PLATO, ARISTOTLE, AND
THE AOI'0X EK TQN IIPOX TI

DIRK BALTZLY

INTERPRETING the arguments that Aristotle attributes to Plato in
the Ilepi idecov involves at least two factors. On the one hand, we
want to understand the very compressed arguments that Aristotle
presents. We also want to know whether this line of reasoning is
one that we can detect in Plato’s dialogues. The interplay between
these factors is quite complicated. We will prefer to disambiguate
Aristotle’s arguments in one way rather than another if we find that
the one interpretation is more compatible with Plato’s dialogues.
But the arguments for the theory of Ideas in Plato are, to say the
least, not transparent either. So, we may read Plato one way rather
than another because it accords well with the manner in which
Aristotle describes his reasoning in the [ept (Secv. Where we should
start in this circle is not obvious.

In her recent book Gail Fine begins with an account of Plato’s
conception of, and arguments for, Ideas and argues that Aristotle’s
treatment in the [Tepi {8ewv is not grossly unfair to Plato.! Aristotle
does not aim ‘to record and criticize arguments to which Plato is
straightforwardly committed’, but he does attempt to make pre-
cise a variety of impressionistic and vague Platonic claims and to
criticize the outcome (p. 28). In a sense, according to Fine, Aris-
totle challenges ‘us Platonists’ to say exactly what Plato means if
we are dissatisfled with his way of making the matter precise. In
the course of doing this, she claims, Aristotle may fail to credit
Plato with distinctions which he does not explicitly draw, or sup-
plement Plato’s incomplete arguments with Aristotelian premisses
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which Plato may not have accepted. But in the case of the argu-
ment from relatives, she believes that Aristotle is by and large true
to Plato. On her view of the matter, Plato rejects any Heraclitean
doctrine of flux and eschews semantic arguments for Ideas. Aris-
totle’s version of the argument from relatives does likewise and,
more importantly, argues from the narrow compresence of oppo-
sites? in sensible relatives to the existence of a non-sensible Idea
(p- 143).

In this paper I take issue with some of these claims. Much of
what Fine says about relatives and the compresence of opposites
is correct: there is an argument from what she calls narrow com-
presence in sensibles to Ideas. However, she is mistaken in taking
this genuine Platonic argument from relatives alone to be contin-
uous with a more general argument based on what she calls broad
compresence.’ On her view, the argument from relatives is not an
attempt to show that there are Ideas for all mpds 7« terms, nor is
it intended to apply only to ra mpds 7i. I disagree. Finally, I argue
that Aristotle’s argument does misrepresent Plato’s position in one
crucial respect. Here too, Aristotle has supplemented Plato’s rea-
soning with a premiss which Plato would reject because Aristotle
reckons the premiss to be both true and relevant to the issue at
hand.

In what follows I shall first summarize what I take to be Plato’s
reasons for supposing that there must be Ideas corresponding to
mpés i terms. The second section enters into the dialogue between
Fine and Owen* over the proper interpretation of both Aristotle’s
argument and Plato’s reasoning about relative terms. The final sec-
tion provides the details of a different interpretation of Aristotle’s
argument from relatives.

2 In Fine’s terminology, x undergoes narrow compresence of opposites at time
t if at ¢t x is F in virtue of one feature and not F in virtue of the very same
feature. Both universals and particulars can undergo narrow compresence. (Fine,
P- 47.)

* x suffers from broad compresence if x has features which are inessential to its
being the very thing that it is. Thus Fine writes, ‘square, for instance, is not both
shape and not shape in the narrow sense, it is both shape and not shape in the broad
sense. For it is shape and, since it has features that are not essential to the nature of
shape as such, it is also not shape’ (p. 100).

* G. E. L. Owen, ‘An Argument in the ITepi 8edv’, in Logic, Science and Dialectic
(Ithaca, 1986), 165—79.
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1. Plato’s argument: relatives and homonymy

Let us begin with a statement of Aristotle’s argument as it is trans-
lated by Fine.

[82. 11] The argument that establishes from (éx) relatives that there are

ideas is the following (rowsdros):

1.

I1.

I11.

Iv.

In cases where some same thing is predicated of a plurality of
things not homonymously but so as to reveal some one nature, it is
true of them [83. 1] either (a) because they are fully (xvpiws) what is
signified by the thing predicated, as when we call Socrates and Plato
men; or (b) because they are likenesses of the true ones, as when we
predicate man of pictured {men) (for in their case we reveal the [83.
5] likenesses of man, signifying some one nature in all of them); or
(¢) because one of them is the paradigm, the others likenesses, as if
we were to call Socrates and the likenesses of him men.

And when we predicate the equal itself of the things here, we predi-
cate it of them homonymously. For (a) the same account (Adyos) does
not fit (épapuslet) them all. (5) Nor do we signify the truly equals
(ra dAnbdas {oa onpaivoper). For the quantity in sensibles changes
(kwetrar) and continuously shifts [83. 10] (uerafdAder) and is not
determinate (ddwpiouévov). (¢) But neither do any of the things here
accurately receive the account of the equal (dxpifds Tov 703 {oov
Adyov dvadeyduevor).

But neither {can they be called equal non-homonymously) by virtue
of one of them being a paradigm, another a likeness. For one of them
is not a paradigm or a likeness any more than another.

And indeed, if (e/ 8¢ «al) someone were to accept that the likeness
is not homonymous with the paradigm, it always follows that these
equals are equals by being likenesses of what is fully and truly
(kvpiws xal adnbds) equal.

[83. 15] But if this is so, then there is something which is the equal
itself and which is fully (xvpiws) {equal), in relation to (mpds) which,
by being likenesses, the things here both come to be and are called
equal. And this is an idea, being a paradigm tand likenesst of the
things that come to be in relation to it.

The structure of Aristotle’s argument is complex and the details
are disputed. I take it to have the following logical structure. That
it in fact has this structure is part of what will be shown, but it
seems appropriate to try to bring some order to Aristotle’s account
of the argument as soon as possible.
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(P1) When one thing is predicated of many not homonymously but so
as to reveal one true nature, this can happen in three ways: (@) as
when we predicate man of many men or (5) when we predicate man
of many pictures of men or (¢) when we predicate man of a man
and pictures of men.

(P2) Equality is not predicated of sensible things non-homonymously
in either way (a) or way (b).

(P3) If there were no Ideas, sensibles could not be called equal non-
homonymously in way (c).

(C) So there are Ideas. (And, by the by, there would still be Ideas
even if one thought that sensible equals were not called equal non-
homonymously.)

Since non-homonymy is so central to the argument, it seems best
to begin with this. The first thing that causes puzzlement is that
it seems that the notion of non-homonymy at work in I{¢) is not
Aristotle’s own. At least it is not the relation which he defines at
the outset of the Categories.® 1(a) is clearly a case of Aristotelian
non-homonymy, for the same name and the same formula are both
predicable of Socrates and Plato. Even I(d) can be seen as a case
of Aristotelian non-homonymy if we concentrate on the relation
between different pictures of men. When we say that Socrates’ por-
trait and Plato’s portrait are both man-likenesses, then we ‘signify
some one nature in them all’. The puzzle 1s I(c). This seems to be
a clear case of what Aristotle calls homonymy in the Categories ac-
count. Why, then, does he here identify it as one of non-homonymy?
It is possible that he is simply being a bit lax here. Aristotle uses
‘homonymy’ in a variety of ways. None of them, however, sug-
gests that he would think that a man and a picture of a man are
called ‘man’ with reference to one nature. A better hypothesis is
that Plato would treat this as a case of non-homonymy, and this
argument is one that Plato, or Platonists, employ.® But this only
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Owen, p. 168. The clearest Platonic example of I{c) homonymy is the three beds
of Rep. 597 B 5~11. In the discussion that follows, there is no suggestion that the

word ‘bed’ is not used in the same sense at least with regard to the first two. Because
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gives us a fresh puzzle: why would Plato think that it is correct so
to regard it?

(a) Platonic homonymy: ideas and sensibles

Concerns about non-homonymy of type I{c) in Plato are inextric-
able from questions about the nature of the participation relation
between Ideas and sensibles. One of the ways that Plato describes
this relation is in terms of the language of model and copies.” Fre-
quently, when the talk of model and copy is brought out, the lan-
guage of homonymy is also in the vicinity.® This much, at least,
is clear. The harder questions are, first, why he supposed a sep-
arated model to be necessary and, second, why it is appropriate
to think that both the F itself and its sensible likenesses are non-
homonymously F.° In what follows I shall briefly outline the pat-
tern of reasoning which I think carried him to that conclusion.

(1) Truthmakers and complete-being. In the most general of terms,
there are two principles which motivate Plato to postulate the ex-
istence of Ideas. First, like many good Aussie philosophers, he

the god makes only the one Idea, he is dvrws xAivys momris and dvrovpydv. The
craftsman, by contrast, makes xkAévy 7is and so is kAwomoids Tis but none the less a
Squeovpyds kdivys. There is a suggestion that the painter’s bed may not be a bed
in quite the same sense: xairor Tpdmw yé Twi kal & {wypddos xAvmy mowel* 7 of; val,
Ebn, dawouévmy ye kai obros (596 E 10~11). This may reflect the dialectical aims of
the Republic 10 argument. None of the passages where Plato likens the relationship
between Ideas and sensibles to that between model and copies (n. 7) suggests that
sensibles are incorrectly or ambiguously named after the Ideas.

