, I agree with his view that the interlocutors turn to the paradigm of
speech (logos), which in turn gives context to the notion of appearing, in the transition and that this new
paradigm helps to guide the investigators in what follows. See also Bluck 1975: 58 and Crivelli 2012: 23-
27 for discussions of the importance of this transition.
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This inquiry is further complicated when the Stranger suggests a division of the
imitative arts into two kinds, those arts that produce ‘likenesses’ and those arts that
produce ‘apparitions’ (235¢9-236d10). The Stranger explains that ‘likenesses’ are those
instances in which ‘someone produces the generating of an imitation according to the
proportions of the model in the length and breadth and depth and, in addition to this,
gives it colors that suit each of its parts’ (235d7-e2). A likeness, that is, is an image that
is ‘truly like’ the original according to the original’s proportions. Conversely —and
through the interesting examples of sculpture and (implicitly) architecture that rely on the
optical illusion of disproportion to compensate for being seen from a distance — the
Stranger describes what ‘appears but is not like’ (émneinep paiveton pév, £otke 6¢ ov) as an
‘apparition’ (pavtacpa, 236b7-8). The Stranger has differentiated two kinds of images
in separating those that are truly like from those that appear to be like but in fact are not.
The sophist belongs to the latter group, in that sophistry entails making a likeness in

speech that appears to be like the truth of the matter, but in fact is not.

3.2.2 The sophist on saying ‘is not’ (236e — 237a)

While this consideration might seem to offer a potentially viable definition of the
sophist, it also leads to a compelling puzzle, the consideration of which will help the
interlocutors turn to address nonbeing. The Stranger next points to the sophist’s implicit
and immediate objection to the claim that the sophist’s nature can be defined as the
maker of apparitions in speech. Addressing this sophistical objection will allow the

Stranger to lay bare the fallacious structure of the sophist’s position. The sophist, says
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the Stranger, will respond that it is impossible to say what is not, or to say or opine that
falsehoods are. The Stranger formulates the problem of nonbeing as follows:
The speculation we’re in, bless you, is genuinely difficult in every way. For this
business of appearing and seeming but not being, and of saying things but not true
ones — all these matters are always full of perplexity, now as in time past. For
how, in speaking, one is to say or to opine that falsehoods genuinely are, and not,
in having uttered this, be hemmed in by contradiction — this, Theaetetus, is in
every way difficult to understand.
JVIWG, O HAKAPLE, EGUEV 8V TAVTATAGL YUAETT] oKkéyel. TO Yap paivesor Todto
Kai 1O Sokely, etvon 8¢ pn, kai T Aéyetv pév drta, aAn0f 62 un, médvta Tadté ot
neotd amopiag del £v T TpOchev xpoOVE Kol VOV. OT®G Yap emOVTa XpT WELOT
Méyewv §) doEalev dvtog ivat, kol Todto @OeyEduevov évavtioloyig um
ovvéxeshai, movtdmooty, ® Osaitnte, yoremodv (236d9—al). 130
The Stranger is here considering a version of an ambiguous argument frequently
exploited by sophists. The sophist will argue that it is impossible to say that ‘X is false,’
because saying this entails a contradiction in that it draws both on ‘is” and ‘is not’
simultaneously. The term ‘false,” implies the sophist, is equivalent to ‘is not.” Therefore,
the sophist concludes, the claim ‘X is false’ entails saying ‘X is — is not.” But the first
‘s’ at play in ‘X is — is not’ precludes (allegedly) the ‘is not’ that follows, and hence (or
so the sophist argues) this claim is incoherent.

This problem is a recurrent issue in Plato’s dialogues, and considering it directly

as it appears elsewhere will help to develop an account of the sophistical senses of being

130 Following the normal manuscript tradition. For an argument for the insertion of ‘phanai’ at 237e4
(8mog yap eindvio ypn wevdti Aéyewv §| So&alew phanai Svimg etvan ...), see Robinson 1999. In any event,
the meaning and proper translation of this passage, one of the utmost importance in the dialogue, have been
much contested by scholars. For a helpful distillation of the various types of interpretation of this passage
with reference to the so-called ‘falsehood paradox’ (as well as the rootedness of these interpretations in
various translations) for which interpreters have advocated, see Crivelli 2012: 28-36. Because each of the
types of interpretations that Crivelli suggests entails a distinction between the so-called ‘existential” and
‘veridical’ senses of the verb ‘to be,” I do not endorse any of these interpretations. Crivelli too notes that
these interpretations largely entail conjecture, given the lack of textual bases to establish a definitive
interpretation of the senses of the verb ‘to be’ at play in the passage.
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and nonbeing and the fallacies entailed therein.!3! The two sophistical brothers in the
Euthydemus address this problem as it relates to true speech directly,!32 and Euthydemus’
argument for the impossibility of lying is a paradigmatic example of the sophistical
conception of nonbeing. The passage is as follows, with my inserted roman numerals
indicating what I take to be the various moves in the argument:

Why Ctesippus, said Euthydemus, do you think it possible to tell lies?

Good heavens yes, he said, I should be raving if I didn’t.

When one speaks the thing one is talking about, or when one does not speak it?
When one speaks it, he said.

So that (i) if he speaks this thing, he speaks no other one of things that are except
the very one he speaks?

Of course, said Ctesippus.

And (ii) the thing he speaks is one of those that are, distinct from the rest?
Certainly.

Then (iii) the person speaking that thing speaks what is, he said.

Yes.

But surely (iv) the person who speaks what is and things that are speaks the truth
— so that Dionysodorus, if he speaks things that are, speaks the truth and tells no
lies about you.

Yes, said Ctesippus, but a person who speaks these things, Euthydemus, does not
speak things that are.

And Euthydemus said, But the (v) things that are not surely [are not],!33 no?

No, they [are not].134

Then (vi) there is nowhere that the things that are not are?

Nowhere.

Then (vii) there is no possibility that any person whatsoever could do anything to
the things that are not so as to make them be when they are nowhere?

It seems unlikely to me, Ctesippus said.

Well then, (viii) when the orators speak to the people, do they do nothing?

No, they do something, he said.

Then if they do something, (ix) they also make something?

Yes.

(x) Speaking, then, is doing and making?

131 Another good example is Meno’s suggestion in his eponymous dialogue that inquiry requires that the
object of inquiry be known to be inquired into; but if the object is known then it does not require inquiry;
and hence the conclusion follows (or so the argument goes) that inquiry is either redundant or impossible.
132 For a helpful discussion of the context of this argument within the Euthydemus broadly and the eristical
stretch of text in which appears (283a-288b) more locally, see Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi 2014: 72-87.

133 Replacing “do not exist” with “are not.” Here I reprint the Sprague translation but substitute English
verbs that refer only to being, not being in the qualified sense of ‘existence,” at 284b3 and b4, following
principles that I defend in the introductory section, 1.1.1.

134 Again replacing “do not exist” with “are not.” See previous footnote.
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He agreed.

Then (xi) nobody speaks things that are not, since he would then be making
something, and you have admitted that no one is capable of making something
that is not. So according to your own statement, (xii) nobody tells lies [...]
(Euthydemus 283e7-284c6).

Below I attempt to capture each premise in the argument as I understand it.!3> [ am not
interested in the validity or cogency of this argument,!3¢ but instead the question of how
the premises considered together can help us to get a handle on the sophistical view of
nonbeing, and what has gone wrong in this tricky argument yielding the unintuitive
conclusion that lying is impossible. By my account, Euthydemus’ argument here has the
following implicit structure:

A. On the connection between being and speaking:

(1) The thing spoken of is identical to the thing being spoken (i.e., itself)

(i1) The thing spoken thus is, and is self-same and different from the others

(ii1) The speaker thus speaks what is and
(iv) The speaker thus speaks the truth

B. On nonbeing:
(v) The things that are not, are not (i.e., in all senses)

(vi) The things that are not are nowhere
(vii) Being nowhere, the things that are not cannot be brought into being (i.e.,
brought to be)

C. On speaking:

(viii) Speakers, upon speaking, do something and (ix) make something, and
speaking therefore (x) is doing and making

(x1) Speaking cannot be of that which is not, since speaking is making and doing,
and no one can make what is not, and therefore (xii) lying is impossible.

While there are surely any number of objectionable features to this argument and its

premises, two lines of reasoning are especially relevant to consider here. These are the

I35 Mine is an interpretation that does not entail giving central prominence to the role of existential force,
which is to my knowledge unique in the scholarship. For interpretations of this passage with reference to
the existential and veridical senses of being, see Sprague 1962:12-20 and Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi 2014:
72-87.

136 A seminal discussion of these issues is Sprague 1962: 12-20.
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sophistical accounts of the connection between being and speaking (A, concluded in [xi])
and the related accounts of nonbeing (B).

First, in Euthydemus’ discussion of being, the leap from identity ([i] through [ii])
to being (ii1) and truth (iv) is of note. Euthydemus rightly points out in (i) and (ii) that the
speaking of a thing indicates its identity in a way that suggests selfsameness and
difference from others. (i) and (ii) taken together rightly point to the gathering power of
speech, insofar as speech allows one thing to be isolated in itself from the other things.
For example, to speak the English word ‘cat’ is to pick out a certain feline and
mammalian nature, grasped pre-discursively, and bring it to discourse.!37 But
Euthydemus conflates the truth of the thing’s selfsameness with being more broadly (iii)
and truth more broadly (iv). This is fallacious, of course, because the truth of
selfsameness is not the same as the truth of the ways in which one thing can participate in
another thing. For instance, saying ‘The cat is flying,’ entails truly picking out the kind
‘cat,” separate from the others, but it does not follow from this that the kind ‘cat’
truthfully entails the possibility of communing with the kind ‘flying thing’ in the literal
sense that this proposition entails. In other words, though speaking (1) allows us to carve
nature up at the joints in a way that captures the sameness and difference of individuals
and types like ‘cat,” ‘this cat,” ‘flying thing,” etc., it also (2) allows for the further act of
combining individuals and types together in ways that may or may not do justice to the
nature of the individuals and types being collected and combined. (We will consider this

point more in section 6.1 when the interlocutors turn to the function of communing in

137 Cf. Gonzalez 1999: 62-93 for an analysis of Plato’s Cratylus as a defense of the role of the name as
doing precisely this, i.e., as a dialectical tool with which nature is carved at the joints and gathers together
being and beings in their self-sameness.
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speech.) The sophist’s sleight-of-hand — or one of them, at any rate — is to take the
necessary truth of (1) to imply the more contentious truth of (2) without acknowledging
the potential distortion at play in (2).

Second, Euthydemus’ discussion of nonbeing from (v) to (vii) entails some
fallacies that are instructive for our purposes. (v) entails the suggestion that ‘what is not’
is in no way. That is, the assumption is to take it that saying ‘X is not [...]” entails ‘X is
not Y, for all values of Y.” From this, Euthydemus takes it that ‘what is not’ (vi) is
‘nowhere’ (i.e., not in space) and (vii) cannot be brought to be from ‘nowhereness’ into
being. (v) therefore entails the assumption that there is only one sense of nonbeing, i.e.,
what we will later come to call ‘what-is-not as such’ and “utter nonbeing.” Here the
sophist plays on the ambiguity of saying ‘is not’ by suggesting that there is only one
sense of nonbeing, i.e., being in no way whatsoever. After the interesting spatial
metaphor in (vi), the move in (vii) suggests that there is simply no bridge from nonbeing
(in the sense of utter nonbeing) to being, since beings must come about through other
beings and, presumably, nothing can come from nothing. While this would be correct if
nonbeing had only the sense of being in no way whatsoever, we will see that this is not
the only sense of nonbeing as Parmenides and Plato each have their speakers work out
these issues in their own ways.

This brief consideration of the sophistical views of being and nonbeing has shown
us that the sophist conflates self-sameness with participation (A), and takes all
conceivable senses of nonbeing to be identical (v). That is, this model of thinking entails
failing to draw upon the clarification of ontological kinds and does not allow for the

differentiation of nonbeing in the senses of ‘what-is-not as such’ (or utter nonbeing),
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difference, and falsity. The sophist thus is able to use equivocations that allow him to
come to such perplexing conclusions as the alleged impossibility of lying that results
from the implications at play here.

This same sophistical paradox lies just beneath the surface of the discussion in the
Sophist. The interlocutors have arrived at a version of this problem while attempting to
tease out their potential definition of the sophist as the arguer who imitates ‘what is’
through /ogos but ultimately argues for something that is not. They will now address the

ambiguity of saying ‘is not,” and how such a saying is even possible.!38

3.2.3  The turn to Parmenides (237a — 237c¢)

To delve deeper into the question of nonbeing, the Stranger will turn toward
‘Parmenides the Great’ (ITappeviong [...] 6 péyac, 237a5). This move will be under
scrutiny for much of the remainder of the chapter, first in considering the historical view
of Parmenides (in 3.3) and then by bringing it to bear on the discussion of nonbeing that
follows in the Sophist (in 3.4). By taking up the Parmenidean framework, we will begin
to move away from the fallacious, sophistical thinking of nonbeing and begin to

transform our perspective on the matter.!3?

138 Whether Plato has the conceptual apparatus necessary to account for negation is a matter of great debate
among scholars. I argue that he most certainly does and that we have a lot to learn from his account of
nonbeing as participation in difference. Others sharing versions of my view include Cordero 2005 and
Wiitala 2014b. Other commentators have been skeptical, most notably including Wiggins 1971 and
Vlastos 1973. For the view that the account of negation is founded on “one grand logical mistake”
stemming from an inadequate clarification of the meaning of the “incomplete esti,” see Bostock 1984:
especially 90. I hope to show throughout this chapter that a more charitable reading of Plato’s view of
negation is possible if we free ourselves of the modern distinctions of being in the senses of existence,
predication, identity, veracity, and others, and instead try our best to hear the unified sense of being that
Plato intends when having his interlocutors speak.

139 This is the third mention of Parmenides in the dialogue; the first came in the dialogue’s first line, when
Theodorus first introduced the Stranger as a ‘comrade’ of those in the circles of his fellow Eleatics
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In helping Theaetetus begin to consider the ways in which introducing
Parmenidean notions into a conversation thus far dominated by sophistical thinking, the
Stranger says the following, quoting Parmenides’ poem in the process:

This sentence has dared to suppose that Non-being is. For otherwise falsehood

would not come to be what it is. But Parmenides the Great, my boy, beginning

when we were boys and to the end, would testify stoutly and speak repeatedly — in

prose as well as in meter — thus

This [he says] should not ever prevail in your thought: that the things that are not,
are; Rather do keep your mind well shut off from just this way of searching.

So that’s the testimony from him; and the account itself, when put to a fair test,
would show what he means most of all.

TETOMUNKEV O AOYOG 00TOC VoBEGHL TO ) OV slvar: yeddog yap ovK dv EALMC
gytyvero dv. IMopuevidng 8& O péyag, & mai, Tausiv Huiv ovety dpyduevog Te Kol
316 Téhovg TodTo AmepapTOpaTo, TE(T TE O EKAGTOTE ALYV KOi LETO PHETPOV—
“ov yap pufmote TodTo Sapd, enotv, elvan pr &oévro: dAAL oD THicd’ de’ 650D
Siinuevog gipye vomua. map” Eketvov T€ 0OV paptupeitatl, Kol pdMotd ye 81
névtov 0 Adyog avtdg dv dniooete pétpia Pacavicbeig (237a3-b2).
Thus, the Stranger has indicated Parmenides’ injunction (via the goddess character in
Parmenides’ poem who is here quoted in what is known to us as Fragment 7.1-4) against
the saying of nonbeing, or ‘is not.” But as the Stranger points out, we do dare to utter
nonbeing. This therefore raises several important questions. The first, not addressed in
the Sophist, is the question of what exactly it is that Parmenides is claiming regarding
being, and how, why, and whether it in fact leads to the prohibition of saying nonbeing.
The next question, which the Stranger asks immediately in what follows, is where,

according to the Parmenidean thinker, ‘this name “Non-being” should be applied, for

what purpose and for what sort of thing’ (237c2-4), given that we do in fact say

Parmenides and Zeno (216al-5), while the second came in Socrates’ apparent reference to his conversation
with Parmenides depicted in Plato’s Parmenides dialogue (217c1-8).
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nonbeing. We will consider these two questions in turn, beginning with the question of

what exactly Parmenides has in mind when seeming to prohibit the saying of nonbeing.

3.3 Excursus: Being and nonbeing in Parmenides’ poem

3.3.1 The first way — that ‘is’

Thus we turn to Parmenides. 40 In the fragments that survive of Parmenides’ only
work, a philosophical poem in dactylic hexameter verse, Parmenides has his narrating
goddess character articulate a notion of being in the sense that must be and cannot not be,
and one that turns on a genuine encounter with the impossibility of nonbeing as such.
Considering what Parmenides means when he has the goddess of the poem identify the
‘is’ (8o, first at line 2.3) as the being that must be and cannot not be and that has no
opposite will help us undertake the turn from the sophistical conception of nonbeing to
the Eleatic and Platonic conception toward which the considerations in this chapter

lead. 14!

140 T presented material on my interpretation of Parmenides’ poem at the 2019 American Philosophical
Association Central Division meeting in Denver and the 2019 Ancient Philosophy Society meeting at
Trinity College. I am grateful to participants in these meetings, particularly commentators Thomas Tuozzo
and Christopher Paone, for their helpful insights, comments, and questions. Much of the material in this
section was developed in conversation with Mitchell Miller, to whom my interpretation owes much.
Valuable commentaries on Parmenides on which I draw extensively throughout in this discussion include
Mourelatos 1970, Cordero 1979, Miller 1979 and 2006, and Nehamas 1981. For a thorough analysis of
recent scholarship on many key issues, I am indebted to Palmer 2009.

141 My view overlaps, but also contrasts, with two common types of interpretations of Parmenides. These
entail understanding Parmenides as either (i) arguing for a type of strict ontological monism, or (ii)
introducing the notion of deductive argumentation. Examples of commentators holding view (i) include
Taran 1965: especially 31, who understands Parmenides’ “doctrine” as an account of a type of existential
monism entailing only one “thing,” the “unique and homogeneous Being.” A recent articulation of (ii) is
that of Wedin 2014, who understands Truth as a proto-deductive modal account flanked by the poetic
passages Proem and Doxa. I do not think that either of these views is entirely wrong. I agree with those
holding view (i) that at issue for Parmenides is the ultimate homogeneity by which heterogeneity is
possible, but I do not agree with Taran (e.g.) that this is a primarily ‘existential’ conception. Likewise, I
agree with those holding view (ii) that the modality of necessity is at play in the argumentation, but I do not
agree that this in the service of what we call deductive argumentation.
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The goal of reaching a robust account of this insight is at issue throughout the
entirety of Parmenides’ poem, and I therefore will consider the poem as a whole with a
view to the interdependence of the poem’s three sections — the Proem (Fragment 1),
Truth (Fragments 2 through 8.51), and Doxa (Fragment 8.51 through 17)!42 —but in a
way that allows the framing Proem and Doxa sections to give shape and context to the
central insights into being and nonbeing in the Truth section. The Proem begins with the
narrating traveler first reaching, and then transcending, the limits of mortal thinking.
This the traveler achieves through the account offered to him by the goddess, who herself
is exposed when ‘avenging Justice’ (Aikn moAdmowvog, line 1.14) 143 unbars the ‘gates at
the roads of Night and Day’ (mbAior Nuktdg te kol "Huatog ict keAebwv, line 1.11) to
make a ‘[yawning chasm]’ (yaop' dyavéc, line 1.18)!44 beyond them. In Truth, the
goddess allows the poetic imagery from the Proem to fall away, using abstract discourse
to give an account of that which constitutes the unshaken heart of persuasive truth that
she promises in the Proem (line 1.29). The central account of being comes in Fragment
2:

Come now, I will tell you, and you preserve the story upon hearing it,

these are the only routes of inquiry there are for knowing (vofjcau):

the one, that [...] is [...] and that is not possible [for] [...] not to be [...],
is the path of persuasion, for it attends upon truth,

142 Here I do not challenge the traditional ordering of the fragments dating to the 18" century. Cordero
2010 offers the best challenge to this structure of which I am aware; and since Cordero argues for a
recontextualization of the Doxa fragments for which I make specific philosophical interpretations below, I
suspect that his ordering paradigm, were it to be taken up, would in fact strengthen my own thesis. In any
event, I leave the issue unthematized here. In naming convention I follow Mourelatos 1970 and Miller
2006, among others, in preferring “Truth” and “Doxa” over “Way of Truth” and “Way of Doxa,” since
these ways have already been taken up by the time of these sections. Put differently, the sections do not
constitute the way of or way fo truth and doxa, but instead the truth and the doxa themselves.

143 Parmenides translations throughout are my own, made in close consultation with Gallop 1984, Coxon
1986, the Curd revision of McKirahan 1998, and Miller 2006. For a discussion of my rendering of the
‘esti’ of line 2.3, see footnote 143 below.

144 T follow Miller 2006 in using ‘yawning chasm’ to replace McKirahan’s translation of “chasm’ achanes”

as “gaping gap.”
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the other, that [...] is not [...] and that is necessary (ype®v) [...] not to be [...]
this I point out to you to be a path completely unlearnable [alternatively ‘from
which no learning comes’]
for you cannot know what is not as such (16 ye un €6v), as this cannot be brought
about,

nor could you indicate it.

Eid' ay' éyav épéw, kopcat 6¢ oL pdbov dkovoag,

ainep 0001 podvat diinoidg gict vorjcar:

1 P&V 8mmg EoTtv TE Koi (g 0VK E0TL P Elval,

[Te1B0h¢ €0t kéAevBOC - AAnOeln yop OMNOET - ,

[2.5] 1) &' (¢ oK EGTIV TE KOl (OC YPe®@V E6TL U Elvar,

Vv o 101 Ppdlm mavamevBéa Eppey dTapmov:

oVTE yap av yvoing 16 ye un €0v - oo yap AVOGTOV -

ovte ppdoag (Fragment 2.1 — 2.8).
He we have our first direct encounter the central notion of ‘[...] is [...],” i.e., an
indication of being. The goddess isolates ‘is’ (§otwv) in line 2.3 and its negation, ‘is not’
(ovk &oTw), 1n line 2.5, two third-person singular forms of the Greek verb ‘to be.” Each
of these verbs is coupled with a second ‘is” and an infinitival form, ‘to be’ (¢ivat). The
goddess omits names, or subjects and predicates, and says only that ‘[...] is [...].”145 The
effect of this is to make explicit what is typically implicit and to call to attention the
grounds by which thought and discourse are possible, that is, through being. In other
words, in a sentence of the form ‘X is Y,” the two immediately evident components at
play are X and Y; but the goddess highlights the third, ‘is,” which is always necessarily in
the background of any saying or thinking, and yet, because of this ubiquity, is easily

missed.

145 That is, it is necessarily the case that the goddess’ articulation entails an elided subject, e.g., ‘[Socrates]
is.” It is not necessary that a predicate further be elided, e.g., ‘[Socrates] is [wise].” But as Brown 1986
shows (building upon previous work, e.g., Kahn 1973), any ‘one-term’ articulation of being in Greek like
‘Socrates is’ entails a ‘two-term’ complement that is not stated, e.g., ‘Socrates is [alive],” ‘Socrates is
[truly],” etc. For this reason, I find it helpful to insert ellipses following the ‘is’ that suggest an elided
predicate.
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In this sense, the ‘[...] is [...]  is a route of inquiry, insofar as it allows access to
that of which we speak and think, and to reflect upon it is to consider the ultimate ground
of understanding. Inquiring into something through the [...] is [...]" entails seeking the
nature of something, or its whatness. In ‘X is Y,’ this disclosure occurs as Y lays out the
nature of X, but Y is not laid out in full by X. But here, the goddess is not interested in
Xs and Ys, or the content of discursivity, but instead the structural form of discourse
through which terms are laid out with reference to one another and in compelling and
disclosing ways. Thus the [...] is [...]" should be understood with close reference to the
notion of a route of inquiry, as a way of showing the participatory nature of beings in one
another. It is, therefore, a seeking of truth, as made explicit in line 2.4 and also under
consideration throughout the poem. 146

This further highlights the linguistic sense in which all discourse presupposes the
verb ‘to be,” and all claims entail a tacit reference to being alongside a second-order
concept. For example, the verb ‘sits’ pairs the notion of being (‘is’) with ‘sitting,” the
verb ‘eats’ pairs the notion of being with ‘eating,” etc. This has led some grammarians to
call the verb ‘to be’ the verb par excellence, in that it is tacitly at play in all verbs and
hence is implicit in all declarative speech.!47 Similarly, in the sense in which an account
is a giving-voice to noetic apprehension, thought is likewise dependent on this sense of
being. To think is to draw upon being, taking up beings in their relations to one another.
In this way, the goddess is identifying the being that grounds beings and showing its self-

sameness to that which is given to thought and speech.

146 Cf. Mourelatos 1970: 67-68 for a discussion of the term ‘dizesis’ and its meaning in Parmenides’ poem.
147 Aristotle makes this point at De Interpretatione 2169 and Metaphysics V7 1017a 26-31. Cf. Kahn
1972, 1981, and 2003. See also Kahn 1970: 96, who makes this distinction with reference to the Port Royal
Logic text of 1662.
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In addition to positing it in isolation, the goddess describes the ‘[...] is [...]" with
reference to its apparent opposite, ‘[...] is not [...],” or ‘what-is-not as such’ (line 2.7). In
a motif that the goddess uses elsewhere in the poem, the realization of being is opened up
by the identification of the impossibility of its opposite.!4® In other words, the goddess
here describes the sense in which attempting to take up what-is-not as such and constitute
it as an object is impossible. This indicates the necessity of its opposite, being as such, in
an important regard.

What-is-not as such is a path both ‘unlearnable’ and ‘from which no learning
comes’ (line 2.6), and I argue that both senses of this clause are at play in the goddess’s
account. In the first sense, what-is-not as such cannot be brought to thinking or speech,
for precisely when one seeks to ‘indicate’ ‘iz,” one brings ‘it’ to the minimal determinacy
of thinghood required for something to be an it. But any minimal determinacy entails
that what-is-not as such has been lost, since what is indicated is an if, or precisely what
what-is-not as such is not. It follows from this inability to take up nonbeing as such that
thinking must turn onto nonbeing’s opposite, being as such, which is the sense of being
identified above and through which inquiry and knowing are possible. Because what-is-
not as such is ‘unlearnable,’ thinking is turned to knowing in the opposite sense. (Below
I will develop an account of the sense in which no learning comes from this way of
inquiry.)

The goddess has shown that what-is-not as such is itself impossible, both for

thinking and being. Nothingness cannot be brought about, as all determinacy of any kind

148 Cf. Miller 2006 for discussion of other instances of this motif in the poem.
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entails at least a tacit sense of being. And yet, the goddess continues, mortals have

missed this.

3.3.2 The second way — that of mortals

Fully grasping this way of inquiry entails a consideration of the flaws and
limitations of mortal inquiry, since the realization of the impossibility of what-is-not as
such entails a simultaneous realization of these flaws and limitations. Hence we turn to
consider the path of mortal inquiry more broadly. In Fragment 6, the goddess further
describes the necessity of the ‘is’ and the ways that mortals fail to take it up, and instead
err by following a different type of thinking. Here she says:

It is right for that which is given to speech and thought to be,

for it is there to be,

but nothingness cannot be. This is what I bid you to consider.
For [I begin for you from]!#° this first route of inquiry,

149 Reading ‘@pEel’” with Nehamas 1981. This verb has been lost, as all manuscript traditions preserving
Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics through which the passage (145.1-146.25) survives are
characterized by this omission. This suggests either that Simplicius himself omitted the sentence’s verb or
that the verb was missing from the edition of the poem from which Simplicius was quoting. The sentence
reads, ‘TIpdtng yap o' a¢' 6600 Tavtng dilnowog [...],” and its meaning would largely be determined by the
missing verb that ended the clause. Any verb suggested by subsequent commentators to complete the
clause is necessarily conjectural, and choices must entail answering to the requirements of the poetic meter,
literary parallelisms, and the dictates of the logical and ontological schema at play in the poem. Beginning
with a 16th century Renaissance edition and later followed by Diels’s influential adoption in 1879, the
missing verb has most commonly been inferred to be gipyw (‘I restrain’), which complements the
sentence’s poetic meter. (For an interesting discussion of the editorial style of the Renaissance editors who
apparently first inserted this verb, see Cordero 1979: 125. For a critique of Diels’s previously authoritative
defense of the €ipyw conjecture on philological grounds, see Cordero 1979: 116-117.) Thus construed, the
sentence appears to read, ‘For I restrain you from this first route of inquiry,” suggesting that the goddess
now refers back to the ‘barred’ route of inquiry, i.e., (ii). The goddess continues to discuss a ‘next route’ in
line 6.4, ‘on which mortals wander, knowing nothing, two headed[.]” That the goddess refers now to what
was previously called the ‘second route’ as the “first’ [mpdtng], only to return again to referring to it as
‘second’ in Fragment 8, thus became a quirk that required explanation. A second line of conjectural
addition has opened in recent decades that is more promising. Working independently, Cordero (1979) and
Nehamas (1981) have respectively suggested that the missing verb in line 6.3 is dp&et (‘you will begin’), or
its cognate dp&w (‘I will begin’), and a minority of other commentators have taken up this line of
interpretation. Thus construed, the goddess says in line 6.3 either that “You will begin’ or ‘I will begin for
you’ ‘from this first route of inquiry[.]’ (These translations also require interpretations of the elided s’ in
6.3. For discussion, see Palmer 2009: 66-67.) If this or something like it is correct, the ‘next’ route

100



but next from the route on which mortals, knowing nothing (£id0tec 00deyv,
alternatively ‘knowing nothingness’),

two-headed, wander. For helplessness in their

chests guides their wandering mind. But they are carried on

equally deaf and blind, bewildered, a rabble lacking judgment,

for whom both to be and not to be are taken to be the same and

not the same, and the path of all is backward-turning.

Xp) 10 Aéyewv & vogiv T €0v Euuevar 6Tt yap givan,

undev &' ovk Eotiv: T ' £YD PpdalecHat dvmya.

[Ipdng yap ' ae' 080D Tavng dilnolog <dper>,

avTap Emelt’ Amo ThHc, fjv o Ppotoi £100TEG 0OVOEY

[6.5] mhdtTovTal, dikpavor: apnyoavin yap &v autdv

otBeotv 1Bvvel TAokTOV VOOV: 01 8¢ PopodvTal

KOEOl OpU®G TVPAOL T€, TEINTOTES, dKprTa DA,

01¢ TO TEAELY T€ KOl OVK EIVOL TADTOV VEVOLLGTAL

KOV Ta0ToHV, TAvTOV ¢ ToAivtpondg €0t kéAevBog (Fragment 6.1 — 6.9).
This account of the wrongheaded method of mortal inquiry in which mortals take being
and nonbeing to be the same and not the same is opaque, and thus our reading will
require significant interpretive work. Because the goddess had described the ‘routes of
inquiry’ (0001 ... dilnotog) in line 2.2 and she repeats this wording here in Fragment 6.3
(660D ... duilnoiog), nearly all commentators take it that the goddess reintroduces the two
routes from Fragment 2 here in Fragment 6. 150 But where each begins and ends, and
whether a third is introduced, are debated. Here the ‘negative’ path is described insofar as

it regards taking ‘both to be and not to be’ to be ‘the same and not the same’ (6.8-9), and

it is called the ‘backward-turning’ path (6.9) on which mortals wander (6.4-5). In this

described in line 6.4 is the first route to be barred, and what follows is a further elaboration from the
goddess of this route. This interpretation or something like it helps us to make sense of the clear
parallelism between Fragments 2 and 6, while considering the contingency of the verb at line 6.3 also
suggests one reason as to why the ‘three-route’ interpretation has held sway in recent decades. But the
Cordero-Nehamas conjecture has been met with much resistance. (Palmer 2009: 65-69 includes a
discussion of the criticism of this view.) By my reading, one issue in the arguments of both Cordero and
Nehamas is that each takes the ‘negative’ route in Fragment 2 to be identical to, or otherwise inextricable
from, the ‘negative’ route in Fragment 6. By contrast, I argue the two routes each hinge on a particular
response to the problem of what-is-not as such that is first considered in Fragment 2.)

150 Cf. Cordero 1979: 97-98 for discussion of this consensus.
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sense it is difficult to understand exactly what we are to do with the path of inquiry that
the goddess bars throughout these two fragments. Primarily, I suggest, this is because it
is not clear how exactly we are to understand the negative route through the seemingly
incompatible articulations in Fragments 2 and 6 once we attempt to map the routes onto
one another. In other words, it seems strange to suggest that the ‘what-is-not as such’ of
Fragment 2 somehow is coextensive with the negative, ‘backward-turning’ path
described in Fragment 6. At the very least, more has apparently been added in Fragment
6 to the mere ‘what-is-not as such’ at issue in Fragment 2.

I want to suggest a novel path toward conceiving of these routes, and I begin by
considering the issue of the ‘backward-turning’ path of Fragment 6, first at a broad level.
One element of the path that begins to be developed at line 6.4, which I take to be
uncontroversial, is the sense in which the path constitutes the route of inquiry of mortals
specifically. If nothing else, we can say with certainty that the path is the one taken by
mortals. I hold ultimately that this is the key insight needed to address these questions
and understand this route, and that a consideration of this route with reference to mortal
inquiry generally will help us to make progress regarding this issue.

To consider the nature of mortal inquiry at play in Fragment 6, I turn our attention
here to several key passages in the Doxa, a stretch of text in which the goddess considers
mortal thinking in depth.!3! I hope to illustrate in these considerations that this view

entails a failure to understand what-is-not as such, and hence to take up the noetic insight

151 There has been much speculation among commentators regarding which mortals, if any, Parmenides
has in mind when having the goddess posit Doxa. For arguments regarding the connection between the
thinking described in Doxa and that of other Presocratics, see Long 1963, Curd 1998, and Palmer 2009.
Here I take it that Parmenides has in mind a general tendency of mortal thinking, as opposed to a particular
view held by one individual or group among the mortals. Given that Parmenides never has the goddess
single out one mortal over another, this seems to me to allow us to make the best sense of the text.
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into necessary being that the goddess describes in Fragment 2. The goddess accounts for
mortal inquiry as taking ‘to be and not to be [...] to be the same and not the same’ (lines
6.8-9), and thus what is at play in the ‘backward-turning path’ is a general tendency of
mortals to misapprehend the nature of determinacy, as well as the sense(s) in which
sameness and difference affect the relations among beings.

In Doxa’s opening beginning at line 8.53, the goddess states that

They [mortals] have decided to name two forms,
one of which it was not right to name, and in this way they have gone astray[.]

Mop@ag yap kotéfevto dVo yvapog ovopalew:
TOV pov 0V Ype®V €6TLV - &V ® TEMAAVNUEVOL EIGTV]. ]

This notion of the ‘two forms’ becomes central in the description of the thinking of
mortals that follows. The goddess has in mind that the mortal view is essentially oriented
by the notion of plurality, and will develop an account of the deficiencies in thinking that
are evident in the ways in which mortals take the plural elements. She considers the
naming of two forms directly in Fragment 9:

But since all things have been named light and night

and that which accords with their powers (d0vaypelg) has been assigned to these

things and those,

all is full of light and obscure night together,

as both being equals, since neither partakes in nothing(ness).152

Avtap €medn Tavta eaog kol vOE dvopaoTot

Kol TO KOTO CQETEPOG OVVALELS £l TOTGT T€ Kol TOTG,
7oV TAEOV £GTIV OOV (PAEOG KOl VOKTOC APAVTO

152 T interpret the ‘ison amphoteron’ that opens line 9.1 as a reference to the equality of light and obscure
night (“as both being equals’). This contrasts with other interpretations, such as that of McKirahan-Curd,
who take this to refer to equal distribution (‘of both equally.”) Given the cosmology elsewhere in the
poem, for example Fragment 12 in which the goddess describes ‘narrow cosmic wreaths filled with
unmixed fire’ (Al yap otewvoTepar TATvTO TVPOG dkpriToto [12.1]), it seems to me implausible to assume
that the goddess imagines equal distribution of light and night in all bodily beings. Furthermore, as I argue
below, we have good reason to believe that the two forms are equal and co-constitutive, and hence equals
in this sense. Secondly, the final clause in line 9.4, 005etép@® péta undév, is ambiguous and controversial;
cf. Miller 2006: 17 and Mourelatos 1970: xxxv and 85-86 for discussions of the strengths of the type of
translation that I offer as supported by details in Doxa.
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ooV AuEotépmv, Emel OVOETEP® HETA UNOEV.

The goddess suggests in this passage that the two forms have undergirded the naming of
all things by mortals with reference to the ‘powers’ of each of the two constitutive
elements, here!53 called by the names ‘light” and ‘night.’ 3% To know the two forms is to
know the essential structure of the ‘all’ (ndv, 9.3), since all things are composed of the
two forms relative to their powers (9.1-9.2). That is, the insight of seeing the all to be
composed of the two forms is the product of an ordering mortal intelligence that can
gather together the seemingly disparate elements of lived experience with a dianoetic
grasp of the underlying powers that these experiences share.

But this account is deficient in an important sense, and this deficiency indicates
the errors entailed in mortal ontology that are exposed throughout Doxa. Mortal ontology
is founded on a divided heterogeneity, in that ‘all’ things are understood in terms of a
mixed co-presence of the two forms, while the things of experience are constituted by an
intermixing of the two forms in the accord with their powers. Mortals have not
established the relationship between the two forms, and in this way they have gone astray.

To grasp the problem here, let us consider the ‘equality’ (icwv, 9.4) of the two
forms, 155 which I argue is a sense of equality that sets the two forms into relation — or,

more accurately, a lack of relation — with one another. The goddess describes this sense

153 The two forms elsewhere in the poem are named elsewise, as in the examples of ‘fire” and ‘night’ in
lines 8.56 to 8.59 and ‘Night’ and ‘Day’ in the gates passed through in line 1.11. But I take this plurality of
names to indicate the shifting nature of the terms at play in the mortal account, set up in opposition to the
non-shifting nature of Truth.

154 Cherubin 2005 offers a thorough and helpful consideration of the notions of light and night in the poem,
as well as the ways in which commitments to various manuscript traditions will affect our understanding of
the goddess’ articulation of these notions. I am indebted to her research in this discussion.

155 Note that this equality is not the equality that the goddess had spoken of just a few lines earlier in Truth
when stating that there is not “a way in which what is could be more here and less there, since it is all
inviolate” (0Bt £0v EoTiv dmeC £1N Kev 6vtoc / Ti pdAAov i &' iocov, &nel mdly éotiv dovAov, lines 8.47-
48).
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of equality at play in mortal thinking in Fragments 8.55-59, shortly after beginning the
Doxa, where she says:

...and they (mortals) distinguished things opposite in body, and established signs

separate from one another — for, on the one hand, the aetherial fire of flame,

yielding,%¢ very light, self-same in all directions,

but not the same as the other; but on the other hand, that which is by itself and

is opposite — dark night, a dense and heavy body.

Tavtio o' ékpivavto dépog kai onpot €0evto

YOPIS AT AAANA®V, T HEV PLOYOS aifépiov TP,

fmiov v, pEY'EAappdv, EOVTH TAVTOGE TOVTOV,

1@ 0' ETEPW W) TOVTOV: ATdp KAKEIVO Kat' avTd

Tavtio vOKT' ddaf, Tukvov dEpog EUOPOES Te.

The goddess describes the two ‘equal’ forms (here ‘actherial flame of fire’ and ‘dark
night’) as ‘opposite’ (line 8.59) and ‘opposite in body’ (line 8.55), ‘separate’ (line 8.56),
and ‘not the same’ (étépw, line 8.58). As ‘equals,’ each has been said to be co-
constitutive of ‘all things’ (line 9.1); but the two forms themselves are fundamentally
opposed and separated, yielding an ontological heterogeneity. In other words, each of the
two forms stands on its own, ‘the same as itself in every direction’ (line 8.57), while
standing ‘separated’ from one another, without compositional or constitutional reference
to one another as the terms by which each nature is defined.

Mortals thus have accounted for ‘all things’ without reference to their grounding
sameness, insisting instead on a fundamental and unreconciled difference composed of
two self-same ‘equal’ but ‘opposite’ forms. We can speak to two errors here. The first
error lies in mortals’ failing to see the co-constitutiveness of the two forms they posit.

The problem thus is that mortals have failed to recognize the co-constitution of light and

night. To know light is to understand that light owes its nature to night, and to see that

156 For a justification for rendering fimiov as ‘yielding,” see Miller 2006: 37 fn. 55.
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the ‘two’ are, at the deepest level, one, insofar as the being of one entails the being of the
other. Light cannot be posited as a self-sufficient element, since its being entails
constitution from without, i.e., by night. Therefore, any saying of ‘is,” as in the example
‘the flame is light,” entails for mortals an (implied) saying of ‘is not,” as in ‘the flame is
not night;’ but this ‘is not’ is based on a fundamental confusion about the sense in which
flame is constituted by the being, as absence, of night.

The second error can only be indicated for now, though we will consider it in
more depth when turning back to the Sophist. 1f it were true that two are, it would
furthermore be true that a first (light) is and that a second (night) also is. The being of
two thus suggests something that is some sense common to the two, or the same
regarding the two. This mortal error will be especially apparent when the Stranger
embarks upon his critique of pluralism (considered in section 4.2.1) and posits a different
kind of ontological complexity (considered especially in section 5.3.1).

In this way, mortals have named two, but according to the goddess, ‘to identify
one of these is not right,” and therefore mortals ‘have gone astray’ (lines 8.53-54). In the
Parmenidean terms of the two forms, this represents the failure to see that night is not
self-sufficient, but instead is the privation of light, and vice versa. The mortal inquirer
takes light and night to be ‘the same’ merely insofar as they are equally constitutive of
beings, and ‘not the same’ insofar as they fundamentally opposed and do not share a
common sameness, €.g., being. Insisting on ontological heterogeneity and ignoring the
necessary, prior homogeneity that makes heterogeneity possible is the profound mortal

error, representing mortals’ insistence on naming two when only one need be named.
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3.3.3 Being and being given to thought and speech

This consideration of the nature of mortal inquiry will, I hope, help to show the
natures of the two routes of inquiry that the goddess describes. That is, inquiry can either
take up the noetic impossibility of what-is-not as such and hence turn to the necessary
sense of being, as in the positive routes of Fragment 2 and 6, or fail to do so, as in the
‘backward-turning’ path and the Doxa. Failing to take up the noetic impossibility of
what-is-not as such entails missing the necessary and prior ontological homogeneity. In
the case of light and night, this is the necessity with which the being of light requires the
being of night. But what is this necessary homogeneity to which the sameness-in-
difference of light and night calls our mind? When answering this question, we are
turned back to the first route, ‘[...] is [...].” The sameness of light and night, in other
words, precisely is the sameness of ‘being as it draws near to being’ (line 8.25), or being
as such. Therefore, our attempt to trace and correct the errors of mortal thinking has led
us back to the route of ‘is,” the route that attends upon truth.

