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ABSTRACT

It is well-known feature of a number of Plato’s dialogues that when Socrates asks
his infamous, “what is F-ness?” question, where “F-ness” stands for “virtue” or “piety” or
“courage” or “beauty” or “temperance,” no one gives him the answer he wants. This may
lead one to believe even that Socrates has no adequate answer in mind. Nevertheless, by
examining Socrates’ arguments, his explanations of what he wants, and his model
answers, one can specify the conditions an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?”” must
meet.

Socrates recognizes a distinction between formal and material definitional
conditions. In this dissertation, I concentrate on the material conditions rather than the
formal ones for two reasons: Socrates allows a great deal of syntactic flexibility, and
many answers he regards as formally adequate resist classification by contemporary
standards. I argue that Socrates is committed to four material adequacy conditions in
answers to “what is F-ness?” He is committed to the extensional equivalence condition,
that the definiens picks out all and only instances of the definiendum, the property
sameness condition, that the definiens is a property identical to the definiendum, the
explanation condition, that the definiens explains instances of the definiendum, and the
semantic completeness condition, that statements about F-nesses involving evaluative

predicates do not change their truth-value, regardless of context.

viil



Chapter I
Introduction
Even a first-time reader of Plato’s shorter dialogues will notice that when the
character Socrates asks about the nature of courage in Plato’s Laches, or of temperance in
Charmides, or of piety in Euthyphro, or of virtue in Meno and Protagoras, or of beauty in
the Hippias Major or of justice in Republic Book I, no one gives him the answer he

wants.' These dialogues, which seem to end without reaching any solid conclusions, are

called “aporetic” because A.TOP1Q is the word for “perplexity” in Greek. Generating

perplexity has an important methodological purpose, too: Socrates believes it is necessary
for stimulating the desire to find out what one doesn’t know. It drives him to ask his
questions in the first place.’

The characters in these dialogues of search end their conversations befuddled
about how to answer the question that dominates most of the dialogue. One wonders what
sort of answer would satisfy Socrates. After all, he is to blame-at least in part-for an
answer’s failure; he sets up the conditions the answer has to meet; his interlocutors just
don’t meet them. *

The aim of this dissertation is to provide an account of the conditions Socrates

expects to be met in the answers to his questions. Socrates establishes these adequacy

"1 distinguish Republic Book I because it belongs to a group of “Socratic” dialogues, according to
a widely-embraced tradition. This is point I will take up in greater detail later.

2 See Socrates’ recognition of his own ignorance at Apology 21B-22B.

3 “Interlocutor” is the standard term for anyone caught up in conversation with Socrates in Plato’s
dialogues. The Greek equivalent of this word, TPOGOLOAEYOUEVOGS, occurs infrequently in Plato
(Beversluis 2000: 18).



conditions for his questions in two ways: by explaining what he wants-often through
model answers-and by offering objections to the answers that his interlocutors give. In
these ways, Socrates supplies the guidelines to answering his questions. So, the Socrates
of these dialogues is not necessarily the destructive critic he is sometimes made out to
be.* If he is not the destructive critic he is sometimes made out to be, then we can assume
reasonably that a generalized account of what he expects can be gleaned from a subset of
Plato’s dialogues.

Yet, to talk of Socrates rather than Plato might seem odd, if by “Socrates” I meant
the historical figure. Socrates appears also in the writings of the 5™ century comic
playwright, Aristophanes, and in the writings of a 5" century general, Xenophon. As
contemporaries of the historical Socrates, all of these authors, Plato, Aristophanes, and
Xenophon, would have had privileged access to Socrates, the man. But their views of him
are so widely divergent, all cannot be right. And, it may be the case that they have all
gotten him wrong. This complexity has come to be known in the literature as the

“Problem of the Historical Socrates.”’

* For the “Socrates as destructive critic” view, see Grote 1875. The argument in favor of viewing
Socrates as merely destructive critic is that if Plato had more positive views in these dialogues, he would
have written in a straightforward, expository style. Rudebusch argues that this premise is false: the dialogue
form is more effective pedagogy (Rudebusch 1999: 11-17).

> Aristophanes presents an unflattering portrait of Socrates quite opposed to the description
contained in Plato’s dialogues. In The Clouds, Aristophanes presents the character Socrates as the
embodiment of two schools of thought: the natural philosophers, whose primary investigations concerned
the movements of the heavens and the material composition of the earth, and the sophists, whose activity
mainly consisted in teaching young, wealthy Athenians how to speak persuasively in the assembly.

Plato’s Socrates is famous for his disavowal of knowledge. This removes him from the company
of Sophists who claim to be able to teach virtue. Xenophon’s portrait of Socrates is in sharp contrast, with
Socrates asserting with confidence a great many moral doctrines, instead of disavowing knowledge of such
things.



One obvious way to side-step this problem is to limit my discussion to Plato’s
Socrates. In so doing, however, I do not obviate all difficulties associated with the
problem of historical Socrates. Socrates-the historical figure-wrote nothing himself, and
Plato is the author of the dialogues.® And if Plato is the author of the dialogues, would it
not follow that Plato’s views are expressed by the character Socrates? Not necessarily: As
the author, Plato puts himself in the background, and distances himself from the main
action of the conversation in all the dialogues. Plato never has a speaking part himself
and he is mentioned only three times in the dialogues.’ It can be questioned whether the
character Socrates represents Plato’s views at all. Even so, I can still refer to the views
associated with the character Socrates in Plato’s dialogues. A character in a dialogue
needn’t correspond to an actual historical figure in order to be philosophically interesting.
It has been argued at length, however, that Plato offers us two different Socrateses in his
dialogues, and the one appearing in the shorter, aporetic dialogues represents the
historical figure of Socrates.®

The subset of Plato’s dialogues that provide the impetus and textual background
for this project are the following: Charmides, Laches, Euthyphro, Republic Book I,
Meno, Hippias Major, Protagoras, and Gorgias. These dialogues share a number of
features that constitute them as a group and make them suited to the scope of my project.

First, Socrates is the main speaker and philosophical hero of these dialogues. Second,

% Some dialogues attributed to Plato are generally considered spurious: Second Alcibiades,
Hipparchus, Rival Lovers, Theages, Minos, Epinomis, Definitions, On Justice, On Virtue, Demodocus,
Sisyphus, Halcyon, Eryxias, Axiochus (Cooper, ed. 1997). Other dialogues are controversial, i.e. it is not
agreed whether Plato is the author: Alcibiades, Hippias Major, Clitophon, Letters, and Epigrams (Ibid).

"See Ap. 34A, Ap. 38B and Phd. 59B.

8 See Vlastos 1991.



they are aporetic: they end without seeming to have answered the question that occupies
most of the dialogue. Third, they tend to focus on attempting to provide a definition of a
particular virtue in a dialectical discussion. In so doing, they provide the most useful texts
for recovering Socrates’ definitional commitments, which occur in these dialogues.
Finally, this group of dialogues also corresponds to a smaller set of Plato’s early or
transitional dialogues, i.e. those dialogues that better express the views of historical
Socrates rather than Plato’s own mature thought. Plato’s other dialogues tend to lack
these features. They are not aporetic, not explicitly definitional in that the dialogues is
mainly concerned with testing definitions, and more expositional, which makes them less
suited to the purpose of this dissertation.

This introduction is structured in way to mirror the title of the dissertation: The
first part of this introduction is a short justification for the division between Socratic and
Platonic dialogues, and locating the dialogues that are the textual background to this
project within the former group;’ the second part of this introduction is a clarification of
Socratic definition, as opposed to other kinds of definition; the third part of this
introduction introduces two objections to the interpretive approach I advocate. Finally,
the fourth part of the introduction describes the general structure of the rest of the

dissertation.

? This section doesn’t constitute a complete argument for adopting this division; it serves to clarify
that I am working within a tradition, which entitles this project to be called “Socratic” rather than
“Platonic” despite the fact that Plato, and not Socrates, is the author of the dialogues recognized as genuine.



A. Socratic

In the last fifty years of scholarship on Plato, the dominant interpretation,
especially in the Anglophone world, groups a subset of Plato’s dialogues together,
supposing that they were written early in Plato’s career and represent, more or less, the
views of historical Socrates shared by the young Plato.'® Later on, the figure of Socrates
presents Plato’s more developed views, markedly different in some ways from those of
Socrates. Plato’s abundant writing is likely to have taken place over the course of many
years. It is also likely that, like most philosophers working over a great span of time,
Plato changed his mind along the way;'' thus, Plato’s dialogues are sometimes classified
chronologically, according to early, transitional, middle and late periods.'? Some recent
work in Platonic scholarship attempts to undermine this dominant, “developmental”
perspective of Plato’s dialogues, however.

The rise of this developmental perspective comes in part from a principle of
charity. Some of the views expressed within the corpus as a whole are so widely
divergent, Vlastos once quipped, as able to be contained simultaneously only in the mind

of a schizophrenic.'* Such harsh rebuke aside, supposing a moderate developmental

1 Vlastos points out that if you maintain that through a “Socrates” in Plato, we come to know the
Socrates of history, you must argue for it, which is what he does (Vlastos 1991: 44-80). One may still be
agnostic about the historical accuracy of the character Socrates in the aporetic dialogues. See Benson 2000
and Santas 1979. In line with this approach, there’s no difference between “Socrates” and “early Plato.”

' Contrast this “developmentalist” position with a “unitarian” one, whose claim is that Plato
composed the dialogues with complete views in mind, hiding them under the dialectical exchange. Each
dialogue reveals some aspect of these views, and textual inconsistencies are explained by Plato’s varying
motives. See Kahn 1996; Annas 1999.

12 See Vlastos 1991, Penner 1992, and Benson 2000.

1 See Annas (1999: 31-51).

' See Vlastos (1991: 46).



approach in the composition of Plato’s dialogues allows us to make sense of some of the
philosophical conflicts within the dialogues. "

According to this chronology, then, the dialogues that are the textual background
to this project that belong in the early category are: Charmides, Laches, Euthyphro,
Republic Book I, Protagoras and Gorgias. Those dialogues belonging to the transitional
group are: Meno, and Hippias Major. Thus, arguments based on these texts may well be
entitled to being called, “Socratic.” One objection to this concerns the transitional
dialogues. Transitional dialogues are distinguished by their combination of Socratic and
Platonic elements. But one can only identify these dialogues as transitional by
presupposing that they contain both Socratic and Platonic elements. So, how do I know
that these are transitional? They contain both Socratic and Platonic elements. And how is
it that they contain both Socratic and Platonic elements? They are transitional dialogues.
This appears to have created a circle. This is why, perhaps, some commentators have
preferred to emphasize the argumentative rather than the chronological aspect of the
dialogues. But even according to the argumentative criteria, the texts for this project wind
up being in the Socratic category.

A recent account distinguishes the Socratic dialogues from the other dialogues on

philosophical grounds. Dancy distinguishes Socratic from doctrinal dialogues and then

' One of the main conflicts arises from two incompatible views of the soul. At Apology 25B5-
26A8 the character Socrates argues that no one harms intentionally and at Meno 77B6-78BS8, he argues that
everyone desires what is genuinely good. Thus, desire is rational. At Republic Book IV, however, the
character Socrates argues that there is an appetitive part of the soul. So, desire is irrational. One way to
resolve this conflict is to suppose that Plato changed his mind about the nature of the soul. During the
composition of the early dialogues, he thought the soul was unitary. In later writings, he thought it
composed of parts.



subdivides the Socratic dialogues into definitional and non-definitional dialogues.'® The
character Socrates produces negative arguments without committing himself to the
metaphysical view of the Theory of Forms.'” The dialogues in which Plato introduces
The Theory of Forms are therefore called, “doctrinal” because the character Socrates
provides arguments for the Theory of Forms. The definitional dialogues are identified by
the following criteria: (1) Socrates is the main speaker; (2) the main task is defining
something with the aim of resolving some practical, ethical issue; (3) the task is left
undone at the end of the dialogue.'® These Socratic, definitional dialogues are:
Charmides, Euthyphro, Hippias Major, Laches, Lysis, and Republic I. The Socratic non-
definitional dialogues according to this schema are: Apology, Crito, Euthydemus, Hippias
Minor, lon, Menexenus, Protagoras and Gorgias. The doctrinal dialogues are: Meno,
Phaedo and Symposium. According to this schematic, too, the background dialogues for
this project are included under the heading of Socratic dialogues. So, they are also
entitled to being called, “Socratic.” The exception to this schema is Meno, which is
designated as a transitional dialogue according to Vlastos’s chronological scheme, but
doctrinal, according to Dancy’s argument scheme. This conflict is easily obviated once
we realize that the first third of the Meno —up until Meno introduces the paradox of
inquiry at 80D5-8-develops exactly like a Socratic, definitional, or early dialogue. In fact,

this portion of the Meno provides the most sophisticated and detailed discussion of

1 See Dancy 2004.
17 See Dancy (2004: 4-6).
'8 He also advances the claim that Socrates has no positive view except for the Socratic paradoxes.