7 Parm. 132D 2 pdhorae &uovye katadaiverar de éxew 1a pév eidy Taidra domep
wapadelypara éordvar &v 1) ddoer T6. 8¢ dAAa TodTOs dokévar wal elvar Spoidpara kal
1) pébefis adry Tois dMows ylyveolar Tév €l8dv obx dANY Tis 7} elcaolivar adrois; Tim.
28 A 8 drov pév odv av & Snuiovpyds mpos 16 katd TavTd éxov BAémwy del TotodTw Twi
mpooypduevos mapadelypart Ty i8éav ral Sdvauw adrod dmepydinrar kaldv é€ dvdyxns
oUTws GrrotedeioBar mav . . . 29 B 3 bde olv mepl Te elrdvos kal mepi Tol mapadelyparos
abris Stopioréov. Cf. Euthph. 6 E 6; Rep. 484C 9, 5404 9.

# In the Timaeus the relation of copy to model is to the fore from 50 A 4, where
the analogy of the moulding of gold is introduced. At 524 5 the sensible world
is described as 76 8¢ dudwvpov Guowdv Te éxelv. Similarly, in the Parmenides the
mapddetypa passage quoted in n. 7 (132 D 2) is followed by 133D 3 7d 8¢ map’ Guiv
Tabre Spwvupa ovra éxelvas.

? There is a problem of terminology here. The Platonic passages quoted in n. 8
speak of homonymy while Aristotle’s argument catalogues the variety of ways in
which things may be non-homonymously predicated. The relation that Plato refers
to by using the term ‘homonymous’ is the same relation that Aristotle calls non-
homonymy or synonymy. I shall argue that, on Plato’s view, the name and the
account of F are predicable of both sensibles and Ideas. Alexander is tempted by
just this hypothesis at §1. 13-16 and 77. 10-13. See also 94. 3—9.
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accepts the notion of truthmakers. When a sentence is true, there is
something in the world (broadly construed) which makes it true.'®
One can be very particular indeed about what truthmakers are. For
instance, one might think that all true sentences are made true by
facts. But one may also be catholic about truthmakers: if ‘Plato and
Aristotle exist’ is true, the truthmaker may be something which
lacks the kind of propositional structure that facts have—perhaps it
might simply be the mereological sum consisting of Plato and Aris-
totle. What reason is there to think that Plato is committed to the
existence of truthmakers, whatever form they may take? Consider
the examination of the sentences “Theaetetus sits’ and “Theaetetus
flies’ in the Sophist. The details of Plato’s treatment of not-being in
the Sophist are a matter of much controversy. One thing we may all
agree on is that Plato is concerned that both these sentences should
be about something, in particular, Theaetetus.!! Further, though the
details of what makes the false sentence false are also open to ques-
tion, it is clear that it is something about Theaetetus which gives
both sentences the truth-values that they have.'? 'The correct an-
swer to one of Socrates’ “What is F?* questions will similarly be a
true sentence whose form is “The F is the xyz.” In what follows,
the question of the truthmakers for answers to Socratic questions
will loom large. But the notion of truthmakers on its own is not
sufficient to motivate the theory of Ideas.

In addition to thinking that there are things or beings which make
the true sentences true, Plato imagines a strong parallelism between

1° The staffroom consensus is that David Armstrong is responsible for the term
‘truthmaker’. It certainly occurs frequently in his work, and David Lewis provides
a nice discussion of the role that truthmakers play in Armstrong’s philosophy in
his critical notice of 4 Combinatory Theory of Possibility, in Australasian Fournal
of Philosophy, 70 (1992), 211-24. John Fox, ‘Truthmaker’, Australasian Journal of
Philosophy, 65 (1987), 188—207, and John Bigelow, The Reality of Numbers (Oxford,
1988), 127—78, understand the making involved in terms of entailment: if p is true,
there must be something whose existence entails that it is true. A more formal
characterization of the relation of making true, as well as some historical reflections
on truthmakers in Husserl, Brentano, Meinong, Russell, and Wittgenstein, can
be found in Kevin Mulligan, Peter Simons, and Barry Smith, ‘Truth-makers’,
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 44 (1984), 287—321.

' Soph. 263 C 5—11 BE. érera 8¢ ye wds.  OFAL obrws. EE. e 8¢ uv éotw
ads, obk GAov ye oBdevés.  OFEAL wds yap;  EBE. pndevos (8€) ye cv 008’ av Adyos
ein 76 mapdmav dmedrivapey ydp 6t Tdv ddvvdrwy fv Adyov Bvra undevds elvar Adyov.
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being and truth.!® The argument from opposites at the conclusion
of Republic 5 is perhaps the most straightforward statement of this
commitment.'* It seems clear that Plato accepts that being can come
in degrees.'® If I am correct to claim that he thinks that being and
truth are parallel, this implies that he thought that truth comes in
degrees as well.!* What are we to make of this idea?

The argument of Republic 5 is best understood against the back-
drop of Socratic questions. The account which answers the ques-
tion ‘What is beauty?’ must be completely true. It must give the one
reason that always makes beautiful things beautiful. So the proper
Adyos of the beautiful is about an é—a thing which is.'” Thus far
this is reasonably uncontroversial: there is always something (some
thing) which makes a true sentence true. Plato adds to this truism the
idea that this v must have a degree of being which is commensurate
with the sort of complete, exceptionless truth which its correspond-
ing Adyos has: it must be completely or purely. With respect to the
truthmakers for such Adyor, we should interpret being completely

3 One can garner some prima-facie evidence for such a parallelism simply by
noticing how many times Plato links the concepts of truth and being or pure being
as if it were just obvious that they go hand in hand. Consider the following not
atypical remarks from the Republic: 501 D 1~2 mérepov uz) Tob Svros re xai dipdelas
épaoTds elvar Tovs Procddous; 508 D 4=6 olrw Tolvuy kal T6 THs Puxis bde véer Srav
wév o karardume dAfBerd e xai T6 8y, els TobTo dmepeionTar, événoer, §25 C 4—6 évexa
modéuov e xal adriis Tis Yuxis faoTwvns peracTpodis dmo yevéoews én’ djflecdy Te Kol
oboiay.

4 1 provide a detailed interpretation of the argument from opposites in ‘Know-
ledge and Belief in Republic V', forthcoming in Archiv fiiv Geschichte der Philosophie,
80 (1998). In what follows I shall simply summarize the results of this investigation.

5 Most obviously at Rep. 477 A 3—4 67 76 uév mavredds Ov mavreAds yvwordy, uy
dv 8¢ undauf wdvry dyvworov. But see also Phdy. 247 D 2—4 {vois] 76 dv dyand 7e xal
Bewpoioa TAnli Tpéperar xal evmalel éws dv xixAw 7 mepidops. els TadToV TEpLevéyKT).
&y 8¢ 1) mepiédw kabopd uév abriy Sikatoatvyy xabopd 8¢ owdpooitvny xalbopd 3¢ kTA.
Note that the being and truth that vods is nourished on are pure.

‘¢ Commentators have already noted the apparent ease with which Plato passes
from consideration about the things which are both beautiful and not beautiful to
the véuipa about them (Rep. 479 B 9 and D 4). This ought to suggest that both the
things and the vdpipa are and are not. If we take the sense of éore which is relevant to
the latter to be the veridical sense, this implies that they are both true and not true.
Only J. C. B. Gosling, ‘Republic V: ta polla kala’, Phronests, 5 (1960), 116—28, seems
to embrace this consequence. He claims that the sight-lovers’ vouiua are ‘partially
true’, 1 prefer to say that they are ambiguous and are true on one interpretation but
false on another.

7 Hence Socrates gets his interlocutors to agree that the object of their search ‘is
something’, e.g. Phaedo 65D 4 7{ 8¢ &1 1a Towdde, & Dwupla; papév 1 elvar Sixaiov adro
7 008év; H.Ma. 287 C 4 odkodv &ot Tt Tobro % Stkaroctvy; Phaedo 78 ¢ 9—p 1 makes
explicit the relationship between this being or substance and Socratic questioning,
adry 7 ovola 7is Adyov 8{8oper Tob elvar kal épwTdvTes Kal Amoxpvdueror KTA.
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or purely as predicative: it is shorthand for being completely or
purely F.'"® One must be careful in saying what this comes to, for
here we verge on the problem of self-predication. 1 shall say that x
is-completely F' if no sentence of the form ‘x is not F in relation to
J is true.'® As I understand the argument of Republic 5, the prob-
lem with the sight-lovers is that their vduiyia about beauty do not
observe Socrates’ requirement that there be one reason or cause
which explains why all the many beautifuls are beautiful. They
may say that ‘the brightly coloured is beautiful’ and also that ‘the
pure and austere is beautiful’. Taken as claims about the way that
some sensibles are, these are true. Some brightly coloured things
are beautiful. Taken as assertions about the one thing by virtue of
which all the many beautifuls are beautiful, they are false. This is
why the riddle about the eunuch, with its systematic ambiguities, is
apposite to the discussion of the sight-lovers’ claims about beauty
(479 ¢). The ‘no more true than false’ character of what they say is
matched by the ‘no more beautiful than not beautiful’ objects which
make true—to the extent that it is true—what they say. Those who
are entirely ignorant of beauty believe things which are not true
under any interpretation. The problem of what their false beliefs
are made false by is not taken up by Plato on this occasion.?®

18 G, Vlastos, ‘Degrees of Reality in Plato’, in G. Vlastos (ed.), Platonic Studies,
2nd edn. (Princeton, 1981), 58—75.

* The notion of complete-being takes us into the troubled question of self-
predication in Plato. Though self-predication is not the focus of the argument from
relatives in the way that it is for Alexander’s versions of the Third Man, it is not an
issue that can simply be ignored. I believe that Plato’s use of claims like “The Just
Itself is just’ expresses a defeating condition for potential candidates for what justice
is rather than a positive attribution of the property of justice to the Idea. Plato’s
point is that if a candidate for the alria of justice is such that there is some instance
in which it makes something unjust, or even fails to make that to which it is present
just, then this thing is not the real airio of justice. Thus, my suggestion is that, for
Plato, ‘the F Itself is F effectively comes to the stricture that the truthmaker for the
proper account of F-ness and the explanatory principle for the many Fs must be free
from the compresence of opposites. In practice it amounts to the claim that ‘the F'
Itself is not not F”. This is well illustrated by passages like H. Ma. 291 D 1-3, where
Hippias begins to see that what Socrates is looking for is something which will not
be properly said to be not beautiful in any context. But given the sort of thing that
the F Itself is, this is a case where one cannot infer ‘Fa’ from ‘~~Fa’. This failure
of a familiar logical equivalence should not surprise us. In ordinary discourse ‘not
here’ is equivalent in meaning to ‘somewhere else’, but it does not follow from the
fact that the Idea of the Good is not here that it is somewhere else. The Good isn’t
anywhere. That is just the sort of thing that it is.