In drawing together this account, it is important to note that what-is-not as such
cannot be taken up as a means of inquiry. Precisely as the inquirer attempts to take ‘it’
up as the content of discursivity, ‘it’ is lost. Any attempt to inquire with reference to
what-is-not as such therefore has two possible results. Either (1) the inquirer will grasp
the impossibility of what-is-not as such and hence be turned to the ‘[...] is [...]" in its
necessary sense; or (2) the inquirer will lose the sense of nonbeing ‘as such’ and hence
lapse into the path described in Fragment 6, in which being and nonbeing are taken to be
the same and not the same. Any indication of the concept ‘what-is-not” necessarily
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entails a mixing of being and nonbeing, since any act of saying (in the sense of logos) is a
simultaneous indication of the being of that which is said. Hence, to say that ‘X is not Y’
is first to posit X in terms of its being, and then to indicate its being in terms of its
nonbeing in the sense of otherness. Conversely, to say that ‘X is not Y, for all values of
Y’ is to attempt to take up X with reference to what-is-not as such; but such a means of
inquiry simply cannot be brought about, insofar as positing X in a way that allows for its
negation first requires its being posited with reference to its being.

In this sense, the mortal route is a route ‘from which no learning comes.’!>7 What
presents itself as inquiry through this sense of nonbeing is in actuality no inquiry at all,
since the very fact that an object has been indicated suggests that it is at least in some
sense. Therefore, what presents itself as a route of learning is in fact a mode of inquiry of
a different kind.

Let us briefly take a step back from the context in which Parmenides’ goddess
spoke and consider this instead by revisiting some modern metaphysical notions that I
brought up in the introduction (1.1.1). These terms will be incongruous, but I hope that
they will also be instructive for our purposes. I submit that we should learn from the
goddess that putative inquiry into the ‘existence’ of an object or concept is, in reality, an
inquiry of a different kind. I suggest therefore that we learn from the goddess that the
question, “Does X exist?”, where ‘exist’ means ‘be in any sense, be something other than

nothing,’ is incoherent. This is because the mere indication of X suggests that X is, i.e.,

157 Mourelatos 1970 argues for an account of this insight as, in my own words, the unhelpfulness of
negative predication. For example, to know that a thing is a non-cat is so vague as to offer no insight into
the positive nature of the thing under scrutiny. While his account is not the same as my own, I think that
this is a helpful and similar way of getting at the problem of mortal inquiry that I develop in the discussion
of the Doxa above. I take it, that is, that failing to know a thing with respect to its nonbeing in the sense of
its negative predication is closely related to the failures of mortals that I describe above.
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X exists, at least in some weakly existential sense. On my reading, the question from
which we will truly learn instead regards the structure of X’s being. “Is X,” we ask,
“dependent on mind for its being, as in the paradigmatic case of Pegasus? Or, instead, is
it dependent on (other) ontological and ontic kinds and categories, and if so, which kinds
and categories?” The goddess has shown that the inquiry from which learning comes is
of the form, “What is it?”, and not, “Is it?” This prescribed mode of inquiry, I take it,
contrasts with the type of inquiry that entails failing to see the necessary impossibility of
nonbeing in the sense of what-is-not as such.

This understanding of the goddess’ prescribed mode of inquiry is further
supported by an interpretation of Fragments 3 and 4.15% In Fragment 3, the goddess says,

[...] for the same is there to grasp through mind and to be.

... TO Yo avTd voeiv £otiv Te Kod giva.
Here the goddess makes explicit the relationship of ‘sameness’ (10 [...] avt0) between
what it is to be available for apprehension by thought (voeiv) and to be (eivar). I take the
goddess here to be implying that being given to thought and speech is being.!>® In other
words, that an object is grasped by mind and speech is sufficient to indicate its being in

some sense.!% Given its being in some sense, this leads to the question, ‘What is it?’

158 Diels 1897: 67 takes Fragment 3 to complete Fragment 2 both logically and metrically. For a more
recent argument that Fragments 2 and 3 bear a logical and stylistic relationship, see Wedin 2014: 21.

159 Here I adapt a version of the view espoused by Kahn 1969: 721-4. Kahn interprets the relationship of
being and thought itself as that of identity. Coxon 1986 holds a similar view. Long 1996 defends a
qualified version of this thesis. Sedley 1999: 123 calls this “the most outlandish metaphysical thesis” in
Truth, but nonetheless interprets Parmenides to hold this view. My view that availability to thought is
identical to being thus is closest to that of Kahn and Coxon, with the understanding of ‘thought’ recast as
that which is available to thought, rather than thought itself. For the view that Parmenides’ thesis is that
“Being is mind,” see Vlastos 1953: 168. Taran 1965: 41-44 reviews 19" and early-mid 20™ century
philological and philosophical interpretations.

160 Two passages in Fragment 8 further give flesh to the sense in which this is the case. The goddess says,
“Thinking and the thought that it is are the same” (Tavtov &' €oti vogiv ¢ kal obvekey €ott vonua, line
8.34). In this instance, the goddess is making explicit the sameness of thinking and thinking being. That is,
all thinking is thinking of being, and hence being is identical to being given to thought. The goddess’s use
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Such a question, of course, is of the type of the prescribed route of inquiry that we have
been tracing. That Fragment 3 read in this way reinforces the view that the inquiry into X
begins with inquiry into its whatness, not the question of whether it is or is not, in the
sense of what-is-not as such.

Similarly, in Fragment 4, the goddess says,

Consider that which, although absent, is steadily present to mind

for [mind] will not cut of what is from holding to what is

for [what is] neither scatters in all ways everywhere in order

nor solidifies. 16!

Agdooe ' dpmg dnedvta voo mapedvta Pedaing:

0V Yap AmoTunEet TO €0V ToD €6vtog ExecBon

oUTE OKIOVAUEVOV TTAVTT TAVTMG KATA KOGUOV

0UTE GLVIGTAEVOV.
Our account of the goddess’s understanding of the co-constitutive nature of beings allows
us to begin to understand the senses in which beings are present while absent, and that a
robust account of what is must entail an account of that which is not present and yet
nonetheless is, as is evident by the nature of what is present. The terms dneovta (‘what is
absent’) and mopedvta (‘what is present’) in line 4.1 capture two parallel but contrasting
senses of being with their -ovta suffixes, and these two senses are drawn together in line
4.2 with €6vtog (‘what is.”) Thus understood, the goddess is seeking to bring together

two senses of being, the absent and the present, into a single sense of being that will not

‘cut off” (ov [...] amotunée[v]) either sense.

of ‘to think’ (voeiv) here echoes her use of the same infinitive in line 3.1 (...T0 yap avto vogiv éotiv te Kol
givar) and line 6.1 (Xp1) 10 Aéyewv 1€ vosiv T 8dv Eupevon ot yap eivon.) Shortly thereafter, the goddess
says that “it is with reference to it (i.e., being) that all things have been named” (1@ mavt' dvop' €ota, line
8.36). Speaking, construed as the act of formulating and articulating names, is the act of dividing being
itself into constituent parts and asserting the relations that adhere among beings. To speak is to take up
what is given, and to be is to be given to speech and the act of naming and asserting relations of names.
Thus, in these instances, we find the goddess further elaborating the senses in which being is identical to
being given to thought (line 8.34) and to speech (line 8.36).

161 My interpretation and translation here borrow heavily from Miller 2006.
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The relevant sense of this absence and presence relates to the co-constitution of
opposites. As indicated by the transcendence of mortal thinking, that which is engaged in
the type of being we call ‘absence’ (dnedvta, line 4.1) is nonetheless engaged in being (-
6vta.) As the goddess says in line 4.2, what is (t6 €6v) cannot be cut off from its being
insofar as it is. The reflecting mind, upon grasping the scope of the ‘[...]is [...]" in
Fragment 2, understands that the being that is absent nonetheless still is, and makes
possible the nature of those beings that are present through its own nature. For example,
upon reflecting on the light present in the day, the reader who understands the goddess’s
insight will understand that the night is co-constitutive of the present light and hence that
the night is, as evidenced by the presence of the light. I take it here that the goddess
further develops her account of the interrelation of being and being given to mind. The
absence of a given being, i.e., the nonbeing of a being in a particular space and at a
particular time, does not indicate its total nonbeing in the sense of what-is-not as such.
Instead, its steady presence to mind suggests its continued being, albeit not necessarily in
the sense of material being that is subjected to the physical forces of scattering and
solidifying. In other words, the steady presence to mind of that which is absent
reinforces the sense of the necessary being of a given object of discourse that simply
cannot be negated. To put the matter one final way, that an object is present to mind
suggests that it cannot not be as such, but instead that its being must be characterized
with reference to its sameness and difference regarding various ontological and ontic
categories.

If this interpretation is well taken, then I suggest that we can read Fragments 3

and 4 as further developments of the positive route of inquiry, that which transcends
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mortal inquiry, that the goddess indicates in Fragments 2 and 6. These fragments in
Truth help us to develop an account of the ‘[...] is [...],” or the inquiry from which
learning truly comes.

Before returning to Plato’s Sophist, it is worth briefly contrasting the Parmenidean
account with the sophistical account considered in 3.2.2 above. Both Euthydemus
(representing sophistical thought) and Parmenides take it that that which is said must be,
and that nonbeing is impossible. But they mean this is very different senses and their
respective views have very different entailments. For Euthydemus, any utterance
whatsoever must constitute truth; for Parmenides, by contrast, simple objects given to
thinking and speech must be in some sense, but truly knowing them and not merely
opining in regard to them entails understanding their structure with reference to others, or
the true structure of their participation in others. (For example, day is truly known as co-
constituted by the privation of night, and hence its participation in nonbeing, etc.)
Additionally, the sophistical claim that nonbeing is impossible has been qualified; for
while Parmenides has shown that nonbeing as such is impossible, he has further shown
that nonbeing is a more complex issue than this in Fragment 6. This is precisely because
mortal inquiry entails mixing being and nonbeing in an important sense. Plato will have
the Eleatic Stranger develop an account of this problem and its solution; for now, it is
important to note that the sense in which nonbeing is impossible has been clarified by the

discussion of Parmenides’ poem.
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3.4 That nonbeing is

3.4.1 The aporia regarding saying ‘what is not’ (237b — 237¢)

With these Parmenidean senses of being, nonbeing, and mortal inquiry
considered, we are prepared to return to Plato’s Sophist. After citing Parmenides’ poem
in the context of Parmenides’ claims regarding nonbeing, the Stranger presents an
argument in several parts that leads to the ultimate conclusion that “Non-being in some
respect is and that Being in turn is not in some way” (P1alecOat 16 te pn 6v dg 6Tl KOTA
T Kod 7O OV o) Ay GG ovK EoTt 1), 241d8-9).162 The Stranger worries that his account
might be taken as a ‘parricidal’ attack on Parmenides’ injunction against saying ‘what is
not’ at lines 7.1-4, but I hope to show that the two accounts are in greater accord than is
often supposed.

The argument concluding that nonbeing in some respect is (t6 t& un Ov o¢ £ot1)
includes several steps, each of which involves the Stranger leading Theaetetus and their
audience through a series of puzzles that point to the necessary being of nonbeing in an

important sense. The interrelation of these arguments has been understood in numerous

162 Commentators disagree widely regarding the scope and meaning of this passage. There is no consensus
regarding answers even to very basic questions, such as whether the Stranger is here discussing ontology or
language, whether the Stranger ultimately endorses or rejects the claim that being and nonbeing are
intertwined, and whether these arguments are intended by the Stranger (or Plato) to be in earnest or in
sophistical jest. My reading deviates from most commentators in that I take the argument to continue until
241d; that is, I take the Stranger’s explicit return to Parmenides on the subject nonbeing to be the resolution
of this issue. (Wiitala 2014b: 60-84 holds a similar view, albeit with a modified structure and based on
premises regarding the Stranger’s pedagogical response to Theaetetus’ implicit view of being that I am not
here discussing.) Other interpretations abound. For the view that this passage is concerned only (or
primarily) with the linguistic utterance of ‘utter nonbeing’ (t0 undaudg 6v), see de Rijk 1986: 84-90. For
interpretations of this passage as entailing ultimate agreement with Parmenides in his alleged injunction
against thinking ‘what is not,” see Cornford 1935: 203-209. For a review of interpretations of this passage
related to modern conceptions of being, see Crivelli 2012: 28-70.
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ways, 93 and I will here break the argument down into three steps, two negative and one
positive. In each of these moments, the Stranger experiments with different ways of
conceiving of nonbeing, at first discussing nonbeing in the sense of ‘utter nonbeing’ (10
unodaudg dv, which I will connect to the goddess’ notion of what-is-not as such) before
showing this to be absurd and thus that nonbeing must be conceived of in different terms.
Put differently, the Stranger will show that nonbeing is not what-is-not as such, but
instead something else. Reconceiving of nonbeing will be the task in what follows.

The structure of the argument is as follows:

(1) In the first, aporetic moment (237b7-e8), the Stranger articulates the absurdity
of speaking of nonbeing as utter nonbeing or what-is-not as such, concluding that
‘nonbeing’ taken in this sense cannot have a referent and inferring from this the absurd
conclusion that ‘nonbeing’ (thus conceived) cannot be spoken.

(2) In the second (238a1-239a12), the Stranger considers via a reductio argument
the unacceptable consequences of asserting that nonbeing cannot be spoken by
considering the absurdity of the notion that nonbeing does not blend with either quantity

or being.

163 Nearly all commentators of whom I am aware break this bit of the dialogue into sub-sections, and the
divisions suggested by Crivelli 2012: 28-70 and Wiitala 2014b: 60-84 come closest to my own breakdown.
Crivelli and Wiitala each understand this argument as dividing into four parts: (i) the discussion of the lack
of referent for, and hence impossibility to say, ‘what is not’ (237b7-e7); (ii) a reductio argument for the
necessary ‘numberlessness’ or “‘uncountability’ of ‘what is not” (238al-c12); (iii) a second reductio
argument for the necessary blending of ‘what is not” with being (238d1-239a12); and (iv) the discharge of
the preceding assumptions and hence the assertion of their opposite, namely, that ‘what is not’ must be and
be capable of being said (239b1-241c6). I however opt to take (ii) and (iii) together as a single moment in
the argument, given several textual clues suggesting that (ii) has not been resolved by the time of (iii) and
hence that (ii) and (iii) constitute a single argument about the necessary blending of ‘what is not,’ i.e., with
count words and with being. For example, at 239a3-4, the Stranger says, “In attaching ‘to be’ [to
‘nonbeing,’] wasn’t I conversing with it as though it were a one?” (Cf. 2392a6-7 and 239a9-12, where the
Stranger treats the issues of count words and being as inherently connected.) Because of the close
relationship between the issues of count words and being, and the reliance of each point on the other, I here
treat what Crivelli and Wiitala separate into (ii) and (iii) as a single phase of the argument (section 3.4.2
below).
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(3) In the third, positive moment (239b1-241c6), the interlocutors discharge the
assumptions shown to be absurd by the preceding considerations, which forces a shift to
understanding nonbeing in a new sense. When they consider images and false opinions,
their findings entail that nonbeing must be in some sense. This will allow for the
interlocutors to turn to their positive account of being, in which they will determine that
being is not itself one of the beings but instead is of a different kind, and to be a
countable thing is to participate in a causal network of relations, the causes of which are
conceptually prior to and independent of the caused.

First within the three-part argument regarding nonbeing, the interlocutors address
the problem of nonbeing and the aporia that it entails:

ES: [...] And tell me: I suppose we do dare to pronounce Utter-non-being [t0
undapu®dg Ov, or ‘what in no way is’]?

THEA: Of course.

ES: If, then, not as a point of contention or a joke but in earnest, one of
Parmenides’ listeners had to think it out and to answer the question, “Where must
this name Non-being be applied?,” how do we think he would use the name — for
what purpose and for what sort of thing? And how would he show this to the one
who inquired?

THEA: You ask a hard question, one that leaves someone like me, I might say,
entirely at an impasse.

ES: But this at last is clear: that “Non-being” must not be applied to any beings.
THEA: How could it be?

ES: Now if it could not be applied to a being, then anyone who applied it to
“some” would not apply it correctly.

THEA: How could he?

ES: And this is in any case apparent to us: that we always use this expression
“some” of a being. For to use it alone, naked and isolated, as it were, from all the
beings — that’s impossible. Or isn’t it?

THEA: It’s impossible.

ES: Are you then agreeing because you see that there’s a necessity for him who
says “some” to being saying “some one”?

THEA: Just so.

ES: For you will say that singular “some” is in fact a sign of one, dual “some” of
two, and plural “some” of many.

THEA: Of course.

ES: And so it’s utterly necessary, it seems, that he who says “not some” is saying
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no-thing at all.

THEA: Utterly necessary.

ES: Then we mustn’t grant even this much: that such a man speaks although he
says nothing. Mustn’t we instead declare that whoever tries to pronounce non-
being does not even speak?

THEA: Then the account would reach its ultimate perplexity.

Eévog: aALG xp1 Opav TaDTO. Kot pot Aéye: TO UNSapudg OV TOAUDUEV TOV
@B&yyechan;

Oeaimrog: TS yap ov;

Eévog: un totvov €p1oog Eveka PndE modlic, GAAL’ €l omovdt] 6ot GuvvoncGovtd
TvaL AmokpivacOat Tdv dxpoatdv Tol xpr) Tobvou’ Emeépey 10010, TO un OV, Tl
doxodpev av gic ti kai éml molov avTdHV 1€ Katayprnoocshot Koi 1@ muvhavoueévem
detkvoval,

OcaitnTog: YaAemOV fpov Kol oyedOV elmelv olw ye &0l TavTdmacty dmopov.
Zévog: GAL" obv ToDTH ye SHAov, HTL TGV dvtev &l Tt TO uf) dv 0VK 0iGTEOV.
Ocaitntog: TAOG yap Gv;

Eévog: oukolV Eneimep ovK €Ml TO GV, 000 &ml 10 Ti PEPpmV dpHAS v TIg PEPOL.
OcoaitnTog: TdG oM,

Eévog: kol TodTo MUV 1oL oavePIV, MG Kol TO “Ti” ToDTO PHjna £’ dvTl Adyouev
EKAOTOTE. LOVOV YOp a0DTO AEYEWV, DOTEP YOLVOV KO AN PTLOUEVOV A0 TAV
dvtwv amavtov, advvatov. §| Yap;

OcaitnTog: AdvvaTov.

Z£vog: Gpo THdE oKomdY EDUENG O vaykm TOV TL Aéyova fv & TL Aéyety;
Ocaitntog: ovTMGC.

Zévog: vOg yap o1 16 yé ‘Tl proelg onueiov ivar, O 88 ‘Tve’ dvoiv, 1O 8¢
‘TIVEG” TOAADV.

Oeaimrog: TS yap ov;

Eévog: TOv 6& On un Tl AEyovTta AvayKodToTov, ¢ £01KE, TAVTIUTAGL UNOEV AEYELY.
OeaitnToc: AvayKadTaToV HEV OVV.

Zévoc: ap” ovv 00dE ToDTO GLYX®PNTEOVY, TO TOV TO0DTOV AEYELY HEV T1, AEYEV
pévtol Undév, AAA ovde Aéyety patéov, Og Y Ov Emyelpti un Ov eO<yyecOa;
Ocaitntog: T€Aog yolv av amopiag 6 Adyog &xot (237b7-e8).

First, it is important to consider the central notion of ‘utter nonbeing,” (10 undoaudg dv, or
‘what in no way is,” 237b9), which the Stranger notes that we ‘dare to pronounce.” The
precise meaning of this phrase is ambiguous and admits of two possible construals, and
the term plays a central role in what follows. I argue that each of the dual meanings of

this phrase in Greek should be heard when the Stranger uses this term.!%4 The first sense

164 Cf. Rosen 1983: 180 for discussion of the two possible construals in Greek, and hence double meaning,
of 10 undopdg 6v. By contrast, Seligman 1974: 14-16ff interprets this as a specifically Eleatic notion that
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is what Rosen calls the ‘nihil absolutum,” which I take to mean the same as the goddess’
‘what-is-not as such.’165 This, in other words, is notion of nonbeing itself. The second
sense is, as [ would describe it, ‘What is not X, for all values of X.” This is, to put the
matter imprecisely, “a particular instance” of nonbeing. It is important to hear both of
these senses of the phrase in what follows, since either construal in English may
potentially offer passage into an understanding of the Stranger’s meaning in a given
instance. Furthermore, upon philosophical reflection, I think we can see the oneness of
these two senses. To take the second sense first, any given “instance” of ‘not X, for all
values of X’ is in fact no “instance” at all, for if it was indeed an “instance,” it would
have at least one value of X, i.e., the value of being an “instance.” ‘What is not X, for all
values of X’ thus lacks any“thing” to differentiate “itself” from the first sense, or what-is-
not as such. In this way, these two senses are two seemingly distinct ways of getting at
the same notion.

With this stated, we can consider the rest of the passage. After framing the
problem, the Stranger states that nonbeing cannot be said of a being, and hence neither
‘some’ (ti, which implies a being) nor quantity are applicable to it. Since ‘not some’ (un
ti) implies no-thing (unogv), it seems that the person saying ‘nonbeing’ refers to not even
one thing (‘Aéyewv [...] unoév,” alternatively ‘says nothing’ or ‘says nothing [of particular

value or interest.]”)166

Plato intends to attack, but I take it instead to be the sort of “common-sense” interpretation of nonbeing
(e.g., one that the sophist plays on) that the Stranger intends to address and subsequently reject.

165 Rosen 1983: 180.

166 The ambiguity of ‘undév Aéyetv’ has been a focus of commentators, and I here indicate three ways in
which this phrase has been rendered. Ultimately I am not convinced that commitment to any of the
possible renderings affects my argument, and because each sense helps to give shape to the overall
argument in its way, I suspect that Plato has the Stranger draw upon this ambiguity deliberately. For
discussions of this ambiguity, see Cornford 1935: 205 and de Rijk 1986: 84-85.
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Because this passage draws on abstractions and a Greek vocabulary that does not
map on directly to linguistic and conceptual frameworks in English, it is worth pausing
here to consider the reception of this crucial passage among commentators. The
Stranger’s exact meaning in this passage has puzzled and divided scholars, particularly
when trying to map these claims onto certain senses of being (givot and its cognates),
speech (Aéyew), and nonbeing (undév and its cognates). Following one popular line of
interpretation, the Stranger is here guilty of an equivocation, conflating different senses
of ‘being.”1¢7 That is, according to those following this interpretation, the Stranger seems
to be saying that falsehood cannot be, since falsehood is equivalent to what is not and to
say ‘what-is-not is’ entails a contradiction; this contradiction derives (or so the argument
goes) from multiple senses of ‘is’ at play in the claim ‘what-is-not is.” 198 Interpreters
arguing for this type of reading depend on modern distinctions regarding the senses in
which being is said. That is, the Stranger is here guilty (either unintentionally due to his

alleged sophism or intentionally and for pedagogical reasons) of confusing veridical

167 The reticence among commentators, particularly in the mid to late 20" century, to accept this argument
as valid and not fallacious is perhaps best stated by Wiggins 1971:169, who takes it as granted that “it is
highly dubious that Plato had the logical apparatus to disentangle these perplexities in exactly the way we
now should[.]” I will argue in what follows that these commentators misapprehend Plato’s point due to the
muddles regarding the thinking of being in our own time, and that we would do well to listening to Plato’s
interlocutors on the subject.

168 Prominent arguments for the fallaciousness or invalidity of this argument include Wiggins 1971: 268-
271 and Moravcesik 1962: 26. Wiggins holds that the Stranger is fallaciously equivocating regarding the
meaning of ‘saying something’” when saying ‘that such a man speaks though he says nothing,” meaning first
the bare speech act devoid of content and second the identification of some indexical. Moravcsik holds that
the Stranger invalidly infers the meaninglessness of ‘what is not” due to the emptiness of its extension
(echoed in Crivelli 1990 and 2012: 40fn43). But I hold that these commentators miss several important
points. First, the Greek ‘legein’ does not map cleanly onto our English ‘to say,” in that ‘legein’ suggests a
response to an ordering principle as implied by the notion of a ‘laying out’ that which is already there.
Therefore, concepts like bare speech acts are not especially relevant to understanding the Stranger’s claims.
Secondly, this entails missing the greater perspective regarding being and nonbeing for which I argue
throughout, as evidenced by Moravcsik’s notion of the ‘empty extension,” a term (referring as it does to
non-existence) that would not have made sense to the Stranger (or Plato). Invoking the principle of charity,
I hope to offer the framework herein for understanding the Stranger’s arguments not as fallacious or
invalid, but instead as internally consistent.
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being and existential being, saying first ‘what is not’ veridically, and second ‘is’
existentially. But as argued above (see section 1.1.1), these distinctions do not hold for
Plato, and readings that entail imposing the modern distinctions onto the notion of being
articulated in the dialogue threaten to distort the text and cause us to lose sight of its
valuable insights regarding the unified sense of being as participation.

Hence I will be arguing for an alternative interpretation, which I think better
captures the force of the argument. I take it that, most basically, the Stranger is saying
that ‘what is not’ cannot be brought to thinking and speaking in some important sense.
The Stranger wants to establish that nonbeing in the sense of utter nonbeing (10 undoudgc
Ov) cannot be pronounced and hence cannot be taken as an object of thought, much the
same as the goddess demonstrated the impossibility of what-is-not as such. We again see
that as soon as anything is said ‘to be,’ i.e., said to be intermixed with ‘is,” nonbeing in
the sense of unpredicated being or pure privation is impossible. Furthermore, as the
Stranger has begun to establish and will later further develop, nonbeing cannot be said to
be ‘some,’” because ‘some’ implies quantity (either singular, dual, or plural), and quantity
entails being. Thus ‘nonbeing’ cannot be brought to speech or quantification, since both
entail being; and if we are to take ‘nonbeing’ to be pure privation, we are hemmed in by
contradiction.

Theaetetus twice identifies the aporetic character of these discussions in this
passage, first at 237¢6 and second at 237e8, and these references frame this phase of the
argument. The first ‘impasse’ Theaetetus indicates follows the question as to where the
name ‘nonbeing’ must be directed. That is, ‘nonbeing’ is a name, and a name indicates a

countable, individual unity with a particular nature or essence, and an essence
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presupposes a definition and the capacity for admitting of true predication.!®® And yet
this name is puzzling because it seems to negate the possibility of definition, insofar as it
seems to indicate a nature contrary to definition. This is because definition entails
drawing on being, or disclosing the structure of a given unity in /ogos, while nonbeing in
the sense of utter nonbeing suggest a structure that does not draw on being in any way.

As a preliminary step toward resolving this problem, the Stranger indicates that
‘nonbeing’ cannot name or otherwise pick out any one of the beings (237¢7-8). This is
important, and the Stranger will never reject this claim. Instead, this shows that the
Stranger has now taken up his project of differentiating things that possess certain
properties from the properties themselves, indicated by the insight that nonbeing is not
one of the beings, though it remains to be shown that nonbeing’s not being one of the
beings does not (merely) entail that nonbeing is not. But it remains incumbent upon the
Stranger to show what (if anything) nonbeing is, if not a being. For now, the Stranger
adds that the status of ‘nonbeing’ as something other than a being also entails that
‘nonbeing’ cannot be identified via the term ‘some’ (ti), since ‘some’ implies a whatness
(i.e., it implies structured being) and number, be it one, two, or many.

Given these difficulties, the Stranger has Theaetetus address the seeming
conclusion, that nonbeing’s exclusion from counting implies that it must be understood as
‘not some,” and hence that whoever says this ‘says no-thing at all’ (movtdroact unosv

Aéyewv, or ‘in all ways says not even one [thing]’, (237¢2).170 When the Stranger

169 Cf. McCabe 1994: especially 197. McCabe interprets aspects of this argument differently, but
nevertheless offers a helpful discussion of the entailments of named individualization in Plato’s thinking.
170 Or, following Duerlinger 2005: 34, “what lacks any unity” (mavtémact pndév). Duerlinger’s discussion
of the implications of this formulation for the logic of unity is valuable in teasing out another of the implicit
senses carried in the Greek and not possible to convey in the English translation.
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concludes that ‘whoever tries to pronounce (@8¢yyecfat) nonbeing does not even

speak,’ 17! Theaetetus indicates the aporetic character of these puzzles for the second time,
stating that the account has reached its ultimate ‘perplexity’ (dmopioc, 237e5-8). In other
words, the Stranger has suggested that ‘pronouncing’ nonbeing does not constitute a
speech act. Theaetetus finds this to constitute an impasse, but this impasse is ultimately
provocative and productive,!7? as the Stranger has begun to lay the groundwork for an

understanding of the being of nonbeing.

3.4.2 Nonbeing as uncountable and unmixed? (238a — 239a)

The interlocutors have addressed the problem of saying nonbeing, insofar as
nonbeing cannot be said to be ‘some,’ since ‘some’ implies quantity, while its opposite
‘not-some’ refers to no-thing at all. The Stranger next leads Theaetetus through a
reductio argument that demonstrates the impossibility of taking nonbeing to be unmixed
with either quantity or being. This argument contains two closely related parts. The
Stranger states the first half of his argument immediately after Theaetetus has claimed
that the argument has reached its ‘ultimate perplexity.” It concerns the necessary sense in
which nonbeing must partake of quantity, and is as follows, with my roman numerals
marking claims that I will address below:

ES: Don’t start talking big yet. For, bless you, the biggest and first of perplexities

in these matters is still before us. For this perplexity turns out to be about the very

beginning of the matter.

THEA: What do you mean? Speak and don’t hold anything back.
ES: I suppose that (i) one of the things that are may come to be joined with

71 For a discussion of the various ways in which ‘@0&yyes0ar’ has been and should be translated, including
entailments for our understanding of the passage as a whole, see Crivelli 2012: 34-36.

172 Cf. Crivelli 2012: 32.
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another?

THEA: Of course.

ES: But (i1) will we claim that one of the things that are can come to be joined to
non-being?

THEA: How could that be?

ES: Now (iii) we set down number as a whole among the things that are.
THEA: Certainly, if we must set down anything else as being.

ES: Then (iv) let us in no way attempt to apply plurality or unity of number to
Non-being.

THEA: The account asserts, it seems, that it would not be right for us to attempt
this.

ES: How, then, could someone utter through his mouth or even grasp in his
thought

Non-beings or Non-being apart from number?

THEA: Say where number comes in.

ES: (v) Whenever we say “non-beings,” aren’t we attempting to add plurality of
number

to them?

THEA: Certainly.

ES: And (vi) whenever “non-being,” unity?

THEA: Very clearly.

ES: And yet, we claim it’s neither just (ducaiov)!73 nor correct to link being with
non-being.

THEA: You speak very truthfully.

ES: Do you see then, (vii) that it’s not possible correctly to utter or speak or think
Non-being [in] itself!7+ — that it is unthinkable and unspeakable and unutterable
and irrational?

THEA: That’s altogether so.

Zévog: pnmo péy’ eimmg: &t yép, & pokdpie, E6TL, Kol TadTé YE THV Amopidv 1)
peyioTn koi TpAdT. TEPL Yap adTHV avTod TV dpynv 00 TUYYAVEL.

Ocaitntog: TOS ENG; AEye Kol UNdEV AmOKVNOTG.

Eévog: T PEV VTL TOV TPOGYEVOLT AV TL TAV OVIWV ETEPOV.

Oeaimrog: TS yap ov;

Zévoc: un vt 8¢ TL TV dvimv Apd moTe TpocyiyvesHol pYicGoUEY SuvaTov giva;
Oeaimrog: Kol Tdg;

Eévog: aplOpov o1 tov cupmovia TOV dviov Tibspey.

Ocaitrog: imep ye kol dALo T BeTéoV MG Hv.

Eévog: un toivov und’ Emyepduev apBuod punqrte TAfi0oc unte &v Tpog o un ov
TPOGPEPELV.

173 The use of ‘Swaiov’ here is a rare moment of seemingly normative language in the Stranger’s ontology,
and it somewhat recalls the role of justice in mediating between being and nonbeing the Parmenides poem
(cf. Fragments 1.14 and 8.14, as well as the ‘moral necessity’ [ypn] invoked at lines 1.28, 1.33, 2.5, 6.1,
8.9, 8.11, 8.45, and 8.54).

174 Here I deviate from the Brann, et al. translation and render “10 pm dv adto ke’ adt6” as ‘Nonbeing in
itself” to capture the force of ‘010 KB aVTo.’
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Ocaitntog: ovKovV dv 0pODS Ye, MG EOKEV, EMLYEPOTLEY, (G PGV O AOYOC.
Z£vog: TG ovv av i d1d Tod oTopTog POEYEUITO GV TIC T KOd TH Stavoiq TO
napdmav Adpot td pun dvra fj To pn Ov xwpig dptOpod;

Ocaimrog: Aéye mh);

Zévog: un Svto pév Enetdav Adympev, apo. od mA0og Entyeipodpey dp1dpod
mpooTifEvVaL,

Ocaitntog: Tt pnv;

Zévog: un dv 84, Gpo. o O Ev a;

OcaitnTog: caPEcTOTA YE.

Eévog: kol unv obte dikadv ye ovte dpBoV papev Ov Emyelpeiv pn dvti
TPOGOUPUOTTELV.

Ocaitntog: Aéyelg aanbéotata.

Z£vog: GLVVOELC 0OV (¢ 0bTe POEYEAGHOL Suvatdv dpOdg 0BT’ eingiv obte
dtovonOfvor o ur Ov adtod Kab' avtd, AL’ EoTv AdtavonTdV TE Kol GppnTov Kol
doBeyktov kai dAoyov;

saitntoc: movtdmact pév ovv (238al-c12).

In (i), the Stranger asserts that being entails intermixing, meaning that to be entails the
possibility of joining with another.!75 In (ii), the Stranger asserts that nonbeing (which
he is still treating in the sense of ‘utter nonbeing,” or ‘what-is-not as such’) necessarily
excludes intermixing, since any instance of intermixing would entail some kind of being.
Since, as stated in (iii), number is and hence intermixing with number entails the kind of
intermixing prohibited for nonbeing identified in (ii), the Stranger concludes in (iv) that
nonbeing excludes intermixing with number (as a thing that is). Given that all uttering,
speaking, and thinking (apparently) entails speaking of things in quantities, either (vi) as
a one (i.e., a whole unity) or (v) as multiple, it follows (vii) that nonbeing is barred from
uttering, speaking, thinking, and hence from /ogos.

The notion of joining or intermixing (here ‘mpocyévorto’ 238a6 and
‘mpocyiyvesOar’ at 238a9, both forms of ‘mpocyiyvopat,” more literally rendered as

‘coming to be attached to”) marks a return to the considerations of the bifurcatory

175 A point that he will flesh out later when considering the view of the late learners, that is, the view that
being excludes intermixing and all being is identity (see section 5.2.2).
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divisions, in that division is the study of the intermixing of sameness and difference. If
we were to assume that nonbeing does not admit of the relationship of intermixing (either
with being or quantity), we would be left with a conception of nonbeing as unattached to
anything except ‘itself.” Hence the Stranger characterizes it as impossible correctly to
utter or speak or think nonbeing alone, since it is ‘unthinkable’ (ddrovontdv),
‘unspeakable’ (dppntov), ‘unutterable’ (GpOeyktov), and ‘irrational’ (dAoyov). In other
words, if this were right, nonbeing would be unmixable with anything else, including
thought, speech, utterance, and logos, and the account would lead us to assert that
nonbeing in itself (t0 pn ov avtd kb av1d) has purely an independent nature that does
not draw upon other forms to instantiate itself. These contentious notions will be
challenged in what follows.

The structure of this stretch of argumentation is similar in many ways to that of
the sophistical argument for the impossibility of lying considered above (in 3.2.2).
There, Euthydemus had reached the troubling conclusion that lying is impossible,
precisely because ‘what-is-not’ cannot be said. Here, by contrast, the Stranger has
reached the (for now perhaps also troubling) conclusion that ‘what-is-not” cannot be said,
but this view will be clarified with respect to the goddess’ insight regarding the
impossibility of what-is-not as such, or utter nonbeing. Doing so allows the Stranger to
show the sense in which nonbeing is said.

The Stranger therefore continues accounting for the absurdity of nonbeing’s
unmixedness in the reductio argument. To do so, the Stranger makes explicit that the
resultant account of nonbeing as incapable of mixing entails its own absurdities:

ES: Then did I speak falsely just now when I said I was going to speak of the
biggest perplexity concerning it?
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THEA: Can we speak of one still bigger than this?

ES: You’re marvelous! Don’t you see that by the very things we’ve said, Non-
being puts its refuter too into perplexity, and that as a result, whenever someone
attempts to refute it, he’s compelled to contradict himself about it?

THEA: What do you mean? Speak still more clearly.

ES: You mustn’t look for greater clarity within me. For while supposing that
Non-being must participate in neither one nor many, a little while ago and right
now I’ve spoken of it as one. For I am saying “Non-being.” You do understand?
THEA: Yes.

ES: And yet just a little while ago, I claimed: It is unutterable and unspeakable
and irrational. Do you follow me?

THEA: Of course I follow.

ES: Then in trying to attach “to be,” I was contradicting what was said earlier.
THEA: Apparently.

ES: What about this: In attaching “to be,” wasn’t I conversing with it as though it
were a one?

THEA: Yes.

ES: And furthermore, in calling it irrational and inexpressible and unutterable,
wasn’t [ making my speech as though to a one?

THEA: Of course.

ES: But we are affirming that if indeed someone is to speak correctly, he must not
mark it off either as one or as many or even summon it at all; for even with this
very act of accosting he’d be addressing it in the form of a one.

THEA: Altogether so.

Zévog: Gp’ ovv dyevahumy dptt Aéyov TV peyictnv dmopiav £pelv ovtod mépt, O
0¢ &t peilm Tva Aéyetv GAANV Exopev;

Ocaitntog: Tiva On;

Zévoc: ® Bawpdote, ovk £vvoeic adTolg Toic AexOeioty &t koi OV EAEyyovTa €ic
amopiav KaBiotnol 10 P OV oVTwS, MOTE, OTOTAV AVTO EMYEPT] TIG EAEYYELY,
gvavtio avToV aVT® TEPL EKEIVO avaykalechat Adyestv;

OcaitnTog: TOS ENG; €ine ETL GOPESTEPOV.

EEvog: 000&V Ol T0 GaPESTEPOV €V EUOL GKOTIETY. £YD HEV Yap VToBEUEVOC 0UTE
EVOG 0UTE TAV TOAAGDY TO 1| OV O€Tv HeTéyely, dpTt T€ Kol VOV oUTm¢ £V a0To
glpnKa: TO un Ov yap enui. cuving tot.

Oeaimrog: vai.

Zévoc: kai pnv od Kol opkpov Epmpocdey dedeyktdv Te antd Kol dppnTov Kai
dLoyov Epnv eivat. GuVET;

®caitnTog: GuVENOUAL. TS YOpP OV;

Z£v0og: 0VKODV TO YE EIVAL TPOGATTELY TEWPDUEVOS EvavTio T0ig Tpdchey ENeyov;
Ocaitntog: eaivn.

Eévog: ti 0¢; T0DTO TPOGATTMV 0VY MG EVi OleAeyOUNV;

®caitnTog: vai.

Eévog: kol unyv ahoyov ye Aéyov kai dppnrtov kai debeyktov (g ye Tpog &V TOV
Adyov €motobunv.

Ocaittog: THS & ov;
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Eévog: papev ¢ ye d€lv, glmep 0pODG TIg AéEeL, UNTe OG EV UNTE OGS TOAANL

dropilev antd, UNdE TO TOPATAY TO KOAETV: EVOC Yo €10€L Kol Katd TadTv v

TNV TPOGPNGLV TPOGAYOPEVOLTO.

Ocaimrog: mavranaci ye (238da-239al12).

Here the Stranger shows the necessary intermixing, at least in some sense, of being and
nonbeing. Nonbeing had been conceived previously in the discussion only as utter
nonbeing, which has been shown to entail the inability to mix broadly and more
specifically the inability to mix with being and with quantity. But the Stranger now
shows that this cannot stand. This is because the very terms at play in this account entail
that nonbeing is posited with reference to quantity, insofar as ‘nonbeing’ entails unity and
hence oneness, and being, insofar (e.g.) as predicative claims about nonbeing like
‘nonbeing is irrational’ must draw upon being. Thus nonbeing’s being given to utterance,
speech, and thought entails that something must be, in some sense, to be drawn upon in
the account. Likewise, this entails that that sense of nonbeing at play in the account,
whatever it may be, must itself draw upon being and quantity in some significant sense,
since it is in a manner that is at rest as a unity available to noetic apprehension and hence
to discourse.

The argument beginning from the assumption that nonbeing is not, does not admit
of the relationship of mixtures, and hence does not intermix with quantity, has been
shown to be absurd, on the basis of the absurdity (and impossibility) of each conjunct in
the assumption. Thus nonbeing cannot be conceived narrowly as utter nonbeing, or
what-is-not as such. Instead, in any instance in which nonbeing is said, the structure of
being and quantity must be at play at least in some sense, and our attempts at getting at

utter nonbeing, or what-is-not as such, always fail to constitute this sense of nonbeing to

our apprehension.
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More broadly, the Stranger has continued to demonstrate that being does not
reduce to being a thing. The Stranger is in the midst of helping his audience sort out the
differences between possessing a quality (i.e., being a thing) and what makes possessing
qualities possible in the first place (i.e., forms as causes). Nonbeing cannot be a being,
and yet, given that it is available in some important sense to utterance, speech, and
thought, it remains an object for discourse. That is, nonbeing is not a being, and yet
nonbeing is, although the sense in which it is has not yet been made clear. (We will turn
our attention to this issue in the next chapter.)

A final, important point should be considered before turning to the Stranger’s
discussion of what nonbeing is. The Stranger has also shown, although he does not here
draw this out, that being is being given thought and speech, recalling Parmenides’s view.
In other words, anything that can be the subject of noesis and discourse must be, at least
in some sense, and as has been proven by this exercise. These faculties, thinking and
speaking, are structured by being and draw upon being for their very possibility. This
again is because all speaking and thinking presuppose the structure of being, as all
statements (e.g., ‘Theaetetus sits’) can be reformulated as statements drawing explicitly
on being (e.g., ‘Theaetetus is sitting,” ‘Theaetetus is the kind of thing for which sitting is
possible,” etc.) Thus we have begun to gain positive ground in our overall account of
being, insofar as being has been shown to be the same as being given to thought and
speech, and that it has been shown to be of a different ontological kind than all the beings

themselves.
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3.4.3 Saying ‘what is not’ (239b — 241e)

What remains is to determine what exactly nonbeing is, and the interlocutors
begin to make significant progress in the concluding section of the argument when
considering what nonbeing must be. Following a brief dramatic interlude in which the
interlocutors reflect on the enormous difficulty of this issue (239b1-239¢10), the Stranger
suggests that Theaetetus take a more active role to summarize the issue of the apparition-
making art by accounting for the definition of the image. Theaetetus, making a mistake
characteristic of many secondary Platonic interlocutors,!7¢ responds by listing examples,
offering “the images in water and in mirrors, and what’s more, painted ones and sculpted
ones and all the other things which, although not of this sort, are different” (239d7-10).
When the Stranger points out the deficiency of Theaetetus’ mode of response, Theaetetus
asks in somewhat desperate language, “But stranger, what would we say an image was if
not another such thing made similar to the true one?” (240a9-11). This distinction
between ‘the similar’ and ‘the true’ will allow the interlocutors to break through this
aporetic moment by clarifying the distinction between truth and likeness, as well as the
notion of privation to which this distinction gives rise.