By “Socratic paradoxes,” Dancy means the claims that (a) no one does wrong voluntarily, that (b) virtue is
really one, and that (c) virtue is knowledge.



Socrates’ presuppositions about definitions.'” Thus, it is not only permitted in a
discussion of Socratic definition, it is required.

One dialogue among the group cited as textual background for this dissertation
brings up the issue of authenticity. Though Hippias Major exemplifies Socrates’ interest
in definitions, commentators have doubted that it was written by Plato at all.?® The issue
of authenticity can be a tricky one, especially because it is not immune to the subjective
interpretations of the commentators. But in fact, the evidence we have for doubting the
authenticity of Hippias Major is not conclusive. The historical presumption is in favor of
regarding Hippias Major as authentic. Woodruff says that Hippias Major has “as good a
claim to Platonic authorship as do the lon and Euthyphro.” L And 1 certainly don’t doubt
the Euthyphro’s authenticity. It is helpful to know that this issue of authenticity arises
only in the 19" century, when Schleiermacher doubted the authenticity of Hippias Major
because of the uncharacteristic rudeness with which Socrates engages Hippias. This is
just an example of how commentators can be motivated by their subjective impressions.

Thus far, I have justified calling this project “Socratic” by appealing to two
prominent interpreters of Plato: to one who distinguishes the dialogues chronologically
and to another who distinguishes them philosophically. In both cases, the dialogues cited
for this discussion fall into the “early Plato” or “Socratic” group. Lest this preliminary
discussion be an appeal to authority, I offer some more grounds on which we can

distinguish the Socratic from the Platonic dialogues: Stylometric analysis and Aristotle’s

1 See Dancy 2004 and Nakhinikian 1971.
2 See Woodruff (1982: 93-103).

2 1bid, 94



testimony about Socrates. The development of stylometric analysis came about for the
most part to offset the subjective interpretations of the interpreters in establishing a rough
chronological development among Plato’s dialogues. Aristotle’s testimony provides a

more independent portrait of Socrates.

A.1. Stylometry

Stylometric analysis focuses on certain features of an author’s writing style.*
Tracking these features of an author’s style helps-it is supposed-to establish a rough
chronology. This chronology is supported in concert with, ideally, the inter-textual
references between dialogues, and doctrinal differences contained therein. With this
technique, some commentators organize Plato’s dialogues into a fine-grained analysis of
the position of each of the dialogues in their order of writing. Some of this is aided by a
few inter-textual references which entail that the Republic was written before Timaeus, or
that Meno was written before Phaedo. In any case, stylometry charts a number of
unconscious features of Plato’s writing, e.g. responses from the interlocutors, e.g. Greek
equivalents for “truly” or “indeed,” to organize Plato’s dialogues into their order of
composition. Stylometry provides a way to organize the dialogues along chronological
lines even when they do not share structural features.

Before the advent of stylometric analysis, it might have been tempting to group
Plato’s dialogues according to their content. Following this suggestion, we’d divide the

dialogues differently. For example, Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, and Phaedo compose a

22 Work on chronology tracks stylistic features of Plato’s work such as reply formulae and the
appearance of hiatus (a word ending with a vowel is elided because it precedes a word beginning with a
vowel) has a long and detailed history. See Brandwood 1992.



dramatic unit. In Euthyphro, Socrates is at the footsteps of the courthouse, answering his
indictment. In Apology, he defends himself against charges brought against him. In Crito,
he is in jail, discussing whether he ought to escape. In Phaedo, the eponymous
interlocutor relates Socrates last day in prison when he is sentenced to death by drinking
hemlock. This grouping according to dramatic development, however, is in conflict with
stylometric analysis. According to chronology, Phaedo is a middle Plato dialogue, and

according to argument, a doctrinal dialogue.

A.2. Aristotle’s Testimony

As a student of Plato, Aristotle would have privileged access to Socratic views.
His testimony about Socrates suggests a portrait of Socrates found in some dialogues, but
not found in others. Thus, we take his testimony about Socrates as additional support for
this division between Socratic dialogues and the rest.

Aristotle says that Socrates only asked questions because he said that he didn’t
know.” So, according to Aristotle, Socrates was a question-asker.

This question-asker portrait is certainly the portrait we get in a number of Plato’s
dialogues. In Laches, Charmides, Euthyphro and the first third of Meno, we find Socrates
doing what Aristotle tells us he does. Interlocutors struggle to articulate accounts of the

nature of courage, temperance, piety and virtue that would satisfy him. But all of them

3 See SE 183B6-8. The nature of Socrates’ disavowals of knowledge is a hotly debated topic.
Some recommend that a number of these disavowals are taken ironically, and that their purpose is to disarm
the interlocutor. We see this in Thrasymachus’ response to Socrates in Republic Book I: he says that
Socrates is being coy. Whether Socrates’ disavowals are meant to be taken ironically, or whether some are
meant to be taken ironically, but not others doesn’t make a difference for my point here. Aristotle doesn’t
comment on the nature of Socratic disavowals of knowledge; he only says that this is what Socrates does.
So, it is likely that those dialogues wherein Socrates’ disavowal of knowledge appears are Socratic and not
Platonic dialogues.

10



fail. Typically an interlocutor offers a definition, and Socrates spends the rest of the
dialogue criticizing it. In the end, the interlocutor is more confused than when he began
his discussion, so we are led to believe.

If we turn to Republic Book IV we find that the definition of justice which
Socrates offers himself is not scrutinized the way the definition of piety is in Plato’s
Euthyphro. The suggestion, in accordance with Aristotle’s testimony, is to view Socrates
of the middle and later period dialogues representing Plato’s mature view: he has turned
away from the quest for definitions.*

If we consider Books II-IX of the Republic as Platonic dialogues, then we can
explain this lack of scrutiny over the definition of justice: Plato’s interest moves beyond
the scrutinizing of definitions customarily associated with Socrates, who didn’t know the
answer to “what is Justice?” The Platonic Socrates then supplies an answer himself to the
question, “what is Justice?”” Socrates reveals that justice is a harmonious arrangement of
parts of the soul.”” This definition of justice is not then taken up to be criticized, but
forms an essential part of the argument that it is important to maintain the justice of one’s
soul.

Those dialogues that embody the question and answer style traditionally
associated with Socrates together with Socrates’ disavowals of knowledge are likely to
express Socratic rather than Platonic views, according to Aristotle.

So, based on the appeal to both the chronological and philosophical division of

the dialogues, stylometric analysis, and Aristotle’s testimony, I have justified why this

24 Plato may not have abandoned the criteria for good definitions, however (Nakhnikian 1971:
138).

2 See R. 444C-445C.

11



project is entitled to being called, “Socratic” rather than “Platonic.” The dialogues cited
in this dissertation, Charmides, Laches, Euthyphro, Republic Book I, Meno, Hippias
Major, Protagoras, and Gorgias, make up a smaller subset of dialogues traditionally
thought of as exemplifying the views of historical Socrates.

The argument of this dissertation is intended to cover all and only those dialogues
I enumerate above, as such I need a way to refer to Socrates’ question more generally,
abstracted from particular contexts where the topic is either courage, or justice, or virtue.
I can do this by saying that Socrates’ adequacy conditions are constraints on answers to
“what is F-ness?” Here, “F-ness” stands for virtues like courage, which is the main topic
of inquiry in Laches, or piety, which is the main topic of inquiry in Euthyphro, or for
non-virtues like quickness, Socrates’ model for courage in Laches, or shape, his model
for virtue in Meno. The use of the term “F-ness” is just a way to generalize Socrates’
question across dialogues.*® So, an account of adequacy conditions on F-ness will apply
no less to courage, beauty or piety than it does to temperance, justice or shape. In other
words, “F-ness” stands for F-nesses that are virtues and F-nesses that aren’t.

“Socratic definition” has become shorthand for referring to Socrates’ expectations
in answers to “what is F-ness?” Some commentators note that calling an answer to “what
is F-ness?” a Socratic definition doesn’t say much.?” An additional caution against
running together answers to “what is F-ness?” with definitions is that we might foist upon

Socrates anachronistic features of definitions in general. Nevertheless, there is a long

2% Other commentators refer to Socrates’ main question as the “what is the F?”” question (Vlastos
1976; Dancy 2004), or as the “what is X?” question (Robinson 1958; Penner 1992; Silverman 2003). For a
defense of “F-ness” over “the F,” see Benson 1992.

27 See Benson (2000: 100).

12



history of referring to an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?” as a Socratic definition.*®
I simply follow in this tradition, but I detail some of the reasons to think that what

Socrates expects is indeed some kind of definition.

B. Definition®

An oft-quoted passage from Aristotle’s Metaphysics tells us that Socrates was the
first to have an interest in general definition.’® No doubt Aristotle’s testimony is
responsible for helping to characterize Socrates’ inquiries as the pursuit of definitions. If
Aristotle sees in Socrates the genesis of an interest in definition, and since he himself
gives an explicit discussion of definition, then we ought to look to Aristotle for a clue
into what kind of definition Socrates was after.

The classic view of definition, first explicitly stated by Aristotle, identifies the
purpose of giving a definition is to give an account of what it is to be something.’' Later,

Aristotle’s expressions for what it is to be something came to be translated as

% See Woodruff 1982, Sharvy 1972, Nakhnikian 1971, Santas 1979, Nehamas 1975, Beversluis
1974, and Allen 1970.

%% The word for “definition” in Aristotle, OpOG, appears only rarely in Plato (Grg. 488D1, Hi. Ma.
283B2, Lys. 209C7, R. 331D2). Derived from Opilelv, the word is used by farmers and surveyors to mark
off parcels of land. Hence, any contest in which one “distinguishes” or “separates” could appropriate this
word (Wolfsdorf 2004). In the same vein, Socrates asks his interlocutor to uniquely identify the F-ness in
question. Thus, although the language of definition is slim, we need not deny our use of “Socratic
Definition” as what Socrates is after.

30 “Socrates, however, busied himself with ethical matters and neglected the world of nature as a
whole. Rather he sought the universal in these ethical matters, and fixed thought for the first time on
definitions” (Meta. 987B1-4). See Guthrie (1971: 105), White (1976: 13), Santas (1979: 79), and Dancy
(2004: 23-26).

31 See Smith (1995: 51).
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9932

“essence.””” Additionally, Socrates’ request in Euthyphro that Euthyphro provide him

with the 0bG10, —a word often translated as “essence”- of piety show Socrates’ activity

in harmony with Aristotle’s assessment of him.

As a response to Aristotle, John Locke first formulated the distinction between
real and nominal essences in order to maintain that the real essence is not knowable. Only
nominal essences are. Clearly Aristotle thought that real essences were knowable and ex
hypothesi, so did Socrates.

In more contemporary circles, the account that expresses the nominal essence
became the nominal definition and the account that expresses the real essence became the
real definition. Nominal definitions tend to give the linguistic meaning or use of a noun
or expression. Typically, this sort of definition is given in terms of obvious sensible
properties. The nominal definition of “water” for example might be “odorless, colorless
liquid used for drinking, cooking and bathing.” This sort of definition stops at the level of
words. What we are defining are words, not things.

Real definition is a different matter. A real definition specifies the metaphysically
necessary and sufficient conditions for something to be of its kind.*® Typically, such a
definition is given in terms of its inner constitution or atomic components. The real
definition of “water” is “H,0,” for example. This contrasts with nominal definition in
that we’re talking about the natural kind here, and not how we use the word. What we

should keep in mind is that though we use words in expressing a definition, we do so in

32 Aristotle’s discussion of definition occurs in Top. 14-6, VI, VIIL: 3, A.Po. I: 2, 10, II: 3-13, and
Metaph, Z 4-6, 10, 12, 15 and in H 3, 6. The locution in Greek is “0 AOY0g TOL 11 f|v €ival.” The
word Roman translators called obo1la, “essentia.”

33 See the Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy.
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order to explain how something is a member of a certain type. So, in this respect, all
definitions are nominal. But if our definitions mean to express the nature of the kind of
thing denoted by them, then we are producing real definitions. So, where do we place
Socrates in this division? Some commentators, whose views I discuss in chapter six,
believe Socratic definitions have important connections with meaning, but most agree
that Socrates is after a real definition.>* The situation is much more complex than this,
however. Some have thought of Socrates as performing conceptual analysis, using the
ordinary beliefs and linguistic practices of his interlocutors as the data for accounts of F-
ness. This cannot be the whole story, especially since Socrates is often at odds with
traditional beliefs about the virtues, which he points out to his interlocutors (La. 197A1-
C4). Moreover, in a number of places, he emphasizes that he doesn’t want an account of
what people believe: he wants to know what F-ness is.”

What can we say about the classification of Socratic definitions? One study in
particular has collected all the definitions in the early dialogues that Socrates must regard
as formally adequate.’® Among these definitions, there is a wide syntactic variety of the
sorts of things Socrates regards as acceptable. He allows conjunctive definitions,
disjunctive definitions, definitions by genus and differentia, and definitions by synonym.
But still the vast majority of definitions resist classification. This suggests both that there

is an unlimited freedom of expression when it comes to syntactically adequate

3* See Penner 1973, Fine 1992, and Irwin 1995.