20 In the argument in book 5 Socrates identifies the object of ignorance with that
which is not (477 B 10, 479 ¢ 7) and even wdvrws un év (478 D 7). 478 B~C poses a
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These are things which I claim Plato accepts and which lie behind
the argument of Republic 5. But why would he believe them? The
requirement of complete-being and the language/truth parallelism
are not a simple-minded insistence on metaphysical tidiness on
Plato’s part. Plato was well aware that what is F in relation to y but
not F in relation to ¢ is not an impossible or contradictory object.?!
But the Ideas are not merely truthmakers for the right account of
beauty, justice, and so on. Plato also regards them as explanatory
principles. We may think of the correct account of beauty in terms
of necessary and sufficient conditions for the application of the
concept, but Plato thinks of it in terms of an aér/a which is present
to each of the many sensibles.?> Moreover, he is committed to the
view that the explanation for why all the many Fs are F' is not
merely logically innocuous, but epistemically transparent. If that
on account of which all the many Fs are F were such that it in
some way failed to be F, it would not be clear how it explained F-
ness and not its absence.?® This commitment to what [ am calling

problem about the object of opinion which ought to apply equally well to the false
content of the ignorant person’s belief.

31 See the discussion of the principle of opposites at Rep. 436 B 8—9 djAov é7e
Tadrov Tavavrio moielv 1§ mdoxew kard TabTév ye xal wpos Tavrov and 437 A 1-2 &s
woré Ti Qv TO abTé Ov dpa kaTd T abrd mpds 76 adré rdvavria wdbor 7 xal efn % xal
novhoeev. C. Kirwan, ‘Plato and Relativity’, Phronesis, 19 (1974), 112-29, argues that
Plato did not fully recognize that a thing could be both like x and unlike y without
thereby being an impossible object until he wrote the Parmenides. However, even
he is willing to concede that these passages from Republic say that this is possible,
though he thinks that Plato has still not grasped the full implication of this principle
(p. 120). I do not find his remarks on Phaedo 102 D—E convincing. There Socrates
allows that Simmias can be both large and small, but that the largeness in him
cannot, To insist that the passage tells in favour of the view that there is no real
compresence of largeness and smallness because the large in Simmias must flee
when he enters into a comparison with Phaedo is just to beg the question against the
reading according to which largeness and smallness in different relations can abide
in the same individual. In any event, both Kirwan and I agree that at some point
Plato comes to the realization that a middle-sized Simmias is not a contradictory
object.

22 Cf. HMa. 299E 4 76 aitwv xadyj elvor with Phaedo 100 Bff. Socrates rejects
colour and shape and af dMat airia in favour of participation in 76 adro xaAév. This
alria has mapovoia eire xowwvia eite dmy 67 xal dmws mpoayevouévy. Cf. Lys. 2x78B
6, Gorg. 497 E 1 for mapovsia; also H. Ma. 289 D 89 7{ dort 76 xadér § xail 7d dMa
TdvTa KoGuelTOL KAl TPOTYevouévoy avTol xald daiverar and 294 A 1-2 TodTo Aéyouer
8 mapayevdpevor mowel éxacra dalveaBar kard TodTwy ofs dv maph 7 6 elvar 1 608érepa
ToUTWY;

2% P. Woodruff, Plato: Hippias Major (Indianapolis, 1982), takes a similar view.
What he calls strict predication I call the relation of complete-being. Following
Vlastos, ‘Reasons and Causes in the Phaedo’, in Platonic Studies, 76—110, he calls
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explanatory transparency comes across most clearly in Socrates’
complaints in Phaedo g9 ff. about explanations that he once thought
he understood.** How, he asks, can two be that by virtue of which
ten is more than eight when two 1s itself something small in relation
to some numbers? In the terms in which I have cast the discussion,
this amounts to the claim that two cannot be the airia by which ten
is large (or larger than eight) since two fails to be-completely large.

(11) From truthmakers and complete-being to Ideas. The condition
that the requirement of complete-being imposes on the truthmaker
for the correct account of what F is leads fairly obviously to an
argument for an Ideal I over and above the many F things, at
least for some values of F. Terms that can be used attributively,
like ‘good’ or ‘beautiful’, inevitably give rise to what Fine calls the
narrow compresence of opposites. x undergoes narrow compres-
ence of opposites if at ¢, x is F¥ in virtue of one feature and not ¥
in virtue of the same feature. Both universals and particulars can
undergo narrow compresence. Just as Paris is beautiful in virtue of
his looks in relation to men and not beautiful in relation to gods, so
too bright colour is beautiful in this painting, but not in another.
Thus, if we are looking for a truthmaker for the correct account
of beauty, it cannot be the many beautifuls—neither the particu-
lars nor the properties. None of them passes the requirement of
complete-being. Moreover, one cannot suppose that property in-
stances, as opposed to the property generally, can be the truthmaker.
In effect, this suggestion supposes that one could make the indivi-

the 8:” § which Socrates seeks the ‘logical cause’. The logical cause of the beautiful
or the fine must be strictly fine. Woodruff writes, “The fine is not foul under any
qualification (cf. 291 D 2). Otherwise it could not be trusted to make things fine, but
being in part fine and in part foul, it would bring both qualities with it as a logical
cause. But the fine must be a dependable cause and make things only fine, if it is to
be what the expert on fineness knows’ (p. 155).

2* D. Gallop, Plato’s Phaedo (Oxford, 1975), 186—7, isolates the following con-
straints on explanation introduced by Socrates’ complaints: (i) no opposite, F, can
count as the ‘reason’ for a thing’s having a property, if its opposite, G, can also give
rise to that property (97 A 7-B 3); (ii) nothing can count as a ‘reason’ for a thing’s
having a property F, if it can also give rise to the opposite property, G (101 A 6-8);
(iii) a ‘reason’ for a thing’s having a property F cannot be itself characterized by
the opposite of that property, G (101 A 8-B 2). (i) is a particular case of the general
insistence that the air{a of F is single. (iii) just affirms what I call the requirement of
complete being. (ii) goes hand in hand with it. Suppose, contrary to (iii), that some
purported airia of F-ness were itself G. Then, if this alria were present to some x,
it might make it F' or it might make it G. After all, it has both features to ‘pass on’
to that to which it is present.
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dual shares of F' the évra which make true the correct Adyos of F,
while dispensing with the notion that there is some distinct Idea
of which they are all shares.?” This is because the requirement of
complete-being is not the only constraint on candidates for the
proper airia. One must isolate the one thing on account of which
all the many Fs are F. The individual share or property instance
which (one might say) makes this F thing F is not that by which
all the F things are F. It is just this point which Socrates makes in
response to Hippias’ suggestion that Beauty is a beautiful girl.?®

The argument in outline, then, is that in order for there to be
knowledge of what F is, it must be possible to answer Socrates’
‘What is F?’ question. If this is to be possible, there must be a
truthmaker corresponding to the correct answer which is both the
one thing by which all the F's are F and itself completely F in the
specified sense. There are no candidates among the sensible F's: all
of them fail at least one of the requirements. So, if knowledge is
to be possible, there must be a non-sensible truthmaker and this
is the Idea, the F Itself. Note that this is not yet an argument for
a separated ldea in Aristotle’s sense of separate. All that it shows
is that the Idea is non-identical with any of the sensibles. It does
not show that it would exist even in their absence. But this is as it
should be, for the texts in Plato which this line of reasoning most
resembles (Phaedo 74 A—C; Rep. 479 A-D, 523 C-D) do not claim that
the Ideas enjoy ontological independence from sensibles. Unlike
Fine, I do not doubt for a minute that Plato consistently thought
that the Ideas are separate. However, his reasons for this view are
distinct from the argument considered here.?’

** T owe this objection to Allan Silverman.

* H.Ma. 288 A g—11 éyw 8¢ 87) épid o7e €l mapbeévos xary xaddv, éort 8¢ & radr’ dv
€ip xald; Socrates here rehearses the answer that he has learnt from Hippias. An
exact translation is difficult. I would follow Woodruff, Plato: Hippias Major, and
understand something like, ‘And I shall answer that if a fine girl is a fine thing then
it is on account of this that all these other things are fine?’