This distinction is drawn as follows by the Stranger and Theaetetus, the latter
perhaps at his most active in the conversation thus far:

ES: Are you saying “another such true one,” or in what sense are you using
(13 2
such?

176 E.g., Euthyphro at Euthyphro 5d8-e2, Meno at Meno 71e1-72a4, etc. Theaetetus himself had made a
similar on the preceding day when seeking an account of knowledge with Socrates, first “defining”
knowledge as “the things that Theodorus teaches [...], geometry and the subjects you enumerated right
now. Then again there are the crafts such as cobbling, whether you take them together or separately” at
Theaetetus 146¢9-d2.
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THEA: No way in the sense of “true,” but rather “like.”

ES: But by “the true” you mean “what genuinely is”?

THEA: Just so.

ES: Well then, isn’t the “not true” the contrary of the true?

THEA: Certainly.

ES: Then you say the like genuinely is not, if you call it “not true.”
THEA: Yet in some way it is, after all.

ES: But not truly, as you say.

THEA: No, I admit, except it’s genuinely a likeness.!?’

Zévog: &tepov 8 Aéyelc Tolodtov dANOvoV, 7 &mi tivi TO TorodTOV EiMEC;

OcaitnTog: 0VIUUDS AANOVOV YE, AAL" £01KOG UEV.

Zévog: apo. 70 aANOvov dvimg Ov Aéyov;

Oeaimrog: obtwg.

Zévog: i 84; 1O un 4AnOwov dp’ évavtiov dAndodg;

Oeaimrog: Ti unv;

Eévog: oUK SvTmg ovk OV dpa AEyelg 1O 01KAG, €lmep avTO ye U AANOVOV EPETC.

Ocaitntog: GAL™ €0TL Y€ PNV TOG.

Eévog: ovkovv aAN0ds ve, PNG.

@saitntoc: oV Yap ovv: TV Y eikdv dvimg (240a12-b11).

The interlocutors tease out this distinction as holding between ‘the true’ and ‘the
like.” This opposition is between as ‘what (genuinely) is’ and ‘the merely like.” The
opposition between these two terms implies that the like is not what (genuinely) is, and
hence is non-genuinely true. And yet, as Theaetetus himself recognizes, the privatives
‘non-" and ‘not’ do not entail ‘utter nonbeing’ (10 undaudg d6v). Instead, the merely like
‘is in some way’ (&ott ye ufv mwg). Put differently, the merely like has genuine being,
but its genuine being is characterized by its genuine participation in likeness, as opposed
to ‘genuine’ being in the sense of that being in which its original participates. Thus, the
interlocutors have begun to consider the as-structure through which being can be

understood relatively. In other words, qua the genuine being of the original, the merely

like does not participate. But qua participation in likeness, the merely like participates.

177 For a discussion of the grammatical difficulties of this passage and arguments for why a construal
similar to that of Brann et al. is best, see Runciman 1964: 68.

129



This is a return to the as-structure developed in the division exercises, as (e.g.) the angler
is expertise qua getting and is not expertise qua making, etc. The interlocutors at first fear
that this leads to sophistical paradox (240c1-6) but will soon come to realize that this
inchoate account of the as-structure of being will ultimately offer the way out of the
sophistical paradox regarding one thing’s being both X and non-X simultaneously.

The interlocutors return to the issue of apparitions and determine that the sophist’s
expertise in apparitions entails a sort of ‘deception-inducing,” leading the beholder ‘to
opine falsely’ (ywevdt] do&dlerv), or to opine ‘the contrary of things that are’ (240d1-7).
After a brief consideration of four different senses of falsity (240e1-241a2), the
interlocutors consider the sophistical objection when accounting for being and nonbeing
as intermixed. But the Stranger addresses the necessary entailments of the arguments as
follows:

In defending ourselves we’ll be compelled to put the argument of my father

Parmenides to the test, and to force our way to the conclusion that Non-being in

some respect is and that Being in turn is not in some way. [...] For as long as

these things are neither refuted nor agreed upon, hardly anyone who talks about
false speeches or opinions — whether about images or likenesses or imitations or
apparitions themselves or about all the arts that concern them — hardly anyone
will be able to avoid being ridiculous, since he’ll be compelled to contradict
himself (241d6-9, d12-¢6).
The project of making sense of this seeming “contradiction” will continue as the
interlocutors progress deeper into the investigation, turning next to the nature of being
and its necessary structure. To summarize for now, the interlocutors have determined
that ‘to be’ is not merely to be a being, since they have shown that being is being given to
thought and speech and hence that nonbeing must be in a sense. Given this, it must be

the case that being is aspectual, and there must be a particular as-structure by which being

in seemingly opposed senses can be simultaneously co-present.
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This will help the interlocutors address the problem of being and nonbeing of
apparitions, which are like their original but are not their original. Apparitions in this
way demonstrate the necessary intermixing of being and nonbeing in that they are, as
evidenced by their being in the mode of likeness, and they are not, as is apparent by their
not being the original. Given that ‘nonbeing’ in some sense is, it became necessary to
clarify the nature of nonbeing with respect not to its opposition to being (since
Parmenides’ goddess has shown that this is impossible), but instead its status as
differentiation between things that are, or difference, in a sense that will be sorted out in
what follows. The point of the passage will furthermore be for the Stranger to show that
nonbeing cannot be thought as a being, because all being is in a certain way and
nonbeing, were it itself to be a being, would necessarily be in no way. But because
nonbeing is spoken and thought, it must be in some way. This way, we will learn, is as
the form otherness, later to be clarified as constitutive and determinate negation (see
section 5.3.2). Finally, this is significant insofar as it indicates the proper and improper
way of thinking about forms, like the form of otherness (nonbeing). The improper way
of thinking of forms entails thinking of them in terms of their own self-predication, or as
participants in their own nature, suggesting (e.g.) that nonbeing must itself not be.
Instead, the proper way of thinking of forms is as timeless causes, which cause (among
other things) the nature of spatiotemporal things that participate in the forms’ nature. The
Stranger will continue to develop these conceptions as he turns to thinking of being and

structure in what follows.
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3.5 Chapter 3 Conclusion: Ways of thinking nonbeing

To conclude Chapter 3, let us retrace the four views of nonbeing that we have
considered herein, noting their entailments for our view of being and value (if any) in
what follows, and then consider the transformed perspective of nonbeing that such
considerations have yielded. The four views of nonbeing are as follows:

I. The sophistical view of being and nonbeing. Upon this view, nonbeing — and, a

fortiori, lying — are impossible, because anything spoken must be, i.e., be true. From this
it follows that any complex proposition that is said must be and cannot not be, because
any indication whatsoever entails being and truth. But this view is flawed insofar as it
conflates self-sameness with claims about the truth of the structure of a being, e.g., it
entails suggesting that a structured claim ‘X is Y’ must be true insofar as ‘X’ and Y’ are
truly picked out in their respective instances of self-sameness. In other words, on this
view, because ‘X’ is truly X and ‘Y’ is truly Y, ‘X is Y’ must be true. But truly picking
out discrete entities in their self-sameness does not entail truly identifying their nature,
structure, or participation in forms other than sameness. Hence this view of being based
upon an alleged but fallacious sense of nonbeing is deficient.

II. The Parmenidean account of the mortal view. Upon this view, entities are

understood with reference to their sameness across instances that accords with the powers
of those basic ontological constituents that compose beings with reference to their
constitutive, elemental powers. This view is an improvement upon the sophistical view
in that it introduced the notion of sameness across beings with reference to a kind of

participation that is lacking in the sophistical view, which entailed treating all instances
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of intermixing among beings as equally true. This mortal view is deficient, however,
insofar as it entails failing to see the co-constitutive unity and sameness (in some sense
still to be determined) of the basic ontological elements themselves. Mortals miss that
light’s not being night is possible precisely insofar as night’s nonbeing (in the sense of
constitutive absence) makes possible the being of light. In this way, the mortal view
lacks an account of the being of the ontological elements, and therefore entails missing
the role of nonbeing as an ontological kind.

III. The Parmenidean account of ‘[...]is [...]". This route of inquiry is made

possible by moving beyond the mortal view (II) by trying to take up the notion of what-
is-not as such, and, upon finding it impossible, seeing the necessity of being in the sense
in which being is unopposed. Like (I), this entails that that which is given to speech and
thought must be in a sense, but only insofar as it is given as a discrete entity and not a
complex assertion of the kind ‘X is Y.” That is, III entails seeing the necessary being of a
given simple entity, but does not entail the troubling, necessary truth of any complex
proposition as was the case in (I); this is because it does not hinge on the confusion
between self-sameness and participation in (other) forms evident in (I).

IV. The Platonic account of nonbeing. This view of nonbeing so far has been

established on the basis of the impossibility of saying nonbeing in the sense of utter
nonbeing or what-is-not as such, along with the further need for an explicit account of
nonbeing following the self-evident truth of nonbeing’s availability to thinking and
speech in some important sense. This account will continue to be developed in what
follows, and the notion of nonbeing in this account will ultimately be situated as a mode

within the form of otherness, one of the necessary ontological kinds. Nonbeing in this
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sense is not opposed to being, but instead is opposed to sameness, and will be shown to
be equally as necessary as is being for the givenness of beings in space and time.

These considerations have demonstrated that nonbeing is, and hence that
nonbeing is subject to structure of intermixing as much as other entities. The
impossibility of what-is-not as such has demonstrated the necessary intermixing of being
with nonbeing, and hence the structure of intermixing more broadly, in any instance in
which being is said. But these considerations have also shown that nonbeing cannot be a
being, but instead must be of a different kind. The Stranger will develop his account of
the kind of nonbeing as a necessary ontological constituent, and the nature and

significance of necessary ontological kinds more broadly.

CHAPTER 4. BEING (242A —249D)

4.1 Chapter 4 Introduction: The ‘history’ of thinking being (242a — 243d)

After transforming their perspective of nonbeing, the interlocutors turn to the
central notion of being (242a — 249d).178 In this chapter I discuss the views of being that
the interlocutors find within the ‘history’ of thinking being and subsequently critique, as
well as the key distinctions between thing and form, the account of wholeness, and the
notion of goodness that are developed throughout and act as the groundwork for the
positive view of being as the power (duvapg) to affect and be affected (247d8-e5) that

the interlocutors establish. In this way, this section of the dialogue on being contains

178 Klein 1977: 40 rightly notes that therefore being is at the textual, as well as the conceptual, center of the
dialogue.
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both a critical account of the ‘previous’ ways of thinking of being and a positive account
of being that arises from these considerations and is developed both explicitly and
implicitly in the discussion. After introducing each of these threads separately here in the
introduction, I will trace them out as they are developed together in the rest of the
chapter.

The critical account in this stretch of text entails addressing four previous ways of
conceiving being. The first two of these views regard the “how much’ or ‘count’ (ndéca)
of being, which are (1) the ‘pluralist’ view that being is many and (2) the ‘monist’ view
that being is one; this is followed by discussion of two further views regarding the
‘whatness’ (noin) of being, which are (3) the view attributed to the ‘giants’ that being is
coextensive with and exhausted by bodily nature; and (4) the view attributed to the
‘friends of forms’ that being is only that which is permanent and changeless, and hence
that all bodily nature is truly characterized as a kind of becoming that is somehow
‘outside’ being. The Stranger shows that each of these is deficient insofar as each entails
an ‘exclusionary’ ontology, i.e., is an account of which beings qualify as being in the
‘proper’ sense. Furthermore, the Stranger shows that many of these views entails
erroneously conceiving of being on the model of a thing in space and time.17?

That the previous ontologists are committed to a view of being on the model of
things in space and time allows the Stranger to develop an alternative that sets up his
positive account. The Stranger introduces the distinction between what it is to participate
in being in a certain way and what it is to be in that sense. Put differently, he introduces

the distinction between what it is for X to be F' and what it is to be F. A second, related

179 Cf. Seligman 1974: 23-24, D. Miller 2004.
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distinction that the Stranger develops is between what it is to change, and what it is to
cause to change. In other words, the Stranger works out the distinction between what it is
for X to become Y and what it is fo cause to become Y. Finally, the Stranger works out
what it is to be a whole that is composed by a part structure that does not compromise the
whole’s identity as a one. Using this distinction, he will show that structured wholeness
characterizes not only things in space and time, but also forms (i.e., natures and causes)
as well in the sense in which forms are given to knowing and speech. These distinctions
give shape to the Stranger’s explicit definition of being as the power to affect and be
affected (or simply ‘being as power’). Stated as such, the form being can be understood
as the essence of what it is to be, and participants in being as those who are and are
caused to be. 1 will argue that the interlocutors ultimately show that this power is the
power of commingling, or the power of participation. That is, to be is to have the power
either to affect or be affected by that which lies without, both of which entail self-and-
other relations with that which is outside oneself. Therefore, to be is to be engaged in a
relationship of participation with the structures of determinacy that lie without. Finally,
these relations can be engaged with either well or poorly, and thus the account requires a
consideration of the ontological nature of goodness. These conceptions will guide the
interlocutors as they turn to ontological structure (considered below in Chapter 5).
Before addressing the four views and by way of setup, the Stranger and
Theaetetus begin by considering these issues with reference to the ‘history’ of thinking
being in the broader Greek tradition up to their time, including some implicit and explicit

references to mythology and the views held by those who are known in our day as
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Presocratic philosophers.180 Because this setup is of much historical and philosophical
interest to this discussion, it is worth reviewing briefly here. The Stranger begins by
stating that “Parmenides and everybody else!8! talked to us casually when they rushed
into a judgment about marking off the ‘how many’ and the ‘what sort’ [m6ca 1€ kai moia]
of beings” (242¢5-8). He considers the ‘stories’ told to us previously, beginning with the
account that ‘beings are three’ and engaged in war, strife, marriage, and consummation
(242c11-d2); next that ‘beings are two — “wet and dry” or “hot and cold (242d3-4); and,
third, the view that the Stranger associates with ‘the Eleatic tribe [...] starting with
Xenophanes and even before that’ that entails holding that ‘all things’ are one (242d4-8).
The Stranger associates the final possibility with the ‘lonian and later some Sicilian
Muses’ and describes it as the ‘woven-together’ view that ‘being is both many and one,
and that it is held together by enmity and friendship’ (242e1-3).182 The ‘softer’
alternative to the fourth view is that ‘sometimes, under the influence of Aphrodite, the All
is one and friendly, and other times it is many and at war with itself through some strife’
(242e4-243a2).

The Stranger seems to imply that these views are exhaustive of the ways in which

one could account for being as ontological composition in terms of a countable number,

180 Much work has been done to address the question of whom the Stranger implicitly has in mind in
describing these competing ontologies. Because it is beyond the scope of my questions regarding the
nature of being here, [ will generally remain agnostic regarding the identities of unnamed ancient
ontologists in this passage. My only firm stance regarding these issues is negative in character, in that I
hold (pace McCabe 2000) that the Stranger does not intend attacks on Parmenides specifically except
instances in which he makes this explicit. For discussions of some possible implicit identities of these
ontologists described in the Stranger’s exposition on the ‘history’ of thinking being, see Fowler 1912: 371,
Seligman 1974: 22-23, Bluck 1975: 81-82, Klein 1977: 39, Notomi 1999: 216, and McCabe 2000: 64-65.
I81 As Rosen 1983: 205 rightly notes, this passage demonstrates that the Stranger and Theaetetus are not ‘at
war’ solely with Parmenides, but instead with all predecessors.

182 The Stranger does not go on explicitly to discuss the view that being is ‘one and many,’ but the model
that he uses to describe this view seems to be simply a combination of the views that being is one and that
it is many, i.e., in both cases in terms relevant to beings in space and time. Therefore, a hybrid of the
Stranger’s critiques of these two views separately is applicable.
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be it one, two, many, or both one and many. At the very least, such possibilities seem
logically exhaustive on the surface of things, of which the Stranger is very likely aware.
He indicates various ways of describing being’s whatness but will focus on the broad
ontological categories of (i) the bodily and (i1) the unchanging (dxivntog)'® and hence
non-bodily when addressing the possible ‘whatness’ views directly. With this general
‘historical” narrative stated, the interlocutors are prepared to turn to each of the most

promising views and consider their strengths and weaknesses.

4.2 Being’s ‘how much’ (242a — 245¢)

4.2.1 The pluralists (243d — 244b)

The Stranger addresses the deficiency of each of these views in turn, beginning
with the pluralists,!84 or those ‘who say that all things are hot and cold or some such two’

(243d9-10).185 Put differently, the Stranger is concerned here to attack the view that the

183 The Greek verb xwvéw and noun kivnoig cover a semantic range that is difficult to capture in English.
This includes both ‘I move’ and ‘I change,’ in the transitive sense, and ‘movement’ and ‘change,’
respectively. At the risk of muddying the picture, in what follows I often replace these Greek terms with
references either to motion or change to suit the context of a given claim. They should be understood in a
univocal sense, however.

184 The view that the Stranger describes is, properly speaking, a dualist view, and the Stranger speaks of it
consistently as such. The critique of this position in dualist terms applies a fortiori to pluralists positing
more than two atomic elements as being, however, and because of this I take it that the point is to show the
error inherent in any pluralistic account (cf. Crivelli 2012: 70-75). Hence here I understand this passage as
a critique of pluralism broadly, not dualism specifically, and refer to the view and thinkers who hold it
accordingly. Nevertheless, dualism is a relevant version of pluralism for many reasons, especially in this
context for its echoing the errors of mortals in positing two ‘separate’ but ‘equal’ forms that Parmenides’
goddess describes (see section 3.3.2).

185 Whether these need be understood as material principles is ambiguous, but I follow Moravcsik 1962: 29
and Bluck 1975: 69 in assuming that nothing decisive hinges on this distinction, since the problems that the
Stranger and Theaetetus will identify relate (here at least) to number, not the nature of the thing being
counted. I suspect, moreover, that this ambiguity is meant to draw our attention to the fact that these issues
have not been thought through properly by the ontologists advocating for such views, preparing the way for
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all can be explained through a list of a certain kind of causally prior thing, namely,
elements in space and time that constitute bodies but themselves are not (according to
those holding this view, anyway) constituted by anything prior or more basic. His
rejection of this view receives little space in the dialogue, since even when given the
benefit of several different interpretations, the pluralistic account is quickly shown to
entail contradiction or impossibility. The discussion nevertheless is illuminative of the
central mistake regarding thinking being at play throughout the history that the Stranger
covers, that is, the mistake of thinking of being in terms proper to beings in space and
time.!86 [t also presents the occasion to reflect on the value of Parmenides’ goddess’
account of the deficiencies of mortal scientific inquiry. The Stranger speaks for the
pluralists, representing their view on the matter in the following exchange, with my
roman numerals indicating the three interpretive responses that the Stranger anticipates
and that I will unpack below:

ES: “Come then, all of you who say that all things are hot or cold or some such

two — what are you uttering that applies to both, when you declare each to be?

How are we to understand this ‘to be’ of yours? Is it (i) a third besides those two,

and should we posit that, according to you, the All is three and no longer two?

For surely (i1) when you call the one or the other of the pair Being, you’re not

saying that both simultaneously are. For in both cases, the pair would be pretty

much one but not two.”

THEA: What you say is true.

ES: “But (iii) do you want to call both together being?”

THEA: Perhaps.

ES: “But friends,” we’ll declare, “even so, the two would be said very clearly to

be one.”

THEA: You’ve spoken very correctly.

Zévoc: ‘pépe, Omdoot Oepuov ki Yyuypov 1 Tve §V0 To10VT® T TAVT EVaL GOTE,

i mote *dpo TodT’ &’ dppoiv eOyyeche, Aéyovieg Ao Kol EkdTepov glvat; Ti TO

the Stranger’s turn to an ontology based on principles that cannot be conceived on the model of space and
time.

186 Cf. D. Miller 2004: 341-343 for a discussion of this mistake in this context. Miller phrases this problem
in terms of the entailments of dualism, but I suggest that this problem spans pluralism more broadly.
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givat 10010 VmoAdPopey DU®V; TOTEPOV TpiTOV TaPd TO dV0 EKeiva, Kai Tpia TO
AV GAAG ur| 600 €Tt ko’ VUAG TIODUEV; OV YAp OV TOTV Y& dVOTV KOAODVTEC
0dtepov dv ApedTEpO. Opoimg etvon Aéyete: oyedOV Yap GV ApEoTépmg &V, GAL" 0D
dvo gltmyv.’
Ocaitntog: aAnOn Aéyeis.
Z£vog: ‘GAL Gpd ye Th Bpe® PovAeshs KOAETY BV;’
Ocaitnrog: icwg.
Z£vog: ‘GAL, ® @ikot,” erioopey, ‘kav oBtm Té §00 Aéyort dv capéotota Ev.’
Ocaitntog: opBoTaTa lpnkac. (243d11-e7).
Here the Stranger points to the difficulty of advocating for pluralistic accounts of being
generally. He suggests three possible interpretations of the pluralistic view of multiple
elements as constituting being most basically, which are as follows:
(1) the being that is common to each of the elements when saying that the
elements ‘are’ is an additional element, i.e., one that adds to their count;
(i1) one or another of the elements is being most essentially while the other(s) is
not or are not,
(ii1) the conglomeration of the elements together is itself being.
The Stranger quickly shows each of these to be untenable. As I discuss the passage, |
will use the Stranger’s paradigm of hot and cold!#7 (although this critique would of
course apply equally to the elements of any pluralistic account)!88 to consider these
possibilities to illustrate the Stranger’s reasoning as I understand it. The Stranger will

show that each of these fails even on its own terms, either because it leads to an infinite

regress or lapses back into monism. To indicate the deeper failure of these ways of

I87 It is unclear whether the Stranger here has in mind the hot and cold as masses of hot and cold stuff (as
argued by Frede 1996: 186-187) or the kinds the hot and the cold (as argued by Cornford 1935: 219,
Crombie 1963: 390, D. Miller 2004: 341, and Crivelli 2012: 75). My own view is that the pluralists have
failed to think through precisely this distinction, forcing them into muddled and inconsistent thinking
regarding the difference between these two categories; cf. Crivelli 2012: 75 fn. 12.

188 Cf, Wedin 1980: 268, Crivelli 2012: 73.
140



thinking, I will connect them to our previous discussion of Parmenides’ goddess’s
account of mortal inquiry.

The first possible interpretation of the pluralist account is (i) that the being that is
indicated and at play in a pluralistic account like ‘the hot and cold are’ is an additional
thing to be counted. That we now have one more than we started with — that is, now hot
and cold, p/us being — is troubling, and leads to several possibilities. If, on the one hand,
the additional element (being) is taken just to add to the ‘count’ of the elements that
constitute being, then we at least face an infinite regress, since another entity will need to
be posited by which hot, cold, and being all are, ad infinitum. More deeply, we are
reminded here of the goddess’ critique of mortal inquiry for its entailing the failure to
grasp the underlying oneness that makes plurality possible. In other words, this account
entails missing the goddess’ insight that ontological elements must share in something in
common, both constitutively and fundamentally.

If, on the other hand, the pluralists grasp this problem and acknowledge the
rootedness of two elements (hot and cold) in the third (being), then the account as it now
stands has lapsed back into a kind of monism. This is because it entails positing one of
the three elements as more ‘elemental’ than, or conceptually and causally prior to, the

others, insofar as being is that which explains the others in their commonness.!8° That is,

189 The most significant interpretive issue regarding this passage as related to pluralism more broadly as
opposed to dualism more narrowly regards the Stranger’s first refutation (i), that is, of the possibility that
the account that the hot and the cold together are entails that a third thing, namely being, must also be at
play in this ontology. If the interlocutors’ main task in this section is to critique dualism, then the mere
mention of a third thing (being) suggests that the account has faltered. But in my interpretation, accounting
for the mere presence of a third thing is insufficient for capturing the nature of this critique. The problem is
not that more than two things are present, but instead that one of the things (being) has a kind of conceptual
priority over all the other things (hot and cold). Thus construed, this critique would apply to any pluralistic
account, e.g., the claim that fire, earth, water, and air all are, insofar as it entails positing a fifth entity
(being) with a greater level of conceptual priority than the other four elements; cf. Sallis 1975: 490, though
Sallis discusses this issue in terms of dualism. Notomi 1999: 215 has a similar view. Crivelli 2012: 73-75
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this is no longer an account of multiple constitutive elements, but instead a single
constitutive element (being) and its role in supporting other further, subservient elements
(hot and cold). Therefore, this account has lapsed into monism and is no pluralistic
account at all.

Another possible interpretation of the pluralist account is (ii) that one element is
most essentially while the other(s) is not or are not, e.g., hot is, cold is not (as the
Stranger points to the possibility of “call[ing] the one or the other of the pair Being” at
243e4-6). In this case, one element (e.g., hot) indicates being, or more precisely is being,
and the other(s) (e.g., cold) indicate(s) the privation of being. But in this interpretation,
being is again one, e.g., hotness, while its opposite is not. Thus it has again lapsed into
monism. But to consider the deeper implication, this account has become incoherent
insofar as one element has laid claim to the grounds by which all elements had been
posited at the expense of the others. In other words, it entails a fundamental
misapprehension of the nature of the hotness to suggest that only it truly is in the
constitutive sense while its opposite, coldness, simply is not. Granted, any instance of
heat entails the absence of coldness in this particular instance. But constitutively, the
goddess has taught us that the being of the hot is determined from without by the being in
the form of non-presence of the cold. Again, this view has failed insofar as it has lapsed
back into monism; but more profoundly, we see that this is not in fact an account of being
at all, but instead an account of material conditions that entails missing that upon which

materiality depends in the first place.

discusses several rival interpretations of the Stranger’s point in this passage. Perhaps the best articulation
of the rival view — that the dualist position is rejected because it entails that one element must participate in
its opposite — is Moravcsik 1962: 29. For an alternative interpretation of the reasons why the third entity of
being challenges this account that Crivelli does not cite, see Ray 1984: 20-21.
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Finally, it could be the case (iii) that being simply is the tension between hot and
cold as opposites, as the Stranger suggests when asking whether the monists simply want
to call being the two taken together (244al-2). While this is an appealing alternative, it
too lapses into monism, as being is now one (that which sustains the hot and the cold
equally), not multiple. This further suggests the need for the kind of account that the
goddess gave when critiquing mortal inquiry, since the ‘tension’ between hot and cold
indicates the foundedness of the two elements upon something common and causally
prior to them both.

The pluralistic account has therefore been shown to be untenable. The Stranger
has demonstrated that any pluralistic conception of being requires a prior conceptual
unity through which each can be posited. Any account of a self-sufficient plurality is
explanatorily inadequate insofar as it neglects the ground by which a plurality could
simultaneously be, or be in the alleged mode of self-sufficiency, etc.1°0 Furthermore, this
has offered the opportunity to reflect on the persistent error in ontological thinking of
conceiving of being as a thing in space and time. The pluralists have failed to
differentiate between heat as a property and heat as an object that exhibits that property.
The pluralists, that is, treat their constitutive ontological elements as self-predicating and
explanatorily self-exhaustive, i.e., not caused by anything prior and not explained with
reference to anything further.

The Stranger summarizes his response to the pluralists’ view by addressing them
as follows:

Then since we’ve reached an impasse, you make sufficiently apparent to us what

in the world you want to point to whenever you utter ‘being.” For it’s clear that
you’ve recognized these things for a long time, while we supposed we knew

190 Cf, Flower 1984: 7.
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earlier, but have now reached an impasse. So teach us this very thing first of all,
so that we may not opine that we understand what’s said by you when the
complete contrary is the case.
Eme1dn Toivuv MUETg mopnKapey, DUETG avTd MUV Epueavilete ikavdg, Ti Tote
BovAecOe onuaivewy omoTav Ov EBEYYNGOe. dHAOV Yap O VUETG peV TadTO TAAOL
T1yvdokete, Nuec 88 mpod 10D uev Gopeda, viv 8 AropiKopey. S184cKeTE 0DV
TPAOTOV TOVT  oOTO NUAG, Tva pun do&dlmpev pavBdvew pev o Aeyopeva mop’
VUV, TO 0& TOVTOVL YiyvnTot Tdv Tovvavtiov (244a4-bl).
The account demands a clarification of the means by which the allegedly opposed
elements have been simultaneously posited. As a potential means of clarification, the

interlocutors turn to the monists, whose view seems promising on the surface of things

for helping to get through the current impasse but will lead to complications of its own.

4.2.2 The monists: names (244b — 244d)

The interlocutors thus turn to monism. They speak of throughout in what I will
call its ‘naive’ form, which is the view that the claim all is one’ entails the further
supposition that ‘all is not many.’!1°! Of course, monistic accounts are closely associated
with the Stranger’s fellow Eleatic thinkers, including certain longstanding traditions of

interpreting Parmenides, Zeno, and their ‘comrades.’ 2 Thus, through the Stranger’s

1911 use the term ‘naive monism’ throughout to name the kind of monistic account that entails taking it that
being is entirely one and hence lacks complexity of any kind. The meaning of this will, I hope, become
clear in what follows.

192 Because of this, many consider this stretch of argument to be against Parmenides himself (see, e.g.,
Brown 1998: 185 and McCabe 2000: 66-73.) But I think it is a mistake to associate this critique of monism
too closely with a critique of Parmenides. Although the Stranger does invoke a claim of Parmenides’ to
flesh out the monistic account, he is nevertheless careful to describe his response as directed at “those” who
posit a monistic account, in contrast to other moments in the text when makes clear that he is addressing
Parmenides’ account more specifically (cf. 241d, 258c). In the Parmenides dialogue, Plato takes similar
measures to separate Parmenides’ claim that ‘all is one’ from the subsequent Eleatic claim that ‘all is not
many’ (cf. Miller 1980: 25-36, Sanday 2009). Furthermore, there is good reason to think that the Stranger is
referring to the Parmenides poem merely as a rhetorical device when attributing to the monists the view
that the One is a whole of parts, and strong evidence to suggest that Parmenides in fact held an opposing
view to that which the Stranger suggests here. Therefore, I take it, pace McCabe and others, that this is not
a critique of Parmenides specifically but instead of naive monism in the Eleatic tradition.
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Eleatic connections, the discussion in the Sophist is cast dramatically in the context of the
history of this view. Despite himself being rooted in and therefore indebted to this
tradition through his Eleatic identity, the Stranger will ultimately show the impossibility
of positing a naively monistic account, therefore indicating the necessity of an alternative.
He will show ultimately that necessary being must entail structure, and hence plurality, in
a meaningful sense. The sense of this plurality will come from his clarification of nature
of wholeness and part-whole structure.

The Stranger presents two interconnected reasons for the failure of naive monism
in separate but parallel moments in his dialectical argument.!®3 The first of these is the
problem of the pluralizing effect of names (244b6-244d13),'%94 and the second related to
structure (244d14-245¢2);195 these are followed by a brief summary of the difficulties
regarding thinking being that these two problems indicate (245e3-246a2).19¢ The
Stranger’s argument addressing the first problem is that a properly monistic account
cannot be articulated, as any account entails disclosing the causally and conceptually
prior and posterior structure of the accounted object in terms that explain the object but
that object itself does not explain. His argument in response to the second problem is that
objects both imply and necessarily require a given structure to instantiate their nature, as
the Stranger will demonstrate by considering the problem of parts and wholes. In other

words, the Stranger shows that both accounts and beings entail a kind of complexity that

193 Cf. Bluck 1975: 72-82, who explains the interconnections of these moments of the argument in depth
and contra those who take these to be strictly separate arguments, such as Moravcsik 1962: 31 and
Runciman 1964: 74.

194 Called the ‘semantic argument’ by some (e.g., Ambuel 2007, Wiitala 2014b).

195 There is much corruption and disagreement within the manuscript tradition regarding this passage. 1
follow the Robinson edition (in Duke, et al. 1995). For discussions of the entailments of various
manuscripts and their interpretations, see Bluck 1975: 72 and Crivelli 2012: 78 fn. 39.

196 Cf. Harte 2002: 101 and D. Miller 2004: 343-344 for further discussion of this passage that I draw on
throughout this section.
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monistic ontologies (i.e., in their naive form) cannot capture. The Stranger thus will
suggest that a different kind of account is required, and one that entails positing the
necessary composite structure that allegedly primary ontological components (e.g., ‘the
hot’) require.

Furthermore, the Stranger will continue to develop his implicit account of the
problem in the history of ontology of accounting for being in terms proper to beings. To
this end, in this section the Stranger first identifies the distinction between an object’s
being in a certain way (‘X is F’) and a certain way of being (what it is ‘to be F.’) This
comes in an introductory form in the distinction between a thing’s being a One and what
it must mean to be One itself.

The Stranger begins by considering the issue of the plurality of names.
Addressing ‘those who say that the All is one,”!97 the Stranger asks ‘what in the world’
being would be according to such a view:

ES: [...] “I suppose you claim that one alone is.” “We do,” they will claim. Isn’t
this so?

THEA: Yes.

ES: “What about this: Do you call something ‘being’?”

THEA: Yes.

ES: “Is it the very thing you call ‘one’ — using two names for the same thing — or
what?”

THEA: What’s their answer to this, Stranger?

ES: It’s clear, Theaetetus, that it’s not at all easy for the man who assumes this
hypothesis to answer what’s now being asked — or anything else.

THEA: How so?

ES: I suppose it’s ridiculous for the man who posits nothing but one to agree that
two names are.

THEA: Of course.

ES: And all in all it would not be reasonable to be receptive to one who says that
any name is.

THEA: In what way?

ES: I suppose that in positing the name as other than the thing, he asserts a pair.

197 For a helpful discussion of this dialectical method (methodos) of address, see McCabe 2000: 66-67,
especially footnotes 27 and 31.
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THEA: Yes.

ES: Moreover, if he posits the name as the same as the thing, either he’ll be
compelled to say that it’s the name of nothing; or if he claims that it’s the name of
something, it will follow that the name is only the name of a name and of nothing
else.

THEA: Just so.

ES: And “the One” will be the name that goes with One; and the One will in turn
go with the name.

THEA: That’s necessary.

Zévog: Ti 84; mopd TV EV 1O TV AeyOvVTOV ap° 00 TEVGTEOV Eig SVvapuy Ti ToTE
Aéyovot 10 dv;

Ocaitntog: TGS yap ov;

Zévog: 103 Totvuy dmokpvEcHmv. ‘Ev oy @ote povov etvar;” — ‘Qauy yép,’
PNoovGLV. 1| Yap;

Oeaimrog: vai.

Eévog: ‘Tl 0€; OV KOoAETE TL;

Oeaimrog: vai.

Eévog: ‘motepov Omep Ev, &Ml T AT TPOTYPDOUEVOL dLOTV OVOLACLY, T| TAG;
@saitnrtoc: Tic 00V adTOic 1) petd TodT’, M Ebve, AMOKPIOIC;

Zévoc: dfjhov, ® Ocoitte, 611 T TANTNV THY VIOOESTY VobEUEVE TPOG TO VOV
Epmt0eV Kol Tpog dALO 8¢ 0TIODV 00 TAVTOV PACGTOV AToKpivacOaLl.
OcaitnTog: TMOG;

Z£vog: 10 e 300 OVOUATO OLOAOYETV slvar NSV O€pevoy ATV &v KaTayélacTov
TOV.

Ocaitntog: THS & ov;

Eévoc: kol 10 mapamay ye arodéxestal tov Adyovioc g Eotv dvoud T, Adyov
oVK Gv &yov.

Ocaittog: ©R;

Eévog: TiBeic e Tobvopa ToD TPAyUaTog ETEPOV 000 AEYEL TOV TIVE.

®caitnTog: vai.

Eévog: kol unyv av Tantov ye avtd Ti01] todvopa, 1 undevog dvopa
avaykacOnoetal AEyet, €1 6€ TIvog avTo PNoEL, GLUPNGETAL TO Voo OVOUATOG
dvopa povov, GAAOL 8¢ 0VOEVOG OV.

®caitntog: oVTmC.

Z4vog: Kai 10 &V e, EvOg dvopa OV Kkai Tod dvOpaTog ad TO Ev dv.

Ocaitntog: avdykn (244b6-244d13).

Here the interlocutors consider the question of how it is that the monists can address the
problem of names, given that all is asserted to be ‘one.’!°8 The Stranger presents a

reductio argument showing the necessary absurdity of the monists’ position that all is not

198 Cf, McCabe 2000: 66-73 and Crivelli 2012: 77-79.
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many. The result of the argument is an indication that discourse and the plurality of
names shows the necessity of complex structure in some meaningful sense, and that any
argument against complexity (i.e., that all is not merely ‘one’ but also ‘not many’) is
absurd insofar as it is incoherent and cannot be articulated. Furthermore, the Stranger
shows that the mere separation between signifier (name) and signified (that which is
named) indicates the necessity of plurality in some meaningful sense, given that a name
is not identical to that which it names. More deeply, the Stranger is indicating something
meaningful about being by pointing to the role of names. If all was truly one and not
many, then names would not be necessary, since all would simply be being. In this sense,
names not only themselves pluralize, but indicate that being is somehow structured in a
meaningful way that needs to be disentangled by language. Therefore, names indicate
that naive monism is untenable.

The moves in the Stranger’s dialectical argument here is as follows. The person
that asserts that the all is one must grapple with the self-evident fact that there is being,
given that the monist asserts that the one is. (Here the interlocutors do not even address
the question of whether the monist would deny that being is.)19 Given this, this account
at the very least entails two names, ‘one’ and ‘being.” The monist will deny, as is
necessary, that both names are. But even folding the names into one still yields two, that
is, the one itself and the name ‘the one.” Finally, the Stranger argues that the monist will
be unable to fold these two things — the one itself and its name — into one. Folding the
name and the thing named into one would imply one of two things. Perhaps (i) the name

names nothing; but in this case, it is no name. Alternatively, (i1) it names itself only; but

199 This issue is addressed in the first hypothesis in the Parmenides dialogue. See Parmenides 137¢c-142a
and Miller 1990: 80-98.
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in this case we are discussing it as a separate entity from that which it names. In either
case, the account entails that we must have two, not one. 200

The Stranger is here identifying the role of discourse in pointing to the necessity
of composite ontological structure, and the impossibility of articulating a naively
monistic account due to the plurality that accounts entail.20! Discourse is necessarily
about the composite structure of being; e.g., ‘the kettle is hot’ indicates that one being
(this particular entity) partakes of others (e.g., the natures of kettle, hotness, and being).
Indeed, the very act of discoursing with the monists indicates that being has a composite
structure in some meaningful sense, given that the monists must argue that the One is in a
certain way but is not in another. In other words, this discursive exercise must entail
showing the specific type of nature in which the One does not partake, and hence
indicates the absurdity of their position. The Stranger’s reductio argument here recalls
Socrates’ playful critique of Zenonian monism in the Parmenides dialogue, in which
Socrates describes the ‘many proofs’ that ‘each’ support Zeno’s hypothesis that ‘things
are not many’ (00 TOAAG €oT1, Parmenides 127¢8-10), tacitly indicating the necessary
complexity entailed by discourse.

In this way, the Stranger has drawn attention to the sense in which discourse, as

an intertwining of names, demands an account that is at least in some significant sense

200 Dye to problems with the original manuscript, this final claim in the argument is difficult to unpack.
Regardless of which manuscript tradition they follow, most commentators of which I am aware take it that
the Stranger concludes that this view results in ‘nonsense’ in one way or another (see Notomi 1999: 215
and Crivelli 2012: 74 for discussions of this point and its reception by commentators). McCabe 2000: 68
offers a more nuanced interpretation that I follow below, although her interpretation is not in any way at
odds with the interpretations of this passage as resulting in ‘nonsense.” The discussion in Crivelli 2012: 77-
79 is well-rooted in recent interpretations of the passage.

201 For an iconoclastic and valuable discussion of the implications of this for the possibility of
philosophical dialogue more broadly, and the sense in which the necessities for dialogue are at issue
throughout this discussion of the four inadequate conceptions of being, see Notomi 1999: 211-221.
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pluralistic. Superficially, as the case of names suggest, this includes both name and thing
named. But more deeply, the very need for naming indicates that things must be many to
be distinguished from one another, and thus that the all cannot be one and not many in the

strict sense.

4.2.3 The monists: structure (244d — 245¢)

Both to critique the monists and give fuller shape to his own, positive account of
being, the Stranger next turns to problem of parts and wholes that the monist faces.202
Negatively, the Stranger here shows that the part-whole structure that the monists’ One
must exhibit to be an object of knowledge invalidates monism in its naive form.
Positively, the Stranger uses this account of part-whole structure to distinguish between
the senses of being in a certain way and a certain way of being, the latter of which he will
use to develop a conception of being that does not entail treating being as a thing in space
and time. Thus, this stretch of the text marks the place in which the Stranger’s critique of
the previous ontologists decisively begins to give rise to his own account.

The Stranger’s consideration of the part-whole structure in light of monism

comprises three parts.203 First, and with reference to Parmenides, the Stranger considers

202 Many 20" century commentators interpret this passage as a discussion of the names ‘being,” ‘one,” and
‘whole,” e.g. Bluck 1975 and de Rijk 1986. Against this kind of reading, I follow other commentators (e.g.,
McCabe 2000, Harte 2002, D. Miller 2004, and Wiitala 2014b) in arguing that this discussion concerns the
ontological entity itself for which the monists argue.

203 My interpretation of the structure of this argument is closest to Moravesik 1971 and Harte 2002.
Moravcsik focuses on the non-identity of being (what he calls “existence”) and the one and being and the
whole, while Harte argues for the non-identity of being, the one, and the whole, as well as any possible
dyad taken from within the three. Other discussions of this argument include Cornford 1935: 220-223,
Bluck 1975: 73-88, Bondeson 1976: 3-4, and Palmer 1999: 171-183. 1 follow the interpretation of the
structure of this passage advanced by Harte 2002: 102-103.
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the possibility (A) that the monistic One is a whole of parts (244d14-245b3). Second, he
rejects this assumption and assumes instead (B1) that the One is not a whole of parts, and
that wholeness is but the One lacks it (245b4-c10).294 Third, he assumes finally that (B2)
the One is not a whole of parts because wholeness is not, and hence that the One
necessarily lacks it (245¢10-245d10). Considering each of these moves will help us to
see the direction in which the Stranger is moving.