> At Hi. Ma. 299B1-3, he says that he isn’t after what ordinary people think is fine, but what is
genuinely fine.

36 See Santas (1979: 98-100).
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definitions, and that there isn’t an understanding of formal adequacy tied to the syntax of
the expression. So, in what does formal adequacy consist for Socrates? Socrates’
conditions on formal adequacy are seen in the way he responds to some of his
interlocutors’ answers.”’ In these cases, Socrates often blames himself for not explaining
clearly what it is he wants. He interprets his interlocutor, also, as not having understood
the question. A discussion of the difference between formal and material adequacy is
necessary in order to illustrate that the conditions I argue for in this definition are
material. [ have eliminated as data for this argument the definitions that Socrates regards

as formally inadequate.

B.1. Formal and Material Conditions

A number of passages in Plato’s dialogues show Socrates displeased with his
interlocutors’ answers but not because they are false; they do not answer the question he
asks.”® These passages provoke an on-going scholarly debate aimed at explaining why,
exactly, Socrates objects to these definitions in the way he does. A brief discussion of the
difference between formal and material conditions in answers to “what is F-ness?” will
show that the conditions I attribute to Socrates are material and not formal conditions.

A long-held view was that these interlocutors confused universals with

particulars. The intuitive distinction between universals and particulars is that something

37 See Nehamas 1975.

3 Laches first response to “what is courage?” is that standing in line and not fleeing is courageous.
Socrates blames himself for not speaking clearly because Laches did not answer the question he asked (La.
190E7-9). Corroborating passages can be found at Euthyphr. 7A2-4 where Socrates explicitly approves of
the way in which Euthyphro answers then says that they will find out whether what Euthyphro says is true
or not. See also Men. 73C9-D2 and Hi. Ma. 287D2-4.
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is a universal just in case it may apply to a number of things; it is a particular just in case
it does not.*” Nehamas, however, pointed out that these interlocutors did, in fact, propose
universals; but these proposals lacked the required generality of picking out all and only
F’s. This is not the same as proposing that they are particulars.

Building on Nehamas’ work and supplementing it with Belnap and Steele’s work
on the logic of questions, Benson gives an account of formal adequacy to explain
Socrates’ responses to his interlocutors’ missteps. I oversimplify many of the details of
Benson’s account, but I think that I capture the main idea adequately for the purpose of
this discussion.

Socrates’ “what is F-ness?” question can be likened to the question, “What are the
prime numbers between 1 and 10?” in order to illustrate formal adequacy. One way to
answer this question is to say, “1 and 2 and 3 and there are others.” Another way to
answer the question is to say, “1 and 2 and 3 and there are no others,” or “l and 2 and 8
and 9.” In the first case, I’ve given a formally inadequate answer because it is not
complete. In the second case, I’ve given a formally adequate answer, but it is materially
inadequate because I’ve mistakenly supposed that my answer picks out all and only those
prime numbers between 1 and 10.*

This account of formal adequacy explains the difference between the right kind of
answer and shows that the right kind of answer still may be false. This account, of course,

depends on whether Socrates-in the particular context of the passage-takes his

3% See Benson (1990: 126).
* Benson’s view is criticized by Wolfsdorf (2003). Wolfsdorf thinks that Benson draws the

formal/material distinction in an arbitrary way, and he diagnoses Socrates’ criticism thus: interlocutors
don’t recognize the ontological distinction between F-ness and F things.
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interlocutor as giving him the right kind of answer. It depends, in part, on how much
intellectual credit Socrates gives his interlocutor.*'

The main point of articulating this account of formal adequacy is two-fold: to
show that the adequacy conditions I attribute to Socrates are material, and to show that
formal adequacy isn’t necessarily tied to any syntactic or grammatical restriction. Though
it is a matter of controversy, it is clear that Socrates recognizes some kind of formal
criteria in adequate answers from his interlocutors. In several passages, he questions the
formal adequacy of his interlocutors’ answers. So, given that he has such criticism
available, we should assume that when he doesn’t offer such criticism, he regards the
definitions offered as formally adequate. We are left, then, with a broad understanding of
formal adequacy that isn’t tied to definitions of a particular syntactic or grammatical
variety.*

This argument, of course, is vulnerable to at least one objection: just because
Socrates raises a particular objection to an interlocutor’s definition for F-ness, it doesn’t
follow that this is the only problem Socrates would see with such a definition. This may

be one reason some commentators prefer to take Plato’s dialogues one-by-one, and are

*! The most important textual objection, on which Benson himself comments, comes in Plato’s
Meno. Meno gives a formally correct answer to “what is virtue?”” He says that it is “to be suited to ruling
over others” (ApY€LVY OOV T ~€lval TOV avOPOT®V) and adds “if you want something that runs
through them all” (€imep &V Y€ T1 (NTEIG KOTA TAVT®V). So, it appears that Meno has gotten the
importance of Socrates’ earlier objection to his answer. Earlier, he had given a different answer to “what is
virtue?” He explained that for a man, it was one thing, for a woman, another, and so on. He didn’t think
that there was something in common with them all. So, if Meno understands what Socrates is asking, why
does he give a formally incorrect answer later in the dialogue? Socrates corrects Meno again when Meno
says that justice is virtue. Socrates asks whether justice is virtue, or a virtue, suggesting that there are other
virtues. The difficulty here for Benson’s account is that Socrates should take Meno as giving a formally
correct answer. But he doesn’t. This seems to undermine the way in which Benson draws the
formal/material distinction as the background to why Socrates objects.

2 For a list of definitions Socrates regards as formally adequate, see Santas (1979: 98-100).

18



reluctant to extend claims across dialogues. If Socrates’ objections are tailored to the
tendencies of particular interlocutors, then we might expect that Socrates could see many
inadequacies in particular definitions, but chooses to focus on the one he thinks will be
most effective to showing the interlocutor that he doesn’t know what he claims to know. I
can only say that any approach that embraces multiple dialogues is vulnerable to this
criticism.

Finally, in the service of contrast, I reiterate an important feature of my approach,
which is to include both the definitions Socrates regards as adequate kinds of answers as
well as his own model answers. In his seminal work on Socratic definition, Nakhnikian
maintains that Socratic definition, properly understood, applies to all and only those
definitions that emerge from critical scrutiny, not those that are offered by Socrates
himself.*

On this approach, testing the definitions proposed by Socrates or by his
interlocutors legitimizes them as Socratic definitions. Without some kind of scrutiny,
they fall outside of the class of elenctic** definitions, which is what Nakhnikian means by
“Socratic definition.” Nakhnikian’s particular strategy is to see how definitions fail, and
from their failure, determines what Socrates expects. Or by passing the test of critical

scrutiny, the definitions illustrate Socrates’ requirements more clearly.*’ This strategy

* See Nakhnikian (1971: 125-126).

# “The Socratic Elenchus” is a topic of much debate. Derived from the Greek word for
examination, EAEYYELV, its cognates appear infrequently in Plato (Brandwood 1992). Some commentators
think the elenchus is a method (Vlastos 1991 and Benson 2000), others call it more of a strategy
(Brickhouse and Smith 1994). Still others think it just refers in general to Socrates’ customary discourse
(Peters 1967), or whatever method Socrates happens to endorse in a particular dialogue.

* The definition of courage at Protagoras 360D, that courage is a wisdom about what is and is not
to be feared, is an example that emerges from the test of critical scrutiny, i.e. the Socratic elenchus.
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neglects, however, Socrates’ own model answers for F-nesses, and these models, I
assume, are an additional source of information about Socrates’ requirements.

In some cases, Socrates’ definitions don’t seem to satisfy all of Socrates’ own
conditions, but they can still provide some information. So they are valuable in some
respect. In Plato’s Meno, for example, Socrates offers a definition of shape as “the only
thing that always accompanies color”

(Eotm yap 01 MUV ToLTO oYM, 6 HOVOV TAV OVIWOV TLUYVAVEL YPOL

DY r

atl ael STEO},LSVOV).46 This definition specifies the strict bi-conditional relationship

between things that are shaped and things that are colored. This definition satisfies
Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence, that a definition of F-ness pick out all
and only F things, but it doesn’t meet Socrates’ own explanatory condition, which is that
the definiens explains instances of the definiendum. In Plato’s Meno, this definition for
shape doesn’t say what shape is, only that it always accompanies color. So, why would
Socrates offer a definition that fails to meet his own requirement? Either such a definition
is not meant to be taken seriously, or that Socrates prefers the other definition of shape
that he offers.*’ Socrates has a reason for bringing up such a definition at this particular
point in the dialogue. I argue in chapter four that Socrates offers this definition of shape
as a correlate to color because he wants to give Meno an example of a definition that
meets the extensional equivalence condition, something that Meno has been unable to do

in his answers to “what is virtue?” up to that point in the dialogue.

4 See Men. 75B10-11.

47 See Kahn 1998 and Santas 1979.
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Socrates’ model answers, in addition to those failed definitions, provide important
evidence for an account of Socratic definition. Socrates’ models answers have some
relevance to the expectations he has for his interlocutors’ answers, even if sometimes
they don’t embody all the conditions Socrates has in mind for an adequate answer. This is
just the sort of work any interpretation will do.

I conclude this section with a brief summary: Socrates expects a real definition in
answers to “what is F-ness?” because that is the only kind of definition that could satisfy
the purpose of his activities. The adequacy conditions I attribute to Socratic definitions
are material and not formal conditions. In the next section, I explain the peculiarity of
attributing any adequacy conditions to a Socratic definition if Socrates is merely a
destructive critic. I also entertain two objections to attributing to Socrates any view across

several dialogues.

C. In Plato’s Dialogues
In Plato’s Apology, Socrates compares himself to a gadfly, stirring the large horse
of the Athenian citizenry from sluggishness.*® This comparison suggests, judging from
the context of the passage, that Socrates questions his fellow citizens about the nature of
virtue in order to provoke them. He hopes that by provoking them, they will be more
reflective. Add the aporetic nature of the Socratic dialogues to this and it leads some to
think that there are no right answers to Socrates’ questions; Socrates’ main aim is to put

his interlocutors into confusion; once they recognize their ignorance, they will become

* See Ap. 30E5.
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more reflective about the nature of virtue, and this will encourage them to seek out what
they do not know.

If this is the case, then an attempt to recover Socrates’ adequacy conditions seems
misguided. There seem to be, at first glance, no conditions to recover because Socrates’
objections and his model answers are not informed by a coherent view of answers to
“what is F-ness?” His objections and model answers are tailored to the interests and

beliefs of his interlocutors.

C.1. The Textual Objection

In Plato’s Apology, Socrates recognizes several aims in asking the questions he
does.*’ But when the oracle told his friend Chaerephon that no one was wiser, he should
have realized that one of his aims-to acquire the knowledge he lacks-would be
impossible. For if no one is wiser than Socrates, and he is wise only to the extent that he
recognizes his ignorance, then it would be impossible for him ever to find someone else
who knows the answer to his questions about virtue. This is what should lead us to
suspect that the aim of Socratic questioning is in the questions themselves, not in the
answers. For if it is impossible that anyone should turn up who knows the answer, and
Socrates recognizes this, then he must think that there is some benefit to questioning
aside from acquiring the knowledge he lacks. The oracle put that knowledge out of his
reach with her pronouncement. It is illegitimate for her to lie, as he says.”® If no one is

wiser than Socrates, then no one will be able to provide the knowledge he desires.

* See Benson 2000: 17 for a list of the eight distinct aims Socrates details in Plato’s Apology.

0 See Ap. 21 B6.
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Plato’s Apology leaves an insuperable obstacle, or so it would seem: if the aim
and benefit of Socratic questioning does not come through giving the right answers, then
an account of the adequacy conditions for those answers might seem misguided. After all,
if no right answer is available, then putting an account together seems futile.

I think that we can side-step this issue by distinguishing between what Socrates
should believe and to what he is committed. Despite the problem that the Apology
presents, we can still, as interpreters, read off how Socrates objects to his interlocutors,
and how he explains what he wants. Even if he thinks that no one will satisfy him, and
resigns himself to provoking people, his objections reveal principles on which his
arguments depend. If the adequacy conditions cannot all be satisfied by anyone’s answer
to “what is F-ness?” because he can’t, and no one is wiser than he, then perhaps he just
has other reasons for questioning his interlocutors. Nevertheless, the project I advocate
here can still describe what he is committed to, even if it’s impossible that anyone should
give him the right answer.

If the adequacy conditions to his answers are inconsistent, then this may be a
reason to rail against interpreting the dialogues in light of one another, and to just take
them one-by-one. There is some concern whether Socrates’ property sameness condition

and explanatory condition can both be satisfied. I address this in chapters four and five.

C.2. The Cross-Dialogue Objection

As an account of Socratic definition that reaches across a number of Plato’s

dialogues, we need a way to generalize across them. I suggested that a Socratic definition
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is an answer to a “what is F-ness?”” question where “F-ness” refers to the subject of
Socrates’ investigations and his own model answers.