?7 In my view Plato supposes that Ideas are ontologically prior to sensibles because
they are epistemologically prior and because the epistemic and ontological orders
of priority are the same. Thus, to know that a sensible F is F presupposes that one
knows what F-ness is. This knowledge consists in the grasp of the correct account,
which in turn is made true by the Idea. Contrast this view with Aristotle’s Categories
and Posterior Analytics. On his view the universal is epistemically prior in the sense
that it is more knowable by nature (even if in the temporal order of things we come
to the universal by repeated encounters with particulars). Yet in the Categories
such secondary substances depend upon primary substances. Aristotle thinks that
sensible individuals are primary substances, but this should not obscure the other,
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(i) Truthmaking and homonymy. Let us now return to our
starting-point: why would Plato think that we predicate man non-
homonymously of both the painting of Socrates and Socrates? Con-
sider the relationship between the Beautiful Itself and one of the
many sensible beautifuls, say Helen of Troy. Plato characterizes
the former as the model and the latter as the copy. As we have just
seen, the Idea is the truthmaker for the correct account of beauty—
something whose existence must be postulated since nothing else
meets the conditions for this role. In particular, Helen cannot do
so, because while she is beautiful in relation to mortal women, she
is not beautiful in relation to goddesses (cf. H.Ma. 289 A 1-B 7). In
this respect, she is a bit like the picture of Socrates of which it is
true to say that it is a rational animal (as opposed to, say, a horse or
an artichoke) and also false to say that it is a rational animal (after
all, it isn’t really alive). There is a sense in which the essence of
man is truly predicable of the likeness, for what the picture rep-
resents is a rational animal. But the definition is not made true by
the likeness: what is pictured is a rational animal, but what makes
a picture of a man a picture of a rational animal is not simply the
existence of pictures. It is partly this feature of the relationship be-
tween Ideas and sensibles that Plato attempts to capture in calling
the former paradigms and the latter likenesses. A definition can be
true of something but without being made true by it. But this dis-
tinction between making true and being true of is not one which can
be made in terms of a different Adyos s odolas for the truthmaker
and the participant. It is for this reason that he thinks terms are
predicated non-homonymously—in Aristotle’s sense—of both.

(b) Platonic relatives

(1) Owen and Fine on mpés i. Apart from non-homonymy, the other
key to this argument is Plato’s view of relatives. Plato, notoriously,
does not define or discuss at length the distinction between abso-
lute (7a kaf’ ad74) and relative terms (7o mpds 7v). Owen treated the
contrast between wpds 7t and «xaf’ avré or kvpiws semantically. On
his view, the argument from relatives is a semantically motivated
argument for a limited range of Ideas. Where F is an incomplete
deeper dimension in which he disagrees with Plato. Even if they happened to agree
about what primary substances are, Aristotle thinks that the order of understanding

and the order of ontological dependence can run in different directions, while Plato
thinks that they cannot.
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term, we must hypothesize an Idea since we cannot understand
the meaning of ‘F’ unless we are acquainted with something which
1s completely F. However, Owen seems to vacillate between two
notions of incompleteness. Sometimes it sounds as if a usage is
incomplete if it requires a complement for its meaningfulness. At
other times, it seems as if incomplete terms are those whose usage
admits a complement. Either way there is trouble, for it is just not
clear that ‘Socrates is large’ makes no sense unless it is completed
with ‘in relation to Cebes’. Thus, this way of explaining the ka8’
avTé/mpds T distinction leaves Plato with a very odd view indeed.
In the second case, it seems that ‘Matt is a gentleman’ is an in-
complete predication since it admits the complement ‘when he is
sober’. But it seems unlikely, given his other examples of wpds 7t
terms, that Plato would regard ‘gentleman’ as a relative on account
of this fact. Owen also argued that the complete/incomplete term
distinction provides us with an Academic concept of wpds 7« which
is wider in its application than the class of terms that Aristotle labels
relatives. As evidence of this, he cites passages from Hermodorus,
Xenocrates, Diogenes Laertius, and Sextus regarding Plato’s cat-
egories.”® In addition, Owen thought that Alexander provides evi-
dence of such an Academic distinction in 86. 6, where he deduces
difficulties for the Platonists from the assumption that number is
a relative.”® Finally, the existence of such an Academic use of wpds
7t would explain how it is possible for the argument to be substan-
tially true to Plato’s dialogues: it is supposed to show that there are
Ideas which fall outside the Aristotelian category of relatives, but
not outside the Platonic ones, e.g. Goodness and Beauty.

Even if it were possible to disambiguate the complete/incomplete
distinction in such a way as to make it yield a division of «af’
atTd from wpds 7 that corresponds with Plato’s examples from the
dialogues, it is doubtful that this is the distinction recorded in the
reports of Plato’s categories. In fact, detailed examination shows
that there is no one distinction which is catalogued in Hermodorus,
Xenocrates, et al.*® Fine claims that Alexander’s remark at 86. 6 is

2% Hermodorus ap. Simpl. In Phys. 248. 2—-5; Xenocrates ap. Simpl. In Cat. 63.
21-64. 12; D.L. 3. 108-9; Sextus, M. 10. 263-6.

¥ In Metaph. 86. 6 dAX* €l 6 dptBuds mpés 71 (wds ydp dptfuds Twis éomi), xai éori
mpdTos & dpifuds rdv SvTwv, el ye kal Tis SudSos v dpxrv méfevro, eln v xat’ adrods
76 mpds Tt mpdTov TOb KaB adro Svros. TovTo 8¢ dromov.

3 See Fine, On Ideas, ch. 12, as well as J. Annas and J. Barnes, The Modes of
Scepticism (Cambridge, 1985), 128 ff., on the Sextus passage.
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not completely out of line with standard Aristotelian usage. In fact,
Aristotle at least begins his Categories discussion with the view that
a relative is that which is of or than something, though he goes on
to refine it. But in any event it is not clear that the sense of mpds =
in 86. 6 is the same as the one that is in play in the argument from
relatives.

If Owen was wrong to think that Platonic relatives are to be
understood in terms of incomplete predications, then how are we to
understand them? Fine argues that this question will get no answer,
since there is no fixed Platonic usage of ka8’ ad7é and mpés 7 (p. 174).
She thinks that in the Argument from Relatives Aristotle uses xaf’
av7é to indicate the category of substance and 7pds 7¢ to pick out
relatives as they are understood in the Categories and elsewhere in
the Aristotelian corpus (p. 182). She also agrees with Owen that
the argument is intended to show that there are Ideas which fall
outside the Aristotelian category of relatives, like the Good Itself.
She adds that it also fails to show that there are Ideas for terms
within this category, like ‘slave’. Thus, it seems that on her view,
the range of Ideas which the argument from relatives is intended
to generate is both larger and smaller than Aristotle’s category
of 7pds 7i. The lesson that Fine would draw from all this is that
the argument is an argument from relatives only in the sense that
the example Aristotle uses to illustrate it is a relative term. It does
not mean that the argument is supposed to be confined to relative
terms.’' Thus it becomes unimportant how we understand the «a8’
adTé/mpds T distinction.

This needs to be questioned. Fine says that the Argument from
Relatives is not intended to produce an Idea of slave, but she pro-
vides no argument for this claim. Nor, I think, can she do so,
consistent with accepting Owen’s reason for thinking that the ar-
gument from relatives is not confined to Aristotle’s category of
mwpds Ti. Owen notes that the likely source for Aristotle’s argument,
Phaedo 74 A 9—77 A 5, includes not only the relatives equal, larger,
and smaller (which are Aristotelian relatives), but also beautiful,
just, good, and holy, and ‘all things upon which we set the seal
adté 6 dort’ (75 C 10-D 2) {which are not). Suppose it is correct to

3t ¢ contrary to Owen, the label “Argument from Relatives” does not imply
that the argument is meant to show that there are forms for all and only relatives. It
indicates only that the argument proceeds from a relative . . . not that all and only
relative predicates can be substituted for “equal”’ (Fine, On Ideas, 174-5).
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connect Aristotle’s version of the argument with Phaedo 74~7 and
that the argument is therefore intended to generate Ideas for larger
and smaller as well as equal. But Plato characterizes these terms in
just the same way that he characterizes ‘master’ and ‘slave’: they
are such as to be of or than another.?? Since the Parmenides seems
to affirm the existence of an Idea for slave, and since Plato regards
dovlos and peilov as on a par, there is every reason to think that the
argument under consideration is intended to generate an Idea for
slave and presumably all other Aristotelian 7pds 7i. In the next sec-
tion I shall defend a Platonic account of mpds 7« which incorporates
all the Aristotelian relatives, as well as the additional predicates,
like ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’, which Owen sought to include in the
Academic distinction.

Before we turn to this, however, let us consider further Fine’s ac-
count of the Platonic line of reasoning which Aristotle’s argument
discusses. On her view, Plato is interested in the phenomenon of the
narrow compresence of opposites, particularly as it is manifested
by sensible properties. The narrow compresence of opposites on
the part of bright colour and other sensible properties leads Plato
to conclude that beauty is a non-sensible property. The so-called
argument from relatives calls attention to this narrow compresence’
in a particular case involving a relative, but the phenomenon is ex-
hibited outside Aristotle’s category of relatives as well. She thinks
that Plato generalizes from narrow compresence to broad compres-
ence. x undergoes broad compresence if x has features which are
inessential to understanding what x is. So, for instance, one does not
understand what square is by understanding this square, for it has
features which are not relevant to that understanding, e.g. having
an area of four centimetres. Thus, it is not surprising that she sees
nothing distinctive about relatives in Plato’s thought which would
make it appropriate to talk about an argument exclusively designed
to show that there are Ideas for such terms.**

2 Rep. 438 B 1-2 doa y’ éori Towabra ofa elval rov, which he illustrates with ¢
wetlov Tot067dy ot olov Twos elvar peilov. Compare this with Parm. 133D 7-E 4,
where master and slave are distinguished by the similar genitive construction: e 7is
Hudv Tov Seamdrys 7 SodAds dorw, odx adrol Sesmdrov Simov, 8 dori eomdrys, éxelvov
800ASs éariv, 008e adrod Soblov, & éoTi Sodlros, Secomdrys Seomdrys, dAX’ dvlpwmos
@v dvbpdimov duddrepa Tadr’ éorlv abry 8¢ Seomorela adris Souvdelas eoriv § dort, xai
Soviela woalTws adry SovAeia adris Seomorelas.