In (A), the Stranger quotes Parmenides’ poem (from what is now known to us as
Fragment 8) to address, and subsequently discharge, the assumption that the whole has
parts.2%5 The discussion goes as follows:

ES: And what about this: Will they claim that the Whole is other than the One that

is or the same as it?

THEA: They surely will and do claim that it’s the same.

ES: Well then, if the Whole is, just as Parmenides too says,
Like to the mass of a sphere nicely rounded from every direction, out from
the center well-matched in all ways. For no greater nor smaller it needs
must turn out, both on this and on that side[,]

then in being such, Being as a center and extremes, and in having these, it must

with every necessity have parts. Or how is it?

THEA: Just so.

ES: Still, nothing prevents that which is divided into parts from being affected

[méB0g] by the One over all its parts, and from being in this way one, since it is

both all and whole.

THEA: Certainly.

ES: But isn’t it impossible for what is so affected to be itself the One itself?

204 This structure represents a reversal of the first two hypotheses in the Parmenides dialogue, in which the
Parmenides character first considers oneness itself insofar as it is not a whole and in fact is not, before
addressing the senses in which oneness itself necessarily entails a whole-part structure. See Miller 1990:
80-98. The two senses of oneness in the Parmenides and Sophist are similar but not coextensive, given that
they arise in different contexts.

205 This use of Parmenides’ poem by the Stranger does not indicate that Parmenides actually believed that
the ‘whole’ of being, to the extent to which this term even applies to Parmenidean ontology in any
straightforward way, actually admitted a whole-part structure. (Cf. Harte 2002: 103 fn. 90; Ray 1984: 25-
26 makes a similar observation to support a very different kind of claim regarding the nature of what he
calls the ‘existence’ of the Parmenidean whole.) Given that the goddess had earlier stated that her final
descriptions of being were to be mere ‘signposts’ (line 8.2) indicating but not capturing the nature of being,
and given that the goddess earlier had called being ‘indivisible’ (008¢ diopetov, line 8.22), I argue that we
can assume that it is likely that this view is not properly attributable to Parmenides and that the Stranger is
merely drawing upon this passage as a rhetorical device for presenting one possible conception of the part-
whole structure of necessary being.
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THEA: How’s that?

ES: Surely, it is necessary that the truly One be declared entirely partless,
according to the correct account.

THEA: It must be.

ES: But that other sort of one, since it is made out of many parts, will not
harmonize with this account.

THEA: I understand.

Eévog: ti 0¢; 10 Ohov Etgpov ToD VTG £VOG 1| TADTOV PTIGOVGL TOVTR;
BcaitTog: TAOS YOp 0V PNICOLGT TE Kol UGiv;

Eévog: €l Totvov Olov éotiv, domep kal [Tappeviong Aéyet,“ndvtobev gukvKAOL
opaipng évariykiov dyK®, peccdbev icomaieg mhvin: 10 yap ovte T peilov ovte
1L Badtepov merévar ypedv €ott T 1| i), T01VTOHV Y OV 10 OV pécov T Kai Eoyata
&xetl, Todta 08 Eyov maca AvayKkn HEPN Exewv: f| TAS;

Ocaitntog: ovTMG.

Eévog: aALG unv T6 ve pepeptopévov mdbog pev Tod £vog Exetv Emi Tolg HéPeot
TGty 00OEV dmokmADEL, Kod TaTn 81 mdv TE OV Kod BAov v Evol.

Ocaitntog: 1 6 ov;

Zévog: 10 8¢ memoviog Tadta ap” ovK AdHVATOV adTo YE TO EV ADTO Elva;
Oeaimrog: TdC;

Eévog: auepeg OMmov Ol movTeA®dS 16 Y AANODS Ev Kot TOV OpOBOV AdYOV
eipfjodat.

Ocaittog: 8¢l yap ovv.

Eévog: 10 0¢ ye TOoDTOV €K TOAADV HEPDV OV 00 CUHPMOVIOEL TG OAWD AOY®.
Ocaittog: pavldvem. (244d14-245b3).

The interlocutors here begin with the assumption that the monistic One can be understood
as a whole that has parts, as suggested by Parmenides’ goddess in her description of the
‘center’ and ‘extremes’ of being that she discusses within the series of ‘signposts’
(onuata, line 8.2) offered to give indications as to how to conceive of being. Hence,
presumably in following this appeal to the authority of Parmenides, these monists have
accepted this account of the whole having parts and now must defend it by arguing that
the whole is the same as its parts, as is necessitated by their monism.2% On the basis of
this, the Stranger points to two problems. These are that (i) each part is subject to

affectation (né60¢) by the One,207 and (i1) the whole itself is subjected to the character of

206 Much of my analysis in this discussion draws on Harte 2002.
207 Affectation will become a central component of the Stranger’s positive account; see section 4.3.2.
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Oneness, or being One. That is, (i) each part is not self-sufficient, but instead derives its
nature from its role in the One, and therefore is affected by the One as the source of a
normative ordering principle outside of it as a part that defines its nature as a part. In
other words, the nature of wholeness suggests that the whole’s parts do not answer
simply to internal standards for their own being, but instead derive their nature and the
standards by which their nature is instantiated from without. In the language of causal
priority, this suggests that the whole is causally (though not necessarily temporally) prior
to the parts; and this (non-temporal) priority necessarily indicates an ordered multiplicity,
with whole (non-temporally) prior to part.

Let me put this important matter one more way, taking the signpost of the goddess
as an example. The ‘middle’ of the ‘circle’ gets its character as middle because of the
requirements of the given circle, as well as the precise character of the ‘extremes.’
Without both the principle of ordered wholeness that is the notion of circularity and the
co-constitutive nature of the other parts, the middle could not be the middle. So given the
apparent presence of parts into which the whole divides (on this model of thinking of the
whole, at least), each constituent part is subjected to affectation both by the One of which
it is a part and those other parts like it in kind.

Second, this realization suggests that (ii) that which is whole is both affected by
the One and is separate from the One itself (10 &v avt0, 245a6) since the discrete whole
that is One owes its character of being whole to something outside of itself that it is not,
namely, the principle of the One or oneness (10 €v a0t0). This one, that is, can only be
one because of oneness itself (10 €&v avt0). Importantly, the Stranger here has shown that

an account of the being of an object, here the monists’ One, must entail reaching outside

153



of the object itself to account for it as it is. For just as names suggest necessary plurality
by pointing outside the object named in several senses, so too does an account of an
object necessarily point outside itself by requiring a further explanatory principle, here
the meaning of Oneness (10 &v avto). In other words, the Stranger has shown that there
are two senses of ‘oneness,’ the thing that is one, and oneness itself (10 €v avt0), which
must be as it itself is for the All to be one.

This is an extremely significant move for the ontological account that the Stranger
will develop in more depth as the dialogue continues, and this distinction will play a large
role in the interlocutors’ success in getting beyond the errors of mortal ontology and
positing their own account. More locally, this distinction is significant for the Stranger’s
argument against the monists for two reasons. The Stranger has shown that the monists
have lost their monism and are left with two, the monists’ One and oneness itself (10 &v
av10). The Stranger is still in the process of demonstrating the inadequacy of thinking of
being in terms proper to beings, and therefore the monists, who are guilty of this mistake,
cannot distinguish between their One and oneness more broadly. Therefore, the whole of
parts and the One must be separate, and the monists have lost their claim to monism by
being forced to posit two.

The Stranger’s next move is to see what follows from the supposition that the
monists’ One is not a whole of parts, but that wholeness nevertheless is:

ES: Then is it the case that Being will be both one and whole in this way — by

being affected by the One? Or shall we deny that Being is in any way whole?

THEA: You’ve thrown a tough choice before us.

ES: Certainly, what you say is very true. For Being, if it is affected so as to be

somehow one, will show itself to be not the same as the One, and all things will in

fact be more than one.

THEA: Yes.
ES: And yet, if indeed Being is not a whole through having been affected by the
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One, and if the Whole itself is, then it turns out that Being lacks itself.

THEA: Entirely so.

ES: And so, according to this account, Being, since it is deprived of itself, will be
non-being.

THEA: Just so.

ES: And again, all things come to be more than one, since both Being and the
Whole have separately taken on a nature particular to each.

THEA: Yes.

Eévog: moTePOV o1 TAB0C Exov TO OV ToD £vOG oUTMG &V T EoTan Kai OAov, Ty
Tavtdmact u Aéyouey SAov ivar o dv;

Oeaimrog: yaiennVv tpoPEPAnkos aipecty.

Zévog: dAn0éotata pévrol Aéyelc. memovOog e yYap TO dv v elval Tog 0O ToHTOV
OV 1@ évi paveital, Kol TAéova On T TavTa £vOg EGTal.

Ocaitrog: vai.

Z£vog: Kol pnv £4v ye 1o OV 1) un) Shov d1d 10 memovOivar 1o v dketvov médog, )
0 anTO TO A0V, £vOEES TO OV £avTtod cvpPaivet.

O¢aimrog: Tévv Ye.

Eévog: kol Kotd TodToVv o1 TOV Adyov £0vtod oTEPOUEVOV 0VK OV EGTaL TO OVv.
Oeaimrog: obtwg.

Zévog: Kai £vOg ve av mAelm Td mhvTa yiyvetat, Tod te dvtog Kai Tod SAov yopig
idilav Ekatépov PUGLY EIANEHTOC.

Ocaittog: vai. (245b4-¢10)

The Stranger here begins by repeating that the monists’ Being cannot be the same as the
One in the sense of oneness (0 £€v a010), since this results in a plurality. But the Stranger
argues that if the monists’ Being is not whole, and yet wholeness is (i.e., it is a property
that something could have), the monists’ Being lacks something that is and hence in some
sense is not. That is, the Stranger here suggests that an account of being must encompass
all things that are, and not merely a list of some things that are that excludes others.208
This is, in a sense, a very similar problem to that which the pluralists faced when trying

to argue that the hot is while the cold is not. Even more troublingly, the monists have

208 The Stranger’s claim that being would then lack itself is difficult to interpret, and commentators have
suggested various possibilities. For arguments that this point is directed at a Parmenidean ontology that the
Stranger is here attacking, see Wedin 1980: 290-291 and Crivelli 2012: 84. For the view that the Stranger
means that being will lack itself because it will lack the attribute of wholeness, which is a being, see
Cornford 1935: 225 and Ambuel 2007: 211. For the view that it will lack itself because it is not whole, see
Bluck 1975: 85-86 and Harte 2002: 103. I take this latter interpretation to be strongest.
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again lost their monistic account, since this modified account entails both their One and
wholeness (or ‘the Whole,” 6Aog, 245¢8), which according to this account must be
outside of the One. Hence, the account cannot sustain their conception of the One as
partless given that an alternative, wholeness, also is in the resultant account.

As a final way of attempting to preserve the monists’ account of the partless One
(Being), the Stranger assumes that wholeness is not. But he will show the absurdity of
this view by demonstrating that being entails being a whole at least in some decisive
sense. To be, in other words, is to be a whole structured by parts at least in some sense.
As always, this indicates that the Stranger is not unaware of the problem of what moderns
would now call ‘non-existence,’ but instead that he recognizes that such a problem is
banal and masks deeper and more compelling problems. The text is as follows:

ES: But if the Whole is not at all, these same difficulties pertain to Being. And in
addition to not being, it could not even have ever come to be.

THEA: Why is that?

ES: What came to be has always come to be as a whole.? So that if someone
doesn’t posit the Whole among the things that are, he must address neither
beinghood nor becoming as something that is.

THEA: That seems to be altogether the case.

ES: And furthermore, it’s necessary that the Non-whole not be “so much” at all.
For if it is “so much,” however much that might be, it is necessarily that much as
a whole.

THEA: Exactly.

Eévog: un 6vtog 8¢ ye 10 mopdmov Tod G0V, ToOTE TE TADTA VITAPYEL TM OVTL, Koi
TpOG T® P ivar pnd’ dv yevécsOot ToTe dv.

Oeaimrog: i oM;

Z£vog: 10 yevouevov dei yéyovev Bhov: Gote odte ovsiay odte yévesty G odoav
Sel mpocayopevey O &V §j TO dAov &v Toig 0vGL uny TIOévTaL.

Ocaitrog: Tavtdmacty £otke Tadh’ oVTmg EYEv.

Zévoc: kai pnv o0d” 0mocovodv Tt &1 1O pury SAov glvat: TocoV TLYAp BV, OTOGOV
v 1, T0600TOV AoV Avaykaiov avtod givat.

Oeaimrog: Koo ye (245¢10-245d10).

209 Here I deviate from the Brann, et al. translation to reflect subtle ambiguities in tense. See Harte 2002:
113 fn. 101 for more on this point.
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Here the Stranger assumes that wholeness or ‘the Whole’ is not, but considers the
unacceptable consequences of such a view. He suggests now that beinghood and
becoming are impossible, since (the Stranger claims) coming-to-be always entails
coming-to-be as a whole, and likewise being entails being as a whole.2!® Furthermore,
the Stranger seems to imply that beinghood and becoming, as entities taken to be wholes,
cannot be posited without the tacit understanding that their very being posited suggests
that they have been posited as a unified whole, as any positing through which an object
can be taken up in thought and speech points to their being posited as a whole. If
beinghood and becoming are not wholes, that is, then it is not clear what they are or how
they can be at all.

Finally, the Stranger shows that an account that entails rejecting the notion of
wholeness also entails rejecting all aspects of quantity, since any ‘so much’ (mtoc6v) also
points to a quantity in which a given thing is a whole. In other words, all being in
quantitative terms requires the notion of wholeness, in the sense of a sum if not in the
sense of completion, and an account in which the possibility of wholeness is rejected
necessarily further entails rejecting the possibility of quantity of any kind. And thus
while the monists had initially set out to answer the ‘how much?’ (11 m6ca;) question
regarding being, their attempt to do so has in the end yielded an account that necessarily
excludes the possibility of quantity (mocdv). Having exhausted the possibilities of a

monistic account with reference to the problems of names and structure, the Stranger

210 This is a controversial claim. For discussions of this controversy, see Harte 2002: 112 and Crivelli 2012:
79-85. In my interpretation, I take it that the Stranger is merely indicating the incoherence of trying to do
away with wholeness in an ontological account. The Stranger seems to recognize that discursivity entails
wholeness and separation, and that any ontological account that entails rejecting the notion of wholeness is
thus doomed to incoherence by its failure to allow for a basic principle of discursivity.
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rejects this final assumption before remarking on the many difficulties facing anyone
advocating for an account of being with reference to quantity (néca). The interlocutors
will next turn to those who advocate for conceptions of being with reference to quality

(moia).

4.3 Being’s ‘whatness’ (246a — 249d)

4.3.1 The giants (246a — 247c)

The results of the interlocutors’ addressing the puzzle regarding the ‘counting’ of
being showed that being is not something that is itself countable, either as a one or as a
many, but must be understood in different ways. Now the interlocutors will grapple with
another problem, that is, the problem of the ‘whatness’ of being, and in doing so the
Stranger will be able to continue to develop a better account of being. Rosen rightly
notes that at this turn the Stranger begins to refer to being as ‘ousia’ and its cognates, a
term that had appeared only once in the previous discussion.?!! Covering a broad
semantic range in English, this term is typically translated either as ‘being’ or as
‘substance,” and often invokes a sense of being that is not grounded in anything else. By
my interpretation, this is likely the result of the interlocutors’ having established the
necessary connection of being and wholeness in their exchange with the monists, and
thus a turn toward being in a fundamental sense in the attempt to distinguish the
countable from that grounding sense of being (or substance) that makes counting

possible.

211 The previous use occurred at 245d4. See Rosen 1983: 212 for further discussion.
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This happens in the context of what the Stranger calls the ‘Battle of the Gods and
Giants’ (yryavtopoyyio, 246a3-5),212 an imagined war between those holding two radical
views regarding the whatness of being. The Stranger describes the two views at play in
this ‘battle’ as consisting of the following sides:

ES: Those on the one side drag all things down out of the heavens and the
invisible realm, literally grabbing at rocks and trees with their hands. They grasp
all such things and maintain strenuously that that alone is which allows for some
touching and embracing. For they mark off beinghood and body as the same; and
if anyone from the other side says that something is that has no body, they despise
him totally and don’t want to listen to anyone else.

THEA: These certainly are terrible men you’ve told of. For even I have already
run into packs of them.

ES: That’s why those who dispute with them defend themselves very cautiously
out of some invisible place on high, forcing true beinghood to be certain thought-
things and disembodied forms. But the bodies of their opponents and what these
men call truth, they bust up into small pieces in their arguments and call it, instead
of beinghood, some sort of swept-along becoming. And between these two,
Theaetetus, a tremendous sort of battle over these things has forever been joined.
THEA: True.

Eévog: ol pev gic yiv €€ ovpavod kai tod dopdtov mavta EAKOVGL, TOIC YEPTIV
ateyvds mETpag Kol dpC TEPAAUPAVOVTES. TAV VAP TOOVTMOV EQATTOUEVOL
néaviov ducyvpilovrar Todto eivat povov O mapéyet TposPorv Koi magny Tva,
TOVTOV o Kol ovciay 0plopevot, TV 6€ dAL®V € Tig Tt N oel Ui cdpa Exov
glvoil, KoTappovodvTeg TO mopdmoy kol 008&v §08hovTec ko dkoveLy.
saitnroc: 1| detvovg ipnkac dvSpac: fdN yop Kol yd ToVTmV GVYVOIG
TPOGETLYOV.

Eévog: TotyapodVv ol TpOg avTovg Apelofntodvieg paio DAARMS dvbey 85
aopdtov mobev apdvovral, vonta drta kol acoporta £ion Palouevol v
dAnOwnv ovciav eivar: o 8¢ éxeivov chpata kai Ty Aeyopuévny O’ adTdV

212 The competing views discussed in this passage have gone by various names in the scholarship,
including the ‘Titans’ and ‘Olympians’ (Klein 1977: 43-47), the ‘materialists’ and ‘idealists’ (e.g., D.
Miller 2004), the ‘gods’ and ‘giants,” and the ‘giants’ and the ‘friends of forms.” I choose the latter, since
‘materialism’ and ‘idealism’ suggest baggage in modern thinking that is not relevant to Plato’s
philosophical epoch. Furthermore, unlike idealists from the modern era, the friends of forms apparently
understand being not as most essentially non-bodily, but instead as most essentially permanent and
unchanging, which entails but is not anchored by non-embodiment (cf. Rosen 1983: 213). But referring to
those advocating forms as ‘gods’ gives more weight to these thinkers than the Stranger seems to want to
allot them, despite what I take to be a playful invocation of this battle from the Greek mythological
tradition. (For good discussions of this ‘war,’ albeit in more serious terms than those of the playfulness that
I am here suggesting, see Rosen 1983: 213 and Notomi 1999: 217). Crivelli 2012: 86 notes the connection
between philosophers and gods drawn earlier in the text (218a) and suggests that this implies that we are to
take the friends of forms seriously as philosophers. To be sure, their view seems akin in some key ways to
that which is typically attributed to Plato.
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aAnBeiav KoTd cUIKpa dtfpavovteg &v Toig AOYOLS YEVEGY AVT 0VGiaG

QEPOUEVIV TIVA TPOGAYOPEVOVGLY. &V LECH OE TEPL TADTA ATAETOG AUPOTEPDV

uéym Tic, ® Ocoaitnte, del cuVEGTNKEY.

Ocaittog: aAnOT. (246a7-246¢5).
That is, this battle is between those ‘giants’ who advocate for a purely bodily conception
of being,?!3 and those ‘friends of forms’ who argue that being is only ‘truly’ that which is
timeless and unchanging (dkivntog), while the embodied is most essentially becoming
and perishing and hence in the proper sense is not.2!4 The Stranger had indicated in his
consideration of the ‘history’ of thinking being that this problem could be taken up in any
number of ways, but he chooses here to consider the problem of the ‘whatness’ of being
through the question of the relationship between being and bodily nature, including the

closely related issue of change (kivnoig) over time. This will ultimately allow the

interlocutors to consider the essence of all possible accounts of being’s whatness by

213 Cf. Brown 1998 for a thorough discussion of this view as Plato has the interlocutors present it. Those
who have tried to connect the giants to known historical figures or schools include Cornford 1935: 231-
233, Taylor 1961: 43, Seligman 1974: 31, Bluck 1975: 89-91, and Klein 1977: 43. For a discussion of
relationship between the giants’ view and that of the historical empiricists of modern philosophy, see
Moravcsik 1962: 35. Ray 1984: 28 makes the good point that identifying the giants too closely with any
school or group is probably a mistake, since Theaetetus suggests that it is common to run into packs of
them. (Certainly the history of philosophy is littered with packs of them, but I digress.) Finally, it bears
mentioning that the giants seem similar to, or perhaps the same as, those described at Theaetetus 155e3-6
who believe that “nothing is but what they can grasp with both hands; people who refuse to admit that
actions and processes and the invisible world in general have any place in reality,” who are contrasted with
those ‘more sophisticated’ people who believe that all is change.

214 The connection between the friends of forms and various historical figures and schools is debated. One
possibility — in my view an untenable one — is that Plato has the Stranger here attack his ‘earlier’
conception of forms. Some arguments for this popular view include Cornford 1935: 247, Ross 1951: 207,
Seligman 1974: 31, Bluck 1975: 94, McPherran 1986: 244, Brown 1998, and Notomi 1999: 219-220. For
its rebuttal, closer to my own view, see Leigh 2010: 67-72. Even positing for the sake of argument that
Plato indeed had an ‘earlier’ theory of forms (see section 1.2.2 for my discussion of developmentalism) and
that this ‘earlier’ theory is at play in dialogues like the Phaedo and the Republic, it could not be the case
that the view of the friends is coextensive with Plato’s so-called ‘earlier’ view because Plato has Socrates
describe forms as causes (cf. Phaedo 100c-103a), while the friends’ view entails that forms cannot be
understood as causes because they do not commune with anything outside themselves (cf. Kuenne 2004:
311, Crivelli 2012: 88). For an interesting, albeit speculative, consideration of the friends of forms as
members of Plato’s academy that hold untenable versions of his own view, see Gerson 2006: 291-292.
Crivelli 2012: 86 catalogues several arguments from the late 19" and early 20" centuries regarding the
connections between the friends of forms lesser-known ancient Greek ontologies. For further discussions
of the relationship between the friends of forms and Plato’s own ontology that are especially helpful, see
Wiehl 1967: 189, Politis 2006: 157, Miller 2007, and Hestir 2016: 108.
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addressing two versions of the issue’s most radical views, i.e., that being is merely that
which is given in bodily experience and that being is that which is absent from bodily
sensation but instead stands ‘invisibly’ ‘on high’ and ‘beyond’ that which is given in
sensation.

A minor problem in the ‘count’ ontologies becomes a major problem here. This
is that each account is exclusionary in some sense. That is, each ontological view entails
holding that beings with a certain property — either bodily nature in the case of the giants
or unchanging permanence in the case of the friends of forms — are, while entities found
that lack this quality are not.?15 In this way, the Stranger will show that each ontological
view entails an account of beings, and which beings compose the whole of being, but not
being itself. Proponents of each view will be able only to make claims about what can be
said properly to be beings, and not about what being itself is. Thus, like the pluralists,
they are in a sense only able to posit an account of being by counting up the beings, but
do not have a means of explaining what underlies all of the beings such that they together

co-compose the whole of being, or that they are.

215 Although all scholars of whom I am aware take the giants to be exclusionary, the status of the friends of
forms as exclusionary is debated. For cases in favor of this reading, which I follow, see D. Miller 2004:
347-348 and Leigh 2010. For arguments against this view, see Politis 2016: 157 and Wiitala 2018: 7-9.
Although I agree that the friends of forms have an exclusionist ontology, I argue that this is not a question
regarding existence. In other words, some (e.g., Leigh and Wiitala) have taken the interpretation of the
friends of forms as exclusionary ontologists to entail existential force, that is, to regard the question of what
‘exists.” Instead, I am arguing that the ontologists address the question not of what ‘exists’ but instead what
has a greater share of reality, or what is in the truest sense. As Politis notes, the friends must necessarily
recognize that bodily objects ‘exist’ in that bodily objects are predicated in some ways, i.e., predicated of
becoming (e.g., their titular description at 246b10-c3, where they are said to take it that bodies are posited
as ‘some sort of swept-along becoming.”) So I agree that they cannot be concerned primarily with
‘existence.” Nonetheless, I take it that commentators like D. Miller and Leigh are right to recognize that
the friends of forms make dogmatic assertions that entail a muddle regarding the nature of participation,
while I also agree with commentators like Politis and Wiitala that this view cannot ultimately be anchored
primarily in questions regarding ‘existence.’
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The Stranger will show the necessary failure of any exclusionist view of being by
indicating that exclusionism must entail an incoherent account. For example, for the sake
of consistency the friends of forms are forced to assert that ‘Bodily nature is merely a
form of becoming;’ but this claim entails drawing upon the being of bodily nature (via
the verb ‘is’) to assert that bodily nature lacks being, and hence is incoherent. Likewise,
the Stranger will show that any claim regarding what allegedly ‘is not’ rests first upon an
invocation of being and second upon an invocation of otherness, and hence indicates the
necessary incoherence of an exclusionist ontology. The Stranger will help to push past
such exclusionary accounts by refocusing the discussion onto being itself, as opposed to
beings. As an alternative and truer way of conceiving of being, the Stranger will
continue to draw out the implications he developed when considering the two senses of
being one to show that an account of being entails thinking in inclusionary terms of what
it means to be while also following Parmenides in recognizing the sense of being in
which it is necessary and does not have an opposite.

The interlocutors address those holding each radical ontological view in turn. The
Stranger says that the giants are particularly difficult to converse with due to their
forceful insistence on maintaining their stance; thus he begins by dividing off the giants’
view in its strictest interpretation from what he calls a ‘more law-abiding’ (voppmtepov,
246d7) version of the view, in which the giants do not cling dogmatically to their claims
but instead are more willing to engage in discourse and accept truth when it appears.216
The Stranger, that is, chooses to represent the view through its most charitable adherents,

and the view’s dogmatists are not subsequently invoked in what follows.

216 For a thorough and judicious consideration of the philosophical significance of this move, see Rosen
1983: 214.
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The Stranger shows that with their dogmatism set aside, the giants are easily
overtaken. Furthermore, the moves that the Stranger makes to overtake them indicate the
path he will take toward giving the preferable account. The giants’ view entails that all
that is not bodily is not, or, more accurately, that there is nothing beyond what is given in
sensation. But these ‘law-abiding’ giants must admit the apparently self-evident truth not
challenged here that mortal bodies are ensouled,?!” and hence that souls are (246e1-10).
Since souls are apparently non-bodily, the Stranger could have rested his case against the
giants here by stating that at least one non-bodily entity, the soul, has been found 7o be.
But the Stranger anticipates a potential objection that Theaetetus will suggest shortly, that
is, that to the giants “the soul itself seems to them to possess a sort of body” (247b9-10).
In other words, the Stranger recognizes that the mere indication of the being of the soul
does not alone defeat the giants’ claim, since the giants will try to argue that what we call
the soul could at least in principle be conceived in purely bodily terms.2!8

Furthermore, the Stranger does not rest his case here because he is in the process
of developing a deeper point, and thus must continue on to show that regardless of the
bodily nature (if any) of the soul, there is an important sense in which bodily being is

made possible through non-bodily being. To show this, the Stranger will draw on his

217 The Greek view of the soul as necessary and self-evident is not a subject that I can discuss in depth
here, but it warrants mentioning that the soul for the Greeks is that which stands above the aggregate of life
functions and thus makes the life functions possible. In this way, the soul is an example of the nature of
wholeness and unity that the interlocutors had previously been considering. As I understand it, the thinking
that apparently lies behind the use of the word ‘soul’ in ancient Greek is roughly as follows. That the body
can function as it does indicates some normative principle that allows for the maintenance of normative
ratios that sustain life; since this overall function does not reside in one particular function of the body (e.g.,
metabolism, thought, etc.) nor in all functions taken together as a heap, a higher-order principle is required.
Merely this principle, whatever its nature may turn out to be, is that which is signified by the Greek word
‘soul.’

218 Cf. Strawser 2012: 224.
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prior distinction between the two senses of oneness, partaking of oneness and being that
by which oneness is possible. The Stranger continues:

ES: What about this: Don’t [the giants] affirm that one soul is just and another
unjust, and that one is thoughtful and another thoughtless?

THEA: Certainly.

ES: But don’t they affirm that each soul becomes just by the possession and
presence of justice, and becomes the contrary by the possession and presence of
their contraries?

THEA: Yes, they also affirm these things.

ES: Yet surely they’ll affirm that what has the power [dvvatov] to become present
to or absent from something certainly is something.

THEA: They certainly do affirm this.

ES: Then since justice and thoughtfulness and the rest of virtue and their
contraries are, and since, moreover, the soul within which these arise is, do they
affirm that any of them is visible and touchable or that all are invisible?

THEA: That hardly any of these at least is visible.

Zévog: Ti 8&; yoymv od TV pév Sucaiay, THY 8¢ dd1kdv Qacty etval, Koi THV Pev
epoVILOV, TNV 08 dppova;

Oeaimrog: Ti unv;

Eévog: AL 0V dkatoohvig £Eet Kal Tapovsig TOHTY aVT®V EKAGTNV
yiyveoBa, kol T®V évovtiov Vv évavtiav;

Ocaitnrog: vai, kai tadta GOUEAGLY.

Z4vog: GALL U T6 Ye duvatov T mapayiyvesdor kai dmoyiyvesOar mdvimg eivai
TL @T)COVG1V.

OsaitnToc: Paci uev ovv.

Zévoc: obong ovv dkatosHvng Kol ppovicemc kai TH¢ SAANC dpethic Kol Tév
gvavtiov, kai 51 kai yoydc &v ) tadta &yylyvetol, TOTEPOV OPATOV Kl GITOV
givol pact Tt adTdV §j Tavto ddpato;

OcaitnTog: oYedOV 0VOEV TOVTOV Ve OpatdV. (247a2-247b5).

Here the Stranger describes justice and thoughtfulness, along with the rest of the virtues
and their contraries, as being, and, because of their being, as making possible the
partaking of them. This distinction is the same as the one earlier posited between the two
senses of being one, that is, between that which is one (taking the form ‘X is ") and
oneness itself (i.e., what it is to be F). Here the Stranger makes this same distinction

between justice in the case of a just soul (e.g., ‘Soul X is just’) and justice in itself (i.e.,
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what it is to be just).2!° For a given soul to be just, it must be the case that justice in itself
has the power (dvvatov, from duvapug, 244a10)220 to become present or absent to
something like a soul.22! In other words, that a given soul acts justly presupposes
something other than the soul, namely justice itself, which has a certain power to affect a
soul.222° And, furthermore, this implies that justice itself would be regardless of any given
soul, e.g., Soul X, to which it might become manifest. Soul X in this way depends on the
being of justice, but justice itself does not depend on Soul X for it to be what it is. Justice
itself is in this sense a cause of the nature of Soul X.223 Thus the Stranger has now begun
to argue that this power indicates the being of something non-bodily, i.e., the just itself,
and the preceding discussion of the distinction between that which is One and oneness
itself has helped the Stranger to show that that which is just and justice itself must be
separate in some meaningful sense.

The being of justice itself as a power above and beyond the soul of course
threatens the giants’ view. The interlocutors have forced the giants either (I) to relinquish
their position regarding the coextensiveness of body and being, or (II) to try to retain it

either (Ila) by defending the view that justice itself is bodily, or (IIb) by arguing that

219 As stated above, the Stranger is here discussing not only justice, but also ‘justice and thoughtfulness
and the rest of the virtues and their contraries’ (247b1-2). For the sake of simplicity, however, I will
consider only the case of justice in what follows, as the distinction between justice itself and just actions is
sufficient to capture the force of the Stranger’s argument here.

220 This is an early appearance of the notion of power that will become central in what follows when the
Stranger offers his own positive account of being (see section 4.3.2).

221 Cf. Miller 2010 for a discussion of the Platonic understanding of soul in terms of parts and wholes
developed in the Republic and Philebus.

222 Here I do not commit to a view on the question of whether it is best to understand the virtues as
something that become present in a given soul, or whether they instead are merely norms to which a soul
aims. Either interpretation would, I think, support my view, since in either case, the virtue affects the soul,
whether by becoming “present in it” or by showing itself as an external norm.

223 The Stranger’s account of the causal force of the form of justice, or justice itself, thus echoes Socrates’
description at Phaedo 102b-103a of forms as causes, e.g., of the form of the tall as the cause of tallness in
Simmias.
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justice itself is not (247b7-247c¢8). In other words, if the giants do not surrender here,
they must either (Ila) admit that justice itself is and offer an account of it in bodily terms,
or (IIb) mount the argument that the Stranger’s distinction between the particular soul
and the power of justice is somehow false, presumably because the Stranger has posited
an entity (justice itself) that is not.

The interlocutors do not develop either (I1a) or (IIb) and instead leave the exercise
for any who wish to defend the giants’ positions. Considering why each view would
necessarily fail helps to set up the Stranger’s positive argument that he is about to offer,
so | briefly address each here. (Ila) would require a strange account of justice itself,
presumably as somehow broken up into bits in each of its just instances that are in space
and time.22* Perhaps even more damningly, this account would merely reduce justice
itself to the status of countable thinghood together in the world of bodily entities. Both of
these problems suggest that this account would entail another regressive inquiry into the
question of what it is that allows a given soul and justice itself both to be. (IIb) would
have the strange implication that justice itself can be spoken of, as evidenced by the
interlocutors’ indicating it to the giants, and yet nonetheless it is not in any way. (IIb)
indicates the absurdity of exclusionary accounts of being, which require incoherent
accounts of alleged ‘nonbeings’ like justice itself in terms of what they are and are not
(e.g., ‘Justice itself is merely that of which the Stranger is here speaking, although he
speaks of nothing,” a claim that draws upon being to assert nonbeing.) Therefore, (Ila)

and (IIb) are each untenable. Instead, the interlocutors have shown that justice must be as

224 For the critique of this conception of forms, see the Parmenides character’s response to the young
Socrates’ inchoate account of forms in Parmenides 130b-134e.
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a causal and non-bodily entity, given that it is spoken of and noetically grasped. Being,

therefore, is not just the bodily bits that compose sensation.

4.3.2 Being as power (247c — 248a)

The Stranger makes his most explicit contribution to his positive account of being
when turning his considerations to (I), that is, the possibility of the giants’ willingness to
grant that justice itself is despite being non-bodily. He addresses this possibility by
stating that “if they’re willing to grant that any of the things that are, however small, is
bodiless, that’s enough. Then they must tell us what is the inborn nature common to both
these things and those that have body, that is, what they have in view when they assert
that both are” (246¢9-d3). That is, the interlocutors must now determine what is
common to both the just soul and justice itself by which each can be said to be. As 1
suggested above, the problem is similar to that which the pluralists faced when arguing
for a pluralistic conception of being insofar as multiple distinct kinds have been shown o
be. But here the Stranger is prepared to define that which is common to both through a
single account that does not fall victim to that which had troubled the pluralists in

offering their responses. The Stranger’s definition, of central importance, is as

follows:225

225 In my interpretation, this definition represents a sincere, original contribution from the Stranger, is
therefore of central importance to the dialogue and to the considerations of being, and is offered by Plato to
be taken seriously but not in a manner that exhausts Plato’s ‘own view’ on the subject of being. No aspect
of my interpretation falls within a consensus view held by all scholars, however. The questions of whether
the Stranger is here articulating ‘his own’ view and, if so, whether this is the view that Plato endorses, or
whether this merely represents an articulation of the giants’ view, have been hotly debated. For
endorsements of the ‘orthodox’ view that the Stranger here speaks (simply, exclusively, and in a more-or-
less univocal sense) for Plato, see Frede 1996: 142 and Leigh 2010: 63 fn 3. Owen 1971: 116 states an
influential view that the Stranger is offering a serious definition that Plato nevertheless does not endorse.
For the view that the Stranger merely offers the definition to placate the giants and Theaetetus, see McCabe
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I say, then, that what possesses any sort of power — whether for making anything
at all, of whatever nature, other than it is or for being affected even the least bit by
the meagerest thing, even if only once — I say that this is in its very being. For I
set down as a boundary [6pov]22¢ marking off [0piletv] the things that are, that
their being is nothing else but power-.

Aéy® oM 10 Kol OTolavodV Tiva KeEKTNIEVOV dUvVa €T €ig TO motelv Etepov
OTIO0DV TEPLKOG €1t €i¢ TO TaOETV Kol GUIKPATATOV DO TOD POLAOTATOV, KAV €1
povov gig drag, mav todto dvtmg givai: TiBepon yap dpov opilev td dvia g Eotiv
0VK GAAO TL ANV dOvapug (247d9-e4).
The Stranger here twice echoes a concept he had first introduced at 244a10 of being as a
power (dvvog),227 once each at 247d9 and 247e4.228 At 247d9, the Stranger elaborates

that he has in mind this definition of being as a power in at least one of two senses,

including either (i) ‘for making (woielv) anything at all, of whatever nature, other than it

2000: 74-89. Crivelli 2012: 89 argues that the friends of forms force the interlocutors to renounce this
definition and that it does not appear later in the dialogue. Commentators who accord the passage with
little significance include de Rijk 1986 and White 1993. I generally follow the interpretive principles
espoused by Blondell 2002: 18-21 and take it that the Stranger here is offering something that Plato finds
interesting and deeply valuable, though this does not warrant taking the Sophist to be a treatise or the
Stranger to be Plato’s mouthpiece. (For further helpful discussions of this interpretive principle with
respect to the Eleatic Stranger’s discussions of ontology specifically, see Stenzel 1963: 75-78 and Miller
1980: x-xiii.) As far as [ am aware, however, my argument that ‘being is power’ is true and endorsed
without its being offered by the Stranger or Plato as an exhaustive account of being is not a repetition of
any other interpretation of this passage. Nevertheless, my interpretation is indebted to that of Leigh 2010,
who interprets the passage as a moment of central importance in the ontological account that contains the
best articulation of the Stranger’s (and hence Plato’s) actual view of being. For a helpful discussion of the
textual and linguistic evidence for this, see especially Leigh 2010: 65-67. Other similar endorsements of
this view as serious yet nonetheless not simply coextensive with Plato’s view include Sallis 1975: 495, Ray
1981: 21, Lentz 1997: 99, and Brown 1998: 189.

226 The meaning of dpov (from 8poc) has been debated. The term has been understood either to suggest
‘definition’ (and hence a definitive mark of being) or instead a mere ‘boundary’ (and hence a sufficient but
not necessary mark of being). Those advocating for the strong sense include Owen 1971: 421, de Rijk
1986: 101, Notomi 1999: 218, D. Miller 2004, and Leigh 2010. Those advocating for the latter include
Cornford 1935 238-239, Bluck 1975: 93, and Brown 1998: 192-193. My own view lies somewhere in the
middle, as I take this to be a sincerely offered definition that nonetheless is not an exhaustive account of
being.

227 Socrates considers the notion of power (dunamis) at Republic 477c¢, saying, “We will assert that powers
are a certain class of beings by means of which we are capable (duvapefa) of what we are capable
(dvvapeda), and also everything else is capable of whatever it is capable. [...] In a power I see no color or
shape or anything of the sort such as I see in many other things to which I look when I distinguish one thing
from another for myself. With a power I look only to this — on what it depends and what it accomplishes;
and it is on this basis that I come to call each of the powers a power; and that which depends on the same
thing and accomplishes the same thing, I call the same power, and that which depends on something else
and accomplishes something else, I call a different power” (Republic 477c1-d5). For a helpful discussion of
this notion of dunamis across the Sophist and Republic, see Sallis 1975: 495-498.

228 Cf. Aristotle, Topics 5.9 and 6.7.
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is’ or (i) ‘being affected (maBeiv) even the least bit by the meagerest thing, even if only
once’ (247d9-e1).22° At 247e4, the Stranger summarizes this view simply as holding that
‘being is power.” This definitional account, to which I refer henceforth as the view
simply that ‘being is power,” entails that the nature of being is to be such as to affect or
be affected by something other.230 In other words, (i) suggests that to be is to cause
change, either to self or to other, while (ii) suggests that to be is to be by nature receptive
to being changed by what is other.

To be sure, this account is preferable to the ontological accounts offered
previously in the dialogue. This is the case for several reasons. First, being has been
accounted for not in terms appropriate to beings, but instead as something of a different
ontological kind. In this way, this definition allows for conceiving of being without
merely reducing it to the status of another being in the world alongside all the others
(e.g., the hot thing, the cold thing, etc.), but instead as the grounds by which these other
entities actualize their natures. In this way, the account of being as power has allowed
the interlocutors to move beyond the problems faced by the counting ontologies by
positing something that is by nature not countable.23! Similarly, it allows the
interlocutors to move beyond the problems of exclusionary ontologies, in which certain

entities are given precedence as ‘true’ beings over others that are not. This definition has

229 For a discussion of the connections between this passage and the earlier consideration of the views of
the monists and pluralists, see Moravesik 1973: 37,

230 The nature of affect in Plato’s thinking broadly and this passage more locally are much debated. Many
commentators understand affect weakly in terms of properties (e.g., Moravesik 1962: 37, Bondeson 1976:
5.) Instead in what follows I will be arguing for an understanding of affectation on the model of causation
(cf. Brown 1998: 199).

231 For an excellent and woefully under-cited discussion of the sense in which ‘being as power’ offers an
account of being as something uncountable rooted in concepts found in ancient Greek mathematics — and
indeed something foreshadowed in the preceding mathematical discussion early in the Theaetetus — see
Flower 1984.
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therefore captured what is common to all, and offers the shared terms through which the
interlocutors are able to account for all things, forms, and noetic unities together.
Similarly, the Stranger’s definition of being as power echoes the account of Parmenides’
goddess regarding being as being given to thought and speech. That is, anything
available to thought and speech must have this power at least in some sense, given that it
self-evidently has the power to affect thinking and speech.

The Stranger’s account of being as power is thus a response to the recurrent
deficiencies in thinking being that are on display throughout the Sophist. In my
interpretation, it therefore should be taken seriously as a positive contribution to the
problem of thinking being, and it will show itself to offer profound explanatory insight in
its allowing the interlocutors to work through the entailments of such a conception.
Nevertheless, I argue that it would be a mistake to take this view to be exhaustive of the
account of beinghood that is being sketched here. In other words, I am arguing that the
claim that this definition captures Plato’s own view is true, but that the claim that it
exhausts Plato’s own view I take to be false. Just as bifurcatory division offered
insightful accounts into the sophist that each had merits and imperfections, I suggest here
that the conception of being that Plato has his interlocutors sketch in this dialogue is
conceptually unified but not exhausted by any particular definitional account. We have
seen previously that there is value, and no contradiction, in defining being both (a) as
necessary and unopposed and (b) as being given to thought and speech, two definitions of
being articulated by Parmenides’ goddess and additionally at play (so I argue) tacitly in
Plato’s Sophist. Furthermore, in what follows I will argue that in addition to (c) being as

power, the texts suggest at least two further another definitional accounts of being,
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namely, that (d) being is communing?3? and that (e) being is participation.?33 Given the
plurality of definitions of being, each of which captures something essential about being
in the unified sense but does not exhaust it, I argue that to reduce the Stranger’s account
(or Plato’s view) of being to the definition that ‘being is power’ would be too hasty.

