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0. Opening
> Topic

Plato’s conception of being in the Sophist
Background: Being qua single Kind vs Being qua whole intelligible realm
(cf. Dam. Pr. Il 56.9-16 Westerink-Combeés, Simp. in Ph. 136.21-7 Diels)

> Received view

“To be is to be something’ (introduced by Owen 1965: 71: ‘to be is to be something or other’; then expressly
shortened in Owen 1971: 265 n.178 as ‘to be is to be something’, which Owen presumed more perspicuous;
echoed by many): for Plato to be is always to exemplify or instantiate a determinate property and not just to
exist (e.g. ‘motion is” means not that motion just exists; but motion as moving, or is in motion, or is in motion
by its own nature, i.e. it is motion itself, the essence or nature of motion)

View orthogonal to the analytic-continental divide, cf. e.g. Gilson 1952: 15, 33.

> My view
o When being is metaphysically analyzed in terms of participation in or combination with the Kind or Form of
being, it does not mean to be something, or to be itself, or to be variously characterized (vel sim), but to exist.
> Plan
1. To be is not to be something: Sph. 250a8-d3 disproves the consensus view
2. To be is to combine with the Kind Being: Sph. 250a8-d3 broaches a conception of being whereby something
is due to its combination with (or participation in) the Kind Being. This explanatory pattern is consistently
deployed throughout the Sophist
3. The Kind Being is not a genus of all genera: criticism of a rival construal of the Platonic notion of a Kind Being
4. Conclusion: contrast between Plato’s and Aristotle’s conceptions of being (which the consensus view takes to

be in harmony)

1. To be is not to be something
» Context: the Sophist’s inquiry into being

Definition of the sophist > paradox of falsehood > not-being > being

Inquiry into what being is (cf. 243d9-e2; 244a5-6; 244b6-7; 246al1-2)

Cross-examination of rival views on being (dualists, monists, gigantomachy). All succumb.

Last attempt: ‘children’s prayer’ (249d3-4): ‘being and the all are as many things as are both immovable and
in motion’ (8co dxivnta Kol kKekvnuéva, 1O 6V 1€ kol T0 TdV GUVOUPOTEPT).

* Unless otherwise indicated, Greek texts are cited after the most recent OCT editions, and translations modify Rowe 2015.
This paper is part of a project that has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant agreement No. 885273).
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{EE.} Eiev &, xivnow «xai otdowv ap’ odk
EvavTidTaTa AEYELG GAANAOLS;

{®EAL} &g yap ob; [250.a.10]

{ZE.} Kai pnyv ivai ye opoing eRe aueodtepa avtd
Kol EKATEPOV;

{®EAL} ®npui yap odv. [250.b.1]

{ZE.} Apa xiveichor Aéyov apedtepa kai EKdTepov,
dtav givar cuyywpfic;

{®EAL} Obdapdg.

{EE.} AAX’ €otdvor onpaivelg AEyov avtd Apeotepa
[250.b.5] elvau;

{®EAL} Kai ndg;

{EE.} Tpitov dpo Tt Topd tadto tO OV €v T woyd
Tfeic, ¢ v’ €kelvov TV T€ 6TACY Kal TNV Kiviow
nepleyopévny, cvAlafmv Kol Amddv adT®dY TPoOg TV
gvat

¢  ovoilog koww-[250.b.10]viav  obtmg
TPOCEMAG AUPOTEPUL,
{®EAL} Kuwduvebopev ©g dainbdg tpitov

amopavteve-[250.¢.1] obai 10 v, dtav kivnow kod
GTAGLY £IVOL AEYOUEY.

{EE.} O¥k dpa kivnoig kol 6Tdo1g £0Ti CUVOUEOTEPOV
70 OV GAN' Etepov 01 TL TOVTOV.

{®EAL} "Eowev. [250.c.5]

{EE.} Kota Vv avtod gdotv dpa 1o 6v ovte Eotnkev
ovte Kwvettat.