*3 1t must be noted that Fine discusses the argument from broad compresence to

Ideas in the context of the Argument from the Sciences {Alex. Aphr. In Metaph.
79. 3-80. 6) and remarks that, of the arguments surveyed in the IHepi $Sedv, the



192 Dirk Balizly

Fine’s account of the specifics of the ITepi (bedv argument from
narrow compresence will be criticized in the next section. I am in
sympathy with the general drift of her account of Plato’s pathway
from narrow compresence to Ideas, though I do not accept all the
details.** However, we should not suppose that Plato accepts the
generalization from narrow to broad compresence. Charity dictates
that we ought to credit Plato with the best argument that the text
will support. Given the constraints that Plato accepts on answers to
the question ‘What is beauty?’, it is reasonable for him to dismiss
the property of being brightly coloured because it suffers from nar-
row compresence. [t is not, however, reasonable for him to suppose
that there must be an Idea of Square because all the sensible squares
have inessential features (and thus suffer broad compresence), for
the Idea has features that are inessential to the understanding of
squareness as surely as the sensibles do. It is no part of the essence
of squareness that it be eternal, perfect, and all the other features
of Ideas qua Ideas. Aristotle criticizes Plato for supposing that the
object of our knowledge when we understand the essence of man is
something that has features that are incompatible with the essence
of man. However, it is no part of his criticism that he supposes the
Idea of man to have features that are znessential to the essence of
man.*® This would be very surprising if Plato accepted the argu-

Argument from Relatives alone explicitly adverts to compresence (p. 152). Is it
narrow or broad? Her exegesis of I11(b) involves narrow compresence (p. 152), but in
summing up the result of the argument, she simply talks of compresence (pp. 143,
159, 167). The root of her ambivalence is perhaps the thought that Plato accepts
both arguments. Thus, if the main thrust of the argument from relatives is that there
must be a non-sensible property which makes all the many Fs F when all the sensible
properties which one might nominate for this role undergo narrow compresence,
and the main thrust of the argument from the sciences is that there must also be an
Idea where properties or particulars undergo broad compresence, then Plato must
think that there is an argument from any form of compresence to an Idea. The
difference between the individual arguments can only be one of emphasis.

3+ I think that the account of Ideas as both truthmakers for the answers to Socratic
questions and as explanatory principles present to their participants does a better
job of preserving the sense in which Ideas seem to occupy an intermediate position
between universals and particulars. Fine must steadfastly oppose any reading of a
passage in Plato which makes the Ideas too substantial (in the Aristotelian sense).
Perhaps this can be done, but it seems to me that it resolves a matter which Plato’s
own remarks about the Ideas leave open. Is it clear, for instance, that in the guided
tour of the realm of Being in Phaedrus 2477 C-D, the author consistently thinks of the
Ideas as properties and not particulars?

35 Top. 148°14—17 ITAdrwv Spilerar 16 Bvmrov mposdmrwy év Tois Tév {pwy Spicpois:
7% yap Oéa odx éarar Gvmri) ofov adrodvlpwmos doT’ odx ébapudoer 6 Adyos éml T
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ment from broad compresence that Fine attributes to him. Let us
return to the notion that the argument is intended to apply only
to members of a class of terms which Plato—though perhaps not
Aristotle—would call mpds 7:.

(ii) Plato and wpés Ti. Relative terms, we are told, are those things
which have their being in relation to another.*® Although Plato’s
definition—if one can call it that—is vague, some of his examples
suggest the following analysis: Where R and C are a relative and
correlative pair, if x is R, then there is some y such that x is R in
relation to y and y is C in relation to x.>” Thus, if Jones is a slave,
then Jones is a slave of some master. Contrary to Owen’s interpre-
tation of Plato’s distinction, this is not a semantic claim. Plato does
not think that ‘Jones is a slave’ is meaningless as it stands or that
one needs acquaintance with some paradigm which is a slave but
not of anyone in order to understand sentences in which the word
‘slave’ appears. Rather, this is a metaphysical claim about the way
that some v is: & Soddos is what it is only in relation to another év,
6 8eamdérns. Language gets into the picture only because Plato takes
certain syntactic features to be a reliable marker of this metaphysical
relation. In all likelihood, this is why Aristotle begins his discus-
sion of relatives with just such a syntactic criterion: wpds 7t 8¢ 7a
rowadra Aéyerai, Soa adra dmep éotly érépwv elvar Aéyerar 1) Smwooty
AN ws mpos érepov (Cat. 6*°36—7).%* Various ancient commentators

18éav. Metaph. 1059"10—14 éxer dvriBeaw doTe dvdyxn yéver érepa elvar. pavepdv Tolvuy
87t ot &vdéyerar elvar €ldn TowadTa ola Aéyovai Twes: éotar yop xal dvlpwmos 6 puév phap-
705 6 8 dpbapros. kaitor ¢ eider TadTd AéyeTar elvar Td €idy Tois TLol Kal 0By CpWYVLG.

3o Soph. 255 C 12—13 dAA” olual o€ ovyywpelv @V dvTwy Ta pév avTd xad’ adrd, Td
8¢ mpos dMa dei Aéyeofar. Cf. Parm. 133 C 8 odxoby xai doar 7dv {dedv mpos dAMjAas
eloly ai elow, adral mpos abrds Ty odolav éxovow KTA.

37 T do not propose to consider the nature of the relation between sensibles and
Ideas for relatives. H. N. Castarieda argued that Plato imagined monadic Ideas
bound by laws of factual enchainment, so that if Simmias is taller than Cebes
this is because Simmias participates in Tallness and Cebes in Shortness, and their
participation in these Ideas is ‘toward’ one another (‘Plato’s Phaedo Theory of Re-
lations’, Journal of Philosophical Logic, 1 (1972), 467-80). M. Matthen, by contrast,
multiplies the number of participation relations so that Simmias participates-with-
respect-to-Cebes in Tallness (‘Plato’s Treatment of Relational Statements in the
Phaedo’, Phronesis, 27 (1982), go~100). However we understand the relation be-
tween these sensibles and their corresponding Ideas, it will turn out that if x is R,
then there is some y such that x is R in relation to y and y is C in relation to x.

3% Compare Re;b. 438A 7-B 1 Soo. 'y’ éori rowadra ofa efval ToU, TA pce‘v mota drra
mowod Twds éorw, where the examples include the pairs larger/smaller, more/less,
double/half, the non-comparative terms hot/cold, knowledge/knowable, a specific
kind of knowledge like building/house-building, and, of course, thirst/drink; Parm.
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identify this criterion as Platonic and it is not utterly implausible to
do so, for Plato seldom offers us anything more specific.’** However,
this is not the end of the story. Aristotle thinks that there are some
relatives which do not exhibit this syntactic marker. Thus the non-
comparative terms ‘large’ and ‘small’ are said not to be contraries
because they are relative terms which rely on an implicit compar-
ison.*® In this it seems likely that he is again following his teacher,
for Plato too is tempted by the thought that at least no sensible thing
is xad’ ad1é péya. Nor is Plato particularly careful in distinguish-
ing comparative from non-comparative adjectives.*' This suggests
a disjunctive account of the Platonic category of mpds 7¢. A termisa
relative if (@) it is of or than something—a metaphysical relation in-
dicated by a genitive or dative complement; or (b) it is ‘appropriately
related’ to a term that meets the first condition. The second disjunct
is admittedly vague, but this simply reflects the uncertainty about
the extension of ra mpds 7t given Plato’s rough characterization.
For instance, Aevkdrepos takes the relevant genitive complement,
and one may say that what is paler is always paler than some darker

133 € 8 doas 7éw ey wpos dAMjAas eloiv ai elow, which works with the examples of
master/slave and knowledge/knowable; Chrm. 168 B 2 éxet Twva Toradryv Sdvapw dore
rwés elvar. The last passage considers things of the same kind as knowledge and its
object (167 C 5 & dAdois ydp mov T adré Tobro éav oxomys. Among these are vision/
colour, hearing/sound, sense/sensible, desire/pleasure, wish/good, love/beauty, fear/
the dreadful, opinion/the opinable, greater/smaller, double/half, more/less, heavier/
lighter, older/younger, as well as motion and heat. The correlatives of these wdfy
are not specified, but consideration of Euthph. 10B 1—2 76 ¢epduevor 8idri déperar
epduevdy dorw, 4 8" dAo Tu; suggests that the pairs denoted by active and passive
participles may be wpds =« pairs. It is clear that Aristotle includes them among ra
mpds T at Metaph. 1021°14-19.

3 Four Categories commentaries attribute the definition to Plato: Porph. 111,
28—g; Simpl. 159. 12—15; Olymp. 112. 20; and David 215. 21 ff. Amm. 70. 10-14
and Philop. 109. 26—31 deny this on the ground that it slanders Plato, I am indebted
to Thom Bole for the references to Olympiodorus and David.

0 Cat. 5°14-18 € p3) 76 wodd 7¢ SAlyw dain 1is elvar davriov ) 76 péya 76 pirpd.
TobTwy 8¢ 0tdéy éoTi moody dAAG TAW Tpds Ti' 0DOY yop adrd kal’ adrd péya Ayerar
17 pexpdy, dAXG mpos érepov dvadéperar. This passage seems to be contradicted by
Metaph. 1020°22—4. H. Bonitz, Aristoteles: Metaphysik (Berlin, 1848), holds that
the two are genuinely irreconcilable, while Alexander seems to think that uéya
admits of both a relative and ka8’ adré sense (In Metaph. 397. 33-5).