Plato indeed has the interlocutors indicate that this definition, though of extreme
significance, is open to revision and hence need not be taken dogmatically. Shortly after
giving it, the Stranger hedges that “[p]erhaps later some other [boundary] may become
apparent to us and to them. For now, let this stand as something agreed upon by us and
those men” (iowg yap dv eic botepov Niv Te kol TovTOIG ETEPOV BV POVELN. TPOG UEV 0DV
TOVTOLG TOVTO MUV EvTadba pevétm cuvoporoyn0év, 247¢7-248a2). This boundary that
has become apparent does not settle the matter, but instead allows the interlocutors to
break through their impasse and continue their inquiry.234

As readers, this provocation forces us to ask in what ways, if any, the Stranger’s
suggested revision regarding the boundary of being appears or is suggested in the text.
For now, I can suggest two insights into being that this account lacks or does not make
explicit. The first is that this account cannot capture the unopposed nature of being that
Parmenides’ goddess describes and that is later uncovered in the account of the great
kinds, in which being is shown to be necessary and unopposed. While the goddess
establishes that being in its grounding sense cannot be thought in its privation and hence
that being in its most fundamental sense is unopposed, the Platonic interlocutors will only

later conclude that being is shown to be unopposed, while nonbeing is a kind of otherness

232 See section 4.3.3.

233 Cf. Flower 1980.

234 The Stranger indicates at 247d4, i.e., immediately before offering the ‘being is power’ definition, that
the course of the interlocutors’ investigation had left them at an impasse.
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or difference opposed by sameness. Though the definition of being as power can be
teased out to show the unopposed nature of power, this is a merely implicit aspect of the
definition, and does not follow explicitly, since it seems in principle that a power (say,
qua ability) could be fundamentally opposed by a lack of power (say, inability).

Second, the goddess indicates similarly that being in its grounding sense is
necessary, and this new account of being as power cannot capture this aspect of being. In
other words, the definition of being as power also lacks an explicit account of the
necessary ground by which power as pure potentiality can be present to be actualized.
This necessary sense of being will also be uncovered in the ontological inquiry that yields
the great kinds, since being will be shown to be necessary in all participants (including
participating forms). For these reasons, I argue that we are warranted in taking the
definition of being as power to be a true means of getting beyond the various impasses
that the history of thinking being has entailed, but that we are nevertheless not justified in
taking this account therefore to be exhaustive or ultimately definitive. The interlocutors’
task in what follows is to allow the truth of this definition to guide them into further truth,
without succumbing to the urge to treat this truth as ultimately exhaustive of the nature of
the concept that they are pursuing.

Before considering the role this definition plays in responding to and refuting the
friends of forms, one further feature of this definition that will be at play in the positive
account that follows requires consideration. This is the sense in which the Stranger has
here begun to differentiate between (1) the power to cause change and (ii) the receptivity
to (or the act of) being changed. These two poles indicate the two senses of power at

play in the Stranger’s definition of being as power. The Stranger here shows their
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interconnected unity, insofar as the two taken together constitute the sense of power that
discloses the nature of being in this definitional account. Confusions regarding this
distinction had been at play in the thinking of the earlier ontologists, as in the case of the
pluralists who could not distinguish between the hot and cold and that which caused them
to actualize their nature (i.e., being). Here, the Stranger has begun to work toward
teasing them apart and following the entailments regarding the discreteness and
necessarily intertwined nature of each as a component of the unified conception of being
that will inform his ultimate account. In other words, that being entails both the cause of
change and the receptiveness to being changed, but that each are in an important sense
separate, will be a facet of being that the Stranger will unpack when turning his attention
to the necessary composite structure that being entails. This distinction will work with
the earlier distinction between being One (‘X is F”) and what it is to be one (what it is 7o
be F) to allow the Stranger to frame his account of ontological structure that follows in
the discussion of the great kinds. Specifically, he will show that the causal sense of
affection (moi€iv) is causally prior, albeit in an atemporal sense, to that which is receptive
(maBeiv), and that the sense of what it is to be one (e.g., justice itself) is in an important
sense that which causes the one (e.g., Soul X that is just). The meaning and significance

of this distinction are further worked out in the Stranger’s address to the friends of forms.

4.3.3 The friends of forms (248a — 249c¢)

Having stated the definition of being as the power to affect and be affected, the

Stranger turns back to the friends of forms to consider the entailments of this definition
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for their view of the whatness of being.23> Of course, the friends of forms must reject the
account of being as power, since such an account entails that bodily entities are while the
friends of forms argue that only that which is unchanging (dxivntog) and hence bodiless
is in the proper sense (248c4-6). For the friends of forms, being entails the impossibility
of change (kivnoig, or ‘motion’),23% since an entity’s participation in change suggests that
it is in some sense engaged in becoming, from which the friends of forms believe being is
categorically restricted. Therefore, they are willing to grant that becoming has the power
to affect and be affected, but they will not grant that being has this power because this
entails an understanding of being not as static but instead as dynamic.

The Stranger is prepared to refute the friends of forms through two interrelated
moves.237 First, he will show that the alleged separation between being and becoming,
like the separation of the atomic elements at play in the account of the pluralists, is in fact
rooted in something that the two share, and that this shared capacity is closely related to

the definition of being he has been developing in the account of power.238 Second, the

235 There is considerable debate regarding the role of the critique of the friends of forms in the Sophist and
in Platonic metaphysical thinking more broadly. For a helpful overview of the scholarship, including a
summary of the three major lines of interpretation, see Wiitala 2018. I consider each line of interpretation
below.

236 As I suggest above, kivéw, the Greek word translated here as ‘I move’ or ‘I change,” is difficult to
capture in a single English translation. In any event, its meaning is always transitive (cf. LSJ, Aristotle
Physics 7.1, Wiitala 2018: 4 fn. 8.) Thus, we should not be surprised that the friends of forms must deny
this possibility to being, since it would imply by transitive property that being was moved in the act of
moving.

237 Whether the Stranger’s critique of the friends of forms entails retaining the definition of being as power
is debated. I follow Sayre 1969: 168, Lentz 1997: 90, Brown 1998, and Wiitala 2014b: 111 in arguing that
Stranger retains this view and uses it to help defeat the friends. For the opposing view that the Stranger
ultimately rejects this view, see Klein 1977: 47 and Crivelli 2012: 87-90.

238 In this sense I am siding with those who (following the term coined by Wiitala 2018) advocate for the
‘becoming-as-being’ interpretation of this passage, or the view that the Stranger seeks to show that the
friends of forms have excluded something, i.e., that which becomes, from their ontology. Adherents of this
view include Cornford 1935: 245, Ross 1951: 111, D. Miller 2004, and Leigh 2010. Importantly, my
version of the ‘becoming-as-being’ view does not entail existential force, or at most entails existential force
only weakly. In other words, I am not arguing that the Stranger here is making a claim about what ‘exists’
that is at odds with what the friends of forms take it ‘exists.” Instead, [ am arguing that the Stranger is
marking off a boundary of what is implied when being is said, i.e., an ontological (not semantic) boundary

174



Stranger will show the necessary interrelation between being and motion, or that an
account of utterly unmoved being is implausible.?3® In other words, the Stranger will
criticize the friends for advancing a conception of forms that does not entail their
intermingling, similarly to the late learners’ claims about identity (discussed below in
section 5.2.1). The distinctions established through these two moves will help the
Stranger to unfold the ontology that follows in the account of the great kinds.

First, the Stranger addresses the allegedly irreconcilable divide between being and
becoming for which the friends of forms argue. He summarizes the friends of forms’
view as entailing the separation between becoming and being, in which the body
communes with becoming and that which changes, and the soul communes with being as
that which persists in the same condition (248a10-13). But, he continues, this raises the
question as to what this ‘communing’ (Kowwvelv, 248a10 and 248b2) is that spans both
being and becoming. The Stranger suggests that the answer to this question regarding the
communing that spans both is precisely that which the interlocutors had previously called
‘power,” restated now as ‘[a] being affected or a doing from some power and whose
source is the coming together of things, one against the other’ (ma6nuo fj Toinua £x
JUVAUEDG TIVOG A0 TV TPOS GAANAL GUVIOVTOV Y1yvouevoy, 248b6-7). Defining being
as power therefore entails the closely related definition of being as communing. The
friends of forms will disagree with this assessment — they continue to hold that becoming

can affect and be affected while being is unmoved — but the Stranger has now given a

that primarily has predicative and veridical force, and existential force weakly at most. Therefore, in my
view the Stranger is advocating for an ontological horizon that captures being (i.e., one that includes both
forms and particulars in time and space) in opposition to the friends, addressing the question of what
‘exists’ only coincidentally at most.

239 In this sense I am siding with Wiitala 2018: 9-28 regarding the failure of the friends of forms to
recognize that forms must be interrelated and partake in one another. Therefore, mine is a hybrid of two of
the three lines of interpretation that Wiitala identifies.
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second account of being as communing that is of central importance. That is, the
Stranger has offered a new version of the previous definition of being as communing with
what is other in some significant sense. In this regard, the Stranger has expanded his
improved ontology that captures that which is common to all beings through an
inclusionary account. In other words, just as bodily nature has the power to affect and be
affected, so too do timeless non-bodily entities insofar as they act in the capacity of
affecting bodily being, as in the example of justice itself and its power to affect a given
soul.

The interlocutors reckon that the friends of forms will not accept this claim,
however, and the Stranger must take further steps to refute their view. Thus, his second
move is to challenge the view of beinghood that stands utterly independent of change
(motion), showing instead that being entails motion and vice versa. To do so, the
Stranger begins with the sense in which the forms are for the friends the objects of
knowledge, a view that the friends do not challenge (cf. 238c11-d3).240 Given that the
forms are the objects of knowledge for the friends, it must be that the forms enter into an
affective relationship with the knowing mind, and the Stranger will argue that this entails
a challenge to the friends’ view. Speaking as if to the friends, he sets up the problem as
follows:

ES: [...] “Do you declare that recognizing [yryvioxewv] or being recognized

[yryvdokeaBat] is a doing, or a being affected, or both? Or that one is a being

affected and the other a doing? Or that neither has a share in either of these in any

way whatsoever?”

THEA: Clearly that neither has a share in either, or else they’d be contradicting

what was said earlier.

ES: I understand. This at least is the case: that if in fact to recognize is to do

something, then it follows in turn that the thing recognized necessarily is affected.
Now beinghood, according to this account, is recognized by the act of

240 Cf. Leigh 2010: 67.
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recognition; and insofar as it is recognized, it is to that extent moved through
being affected, which, we declare, would not have come about for what keeps
still.

THEA: Right.

Eévog: Tl 0€; 10 YIyvadokew 1 10 YiyvookesOal gate moinua §j mdog qy
ApeOTEPOV; 1) TO LEV TABNM IO, TO O€ BATEPOV; T} TAVTATACTY OVOETEPOV OVOETEPOL
To0TOV pETaAapPave;

OcaitTog: dHAov Mg 0VOETEPOV 0VOETEPOL: TAVavVTio Yap (v TOig EUunpocOev
Aéyotev.

Eévog: pavOdvm: T0de ye, MG TO YIYVOOKEW glnep E0TOL TOETV TL, TO
YYYVOGKOUEVOV Gvaykoiov ol cupBaivel Taoystv. Ty odoiov 81 Kot TOV Adyov
TOVTOV YLYVOGKOUEVIV VIO TG YVAGEWMGS, Ko OOV YIyVOOKETOL, KOTO TOGODTOV
Kivelohat 610 10 TAoYEWY, O O Papev ovK Av yevéchal mepi TO NPEUODV.
Ocaittog: 0pBhc. (248d5-248¢e7).

Theaetetus grants that the friends’ view necessitates their denying that forms can have a
share in recognizing (ytyvokewv) or being recognized (yryvdokesOar), since these
apparently entail affecting and being affected.?4! But the Stranger suggests that forms
qua objects of knowledge are recognized by the friends, and hence the forms act (moinpa)

upon the friends when the friends are doing the recognizing. 24> This allows the Stranger

241 Because yryvookety and yryvdokesot both suggest a coming-to-know, i.e., an occurrence of knowing
(cf. LSJ), these terms strongly suggest motion. For more on the possible relationships between
recognizing, being recognized, and affecting, see Brown 1998: 196. Sallis 1975: 500-503 offers a helpful
discussion of why the sense of motion at play in this passage does not entail the sense of generation
entailed by yiyvdokew (as well as other further conceptions that commentators have wrongfully read into
this passage). Although I do not agree with Sallis’s ultimate assertion that the sense of motion relevant
here relates to what Sallis calls “self-showing,” I agree with many other aspects of this interpretation.

242 The question of how to understand this change is controversial. One popular line of interpretation is to
take it that the Stranger here is asserting something akin to what contemporary metaphysicians call
‘Cambridge change,” or a change to something that does not affect its own nature but instead merely affects
its relational predicates. For example (following the description in Wiitala 2018: 1-7), if Mary comes to
know the form of justice at time t2, then it is true of the form of justice that it is known by Mary at t2 but
not true of it at the earlier time t1. Versions of this view are held by Moravcsik 1962: 39-40, Owen 1966:
338-339, Reeve 1985: 61, Thomas 2008: 644, Gill 2012: 237-238, and Hestir 2016: 120, among others. I
am suspicious of this kind of interpretation because it entails importing concepts from contemporary
metaphysics onto the ancient text. For arguments against such an interpretation on textual grounds, see
Leigh 2012: 244 and Wiitala 2018: 4-7. These arguments against this interpretation include pointing to the
absence of mentions of time in this passage and the insufficiency of such an interpretation for situating this
passage in the broader ontological project at play in the dialogue. I ultimately argue that the Cambridge
change interpretation is misleading insofar as it assumes that the knowing mind is the primary agent of
change and the forms are the primary recipients of the change, instead of vice versa as advocated for by
commentators like Leigh 2010: 242-244 and Wiitala 2018.
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to develop the sense of affecting and being affected, first initiated in the distinction drawn
between the One and oneness itself and further developed in his discussion with the
giants, that will be relevant to his critique of the friends. Now the Stranger has worked
out the causal relationship between the affecting agent and the affected receiver in terms
of motion (248e5), which will act as a paradigm in what follows.243

Seeing the sense in which forms entail affecting is easy in the case of their status
as objects of knowledge, insofar as they affect the mind and therefore are agents of
motion for the mind. For this reason we should not be surprised that the Stranger has
chosen this example to use to illustrate his point. Understanding the sense in which forms
themselves are affected, however, is decidedly more difficult. Following a recent
interpretation offered by Michael Wiitala,?4* I understand this sense of motion not to be
change explicable in terms of time and space, but instead in terms of the causal priority,
outside time and space, of the mover over the moved. In the case of the motion of the
forms, the Stranger will show that forms are ‘moved’ insofar as they participate in one
another in their posterior sense as that which is grasped by mind and hence structured,
and thus they hold causal priority and posteriority as regards one another. Although
forms have their own simple and unique nature that is not a whole of parts in the primary
sense, their givenness to thinking and speech requires their participation in other forms,
and hence their instantiation exhibits a structure of causal priority and posteriority. In

this sense, forms “move” one another. The Stranger will develop the sense in which

243 For discussions of the nature of this conception of motion and its role at this point in the argument, see
Hestir 2016: 116-121 and Wiitala 2018: 15-17.
244 Wiitala 2018, especially 15-17. For further support of this interpretation, see also Hestir 2016: 116-122.

For an account of the conflicting view that motion entails change over time or space for the Stranger, see
Leigh 2010: 77-78.
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forms “move” one another when considering commingling and the necessary composite
structure of forms (see sections 5.2.1 and 5.3). For now, taking the Stranger’s mundane
example of the ways in which recognition of the forms as objects of knowledge
necessarily entails their motion is sufficient to understand his point that the friends’
exclusionary ontology of motionless forms will fail.

The Stranger continues by showing the ways in which the conception of motion
entails challenges for the friends’ exclusionary ontology:

ES: What the Zeus! Shall we be that easily persuaded that motion and life and
soul and thought are truly not present in utterly complete Being? That it neither
lives nor thinks; but awful and holy, not possessed of mind, it stands there, not to
be moved?

THEA: That, Stranger, would be a terrible account to grant.

ES: But are we to say that it has mind and not life?

THEA: How could we?

ES: But do we say that both of these are in it, and then go on to deny that it has
them in a soul?

THEA: And in what other way would it have them?

ES: Then we will really say that it has mind and life and soul and yet, although
ensouled, stands entirely immovable?

THEA: To me that appears entirely irrational.

ES: So we must grant that the moved and motion are things that are.

THEA: Of course.

Zévoc: Tl 8¢ mpdg A10g; g aANnBGS kivioty koi {omv Koi yoymv Koi ppoévnoty 1
padiog tewetnodpeda @ mavteddg dvt pn mapeivat, unoe (v avtod unde
PPOVElV, GAAYL GEpVOV Ko Bylov, vodv ovk Exov, dikivntov 610G etva;
Oeaitntoc: Setvov pevtdv, ® EEve, AOYOV GUYXMPOTLEY.

EEVog: AALG voOV pev Exewv, Comy 6& un QAEV;

Oeaitrog: Kol Tdg;

EEvog: AALG TODTO PEV AUPOTEPA EVOVT  0OTM AEYOUEV, OV UMV €V WOYT YE
QNoopEV aOTO EYEV DT,

Oeaitntog: Kol Tiv' v Etepov &yot TpOTOV;

Eévog: aALd OfTo vodv pev kai {onv Kol yoymv &xew, dxivntov pévrot 1o
mapamay Epyoyov Ov EGTAval;

saitntoc: mavro Epotye dloya Tadt’ lvon goiverat.

Eévog: Kol 0 KvoOueVoV 01 Kol Kivoly cuyyx@pntéov ag dvia.
Ocaittog: THOG & ov; (248e8-249b6)
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In this dense, difficult, but crucially important stretch of text,?43 the Stranger challenges
the friends’ claims that ‘utterly complete Being’ lacks motion (as an affectation) in all
senses and insofar as that which is in the complete sense lacks mind, life, and soul. He
will imply that the necessity with which that which is completely entails mind, life, and
soul indicates the necessity of accounting for complete being in dynamic terms.
Although there is some ambiguity regarding the meaning of the phrase ‘utterly complete
being’ (t@® movteddg dvti, 248e10),246 [ take it that here that the Stranger has in mind that
which ‘completely is,” in the sense of being unchanging and completely self-same, like
that which the friends call ‘forms.” Thus conceived, the Stranger is arguing that an
account of that which is in the ‘complete’ sense must include reference to its participation
in motion, mind (vodg, or ‘intellect’), life, soul, and body.?47 This is because being for
the friends must clearly contain its own normative principles by which it allows for
objects participating in its nature to become. To state this difficult matter provisionally, I
suggest that the Platonic notion of form is an ordering ratio by which a given form

actualizes itself in a good manner, as in the form of angling that is actualized well with

245 For a particularly helpful discussion of this passage’s difficulties and several senses in which it can and
has be interpreted, see Bluck 1975: 95-101.

246 For discussions of this ambiguity, see Politis 2006: 150-160 and Wiitala 2018: 18-20. Two ways of
reading this have been proposed. On the ‘extensive’ model, the Stranger here is referring to the totality of
things that are, taken together. On the ‘intensive’ model, the Stranger is referring to that which completely
or in all ways is, i.e., the forms. Either construal is consistent with my argument, however, since in the
former case the Stranger is challenging the view of the friends (as I suggest he is) and in the latter case he is
explicating being in its necessary and complete sense in anticipation of the discussion of the composition of
forms in terms of their participation in other forms (as I also suggest he is). For good reasons argued for by
Politis and Wiitala, I follow the ‘intensive’ model, though I hold that nothing in my argument would be
significantly affected by taking up the alternative ‘extensive’ interpretation. In considering this controversy
it also bears noting that Neo-Platonists beginning with Plotinus (cf. Enneads V1.7[38].12.1-4) have
assumed the ‘intensive’ interpretation and that the ‘extensive’ interpretation derives from modern
scholarship.

247 Cf. Politis 2006:150-160, Wiitala 2018: 18-20.
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reference to the forms of expertise, getting, etc.24® The good therefore is a further
principle in the ontological schema, as it suggests not merely unity and structure, as was
the case with the discussion of the One, but a structure that responds to higher-order a
normative principle. The introduction of mind, therefore, shows that the account of being
is not completed merely by considering the notion of wholeness, but requires an appeal to
the further notion of goodness. This notion will be developed further as we continue.

The connection between Platonic forms and mind has been strongly articulated by
Lloyd Gerson, who says that “the forms and intellect (vodc) are inseparable,” because the
relationship of forms qua participation in one another and ratios that suggest further
norms “is just the activity of intellect (vodc).”?4° Furthermore, elsewhere in the Sophist,
the interlocutors demonstrate this inclination to understand the cosmos as governed by a
principle of mind (cf. 265c1-e2). Thus, here the interlocutors address the possibility that
the account of the unmoving ‘utterly complete Being” would necessitate that being itself
lacks a normative principle of self-sustenance, and that they find this possibility to be
both implausible and ‘awful.’

While this passage draws upon a robust and nuanced understanding of Platonic
metaphysics, its role more locally is to demonstrate the unacceptable implications for an
account of being as something that does not allow its own self-instantiation as the source
of a normative ordering principle. Similarly, Theaetetus grants the Stranger’s account of

‘complete’ being entails that it must have life and a soul. Life is described in Laws X at

248 This is a difficult but critical part of the argument. For helpful discussions of the role of nous in
Platonic ontology generally and in other texts, see Apelt 1891a 78-79, de Vogel 1953: 65-67, Perl 1998:
87-88, Carpenter 2003: 105, Gerson 2006: 298, Perl 2014, Sanday 2015b: 366 fn. 9, and Wiitala 2018: 20-
21.

249 Gerson 2006: 298.
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895a6-c10 as that which is capable of moving itself, while soul is described shortly
thereafter at Laws X 895e10-896a5 as that principle that grants motion to what is
moved.>? The Stranger and Theaetetus thus seem to have a similar conception of these
principles at play here, as their account has determined that this complete sense of being
entails principles of motion and self-motion, just as it did an account of normative
principles of self-sustenance.

With these implausible and unacceptable conclusions regarding the friends’
conception of being, the Stranger addresses further entailments of their own positive
conception of being they are sketching:

ES: Thus the outcome is, Theaetetus, that if the things that are are immovable,
there is mind in nothing about nothing nowhere.

THEA: Exactly.

ES: And yet, if we grant that all things are borne about and moving, we shall
exclude, by that very account, this same mind from the things that are.

THEA: How?

ES: Do you think that being in the same respect and in like manner and about the
same thing would ever come to be apart from rest?

THEA: Never.

ES: Well then, without these do you see how mind could be or ever come to be
anywhere?

THEA: Not in the least.

Z£vog: Kol pmv £0v o PEPOLEVE KAl KIVOOUEVO TAVT EIVOL GUYXOPBUEY, KO
TOVT® TG AOY® TOVTOV TOVTO €K T®V OVI®V EE0IPGOUEY.

Oeaimrog: TdCc;

Eévog: TO KATO TODTO KOl GOOTOS Kol TEPL TO aDTO SOKET 601 YMPIC GTAGEMG
yevécOat mot’ dv;

BgaitnTog: 0VIUUGDC.

Eévog: i d°; dvev tovTmv vodv kabopdc dvia f) yevopevov av kol Omovodv;
®caitnTog: fKioTO.

Zévog: ovpfaivel 8 odv, & Ocaitnte, dKviToV TE dviwv vodv pmdevi mepi
undevog eivon pundapod.

Osaitnrtoc: komdf uev odv. (249b6-c5).

250 Cf. Wiitala 2018: 20.
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The Stranger here begins by indicating the necessity of motion for an account of being
that entails mind. But now he also points out that rest, seemingly the opposite of motion,
is equally necessary. This is because one must be at rest (in a sense) in one’s own nature
to be self-same, and for others to be like. For example, justice must be at rest (in a sense)
first for it itself to be justice, and second for the just act to be like it. Thus, having shown
the joint necessity of motion and rest, the Stranger has continued to work out his account
of the necessary part-whole structure that extends from his account of necessary being.
Given that being is power, and that power entails both affecting (moving) and being
affected (being moved), the Stranger has made significant progress towards articulating
the composite structure that the unified notion of being suggests. For now, and in
response specifically to the friends, the Stranger summarizes his findings thus far by
stating that “we must surely fight, using every argument, against him who makes
knowledge or thoughtfulness or mind disappear and then makes strong assertions about
anything in any way” (249¢6-8). In other words, the view of being as ‘awful,” ‘holy,” and
unmoved advocated by the friends of forms is unacceptable, and a dynamic account of
being in keeping with the findings of the interlocutors’ consideration of being as power is

required, and has indeed already begun.

4.4  Chapter 4 Conclusion: Transformed perspective of being (249c-d)

Through the course of their engagement with the ‘previous’ ontologists, the
interlocutors have transformed their perspective of the notion of being. This required
several steps. First, they needed to rid themselves of the tendency to treat being as one of
the beings by clarifying the differences between being in a certain way and a certain way

of being, and, later, the difference between causing to be and being caused to be.
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Through analyzing what it means to be a whole of parts and showing that this nature
characterizes forms at least in an important sense, and introducing (for now in a cursory
way) the notion of goodness, they were able to establish that being is not a countable
thing but is of a different ontological kind, i.e., one that we might call power, the power
of communion, or the power of participation. The Stranger summarizes the conclusion of
the discussion with the four groups of conjured ontologists as follows, emphasizing the
necessary resolution of the battle between the giants and the friends of forms:
Then for the man who is philosophical and thus most respects these things, there
is every compulsion, it seems, just because of them, not to be receptive to people
who say that the All is at rest either as a one or even in many forms. Nor again
must he listen at all to those who move Being every which way. But he must
assert — as in the children’s prayer “whatever is immovable and moved” — that
Being and the All consist of both together.25!
@ o1 PLAOCOP® Kol TADTO HAAOTA TIUAVTL TACH, (O E0IKEV, AVAYKT 010 TADTO
pfte TV £V 1j Koi td ToAAd £(0M AeyOvVI®V 1O TV £6TNKOG Amodéyesbat, TV Te
ab TOVTaYH TO OV KIVOOVTOV Inde T Tapdmoy GKOVELY, GAAY KaTd THV TdV
naidwv evynv, 6ca dxivnto Kol Kekivnpéva, T v 1€ Koi 10 TV cuVaUEOTEPa.
Aéyew. (249¢10-d4).
The Stranger has pursued an inclusionary account of being that does not reduce being to a
count. This account thus has demanded a middle position between the giants and friends
of forms in which both bodily being and timeless forms are taken to be, as is implied by
the unknown children’s prayer that the Stranger apparently references. But this account
of being is not merely monistic, and it demands an account of the further structure that
this unified definition of being as power implies. The Stranger’s pointed reference to the

philosopher (249¢10) indicates that the development of this ontology will be both

difficult and centrally important, and a specifically philosophical project. It is to this

251 There are many grammatical ambiguities in this passage. For discussions of possible interpretations,
see Cornford 1935: 242, Crivelli 2012: 94, Perl 2014: 152, and Wiitala 2018: 25-27. Here I continue to
follow Brann, et al. De Rijk 1986: 13-14{f takes this to be the central thesis of the dialogue.
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complex ontological structure and our means of accessing it noetically that the

interlocutors will now turn.

CHAPTER 5. STRUCTURE (249D —259E)

5.1 Chapter 5 Introduction

In this chapter I discuss the notions of commingling and necessary ontological
structure that extend from the preceding accounts of the being of nonbeing (Chapter 3)
and being as power (Chapter 4), considering the senses in which they suggest a complex
ontology and corresponding notions of noetic intuition and dialectical method that build
upon and expand that which was possible in bifurcatory division (Chapter 2). At issue
throughout will be both the metaphysical necessity of the commingled structure of forms
and the epistemological sense in which this commingling guides our inquiry and
discourse via our noetic grasp of its objects. By considering commingling and structure,
we will see how the account has led to a transformed perspective in which being, as
something structuring and structured, must now be understood with reference to
goodness. 1 will trace out these threads as they appear in the stretch of text from 249d to
259e, from (5.2.1) the explicit turn to considering this new kind of ‘pluralism,’ (5.2.2) the
establishment of its necessity and (5.2.3) the account of dialectic that is responsive to it,
into (5.3.1) the discussion of five of the necessary ontological kinds that must be at play
in this account and (5.3.2) the concluding discussion of being as necessarily unopposed
and nonbeing as constitutive and determinate otherness that these considerations

occasion.
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5.2 Communing and dialectic (249d — 254b)

5.2.1 A new kind of ‘pluralism’ (249d — 250d)

The first task is to consider the necessity of structure as a new kind of pluralism
that the account has demanded. This occurs in the context of the Stranger’s developing
account of five great ontological kinds: being, otherness, motion, rest, and sameness.252
These terms have arisen previously in the discussion, as clarifying the nature of nonbeing
entailed working out an account of otherness (see Chapter 3), while being (see Chapter 4)
entailed the necessary components of motion and rest (see 248a10-249¢6 and 4.3.3). The
Stranger has also hinted that these also entail the notion of sameness (e.g., at 249b12-
c1).253 Before fully developing this composite ontology, the Stranger must show that the
preceding discussion of the difference between beings in a certain way and certain ways
of being (forms) has freed the interlocutors of the problems facing the pluralists (see
section 4.2.1). In other words, the Stranger must show that this type of apparent
‘pluralism’ is of a different kind than that of those advocating for a plurality of elements
that had failed previously. This is because the account now demands a plurality of
distinct ways of being that necessarily require one another for their instantiation. The
Stranger turns his attention to some of these ontological kinds as follows:

ES: Well then: Don’t you say that Rest and Motion are most contrary to one

another?

THEAE: Of course.

ES: And yet you claim this at least: that both and each of them alike are.
THEAE: I certainly do claim this.

252 In what follows I will argue that the five great ontological kinds considered explicitly in the dialogue
should not be taken to be exhaustive.

253 Here the Stranger had asked, “Do you think that being in the same respect and in like manner and about
the same thing would ever come to be apart from rest?”
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ES: Is it the case, whenever you grant that they are, that you mean that both and
each of them are in motion?

THEAE: In no way.

ES: But do you mean to indicate that both of them are at rest when you say that
both are?

THEAE: How could 1?

ES: Then do you posit Being as some third thing in the soul beyond these, as if
Rest and Motion were embraced by it? And is it through taking them together
and focusing on the community of their beinghood that you say that both of them
are?

THEAE: We truly do seem to divine that Being is some third thing, whenever we
say that Rest and Motion are.

ES: Therefore Being is not Motion and Rest both together but something other
than these.

THEAE: It seems so.

ES: Then according to its own nature, Being is neither at rest nor in motion.

Zévog: lev 81, Kiviow kol 6Tdoty ap’ ovk évavtidtato AEyelg AAAAOIG;
Ocaitntog: TGS yap ov;

Z£vog: Kol pnv etvai ye Opoimg eRc auedTepa anTd Kol EKETEPOV;

Ocaittog: enui Yop ovVv.

Zévog: apo Kiveloot Aéymv AueoTepo. Kol EKATEPOV, STAV EIVOL CVYXWPTG;
OcoitnTog: 0VIAUDG.

Z£vog: GAL" EoTdval SNUOiVEIS AEYmV odTd AUPATEPQ EVAL;

Ocaitntog: Kol TAC;

Eévog: tpitov dpa Tt mopd TadTa TO OV €V TH Yoyl TibEic, g VT’ €keivov TV 1€
OTAGY Kol TNV Kivow TEPLEYOUEVIV, CLAAAPOV KOl ATOOV aDT®V TPOG TNV TG
ovoiog Kovoviay, oDTmg £ival TPOGEITG AUPITEP;

BeaitnTog: KIvduvevouey Mg ANOMG Tpitov dmopavteveshai T 0 dv, dtav
Kivnow Kol 6TdotY lval AEyopEy.

Eévog: 0UK dpa Kivnoig Kol 6Tdo1c £0Ti UVOUPOTEPOV TO OV AAL" ETepov ON TL
TOVTMV.

OcaitnTog: £owKev.

Eévog: koTd TV abTod QUGLY dpa tO Ov odte Eotnkev ovte Kiveitat. (250a9-
250d5).

The Stranger draws upon his preceding implicit account of the distinction between

‘things that are X’ and ‘what it is to be X’ in positing motion and rest as ‘what it is to be

in motion’ and ‘what it is to be at rest,’ i.e., as the forms motion and rest. That is, he is

not advocating for an account like that of the pluralists that is ambiguous regarding the

meaning of material principles like ‘hot’ and ‘cold,” where ‘hot’ (e.g.) entails
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simultaneously the senses of ‘a hot thing’ and ‘the principle of heat.” Instead, his
opposed elements are motion and rest themselves (i.e., the forms motion and rest) as
explicitly separated from the material principles that also go by this name. If the Stranger
were discussing embodied material principles rather than forms, his argument would be
incoherent, since no embodied material principle can ever said to be most essentially
motion or rest.23* For example, in the case of a resting cat, the cat is not most essentially
rest but instead is most essentially cat, since the cat’s catness will always be causally
prior to her resting. Speaking of rest must be speaking of a way of being, that is, and not
one of the beings, and it is therefore clear that they have forms and not particulars in
mind.

In considering these forms, the interlocutors conclude that ‘according to its
nature’ (katd v avTod eHov),25 what it means ‘to be’ itself is neither to be in motion
nor to be at rest (250c6-8). Being as such, that is, is not what it is to be motion as such
nor rest as such, and thus each of these must be posited as separate forms that are neither
coextensive nor constitutive in the most basic sense. But the interlocutors had
determined previously that ‘utterly complete being’ (1@ maviehdc dvti, 248e10, see
section 4.3.3) entailed motion in a meaningful sense. This implies first that motion as
such cannot not be, and second that being must participate in motion in some sense.

Therefore, being as such and motion as such must both be despite not being coextensive,

254 Cf. Wiitala 2014b: 127 for a discussion of what this would entail and why it necessarily fails. Many
commentators have understood this account quite differently and have upon their differing interpretations
posited competing accounts of the various possible ambiguities and fallacies at play in this passage given
different ways of interpreting the Stranger’s meaning here. Crivelli 2012: 97-101 offers a helpful overview
of these construals.

255 Cf. Cornford 1935: 250, Seligman 1972: 41-42, and Crivelli 2012: 98-100. One common way of
interpreting this passage is to assume that Plato is conscious of a fallacy regarding the relationship of being,
motion, and rest for which the Stranger is arguing. For versions of this view, see Bluck 1975: 152, Frede
1992: 399-400, and Crivelli 2012: 98-100.
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since being is and it entails motion though it is not itself motion. Since they are opposites
in every way, the being of motion as such entails the being of rest as such (as
Parmenides’ goddess had taught us and as discussed in 3.3). In other words, without
motion, rest would not be rest but instead would just be being; but this contradicts the
interlocutors’ findings in this passage. Therefore, the interlocutors have found three
ontological kinds that must be.

To understand further the nature of what I am calling this ‘new kind’ of
‘pluralistic’ account, it is helpful to consider the Stranger’s parenthetical remark
regarding the joint relationship of these ontological kinds. This passage warrants our
attention due both to its offering the occasion for a better understanding of the ontology
of communion to be worked out in what follows, and for its allowing me to address the
senses in which the kinds must be understood jointly with reference to the particularly
influential reading of G. E. L. Owen 1971 (1965).25¢ The text reads:

ES: [W]hen we were asked to what in the world one must apply the name Non-

being, we were hemmed in by total perplexity. Do you remember?

THEAE: Of course.

ES: We’re not in any less perplexity now about Being, are we?

THEAE: To me, Stranger, if [ may say so, we appear to be in greater perplexity.

ES: Well then, let this matter be set down here as utterly perplexing. And since

Being and Non-being have both had an equal share in perplexity, there’s now

hope that in whatever way one of them comes to light more dimly or more clearly,

so the other will come to light. And again, if we’re able to see neither of them,
we’ll at least push our account through both at once as fittingly as we can.

Eévog: &1L tod pn Ovtog EpmtnBévieg Tobvopa ¢ 8Tt ToTE dET PEPELY, Ao

ovveoyoueba dmopiq. pépuvnoor;
Oeaimrog: TS yap ov;

256 Owen’s 1971 paper is a revision and expansion of an earlier paper written in 1965. For Owen’s own
account of the development of his view, see Owen 1971: 223 fn. 1. Of the many responses that this
influential view has elicited, those that have influenced my own reading most are Flower 1980 and Brown
1986. Flower argues that Plato’s notion of being does not equivocate between predication and identity as
Owen suggests but is rich enough to capture both, while Brown shows that any statement of predicative
being entails at least weak existential force. Critical discussion of Owen’s interpretive problems with
respect to the distinction between predication and identity includes Bluck 1975: 19-21.
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Zévog: udv ovv &v EAdttovi Tvi v éopev dmopiq mepi TO bv;

Ocaitntog: €uoi pév, o E€ve, €l SuvaTov elmely, £v TAiovl pavoueda.

Eévog: todto pev totvuv évtadba keicBw dimmopnuévov: €nedn o¢ €€ icov 16 1€

OV kai TO pn Ov dmopiag HeTeEAn@aToV, VOV EATIG 1101 KaBdmep Gv avTtdv BdTepov

eilte QuoopdTepOV €lte GaPEGTEPOV Avapaivntal, Kai Bdtepov oVtwg

avopoaivesOar: kol &av o undétepov idiv duvapeda, TOV yodv Adyov dmnmep Gv

oloi 1 dpev evmpenéotota Srwcdueda obTog dueoiv dua. (250d8-251a3)
Beginning with Owen, this passage has been taken to indicate that the problems of being
and nonbeing in the Sophist are conceptually intertwined. I am in complete agreement
with this. But more specifically, through the so-called ‘Parity Assumption,’
commentators following Owen have taken it that a solution to the problem of being
would equally be a solution to the problem of nonbeing, and vice versa.?>’ By Owen’s
interpretation, the Stranger suggests here “that any light thrown on either being or
nonbeing will equally illuminate the other.”>® While I agree that it is true to say that the
problems of being and nonbeing are intertwined, I do not think that this works in the way
that Owen does. Owen’s interpretation suggests that an understanding of being could as
easily be achieved through an understanding of nonbeing as it could be through being
itself, but I hold that there are many reasons to challenge this. First, as discussed in
Chapter 3, nonbeing emerges in the dialogue not as pure privation of being, or that which
is in no way (to medamos on), but instead as a kind of difference or otherness. In this
way, and as I argue throughout, being for Plato is unopposed and what seems on the

surface to oppose being in fact opposes sameness. If we were to take the Stranger’s

claim about the equal shares of perplexity regarding being and nonbeing to suggest that

257 See Owen 1971: 229-231. Discussions of this include Brown 1986 and 2006, Notomi 1999, and Gill
2006. Owen’s interpretation is still viable among commentators; see Crivelli 2012: 100 for a recent
endorsement.

258 Owen 1971: 230.
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the two are posited against one another and explained exclusively through one another,
we would lose sight of this redefinition of nonbeing worked out earlier in the dialogue.

Instead, I argue that it is better to understand this moment as an indication of the
necessary intertwining of each great kind with one another, as the Stranger will soon
describe it. Thus conceived, an understanding of being entails bringing to light the
necessity with which the form being must commune with the form otherness, both in its
nature insofar as it is and to be given to logos.?>° Put differently, shedding light on being
will involve shedding light on a host of other forms that do not accord strictly with the
nature of the form of being, and yet are required for bringing the form being to being and
to inquiry (i.e., the posterior sense of being). Therefore I argue pace Owen that the
Stranger’s remark about the perplexity running through being and nonbeing indicates to
us not that the two are opposed to one another and equally viable for shedding light on
one another, but instead that they are wrapped up in the same question regarding

necessary structure.

5.2.2 The late learners (251a — 252¢)

The Stranger establishes the necessity of ontological ‘pluralism’ entailing distinct
but interdependent kinds of commingling causal being (forms) with reference to those
who deny the very possibility of commingling. Doing so provides the opportunity to
reflect on commingling broadly, and the Stranger shows (i) that commingling is not

unrestricted but instead entails a responsiveness to the nature of the things being mixed,

259 These are also the senses respectively worked out in hypotheses two and five in the Parmenides; cf.
Sanday 2018: 6-11.
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and (ii) that logos itself indicates the necessity of commingling. The deniers of
commingling are called the ‘late learners’2%0 and they argue (to use somewhat
incongruous language for now) for a conception of predication and identity as co-
extensive.?¢! The Stranger first sets up the problem as a consideration of the ‘habit’ of
calling things by many names (251a3):

[W]e speak of man, I suppose, but give him many titles: we add colors to him and
shapes and sizes and vices and virtues. In all these attributions and thousands of
others, we declare him to be not only man but also good and infinitely many other
things. And the same account holds for other things as well: we assume that each
thing is one but take it back by speaking of it as many and with many names.
Which is exactly why, I imagine, we’ve furnished a feast for youths and for
oldsters late in learning. For it’s handy enough for anyone to get a direct grip on
the fact that it’s impossible both for the many to be one and for the one to be
many. And no doubt, I suppose, these people delight in not letting anyone say
that man is good but only that good is good and man is man.

Aéyopev vBpwmov dNmov mOAL™ dtta €TOVOUALOVTEG, TO TE XPDUUTH ETIPEPOVTEG
adTH Kol TO GyAuoTa Kol pey£0n kai koxiog kol apetdc, &v oig miot Kol £T8poig
popiotc o povov avOpmmov avtov stvai eapey, GAAY Kai dyaddv kai Etepa
dmepa, Koi TAL0 O Kot TOV adTOV Adyov obtag Ev Exactov Dodépevol Ty
adTO TOAAG Kai TOALOTG OvOpact Aéyopev. B0gv ye oipat Toig T VEOIG Kol TGV
YEPOVTOV 101G dyabéot Bolvny mapeokevdrkapey: e0dvg yap avtirapécton mavti
TPOYEPOV (G AdVVOTOV T Te TOAAY BV Kai TO &V TOAAA £lvat, Kai SYmov
xoipovcty 0Ok EMVTEG Ayabov Aéyev AvOpmmov, AALG TO HEV dyadov dyadov, Tov
0¢ avBpwmov avOpwmov6? (251a8-c2).