Some commentators, however, think that Plato doesn’t mean to generalize across
dialogues. Each dialogue has its own specific literary and dramatic settings that affect the
arguments. While I believe that literary and dramatic features may sometimes have
philosophical import, they don’t require us to abandon our attempts at answering the
“what is F-ness?” question by restricting it to individual dialogues. I maintain that it is
reasonable to think that a unified account of F-ness can be recovered when we take into
consideration a number of dialogues and compare the passages.

I address three objections to this sort of “generalized” approach: the two
objections are that (1) Socrates never uses a general locution as a stand-in for virtue, piety
or beauty; (2) Socrates asks lots of different questions so that it is difficult to say what the
primary form is, and (3) Socrates has a particular purpose in each dialogue, and we
should not make claims that cut across the dialogues, ignoring their dramatic and literary

peculiarities.

C.2.a. F-ness

Robinson argues that there is no textual evidence for the abstractive approach |
recommend. As he says, “Socrates does not use the letter ‘X’; he never gives the function
but always one of its arguments.”*" So, his claim might be that there is no textual
evidence for a general account of F-ness because all we have are individual dialogues

devoted to particular topics, like virtue in Meno, courage in Laches, and so on. Thus, we

*! See Robinson (1953: 52).
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should limit our account, as I read his implication, to those dialogues in which such
topics are explicitly discussed.

It is true that Plato has never written a passage where Socrates utters the Greek
equivalent for “F-ness,” whatever that might be. But individual claims about justice or
virtue can serve a more generalized account, especially when those claims are the same.
At a number of passages in different dialogues, Socrates is forced to explain what he
wants with similar details and similar requirements, in dialogues occupied with different
‘[opics.52 For example, a quick glance at Plato’s Euthyphro reveals that when Euthyphro
doesn’t give Socrates the answer he wants, he asks, “Do you remember, Euthyphro, that
you would not teach me one or two of the many pious things, but that form itself by

95353

which pious things are pious He seems to repeat his request by way of explanation at

Plato’s Meno when he notes, “even if the virtues are many and various, there is some one

9954 Here

form which is the same in all of them and through which they are virtues.
Socrates suggests that there is something the same in all pious things that makes them
pious; he also suggests that there is something the same in all virtues that makes them
virtues. The conditions illustrated here are the property sameness condition and the

explanation condition, which will be argued for in chapters four and five, respectively.

For now, this passage provides some initial motivation for thinking that requirements

satistfying an answer to “what is courage?” or “what is piety?” or “what is virtue?” will be

32 See Men. 72C8-D1, Euthyphr. 5C8-D5, La. 191C8-E2, and Hi. Ma. 288A9-10, 298B.

“Méuvnoatl obv dtL 0b TOLTO GOl dlekedevouny, &v Tt §j dbo pe d1ddEat TOV
TOAL®V 0clov, GAL EKEIVO abTO TO €160¢ @ mavta Td Oclo E6TLV; Eenoba ydp mo
L pd Wég Ta TE GvOotlo (voola €lval kal ta 6ot Octa (Euthyphr. 6D9-E1).

5% See Men. 72C7-8.
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similar. So, it is possible to generalize an account of Socrates’ adequacy conditions

across dialogues; that’s what an account of F-ness is.

C.2.b. What is F-ness?

Robinson also offers that Socrates’ questions do not always take the form, “what
is F-ness?” They also take the form, “Is X Y?” or in the terminology of this dissertation,
“Is F-ness G?” This may suggest that “what is F-ness?” question is not always primary. It
will suffice, I hope, to show that in a number of passages, even if Socrates begins with a
question of the form “Is F-ness G ?” he quickly turns it into the “what is X?” or “what is
F-ness?” question. This transition, I maintain, suggests that the “what is F-ness?” is
indeed primary.

In Republic Book I, for example, the question at the beginning of the dialogue is
whether injustice is better than justice. At the end of Book I, however, Socrates identifies
a question that must be answered in order to answer the question with which they began.
Namely, “what is justice?” In this passage of Republic Book I, Socrates finds it necessary
to discover the answer to “what is justice?” before going on to learn whether justice is
better than injustice. Likewise at the opening of Meno, Meno asks Socrates whether
virtue is teachable. But Socrates responds that not only does he not know what virtue is-
to Meno’s surprise-he hasn’t met anyone who does; after this, he suggests they try to

answer “what is virtue?” before moving on to addressing whether virtue is teachable.”

> It is argued that these passages-among others-show Socrates’ commitment to the priority of
definition principle (Benson 2000). The priority of definition has two formulations: (1) If A doesn’t know
what F-ness then for any x, A doesn’t know that x is F; (2) If A doesn’t know what F-ness is, then A
doesn’t know that F-ness is G.
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Furthermore, in Plato’s Laches, Lysimachus and Melissus enlist the help of
Socrates to find out whether their sons should learn how to fight in armor. Socrates and
Laches point out that courage is the part of virtue most relevant to fighting in armor.”® If
they want to know whether their sons should learn to fight in armor, they should first
figure out what they need in order to fight in armor well. They need courage. So, they’d
better figure out what courage is first. Thus, the discussion turns to the nature of courage
and the question they are attempting to answer is “what is courage?”

Not all the aporetic dialogues display an explicit concern with the “what is F-
ness?” question with such clarity, but they are still rich resources for discerning the
outlines of a satisfactory answer to “what is F-ness?”” Like the Meno, Protagoras begins
with the concern over whether virtue can be taught. But the dialogue does not run so
smoothly to the “what is F-ness?”” question. Yet the nature of virtue is discussed
explicitly: Socrates and his interlocutors wonder whether virtue terms are words for the
same thing or whether different virtue terms name different things.”” So, again, the
dialogue develops around discovering the nature of virtue in order to answer the question,
“Is virtue teachable?”” The initial discussion of the Gorgias concerns whether the
rhetorician must understand the nature of right and wrong. But this question later
becomes, “what is a rhetorician?” These examples should reveal that a high number of
texts begin with the question, “Is F-ness G?” only to turn to “what is F-ness?”” suggesting
that only by answering “what is F-ness?”” will the characters be in a position to answer,

“Is F-ness G?”

% See La. 190D3-6.

> See Penner 1992 in Cambridge Companion to Plato for a discussion of the controversy.
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In sum, most of the aporetic dialogues display an explicit concern for the “what is
F-ness?” question. In some cases, the development of the conversation of the
interlocutors develops differently, but there is nevertheless enough of a concern for a
particular F-ness that drives the bulk of the dialogue. So, Socrates’ “what is F-ness?”

question is primary.

C.2.c. Context

One strategy for determining Socrates’ view is to take everything he says-from
different dialogues- on a particular topic, virtue for example, and try to put together a
coherent picture. Meno and Protagoras both concern the nature of virtue and so it would
be natural to use both of these dialogues to cobble together an account of Socrates’
presuppositions about answers to “what is virtue?”” One notes that this approach is
vulnerable to the following criticism: it’s possible that Plato uses the character Socrates
for different ends in different dialogues. So, whatever Socrates says is going to be
influenced by Plato’s particular aim in composing the dialogue. The suggestion, then, is
that perhaps a consistent account that cuts across dialogues is unattainable.>® My position
is vulnerable to this criticism. On my approach, the adequacy conditions for a definition
of F-ness cover virtues and non-virtues in a wide variety of dialogues.

It may be true that some attempts to harmonize Socrates’ beliefs across dialogues
will be stymied. But as far as Socrates’ constraints on answers to “what is F-ness?”” we
are well-motivated at least to suppose that these remain constant, regardless of the

aporetic dialogue. My position is justified unless the conditions underlying Socrates’

58 See Wolfsdorf 2003.
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explanations and arguments are so radically underdetermined as to resist any reasonable
interpretation.

Having completed my preliminary justification of the title of this dissertation and
my interpretive approach, I move to describing the general structure of the following

chapters.

D. Structure of the Dissertation

I argue that the Socrates of Charmides, Laches, Euthyphro, Hippias Major, Meno,
Protagoras, Gorgias, and Republic | is committed to four adequacy conditions in answers
to “what is F-ness?” (1) Extensional equivalence: If F-ness=4 G-ness, then any F is G
and any G is F: an adequate definiens will pick out all and only instances of the
definiendum.”” (2) Property Sameness: If F-ness=qr G-ness, then F-ness is the same as G-
ness: an adequate definiens is ultimately a property identical to the definiedum. (3)
Explanation: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is F because it is G: the
definiens explains what makes something an instance of the definiendum. (4) Semantic
Completeness: Statements, “F-ness is F” or “F-ness is G” where “G” is an evaluative
predicate are semantically complete: adequate Socratic definitions are not context-
sensitive.

I devote a separate chapter to arguing for each of these conditions. In general, I
argue for them in the following way: I first quote the “direct” evidence that Socrates is
committed to the conditions I enumerate. These are passages where Socrates makes an

effort to explain what it is he wants, sometimes relying on analogies or models to explain

%% The expression, “=4 should be read, “is defined as.”
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his requirements. I then go on to show why these passages show him to be committed to
the condition as I describe it. Then, I quote the “indirect” evidence for his commitments:
passages where Socrates’ refutes his interlocutor’s answer to “what is F-ness?” by relying
on one of his adequacy conditions. In each of these cases, I present an objection-textual
or philosophical-and respond to it. In some chapters, there is a dearth of “direct”
evidence, but a wealth of “indirect” evidence, as in chapter three, which argues for
Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence. In other chapters, e.g. chapters four,
five and six, there is a nearly equal balance of direct and indirect evidence. With respect
to chapter three, although no commentator disputes that Socrates’ refutations of proposed
answers entail that he’s committed to extensional equivalence, there is prima facie textual
evidence against this commitment. So, I show that such evidence is not a counterexample
to Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence.

Chapter two and chapter seven are exceptions to this general structure of
presenting “direct” and “indirect” evidence in service of an argument for a particular
adequacy condition. Chapter two is a survey of the literature on Socratic definition, a
discussion of the adequacy conditions commentators have attributed to the Socrates of
Plato’s early dialogues. There are three sections: in the first, I discuss the conditions to
which I think Socrates is committed; I give a brief description of what that condition is; I
say who attributes it to Socrates; in some cases, I point out the other names for it; I also
point out where I argue for these conditions in the dissertation.

Also in chapter two, I address those conditions to which Socrates is not

committed. Again, I explain what the condition is and cite who thinks Socrates is
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committed to it; if there are other names for it, [ say what they are. Then, I say where I
argue against this condition in the dissertation.

In the third section of chapter two, I address those conditions attributed to
Socrates that are constraints on some feature of Socratic epistemology, but are not
definitional commitments, strictly speaking.®’ I illustrate these commitments; I clear up
some of the confusion that comes from calling some of these commitments by different
names. But I do not argue for or against these conditions; they are not definitional
commitments and so are beyond the scope of this dissertation.

Chapter three constitutes my argument for Socrates’ commitment to extensional
equivalence. I argue that a number of passages show him to be committed to extensional
equivalence. I entertain a textual objection to this commitment.

Chapter four constitutes my argument for Socrates’ commitment to property
sameness between definiens and the definiendum. I first explain what, among more direct
passages, support attributing this commitment to Socrates. Then, I argue that though it
appears that Meno 75B is a counterexample to the property sameness condition, it really
isn’t. Then, I present the argument at Charmides 160E-161B as indirect evidence that
Socrates is committed to the property sameness condition. The objection I respond to in
this chapter is a criticism of another commentator’s view that we cannot tell at this
passage whether Socrates is committed to the property sameness condition, or whether

this passage is better read as a commitment to extensional equivalence.

% As Paul Woodruff notes about the Hippias Major, “To say that Socrates wants definitions is
misleading in a modern context. What he primarily wants is a certain sort of knowledge, which is to be
conveyed by the Socratic definition of the fine” (1982: 151). It is all the more important, then, to
distinguish Socrates’ definitional commitments from his epistemological commitments, though there
clearly is a strong connection between the two.
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Chapter five is the argument for Socrates’ explanation condition. Many different
passages express Socrates’ commitment to the explanation condition, though they are
expressed using a variety of locutions in Greek. I explain that these passages express
Socrates’ belief in a causal relationship between F-ness and F things. It is controversial
what, exactly, the nature of this causal relationship is. But most commentators take it to
be akin to Aristotle’s formal cause. I conclude this chapter by noting a tension between
the property sameness condition and the explanation condition. I note this tension without
resolving it: the relationship suggested by sameness is symmetric, but the relationship
suggested by explanation is asymmetric. I summarize one attempt to show that property
sameness is compatible with the explanation condition.

Chapter six explains Socrates’ commitment to semantic completeness, but only at
the level of statements about F-nesses, not statements about F things.