*1 Most notably in Theaet. 153 Efl. He begins from the thought unév aidrd xad’
adro év Ov Tifévres. This is first illustrated with examples of colour, but he then turns
to size. If things were xa8’ ad7é uéya then they would not become different when
brought into comparison with something else without having undergone a change
in themselves. By 154 ¢ the non-comparative forms have given way to illustrations
involving peifov and mAov. See also nn. 38 and 43.
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thing. Thus ‘paler’ seems to be a relative. But it seems questionable
whether one ought to say that the non-comparative term ‘pale’ is a
relative. Perhaps it does not, like ‘large’, involve an implicit compar-
ison.*? The most generous understanding of ‘appropriately related’
yields the account of wpds 7 and xaf’ avrd offered by Xenocrates.
According to him, 7a xaf’ ad7é is simply the Aristotelian category
of substance, while ra mpds 7« encompasses all the other categories
since these accidents are accidents of some subject. A more con-
servative understanding of the appropriate relation would isolate
non-comparative terms which admit of an attributive use. The idea
that a thing may be good or beautiful for a thing of its kind is per-
haps the sort of thing that Aristotle has in mind when he writes 7
smwoody dAws mpos €repor—a clause that was presumably intended
to cover terms like ‘large’. We may also include alongside attribu-
tives those terms, like just’ or ‘pious’, which are sensitive to the
description under which their subjects are characterized. Thus, an
action might be pious in so far as it is the prosecution of a murderer,
but impious in so far as it is the prosecution of one’s own father. If
we take this more conservative approach to the extension of ra mpds
71, then it turns out that this class includes the terms, like ‘beauty’,
which give rise to the narrow compresence of opposites that Fine
thinks is the basis of the argument from relatives. But the relatives
so understood also include terms like ‘slave’, and Fine thinks that
the argument was not intended to generate Ideas in these cases.
(iii) Plato’s Ideas and mpés . Above I gave the broad outlines
of a Platonic argument for Ideas. Now it is time to see whether
relatives like ‘master’ and ‘slave’ fit into that picture. The argument
is roughly that the exceptionlessly correct account of F requires a
truthmaker which in no way fails to be F, and for those values of F'
where we find the narrow compresence of opposites, this requires
the postulation of an Idea of F. What is distinctive about ¢ SodAos
is that this being is what it is in relation to another. This, how-
ever, is incompatible with the slave being-completely a slave, for
there is a true sentence like ‘Jones is not the slave of Smith’. (Let
us suppose that Jones belongs to Brown instead.) Hence, whatever
the truthmaker is for the right account of slavery, it cannot be the

*2 This is doubtless the reason why the later accounts of ‘Plato’s categories’ which
Owen examined do not yield the same division. They are not accounts of a genuinely
Platonic division. Rather, they are ways of trying to make specific a division that is
drawn vaguely in Plato’s dialogues.
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slave that we see going to market. Plato’s solution, as the Parmenides
makes clear, was to suppose that there are Ideas of Master and Slave
which are what they are in relation to one another and which do
not enter into relations with other things. Thus, it is not the case
that Slave Itself fails to be-completely because it is not the slave of
Smith. This is part of the point of the separation of the Ideas. They
are avTo kaf’ avré because their complete-being is not mortgaged
to relations with sensibles.** This is not an arbitrary specification of
their natures except in so far as their natures are specified as models
or paradigms. Though copies are copies of a model, a model is not
a model of a copy. It is this asymmetry that allows Plato to insist
that Slave Itself is o9 mpos 7a map’ Huiv (Parm. 133 D 1-2).*

This is a rather brief treatment of deep and complex issues in
Plato’s metaphysics. It would take a great deal more to make the
interpretation absolutely convincing. For the moment, however, 1
hope to have established that it is not wildly implausible. But since
our quarry is Aristotle’s version of the argument from relatives, let
us now turn to that.

2. 'The structure of Aristotle’s argument

Plato’s dialogues suggest that sensible equals are a case of 1(b) non-
homonymy, for the sensibles are likenesses of Equality Itself. The
next puzzle about the argument that Aristotle provides in the ITep!
Bewv is why II denies that equal 1s predicated non-homonymously
of sensible equals. The puzzle is an old one and it has been given
several solutions. The earliest is that adopted by the copyist of the
L and F manuscripts of Alexander’s text. He simply changes the ar-
gument so that adréioov is predicated of the sensibles synonymously
but not strictly so (cuvvwvipws, ot kvpiws 8¢, recensio altera 83. 15).
Cherniss proposed keeping the words in the better manuscripts in

* Note that later in the Parmenides Plato provides the same treatment of the 7pds
71 pair large/small: Parm. 150 C 4-6 dAd pay adro péyebos ok dAdov peilov 7 adris
guLkplTnTOS, 003€ GuUIKpdTYS dAXou édaTTov 7 adTod peyéfous.

** See also Phileb. 54 A 7—10 p8érara. mérepov odv rolrwy évexa morépou, Ty yéveow
odoias évexa dduev 7 Ty obolay elvar yevéoews évexa; with Tim. 28 A ff. Aristotle also
notes that some relatives are so called, not because they are what they are in relation
to something else, but because something else is related to them: Metaph. 1021%26—
30 7d pev ody xar’ dpfudv xal Sdvapw Aeydueva mpds Tt wdvra dorl mwpds T 7§ Smep
doriv dAdov Aéyeolar adré § éorw, dAAa puv 7¢ dAdo mpds éxeivor 76 8¢ perpnTov kal 76
émoTyTov Kal To StavonTov T Ao mpos adTd Adyeslar mpds i Adyovrar.
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the recensio vulgata, but had the meanings shifted between I and
11.** Though Alexander writes ‘non-homonymously’ in I(b), this
is in fact what Plato would call a case of ‘homonymy’—the relation
of likeness to model.** Alexander then shifts from the Aristotelian
terminology of I when he claims in II that ‘equal’ is predicated
homonymously. The effect is to show that sensible equals are cases
of the kind of predication discussed in 1(b) because the argument
of II rules out the possibility that they are a case of I(a) predica-
tion and III rules out the possibility of I(c) predication. This is
not too wildly implausible, but when he gets to I1I Cherniss has
to introduce yet a different sense for ‘non-homonymous’. We are
to understand III as ‘if someone were to say that the model and
the likeness are not of the same class’. He recognizes that so many
shifts in the sense of the term in so short a space of text are unde-
sirable and suggests that ‘the true reading may have been sudvuvpor
Ty elcdva 7¢ mapadeiypare and that w7 was inserted by a reader
who, taking the word in the Aristotelian sense, tried to correct the
passage in the manner of LF’ (ibid.). The proper sense would then
be ‘if one were to admit that the image 1s always*? derivative from
the model, it still follows that . . .’. This is surely ingenious, but it
would be far preferable to have an interpretation of the text that we
actually have.

(a) Owen’s version of the argument

Such an interpretation is exactly what Owen managed to accom-
plish. In all the kinds of non-homonymy discussed in I, there is
something that is xkvpiws or completely F. II is intended to show
that ‘equal’ cannot be predicated non-homonymously of sensible
equals in the manner of I{a) because none of them is completely
equal. III provides a different sort of argument for what is really
a corollary of 11.%* Sensible equals cannot be non-homonymously
equal in way I{c), since no one of them is more a paradigm than a
likeness. IV, on Owen’s view, is concessive. It allows that sensibles
may be equal in way [(5), and this leaves open the possibility that

*% H. F. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy (New York, 1945),
231 n. 137.

*¢ Cherniss cites Tim. 53 A, Parm. 133 D, and Phaedo 78 E as instances of this
Platonic sense of homonymy.

* Repunctuating with the comma after del.

* If no sensible equal is fully equal, no one of them can be a paradigm.



198 Dirk Baltzly

there is some univocity in our use of ‘equal’ in relation to sensibles.
But, even so, none is xvpiws ioov and, if they are to be {oov even in
way I(b), there must be something which is equal xvpiws.

As with his account of Platonic relatives, the problems facing
Owen’s account stem from his treatment of the argument as seman-
tic in nature. His claim is that, for Plato, understanding ‘F’ requires
acquaintance with something which is xvplws F. This sets the stage
for his detailed interpretation of II.

For the point of I1(a) is that the specification of various correlates can be
no part of the meaning of ‘equal’ if it is not merely ambiguous, and the
point of 1I(c) is that when the common core of meaning is pared of these
accretions it no longer characterises anything in this world. (‘Proof’, p. 177)

But this just implies that the Platonist is trying to have it both ways.
Suppose that ‘equal’ is not ‘merely ambiguous’. Then ‘a is equal to
b’ must be logically complex. Its structure must be something like
‘Ea & aR¥’, i.e. a is equal and a is in-relation-to-b. But if this is so,
then the core meaning does characterize something in this world,
viz. every equal thing.*® To suppose that it does not, we must see the
logical structure of the sentence as ‘E,a’, i.e. ‘a is equal-in-relation-
to-5’. But in this case ‘equal’ will be merely ambiguous. Owen’s
interpretation leaves Plato with hopelessly confused semantic re-
quirements.

This is not to say that there could be no successful semantic
interpretation of the argument. Bostock puts the case for a semantic
interpretation of the genesis of the theory of Ideas in quite general
terms.*® According to him,

Preoccupied at first with notions such as goodness, Plato is struck by the
point that there are not in this world any unambiguous examples of things
that are good. Considering then how we come to understand the word

** It does this, of course, as one element in a complex state of affairs whose
constituents cannot be realized independently. Perhaps this is what Owen meant
in saying that pared of these accretions the core of meaning does not characterize
anything in this world. The passages that Owen cites as evidence of Plato’s semantic
views on the matter suggest a very visual model of semantic acquaintance (if, in
fact, it is the grasp of meaning that is at issue in this passage). So at Rep. 524 D g—E
3 we find el pév yap ixavis adro kol adroé Sparas § dAy Twi alobioer AapBdverar 76

€, odi dv SAkov el éml Ty odolav, domep éml Tod SaxTidov eXéyouer €l 8 del T abTH
dpa Spdros dvavriopa, dore undév pdldov év 3 kal rodvavriov daiveofar, x7A. But, if the
model for semantic acquaintance is visual, the conjunction of equality with various
other properties is neither here nor there. If I see Bill and Ted, then I see Ted.