260 oic dypadéot, from oyipadnc, at 251b8. For general discussions regarding the possible historical
identities of the so-called ‘late learners,” see de Rijk 1986: 115-117 and Crivelli 2012: 104. For the view
that this critique is directed at Antisthenes, see Campbell 1867: 137-138, Cornford 1935: 254, Adorno
1961: 161, and Klein 1977: 49. For the view that the late learners are related to the brothers in the
Euthydemus dialogue, see Taylor 1961: 54 and Ray 1984: 120 (though Ray also has much to say about the
role of Antisthenes; see Ray 1984: 12ff).

261 Cf. Bordt 1991: 522-523. There are other ways of interpreting exactly what the late learners are here
claiming. A different and popular interpretation, one laid out clearly by Bostock 1984: 99-100, is that the
late learners have in mind the specific speech act by which a thing is named. While the Stranger mentions
‘speaking of” certain entities like ‘person’ and ‘good,’ I do not take the emphasis to be on speech acts but
instead take it to be on ontology and the discourse that is in response to it, and I think that this sort of
interpretation makes better sense of the overall movement of the dialogue.

262 There are conflicts in the manuscript tradition regarding the wording here. For a defense of this reading
of the manuscript, see Crivelli 2012: 103 fn. 1.
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The late learners’ view most essentially is that it is impossible both for the many to be
one and for the one to be many.2%> On the basis of this, they hold that modes of being do
not mix or commune with one another, and that the use of a name to separate off a thing
(i.e., anything that is in some sense whole, the extension of which I intentionally leave
ambiguous here) from the other things implies that the named thing is ontologically
separate in every regard from the other things separated off by the name.2¢ Put simply,
the late learners will refute any claim that ‘X is Y,” such as ‘the person is good,” and
suggest instead that person is (only) person, good is (only) good, etc.26>

In a sense, the late learners have an assumption similar to the naive monists that
unity (here, the thing named) and plurality are incompatible, but with the conclusion that

unities are not in any sense plural.2¢¢ Their view is also similar in a sense to the

263 This problem is also addressed by Socrates and Protarchus in the Philebus, particularly from 12b-16b.
For helpful discussions of this issue in this context, see Cornford 1939, Meinwald 1996, Carpenter 2009:
103-129, and Garner 2017: 5-31. The authoritative discussion of the whole-part or one-many problem as it
extends throughout this related cluster of Plato’s dialogues is Harte 2002.

264 Byt note that contra a long interpretative tradition, I am not arguing that the late learners have mistaken
the ‘is” of predication with the ‘is’ of identity. (For influential early articulations of this view, see Ackrill
1957: 2, Owen 1971, Vlastos 1973: 288.) Instead, and as I describe below, I believe that the problem is an
ontological one, i.e., the late learners have staked out a position regarding the composition of being (cf.
Brown 2008: 440-443 and Wiitala 2014b: 136 fn. 74). For arguments as to why the language of the late
learners does not suggest separate senses of being, e.g., predication and identity, see Malcolm 2006: 281
and Brown 2008: 442-443.

265 There is a controversy among commentators as to whether forms or individuals are at play in this
passage. Much of this controversy surrounds the question of whether the &vOpwnov of which the Stranger
speaks in 251a8 refers to a particular person or the form (or kind) ‘person.” Those taking this to refer to
particulars, by far the more common view, include Cornford 1935: 253-255, de Rijk 1986: 113, Brown
2008: 441, and Crivelli 2012: 104. Perhaps the best case for the alternative view is offered by Wiitala
2014b: 133-135. While I think there are good textual reasons to think that the Stranger is explicitly talking
about forms at least elsewhere in this passage (note that the use of dvOpwnov at 251c¢1 is particularly suited
to such an interpretation; cf. Crivelli 2012: 108 and Wiitala 2014b: 133 fn. 67), I am not especially
concerned about this issue, since the Stranger’s points are at the very least true of the notion of unified
identity broadly but can be and will be applied to our understanding of the communion of forms more
specifically as the text progresses. In other words, the literal meaning of dvBpwmnov at 251a8 in this passage
is not important in my reading, because in any event, the analysis calls to mind the kind of understanding
necessary for offering an account of the communion of forms, i.e. here the form ‘person,” which is the true
subject of interest here in any event; cf. Seligman 1974: 45ff. 1 do note, however, that if the late learners
take themselves to be considering forms only, then their view is very similar to that of the friends of forms.
266 Many interpreters understand this moment as the turn from ‘negative’ to ‘positive’ moments in the
Stranger’s account. This includes Crivelli 2012: 104. I am arguing instead that positive moments in the
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sophistical view of nonbeing discussed in section 3.2.2. There, the sophistical thinker
had argued that anything that is named must be, but fallaciously inferred from that that
any complex of names joined together must also be, i.e., be intermixed truthfully as the
sentence speaker asserts. The late learners have, in a sense, inverted this view by
suggesting that any naming of a thing that is entails splitting off the named thing from all
else in a way that decisively isolates the named thing and sets it irreconcilably apart from
the others.

This view ultimately proves to be untenable. The Stranger shows the necessity of
intermixing according to nature as follows and by considering the impossibility of its
alternatives, unmixedness and unbounded intermixing, with my Arabic numerals
separating off the three possibilities to be considered in what follows:2¢7

“In our own accounts, are we (1) to attach neither beinghood to Motion and Rest

nor at all to anything else whatsoever but posit things as unmixed and incapable

of having a share in each other? Or are we (2) to bring them all together into the
same place, treating them as though they were capable of communing with each
other? Or (3) are some capable and others not?”

TOTEPOV PUNTE TNV OVGIAV KIVI|GEL KO GTAGEL TPOGATTMUEY UNTE AALO BAL® LndEV

undevi, GAL" g dpetkta dvto Kol AdOvVaToV HETAAAUPAVELY BAAMA®Y 0VT®G aDTA

&V TOig map” NUIV AOYOIC TIODUEY; T| TAVTO €15 TODTOV GUVAYAY®UEV O SLVOTA

EMKOWVMVETV AAANAOLG; T TOL PV, TA 08 un; (251d5-el).

Here the Stranger presents three options. All of that which is named by names (be they

forms, qualities, predicates, etc.) are either (1) unmixed and unmixable or (2) capable of

mixing in every instance; or instead (3) some of those that are named by names are

Stranger’s account extend at least as far back as his claim that nonbeing must somehow be, i.e., as a mode
of otherness (240c).

267 For a discussion of the various Greek verbs used to describe intermixing and their essential
equivalency, see Rosen 1983: 253 and 263 fn. 16. Herein I similarly use various English verbs
interchangeably, such as ‘to intermix,” ‘to combine,” and ‘to commune.” These should be understood as an
instance of (but not coextensive with) participation.
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capable of mixing while others are not.268 To put the same matter somewhat differently,
either (1) intermixing is not, or instead either (2) intermixing is and does not entail a
responsiveness to the nature of that which is intermixed precisely because it is
unrestricted or (3) intermixing is but it entails a responsiveness to the nature of that which
intermixes because it is restricted.

Possibility (1) is the possibility for which the late learners must necessarily
advocate, given that they do not allow that ‘person’ and ‘good’ can intermix but instead
that they must always remain alone and in isolation.26° This view quickly proves to be
absurd, as the interlocutors show through the examples of motion, rest, and being. If (1)
is true, then motion and rest cannot commune with being and hence they are not. Of
course, this conclusion is unacceptable, for if motion and rest are not, then all entities are
neither at rest in their nature nor engaged in the process of change (among other
problems). That is, if motion and rest are not, then it is difficult indeed to say what an
entity is with reference to itself and to time.

To consider this problem from another angle, this view is simply unutterable and
unthinkable, since even claiming that “motion is unmixed with being” entails asserting
being of motion, and furthermore implies a structure of motion insofar as its nature
partakes of being (via ‘is’), unmixedness, and unmixedness with respect to being. In
other words, the late learners’ view fails both because it yields an incoherent ontology

and because it itself cannot even be articulated without enacting a contradiction. The

268 Klein 1977: 50 associates these with (1) Heraclitus, (2) Parmenides, and (3) Empedocles. Although I
do not take the Stranger to have these thinkers in mind specifically (and furthermore note that Klein’s
interpretation of Parmenides does not map onto my own), I find this to be an interesting observation,
particularly regarding the possible role of Empedocles in this account, though I will not develop this any
further.

269 Cf. Cornford 1935: 257, Frede 1967: 42, Crivelli 2012: 111.
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Stranger emphasizes this latter point when addressing the necessary failure of the late
learners’ view:

[The late learners are] compelled, I suppose, to use “to be” and “apart” and “from
the others” and “by itself” and thousands of other expressions about all things.
Since they’re powerless to keep these out of and not to bring them into their
speeches, they don’t need others to refute them. But, as the saying goes, they
have their enemy and future opponent right at home, and as they make their way,
they always carry around something uttering speech from deep inside, like that
absurd ventriloquist [Eurycles].270

6 1€ ‘givoi’ mov mepi mhvta dvarykdlovar ypficOat kol @ ‘yopic’ Kol Td ‘ThV
AoV’ kol 76 ‘kod’ onTd’ Kol popiotg ETEpotg, OV dkpateic dviec sipyscdot kai
un cuvamTew €v Toig AOYOIS 0UK dAL®VY déovTal TV eEleyEHVTOV, AALY TO
Aeyouevov oikobev TOV TOAEUIOV KOl EVOVTIOOCOUEVOV EYOVTEG, EVTOG
vroeBeyyopevov domnep TOV dtomov Evpukiéa mepipépovieg del mopevovtat.
(252¢2-9).

The Stranger here argues that the late learners cannot even articulate their view because

doing entails asserting relations among that which is named by names.2’! This is because

discourse regards the composite structure of being in all instances, and therefore any

attempt even to articulate this view would require taking up the composite structure of

plurality against which the late learners take themselves to speaking.?’2 To illustrate this,

270 The Stranger’s reference to the ventriloquist Eurycles here marks a rare instance in which the Stranger
draws on a contemporary figure to make his point. In this way the Stranger differs from other primary
Platonic interlocutors like Socrates, who frequently draw on contemporary, mythological, and literary
figures to give shape and context to the discussion. The other contemporaneous source on Eurycles is
Aristophanes’ Wasps 1017-1020. Here Aristophanes has his chorus address the audience directly to
humorous effect by their likening his (Aristophanes’) prophetic insight delivered through an indirect source
to “the prophet Eurycles, who speaks through others.” Plutarch also mentions Eurycles when discussing
ventriloquism and its relationship to divine prophesy at Moralia 414c. For more on Eurycles, see Campbell
1867: 141-142 and Nails 2002: 149. (While Brann et al. transliterate this person’s name as ‘Euricles,’ I
follow the more common transliteration used, e.g., by Nails.)

271 For further discussion of what has gone wrong with the late learners’ view, see Heinaman 1982: 175-
184, Clark 1994: 40, and Crivelli 2012: 113-114.

272 Commentators have disagreed as to how exactly this refutation works. Some (e.g., Denyer 1991: 162-
163) argue for this failure with reference to the impossibility of the view insofar as any speech act will
show it to be false; others (e.g., Bordt 1991: 523, Notomi 1999: 233, and Crivelli 2012: 113-114) argue
with reference to the truth value, i.e., that a positive truth value for the claim would thereby falsify it.
Because I do not see evidence that the Stranger is concerned with speech acts or truth value in the sense of
Aristotelian logic in this passage, I do not give precedence to either of these possible interpretations.
Vlastos 1973: 274-279 argues that this passage and the moves that follow are clouded by a confusion
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the Stranger uses the metaphor of ventriloquism, suggesting that the late learners must
speak from a voice other than their own even to state their own view, concluding that the
view must necessarily fail.

With (1) set aside, the interlocutors turn their attention to (2). When the Stranger
asks whether they should “allow all things to have the power for community with one
another” (252d2-3), Theaetetus responds that this is easily answered, for this would entail
that “Motion itself would be altogether at rest, and Rest in turn would itself be in motion,
if the two of them were to follow upon each other” (252d6-8), which the Stranger deems
to be “impossible” (252d10). It is significant that Theaetetus here offers the refutation of
(2), since the Stranger will go on to show in fact that motion (i.e., the form motion) is at
rest in some significant sense, while rest (i.e., the form rest) is also in motion in some
significant sense.2’3 But here in this moment in the discussion, Theaetetus seems to have
something in mind similar to Socrates in the Republic when Socrates asserts that
opposites cannot be co-present at the same time in the same place and in the same
respects (Republic IV 436a1-437a8). In any event, the Stranger allows Theaetetus’
rejection of (2) to stand, for surely whatever relationship motion and rest share is not
‘altogether’ coextensiveness. The interlocutors take it as evident that unlimited mixing,
or mixing in all cases, is not possible, and thus will turn their considerations to the
questions of whether and how mixing is restricted, and what does and does not constitute

a good mixture. That mixing is restricted, in other words, indicates a principle of

regarding two senses of predication, ‘ordinary’ and ‘Pauline.” For a response that addresses the
deficiencies and confusions in this view, see Rosen 1983: 35-38.

273 Later, at 256b6-c5, the Stranger will argue that there is a sense in which motion (i.e., the form motion)
rests, insofar as it partakes of rest. Cf. Bluck 1975: 111-115. For now, the Stranger leaves the issue
unexplored.
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normativity that has continued to be at play in the dialogue and that will come to the fore
in what follows.

The account suggests that intermixing cannot be radically unrestricted precisely
because its capacity extends from the nature of that which is mixed. For example, the
nature of ‘cat’ allows for intermixing with ‘greyness,’ ‘six-ness,” and ‘companion-ness’
due to the nature of each of these elements, but ‘cat’ cannot mix with ‘cow-ness,’
‘infinitude,’ or ‘liar-ness.” Moreover, this suggests that the intermixing of natures entails
a structure of causal priority of one kind over another, like the form ‘animal’ that explains
but is not itself explained by the form ‘cat.” The form ‘grey,” conversely, is a nature that
is open to but not required by the nature of the form ‘cat’ for the instantiation of a given
cat.

The Stranger uses the paradigm of letters (‘stoicheia,” or ‘elements’)?74 to allow
for further consideration of intermixing relative to that which is necessitated by the
structures of their natures, and the dialectician’s philosophical art of understanding their
communing and division. The interlocutors consider the issue as follows:

ES: Now since some things are amenable to doing this [i.e., intermixing] and

others are not, they’d be a lot like letters. For I take it that in the case of letters,

too, some don’t fit with one another and others do.

THEAE: Of course.
ES: And the vowels differ from the others in passing through them all as a sort of

274 Letters are a common paradigm for thinking through metaphysical and epistemological issues in Plato’s
dialogues. In Smith 2019 I have discussed the stoicheion paradigm’s role in setting up the major moments
of Platonic education and turning from things to forms depicted in the Theaetetus, Sophist, Statesman, and
Philebus. In short, I will say here that this passage connects to at least three other passages in Plato
regarding the elements (ctoiyeia) on the one hand and knowledge (émotun) and art (téxvn) on the other.
In Theaetetus 202e7-208c4, Socrates and Theaetetus consider knowledge with reference to a familiarity of
parts (e.g., syllables) and recognizing the appearances of parts in given contexts. In Statesman 278a8-cl,
the Stranger and Socrates the Younger consider the ways in which letters act as paradigms to guide the
learner from knowledge of the known into knowledge of the unknown. In Philebus 18b6-d2, Socrates
describes the sense in which each element derives from its positioning in the letter spectrum and hence
owes its nature to that by which it is constituted from without, i.e., to the other elements like it in kind
within the letter spectrum. Other discussions of letters include Ryle 1960, Bondeson 1973, Gémez-Lobo
1977, Miller 1992, Notomi 1999, Gill 2006, and Sanday 2015a.
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bond, so that without some one of them it’s impossible for the others to fit, one
with another.

THEAE: Very much so.

ES: Then does everyone know which letters can commune with which, or does
the man who means to join them need an art?

THEAE: He needs an art.

ES: Which one?

THEAE: The “spelling art.”

Zévog: 6te 81 T pnév £0éhel Todto Spdiv, Ta &’ 0B, GYESOV OloV T YPAUOTA
nemovloT v €in. Kol yap €xeivov td pHEV dvaprooTel mov Tpog AN, TO O
GUVOPUOTTEL.

Ocaittoc: THG 3™ ob;

Z£vog: T 8¢ Y& POVIEVTA SLOQPEPOVTOG TRV BALMV 010V SEGHOG S10L TAVTOV
KEYDPNKEV, BGTE AVEL TIVOG AVTAV AOVVATOV APUITTEWY Kol TOV JAAWV ETEPOV
ETEP®.

OcaitnTog: Koi pdAa ye.

Zévog: Tiic oLV 0oV Omoia Omoiolg Suvatd Kovmvely, i Téxvng 8t td péilovrt
dpav ikavds ovTod;

Oeaimrog: TEXVNG.

=Zévog: molag;

Oeaimrog: Thg Ypaupatikis. (252e¢10 — 253a14).

Two important points arise in this discussion. The first regards the structure of
intermixing, and the second regards the art (téyvn) of discerning this structure. First,
certain letters can be voiced on their own, like vowels. Other letters are dependent on
one another to instantiate themselves, including both the sounded consonants that are
dependent on vowels and the mutes that are dependent on both vowels and consonants.
Furthermore, while each letter has its own simple (i.e., irreducible) and unique nature,
these natures vary. Some tend to fit well with others, such as ‘G’ and ‘R’ in the first
syllable of ‘grammar,” whereas others, such as ‘G’ and ‘P,” do not.2’> This suggests that
the certain simple and unique nature of each element (letter) implies a fittingness for

communion with others like it in kind, on the basis of the nature of the other. In other

275 Plato does not have his interlocutors make this part of the account specific, but this seems to be implied.
Cf. Galligan 1983: 269 and Crivelli 2012: 115-116.

199



words, ‘what it is to be G’ is, in a sense, distinct from the vowels and consonants with
which it can be combined; and yet simultaneously, ‘what it is to be G’ requires both the
necessary co-presence of other letters for a given G to be made manifest and a general
readiness for further combination in some cases (e.g., that of ‘R”) and aversion to further
combination in others (e.g., that of ‘P.”) Therefore, in these senses G has an identity that
is both independent and dependent and that allows it to commune well, poorly, or not at
all.

That these elements have such natures and such conditions for fittingness entails,
secondly, an art (téyvn) of studying the nature of each element and its fittingness for
communion. The interlocutors call this the art of the grammarian. In other words, the
natures of these elements allow for study, and they admit of the possibility of expertise
for the person who noetically grasps the meaning of these appearances and thereby
develops an understanding of the elements’ natures. And because the natures imply a
certain fittingness for blending with others, the art of the grammarian entails attending to
the normativity at play in the blending of the elements. The art of the grammarian is
therefore characterized in the primary sense by the mode of responsiveness to the
elements composing the field of study. In this way, this normativity is not imposed by
humans on the model of what is called ‘constructivism’ in contemporary metaethical
philosophy, where ‘constructivism’ roughly means judgments regarding good and bad
founded most basically on the best human opinion regarding such matters.27¢ Instead,

this sort of normativity is something fundamental and to which mortal experts must be

276 For a helpful discussion of the role of what is now called constructivism and its critique in Plato’s
dialogues, see Evans 2012: especially 1-3 and 32-34.
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attentive and responsive, most akin to what in contemporary philosophy is called
‘primitivism.’ 277

The interlocutors next consider tones as a second notion that entails communing
and an art that responds to it, and their considerations yield further insight into the issue.
The text reads:

ES: Well then, isn’t it the same with high and low sounds? The man who has the
art of recognizing those sounds that do and do not blend is musical, while the man
who doesn’t comprehend is unmusical?

THEAE: Just so.

ES: And in all the other arts and non-arts, we’ll find other things like these.
THEAE: Of course.

ES: Well then, since we’ve agreed that the kinds too are in the same condition
regarding their mixing with one another, isn’t it necessary for the man who
intends to show rightly which of them harmonize with which and which do not
receive one another, to make his way through accounts with some sort of
knowledge? Isn’t this especially so if he intends to show whether there are some
kinds which, present throughout, hold the other kinds together, so that they can
intermix, and again whether there are other kinds which, where there are
divisions, are causes of division throughout the whole?

THEAE: Of course he needs knowledge, and perhaps very nearly the greatest.

Zévoc: ti 8&; mepi Tovg TV OEEV Kai Papémv pOGYYoLS ap” oy oUTOG; O UEV
TOVG GUYKEPAVVOUEVOLGS TE KOl 1] TEYVIV EY®V YIYVOOKELY LOVGIKOG, O O N
GULVIELG ALLOVGOG;

Oeaimrog: obtwg.

Eévog: Kol Kotd TV dAL®V O1) TeEYv®V Kol ATEXVIDY TO0DTH EDPIGOUEY ETEPAL.
Ocaittog: THS & ov;

Eévog: Ti 8°; éme1dn) kol T yévn TpOg AN KaTo TOOTA HEIEEMC ExELV
OUOAOYAKAEY, Ap” 0D UeT’ EmMOTAUNG TIVOC dvarykaiov it Tdv Adymv
mopeveaal TOv OpBS pEAAOVTa dei&etv Tola o101 GLUEMVEL TV YEVDVY Kol
noto BAANAQ 00 d€xetar; kol O Kol dd TAVT®V €l cuvEYOVT ATt adT €0TLy,
&Hote ovppetyvosBon Suvatd etvar, kai Ty &v toic dtoupéoeoty, &l S’ HAwv
gtepa THG Oopéoemg aitia;

OcaitnTog: TAOS Yap 0VK EMOTAUNG OET, Kol oYeddV Ye Tomg TG HeEYioTG;
(253a15-253c¢6).

Like letters, musical tones involve a set of norms through which certain notes are able to

blend well with one another and others not. In this way, the musician or musical

277 Cf. Evans 2012: 1-2.
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composer who is adept in the art of musical tonality responds to the nature of the
elements of her field of study in such a way as to allow the meaning and value of
relations between elements to show themselves. The various musical scales act as
underlying structures through which certain melodies can be derived for the sake of
disclosing the virtues of the prior structural scale.2’® The tone analogy therefore helps to
show further that structure (here the scale) allows for both the noetic grasp of the
structuring nature and the artful practice of the mortal expert whose familiarity with the
elements and their scales allows her to disclose the truth and virtues of their relations.?7
With these examples stated, the interlocutors turn their attention to forms and the
analogous sense in which their givenness to thought and speech implies structure and an
art that is responsive to this structure.?80 The interlocutors’ investigation has prepared
them to consider the knowledge of forms’ intermixing and the ways in which these
elements call for the simultaneous co-presence of others like them in kind in given

instances. These issues will occupy the interlocutors in much of what follows and

278 Note that this is not a historical account regarding the ways in which certain scales have come about in
certain cultures, but instead an account of the ways in which any scale is a manifestation of the tone
continuum that underlies all human musical practice. In this sense, it continues to be not a constructivist
account but instead a primitivist account.

279 Later in the dialogue, from 266b1-d5, the interlocutors will consider the ways in which this human
making is analogous to divine making.

280 Although the Stranger speaks analogously of letters and tones, on the one hand, and forms on the other,
the exact nature of the analogy has been much debated. Many interpret the Stranger as offering ‘being’ and
‘otherness’ as the ‘vowel forms’ that run through all other forms, with ‘being’ responsible for combination
or communion (see Ryle 1960: 445 and Bondeson 1973: 16-17) and ‘otherness’ responsible for division
(see Cornford 1935: 261-262, Ross 1951: 113, Owen 1971: 236, Frede 1967: 37-38, Gémez-Lobo 1977:
38-45, Gémez-Lobo 1982: 82, and Notomi 1999: 242). I will argue that motion, rest, and sameness are
also “vowel forms” in the sense intended by these commentators in that they are necessary in all instances
(cf. Lentz 1997: 103 and Wiitala 2014b and 2018). Because a given vowel (e.g., one of the group ‘a, e, i, 0,
u, and y’ in English), however, is not a necessary component of all words but instead is a merely a
sufficient condition for voicing consonants, and instead any one member of the vowel kind is necessary, I
avoid the terms ‘vowel form’ and ‘vowel kind’ in my own analysis.
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ultimately allow them to return to their diairetic investigation into the nature of the

sophist, clarifying and expanding the scope of this investigation in the process.

5.2.3 Dialectic and the philosopher (253c — 254b)

The interlocutors will draw upon their accounts of being as power and necessary
commingling to address the questions of the dialectician and dialectical knowledge
regarding the intertwining of forms.28! Doing so will allow them to expand the method
of dialectical inquiry begun in the bifurcatory division exercises. The dialectician
passage is a central moment in the text that will lead to a transformed perspective on
division and help shape the accounts of being and goodness that will ultimately result.

Following the discussions of the kinds of knowledge of the grammarian and
musician, Theaetetus states in response to the Stranger that the dialectician must also
have a distinct kind of knowledge. Regarding this, the Stranger provocatively asks,
“What in turn shall we call this knowledge, Theaetetus? Or by Zeus, have we stumbled
without noticing it on the knowledge that belongs to free men? And have we, while
seeking the sophist, by some chance found the philosopher first?”” (tiv’ ovv oD viv
TPocEPOdEY, O Ocaitnte, TodTNV; T} TPOS ALOC EMGOopEY €ilc THV TdV EAevBépV
EUMECOVTEG EMOTNUNV, Kol Kivdvvebouev {NTodvteg TOV GOPLOTIV TPATEPOV AVIILPNKEVAL
TOV PLAMdGoeov; [253¢7-11].) This passage has been the site of much scholarly attention,
thanks in large part to this tantalizing reference to the philosopher, which had been said at

the beginning of the dialogue to be in need of being separated off from the sophist and

281 T presented material on the dialectical science in Sophist 253d1-e3 in this section at the 2018 Society for
Ancient Greek Philosophy meeting, and I am grateful to the participants for their helpful feedback.

203



the statesman through their respective accounts. Its contents are provocative, but also
dense and difficult. I argue that the Stranger’s account of that which the dialectician
‘adequately views’ from Sophist 253d1-e3 ties together the bifurcatory division exercises
earlier in the dialogue and the conception of complex ontology to which the interlocutors
are about to turn explicitly, signaling a deeper kind of dialectic on the horizon.282
Although this passage has typically been understood by commentators to involve either
bifurcatory division or the communion of great kinds, mine is something of a hybrid view
that the passage involves both, taking what was valuable from the earlier bifurcatory
division exercises and laying the groundwork for a higher-order dialectic guided by the
noetic grasp of forms with reference to communion.?®3 I argue that the dialectician
passage concerns division broadly conceived, i.e., not merely as bifurcatory division, and
that it furthermore helps us to see that division broadly conceived entails an investigation
into the nature of a given form with reference to its ontological structure, disclosing its
being (i.e., in what forms it participates) and its constitutive nonbeing or otherness (i.e.,
from what forms it is determinately separate), allowing for a more complex ontological
schema than that which was possible through bifurcation. My interpretation will require

a close reading of the short passage through my own translation and borrowing from the

282 That the Stranger’s description of the dialectician is of central importance to our understanding of the
metaphysics and method in the Sophist is granted in one way or another by the majority of commentators.
The minority who take it to be of little importance includes de Rijk 1986, Notomi 1999, and Wiitala 2014b.
283 Mine is not the first hybrid view. Tonescu 2013: especially 53-60 articulates a similar view to which I
am much indebted in all of what follows. There are also elements of both lines of interpretation at play in
Stenzel 1964 [1931] and Ackrill 1970: 95-96. Stenzel is convinced that bifurcatory division entails
establishing a ‘pyramid-like’ structure through which the dialectician discloses an account of the form in
question from bottom to top, and in this way does not have a reading strong enough to capture the function
of communing specifically that I will emphasize in what follows. Ackrill, conversely, generally states his
view regarding this connection without working it out (so far as I am aware).
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interpretive work of several previous commentators, most significantly Alfonso Gomez-
Lobo (1977) and Mitchell Miller (2016).

My translation of the text from 253d1 to 253e3 is as follows, with roman
numerals and letters indicating the moments that I will use to divide and set up the
structure of the passage with regard to dialectical method (indicated by roman numerals)
and dialectical knowledge (indicated by letters). I have omitted Theaetetus’s brief
response at 235d4,284 which will not factor into my discussion. The text reads: 28
253d (a) 10 Katd yévn drnpeicBan xai (b) unte tavTOv
gidoc Etepov Nynoacdar (¢) unte £Tepov OV TODTOV U@V
00 Thg SloAekTIKTig PIGOUEY EMGTAUNG Elva;
oVKODV 6 Y& ToDTO duvaTog dpav [i] piav idéav
Ol TOAADV, £VOG EKAGTOL KEWWEVOL YWPIG, TAVTY
STETAUEVNV IKOVAG dtacBdveral, [ii] Kol TOAANG
ETEPOC AAANA@V VIO Ldg EEmBeV mepleyopévag,

[iii] xai piov o 81 GAmV TOAA®Y &v Evi cuvmuuévny, [iv] kai
TOALAG Y®PIG TAVTY OlPIGUEVOS: TOVTO O EOTLV,

(d) j e kowmVvely Ekaocto dHvarton kai (€) dmn un,
dwakpively kotd Yévog enictacHart.

253e

W= OO0 N W~

253d 1 Should we not say that to dialectical knowledge belongs (a) [the ability]
to divide according to kinds [kotd yévn doupeicOat] and
(b) not to take the same form to be a different [form] or
(c) a different [form] to be the same?

5 Therefore the person with this power will have in adequate view

[1] one form extended in every way through many, each of which lies
separated [ympic], and [ii] many [forms]28¢ other than one another [while]
embraced by one [form] from without; and again [o]
[ii1] one [form] through many wholes gathered into a one, and

253¢ 1 [iv] many [forms] separated off [ywpig ... dStwpiopévag] in every way.
This is the ability to judge which [form has] (d) the power (dVvatar) to
combine (kowvaveilv) and (e) which does not [have this power]
according to kind.

284 253d4: Osaittoc: “vai, picopey.”

285 Here 1 deviate from the Brann et al. translation, with close consultation with Duerlinger 2005 and Miller
2016.

286 Inserting ‘forms’ from 253d5, indicated by the Stranger’s use of the feminine; cf. Gémez-Lobo 1981:
80, Miller 2016: 2 fn. 2. I repeat this at 253d7, 253d8, 253d9, and 253e¢l.
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I take 253d1-3 ([a]-[c] above) and 253e1-3 ([d]-[e] above) to connect to and to modify
the account of the ‘adequate viewing’ described in the passage’s center from 253d5-9
([1]-[iv] above).287 The effect of this is to take the methodological description in [i]-[iv]
to be an indication of the way that the noetic insight described in (a)-(e) is enacted. I
argue that this shows that the passage concerns the ability of the dialectician to discern
the structure of a form as given to mind via the kind of mutual constitution that will be
worked out with reference to combining (kowwmveiv) in the forthcoming discussion of the
great kinds.

The characteristic abilities of one who possesses dialectical knowledge that the
Stranger describes (253d1-3 and 253e1-3) are as follows:

(a) To divide (dtopeicBar) according to kinds

(b) Not to take the same form to be a different form

(c) Not to take a different form to be the same form

(d) To judge the power [of forms] to combine according to kind
(e) To judge the inability [of forms] to combine according to kind

These five characteristics of the possessor of dialectical knowledge flank four criteria of
discernment regarding what the dialectician adequately views (253d5-e1). The person
who can attain dialectical knowledge does so by attaining an adequate view of:288

[1] One form extended in every way through many [forms], each of which lies
separated

[ii] Many [forms] other than one another while embraced by one [form] from
without

[iii] One [form] through many wholes gathered into a one

[iv] Many [forms] separated off in every way.

287 Contrast Gémez-Lobo 1977: 29-30, who (following interpretive principles in Ross 1951: 117) divides
these sections into ‘prologue’ (253d1-3), ‘passage’ (253d5-9), and ‘epilogue’ (253e1-3). Gémez-Lobo
1977: 35 fn. 23 cites Ross 1951: 117 in support of his view that his ‘prologue’ concerns identity while his
‘epilogue’ concerns combination. I will argue below instead that they are structurally interconnected and
that the so-called discussion of ‘identity’ is in fact a consideration of identity with reference to
combination, i.e., the identity that is derived from co-constitution.

288 This construction entails grouping together the two nominative clauses at 253d5 and 253d7, to which
the four subsequent accusative phrases from 253d7 to 253el are subordinated. Cf. Goémez-Lobo 1977: 30.
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I follow the majority of translators in taking the o) in 253d9 to function as an adversative
and hence act as the structural center of the passage, positioning the set of [i]-[ii]
separately from [iii]-[iv] and pairing the two groups together.28° The pairs [i]-[ii] and
[1ii]-[iv] each include reference to the one (piav) form ([i] and [iii]) with that of the many
(moArag) forms ([ii] and [iv]),2°0 and reference to forms gathered together ([ii] and [iii])
and those separated ([i] and [iv]). The task is to decipher the meanings of their oneness,
many-ness, togetherness, and separation.

Many have interpreted this passage generally as indicating a return to the
considerations of bifurcatory division, as signaled most immediately by the reappearance
of the term S1aupeicBat, a form of drpéw, at 253d1 (in [a]).2°! In connecting this
passage to division, many have argued that [iii]-[iv] describe the kinds of bifurcatory cuts
the Stranger and Theaetetus had made earlier in the dialogue,2°? and I will endorse this
view using the Stranger’s paradigmatic account of the angler (see section 2.3.1 and

Appendix la below) to illustrate the meaning of the [iii]-[iv] couplet as I understand it.2%3

289 Cf. Miller 2016: 2-3 and fn. 3. Miller notes that this structure is nearly the consensus among
translators. The exception he indicates, White 1993, reflects an interpretive principle closer to Stenzel
1964 regarding the separation between [i] and [ii]-[iv] (see above). In the reprint of White at Cooper 1997:
276 fn. 21, Cooper indicates the alternative and favored grouping in a footnote.

290 These four points have been taken to be the heart of the passage by numerous commentators, including
Stenzel 1964 [1931], Cornford 1935, Sayre 1969 and 2006, Gémez-Lobo 1977, Notomi 1999, and Miller
2016.

291 Discussions of this textual element are at play, e.g., in Stenzel 1964 [1931] and Cornford 1935.

292 For a clear and concise version of this view, see Sayre 2006: 43. Versions of this view date back at
least to Stenzel 1964 (1931) and Cornford 1935. Others holding this view include Cornford Ackrill 1970,
Vlastos 1973, and Miller 2016.

293 1t is helpful here to consider these divisions through the influential interpretive model of Stenzel 1964
(1931). According to an interpretive model like that of Stenzel, the angler account can be represented by
the kind of pyramid-like structure depicted in Appendix 1h. (Stenzel does not, so far as I am aware, include
any diagrams of division as he understands it. This is my interpretation of the kind of description that
Stenzel offers. See especially Stenzel 1964 (1931): 86-95.) This structure represents Stenzel’s
interpretation of division in ‘pyramid’ form, at the top of which sits the logically ‘atomic’ form disclosed in
isolation from all else. Stenzel takes this to follow from what the Stranger later describes as splitting “the
proposed kind in two, always keeping to the right hand part of the section and hold[ing] fast to the
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The description in [iii] of the dialectician’s gathering one form through many wholes fits
squarely with the division of the angler, in that the one form ‘angler’ has been disclosed
through its participation in the many forms of expertise, getting, manipulation, etc. The
diairetic investigation into the angler progresses by way of one form (angler) that moves
through many wholes by identifying a series of further specified samenesses, e.g., the
angler’s sameness as ‘expertise,” sameness as ‘getting,” etc. Doing so has allowed the
interlocutors to account for precisely what is described in [iii], which is the gathering
together (cuvmuuévnv) of one form together through its appearances in many wholes.
The term cuvnuuévnv furthermore echoes several terms that the Stranger uses in
describing his own bifurcatory diairetic cuts, such as counAé€avteg (‘woven together’) at
Sophist 268¢c6, and cvveipopev (‘we shall connect’) at Statesman 267a4.2%4 Therefore
[1ii] fits both with the method of bifurcatory division that the Stranger employs and the
language that he uses to describe his cuts. Similarly, the account of the angler entails
leaving a series of discarded ‘left-side’ forms (e.g., the forms of making, willingness,
hunting, etc.), thereby yielding the ‘many forms separated off in every way’ that the
Stranger describes in [iv]. That is, if we are to take [iii] to describe the angler as
bifurcatory division shows it to be a one form gathered together through many wholes
and into a one via investigation into the form’s samenesses, [iv] thus suggests the
complementary act of dividing off the othernesses, i.¢., the left-hand forms, in which the
angler was shown not to participate as well. There is, in other words, a very clean fit

between [iii]-[iv] and bifurcatory division.

community to which [the sought form] belongs, until we’ve stripped away all his common features and left
him in his indwelling nature” (264e1-265al).
294 Cf. Miller 2016: 5.
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Interpreting [1]-[ii] is, however, more difficult. Commentators who take [iii]-[iV]
to be a description of division have frequently taken [i]-[ii] to be a description of
collection.??3 I discuss collection in section 2.3.1 and will repeat here that whatever the
role (if any) of collection in the division acts in the Sophist, it does not seem to be on the
simple model of ‘division and collection’ in the Phaedrus, and attempts to account for
[1]-[11] with reference to this method have been, on my view, unsuccessful.2%¢ In his 2016
paper, Mitchell Miller has given the far more promising interpretation of [i]-[ii] as being
related to the kind of non-bifurcatory division that the Stranger takes up beginning at
Statesman 287c.?°7 Briefly stated, there the Stranger divides the form of care into fifteen
discrete moments with reference to the determining poles of care for material needs of the
community and care for the spiritual needs of the community, including providing (1)
raw materials, (2) tools, (3) containers, (4) bearers, (5) defenses, (6) playthings, and (7)
nourishments, into the services provided by (8) slaves, (9) traders and merchants, (10)
heralds and clerks, (11) priests and mantics, (12) orators, (13) generals, (14) judges, and
(15) statesmen. (See Appendix 1i for the schematic rendering of this non-bifurcatory
account.) Each of these points (1-15) represents a distinct ratio of care for the mortal
community, through meeting the community’s material needs (1-7), the precise
intersection of care for material and spiritual needs (8), and meeting their spiritual needs
(9-15). Moving through each in order, each point gradually begins to admit of a greater
degree of care for the spiritual needs of the mortal community relative to the lessening of

care for the material needs of the community. For example, raw materials are precisely

295 These include Stenzel 1964 (1931), Cornford 1935, Ackrill 1970, and Vlastos 1973.

296 Cf. Miller 2016: 323-329 for discussion of this view and ways in which it obscures rather than
elucidates several key textual and conceptual issues.

297 Miller 2016: especially 340-345.
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that which can support the community in material terms, while tools represent materials
deliberately shaped to perform certain tasks and thus admit of a greater degree of
intentionality. Slaves, the exact midpoint, are both possessions and human agents, hence
both ‘material’ (in the sense of a material possession) and constituted by soul. To jump
to a further point along the spectrum, generals must strategize for the bodily preservation
of the community while judges must adjudicate with reference to higher-order concepts,
etc. 2%

What results is a spectrum of modes of care that are separate from one another
and yet bound together by the care that ‘runs through’ (or more literally is the same in)
each and structured by their relative degrees of materiality and spirituality. Care is, to put
it metaphorically, ‘stretched out’ through each of these fifteen points, with each point
both defined by the ratios of care for the relative measures of care for the material and
spiritual needs of the community, yet in another sense discrete elements. Tools are other
than containers (for example), and yet they are the same insofar as they are characterized
by the same care that is common to them both.

Miller argues that this kind of non-bifurcatory division undertaken in the
Statesman is what is described in [i]-[ii]. He holds that the dwotetapévny at 253d7
captures the sense in which the one form care is extended through the many forms of care
(e.g., raw materials, tools, containers, etc.), which themselves lie separated, precisely as
is stated in [1]. 29° Likewise, Miller argues that the many forms other than one another are

the 15 isolated moments, embraced by the form care, capturing the sense of [ii].

298 This description is cursory by necessity, and I discuss this non-bifurcatory division a bit more in the
concluding section 6.2. For more on this non-bifurcatory account, see Miller 1990, 1999, and 2016: 340-
345, and Smith 2019: 18-22.

299 Miller 2016: 347.
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I take the significance of [i]-[ii] to follow from the clarifications of the difference
between beings in a certain way and a certain way of being, along with the notion of
being as power. Previously, the interlocutors had divided via gathering wholes into ones
[iii] and observing the wholes separated off in every way [iv]. In this case, the
bifurcatory account disclosed the relations of causal priority and posteriority in each
instance. For example, ‘expertise’ is causally prior to ‘getting,” which is causally prior to
‘manipulation,” etc. In the switch to non-bifurcatory division, the object of inquiry is
conceived no longer as merely a whole, but instead as a certain power to be in a certain
way, suggesting the ordered eidetic field to which the dialectician attends. This is
because relations have been disclosed not merely in terms of causal priority, but also
further in the sense in which the identity of each moment is in some sense independent
and a nature in itself. For example, care for the material and spiritual needs of the mortal
community is causally prior to tools, but tools are neither causally prior nor posterior to
containers. Put differently, care explains tools and containers in a sense, but tools and
containers do not explain one another. This is analogous to the previous distinction
between motion and rest, in that the being of motion is the same as the being of rest, and
yet the two are other than one another. Being, in this sense, ‘holds the two together’
despite the two being fundamentally apart. Similarly, the care of tools is the same as the
care of containers, though tools and containers are other than one another. In this way,
care ‘holds the many together’ though they are separated apart in themselves.

Noting the appearance of the notions of ‘sameness’ and ‘otherness’ that have
arisen, we can do further work to understand this passage as it opens up the

considerations of the great ontological kinds that follows with reference to an alternative
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interpretive tradition of the dialectician passage that began with Alfonso Gémez-Lobo’s
influential 1977 paper. Gomez-Lobo understood the passage specifically with reference
to discussion of the interconnection of necessary ontological kinds, and especially the
discussion of great kinds and a differentiation between the kinds that combine with all
other forms and those that combine only under certain circumstances, that follows in the
dialogue.3% Though Gémez-Lobo took his account to be opposed to those who interpret
this passage as related to division that I endorse above, I nevertheless want to draw on
this kind of reading to show its value for our purposes.30!