{®EAL} Zyedov.

{EE.} 1ot o1 xpn v dtbvotay £Tt Tpémey TOV fOvAd-

pevov  évapyég TL mepl  avtod mop'  EouTd
Befordoachay; [250.¢.10]

{®EAL} Iloi yap;

{EE.} Oipon pév oddapdos &t padiov. &l yap 1 pm
KWelTal, Td¢ ovy EotnKey; 1 T0 UNSOUDS £0TOG TAC
ovk [250.d.1] ad xiveirar; 1 8¢ dv Huiv vdv &ktdg
TOOTOV GUQPOTEPOV GVATEPAVTOL 1) SLVATOV 0LV
TOVTO;

{®EAL} TIdvtov pév odv advvatmtatov. [250.d.4]

» Remarks on the argument against the ‘children’s prayer’

T1 Sph. 250a8-d3

ES: Very good. You treat motion and rest, don’t you,
as most contrary to each other? THT: Of course. ES:
And yet you make the same claim of both and of either
of them that they are? THT: Yes, | do. ES: Is that
because when you agree that they are, you’re saying
that both and each of them are moving? THT: Not at
all. ES: Well then, when you say that they both are, are
you indicating that they’re at rest? THT: How would I
be? ES: In that case in your mind you’re assuming that
being is a third thing over and above these, on the basis
that both rest and motion are embraced by it; you’ve
taken the two of them together and noted the way they
both share in being, and that’s why you also say they
both are — right? THT: It’s probably true that when we
say motion and rest are we have an obscure notion of
being as a third thing. ES: In which case being is not
motion and rest together but something other than
these. THT: It seems so. ES: So then being is not by
its own nature either at rest or in motion. THT: |
suppose not. ES: So where else is left for a person to
direct his thought in order to establish some clarity for
himself on the subject? THT: Where indeed! ES: |
don’t think there is any easy way forward. If a thing is
not moving, how is it not at rest? Or if it is in no way
at rest, how is it not moving? Yet being has now
revealed itself to us as falling outside both motion and
rest. Is that possible, then? THT: No, nothing could be

more impossible!

1. [250a8-9] Motion and Rest are most contrary to each other (évavtidtoza [...] GAARROLG);
2. [al1-12] and yet both are, and ‘to be’ (etven) is said in the same way (6poinc) of both and each (appodtepa

avta kol ékdtepov) of them;

3. [b2-7] for both and each of them ‘to be’ does not mean either ‘to be in motion’ (kweicbar) or ‘to be at rest’

(Eotdvan);

4. [b8-c8] instead, Motion and Rest are due to their combination with Being (v tf|g ovciag kowwviav), which
is a third thing along motion and rest (tpitov épa 1t Tapd tadta) and encompassing them (nepieyopévnv);
5. [c3-4] Being is not Motion and Rest together (cuvau@dtepov) but something other than these (8tepov

TOVTOV).



6. [c6-7] by its own nature, Being is neither in motion nor at rest (katd tv a0vtod pvow dpo 1o dv obte Eotniev
olte Kiveital);

7. [d2-3] Being falls outside both Motion and Rest (éktog Tovtmv), meaning that it does not instantiate either
Motion or Rest, i.e. it neither moves nor rests.