The best way to explain Socrates’ semantic commitment comes from what some
commentators have called his commitment to strict predication for certain subjects, e.g.
virtues, and certain predicates, e.g. terms of approbation. These are the grounds for
identifying Socrates’ indefeasible semantic intuitions about F-nesses. For example,
Socrates thinks that even uncontroversial statements about F’s are defeasible, no matter
how uncontroversial such statements are. It could turn out that a proper account of F-ness
for Socrates does not capture anything that everyone calls F. He is not committed, then,
to an account of F-ness that supports all his and his interlocutors’ uncontroversial, pre-
analytic semantic intuitions about F things. On the other hand, Socrates is committed to
any claim of the form, “F-ness is F”” or “F-ness is G” being semantically complete where

“G” is a term of approbation.
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Chapter seven is my argument against attributing to Socrates a paradigm
condition: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then G is a paradigm for determining F’s. A paradigm,
strictly speaking, is a way of distinguishing F’s that is itself F, like a meter stick. Those
who think Socrates is committed to the paradigm condition argue that the work of the
paradigm is handled by the self-predication condition: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then G-ness is
under all circumstances F and under no circumstances not F. So, Socrates is committed to
the paradigm condition because he’s committed to self-predication. I don’t argue against
self-predication specifically, especially because the semantic completeness condition
seems related to it. But I do argue against an interpretation of Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 as an
illustration of Socrates’ reliance on self-predication. Moreover, Socrates may indeed be
searching for a way to determine genuine cases of the definiendum, but this doesn’t entail
that he requires a paradigm to do so.

Chapter eight summarizes the argument of the dissertation. It reiterates some of
the main points from the introduction through chapter seven, as well as supplying some

reflections and proposed directions for future research.
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Chapter II
An Overview of Socratic Definition

It is no surprise that Socrates’ pursuit of definitions has produced such a wealth of
literature; after all, it is his most distinct activity. But much of the work on Socratic
definition has gone on largely independently, with commentators specifying their
analyses in idiosyncratic ways. I attempt to clean up this conceptual landscape by
specifying the conditions to which Socrates is committed, arguing against some
conditions attributed to him by others, and explaining why some conditions are thought
of as definitional commitments, though they are really epistemological constraints. In this
chapter, I evaluate sixteen commitments that have been attributed to Socrates.

The first section includes the adequacy conditions to which Socrates is
committed: unity, extensional equivalence, property sameness, explanation and semantic
completeness. In this section, I formulate these commitments, and identify the passages
that suggest where he’s committed to them. I also discuss the logical relationship between
unity, extensional equivalence, and property sameness; I also point out where I argue for
these conditions in the dissertation.

The second section takes on the conditions to which Socrates is not committed:
the paradigm and value conditions. I formulate these conditions and provide a brief
discussion of why Socrates is not committed to them. Chapter seven constitutes my
argument against the paradigm condition. I give my argument against the value condition
in this section. Part of my argument against the value condition is that one formulation of
it doesn’t depend on value at all. As such, the notion of value needn’t play a role in

explaining how Socrates relies on this principle.
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Finally, in the third section, I argue that the coherence condition, the non-
circularity requirement, the dialectical requirement and the familiarity constraint are not

definitional commitments, but epistemological constraints."

A. Definitional Conditions to Which Socrates is Committed
Commentators formulate these conditions in various ways. A few of these ways

are equivalent. In the interest of consistency and clarity, I formulate them using the term
“F-ness” as the definiendum, which is a virtue, like courage, or a non-virtue, like shape. |
use the term “G-ness” for the definiens, which is a property that is the same as the
definiendum. Typical examples, though materially inadequate, are often formally
adequate, like an endurance of the soul for courage, or limit of a solid, for shape. The
other conditions I discuss, both those to which Socrates isn’t committed, and those which
are not definitional commitments, have not been formalized uniformly. In some cases, I
report them as the commentator identifies them. This is in order to make faithful
representations of them in this discussion. I sacrifice uniformity for faithful

representation.

! Conditions on definitions are ontological. Since Socrates assumes that F-nesses exist, he
formulates his requirements on F-nesses as things. But he also has other expectations about the behavior of
someone who knows the definition of F-ness. These expectations are epistemological: Someone who
knows the definition of F-ness will have coherent beliefs about F-ness. In fact, the epistemological priority
of definition, to which Socrates, some argue, is committed, requires this (Benson 2000). Moreover, one
who knows what F-ness is will be able to explain to someone what it is in terms with which the one asking
is familiar. This is called the “dialectical requirement” the “familiarity” or perhaps the “clarity” restraint. I
address these conditions in this chapter.
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A.1. The Unity Condition (UC): If F-ness=4r G-ness, then anything that is F is also G.

This condition is uncontroversial: it is clear that Socrates is looking for something
that is common in all F things. He expresses this in several places where he explains that
he wants an answer from his interlocutors which tells him what is the same in all the
people or actions, depending on the dialogue in which the explanation arises. Nakhnikian
and Woodruff® identify this condition explicitly, though Nakhnikian says that a Socratic
definition should state what is common to instances of the definiendum.’

A brief perusal of passages where Socrates attempts to explain to his interlocutors
what he wants shows him committed at least to the unity condition. In all these passages,

Socrates uses the word for same (TADTOV) which commentators have taken as evidence

of this condition.

(1) Men. 75A5-8: You do not understand that I am seeking that which is the same in
all these cases? (Ob pavoavelg 0t {nt® 10 £NL TOGLY TOVTOLG
TabTov;)?

(2)  Euthyphr. 5D1-5: Isn’t this pious (piety: TO OG10OV) by itself the same in any
action and the impious also completely its opposite, by itself and has one form,
the most impious, according to which everything impious strives to be impious?
(M| ob tabTOV E0TIV €V Tdo1 mpdéel 10 HG1LOV ALTO ALTH, KOl T
0 avéclov ad TobL ToL PEV 0610v TeVTOg Evavtiov, abTo d& abT
® Opotov kai Eyov piov Tiva 16é€av Kotd TNV avooltotnta mav
Otimep Gv pHEAAN VOGOV E1vaL;)

* Woodruff thinks that an answer to “what is fineness (TO K0AOV)?” will provide the logical
cause of beauty: “A logical cause must not only always bring fineness with it, if it is to be the fine, but it
must also be found wherever there is fineness” (1982:150).

3 See Nakhnikian (1971: 127).

* All translations are my own unless otherwise noted.
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3) La. 191E10-11: Try again to say first what the courage is that’s the same in all
these cases. (TAALY ODV TEPD €1MELV AvOpeioy TpdOTOV Tl
OV &v macl T00TOIS TALTOV EGTLV.)
Read straightforwardly, these passages suggest that Socrates wants something that is
common in all F’s. But it doesn’t have to be something unique to F’s. This is what
prompts Nakhnikian to add that Socrates wants something stronger: something that is

common and peculiar to F’s.” But Socrates’ language underdetermines that he intends by

ToLTOV “common and peculiar.” The unity requirement, however, is necessary for

what’s common and peculiar, but not sufficient for it. I put off more thorough discussion
of this until the end of this section, where I discuss the logical relationship between unity,

extensional equivalence, sameness and non-difference.

A.2. The Extensional Equivalence Condition (EE): If F-ness=4r G-ness, then anything that
is F is also G and anything that is G is also F.°

This condition concerns the nature of the relationship between the definiens and
the definiendum. As Santas explains it, anything that has the definiens as an attribute must
also have the definiendum as an attribute, though the definiens and definiendum needn’t
be identical.” This condition is clearly explained with the following example: the attribute
of being a chordate and the attribute of being a renate are extensionally equivalent, but
the attribute of having a heart is not the same as the attribute of having a kidney. In other

words, if someone were to ask me to identify what is common to all and only chordates, I

* See Nakhnikian (1971: 127).

® Benson says, “x belongs to all and only F things” in order to capture the variety of expressions
Socrates uses for this relationship (2000: 108).

7 See Santas (1979: 109).
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could say that they have kidneys. This would meet the extensional equivalence condition.
For other reasons, however, such an answer would miss the mark if one wanted a
definition of the term “chordate” or if one wanted to identify the property of being a
chordate in all and only chordates.

Commentators tend to describe the extensional equivalence condition in a variety
of ways.® And there is a wealth of evidence for this condition as in passages where
Socrates points out to his interlocutor that the definiens offered fails to provide a
necessary or sufficient condition for F-ness. For example, one of Meno’s answers to
“what is virtue?” is to be suited to ruling over men (73C9-D1). Since Meno also thinks
that slaves, who do not rule over anything, but are themselves ruled by others, can be
virtuous, he has failed to show that being able to rule over men is necessary for being
virtuous. At Charmides 163E10-11, Critias defines temperance as the doing of good
things. As Socrates points out, however, even an ignorant man could produce good
things. This suggests that according to Critias, some temperate people would also be
ignorant. And Critias certainly doesn’t want to allow that one can be both temperate and

ignorant. Socrates points out to Critias that he fails to provide a sufficient condition for

¥ Kraut says, “A definition must not be too broad or too narrow” (1984: 254). Dancy calls
extensional equivalence a “commitment to necessary and sufficient conditions.” But he derives this
condition through Socrates’ substitutivity requirement, which is that the definiens is substitutable salva
veritate for its definiendum (2004: 80). Santas divides his treatment of Socratic definitions into three
aspects: syntactic, semantic and pragmatic; he cashes out extensional equivalence as all things of a class
which have the definiens as attribute also have definiendum as attribute, but they don’t have to be identical.
His discussion is unique among commentators in that the relation between definiens and definiendum is
taken up under the semantics of Socratic definition (1979: 209).

Woodruff says that in Hippias Major, the definiens of the fine must also be found wherever there
is fineness (1982: 150). Nakhnikian says that F-ness is common to all and only F things (1971: 127).
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temperance. Some intemperate people-some of the ignorant-are picked out by Critias’
account as well.’

I argue for attributing to Socrates this condition in chapter three. No commentator
disputes this commitment; there is, however, a textual objection to attributing this
condition to Socrates: Socrates says he would be content if Meno would give him a
definition of virtue that would capture all virtuous people. In this formulation of his
request it isn’t explicit that he wants an account of all and only virtuous people. I argue

against this textual objection.

A.3. The Property Sameness Condition (PS):'® If F-ness=qr G-ness, then F-ness is a
property identical to G-ness.''

This condition also concerns the relationship between the definiens and the
definiendum: they are ultimately the same property. Santas doubts that Socrates is
committed to this condition because the only argument that Nakhnikian offers as
evidence is ambiguous (Chrm. 160E-161B). Santas compares this argument to another at

La. 192D where Socrates undermines Laches definition of courage as endurance. Wise

? Other passages cited for Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence include Laches 190E-
192B (Dancy 2004: 82-84). It is worth noting, however, that this is a controversial passage since Laches’
answer here appears to Socrates as formally inadequate. A number of commentators point out that at
Euthyphro 5C-6E Socrates notes that Euthyphro doesn’t give an answer that is general enough. Thus, it
isn’t an answer to his question at all. See Benson 2000, Nehamas 1975 and Dancy 2004. Laches 190E-
192B and Meno 71E1-72B7 are also places where Socrates points out the same failure. So, it is unclear
why Dancy counts Euthyphro 5C-6E as failing one kind of constraint and Laches 190E-192B as failing
another kind of restraint when Socrates says the same sorts of things in both passages. For a more detailed
discussion, see Benson 1990.

1 Santas brings up the problem of translating T0DTOV as “identical”: discussions of identity often
bring up notions of synonymy and substitutivity: (1979:110-111). He offers this as part of an argument
against identity between definiens and definiendum. In addition, White argues that Aristotle’s use of
tauton cannot uniformly be translated as “identical.” He suggests “sameness” (1977). I follow him in this.

" This is one formulation of Kraut’s value requirement.
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endurance is praiseworthy or good. Foolish endurance is bad and harmful. So, courage
cannot be endurance since courage is always good and praiseworthy. Here, Santas, points
out that it’s impossible to tell whether this is a denial of extensional equivalence or a
denial of property sameness. And since this passage is just like Chrm. 160E-161B, the
implication is that Chrm. 160E-161B is also ambiguous. I support Nakhnikian’s reading
of this argument in chapter four by arguing against Santas. In fact, the refutation at Chrm.
160E-161B is unambiguous: it must be read as a denial of property sameness. An
interpretation of this argument as a denial of extensional equivalence is not available.
Though Chrm. 160E-161B by itself is scant evidence for Socrates’ commitment to
property sameness, there is still more direct evidence for this commitment. I argue that
we ought to read those passages where he explains what he wants as suggesting the
sameness condition. So, the evidence for the property sameness condition comes from
two sources: (1) his argument against Charmides’ definition of temperance as modesty at
Chrm. 160E-161B and (2) passages where Socrates explains what he wants to his
interlocutors. Once I explain the relationship between unity, extensional equivalence,
property sameness, and non-difference in the final part of this first section, this will be
clearer. I also explain more fully my use of “sameness,” rather than “identity,” which is

the word both Nakhnikian and Santas use in their respective discussions.