In addition to the more subtle senses of sameness and otherness I tried to indicate
above, the connection between the dialectician and communion of kinds passages is
especially apparent in the section on dialectical knowledge, 253d1-3 and 253e1-3, which
I have labelled as (a) through (e). Among these five characteristics of dialectical
knowledge, (a) acts as an orienting concept that is at play throughout the entire passage.
In other words, under discussion here throughout is the capacity of the dialectician to
allow forms to guide the inquiry. That (a) should be taken to be structurally connected to
the set of [i]-[1v] the Stranger indicates by introducing the dialectical methods of [i]-[1V]
at 253d5 by referring back to ‘this capacity’ [tobto dvvatog, 253d5]. The noetic grasp of
the dialectician through which thinking traces divisions is oriented by an understanding
of the power of forms to combine, as in the analogies of the grammarian and the

musician. Thus, in this sense, at issue in dialectical knowledge is the powers of

300 In this paper, Gomez-Lobo follows Stenzel’s pyramid model of the divided form.

301 This kind of interpretation remains viable among commentators. For recent defenses of this kind of
interpretation, see Notomi 1999 and Wiitala 2014b. Ionescu 2013: especially 53-60 has previously noted
that this kind of interpretation is not as firmly at odds with that of those who interpret division to be at play
in this passage as Gomez-Lobo took it to be when formulating it.
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combination and division according to kinds, both for the forms themselves that combine
and for the dialectician who discerns their combination and can thus follow their
divisions noetically in giving a definitional account of the identity of the given form.

In addition to (a), the description of dialectical knowledge includes two pairs, (b)-
(c) and (d)-(e), each of which clarifies the nature of the dialectician’s capacity for
dividing according to kind. The first pair, (b)-(c), regards the discernment between the
sameness and difference of forms.392 This indicates, that is, that the dialectician
practicing bifuractory division traces the sameness of the right-hand forms while
discarding the ‘other’ left-hand forms. Likewise, the dialectician locates the sameness
across elements such as the sameness of the form care common both to tools and
containers, while also identifying the otherness between tools and containers, via non-
bifurcatory division.

In (d)-(e), the Stranger makes explicit the connection between the power of forms
to combine and the ability of the dialectician to discern their combination, i.e., the noetic
grasp with which the dialectician allows inquiry to divide (dtoupeicOat, in [a] at 253d1) in

response to the power of the forms to combine (kowvwveiv, in [e] at 253e2) or resist

302 One issue of interpretation is that commentators like Stenzel and Gémez-Lobo have taken (b)-(c) to
concern an understanding of a given form only, as opposed to the relationships between forms. For
example, Gomez-Lobo 1977: 41 argues that the purpose of division is to avoid false identities, i.e., between
the sophist, statesman, and philosopher; but while I agree, I argue that this is avoided through disclosing an
account of identity as it is situated in inner-relational accounts of being and nonbeing, and not simply as an
identity posited in isolation as at the top of a pyramid structure in the manner argued for by Stenzel and
adopted by Gomez-Lobo. Another way to put this problem is that this couplet has been misunderstood on
the basis of a confusion regarding the nature of sameness. It has been taken to concern the dialectician’s
knowing a given form’s self-sameness (as in [b]) and not misapplying an account of its self~sameness (as in
[c]). If this were right, then (b)-(c) would not concern knowledge of the relations among participants in
given forms, but instead only the identity of a single form, i.e., one compatible with that of Stenzel’s. 1
take it that the sameness at issue here, however, is not self-sameness, but instead the sameness across
participants in a given form qua their participation in that form. For example, tools and containers are the
same qua participants in care. This is to say that it is the same care that constitutes the tools as that which
constitutes the containers. Given this, I think that we must read (b)-(c) differently and as I suggest above.
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combination. In other words, (d)-(e) acts with (a) to draw together the dialectician’s
diairetic art and the combination of the forms, indicating that the dialectician grasps the
forms as structuring natures that imply fittingness or a lack of fittingness for combination
with one another. Thus conceived, the dialectician draws upon the power of certain ways
of being (i.e., forms) to indicate both their own nature and their connection to other ways
of being.

This passage thus has proven to be a central moment in the Sophist. By referring
back to the bifurcatory division exercises, we are again invited to consider the sense of
the ontological composition of entities and inquiry in which entities are sought with
reference to their composing one another. But the dialectician passage also draws upon
the important distinctions that have arisen in the meantime, indicating the new, higher-
order kind of ontological inquiry that will soon be possible. First, the interlocutors must

develop their account of necessary structure itself.

5.3 Great kinds and the structure of being (254b — 258b)

5.3.1 The great kinds (254b — 256¢)

Having established the necessity of commingling and following the account of the
dialectical art that traces the noetic field of commingled forms, the interlocutors are
prepared to turn to the question of the great ontological kinds. The Stranger foregrounds
the discussion with three points regarding the communion of forms and kinds: (i) some
forms are amenable to communing with one another and others not; (ii) some forms will
commune with a few forms while others with many, and (iii) some forms (to be called

‘kinds’) commune with all forms (254b5-8). Previously, (i) was shown to be necessary
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through the failure of the view advocated for by the late learners, since it can neither be
the case that communing is impossible nor that communing is unrestricted. That
communing is the case among forms is also evident on the basis of the interlocutors’
consideration of the friends of forms, which showed that being must participate in motion
and rest in a meaningful sense while itself not being motion and rest. (ii) was a
consequence of the takeaway from the late learners’ view regarding the restrictedness of
blending, and (ii1) will ground the turn to ontological kinds on the horizon. The Stranger
anticipates this turn when stating the following:

Let’s look, not into all the forms — so that we don’t get confused among the many
— but only into some, having selected those spoken of as greatest. Let’s first look
into what sorts of things they are individually, then into what holds for their
power for community with one another. The result will be that if we don’t have
the power to take hold of both Being and Non-being with complete clarity, we’ll
at least not come out lacking an account for them, as far as our present way of
looking allows. Let’s see whether it’s in some way permissible for us to say the
following and come off unpunished: that Non-being is, even though in its very
being it is not.

7O O1) HETA TODTO GLVETICTAOUEDN TA) AOY® THOE OKOTODVTEG, LT TTEPL TAVTWV TAV
€0V, tva un topattdpedo £v TOAAOTG, AAAL TPOEAOUEVOL TOV LEYIOTOV
Aeyouévmv Atta, TPAOTOV UEV TOl0 EKOGTA £0TLV, EMEITO KOWVOVING GAANA®V TG
&xel duvapemg, tva 16 te OV Kai pn Ov €l pun whon caenveig dvvauedo AaPeiv,
GAL" 0OV AOyov e évdeeic undev yryvoueda mepi odTtdv, Ko dcov O TpOTOC
Evoéyetan TG VOV oKEYEMGC, €0V Apa MUV TN TapeKAOn TO pr Ov AEyouotv g
EoTv dvtmc un Ov abmotg amaAldttely (254¢2-254d2).

Here the Stranger indicates several key points. First, he states that the following
consideration will not entail an investigation of all forms, for they are too numerous.
Instead, the interlocutors will be interested in those that are ‘greatest’ (uéyiota at

254d3).303 These will turn out to be those forms considered in (iii), that is, those forms

303 The Stranger introduces the greatest kinds first as ‘those spoken of as greatest’ (tdv peyictov
Aeyouévav) at 254c¢5 and then simply as the ‘greatest’ (uéyiota) at 254d3. I interpret these articulations as
not indicating a salient difference; in other words, I take it that we are justified in referring to these as ‘great
kinds,’ despite the Stranger’s introducing them through the notion of speech at 254¢5.
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that commune with all other forms (kinds). Put differently, these ‘greatest’ forms will be
those forms in which all other forms must necessarily commune in all instances.3%* The
Stranger proposes that they investigate the nature of each great kind and let this analysis
inform their consideration of the ways in which each nature guides the given form’s
power for communion. In other words, the task for the interlocutors will be to consider
each form in its own identity and then turn to the meaning of this identity for its nature as
derived from its positioning within the noetic network of interrelated forms.

After reintroducing the sense in which nonbeing is (254d1-2 above), the Stranger
sets up the task regarding the kinds with reference to the concepts of motion, rest, and
being that had led to the refutation of the late learners, tying together the discussion of
nonbeing as otherness with that of the discussion of motion, rest, and being. When
considering the late learners, the interlocutors had established that being, motion, and rest
are, since while rest and motion both in their nature exclude one another as opposites,
both are, and therefore both mix with being, which must be a third (254d4-14). But these
three necessarily entail at least two more, which the Stranger argues as follows:

ES: Then each of them (i.e., each of the ‘three’ of being, motion, and rest) is other

than the remaining pair but itself the same as itself.

THEAE: Just so.

ES: But how in the world have we just used these terms “same” and “other”? Are

they themselves a certain pair of kinds different than the first three yet always

necessarily intermixed with them; and are we to look into five and not three as
being the kinds that are? Or are we unwittingly addressing one of those three
when we say “same” and “other”?

Eévog: ouKoDV aOTAV EKOGTOV TOTV LEV dVOTV TPV E0TLV, ADTO O £0VTH TOVTOV.

®caitntog: oVTmC.

Eévog: Ti ot av VOV obteg giprkapeyv 16 1€ ToTOV Kol Bdtepov; mdtepa 600

YEVI TIVE 0DT®, TOV PEV TPLOV GAA®, GUUUELYVOUEV® UMV EKEIVOLG €€ AvayKNG AEl,
Kol wepl TEVTE A" 0V TTEPL TPV AOC OVI®V DTMV GKEMTEOV, T TO TE TOVTOV

304 For discussion of the sense in which this passage contains the vocabulary of grounding and
fundamentality, see Seligman 1974: 55-56.
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10070 Kol Bdtepov O¢ Eketvov Tt mposayopevovies AavOdvopey udg avtoic;
(254d15-255a2).

The Stranger begins by positing the three, i.e., being, motion, and rest, as most
‘elemental.” This is not surprising, since the nature of a given form entails being in all
cases, and hence a form must participate in being insofar as it is a form. Similarly, its
natural structure (which thus far has been worked out only with reference to its own
nature and its participation in being) must also entail rest, since this nature is not in
motion but instead is at rest in itself. The sense in which its structure entails motion is
somewhat more elusive, but as [ mention in the discussion of the friends of forms (section
4.3.3 above), I follow Wiitala in interpreting this sense of motion as the sense of non-
temporal causal priority with which one form partakes of another, or insofar as its
noetically instantiated nature is moved in the sense of participating in relations of causal
priority and posteriority with other forms that structure it.395 In other words, insofar as
(e.g.) being must partake of (e.g.) rest to structure it as given to instantiation, it is
‘moved’ by rest, albeit not in the temporal sense.

Thus being, motion, and rest are the first great kinds that the interlocutors have
identified. But the Stranger finds furthermore that his account necessitates the
clarification of additional terms, i.e., ‘same’ and ‘other.” For to say that being is not rest
is to say that being is other than rest, while being is the same as being. The Stranger, that
is, finds that the very act of asserting these elemental three forms entails at least two
more, sameness and otherness, which like motion and rest are seemingly opposed.

It is not initially clear to the interlocutors whether these two new terms

conceptually fold into any of the three posited thus far, and so in what follows, the

305 Wiitala 2018.
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Stranger will address and reject two hypotheses regarding the possibility that either or
both of these new two conceptually reduce to, are redundant with, or are identical to any
of the three that have thus far been set down as elemental. First, he argues that motion
and rest cannot be sameness and otherness (255a4-b7). He states that were this to be the
case, then “[m]otion will be at rest, and Rest in turn will be in motion. With respect to
both, whichever member of the pair becomes the other will compel the other to flip into
the contrary of its own nature, since it will participate in the contrary” (xivnoig ¢
oTHGETAL KoL 0TAGIG av Kivndfcetal: Tepi yop auedtepa Bdtepov Omotepovody
Y1yvOuEVOV aDTotV dvaykdcet petaBdiiety ad Bdtepov &mi Todvavtiov Tiig ovtod @hoewme,
dite petaocyov tod Evavtiov, 255a10-b1).3% In other words, motion and rest cannot be
sameness and otherness, because if sameness (e.g.) were to be rest, then otherness, as the
contrary of sameness, would be motion. But if otherness were motion, then all manner of
undesirable entailments would follow, including otherness now being understood as
something that entails change, which otherness clearly does not. For example, D flat is
other than A flat, but this otherness does not entail motion or change in any sense.
Hence, given the oppositions of motion to rest and sameness to otherness, the Stranger
argues that neither pair of opposites can be mapped on to one another without losing the
identity of both members of either pair.

Next, the Stranger argues against the possible claim that being and sameness are
one (255b8-c8). He will show that this necessarily entails a contradiction, for “if ‘Being’

and ‘Same,’ as a pair, signify nothing different, then when we turn back to Motion and

306 The Greek in this passage is elliptical, and various construals have been proposed. For discussions of
the text and its possible construals, see Bluck 1975: 138 and Crivelli 2012: 118. Here I continue to follow
Brann et. al; for a discussion of this type of reading, see Cornford 1935: 280.
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Rest and say that both are, by the same token we shall be calling both the same, since
they both are” (6AL" €l 10 v Kai TO TaDTOV PNdev didpopov onuaivetov, kivnow ad
TéAY Kod GTAGY AUEOTEPO. Vol AEYOVTEC AUPOTEPD. OVTMG ADTY TADTOV MG SVTa
npocepodpey, 255b11-cl). The Stranger states that the problem here is that to be is not
coextensive with being the same. Motion and rest are both the same insofar as they both
are; or, to put it differently, the being of motion is the same as the being of rest. But they
themselves are not the same.3%7 In other words, we must separate the principle of being
as the power to commune with others from the principle of sameness as the sense in
which the oneness of identity can occur across instances. Given these considerations, the
interlocutors take it that sameness must be posited as a fourth in addition to the previous
three (255¢5-7).

Finally, they return to the notion of otherness and the question of whether being
and other are self-same (255¢9-e2), concluding that they are not. The discussion is as
follows:

ES: Well then, must we say that the Other is a fifth? Or is it necessary to think of

“Other” and “Being” as two distinct names for one kind?

THEAE: Maybe.

ES: But I imagine you grant that of the things that are, some are always said to be

themselves by themselves (adta ko’ avtd), while others are always in relation to

others (mpog GALY).

THEAE: Certainly.

ES: And what is other is always in relation to an other, isn’t it?

THEAE: Just so.

ES: This wouldn’t be the case if Being and the Other, as a pair, were not entirely

different. But if the Other partook of both the forms you granted, [then just as
with Being], there would sometimes also be [something other] among the others

307 Cf. van Eck 2000: 66-69. This much-discussed passage has yielded many interpretations. For other
discussions similar to my own, see Owen 1971: 236-241, Bluck 1975: 143-145, Sallis 1975: 519, McCabe
1994: 229-230, and Crivelli 2012: 137-140. Other, conflicting interpretations include Vlastos 1973: 286
and Bostock 1984: 91.
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that is [not said in relation to something other].3%8 And yet it has now inescapably
fallen out for us that whatever is [other] is what is necessarily through [something
other].

THEAE: You’re saying it just the way it is.

ES: Then the nature of the Other must be said to be a fifth among the forms we’re
selecting.

Zévog: i 84; 10 BdTepov Gpo NIV Aextéov TEUmTTOV; T ToDTO Koi TO OV M &V dTol
ovopato €9 €vi yével dtovogicBon O€T;

Ocaitntog: Tay av.

Zévog: GAL" olpai 6g GUYYOPEIV TAY dviav To pEv anTd Kad’ adtd, To 88 TPog
AL del AéyecBat.

Ocoaittog: 11 & ov;

Zévog: 10 8¢y Etepov del mpog ETepov: 1| Yap;

Ocaitntog: ovTMG.

Eévog: ovk dv, €1 ye 10 OV kal 10 Bdtepov pun mapmolv diepepétnv: dAL imep
0dtepov AuEoiv peteiye Tolv £ldoiv Homep 1O dv, NV &v ToTé TL Kol TdV ETépmv
&repov oV TPOG Etepov: VOV 8¢ dreyvde Nuiv dtimep v Etepov 1), cLUPEPNKeY &€
&vérykng £tépov todto dmep EoTiv ETVOL.

Oeaimrog: Aéyelc kabamep Eyet.

Zévog: méumtov 81 v Oatépov HoY Aektéov &v Toic £idecty odoav, &v oig
nmpoopovpeda (255¢8-255¢1).

Here the Stranger begins by distinguishing two ways in which something can be. The

first is to be ‘oneself by oneself’ (avtd ka®™ avtd), while the other is to be ‘in relation to

308 In translating this sentence I deviate from the Brann et al. translation and instead follow that of Wiitala
2014b. Much hinges on the question of whether ‘peteiye toiv €idoiv’ in 255d5 is intended in the technical
sense of participating in a form, or instead in the non-technical sense of partaking of a look. I follow the
minority of commentators in assuming the former (cf. Rosen 1983: 269 and Wiitala 2014b: 165-171.) The
majority of commentators respond to the difficulty in construing the text in such a way as to capture the
force of the conditional in 255d4-d6 without suggesting that the forms ‘being’ and ‘other’ do not participate
in one another by assuming that the Stranger here is not talking about forms, but instead a different mode of
participation. (For early and influential versions of this view, see Campbell 1867: 152 and Taylor 1961:
161. For more recent articulations of this kind of interpretation, see Notomi 1999: 242 fn. 70 and Malcolm
2006: 275.) Wiitala 2014b: 168 rightly points out that 47 of the 48 uses of ‘eidos’ in the Sophist are in a
technical sense implying forms (at 219a9, c2, d4, 220a7, a8, e6, 222d6, e3, 223¢6, ¢9, 225¢2, 226¢11, el,
e5, 227¢7, c8, d13, 229¢2, 230a9, 234b2, b3, 235d1, 236¢6, d2, 239a10, 246b8, c8, 248a4, 249d1, 252a7,
253d1, 254c¢2, 255¢5, d4, el, 256e5, 258¢3, d6, 266c3, 264c2, c4, 265a8, 266d6, e4, 267d6) while only one
is non-technical (266¢3). Furthermore, Wiitala 2014b: 168-170 offers a plausible rendering of the
conditional sentence at 255d4-d6 in which the technical sense of ‘peteiye toiv €idoiv’ is captured without
unacceptable entailments for our understanding of the ontology at play in the Stranger’s argument.
Because I think this allows us to make much better sense of the overall course of the text, I follow Wiitala
here.

309 The various manuscript traditions disagree as to whether this term is ‘pros alla’ or ‘pros alléla,” with
the latter most recently defended on philosophical grounds by Duncombe 2012. I continue to follow the
Duke manuscript and infer ‘pros alla,” but I do not think that my argument in what follows would be
challenged by reading ‘pros alléla’ here.
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another’ (mpog dAAa). This passage has been the site of much scholarly debate,319 and I
take it that the Stranger is not here primarily aiming to make a technical distinction but
instead is making a point about the metaphysics of being and otherness that shows that
the two are not coextensive with reference to two different ways in which a participant
can participate in a form.3!! That which participates in being is qua participant in being
without reference to another (ot ka8 avtd). For example, as a participant in being, the
letter G is only with reference to itself, not with reference to the letter R or anything else.
Qua participant in being a participating entity can, at least in a sense, admit of an avta
kaf’ avtd relation. But there is no participant in otherness that, gua participant in

otherness, admits of an avtd k0® avtd relationship. In other words, the participant in

310 Much has been made of the avtd ka®” ovté and Tpoc dAka distinction, and Crivelli 2012: 144-147
distinguishes five major types of interpretation. These are: (1) Plato is marking off the difference between
being in the ‘complete’ (or, alternatively, ‘existential’) sense and being in the ‘incomplete’ (or,
alternatively, ‘predicative’ sense), respectively. (See Brown 1986: 462 for a helpful discussion of the
distinction between complete and incomplete senses of being. For a critical account of Plato’s
understanding of being with reference to his alleged failure to distinguish properly between these senses in
the modern distinction between existence and predication, see Bostock 1984: 92-94). (2) The distinction is
between that which is self-sufficiently and that which is with reference to another. For example, a finger is
a finger only with reference to itself (or so the interpretation goes), while large is so only with reference to
another, for example the pointer finger with reference to the ring finger. (Cornford 1935: 282 gives a
helpful and early articulation of this kind of view, and the discussion in Bluck 1975: 145-150 represents a
particularly strong version of this view, insofar as Bluck describes the rootedness of these two senses in a
shared conception of being in a robust sense that is not oriented by the notion of existence. Vlastos 1970:
290 gives a more critical account.) (3) The distinction is related to the logical structure of a sentence as
captured in modern predicate logic notation. Sentences regarding shared being, like ‘(a) Anna and (m)
Maria are (O) 25 years old,” can be formalized as a conjunction, i.e., ‘Oa & Om,” whereas sentences
regarding shared difference, like ‘Anna and Maria are (D) different,” cannot be formalized as a conjunction
but only as a predicate with two shared subject terms, i.e., ‘Dam.’ (For this view, see de Vries 1988: 390-
392.) (4) The Stranger is here identifying the distinction between statements of identity, i.e., X is X, from
statements of predication, i.e., X is Y. (Owen 1971 represents a seminal articulation of this view.) (5) The
Stranger is here differentiating between ‘definitional” invocations of being and ‘ordinary’ invocations of
being. (Meinwald 1991 offers a particularly clear articulation of this view. For a cautious and thorough
defense of this interpretation, see Crivelli 2012: 145-149). My view is closest to (2), though I think that it
requires an account of the distinction between modes of participation in forms that Cornford seems to have
in mind but does not quite make explicit. I furthermore take this passage not to indicate anything like a
doctrine of ways of being, but instead just a simple observation that allows the Stranger to make his point
that otherness is other than being.

311 In my understanding of the meaning of this distinction I am much indebted to Michael Wiitala, both for
private correspondence and for his sharing with me an unpublished draft of a paper in which he advocates
for a similar view.
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otherness is always a participant in otherness gua a tpog dAla relation with at least one
other. For example, the letter G is a participant in otherness with reference to the letter R,
but cannot possibly be a participant in otherness with reference only to itself. This is
similar to the relative forms discussed in the Phaedo, where Socrates is shown to be a
participant in smallness relative to his tpog dAla relationships with Phaedo and Simmias.
This shows that some forms like being — and perhaps additional forms like unity and
sameness — can be participated in through avtd ka0’ avtd relations, while forms like
otherness, smallness, and coldness can only be participated in through npog dAra
relations. Given that being and otherness differ in this key regard, the Stranger shows
that they cannot be coextensive. Otherness, therefore, must be a fifth ontological kind
(255e3-6).

With this, the Stranger summarizes the five kinds and the senses in which they are
not co-extensive but necessarily entail participation in one another. As Lesley Brown
2008 has shown,3!12 this articulation neatly captures the necessary structuring relations of
the great kinds. The text is as follows:

ES: So let’s pronounce on the five in this way, taking them up one by one.

THEAE: How?

ES: First Motion — that is altogether [different] than Rest. Or how should we say

it?

THEAE: Just so.

ES: Then it is not Rest.

THEAE: In no way.

ES: But it is, at any rate, because it participates in Being.

THEAE: It is.

ES: Now again, Motion is [different] than the Same.

THEAE: That’s about it.

ES: Then it is not the Same.
THEAE: No indeed.

ES: But surely it was the same, since all things in turn participate in the same.
THEAE: Very much so.

312 Brown 2008: 444-445.
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ES: Then we must agree and also not find it distressing that Motion is the same
and is not the Same. For it’s not the case, when we say it’s the same and not the
Same, that we’ve used the term [in the same way].3!3 Rather, whenever we say
Motion is the same, we speak of it that way because of its participation in the
Same with respect to itself. And whenever we say it is not the Same, this in turn
because of its community with [Difference], because of which community,
Motion is separated off from the Same and has become not it but [different]. So
that again it is correctly said to be not the Same.

THEAE: By all means.

ES: Then even if Motion itself were in some way to have a share in Rest, it would
not be absurd to call it “resting”?

THEAE: That’s very right, if indeed we’re going to grant that some of the kinds
are amenable to mixing with one another while others are not.

ES: And surely we’ve achieved the demonstration of this point before our present
inquiry, by proving that it’s this way according to nature.

THEAE: Of course.

ES: Then let’s say it again: Motion is different than [Difference], just as it was
different from both the Same and Rest?

THEAE: That’s necessary.

ES: Then according to our present account, it is in some way not [different] as
well as [different].

THEAE: True.

ES: Then what about the next thing: Since we’ve agreed that there are five kinds
we’ve proposed to look at and look among, shall we claim that Motion is
[different] than the three yet deny that it is [different] than the fourth?

THEAE: How could we? For it’s impossible to grant that their number is less
than what’s come to light.

ES: Shall we therefore say and content fearlessly that Motion is other than Being?
THEAE: Most fearlessly.

ES: Then isn’t it clearly the case that Motion in its very being is not-being — and
also being, since it partakes of Being?

THEAE: It’s as clear as can be.

ES: Therefore it’s necessarily the case that Non-being is, both in the case of
Motion and with respect to all the kinds. For with respect to all, the nature of
[Difference], by producing each as [different from] Being, makes each not-being.
So in this sense we will correctly say that all things are for the same reasons not-
being and again, because they partake of Being, that they both are and [are
beings].3!4

313 Replacing Brann et al.’s ‘similarly’ with ‘in the same way’ in translating ‘opoing’ at 256a12, as this
term (I think) better captures the stronger sense of sameness that the Stranger intends, and hence allows us
to make better sense of the text.

314 Here I correct an apparent typo in the Brann et al. edition, which reads “...that they both are and are
being” in translating 256e4. Since the Stranger concludes his sentence with the clause eivoi T koi dvra,
i.e., with dvta in the plural, it is unclear to me as to why Brann et al. would translate this as “are being”
rather than “are beings” (my empbhasis).
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Zévog: Ode N Aéyopev &mi iV mévie kad &v dvolapPavovteg.

Oeaimrog: TdC;

Eévog: mpdToV LEV Kivnoly, ®G E6TL TOVTATactY ETEPOV OTAGEMG. T| TAG AEYOUEV;
Oeaimrog: obtwg.

Eévog: oV otdolg dp’ éotiv.

BcaitnTog: 0VIUUGDC.

Eévog: €0Tl 0€ ye 01 TO PETEXEWY TOD GVTOC.

Ocaimrog: EoTIv.

Zévog: avdig o1 mal 1) kivnoig Etepov TadTod EoTiy.

Oeaimrog: oYedoV.

Eévog: o tavTtov dpa Eotiv.

@saitnToc: ov Yap ovv.

Zévog: GG v obn ¢’ fiY TadTOV 810 TO PETEYEY o TAVT adTOoD.

Oeaimrog: Kai pudAa.

Zévog: TV Kiviio 81 tadtov T eivan Kod pr Tantdv OLoAoynTéoV Kai ol
duoyepavtéov. ov Yap Otav EMOUEV ATV TOVTOV Kol || TaDTOV, OHoimg
elpnKapey, AL OmdTay pEV ToToV, d1d TV PEBEEY TaHToD TPOG £0VTNY OVTO
Aéyopev, 8tav 88 un tanTov, S1d TV Kovmviay ob Oatépov, St fiv dmoywopilopévn
Ta0Tod Yéyovev ovK 8keivo GAL" Etepov, HoTe OpO@dS o AéyeTon ThAY 0D TODTOV.
@saitnToc: mEvy PEV ovV.

Eévog: ovkodv kav €1 n petedapPavev adt Kivnolg 6Tacemc, 00dEV dv dtomov
TV GTAGLLOV 0TIV TPOGOYOPEVELY;

Ocaitntog: 0pBoOTATA YE, ElMEP TOV YEVDV GLYYX®WPNGOUEDD T LEV AAANAOLG
€0éAev petyvooBat, T O un.

Eévog: kol unv €ni ye v 100t0u mpdtepov AndOEE §j TdV VOV apikopeda,
EAEYYOVTEC MG EGTL KOTA PUGLV TOVTY).

OcaitnTog: TS yap ov;

Eévog: Aéyouev on mdAwv: 1| kivnoig €otv Etepov Tod £TEPOV, KaBdamep TaToD T€E
MV Ao xai tiig 6TdcEnG;

Ocaitntog: dvaykoiov.

Eévog: ovy £tepov Gp’ €0Ti TN Kol ETEPOV KATA TOV VOVIT AOYOV.

Ocaitrog: (’xkneﬁ

Eévog: T oDV 81 1O petd TodTo; Gp’ ad TV PV TPIBV Erepov avtnv pricouev
swou 10D O¢ TETAPTOL YT PADLEV, OLOAOYNCAVTES AVTA ELVOL TEVTE, TEPL OV Kod €V
oic Tpovdépeda GKOMEIV;

BcaitnTog: Kol TAC; AdHVATOV YOP GLYXWPEV ELATT® TOV APOUOV TOD VUV
QOVEVTOG,.

Eévog: adedg Gpa Ty kiviow Etepov givar 1o EvTog SlapoOUEVOL AEymuEY;
Oceaitntoc: ddeéotato PV OLV.

Eévog: oukoDv d1 oap®dg 1 Kivnolg dvtmg ovk dv €ott Kai v, Encinep 10D dvtog
HETEYEL;

OeaitTog: COPESTATA YE.

Zévoc: Eottv dpa & avérync TO ) Ov &l T KIVIGEMG ELvaL Kol KoTdL TévTaL ToL
vévn: kotd Tévta yap 1 0atépov euoig Etepov dnepyalopévn tod dvtog EKacTov
0VK OV TO1ET, Kol GOUTOVTO 01 KT TODTA 0UTOS 00K dvta 0pOdC £poduey, Kol
méAy, 811 petéyel Tod dvtog, sivad e koi dvo. (255e8-256e4)
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Brown has shown that, in this passage, the Stranger distinguishes between the senses of
being that characterize motion, as a sample great kind, to explain the communion of
kinds.315 That is, she indicates that the Stranger’s argument in the text takes the
following form: (i) Motion is different from rest (255¢10) so motion is not rest (255¢14)
but motion is (256al) because motion participates in being (256al); (ii) Motion is
different from the same (256a3) so motion is not the same (256a5), but motion is the
same (256a7) because motion participates in the same (256a7-b1); (iii) Motion is
different from difference (256¢5) so motion is not difference (256¢8), but motion is
different (256¢8) [because motion participates in difference (255¢1-6)];31¢ (iv) Motion is
different from being (256d5), so motion is not being (256d8), but motion is being (256d8-
9) because motion participates in being (256d9). In other words, Brown’s structural
rendering of the passage shows the careful ways in which the Stranger distinguishes
motion from the other forms while indicating its necessary participation in the other
forms.

The five kinds have therefore been shown to be necessary ontological constituents
of any entity, including any form. The Stranger has inaugurated a new kind of pluralism,
but one based on kinds of being as opposed to material elements, and furthermore one in
which the co-constitution of the kinds is asserted. Before concluding the discussion of
the great kinds, I note that the Stranger nowhere suggests that this list of five is

exhaustive. Whether there are other great kinds is not discussed, and other dialogues give

315 Thid, substituting ‘motion’ for Brown’s ‘change’ in translating kinésis and ‘rest’ for Brown’s ‘stability’
in translating stasis.

316 While Brown argues that this claim is not explicitly in the text, I argue that it was stated explicitly
earlier, i.e., at 255¢e1-6.
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us good textual hints that suggest that additional great kinds will be necessary when we
continue the discussion further. For example, the Parmenides character considers
likeness, unlikeness, wholeness, and multitude in similar terms alongside the five great
kinds mentioned in the Sophist (e.g., at Parmenides 129d2-130b8).317 I suggest that there
is certainly no reason to think that any of these four additional terms from the
Parmenides would not yield to the same or nearly the same kind of analysis that the
Stranger offers regarding the great kinds in the Sophist.3'® The value of the Sophist
discussion of the great kinds is its indicating the necessity of structure and the sense in
which necessary being does not entail a simple ontological principle or naive monism,
rather than (for example) the view that the count of ‘five’ was the proper ontological
count that previous ontologists had missed. That is, the Stranger does not offer a mere
pluralistic ontology with five great kinds in a reductive or conclusive way but is instead
here aiming to indicate the necessity of composite structure that any ontologically
primary term like ‘being’ necessarily entails. This will become further evident when the
interlocutors turn their attention to the sense in which the nonbeing of a given form is

‘unlimited’ (émepov), as they are about to do.

5.3.2 Otherness and structure (256e — 258b)

With these distinctions regarding structure established, the interlocutors are

prepared to return to the notions of nonbeing and being with a transformed perspective.

317 Cf. Smith 2019: 7 fn. 20.

318 For example, wholeness is other than rest, so wholeness is not rest; but wholeness is because wholeness
participates in being, etc. Because the hypotheses in the Parmenides take up the notion of wholeness (or
oneness) specifically, this seems like a particularly apt ontological principle to add to the ‘list’ of the great
kinds. And yet Plato does not have the Stranger do this here.
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They will conclude their account that being is necessary and unopposed and that that
which seemingly opposes being in fact opposes sameness. They will furthermore show
the meaning of the earlier claim that nonbeing is and being is not, and offer the context
for a new understanding of the goodness of being in terms of its necessary structure. The
Stranger continues to expand the account of being and nonbeing with reference to the
clarifications yielded by the discussion of the great kinds as follows:

ES: Then regarding each of the forms, [being] is many (noA0), while [nonbeing]
is unlimited in multitude (émepov [...] TAn6eL).31°

THEAE: So it seems.

ES: Then we must also say that Being itself is [different] than the [different ones].
THEAE: Necessarily.

ES: And also that however many the [different] are, in relation to so many, Being
is not. For insofar as it is not those [different ones], it is itself one; and again it is
not in relation to those [different ones], which are unlimited in number.

THEAE: That’s pretty much the case.

ES: Then we must not be distressed at this either, since it is the nature of the kinds
to have community with one another.

Eévog: mepi EKaoTov dpa TOV 0DV TOAD HEV €6TL TO dv, dmelpov 08 TANOEL TO un|
ov.

OcaitnTog: £owKev.

Z£vog: 00KoDV Kai 1O OV antd TV GAA®Y ETEPOV Elval AEKTEOV.

Ocaitntog: avayk.

Eévog: kol 10 Ov dp’ Muiv, dcamép 0Tt TA GAAN, KOTA TOGODTO OVK E0TIV: EKEIVOL
Yo odK OV Ev uév antd EoTiy, dmépavta 8& TOV ApdudvV TAAL oK EGTV av.
BcaitnTog: oYEdOV OVTMC.

Eévog: oukoDV O1 Kol TadTo 00 dVGYEPAVTEQV, EMEITEP ExEl KOVMVINY AGAARLOIG 1)
TAV YEVOV PUGIG. (256€6-257a10).

Here the Stranger offers a succinct articulation of the ontological structure that he has

been sketching throughout the dialogue of the sense in which a form entails both the

319 Here 1 deviate from the Brann et al. translation. Brann et al. take the 1o &v and 10 pn v in 256e6-7 to
refer to the forms Being and Nonbeing respectively. I hold instead that there is good reason to take them to
refer instead to the being and nonbeing of each form. I think that this certainly allows us to make better
sense of the preceding clause, nepl Ekaotov Gpa TdV €100V, or ‘Then regarding each of the forms,’ i.e., in
their being and nonbeing. I think it also makes better sense of what follows. Cf. Cornford 1935: 288 fn. 1,
Duerlinger 2005: 127 and 149 fn. 65, Ambuel 2007: 232, and Wiitala 2014b: 172. For alternative
interpretations among translators, see Fowler 1921: 414 and White in Cooper 1997: 280.
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primary principle of its nature, which is its identity as a form, and its reliance on other
forms to be given to instantiation and hence constitution from without. He begins by
distinguishing between the being of a form as ‘many’ (moA0) and its nonbeing as
‘unlimited in multitude’ (&mewpov mAN0¢e1).320 That is, the being of a form is many insofar
as the form is structured by the given forms in which it participates. For example, the
form ‘cat’ is insofar as its determinate nature requires its instantiation partake of being,
motion, rest, sameness, difference, life, mammalian life, four-footedness, multitude, and
many other forms besides. The Stranger will soon unpack the exact sense in which the
nonbeing of the form is ‘unlimited in multitude’ (more on this below).

In the case of the form being, which is specifically at issue in this passage, the
matter is no different, as the being of being is many. This is because the form being in its
posterior sense entails being, motion, rest, sameness, difference, and presumably other
forms such as unity, wholeness, etc. This, then, is a central lesson from the Sophist.
Being is both the primary ontological ground and is itself many, insofar as it requires a

structure for instantiation. Thus, the naive monists had offered an explanatorily

320 The meaning of this difficult passage has been much debated. One interpretation is that of Cornford
1935: 288 and Bluck 1975: 157-158, who that it that the Stranger here means that “there is much that a
form is and all manner of things that it is not,” i.e., that nonbeing here is indeterminate and refers to
anything other. Cornford takes this to be established to prove that the same is true for “Existence itself”
(Cornford 1935: 288 fn.1) while Bluck takes the latter clause to suggest that there are many forms different
than the form in question (Bluck 1975: 158). I am instead taking the alternative view of otherness as
determinate negation, best captured by Lee 1972. Considering the paradigmatic example of the parts of
knowledge, Lee describes the relationship between knowledge itself and an object of knowledge (say,
sound) as structuring the relationship between the two and yielding a certain kind of knowledge (say,
music). This, he argues, is fundamentally the same as the relationship between otherness itself and a given
object (say, X), the mediation of which is the otherness relation (not-X). In this sense, music is what he
calls a “construct” (273), derived from the sound and (what I would call the form) knowledge, while a
given instance of otherness is analogously a construct derived from otherness itself and that from which it
is other. Lee therefore argues that, instead of having X and not-X posited with relation to one another,
Plato has the Eleatic Stranger present “an opposition mediated by Otherness” (273). My understanding of
otherness throughout draws heavily on Lee’s view. For discussion of the relationship between this passage
and the ‘indeterminate dyad’ of which Aristotle writes, see Sallis 1975: 519-522; other relevant texts on the
connection between the ‘indeterminate dyad’ and Eleatic dialogues include Miller 1999 and 2016:
especially 337-349.
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inadequate account. An explanatorily adequate account of being requires forms, and
hence some sense of pluralism. But that the nonbeing of a given form is ‘unlimited’
(&mepov) suggests the impossibility of offering an ontological system with reference to
count. In other words, the Stranger has not given us a counting ontology, but instead a
framework for thinking of being in a primarily unified sense that also entails a composite
structure of mutually co-constitutive forms. This is the thrust of the Stranger’s next
comments, that is, that “Being itself is other than the other ones” and hence “it is not in
relation to these other ones™ (257al-a7). The account of the ontological primacy of being
has in this way forced the interlocutors to grant that being itself depends on co-
constitution from without in a meaningful sense. And yet, “insofar as being is not those
other ones, it is itself one” (257a5-6). It is this very nexus of interrelated forms and the
structuring relationship of otherness (nonbeing) between forms that ensures that being is
itself one.

The Stranger continues next by making explicit the conception of negation that
this consideration of nonbeing has demanded. Determinate negation will later be at issue
as the interlocutors turn to determinate negation as a constitutive element, first in a
preliminary way in the non-bifurcatory cuts in the account of divine and human making
(265a3-266b1, see section 6.2), and more decisively later when making their non-
bifurcatory cuts in the Statesman.32! The discussion is as follows:

ES: Whenever we say [‘what is not’], as it seems, we don’t say something
contrary to [‘what is’] but only other.322

321 [ discuss this in the concluding section, 6.2. For more on what supports the change between dialectical
methods and the role of determinate negation in the Statesman, see Miller 1999 and 2016 and Smith 2018
and 2019.

322 Here 1 deviate from Brann et al. and take the 1o u# 8v and dvtog in 257b3-4 to refer respectively to the
conditions of nonbeing and being, rather than the forms of nonbeing and being. Cf. Crivelli 2012: 179-180.
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THEAE: How so0?

ES: For instance, whenever we say that something is “non-great,” do we appear to
you at that moment to mean by this phrase the small any more than the equal?
THEAE: How could we?

ES: Then whenever the negative is said to signify a contrary, we won’t grant it,
but only this: that “non” and “not,” when placed before the names that come after
them, proclaim something other than those names, or rather proclaim something
other than the things to which the names uttered after the negative are given.

Eévog: omdtav o U OV Aéyopev, O¢ £01kev, 00K £vavTiov Tt Aéyopev 10D Ovtog

GaAL” Etepov pdvov.

Oeaimrog: TdC;

Eévog: olov dtav eimmpév Tt un péya, T0te PAALOV Ti oot povopeda TO GIKPOV T

70 Toov dnAodv T prjparty;

OcaitnTog: Kol TAC;

Eévog: ovk Gp’, évavtiov 6tav amdQacig AEynToL onpaively, cuyywpnodueda,

10600TOV 8¢ povov, 8Tt TV dAL®VY Ti unviet TO PN Koi 10 ob mpotifépeva TdV

EMOVI®V OVOULATOV, LOAAOV O& TOV TPayUATOV Tepl ATT AV KENTAL T

gmpbeyyopeva Votepov Th dnopdcewg ovopata (257b3-c3).
Here the Stranger is addressing the ontology of nonbeing.323 First, he points out that
‘nonbeing’ does not mean ‘contrary to being.” In other words, it might seem on the
surface of things that ‘nonbeing’ signifies ‘what is in no way’ (to medamos on), as in the
persistent error of mortals that Parmenides has his goddess consider. But the privative
‘non-" here does not signify contrariness to being. (Indeed, the Stranger will soon make
explicit that being is unopposed and nonbeing in this sense is impossible.) Instead,
‘nonbeing’ signifies a specific kind of otherness. The Stranger’s example is that ‘non-
great’ signifies both ‘small with respect to” and ‘equal with respect to.” The same is true

regarding nonbeing, since saying that something ‘is not’ does not entail contrariness to

being, but instead difference with respect to being in such a way. To put the matter in

I think this is the more natural interpretation, especially given that these conditions and not the forms
themselves are what are at issue in the passage immediately following.

323 Many commentators take it that the Stranger is here shifting his discussion from ‘negative identity
statements’ to ‘negative predication statements.” These include Moravcsik 1962: 66, Wiggins 1971: 201,
McDowell 1982: 67, Ray 1984: 69-77, Ferejohn 1989: 257-282, and Frede 1996: 405-412. I disagree and
argue that the Stranger (and Plato) continue to use ‘being’ in a consistent sense that is robust enough to
capture both identity and predication. Cf. van Eck 1995: 25-37.
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modern terms, saying that ‘X is not’ in the ‘complete’324 sense corresponding to the
complete sense of ‘X is’ is impossible, because the very presence of a subject term and
the verb ‘to be’ indicate that the subject must be in some sense and cannot not be in the
‘complete’ sense.