» Problems with the consensus view
o Cf. e.g. Frede 1967: 49: ‘, Bewegung ist“ [...] zu ,,Bewegung ist in Bewegung® ergénzt werden sollte’;
Seligman 1974: 69: ‘[when Plato] says “motion is” or “motion and rest are” he does not use the verb “to be”
in our “existential” sense. Motion is as moving, and only as moving, it is as a “what” a “nature”’; Seligman
2002: 157: ‘[Being is predicated of Motion] can be read as an existence claim, [but] it is best understood to
signify that [Motion] has its own distinctive nature’’; Gill 2012: 165: ‘‘the statement, “Change is, because it
partakes of Being” (256al), states of Change something quite definite [...]: Change is itself (changing) by itself
(in virtue of Change). That is [...] what it means to say “Change is” (full stop) or “Change partakes of being.”
The “is” is complete, since we need not look outside the subject to determine what Change is; instead we
analyze the subject—Ilook inside it—to uncover its nature’.
¢  Analysis of Statement 3:
3a) for Motion to be is neither to be in motion, nor to be at rest;
3b) for Rest, to be is neither to be at rest, nor to be in motion;
3c) for both Motion and Rest, to be is neither to be in motion, nor to be at rest.
e Motion is in motion by its own nature, not due to its combination with some other thing
e No single nature or essence that could be shared by both Motion and Rest
e Statement 3 is not a misstep in the argument and is not retracted in the remainder of the dialogue

2. To be is to combine with the Kind Being

> Positive view
e [4] > Motion and Rest are because of their combination with being (v tfic ovoiog Kowwviav), i.e. the Kind
(yévoc) or Form (g10¢) of Being, one of the megista gené
» The property of being and the Kind Being
o 2 familiar and closely interconnected explanatory strategies
a) Accounting for something’s possession of a given attribute or property by appealing to its combination
with (or participation in) a Form or Kind which is that property by its own nature and whose hame names
that property (e.g. something is beautiful by partaking in the Form of Beauty, cf. Phd. 100b3-d7; Hp. Ma.
300a9-b2; Symp. 210b1-211b3.
b) ‘One-Over-Many’ argument
e Assumption that the property of being is a natural one and that the predicate denoting it is univocal
e To be is not to be identical to itself: The property of ‘being the same as itself” is due to sharing in the Kind
Identity, not in the Kind Being (256b1-2)
e Existence



» A recurrent pattern

T2 Sph. 254d10

To 8¢ ye OV HEKTOV AUPOTYV* £6TOV YAp BUE® TOV. Being is mixed with both of them, since both of them
presumably are.

T3 Sph. 256al & d9

"Eott [kivnoic] 8¢ ye 810 10 petéye tod Gvtog. And yet [motion] is, because of its partaking in being.
OvkodV 1 GaEdS 1| Kivnolg dvtog ovk v 0Tt Kal It’s clear, then, that motion really is a not being and a
bv, émeinep 10D dvtog petéyet; being given that it partakes in being?

T4 Sph. 259a6-7

70 pEv Etepov petacyov tod dvtog Eot puev dw tavtny | difference, partaking in being, is, because of that

v pebegv participation.

T5 Sph. 259a6-7

difference, with its share in being, is, because of that
sharing.

TO HEV ETEPOV PETATYOV TOD OVTOG EGTL LEV d1dL TOOTIV

v uébe&v

3. The Kind Being is not a genus of all genera

e Alternative reading: the Kind Being is a most generic genus of all genera, located atop of a universal Porphyrian
tree (cf. e.g. Bury 1897: Ixxi, 210-1; Stenzel 1931 [1917]: 94-7; Seligman 1974: 43, Frede 1996: 197-8, but even
Heidegger 1996-7 [1936-46]: 211, who probably took it from Stenzel, cf. Glinther 2000)

e Obijection: the Kind Being does not stand with its participants in a genus-species relation - The genus-species
relation is never symmetrical (cf. e.g. e.g. Cat. 2b20-21 and Top. A 1.121a10-4); the relationship between Being and
its participants can be symmetrical, e.g. with Difference (259a4-b7), or with Identity (as both Being and Identity are
all-pervasive, cf. 256a7-8, 256d12-e3 and 259a5-6).