A.4. The Non-Difference Condition (ND): F-ness does not differ with respect to being F.
This condition is just another version of property sameness. For if the definiens is
the same in all instances of the definiendum, those instances will not differ with respect to

being instances of the definiendum. Likewise, if they do not differ with respect to being
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F, then F-ness is the same in all those cases. Nakhnikian identifies this non-difference
condition in his discussion of definition in the Meno. The passage where he identifies this
commitment comes when Socrates compares the nature of bees to the nature of virtue
when he asks Meno the following:

(1) Men. 72A9-B6: Well, Meno, ...if I were to ask you about the nature of a bee,
what it is (LEALTNG TEPL OLGLOG OTL MOT “EGTLV) you would say that they
are many and various, and what would you tell me if I were to ask you, “Do you
say that they are many and various and do not differ from one another with
respect to this, in which they are bees? Or do they not differ at all in this respect,
but in another, for example in beauty or size or in any other of such ways?”
(Apo T00T® QNG MOALAS Kol TavTodamas Eleyes abTAG €lval
Kal dlopepovoag AAANA@V, T® HeEALTTAG €lval; N TOOT® UEV O
dev dlapEpovoty, AAA® 3¢ T@, olov N KGAAel §| peyédet 1| aAL
® T® TOV TOOLTOV;)

It is curious that Socrates expresses his property sameness commitment in terms
of non-difference. Why doesn’t he, as he does later in Meno (75A5-8), articulate the
sameness commitment more directly? I expect that this has to do with the sort of answer
Meno gave for “what is virtue?” early on; Socrates responds to Meno along the lines of
Meno’s first answer. Meno says it is not difficult to given an account of virtue because
there is a different virtue for everyone, at every age, and in every respect:

(2) Men. 72A1-4: And there are very many other virtues so that one is not at a loss
to say what virtue is: a virtue for every action and every age, for every t task and

for every one of us. (K0’ éKaornv Yap TOV npa&smv Kol TV
NAMKOV TPOg EKAGTOV EPYOV EKOCTE® NUAOV 1) APETN EOTLV.)

Socrates capitalizes on what Meno says in order to tailor his explanation to Meno’s
understanding. Meno’s first answer to “what is virtue?”” emphasizes the differences in

virtuous people; Socrates observes that with respect to virtue they do not differ; but he
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says this in a way that compliments Meno’s first answer. Plato’s Meno is the most
sophisticated account of Socratic definition because of how explicit Socrates is about his
expectations. He offers no less than five examples to compare to virtue: health, strength,
bee-ness, shape and color. All these examples seem to be the inductive argument for
thinking that there is something common and peculiar to virtuous instances as well. In
some ways, Meno is Socrates’ greatest challenge since he thinks, at least initially, that
virtue is unlike these other cases.

3) Men. 73A4-5: Somehow it seems to me, Socrates; thls [v1rtue] is not like the other

cases. (Euows TG S0KEL, B ZAKPATES, TOLTO OLKETL OUOLOV
€lval Tolg GALOLC TOVTOLC.)

Nevertheless, for Socrates at least, the non-difference condition is just a different way of

expressing the sameness condition.

A.4.a. The Relationship among UC, EE, and PS

I introduced these first definitional commitments according to their logical
hierarchy. Unity is necessary, but not sufficient for extensional equivalence. Extensional
equivalence is necessary, but not sufficient for property sameness. Property sameness is
sufficient for both extensional equivalence and unity. And extensional equivalence is
sufficient for unity. It is important to understand this relationship because I advocate
reading those “sameness” passages as a commitment to property sameness rather than

merely a commitment to unity. Either we read T0DTOV, which is the Greek for “same,”

as a request for unity in F things or as a request for property sameness in F things. If we
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read it as a request for sameness, then it will imply unity, but not the other way around.
Here are a few examples to illustrate this relationship.

Notice that to satisfy the unity requirement in an answer to “what is human?” one
need only define human as animal.'? In so doing, one identifies a property which unites
all humans, but is not specific to them. This doesn’t achieve extensional equivalence
because the set of animals is much wider than the set of men. I’ve managed to unite all
men under the heading animal, but not only men. Let’s say for example that all
courageous people are also beautiful. If I were to define courageous as beautiful, then I’d
identify something common in all courageous people. So, I’d satisfy the unity
requirement. Thus, the unity requirement is distinct from extensional equivalence but
necessary for it and implied by it.

To meet extensional equivalence, I’d have to identify something in common with
F’s and only F’s, but the definiens needn’t be same as the definiendum. Euthyphro’s third
definition of piety satisfies this condition: piety is what all the gods love (9E1-3).
Socrates grants that indeed the set of all pious things is also the set of all things the gods
love."* Euthyphro succeeds in identifying a property common and peculiar to all of the
pious, it’s just not the right property because, as I argue in chapter five, it violates the
explanation condition. Like the sets of renates and chordates, Euthyphro has observed

that the sets of pious things and god-loved things are coextensive, but piety and the

12 See Woodruff (1982: 150).
" The suggestion is also that the property of being god-loved (O€0(Q1LEG) is common and

peculiar to pious things, but this doesn’t imply that they are the same. Socrates criticism of this is
complicated, but it has to do with this account violating the explanation condition. See chapter five.
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property of being loved by the gods are different, as Socrates points out (11A4)."* If the
definiens were the same thing as the definiendum, then we would satisfy property
sameness, but that would satisfy extensional equivalence, too.

Socrates gives a nice example of the difference between extensional equivalence
and property sameness with two definitions of shape, which he thinks are both true, at
Meno 75B. For the first definition, he says that shape is the only thing that always follows
color. So, identify color in something, and you’ll find a shape, too. But since being
colored and being shaped are two different properties, this definition doesn’t satisfy
property sameness.' - The second definition he offers is that shape is the limit of a solid.
Here, instead of merely meeting extensional equivalence, he’s provided an account of
what shape is. The property of being shaped just is the property of being the limit of a
solid.

So, to summarize the relationship between unity, extensional equivalence and
property sameness is this: Property sameness implies extensional equivalence, which
implies unity. We are now in a better position to understand why those passages where

Socrates requests what is the same (T0lDTOV) should be read as expressing the property

sameness condition, rather than merely the unity requirement. '®

1t is clear, as Cohen points out, that when Socrates says that the pious and the god-loved are
different from one another (AAL" ETEPOV TOVTO TOVTOVL) he cannot mean that they are not co-extensive
(1971:9).

"1 take up why he offers two definitions of shape in chapters three and four.

16 See Men. 72A9-B6, 73C3-4, 75A5-8, La. 191E10-11, and Euthyphr. 5D1-5.
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A.4.b. Reading TabLTOV
The basic argument for reading TADTOV as expressing the sameness condition is

that it leaves a way to explain how Socrates will satisfy both the unity and the extensional
equivalence conditions since he has to be committed to those if he’s committed to
property sameness. If property sameness is satisfied, then both unity and extensional

equivalence will be satisfied as well. If, on the other hand, we read TOLTOV as simply a

unity claim, then we must explain the way in which we as readers, and Socrates’
interlocutors, are supposed to understand that Socrates wants property sameness and
extensional equivalence, too. In this light, Socrates apparently gives no clue to his
interlocutor that he expects sameness and extensional equivalence, which would be
surprising since he elaborates on what he wants in a number of passages.'’ Moreover, if
Socrates is committed to property sameness elsewhere,'® why shouldn’t he presuppose
that condition in his explanations of what he wants?

This observation, however, provokes another question: why then, distinguish
Socrates’ extensional equivalence condition from his property sameness condition? If the
property sameness condition implies extensional equivalence, then why devote a separate
chapter to arguing for extensional equivalence? The answer is that Socrates himself
distinguishes between extensional equivalence and property sameness. He accepts a

definition in Gorgias that meets extensional equivalence, but not property sameness.

7 See La. 191E10-11, Men. 75A5-8, and Euthyphr. 5D1-5.

18 See Chrm. 160E-161B.
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The discussion between Polus and Socrates below bring out a definition of the
admirable is the pleasurable or the good, or both.

(1) Grg. 475A2-3: Your definition of the admirable in terms of the pleasurable and
good is well said. (Kol KaA®S ye VOV OpiL1, & ZdKPATES, OOV

Te Kol ayadd Opllopevog 10 KaAOV.)

(2) Grg. 475A5-7: Whenever one of two admirable things is finer than another, it is
so because it surpasses the other either in one of these, pleasure or benefit, or

both. ("Otav dpa dvolv koAolv Odtepov KdAALOV 1), | T@

ETEP® TOVTOWV T) AUPOTEPOLG LTEPPAALOV KAAALOV EGTLY, T)TOL

Noovi] | ®eeAig 7| AUEOTEPOLS.)

Given Socrates request for that the definiens be the same as the definiendum, this
is a strange exchange. This definition is unique in that it is the only acceptable definition
that is disjunctive. Since it is disjunctive, it doesn’t have a property shared by all and only
admirable things; Socrates of course allows that some things can be both, but doesn’t
require it.'> On this account, a definition of the admirable will be extensionally
equivalent if and only if anything is pleasant, or good or both. Therefore, if something is
either good or pleasant, then it is admirable, and if it is admirable, then it is either good or
pleasant. Something may be pleasant, but not good. Or something may be good, but not
pleasant. If something that is pleasant but not good is admirable and something that is
good but not pleasant is also admirable. They will both be admirable but without sharing

anything common and specific to them.?® This definition fails to satisfy property

sameness, but does satisfy extensional equivalence.

1% Santas suggests that Socrates accepts this definition as formally adequate, though he shouldn’t
(1979: 105).

bl

20 Santas says it does no good to say that the disjuncts of the definition could still satisfy Socrates
concern for a single character; this would really stretch what is meant by “common.” If we allow the
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On account of this peculiar passage at Gorgias 475A, I argue for attributing to
Socrates the extensional equivalence condition in chapter three separately from
attributing to him the property sameness condition, which I do in chapter four. This
passage suggests, perhaps, that Socrates himself recognizes the distinction between
extensional equivalence and property sameness. But further investigation would require a

detailed discussion of this passage.

A.5. The Explanation Condition: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is F
because it is G.

The basis to this explanation condition is the causal relationship between F-ness
and F things: F-ness is whatever makes F things F. Thus, the definiens of F-ness reveal
why F things are F. No one doubts that Socrates is committed to this condition: numerous
passages express causality and an explanatory priority from F-ness to F things (Euthypr.
10A-11B). This relationship is what most commentators think is expressed in a wide
variety of ways.”' Sometimes Socrates identifies the F-ness as a “means by which” F
things are F, as in the first passage, or “in virtue of which” as in the second passage:

(1) Men. 72C7-8: they [the virtues] all have some one character through which?

they are virtues. (v Y€ Tt €100¢ TabTOV @Gmacal dt * O €16iv apeTol.)

Socratic demand for something common to be met by a complex disjunction, then it can be met trivially.
And surely Socrates is not after something trivial (1979: 104-5).

*! See Kraut: “definition must explain what it is about virtuous acts that makes them virtuous”
(1984: 254). Dancy: “the definiens explains the application of its definiendum” (2004: 81). Woodruff:
“Whatever the fine turns out to be, it must be something I shall call the logical cause of fineness: it what
makes all fine things fine” (1982: 150). Vlastos: “The definiens must disclose the reason why anything is
an instance of the definiendum” (1991: 57). Additionally, the distinction between reasons and causes adds
more complexity to this issue.

22 This locution, 81 O, expressed as “through which” here in Meno is can also be translated as “by
means of which” or “on account of which.” See Smyth 1685(b) and (¢).
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(2) Euthyphro 6D10-11: that character itself in virtue of which everything pious is
pious. (AAL" EKELVO abTO TO €160¢ @ mAvTa Td OG0 OC10 EGTLV.)
In another case, he identifies the F-ness as what makes things F, using the verb usually

translated as “makes”, TOLEL,

3) Hi. Ma. 290D5-6: What is appropriate for each thing makes each thing beautiful.
(0Tt O GV mPEMN EKAOT®, TOLTO KAAOV TOLEL EKAGTOV.)

It is also the case that in passages 1-3, Socrates seems to identify the property,

characteristic or attribute F-ness independently of the things that possess it, as he says the

character itself (00 T0), in Euthyphro, for example. There are other passages, however,

where what makes F things F seems more like a character trait: he explicitly connects F-

ness with the behavior of people who possess it, as in these cases:

4) Grg. 520D1-2: For I don’t suppose that it is through slowness that men act
unjustly, but by injustice, right? (00 yap M TN BpadvTNTL OlpaL
adikovolv ot dvipwmot, arl’ adikig. "H yap;)

(%) Prt. 332A8-B1: Then is it by temperance that people who act temperately are
temperate? (OLKODV GOPPOCHVI] GOPPOVELV;)

So, some passages emphasize F-ness qua property and others emphasize F-ness
qua character trait. This mixture of passages contributes to the controversy over the
nature of the cause involved between F-ness and F things. Some commentators, focusing

on the word Suvauig, in Laches, for example, characterize the causality between F-ness

and F things as something similar to Aristotle’s efficient cause.” Others argue that

3 See Penner 1973 and 1992. Aristotle calls it the “source of motion™ as in the carpenter qua
possessor of the skill of woodworking is the efficient cause of the chair (Irwin 1999: 62).
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Socrates’ use of £100C, suggests Aristotle’s formal cause.”* Though the majority of
passages specify an £100C, we cannot rely on Socrates’ terminology as a strict guide to

what he’s after.” If we examine the passage where Socrates explicitly invokes the
explanation condition (Euthyphr. 10A-11B), we’ll see how what he says is more
sympathetic to a reading of formal cause, rather than efficient cause. But he may just
expect that the definiens will explain both sorts of causes.