To see how this must be the case, let us consider an example. To say that (e.g.)
‘they are not’ must mean that they are different with respect to being in a particular
mode, though it is elided in this particular sentence or clause. Indeed, this construction
appears in the Sophist at 233c8, where the Stranger says the precise phrase ‘they are not’
(ovx 8vteg ve) explicitly.325 But construing this in the sense of pure contrariness to being
is incoherent. In other words, this cannot mean “they are in absolutely no way
whatsoever.” This is because, as Parmenides has shown, anything that is brought to
thinking and speech is at least in some sense. Instead, it must be the case that a term has
been suggested or elided in the saying of ‘they are not.” Indeed, this is the case at 233c8,
where the Stranger is eliding the predicate term from the preceding sentence to make his
point, as he had previously said that sophists ‘appear wise to their students in all things’
(vt dpa coeol Toig padntaic eaivovtal, 233¢6). Rather than suggesting the
impossibility of negative predication, the Stranger has shown the true meaning of the
privative ‘non-’ in the context of nonbeing by indicating that it is still a coherent and
valuable way of speaking, given that it does suggest some positive content, i.e.,

‘otherness with respect to the given mode of being.’326

324 Following Brown 1986.

325 Cf. Brown 1986.

326 In modern logic, ‘non- is used as a ‘term-complement’ to suggest all objects opposed to a certain
predicate. That is, in modern logic the set of X and non-X is taken to be exhaustive of all things that are.
But the Stranger rightly points out that certain values of ‘X’ do not indicate opposition, but instead merely
difference, as in the example of the ‘non-great’ encompassing both ‘less’ and ‘equal.’
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We see once again that otherness was the principle that the bifurcatory division
exercises entailed tracing earlier in the dialogue. As a constitutive ontological element
separating one whole from another, otherness is what separates (e.g.) the senses of
hunting through striking from above from hunting through hooking from below that
allowed the interlocutors initially to account for the angler. In other words, the sense of
being in its grounding and fundamental sense has required an account of its co-
constitution through nonbeing. Put yet another way, the Stranger shows that it must be
the case that nonbeing is a constitutive form that is causally prior to other forms and to
particulars.

Given this, the Stranger turns to the nature of difference as follows:

ES: It appears to me that the nature of the Other is all chopped up — just like

knowledge.

THEAE: How so0?

ES: Knowledge is also one, I suppose; but each marked-off part of it that applies

to some subject matter has a certain title peculiar to it. For this reason there are

many so-called arts and sciences.

THEAE: By all means.

ES: Then the parts of the nature of the Other are also in this same condition, even

though this nature is one.

Eévog: 1 Batépov pot eioic paiveton KatakekepuaticOot kabdmep Emotiun.

Oeaimrog: TdCc;

Eévoc: pia pév €oti mov Kol Ekeivn, 10 & €mi T® yryvouevov uépog antig EKkactov

apoprobev Emmvopiav ioyetl Tva EavThig 1dlav: 610 ToAlal téyvar T’ giol Aeydpevor

Kol ETGTH L.

Oeaitrog: Tdvv PEV OVV.

Eévog: oukolv Kal ta TG Batépov PHoEmS poptla pidg ovong TavToV mEnovoe

T0070. (257¢8-d5).

Here the Stranger addresses an aspect of otherness that has arisen in the account.
Otherness is ‘chopped up’ (katakekeppatiodar) insofar as it acts to divide things like one

another in kind. The example of things like one another in kind that the Stranger chooses

is knowledge (émotun), which is itself ‘one,” and yet is divided into many because of
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otherness.3?7 Otherness is, as the Stranger says, that which ‘marks off” each ‘part of it
that applies to some subject matter’ and ‘has a certain title peculiar to it’ (257¢11-d2). In
other words, otherness is the principle of ontological specificity that structures a whole
(here, knowledge) from within such to differentiate its various parts in relation to one
another (here, the various modes of knowledge, like chemistry, veterinary science, etc.)
For this reason, i.e., because of otherness, there are many arts and sciences, just as the
tone continuum represented an ontological unit structured by otherness separating off the
various notes from one another. Likewise, given the necessary failings of naive monism,
otherness must be introduced as a principle that separates off the natures of each
constitutive ontological element from one another.328

The Stranger makes one final move in articulating the account of otherness as
follows:

ES: Is there some part of the Other that is opposed to the Beautiful?

THEAE: There is.

ES: Shall we say that this is nameless or that it has some title?

THEAE: That it has one. For what in each case we call “non-beautiful” is other

than the nature of the Beautiful and of nothing else.

ES: Come then, and tell me this.

THEAE: What?

ES: Has the Non-beautiful turned out to be just this — a certain other [thing]32°

that is marked off from one certain kind among the things that are and again is

opposed to a certain one of the things that are?

THEAE: Just so.
ES: Then, as it seems, the Non-beautiful turns out to be a certain opposition of

327 For a helpful consideration of the relationship between difference and knowledge as ‘chopped up,” see
Lee 1972: especially 269-276, who argues that this analogy is fundamental for understanding the notion of
otherness. See also footnote 318 above.

328 By this I mean that a pluralistic ontologist advocating for an account of the all in terms of the hot and
the cold fails to recognize that one must posit the further principle, namely otherness (nonbeing), that
allows for the separation of the natures of the two elements, in addition to the sense of commonness that the
Stranger identified when addressing the pluralists.

329 The translation of Ao Tt at 257¢2 is controversial, but here I follow the general schematic
interpretation used by Brann et al., deviating only insofar as I add ‘thing.” Pace Owen 1971: 223 n. 31, 1
do not take it that here the Stranger is considering the form of the Non-beautiful, but instead is merely
describing the non-beautiful as it is opposed to beauty to establish that it is among the things that are.
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being against being.

THEAE: Quite right.

ES: What then: According to this account, is the Beautiful for us any more one of
the things that are and the Non-beautiful any less?

THEAE: Not at all.

ES: Then the Non-great as well as the Great itself must likewise be said to be.
THEAE: Likewise.

ES: And in the same way, then, mustn’t the Non-just be posited with the Just, in
that the one is in no way more than its other?

THEAE: Certainly.

ES: And we shall speak of the others in the same way, since the nature of the
Other has shown itself to be among the things that are. And if that nature is, it is
also necessary to posit that its part in no less degree are.

THEAE: Of course.

ES: Then, it seems, the opposition between the nature of a part of the Other and
the nature of Being (in that they are set against each other)339 has beinghood to no
less degree — if there is sanction for saying so — than Being itself. For it signifies
not the contrary of Being only this much: its other.

THEAE: That’s very clear.

ES: What then should we call this nature?

THEAE: Clearly Non-being, the very thing we were seeking because of the
sophist.

Eévog: €0TL TQ KaAQ Tt Batépov udplov AvTitifEpuevoy;

Ocaitnrog: £oTv.

Zévog: TodT’ oLV Avdvopov Epodpey 1 Tv” Exov Enmvopio;

Ocaitntog: &xov: O yop Un KaAov Ekactote Oeyyoueda, TodTo ovK GALOL TIVOG
Etepov €oTv 1j THG T0D KaAod PHGEWG,.

Eévog: 101 vuv 160€ ot Aéye.

Oeaittog: 10 moiov;

Z£évoc: A0 TL TRV dVTmV TIVOG £vOC YEvoug GpoptobEy kai mpdg Tt TV dvimv o
oAy dvtitefiv obTm cuuPEPNKEY Elvan TO Ty KOAOV;

®caitntog: oVTmC.

Zévog: dvtog 81 mpog dv dvtifeoic, d¢ Eowk’, eival Tic cupPaivel TO un KAAOV.
Ocaitntog: 6pbITUTA.

Z£vog: Ti 00V; Katd TodToV TOV AdYOV Apo pAALOV HEV TO KaAdV TV £6TL TGV
dvimv, HTTov 88 1O uf KoAOV;

OcaitnTog: 0VOEV.

Zévoc: opoiog dpo tO Py péya kod T péya antd £tvol AEKTEOV;

Ocaitrog: Opoimg.

Eévog: oukoDV Kol TO U dtkotov T@ dikai@ Kotd tadta 0etéov Tpog TO Undév Tt
pdAlov givar Odtepov Botépov;

®caitntog: i unv;

330 Crivelli 2012: 216 fn. 122 discusses the difficulty in translating this sentence on purely linguistic
grounds, given that it is grammatically opaque. Here I continue to follow Brann et al.
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Zévog: kol a0 Of TadTn AéEopev, Eneinep 1) Botépov PVGIC EPavn TV dvimv

ovoa, ékelvnc 88 obong avéykm &1 kai o popia adTHC UNdEVOS NTTOV SVTa

Ti0évat.

Oeaimrog: TS yap ov;

Eévog: ovkodv, og okev, N Thg Batépov popiov pvoemg Kai Thg Tod dvtog mpog

AN AvTIKEIHEVOV AvTifeotc 00V NTToV, £l O€pg singiv, avTod Tod dvtog

ovoia éotiv, ovK évavtiov ékeive onuaivovca AAAG T0GODTOV HOVoV, ETEPOV

gketvov.

OcaitnTog: caPEcTOTA YE.

Eévog: Tiv' o0V a0TIV TPOGEIMOEY;

Ocaittog: dfjrov 811 1O N dv, O 010 TOV coProTV ECnToduey, avTod £5TL TODTO.

(257d6-258b9).
Here the Stranger continues to expand the account of otherness by considering the ways
in which its participants partake of it in relation to other forms. He chooses the example
of the “non-beautiful”33! to describe the way in which partaking of difference with
reference to beauty ‘marks off” the given participant from the opposed form (here,
beauty) through participation in otherness,332 and in turn this entails that the thing be ‘set
against’ the form beautiful.

With this established, the interlocutors continue as the Stranger argues that that
which is modified by a negative term has an equal share of being as that which does not.
So for example, the Beautiful and Non-beautiful, Great and Non-great, and Just and

Unjust all have an equal share of being. Each is a form that is structured through its

participation in various forms from within the web of the communion on forms, including

331 The meaning of this is debated. Cornford 1935: 293 took this to refer to the full set of forms other than
the form of the beautiful. Runciman 1962: 101 argues contra Cornford that this must imply otherness with
respect to the beautiful. For a helpful discussion of why this passage must entail an understanding of the
beautiful qua the form beauty and why this entails a so-called ‘gradational ontology,” see Bluck 1975: 168-
171.

332 Commentators debate as to whether this ‘marking off* entails simply participation in the form otherness
(or some version of such an interpretation of the form of nonbeing as it is at play in this passage), or if it
entails marking the non-beautiful thing off from a host of incompatible forms that includes the beautiful.
Here I follow Owen 1971: 223 fn. 31 in arguing that the former must be the case. For an overview of this
overall interpretive problem, see Crivelli 2012: 191-192. Crivelli discusses this general interpretive
problem in depth, citing and evaluating different ways in which various interpretations of this passage have
been taken up.
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(at least) the five great kinds (and presumably other necessary forms as well). They
should not be concerned that the sophist will reject the claim that he partakes of the form
‘non-wise’ because non-wisdom is not, because the interlocutors have established that
this ‘is not’ does not mean being-in-no-way, but instead an elided second-place term that
indicates that through which the subject is engaged in a mpdg dAAa relation, i.e., in the
case of the non-wise, wisdom. In other words, the parts of otherness signify only

otherness with relation to a given term, not to being itself, since this is impossible.

5.4 Chapter 5 Conclusion (258b — 259b)

The Stranger concludes via rhetorical questions soliciting Theaetetus’ agreement
that nonbeing ‘falls short of none of the others in beinghood’ (258b10-b12), and hence
that ‘Non-being was and is non-being, to be counted as one form among the many things
that are” (258c3-c6). He concludes his ‘conversation’ with the conjured Parmenides,
again pointing to their being perceived to be ‘disobeying’ Parmenides’ injunction against
thinking ‘that things that are not, are’ (258c8-d3) and summarizes their findings
regarding being in its necessary, fundamental, and unopposed sense and the necessary
structure that this entails as follows:

[L]et no one tell us that we are declaring Non-being to be the contrary of Being
and then are daring to say that this contrary is. For way back we bade farewell to
speaking of some contrary to Being, whether it is or it is not, whether is speakable
or altogether unspeakable. But as for what we’ve just said Non-being is, let
someone either persuade us that we haven’t spoken well by refuting us or — so
long as he can’t — he too must say just what we do: The kinds intermix with one
another; and because Being and the Other have passed through all and one
another, the Other, since it has participated in Being, is on account of this
participation, yet is not that in which it has participated, but other; and since it is
other, it must very clearly be non-being. On the other hand, Being, since it has
had a share in the Other, would be other than the other kinds; and since it is other
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than all those, it is not each of them nor all of them taken together, but itself. As a
result, Being in turn indisputably is not in thousands upon thousands of cases; and
the others too, taken one by one and all together, in many cases are and in many
cases are not.
un totvov g €inn t1g 6t TodvavTiov ToD HvTog TO ] OV AToPAIVOUEVOL
TOAUDUEV AEYEWV DG EOTIV. NUETS YOP TEPL LEV EVOVTION TIVOG DT Yoipewv mddon
Aéyopev, €it” €otTwv glte un, Adyov €yov fj Kol mavtdmacty Groyov: 0 68 vdv
elpnKapev gtvat 10 un| dv, i TEWGATO TIG OG 00 KOADS Aéyouev ELEYEQC, Ty
uéypimep v advvari), Aektéov kol ekelve kabamep Huelg Aéyouev, Ot
ocvppetyvotal te AAANA01G TO YéVN Kol T 1€ OV Kol Bdtepov d1d TAVT®V Kol Ot
AAMA®@V S1EANAVO0TE TO PEV ETEPOV HETAGKOV TOD HVTOG EGTL PEV S0 TADTNV TV
pEBeEV, o0 punv EKEVO e 0V petéoyev AAL” Etepov, ETepov O€ ToD vtog Ov €oTt
capéotota € avaykng stvor un dv: 10 08 OV av BoTéEPov HETEMNPOG ETEPOV TV
AoV av €ln yev@v, £tepov 8 EKEVOV AmAVT®V OV 00K 0TIV EKOGTOV QOTAV
000¢ cOUTaVTa TG GALO TATV 0DTO, HGTE TO OV AVOUEIGPNTATOS o popio €t
popiotg ovk €ott, kol ToAAa O ko’ Ekactov oUT® Kol GOUTOVTO TOAAMYT UEV
gott, moAhayf O° ovk Eotv. (258e6-259b7).
Here the interlocutors conclude their investigation into the nature of being. Being in its
most grounding and foundational sense, as a primary ontological constituent, is
unopposed and does not have a contrary, and this the interlocutors have shown by
refusing to speak of the contrary of being in keeping with Parmenides. But being, in this
grounding and necessary sense, also entails a structure, including the structuring
characteristic of nonbeing or otherness. This structure must be composed of kinds that
are not identical but do indeed intermix and being and otherness must be among these
intermixing kinds. And this analysis of being holds in turn for all other forms, whose co-
constitutive natures derive both from within (in a certain sense) and without (in another
sense), and whose necessary partaking of one another for instantiation indicates the
necessity with which they, taken together, form a web of infinite magnitude of co-
constitutive interrelations. Being, in this sense, is one and many.

The Parmenidean notion of being has been salvaged and clarified to show that it

does not prohibit the possibility of plurality, but instead explains plurality with reference
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to a grounding unity that demands further complex specificity. But by showing that
being is structured, the interlocutors have indicated the need for the measure that
constitutes good structure. The account of being, therefore, has demanded an account of

the good.

CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION (259 — 268E)

6.1 The structure of speech (259¢ — 264c¢)

In this concluding section, I want to trace out two threads that will continue to
develop in the final parts of the Sophist and the turn taken in the Statesman. These are (i)
the senses in which the ontological structure at play in the investigation becomes
increasingly complex following the notions like forms, being as power, and commingling
that have been developed by the interlocutors, and (ii) the sense in which this expanded
account of the structure of being continues further to demand a central role for goodness.
The two are tied together because structure demands goodness as an ordering principle,
and this issue becomes increasingly apparent as the conception of structure deepens and
the violent commingling that is possible in speech arises and is addressed. And while the
consideration of being in terms of its bifurcatory structure proves to be useful in
accounting for the sophist, it will be shown to be merely propaedeutic toward deeper
conceptions in what is to follow. Hence the conversation in the Sophist proves to be
intrinsically valuable but not self-sufficient or self-contained; it offers a lesson in Platonic
metaphysics and epistemology, but this lesson is not exhaustive of these subjects and

instead indicates new methodological and conceptual horizons to explore. In this way,
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the dialogue has given us an exercise in learning how to think in a certain way that will
be of use as the matter gets increasingly complicated.

We begin with the rich discussion of truth and falsity (259e-264c) that follows the
preceding sections in the text and has been the site of much scholarly debate. While there
is much to say about this passage, I will here focus on (1) the ways in which structure is
analogous across true speech and the communing of forms, and how this allows the
interlocutors to develop their understanding of the structure of necessary being and
intermixing that has been discussed thus far in the dialogue by considering the sense in
which being is a necessary mediating term between the determinate wholes through
which structure is actualized; and (2) the senses in which the structuring power of speech
does not reflect the communing of ontological kinds, but instead represents the possibility
of enacting a structure that does violence to the entities thereby structured by blending
together entities that do not in fact blend, pointing further to the need for an account of
goodness conceived as a primary ontological principle that makes possible a good
intermixing.

The Stranger says that speech has arisen in the discussion in the context of the
interweaving of the forms (259¢6-7). The passage hence offers occasion to consider both
interweaving through the notion of speech, and speech through the notion of
interweaving. Speech furthermore shows the failure of the late learners’ view and
salvages the possibility of philosophy as a dialectical investigation into the commingling
of beings (260a6-8).333 The interlocutors continue their discussion by addressing the

question of whether nonbeing, which they have determined is as constitutive and

333 Cf. Moravesik 1962: 60 and Malcolm 1967: 144-145.
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determinate negation, mixes with opinion and speech. To consider this, the Stranger
proposes to treat ‘names’ (6vopdra) in the same manner as the interlocutors had
previously treated letters, musical notes, and forms, i.e., in such a way as to allow for an
understanding of the nature of their communing (261d1-3). As was the case in
addressing the late learners, the interlocutors hypothesize that some names are amenable
to intermixing while some are not (261d4-7), though this does not work in the purely
analogous way in which Theaetetus initially anticipates.33* Instead, the Stranger shows
that through speech in the broad sense, words can in principle be assembled in any order,
e.g., (1) ‘Theaetetus sits,’ (i1) ‘Theaetetus flies,’33% and (iii) ‘lion deer horse.’33¢ First,
only some combinations of words like (i) and (ii) entail an actual indication of a state of
affairs while others like (iii) draw upon things that are but do not ‘bring to completion’
through ‘weaving together’ (cf. 262¢6-7), and hence do not indicate anything decisive.337
Therefore, although they indicate the potential of a given word to intermix with another
at least in the sense of a vocal act, intermixings of words like (ii1) do not constitute
speech in the proper sense (i.e., in the sense of logos). This, in the Stranger’s words,
suggests ‘that words said in a row and indicating something fit together, while those that

signify nothing in their sequence are non-fitting’ (261d11-e2). This reflects what the

334 Theaetetus initially anticipates that words will only fit together relative to their natures on the model of
forms, but the Stranger identifies this misconception at 262b1-3 and works out a more nuanced account.
See Crivelli 2012: 223 and Wiitala 2014b: 233-234 for discussions of Theaetetus’ confusion regarding this
distinction and the Stranger’s need to clarify his question.

335 Although the Stranger first articulates this phrase as ‘Theaetetus — the one with whom I am now
speaking — flies’ at 263al10, he later (at 263¢3) refers to this claim as ‘among the shortest’ in kind, and
therefore I use it as an example in its shortened form, i.e., ‘Theaetetus sits,” here; cf. Crivelli 2012: 236 fn.
47.

336 Nothing hinges on this in my argumentation, but it bears noting that here I deviate from Brann et al. in
interpreting ‘lion deer horse’ as intended by the Stranger at 262b10-11 to be a quasi-phrase and not a list of
names. Cf. Crivelli 2012: 226.

337 But note that the Stranger’s distinction here does not map on cleanly to that between declarative and
non-declarative sentences; cf. Dorter 1994: 163.
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Stranger calls a ‘dual kind of vocal indication concerned with beinghood’ (261e4-6), in
that the fitting together of words can indicate things that are as in (i) or things that are not
as in (ii), or it can fail to indicate anything as in (iii) and hence not qualify as speech in
the proper sense.338

Second, there is an important contrast between (i) and (i1). (i) indicates a
plausible state of affairs based on the nature of Theaetetus and the nature of (the form)
sitting, while (i) does not, given the natures of Theaetetus and (the form) flying.33? In
other words, (i) is stated in such a way as to capture the natures of the entities that
compose the sentence, ‘Theaetetus’ and the form sitting, whereas (ii) does not, because
the form human that is in the essence of Theaetetus does not intermix with flying.

I want to suggest some important takeaways that extend from separate
considerations of both (i) and (ii)). We begin with (i), that is, that kind of speech that
entails attentiveness to the normativity of the natures of the forms at play in a given
instance of discourse like ‘Theaetetus sits.” Speech is composed, most essentially and

basically,340 of nouns and verbs.34! Both nouns and verbs are indications of things that

338 For discussions of these distinctions, see Sedley 2003: 61 and Crivelli 2012: 227.

339 For arguments as to why it is best to understand forms (alternatively called ‘kinds’ or ‘types’ in this
context by some commentators) at play in the notion of words broadly and the ‘verb’ (pfjna) more narrowly
in this passage, see Cornford 1935: 314-315, O’Brien 2005: 139, Thomas 2008: 647, and Crivelli 2012:
224,

340 Cf. Frede 1992: 413, who discusses the elementary nature of such a two-word sentence construction and
its relationship with the examples that the Stranger chooses.

341 The Stranger first distinguishes between names in the sense of the ‘noun’ (évopa) and the ‘verb’ (pfjpor)
at 262al. Although the English terms ‘noun’ and ‘verb’ do not capture precisely what is at issue in the
Stranger’s point here, they are favored by the majority of English translators (including Brann et al.) and
are sufficient for the point I am making here, so I leave them as they are typically translated. A deeper
investigation into these issues would likely require a different rendering of pfjpa, perhaps as ‘predicative
expression’ (used by Crivelli 2012 and Wiitala 2014b), though I have not used this rendering here because
of the potential confusion that might arise from a reference to the notion of predication. Additionally, this
discussion of these constitutive elements in the nature of language echoes several other key passages in
neighboring Platonic dialogues, including Cratylus 425a-435c and Theaetetus 206d. Crivelli 2012: 223-
224 offers helpful commentary on the semantic range of these words in Greek broadly, and throughout
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are, but the Stranger points out that nouns are required, for without them, there is no
speech at all (263¢9-10). This is because nouns indicate some noetically stable entity that
will be shown insofar as it is moved or affected by another entity, namely the form that
the verb indicates as actively moving the noun. In this way the noun will be considered
insofar as it has been intermixed with, or moved by, another stable entity through being.
‘Theaetetus sits’ draws upon at least two entities, Theaetetus and the form sitting, both
with their own natures, and indicates that the latter moves or affects the former through
the former’s participation in it. This furthermore implies that Theaetetus is of a such a
nature, e.g. insofar as he participates in the form human, as to partake of the potentiality
to sit.

Furthermore, all verbs necessarily draw on being in some sense; in other words, to
say that ‘Theaetetus sits’ necessarily entails that ‘Theaetetus is the kind of thing for
which sitting is natural,” or, put differently, ‘Theaetetus is the kind of thing for which
sitting is potential,” as in the standard uses of the simple present in both English and
Ancient Greek. As an example of the simple present, ‘Theaetetus sits’ also might entail
suggesting that ‘Theaetetus is sitting,’ i.e., in space and time in the moment in which I am
indicating. This construal is not necessary, however, insofar as the expression in the
simple present is coherent merely as an indication of the structure of potentiality that
characterizes Theaetetus’ nature. Even if it happens to be the case that Theaetetus is
sitting in the moment in which ‘Theaetetus sits’ is said to be the case, that Theaetetus
were to be sitting at the moment in which the sentence was stated would necessarily

entail that Theaetetus was the kind of thing for which sitting is a potential. States of

Plato’s texts and in the Sophist specifically. See also Stough 1990: 370 and Brown 2008: 452 for further
helpful discussion of these terms in the context of the Sophist.
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affairs in space and time, that is, are actualizations of potentialities implicit in the natures
of entities, and thus are in some sense posterior to the prior possibilities that led to them
coming about. In this way, the sense in which ‘Theaetetus is the kind of thing for which
sitting is potential’ is conceptually prior to the sense in which ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ could
be true of a given instance of an event in space and time. Speech therefore entails
disclosing the structured nature of beings and the ways in which entities commingle.

The Stranger continues by stating that one who speaks in the proper sense
“indicates something about the things that are or come to be or have come to be or will
come to be. [The speaker] doesn’t merely name but brings something to closure by
weaving together (copniékwv) verbs with nouns” (262d2-7).342 Several important
aspects of the Stranger’s point here warrant our attention.3*3 The Stranger here
distinguishes between things that are (i.e., in the full sense in which forms are) from
things that have become and will become. This is important, as it shows that speech
allows us to account for the intermixing of what has or will come to be and perish with
reference to what is but did not come to be and will not perish (i.e., the forms). Speech
therefore reflects the ways in which beings intermix with being, in a sense. This was
evident in the case of ‘Theaetetus sits,” as it allowed us to see the intermixing of a

timeless form, sitting, with the nature of a being in space and time, Theaetetus. In this

342 The Stranger’s distinction between the things that are and the things that come to be here is significant
for several reasons. First, it indicates that he has not blurred this distinction following his discussion with
the friends of forms, who grant beinghood only to the things that are and not the things that become.
Second, it indicates that the notion of form is at play in the Stranger’s account of speech and that which is
intermixed in speech, given that the Stranger contrasts those things that are with those that become.

343 Regarding other places in which this notion of ‘bringing to closure’ is at play in Plato’s dialogues, see
Crivelli 2012: 227 fn. 14.
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way, speech indicates the rootedness of the beinghood of contingent beings in necessary
beings, i.e., the forms.344

The necessary structure that thought and speech reflect offers occasion to return to
the account of being in its unified sense and the reasons as to why this account of
ultimate ground cannot reduce to naive monism. In the course of this investigation, we
have come across several definitional accounts of being (though again, this does not
suggest that the conception of being we have found is disunified or pluralistic.) These
accounts include ‘being is power,” ‘being is the power to affect and be affected,” ‘being is
participation,’ ‘being is being given to thought and speech,’ and ‘being is necessary and
unopposed.” In each of these instances, it is necessarily the case that being is structured
in some sense, i.e., that to be by nature is to intermix, in this case essentially, with the
terms in the predicate position in each sentence.

To illustrate this point, I will use ‘being is power’ as an example. Like
‘Theaetetus sits,” ‘being is power’ indicates the communion of two terms, ‘being’ and
‘power,” through the ‘is.” Merely to say ‘being’ is to indicate, but to indicate in such a
way that does not allow for a ‘bringing to closure’ through a ‘weaving together’ (cf.
262d6-7), since the term ‘being’ has been posited in isolation. In this way, intermixing is
required for this speech act’s fulfillment. This linguistic point is analogous to the
ontology that such a sentence indicates. Being alone is insufficient to be fulfilled ‘in
isolation,” but instead requires a structure from without for ontological fulfillment. In the
case of ‘being is power,’ this entails constitution from without, i.e., through the causally

prior notion of power, which is needed to bring the definitional account of being to its

344 For a discussion of the relationship between this passage and the earlier accounts of logos in the
Theaetetus, see Fritz 2016: 79-80.
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fulfillment. Therefore, the structure of speech offers a helpful and analogous indication
of the concurrently necessary structure of being.

But the disanalogous senses of the intermixing of forms and words in speech is
critical and warrants reflecting upon as well. That both (i) ‘Theaetetus sits’ and (ii)
‘Theaetetus flies’ can be said through speech in the proper sense suggests that
intermixing works differently in speech than in the communion of forms. This is because
forms, unlike words, can only intermix in ways that their nature allows. For example, the
form cat can blend with the forms being, same, grey, and so forth, but it simply cannot
blend with the forms dog, corrupt, snow, etc. Forms thus necessitate blending with
respect to natures. In this way, all intermixing of forms entail goodness as an ontological
constituent, at least to some degree. Speech, conversely, allows for blending in ways that
do not entail attentiveness to the normativity derived from a given form. For example,
(i1) does not entail attentiveness to the normativity of the form human governing the
nature of Theaetetus, while (i) does. Speech therefore allows for ‘unnatural’ intermixing
in a way that the communion of forms does not.34> In this sense speech entails a kind of
intermixing that holds the potential to do violence to its constituent parts. Speech, that is,
can be structured with or without the constitution of goodness.

The importance of goodness thus has come to the fore. The interlocutors had set

out to answer questions like, what is the nature of the sophist, this peddler of sham

345 Cf. Wiitala 2014b: 225-258 for a full discussion of the interpretation for which I am here advocating,
including ways in which this interpretation allows best for making sense of grammatical ambiguities at play
in this stretch of the Sophist (see Keyt 1973 for discussion). The conception of falsity that the Stranger is
arguing for here is a hotly debated topic. For a thorough discussion of the four major lines of competing
interpretation and some further ‘unorthodox’ interpretations that have arisen in the literature, see Crivelli
2012: 238-241. Wiitala’s interpretation, for which I advocate here, is closest to what Crivelli calls the
‘incompatibility interpretation,” a view best articulated (so far as I am aware) in its more orthodox form by
Seligman 1974: 110-112 and Dorter 1994: 163.
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wisdom more interested in victory than truth whose nature has grown out of the
subjectivist orientation extending from the view that truth is constructed by mortals that
results in treating beings as self-sufficient and hence resources that are on hand for
extraction? A host of preparatory exercises and ontological clarifications were needed to
get to this point, but the interlocutors have ultimately come upon the beginning of an
answer to their question. Forms blend with one another in an important sense, and the
beings in space and time owe their natures to this kind of blending that is necessarily
composed of goodness to some extent. Mortals have epistemological access to forms and
can bring them together in speech; but this is something that can be done either carefully
or violently, i.e., with or without goodness. To understand the sophist, it was necessary
to understand the communing of forms, and the ways in which the communing of words
in speech is analogous to but also fundamentally different from that of the communing of
forms. These conceptions have furthermore shown the mortal, as the possessor of logos,
to be the agent that can either safeguard the nature of being, i.e., the structure of forms, or
do violence to it by failing to blend entities together well and truthfully in speech.

Having come upon this great insight, the need that inaugurated the central digression has

been fulfilled.

6.2  The return to bifurcation (264c — 268¢)

The interlocutors decide that their findings in the discussion of true and false
speech have satisfied the demand to clarify nonbeing. In the process, their conclusions
have also given context to the exercises in bifurcatory division earlier in the dialogue.
The investigations via bifurcatory division entailed tracing the sameness and being

running through various forms and allowing the forms’ participation in otherness to guide
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cuts in the pursuit of a satisfying account. This process has so far yielded six accounts of
the sophist and will soon yield a seventh and final account; the plurality of these
demonstrates that these kinds of definitional accounts define but do not exhaust the
concept or object being sought. But shortly after the interlocutors decide to recollect
their earlier divisions, the ontology of communion is further complicated, and the
divisions via bifurcation briefly but tellingly begin to show themselves to be insufficient
for the task of accounting for the co-constitutive structure of reality. The interlocutors
will find that simple lengthwise cuts do not always allow them to carve up nature at its
proper joints, and more complicated cuts will begin to be necessary. This will ultimately
force the interlocutors to abandon their process of cutting in half to allow them to
understand and account for the more complex co-constitutive nature of being as they
continue into the Statesman and their objects of investigation become more structurally
complex.34¢ In other words, the interlocutors will find that interrelations among forms
are not merely bifurcatory in structure, but instead more complicated, and here their cuts
begin to suggest that their method will need to develop in complexity to reflect that.347
The interlocutors return to division by answering the question regarding the
nature of apparitions that had caused the digression. That is, having satisfied themselves
that they understand the ‘not-being while being’ at play in apparitions (articulated most
directly at 236e1-237al), they are prepared to continue their pursuit of another account of
the sophist. But they soon encounter entities that require a different kind of ‘lengthwise’

cutting. The problem that the interlocutors here face is that ‘making’ must be cut into

346 Cf. Miller 1999 and 2010, Smith 2019.

347 Hence the Stranger’s decree at 287b that he and Socrates the Younger should no longer cut in two, but
instead ‘carve up’ the form ‘limb by limb,” ‘like a sacrificial animal,” and ‘with an eye to the number
nearest.’
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‘divine making’ and ‘human making’ (265b7),34® but both of these branches requires
further symmetrical cuts into ‘thing-itself making’ and ‘image making’ (266a8-12).349
For the first time in the course of the divisions, both the left (here ‘divine making’) and
right (here ‘human making’) branches require further cuts, and symmetrical ones at that.
Therefore, here the interlocutors are left with the web-like symmetrical structure of dual,
unfolding natures (as depicted in Appendix 1f), not a simple bifurcatory tableau as had
been the case in all previous cuts.330

This does not disturb the interlocutors, who continue without much ado in tracing
that which follows on the branch along the node of human image-making. But this does
nevertheless indicate that bifurcation is beginning to show itself to be inadequate. The
ontology of bifurcation has thus far been helpful in illustrating co-constitution, but
bifurcation is not robust enough to capture the web of interdependence at a deeper level.
The earlier example of the tone continuum is helpful to consider in this context, since the
tone continuum is not merely a bifurcated structure but instead exhibits a different kind of
one-many structure, insofar as each note derives its identity from its situation from
without. In other words, a tone like C# does not partake of its nature simply by
separating off from C natural, non-C#, or some other such bifurcatory system. Instead, it
reflects a constitutive network of interrelated tones. C# derives its identity both as a part
constituting the whole of the tone continuum, and also by its situation among other parts

like it in kind, e.g., most immediately C natural and D in a half step on either side, as well

348 It bears noting that the division between divine and human recalls the divisions between divine and
human madness that motivated the discussion of the method of ‘division and collection’ in the Phaedrus;
cf. Phaedrus 265c5.

349 Cf. Cornford 1935: 324 and Crivelli 2012: 27.
350 For the opposing view that this cut merely exhibits a more complicated bifurcatory structure that
nevertheless preserves the spirit of this method in terms of its bifurcation, see Miller 2016: 323 fn. 7.
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as B and D# in a full step in either direction, and so forth. And yet, C# has its own
simple and unique identity, as evidenced by its instantiations by instruments and singing
voices. In this way, C# is ‘one’ among many other ‘ones’ that are ‘held together from
without’ by the form ‘tone’ as the Stranger had identified in his account of dialectical
method (see 253d5-10 and section 5.2.3). This will be the kind of analysis that will be
necessary in accounting for the statesman in non-bifurcatory division beginning at
Stranger 287¢.35!1

Therefore, the lesson to be derived from this symmetrical, web-structured cut into
the form making is that the bifurcatory division exercises have been helpful but are most
essentially propaedeutic towards more complex forms of division. In other words, on this
reading the bifurcatory cuts were not mere ‘jokes’ or the product of a philosophically
immature mind as some commentators have suggested, but they also should not be taken
to be the products of a method of philosophical inquiry that is ultimately suited to yield
‘definitive’ knowledge in the highest sense. Instead, bifurcatory division should be
understood as a preliminary step in developing our understanding of complex ontology to
guide our thinking toward the notions of co-constitution, and, later, being, difference,
sameness, motion, rest, and so forth. Put simply, bifurcatory division is good practice for
us as we learn to develop our thinking of entities not as purely self-sufficient, but instead
as constituted from without; but because nature does not reduce to bifurcation, the
method of inquiry will not allow us to grasp all forms in their ultimate nature.

After encountering this indication of the insufficiency of bifurcatory accounts, the

interlocutors continue on the path that will lead them to their seventh and final account of

351 See section 5.2.3 for discussion of this dialectical exercise.
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the sophist. They do so by dividing through imitation as oriented by opinion (not
knowledge) and dissembling in private before coming upon an account of the sophist
with which they are satisfied. With Theaetetus’ approval, the Stranger ‘ties up’
(ovvdnoopev, 268c5) the account of the sophist by ‘weaving together’ (cuunAéEavtec,
268c6) the names that have composed it. The account upon which they have arrived is
that of the individual who has a share of (1) expertise in (2) making (not getting or
separating)332 in (3) the human (not divine) form of (4) image-making (not making things
themselves) of (5) apparitions (not likenesses) through (6) bodily imitation (not
instruments) while (7) ignorant (not informed) through (8) dissemblance (not simplicity)
in (9) public (and not in private, like the demagogue) (264c1-268c4, drawing upon
distinctions from 232a1-236d9 and summarized at 268c9-268d5).333 With that, the
Stranger concludes by quoting //iad 6 (211 {f.) by referencing the sophist’s ‘breed and
blood.’3%4 This reference is the second of two Homeric references, which serve to frame
the dialogue by appearing in its second and penultimate passages of dialogue.

Having apparently satisfied themselves with their definition of the sophist, the
interlocutors thus conclude their investigation, though they will of course continue

immediately thereafter by turning to the statesman in the second half of the diptych. To

352 Tonescu 2013: 50 notes that this entails a challenge to the assumption at play in all earlier definitions
that the sophist is an expert in getting (which she calls ‘exchange.”) Ionescu further notes that this seems to
indicate that the next step in critiquing the earlier divisions would be to move one step further up the branch
and challenge the notion that the sophist engages in a techng.

353 See Rosen 1983: 311-314 for commentary on each of these steps. There is much debate as to whether
the interlocutors have successfully divided the sophist from the philosopher with this account. For the view
that they have done so and that the seventh sophist represents the moment of successful definition in the
investigation, see Cornford 1935: 324-331, Notomi 1999: 296-301, and Sayre 2006. Those holding the
view that they have not include Rosen 1983: 309-316, Dorter 1994: 167-173, Brown 2008 160-163, and
Ionescu 2013: 51 fn. 11.

354 Here Glaucus and Diomedes invoke the relations of xenoi and trade armor, though Glaucus does so
against good sense at Zeus’ behest, trading gold for bronze, the worth of one hundred oxen for nine.
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define the sophist, it was necessary to clarify the meaning of nonbeing, but this
clarification required an account that draws upon being in its necessary and unopposed
sense, as the most fundamental of ontological principles that is necessarily causally prior
to all beings. But this sense of being necessarily entails a composite structure in which
the parts of being draw upon one another for their own nature, without reducing merely to
the sum of relations between one another.

This account of composite structure and its co-constitution will be addressed in
the Statesman. Perhaps most remarkably, this will also involve a consideration of the
ways in which an understanding of these distinctions, in ever-more complex forms, is
relevant not merely to the study of the kind of abstract metaphysics that has been at play
in the Sophist but also the ways in which we do and should structure our mortal
communities with reference to such fine-grained distinctions. Put differently, the
interlocutors will begin to consider the socio-political normativity that this ontological
account of structure suggests. This turn does not entail simply a change in philosophical
orientations, e.g. from theoretical to practical philosophy, but instead is a drawing out of
the normativity that has been at play throughout. This leads to a subsequent application
and expansion of these notions in the context of accounting for care for the mortal
community.

In this way, the Sophist has offered us the beginnings of an indication of the ways
in which a grasp of the whole, such as the whole of care for the mortal community as in
the Statesman, entails an understanding of and respect for the nature of each part.
Because being is structured through co-constitution, any disruption to the normativity of

a part constitutes a disruption to all parts, and hence to the whole. This will become
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evident as the interlocutors begin to consider the nature of the mortal community and find
it necessary to do so by considering it as a whole with reference to its parts.

That they do so amid the backdrop of Socrates’ impending trial and the decline of
Athens suggests the great importance of the process. The account of being and structure
and the goodness that structure entails occurs in the context of the impending covering
over of being represented by the execution of the philosopher by an increasingly
disordered polis. It falls upon us, Plato’s readers, to learn to think being for ourselves,

uncover it now in our own time, and safeguard it in our accounts.
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APPENDIX: DIVISIONS

1a. The Angler (218e—221c)

1 expertise
/ \
2 making getting
/ \
3 willingness ~ manipulation
/ \
4 hunting fighting
/ \
5 soulless ensouled
/ \
6 on land in water
/ \
7 via enclosures by striking
/ \
8 by night by day
/
9 from above
1b. The first sophist (221c3-223b6)
1 expertise
/ \
2 making getting
/ \
3 non-footed  footed
/ \
4 wild prey tame prey
/ \
5 forcible “credibility-producing”
/ \
6 in public in private
/
7 gift-bearing for ‘erotic’ pleasure

1c. The second, third, and fourth sophists (223b9-224¢e11)

1 expertise
/ \
2 [making]  getting
/ \

3 hunting exchanging

\
from below
ANGLER

\
pay-earning for virtue
SOPHIST I



/ \

SOPHIST 11

4 gift-giving  marketing
/ \
5 self-selling trafficking
SOPHIST IV / \
6 peddling trading
SOPHIST III / \
7 body soul
/
8 displaying  learnable selling
1d. The fifth sophist (224e6-226a6)
1 expertise
/ \
2 [making]  getting
/ \
3 [?] competing
/ \
4 contending  battling
/ \
5 doing violence disputing
/ \
6 pleading debating
/ \
7 (unnamed form regarding contracts, etc.)  eristic
/ \
8 yammering money-making
SOPHIST V
1e. The sixth sophist (231b3-8)
1 expertise
/ | \
2 [making] [getting] separating
/ \
3 (like from like) cleansing
/ \
4 soul body
/ \
5 correction teaching
/ \
6 vocational training  education
/ \
7 scolding cross-examining
SOPHIST VI
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1f. Symmetrical division of making (265b-266b1)

1 making
/ \
2 divine making human making
/ \ / \

3 thing-itself making image making thing-itself making image making

1g. The seventh sophist (264c1-268d5, drawing upon distinctions from 232a1-236d9)

1 expertise
/ | \
2 [getting] [separating] making
/ \
3 (see 1f) divine human
/ \ / \
4 (see 1f) thing-itself =~ images thing-itself images
/ \
5 likenesses apparitions
/ \
6 through instruments bodily imitation
/ \
7 informed ignorant
/ \
8 simple imitation dissemblance
/ \
9 private public
(demagogue) SOPHIST VII

1h. The ‘pyramid-like’ structure of division according to Stenzel 1964 (1931)

THE ANGLER
9 Hunting from above - Hunting from below
8 By day - By night
7 By enclosures - By striking
6 On land - In water
5 Soulless animals - Ensouled animals
4 By hunting - By fighting
3 By willingness - By
manipulation
2 Making - Getting
1 [Non-expertise] - Expertise

1i. The non-bifurcatory division of care for the human community (Statesman 287 c-
305e), cf. Miller 2016: 342.

Care
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| Material needs Spiritual needs |

N | | . | | | | D
Hee @& 6 © O © © ao ayp d2 a3 Jd49 15

(1) raw materials (288e, 289a)
(2) tools (287d, 289Db)

(3) containers (287e, 289b)

(4) bearers (288a, 289Db)

(5) defenses (288b, 289Db)

(6) playthings (288c, 289b)

(7) nourishments (289a, 289b)
(8) slaves (289d)

(9) traders and merchants (289e-290a)
(10) heralds and clerks (290b)
(11) priests and mantics (290c-¢e)
(12) orator (304a-d)

(13) general (304a-305a)

(14) judges (304a, 305b-c)

(15) statesman (305¢)
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