4. Conclusion: Plato and Aristotle

e Menn 2021: ‘F is’ > ‘S is F’; to explain the fact that F exists we need not look for a cause that supplies existence to
F, but for something that supplies F-ness to some subject S (primarily the per se subject of F).

e Plato thinks that to explain the fact that F exists we need to look for an entity that supplies existence to F: this entity
is the Kind Being.

e Pace Owen 1965: 71: ‘[Plato’s] analysis becomes the direct parent of Aristotle’s’

References [including all works cited in the full version of the paper]

Ackrill, J., ‘Plato and the Copula’, JHS, 77 (1957), 1-16

Ademollo, F., The Cratylus of Plato (Cambridge, 2011)

Ademollo, F., ‘Plato’s Conception of the Forms: Some Remarks’, in R. Chiaradonna and G. Galluzzo (eds.), Universals in Ancient
Philosophy (Pisa, 2013), 41-85

Apelt, O., Platonis Sophista (Leipzig, 1879)

Aubenque, P., ‘Une occasion manquée: la genése avortée de la distinction entre 1’étant’ et le ‘quelque chose’, in id. (ed.), Etudes sur le
Sophiste de Platon (Paris, 1991), 365-85



Bardout, J.-C., Penser [’existence. | (Paris, 2013)

Bekker, 1., Platonis scripta graece omnia, IV (London, 1826)

Bluck, R., Plato’s Sophist (Manchester, 1975)

Bonitz, H., Platonische Studien (Berlin, 18863)

Bostock, D., ‘Plato on ‘Is Not*’, OSAPh, 2 (1984), 89-119

Brown, L., ‘Being in the Sophist: A Syntactical Enquiry’ [1986], in G. Fine (ed.), Plato 1 (Oxford, 1999), 455-78

Brown, L., ‘The Verb “To Be” in Greek Philosophy: Some Remarks’, in S. Everson (ed.), Companions to Ancient Thought 3 (Cambridge,
1994), 212-36

Brown, L., ‘Negation and Not-Being: Dark Matter in the Sophist’, in R. Patterson et alii (eds.), Presocratics and Plato (Las Vegas-Zurich-
Athens, 2012), 233-54

Brunschwig, J., ‘The Stoic Theory of the Supreme Genus and Platonic Ontology’, in id., Papers in Hellenistic Philosophy (Cambridge,
1994), 92-157

Bury, R., The Philebus of Plato (Cambridge, 1897)

Butchvarov, P., Being Qua Being (Bloomington & London, 1979)

Campbell, L., The Sophistes and the Politicus of Plato (Oxford, 1867)

Carraud, V., ‘L’invention de I’existence. Note sur la christologie de Marius Victorinus’, Quaestio, 3 (2003), 3-25

Centrone, B., Platone: Sofista (Torino, 2008)

Cherniss, H.F., “The Relation of the Timaeus to Plato’s Later Dialogues’, AJP, 78 (1957), 225-266

Cherniss, H.F., Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy (Baltimore, 1944)

Code, A., ‘Aristotle: Essence and Accident’, in R. Grandym-R. Warner (eds.), Philosophical Grounds of Rationality (Oxford, 1986), 411-39

Cordero, N.-L., Platon: Sophiste (Paris, 1993)

Cordero, N.-L., ‘La participation comme étre de la forme dans le Sophiste de Platon’, in Id. (ed.), Ontologie et dialogue (Paris, 2000), 33-46

Cornford, F.M., Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (London-New York, 1935)

Crivelli, P., Plato’s Account of Falsehood (Cambridge, 2012)

Crombie, I.M., An Examination of Plato's Doctrines, 2 vols. (London, 1963)

Dale, C., “To Be’, in R. Le Poidevin et alii (2009), The Routledge Companion to Metaphysics (London-New York, 2009), 225-33

Dies, A., Platon. Le Sophiste (Paris, 1925)

Fine, G., On Ideas (Oxford, 1993)

Frede, M., Pradikation und Existenzaussage (Gottingen, 1967)

Frede, M., ‘Sein; Seiendes. |. Antike. 1. Vorsokratiker; Platon; Aristoteles; 2. Hellenismus’, in J. Ritter and K. Griinder, Historisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie, vol. 9 (Basel, 1995), 170-180