I argue for the explanation condition in chapter five, where I explain Socrates’
argument against Euthyphro’s third definition of piety as what all the gods love. My main
purpose is to demonstrate that this argument commits Socrates to the explanation
condition. Others have thought that this argument at Euthyphro 10B-11E commits
Socrates in addition to some kind of substitution principle. I argue that we can reconstruct
Socrates’ argument in a way that doesn’t depend on a substitution principle of the sort
suggested. The substitution between the expressions for “pious” and “god-loved” that

Socrates makes at the passage is therefore superfluous to the argument.

A.6. The Semantic Conditions: (1) If F-ness=4¢ G-ness, then any G is called F and
anything called F is G. (2) Statements, “F-ness is F”” or “F-ness is G” where “G” is an
evaluative predicate are semantically complete (not context-sensitive).

Discussion of Socrates’ semantic commitments is a bit messy because the

difference in these views sometimes not easily distinguished. So, a number of

* See Santas (1979: 107) and Vlastos 1981. Aristotle’s example is the ratio 2:1 as the formal
cause of the octave. See also Ph. 194B16-195A8.

2 In criticizing Penner, Vlastos argues that it doesn’t follow from Socrates’ use of OLVOULG that
what he expects is a power, which is one translation of the word (1976).
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clarifications is in order: First, condition (1) is the semantic correlate to the extensional
equivalence condition. This formulation is way of expressing what some have thought is
Socrates’ commitment to ordinary linguistic usage. Some have thought that for Socrates,
an adequate definition of F-ness must pick out all and only those things generally called F
by Socrates’ interlocutors.”® Other commentators have argued that Socrates would allow
a radical revision in current linguistic practice: a number of things generally called F
might not be accommodated in an adequate definition of F-ness, or that a number of
things generally called not F might not be accommodated by said definition, ultimately.
The extent to which Socrates would allow linguistic revision is difficult to identify. This
is part of the cause of the confusion surrounding his semantic commitments.

Another commentator suggests something like condition (2) as the limit of
Socrates’ semantic revision. At the beginning or the end of an inquiry, Socrates, as well
as his interlocutors, is committed to claims of the form, “F-ness is F” or “F-ness is G”
where “G” is a term of approbation being semantically complete. A semantically
complete statement doesn’t change its truth value in any circumstances. In other words,
Socrates and his interlocutors do not entertain possibilities in which virtue or courage
turns out to be foul and harmful, under any circumstances.”’ That would require some
qualification and any qualification is out of the question for statements about F-nesses.

The suggestion is that this would make the F-ness under discussion unrecognizable, and

% A more contemporary desideratum of ethical theories is that they must account for most, if not
all, of our pre-theoretic beliefs about what is moral and what is immoral. The semantic correlate to this is
that an adequate ethical theory will accommodate what we call “moral” and “immoral” in current linguistic
practice.

?7 The exception is at Republic Book I, where Thrasymachus refers to justice pejoratively and
injustice approvingly. Socrates accepts his proposal at first, though he recognizes the difficulty in doing so.
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an obstacle to any kind of meaningful inquiry. There seems to be evidence of (2) in
Charmides, where Socrates is asking Charmides to define temperance, but also in Laches,
where they are attempting to define courage. How these premises are used in the
argument depends on the interlocutors assuming that they are semantically complete.®
(1) Chrm. 160E6-7: Well, I said, didn’t you agree just now that temperance is
admirable? (Elev, fiv & £y®, ob KOAOV GPTL OUOLOYELS
TV 0OEPOGLVNV ELVAL;)
At this passage, the understanding is that temperance is always admirable. Another
passage interpreted as “courage is praiseworthy” is intended by Socrates and his
interlocutors to mean “courage is always praiseworthy” because of how the argument

develops.

(2) La. 192C5-7: For I know fairly well Laches that you think courage to be among

the fine things-among the finest. (0Y€60V Yap T1 01da, ® Adyng, 611

TAOV TAVL KAAQV TpayUdtov Nyl ov avdpeiav €ivat-Ed pev

obv 100t O6T1 TOV KaAAioTOV.)

Concerning the semantic status of F things, however, I argue that Socrates is not
committed to an adequate definition of F-ness supporting that all things called F are
genuinely F. There are three different positions one could take on the semantic status of
F’s: the ordinary usage view, the paradigmatic case view, and the radical revision view.

My strategy is to argue against both claims of the ordinary usage view and this leads me

to conclude the only view left: the radical revision view.

% A statement is semantically complete if and only if there are no circumstances in which the
predicate is qualified. A more thorough discussion of this will have to wait until chapter six. See Woodruff
1978.
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I return to the view that Socrates assumes, in advance, ordinary usage is also
correct usage.29 The implication is that one of Socrates’ expectations in answers to “what
is F-ness?” is that it will support conventional judgments about what things to call F and
what to call not F. In other words, what people call the Greek equivalents of
“courageous” or “virtuous” will be accommodated in the adequate definition of courage,
or of virtue.

With respect to the paradigmatic cases view, Socratic definition must support all
and only paradigmatic examples; it wouldn’t be surprising if borderline cases of what’s
called not F turns out to be F, or that borderline cases of what is called F turn out to be
not F.** But what is called F without controversy would be accommodated by an
adequate account of F-ness. The dialogue Euthyphro, however, represents a case in point
of what’s called not F turning out to be F.*' In this respect, Euthyphro is a challenge to
the paradigmatic case view.

Euthyphro, the religious expert, is at odds with his relatives over his father’s
accidental killing of a hired man. Euthyphro’s relatives are angry at him for attempting to
prosecute his own father for murder. To prosecute anyone’s relatives was believed to be

consummately impious.** Euthyphro, however, thinks that it is impious not to prosecute

¥ See Woodruff (1978: 458). See also: “A Socratic definition would be based not on word usage,
but on the truth about the subject of definition. It has however, this connection with meaning: once found, a
Socratic definition would give to the word for what was to be defined an ideal meaning, the meaning a
word would have in discourse informed by a true theory about the way things are” (1982: 149). Note,
however, that this doesn’t address whether Socrates allows for revision of things called F.

%% This is suggested in Kraut 1984.

3! T take the criterion here to be what Athenians generally call impious: prosecuting one’s own
father.

32 See Burkert 1985
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the wrongdoer, whoever he may be. A Socratic definition will decide clearly whether this
action is pious or not. Though Socrates might be surprised, he would allow that
Euthyphro’s action could be pious, despite virtually all Athenians disagreeing on this
point.”

The Laches illustrates a case where things generally called F turn out to be not F.
At Laches 196E1-197C4, Socrates recognizes that (1) everybody agrees that the
examples of courage in animals that they discuss are paradigmatic and (2) insists on a
definition that rules out these examples. So, this is a clear case of Socrates allowing the
possibility for revision of cases paradigmatically called F.

Finally, there’s the complete revision view. A Socratic definition is not committed
to supporting any of the things Socrates and his interlocutors call F. So, an adequate
answer to “what is F-ness?”” might produce a definiens that covers all and only F things
that Socrates’ interlocutors call not F. In other words, the set of actual F things may not
overlap with what is called F at all. This is startling, but Socrates allows such a
possibility. In chapter six, I argue against those passages thought to commit Socrates to
the ordinary language, or paradigmatic views.

I argue in chapter six that indeed he is not committed to supporting anything
called F at all. I can do this by arguing against two views: (1) the set of things called F
includes all F things; (2) the set of F things includes all things called F. Since these are

individually necessary and jointly sufficient for the ordinary language view, if they are

33 See my argument in chapter six.
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both false, then the ordinary language view is false as well. This implies, of course, that

we are left with the complete revision view, since there’s nothing left, logically speaking.

B. Definitional Conditions to Which Socrates Isn’t Committed
In this second section, I address two conditions attributed to Socrates: the
paradigm condition, and the value requirement. I argue against the paradigm condition in
chapter seven, so I will put off some of the controversy until then. I argue against the

value requirement, however, in this section.

B.1. The Paradigm Condition: If F-ness=4¢r G-ness, then G-ness is a paradigm for
determining F’s.

First, a clarification on what a paradigm is: A paradigm is the sort of model for
determining F’s that is itself F. Euthyphro 6E3-6 is considered the locus classicus of the
paradigm requirement for two reasons: Socrates actually uses the word

TPy LATL, and, according to some, isolates the paradigm requirement from the

explanation condition.** Socrates expects that if Euthyphro’s account of piety is
adequate, then if he can teach him what the form of piety itself is, then Socrates will put
that form into service as a means of discerning pious from impious actions. Dancy is the
most recent commentator to give a lengthy discussion of the paradigm condition.®® The

following is the locus classicus for this condition:

3 See Dancy (2004: 116).

35 1bid, 115-133
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(1) Euthyphro 6E3-6: Then teach me what this form itself is, so that I may look upon
it and using it as a model I may say that if anything either you or some other does
is such as this, it is pious, and if it isn’t such as this, say that it isn’t pious.
(Tavtnv toivuv pe abtiyv dldaLov TNV 1wéav Tic TOTE EGTLY, 1V
o €15 £keivny amoPAETOV Kal YPOUEVOS aLTh Tapadelypatt, O
Hev v totovtov f| @v dv f| oL N dArog TIC mPATTN PO HGLOV
gvat, 6 & ' av U tolovTov, Un 0.

Since Socrates is reticent about what he means by TapadElyLLOTL in Euthyphro,

some interpreters have thought that Socrates has in mind at this passage a standard like a
meter-stick: a way of distinguishing that is itself a meter long.”® The standard meter is in
advance a meter long if anything is; that’s what enables it to act as a standard: it
exemplifies by which what is measured is measured. Others have thought that Socrates is
seeking a set of criteria for the resolution of practical problems.?’ Others urge us to be
aware of the distinction between possessing the criteria and applying the criteria.™®
Finally, some have supposed that the point of Socrates’ inquiries are not strongly
connected with a search for standards at all: many of his inquires do not fit the
definitional framework that is the background for the search for standards.*’

Ultimately, the controversy is not over whether Socrates expects the definiens to
distinguish F’s from not F’s; it is over whether his expectations require a paradigm: a
way of telling F’s from not F’s that is itself F. I argue in chapter seven that we ought not

to attribute to Socrates the paradigm commitment understood in this way. One of the

3% See Dancy (2004: 119).
37 See Kraut (1984: 256).
¥ See Benson (2000: 145).

3% See Penner (1992: 163). Robinson 1953 makes a similar complaint. See chapter one for
evidence that Socrates’ initial questions are reduced to definitional questions.

55



examples he proposes as ways of distinguishing F’s from not F’s doesn’t fit well with
standards that are both ways of distinguishing and are themselves F. This suggests that he
can satisfy his demand for a way of distinguishing that doesn’t necessarily exemplify the

property he wants to define; his criteria are too broad for that.

B.2 The Value Requirement: (1) If F-ness=4s G-ness, then G-ness is as valuable as F-ness,

or (2) If F-ness=4¢ G-ness, then any property of F-ness must be a property of G-ness.
Richard Kraut proposes a condition on Socratic definition that, like its name

suggests, has to do with value: “The property with which a virtue is identified must be as

40 This condition admits of two formulations: the

valuable as the virtue in question.
definiens must be valuable; the definiens must be as valuable as the definiendum.
According to Kraut, the evidence for this condition comes from two passages:
Republic 332D7-333E2 and Charmides 169B3-5. In the Republic, Polemarchus defines
justice as helping friends and harming enemies. Socrates points out that if this is the
definition of justice, then it is of little use, which defeats Polemarchus’ account. Justice, it
is assumed, is very useful, hence very valuable. Helping friends and harming enemies
doesn’t stand up to this level of value.*' In Plato’s Charmides, one may argue that
Socrates’ refutation of temperance as knowledge of knowledge fails the value condition

(169B3-5). Temperance is something beneficial and good; it is unclear whether

knowledge of knowledge is of any benefit.

40 See Kraut (1984: 254).

“ Ibid
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If one formulation of the value requirement is that the definiens must be valuable,
then it is susceptible to the following critique. For F-nesses that are not virtues, the value
requirement doesn’t make sense. It is misguided to ask whether Socrates’ definition of
quickness as “doing much in a short time” (La. 192A10-B3) is valuable, or whether his
first definition of shape in Meno, i.e. shape is the only thing that always accompanies
color, is valuable. This reads as a kind of category mistake. And yet Socrates’ own
definitions are supposed to be models for the F-nesses that are virtues. By supposing that
the definiens must be valuable, we offer a distinction between F-nesses that are virtues
and F-nesses that aren’t virtues. One might suspect that there are such differences, but we
wouldn’t offer that they are different because one condition on answers to “what is F-
ness?” is that the definiens must be valuable. That would be putting the cart before the
horse. Limiting the value requirement to F-nesses that are virtues is an ad hoc response to
this concern unless one can give a principled way of determining which features-if not
all-of Socrates’ models are relevant to the F-nesses that are virtues.