¢ D. Bostock, ‘Plato on Understanding Language’, in S. Everson (ed.), Compan-
tons to Ancient Thought, iii. Language (Cambridge, 1994), 10—27.
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‘good’ [sc. as we learn ‘red’—by being shown instances] in the first place,
he is led to claim that there must be an unambiguous example in another
world, that we must once have apprehended . . . (p. 14)

This is substantially Owen’s view of Plato’s path to Ideas in ‘Proof’.
The devil is in the detail. How are we to understand the sense in
which sensible instances of goodness are ambiguous and the Idea
unambiguous? Bostock himself thinks that Plato abandoned the
notion that Ideas are unambiguous examples of the predicates that
they correspond to in the face of problems about self-predication.
However, he never gave up what we may call the referential theory of
meaning: that ‘general words have meaning by standing for Forms
(and hence to understand the word one must in some way “grasp”
the Form)’ (Bostock, p. 26). This semantic theory is at the root of
the puzzles arising from Socrates’ Dream in the Theaetetus and is,
according to Bostock, now known to be wholly mistaken. But this
raises the question: why should we prefer semantic interpretations
of the origins of the theory of Ideas when the semantic theory is
such a bad one? If this is our only alternative for making sense of
what Plato says, then I suppose we shall simply conclude that he
was in the grip of a bad theory. Section 2(c) attempts to provide
such an alternative.

(b) Fine’s version of the argument

Fine agrees that the source of the problem with Owen’s reading
is the semantic slant. According to her view, I1 takes up the issue
of whether any sensible property could be the property of equality,
i.e. that which explains why all the many equal things are equal.
II(a) notes that if we identify equality with the measurement of
some particular pair of equals, say three inches, there will be many
accounts of equality—as many as there are measurements of equal
pairs.®! Thus, on her view, [1(b) and (c) involve the compresence of
opposites at the level of properties. Owen argued, convincingly I
think, that II(s) cannot imply that sensible things are continually

*t ‘II(a) says the equal itself is predicated homonymously of things here since the
same definition or logos does not fit them all. . . . Suppose that a and b are each
three inches long; we might infer that to be equal is to be three inches long. But
three inches does not explain why ¢ is equal to d (suppose they are each five inches
long); to explain their equality we need to mention (given that at this stage we are

restricted to sensibles) a different sensible length, five inches. The different logoi,
that is, are specifications of the different measurements of sensible objects’ {p. 151).
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changing in all respects.®? For if this premiss invoked a radical doc-
trine of flux, it would undermine the conditions of non-homonymy
given in I(a)-(¢): Socrates would not be xvpiws a2 man or even a
likeness. Fine takes 11(d) to be making the point that the very same
property—being three inches long—‘changes from being equal to
being unequal, in that although three inches is equal in this context
(where this three-inch thing is equal to this three-inch thing), it is
unequal in another context (where this three-inch thing is unequal
to a five-inch thing)’.** I1(c) simply puts this point in the formal
mode of speech by saying that none of the sensible properties that
we might mistakenly identify with the property of equality accu-
rately receives the account of equality (p. 153). II1 makes explicit
what ought to be obvious already: no sensible property with which
we might try to identify equality is any more a paradigm than any
other. The upshot is that there must be a non-sensible property
which is what equality really is.

I have deep misgivings about this account. Properties are ex-
planatory elements, according to Fine. The accurate way to de-
scribe what happens to the property of being three inches long in
the envisaged situation is that it is, in one context, the purported
explanation for why things are equal and in another the purported
explanation for the inequality of two things. Plato has plenty of
vocabulary for referring to the explanation or ‘be-causal’ factor in
a situation. Indeed, he uses several expressions.’* But in Phaedo
74 B 7—9 (surely the most obvious source for Aristotle’s argument
to draw on) Socrates does not ask, ‘Did it ever seem to you that the
sensible equals are that on account of which things are sometimes
equal and sometimes unequal?’ Rather, he asks whether stones and
sticks, while remaining the same, appear equal to one but not to

*? Fine, On Ideas, 54~7, notes that both Plato and Aristotle use the language of
flux and change to describe the narrow compresence of opposites: see H.Ma. 289 a,
Soph. 242 E 23, with Arist. NE 1155°4-6, 1176°5-8, Top. 159"31, and Phys. 185"20.
T. Irwin (‘Plato’s Heracliteanism’, Philosophical Quarterly, 27 (1977), 1-13) and J.
Annas (Aristotle’s Metaphysics M and N (Oxford, 1976)) both defend the view that
Plato never took sensibles to be changing in all ways at all times.

52 On Ideas, 152.

** For the instrumental dative cf. Euthph. 6 b 11, where he asks for ‘that by which
all the holy things are holy’ ($ wdvra 7a Soie doiud éorw). For ‘that on account of
which’ see Prot. 360 C 1—2 7oito 8" 6 Setdol elow of Setdol Sethiav 7 dvSpelav xalels;
and Meno 72 ¢ 7-8 év yé 11 eidos Tadrov dracar éyovaw 8. & eloiv dperal. Sometimes
he will even speak of what ‘makes’ F things F, e.g. H.Ma. 300 A 9—10 éovow dpa ¢
76 a7 & mowel adrds xalds elvar 16 Kkowov TolTo.
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another. [ suggest this is because his concern is with truthmakers,
not with sensible properties. The sticks and stones cannot be what
the exceptionlessly true account of equality is about because they
both are and are not equal.

Another difficulty with Fine’s account concerns sensible and
non-sensible properties. It seems that ‘being of like measures’ is
as sensible a property as ‘being three inches long’. Indeed, it may
be that being of like measures has more of a claim to being a sen-
sible property than being three inches long. One can tell at a glance,
without a ruler or any other measuring instrument, whether a pair
has the property of being of like measures. Moreover, Plato seems
to regard being of like measures as at least a necessary condition of
equality.’® Thus, if the argument was intended merely to establish
the existence of a non-sensible property of equality, then by Plato’s
own lights the argument ought to be deemed a failure, for there is
a fairly obvious sensible property which fits the bill.

In general, I think that the problem with Fine’s approach is
twofold. First, we ourselves cannot distinguish rigorously between
observational and non-observational properties or universals. To
suppose that Plato has a firm grasp of this distinction i1s, I think,
very optimistic. But, more charitably, there is no reason to think
that he would have been particularly interested in such a distinc-
tion among properties, for this distinction is one which is most at
home in the context of empiricist, instrumentalist epistemologies.
Plato distinguishes between the sensible and the intellzgible, but this
is less a distinction between observational and non-observational
properties than it is between things which are ontologically and
epistemically secondary and those that are primary.*¢

35 Parm. 140 B 7 loov pév &v 7év adTdv pérpwv Eotar éxelveo & dv foov . Cf. 1518
7—C 1.

3¢ Fine recognizes the epistemic priority of the Ideas in her rejection of the Two
Worlds thesis (‘Knowledge and Belief in Republic V-VII’, in S. Everson (ed.), Com-
panions to Ancient Thought, i. Epistemology (Cambridge, 1990), 85—115). Like me,
she thinks that it is possible to know that a sensible has a feature according to Plato. It
is not a consequence of the Republic’s epistemology that only Ideas can be known.
However, with regard to the ontological priority of the Ideas, i.e. separation, she
thinks that nothing in the middle dialogues shows that Plato is committed to it.
The most that she will say is that ‘separation fits well with the tenor of the middle
dialogues, and the casual way in which separation emerges in the Timaeus perhaps
suggests that Plato takes it for granted’ (On Ideas, 61; cf. ‘Separation’, OSAP 2

(1984), 31-87).
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(¢) An alternative

The Equal Itself is the being which corresponds to the correct
account of that on account of which all equal things are equal. Let
us suppose that the correct Adyos is ‘because they have the same
measures’. Why would this be predicated homonymously of the
things here? The short answer seems to be that it wouldn’t. Take
two pairs, {a, b} and {c, d}. a and b are both three inches long, while
¢ and d are both five inches long. Compare this with the case in 1(c)
where man is predicated of Plato and Plato’s picture. In this case
we reveal ‘one true nature’ in the sense that the thing in the picture
is a man—something which, in the context of the picture, is rational
rather than irrational, an animal rather than a plant, and so on. We
reveal ‘one true nature’ in each case for rather different reasons. So
too, it ought to be possible to say that having the same measures is
predicated non-homonymously of both {a, 8} and {c, d} though the
measures in question in each case are different. I propose that when
the argument says that 7¢ {cov adrd is predicated homonymously,
what is at issue is not whether the definition is predicable of them
but whether any of the sensible equals can be the truthmaker for the
account of what equality is. II provides reasons for thinking that
none of them can. et me review the details of these reasons.

I1(c) presents the most fundamental reason why this is not
possible. Sensible equal things cannot be the truthmaker for the
account of what equality is since they fail the requirement of
complete-being. I1(b) says that 76 adré {oov is predicated homony-
mously because the quantity in sensibles changes and continuously
shifts. Along with Owen and Fine, I do not think that I1{(b) can en-
dorse a Heraclitean view of the sensible world. Rather it makes the
point that quantity is always relative to the choice of count-noun
or measure. Thus, as Plato points out in the Parmenides, I am both
one human being but many members. Since equality supervenes
on quantity, it too is not determinate.