Frede, M., ‘Die Frage nach dem Seienden: Sophistes’, in T. Kobusch- B. Mojsisch (eds.), Platon (Darmstadt, 1996), 181-99

Fronterotta, F., METHEXIS (Pisa, 2001)

Fronterotta, F., Platone: Sofista (Milano, 2007)

Fronterotta, F., ‘Some Remarks on the Senses of Being in the Sophist’, in A. Havlicek-F. Karfik (eds.), Plato’s Sophist (Praha, 2011), 35-62

Galluzzo, G., Breve storia dell ‘ontologia (Roma, 2011)

Gerson, L.P., Plotinus [Plotinus] (London-New York, 1994)

Gassendi, P., Disquisitio metaphysica, in id., Opera omnia, vol. 3 (Lyon, 1658; repr. Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, 1964)

Gill, M.-L., Philosophos (Oxford, 2012)

Gilson, E., Being and Some Philosophers (Toronto, 1952)

Granieri, R., ‘Xenocrates and the Two-Category Scheme’, Apeiron 54 (2021), 261-85

Granieri, R., ‘Is Being a Genus? Syrianus’ Criticism of Aristotle’, Phronesis 67 (2022), 216-51

Granieri, R., ‘The Question(s) of Being: The Sophist and Metaphysics Z 1’ (in preparation)

Gunther, H.-C., ‘Briefe Martin Heideggers an Julius Stenzel (1928-1932)’, Heidegger Studies, 16 (2000), 11-33

Harte, V., Plato on Part and Wholes (Oxford, 2002)

Heidegger, M., Nietzsche 1l [1936-46] (Gesamtausgabe 6.1-2) (Frankfurt, 1996-7)

Heinaman, R., ‘Being in the Sophist’, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, 65 (1983), 1-17

Heindorf, L.F., Platonis dialogi selecti, IV (Berlin, 1810)

Hestir, B. Plato on the Metaphysical Foundation of Meaning and Truth (Cambridge, 2016)

Hume, D., A Treatise on Human Nature [1739-40], ed. D.F. Norton and M.J. Norton (Oxford, 2007)

Irani, T., ‘Perfect Change in Plato’s Sophist’, OSAPh, 60 (forthcoming)

Kahn, C., The Verb ‘Be’ in Ancient Greek (Indianapolis, 2003; 1%t ed. 1973)

Kahn, C., Essays on Being (Oxford, 2009)

Keyt, D., ‘Plato’s Paradox That the Immutable Is Unknowable’, PQ, 74 (1969), 1-14

Kripke, S., Reference and Existence (Oxford, 2013)

Kihner R. and Gerth, B., Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der Griechischen Sprache, 2.2 (Hanover-Leipzig, 1904)

Lavaud, L., ‘The Primary Substance in Plotinus” Metaphysics: A Little-Known Concept’, Phronesis 59 (2014), 369-384

Lee, E.N., ‘Plato on Negation and Not-Being in the Sophist’, PhR, 81 (1972): 267-304

Leigh, F., ‘The Copula and Semantic Continuity in Plato’s Sophist’, OSAPh, 34 (2008), 105-21

Luna, C. and Segonds, A., Proclus. Commentaire sur le Parménide de Platon, Tome II, Livre Il (Paris, 2010)

McCabe, M.M., Plato’s Individuals (Princeton, 1994)

Malcolm, J., ‘Plato’s Analysis of to v 1o pr| dv in the Sophist’, Phronesis, 12 (1967), 130-46

Mannsperger, D., Physis bei Plato (Berlin, 1969)

Mansfeld, J., Heresiography in Context (Leiden-New York-Kéln, 1992)

Matthews, G., ‘Aristotle on Existence’, BICS, 40 (1995), 233-238



Menn, S., ‘Aristotle on the Many Senses of Being’, OSAPh, 59 (2021), 187-263

Moore, G.E., ‘Is Existence a Predicate?” [Symposium with W. Kneale], PAS, suppl. 15 (1936), 175-88

Moravesik, J., ‘Being and Meaning in the Sophist’, Acta Philosophica Fennica, 14 (1962), 23-78

Moss, J., Plato’s Epistemology (Oxford, 2021)

Notomi, N., ‘Plato on What Is Not’, in D. Scott (ed.), Maieusis (Cambridge, 2007), 254-75

O’Brien, D., Le Non-Etre (Sankt Augustine, 1995)

O’Brien, D., ‘La forma del non essere nel Sofista di Platone’, in F. Fronterotta-W. Leszl (2005), Eidos-1dea (Sankt Augustine, 2005), 115-60

O’Brien, D., ‘A Form That ‘Is’ of What ‘Is Not’. Existential einai in Plato’s Sophist’, in G. Boys-Stones et alii (eds.), The Platonic Art of
Philosophy (Cambridge, 2013), 221-48

O’Brien, D., ‘To Be and Not To Be in Plato’s Sophist’, in D. Barry (ed.), Passionate Mind (Sankt Augustin, 2020), 17-36

Owen, G.E.L., ‘Aristotle and the Snares of Ontology’, in R. Bambrough (ed.), New Essays on Plato and Aristotle (London, 1965), 69-96

Owen, G.E.L., ‘Plato and Parmenides on the Timeless Present’, The Monist 50 (1966), 317-40

Owen, G.E.L., ‘Plato on Not-Being’, in G. Vlastos (ed.), Plato 1 (Garden City, 1971), 223-67

Peipers, D., Ontologia platonica (Leipzig, 1883)

Perl, E., ‘The Motion of Intellect On the Neoplatonic Reading of Sophist 248e-249d’, The International Journal of the Platonic Tradition
8 (2014), 135-60

Politis, V., ‘The Argument for the Reality of Change and Changelessness in Plato’s Sophist (248e7-249d5)’, in F.-G. Herrmann (ed.), New
Essays on Plato. (Swansea, 2006), 149-175

Roberts, J., ‘The Problem About Being in the Sophist’, HPhQ, 3 (1986), 229-43

Ross, W.D., Plato’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford, 1951)

Rowe, C., Plato. Theaetetus and Sophist (Cambridge, 2015)

Runciman, W.G., Plato’s Later Epistemology (Cambridge, 1971)

Sabrier, P., ‘Plato’s Master Argument for a Two-Kind Ontology in the Sophist: A New Reading of the Final Argument of the
Gigantomachia Passage (249b5-249c¢9)’, Apeiron 54 (2021), 347-66

Sabrier, P., ‘Plato’s Method of Enquiry in the Sophist’, in J.K. Larsen et alii (eds.), New Perspectives on Platonic Dialectic (New York,
2022), 233-48

Schleiermacher, F., Platons Werke, 2.2 (Berlin, 1807)

Sedley, D., ‘Presocratic Themes: Being, Not-Being and Mind’, in R. Le Poidevin et alii (2009), The Routledge Companion to Metaphysics
(London-New York, 2009), 8-17

Seligman, P., Being and Not-Being (The Hague, 1974)

Shorey, P., The Unity of Plato’s Thought (Chicago, 1903)

Shorey, P., What Plato Said (Chicago, 1933)

Silverman, A., The Dialectic of Essence (Princeton, 2002)

Stenzel, J., Studien zur Entwicklung der platonischen Dialektik von Sokrates zu Aristoteles (Leipzig-Berlin, 19312; 1st ed. 1917)

Stuart Mill, J., A System of Logic, vol. 1 (Toronto-Buffalo, 1974; ed. or. 1843)

Thomas, C., ‘Speaking of Something: Plato’s Sophist and Plato’s Beard’, CJP, 38 (2008), 631-68

van Eck, J., ‘Not-Being and Difference: On Plato’s Sophist, 256D5-258E3°, OSAPh, 23 (2002), 63-84

White, N., Plato: Sophist (Indianapolis, 1993)