I1(a) is problematic for my view, for if I am right, then the same
Adyos is true of all the sensible equals—any two which are equal
have the same measures—but the Adyos is not made true by them.
This is an important distinction for Plato, for if the same account is
not true of all the sensibles, then what would be the point of coming
to know the Adyos 71js odoias which is the Idea?®” Something must

%7 Even if one thinks that Plato és committed to the T'wo Worlds thesis, there is
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give, and I would like to suggest, perhaps stubbornly, that what
ought to give is Aristotle’s account of Plato’s reasoning. This will
seem less ad hoc if we look a bit more closely at the manner in which
Aristotle puts the point.

Unlike Plato, Aristotle does not think that there is one reason
why all the many F things are F for all values of F. Hence his crit-
icism of the Idea of the Good in the Ethics. I suspect that Aristotle
thinks that equality is another such case. Things are equal which
are one in quantity.’® But quantity comes in two distinct kinds:
the countable plurality and measurable magnitude.’® Aristotle in-
sists in Posterior Analytics that one cannot prove geometrical truths
from the first principles appropriate to number or vice versa, and
it seems clear that this has to do with the fact that there are two
distinct kinds of quantity. It is in this context that he uses the cu-
rious term épapudlew that we find in 11(a).*® In Post. An. 736 he
says, ‘While the things on which the demonstration depends [sc.
the axioms] may be the same, still of the things whose genus is dif-
ferent—as for example arithmetic and geometry—one cannot apply
arithmetical demonstrations to the accidents of magnitudes, unless
magnitudes are numbers.”®! Of course Aristotle does not think that
magnitudes are numbers. The grounding of the counterfactual be-
comes clearer when we turn to Post. An. 88732 and examine it in the
light of Euclid’s Common Notion 4. Aristotle there remarks that
the first principles of many sciences are different in genus and do
not apply—for example, units do not apply to points, for the one

a puzzle here. For if knowledge of the Idea gives you an account of what it is to be
F which is not applicable to the sensibles in some way or other, then of what use is
knowledge?

5% Metaph. 1021"11—12 kard yap 70 €v AéyeTar mdvta, TadTd pwev ydp v ula 7 ovoia,
Spota 8 dv 1) modrys pia, {oa 8¢ dv 16 moody év.

39 Metaph. 1020"7~10 mooov Aéyerar 6 Saperov els évumdpyovra v éxdrepor 7
ékaoTov & Tt kal T8¢ Ti mépuer elvar. mhijBos pév odv moodv 11 éav dptBunTov 7, péyebos
8¢ dv perpyrov ). Cf. Cat. 4"20—34

% Plato never uses épapudlew. Aristotle uses it in 21 places.

1 75°38-"6 otk dpa dorw & dAdov yévous perafdvra Seifar ofov 16 yewperpikdy
dptunTicy. Tpla ydp T 76, év Tais dmodelfeow, & udv 16 dmodeixviuevor T6 ovpmépacua
(rodro 8’ éori 76 dmdpyov yéver Twi kalb’ adrd), év 8¢ 7d dfwwpara (déidpara 8 oty
é¢ dw) TpiTov 76 yévos 76 Dmoxeipevoy of 1o mdby xal 7 xab’ adra ovuBeBnxdra Snioi
9 anddefis. €€ dv pév oy 1) dmddelis évbéxerar Ta adrd elvar dv 8¢ 16 yévos Erepov
domep dptbunTicis xal yewperplas odx éote miy dptbunTuciy dmwddeiéw épapudoar énl 7a
Tois peyéfeo: cuuBeByxdta € un Ta peyéln aplluol elov; cf. 76"22 % 8° dwddefis ovx
ebapudrrer én’ dAdo yévos.
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has position but the other does not.*? This talk of application is, I
suspect, a reference to accounts of equality like the one in Euclid:
kai 7a épapudlovra én’ dAnia loa dAMjAows éoriv. This is perfectly
adequate for congruence of geometrical figures but nonsense in re-
lation to numbers, which cannot be positioned so as to coincide. It
is very likely that this account of equality, like other commons (cf.
Common Notion 3 and Post. An. 77°30), was known to Aristotle,
and it probably has Pythagorean roots. In any event, it crops up in
connection with them frequently and is, I suspect, a pun. De anima
408”5 plays on the connection between the Pythagorean doctrine
of soul as dppovia and the difficulty of getting such an account to
épapudlew, while NE 113223 tells us that the Pythagorean account
of justice as a square number won’t ébapudrrer.

The homonymy of equality and some other related relative terms
is explicitly considered at Phys. 248P12—21. Here Aristotle is con-
cerned that if motion in a circle and motion in a straight line can
be compared, then the circle and the line will be commensurable
or even equal. One solution is to deny that ‘quick’ is predicated
synonymously of linear and circular motion, for things which are
predicated homonymously are not comparable (248°10—12). But
then Aristotle has a worry about seemingly synonymous predica-
tions which are also not comparable. Thus, ‘much’ means the same
in relation to water and air, yet these are not comparable. And even
if someone should deny that ‘much’ is predicated synonymously,
certainly ‘double’ is since in each case it signifies the ratio of two to
one (°12—15). But then Aristotle third-guesses himself.

But here again may we not take up the same position and say that ‘much’
is homonymous? In fact, there are some terms of which even the defini-
tion is homonymous; e.g. if ‘much’ were defined as ‘so much and more’,
‘so much’ would mean something different in different cases; ‘equal’ is
similarly homonymous; and ‘one’ again is perhaps inevitably an equivocal
term; and if ‘one’ is equivocal, so is ‘two’. Otherwise why is it that some
things are commensurable and others are not if the nature of the attribute
in the two cases is really one and the same?*?

62 o \ . e P ST [ e , N
Erepar yap modAdv T yéver al dpxai kal 008’ épapudrrovoar ofov af povddes Tais
oTiypais odk épapudrrovew ai udv yap odx éxovor Béow al 8¢ Eyovow.
3 Phys. 2481521 ¥ al énl rodraw 6 adrds Ayos; kal yap 16 moAd dudwupov. AN
) 3
éviwy kai of Adyor Sudvupor, ofov €l AMyoi Tis S1i 76 oA 76 TocelTov Kal ért, dAe 7o
7000070V Kal T {Gov Sudwupov, kal T év 8¢, €l éruyer, €bbds Sudvupov. €l 8¢ Tovro, Kal
Ta 8d0, émel ta i Ta pev ovuBryTa 76 8’ of, elmep v pila ¢das; I have followed Ross’s
text and translation.
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The example of ‘much’ suggests that the definition of equality in
terms of having the same measures is homonymous because the
specific number of measures in individual cases is different. In his
commentary Simplicius supplies another reason for thinking that
equal is homonymous.

The account of equals is that they are of the same measure or of the same
number, but both the name and the account of these things are predicated
homonymously of the things of which it is predicated.®* (In Phys. 1088.
23-5)

Because numbers are distinct from magnitudes, there will be two
accounts of equality: one in terms of having the same measure,
another in terms of having the same number.

The use of equality as an example in the argument from rela-
tives gives Aristotle a chance to play his pun on édapudlew again.
But he also has a point: by his lights, there will be different ac-
counts of equality as it applies to numbers and to magnitudes.
From Aristotle’s point of view, here again the Platonists have failed
to recognize wpos év ambiguity. He makes just the same point by
using épapudrrew in the Eudemian Ethics:

There must, then, be three kinds of friendship, not all being so named
for one thing or as species of one genus, nor yet having the same name
quite by mere accident. For all the senses are related to one which is the
primary, just as is the case with the word ‘medical’ . . . And so they [sc. the
Platonists] are not able to do justice to all the phenomena of friendship;
for since one definition will not apply to (ébapudrrovros) them all, they
think there are no other friendships; but the others are friendships, only
not similarly so. But they, finding the primary friendship will not apply
(épapudrry), assuming it would be universal if it were primary, deny that
the other friendships are friendships. (1236"17-29)

If I am right, then equality, like friendship, is something that Aris-
totle takes to be a case of mpos & ambiguity. But in such cases the
definitions, though overlapping, are not the same and so homony-
mous.*® Aristotle helps Plato’s argument along by providing an
additional reason why the equal itself is predicated homonymously
of the sensibles: it is predicated homonymously of them, because

** xal TV lowv 8¢ Adyos 10 Taw avTGY uétpwy 1 Taw adrdv dpfudy elvar, dAdd xal
ToUTwY Kal T6 Svopa kal 6 Adyos Suwvipws kaTnyopeiTal, v KaTyopeiTaL.,

%% For a defence of this claim see T. Irwin, ‘Homonymy in Aristotle’, Review of
Metaphysics, 34 (1981), 523—44.
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equality is. But in this sense of homonymy, this is not a premiss
that Plato would accept. Thus 11(a) represents an unwanted intru-
sion into the Platonic line of argument. Aristotle puts it into the
argument, not because he fails to understand Plato or wishes to
misrepresent him, but because he reckons the premiss to be true.
This would not be the only occasion on which what Aristotle takes
to be the case shapes his exegesis of his predecessors’ views.*® It
Just happens to be particularly unfortunate in this case, since it
seriously distorts Plato’s argument.

Monash University

* Fine too thinks that Aristotle’s views about what is really the case obtrude
themselves into his reports concerning Plato, but in a much more significant way.
She thinks that Plato regards Ideas as universals. It is Aristotle who thinks that
anything which is separate must be a particular and that since Plato regards Ideas
as separate (at least in the T7maeus), they must be both universals and particulars.
For a similar account of Aristotle’s relationship to earlier philosophers see H. F.
Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy (Washington, 1935).