The passage from Charmides suggests a different formulation for the value
requirement: if x is a property of the definiendum, then x is a property of the definiens.*
If this formulation can explain the passages Kraut cites, it is hard to see that this has
anything to do with value at all. In other words, it is just that the definiendum in this case,
temperance, has the property of being beneficial. So, it would follow, according to this
formulation, that the definiens should have that property as well. So, the definiens in this
case, knowledge of knowledge, lacks that property. It just happens to be the property of

being beneficial. But it could be any property, as in the property of being possessed by

*2 This suggests that F-ness and G-ness are indiscernible.
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Charmides. If temperance has it, then what defines it must as well. Thus, we needn’t
appeal to the notion of value in order to explain the second formulation of Kraut’s
principle. In the end, this is just an argument to show that Socrates is committed to a
more general commitment-the sameness condition-for which I argue in chapter four.
Nevertheless, we shouldn’t accept the first formulation of the value requirement
since it excludes F-nesses that aren’t virtues, which are a source of information about

Socrates’ commitments.

C. Non-definitional Conditions
In this section, I discuss the conditions attributed to Socratic definitions that aim
at featuring an aspect of Socratic epistemology. As such, they are not conditions on
definitions. They are: the coherence condition, the non-circularity condition, the
dialectical requirement, and the familiarity condition. These last two are just two different

expressions for the same condition.

C.1. Coherence: If F-ness=4: G-ness, then G-ness must cohere with an interlocutor’s other
beliefs about F-ness.

Kahn appeals to the coherence condition to explain Socrates’ refutation of
Euthyphro’s second definition of piety: piety is what the gods love (Euthyphr.6E-8A).
According to Kahn, Euthyphro fails to know what piety is because also believes that the

gods are hostile and war with one another® (6B7-C7). What one god loves another may

* Note that in a rare expression of his own beliefs, Socrates disagrees: he thinks that the gods do
not quarrel (Euthyphr. 6A6-9).
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hate. So, some actions turn out to be pious and impious. Euthyphro’s definition does not
cohere with his other belief that the gods war with one another.*

I think that it is easy to see why this coherence condition cannot be a definitional
constraint. In one interpretation of Euthyphro 7A-8A, one commentator notes that the
argument has the structure of a reductio ad absurdum.*’ Typically, a reductio ad
absurdum targets the proposed definition for rejection. But in this case, Euthyphro’s
definition of piety doesn’t necessarily have to be the case that we reject the definition
outright. It just shows that the definition that Euthyphro offers is not consistent with two
other premises in the argument: (1) The gods quarrel with one another; (2) the just and
unjust, the fine and foul, and (it is implied) the pious and the impious, are the subjects of
difference that cause enmity among people. So, if the gods quarrel at all, then they must
quarrel about the same things people quarrel about.*°

That there is an inconsistency between three premises in the argument does not
show us, necessarily, which premise ought to be rejected. So, on the face of it, there’s
nothing wrong with Euthyphro’s definition. A well-recognized tenet of Socratic
epistemology is that if someone knows what F-ness is, then all his beliefs about F-ness

will be consistent.*” What Socrates demonstrates in this passage is that Euthyphro’s

* Dancy thinks that this definition fails because it fails the self-predication condition, which is
what underlies the paradigm condition. Benson argues that this argument is a reductio ad absurdam and a
model example of how the elenchus-on a non-constructivist reading-works. Thus, there are at least three
competing interpretations of this argument.

* See Benson (2000: 48).

* Parenthetically, it wouldn’t make sense that the gods quarrel about things which humans have
means of resolving. This would be to suggest that humans know something the gods don’t.

47 See Benson 2000, chapter seven.
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beliefs about piety are not consistent. Thus, he does not know what piety is. But it is still
available to the interlocutor to reject one of these three premises. He could resolve the
inconsistency by rejecting, as Socrates himself does, that the gods wrangle with one

another. But he doesn’t do that.

C.2. Non-Circularity: the definiens must not be explained by means of the definiendum.
In part of the passage invoked as evidence of the non-circularity condition,
Socrates reminds Meno of an objection he offered earlier in the text, which prompted
Socrates to formulate the dialectical requirement. (Men. 79A3-4) When Meno tries to
define virtue as the power to acquire good things justly, Socrates points out how he is
undermined by his own earlier admission.*®
(1) Men. 79C: Rather, you say that every action is virtue if it is performed with virtue,
as if you h,ad said what‘virtue ’is as ?whole. (ﬂ:&(,SOLV o€ (pf:!g np&&}v (’lpgtﬁv
ELVOL, EQVTIEP LETA HOPLOL APETNG TPATTNTAL, ACTEP EPNKNOG
0Tl Gpetn E0TLV TO OAOV.)
One way to characterize this objection is to point out that Socrates has been
urging Meno to answer the question, “what is virtue?” so that they can then get to the
business of finding out whether virtue is teachable (Men. 71B1-4). The principle

underlying this is that if someone doesn’t know what virtue is, then she can’t know

anything about virtue.*’ In addition to this claim, Socrates adds the premise that justice is

8 Only at the later passage does Meno agree that these other virtues are part of virtue. Earlier, he
says that there are many other virtues and mentions justice (01KA1060VNV) at 73E8, courage (LVOPELQL),
temperance (6OEPOGHVN), wisdom (GOP1Q), and munificence (LEYAAOTPETELQ) at T4A4-5.

* One statement of the epistemological priority of definition occurs in this dialogue: Or do you
think that it is possible for someone who does not know at all who Meno is to know whether he is fine or
wealthy or well-born or the opposite of these (Men. 71A5-B7)?
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part of virtue, and gets Meno to agree to it. So, if Meno doesn’t know what virtue is, then

he can’t know whether justice is a part of virtue. But then Socrates points out that he

doesn’t know what virtue is, so he couldn’t know whether justice is a part of virtue. He
can’t give an answer in terms of justice to “what is virtue?” since justice is a part of
virtue. Another way to characterize the argument, however, is that it introduces the
dialectical requirement. So, as Meno is supposedly instructing Socrates in virtue, he must
do so in terms with which Socrates is familiar. Some believe™ that it is difficult to
characterize exactly what Socrates’ objection is at this passage; Socrates himself
summarizes his objection at a breach of the dialectical requirement:

(2) Men. 79D1-4: If you remember, when [ was just now answering you about shape,
we rejected the sort of answer through the terms of the subject of inquiry and not
yet agreed upon. (E1 yap xai pépvnoat, 611 " Ey® oot Gpti
ATEKPLVAUNY TEPL TOV GYNUATOS, ATEPAAAOUEY TTOVL TV
TO10OTNV GTOKPIoLY TNV 810 TAOV £TL {NTOLHEVOV Kol UNT®
OUOAOYNUEVOV ETILYELPOVGOY ATOKPivesHal.)

So, even if it is unclear exactly what the objection is, Socrates himself explains
how meeting the dialectical requirement would exclude answers of the sort that Meno
gives here. It is not so much that Socrates recognizes two separate conditions; he points
out how the dialectical requirement implies non-circularity. So, what drives Socrates to
exclude this non-circular definition is the dialectical requirement. But if the one asking
the questions admits he is familiar with certain terms, even if, as a result, the answer is

circular, there might be nothing wrong with such an answer. It’s hard to say because

Socrates runs both requirements together at this passage.

%0 Santas agrees that Socrates’ argument at this passage may be intended to show that Meno’s
definition violates the previously agreed upon principle. But Socrates’ argument excludes the use of
circularity. Since a circular definition does not answer “what is virtue?” the process has to start up again.
Socrates says that they must begin again (Men. 79E5-6).
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C.3. Dialectical Requirement: the definiens must be explained in terms with which the

questioner admits he is familiar.

This particular requirement is relative to that with which someone admits he is
familiar. As such, the definiens must be cognitively available to the questioner. This is a
restriction added in addition to whether the definition is true. Socrates makes this
distinction himself:

(1) Men. 75D4-7: it is necessary, then, that they [friends] answer in a way more
gentle and suited to discussion. By more suited to discussion I mean that answers
must not only be true, but through those things with which the questioner admits
he is familiar. (O€1 01 TPYOTEPOV TS KO SLAAEKTIKWOTEPOV
amoxpivecshol. E6TL 3¢ 10MG TO HLOAEKTIKMOTEPOV UT) LOVOV TAA
non amokpiveshut, GAAA Kol 6L Ekoivev OV TPOGOROAOYT| €10€
val 0 EPOTOIEVOG.)

The dialectical requirement is so named because of Socrates’ use of

OLOAEKTIKMTEPOV. Socrates introduces this requirement because of Meno’s objection

to Socrates’ definition of shape. Socrates’ definition of shape-supposedly a model for
virtue-is that shape is the only thing that always follows color (75B10-11). Meno calls

this definition “simple-minded” (€DO€C) because, he asks, what if the questioner denies

knowing what color is? Would Socrates have an answer to that?>!

So, the dialectical requirement could be easily a presupposition about the ability
of one who knows what F-ness is to explain to someone who doesn’t know what it is. As
such, it is not a definitional commitment, but a constraint on the ability of the knower-a

constraint on knowledge of the definition. Another passage should prompt us to realize

31 See Alan Silverman’s discussion of the dialectical requirement in Silverman 2002, chapter two.
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that this commitment is indeed important to Socrates, but properly understood, is a

feature of his epistemology.

(2) Men. 72C7-D1:...the one being asked, when looking toward that thing, is well
able to make that thing clear to the one asking. (€1 0 KOA®G TOL EYEL
amoPrEYEVTA TOV ATOKPLVOUEVOV TR EPOTNOAVTL EKEIVO
diddoat, 6 Tuyydvel oboa GPeTn.)

We could call what Socrates says here the “clarity requirement.” This requirement seems

implied by the dialectical requirement: If one uses terms with which the one asking is

familiar, then it should be clear. Or perhaps the clarity requirement is necessary, but not

sufficient, for the dialectical requirement. But I’'m speculating here. I won’t argue for it.

C.4. The Familiarity Condition: the definiens must be explained in terms more familiar.
The familiarity condition-so-called by Kahn- is a less specific version of the
dialectical requirement. Kahn argues for the familiarity condition by citing Meno 75E-
76A, the same passage used as evidence for the dialectical requirement. It’s true that
some passages provide evidence for several Socratic commitments. But since Kahn
describes the familiarity condition with more generality than the dialectical requirement, I
think that we can explain familiarity in terms of the dialectical requirement. The
familiarity condition, therefore, can be assimilated to the dialectical requirement, or at

least meeting the dialectical requirement is sufficient for the familiarity condition.
D. Conclusion

This chapter’s main aim is to offer some clarity on behalf of commentators who

have written on Socratic definition. In this chapter, I identified sixteen conditions that
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appear in various accounts of Socratic definition. I divided them among those to which I
argue he is committed, extensional equivalence, property sameness, explanation and
semantic completeness, those to which he isn’t committed, paradigm and value, and those
to which he may be committed, but are not definitional commitments, coherence, non-
circularity, the dialectical requirement, and the familiarity condition. In the next chapter, I

argue for the first of these conditions: extensional equivalence.
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Chapter III
The Extensional Equivalence Condition
One crucial issue concerning the nature of Socratic definition is the kind of
relationship between definiens and definiendum presupposed by Socrates. There are two
possibilities in order of increasing strength: (1) definiens is extensionally equivalent with
the definiendum; (2) definiens is a property identical to the definiendum. I argue that
extensional equivalence between definiens and definiendum is a necessary condition in

% <6

answers to Socrates’ “what is F-ness?”' question. One passage in Plato’s Meno, however,
suggests that extensional equivalence is not even a necessary condition. One of Socrates’
own model answers to “what is shape?” can be read as a simple conditional. A simple
conditional doesn’t guarantee extensional equivalence. I argue against taking this
definition as a simple conditional at the end of this chapter. Still, extensional equivalence
alone is not sufficient for an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?”” But that will be taken
up in chapter four. Finally, I conclude this chapter with a discussion of a distinction that
tends to be overlooked: whether Socrates is testing (1) definitions or (2) knowledge of
those definitions in his examinations. If Socrates tests definitions, he’s committed to
descriptive adequacy, that is, an adequate definition will support pre-theoretic beliefs
about F’s. This is because it then appears as if the definitions fail or succeed depending
on whether they accommodate the right examples. If he tests the knowledge of the

interlocutor, then he’s not committed to descriptive adequacy. This is because an

interlocutor’s failure to defend his answer to “what is F-ness?”” implies only that his

" The definiendum is just the subject under discussion, or the models Socrates proposes, which we
can take as “F-ness.”
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definition is inconsistent with some of his other statements, not that the definition is
necessarily bad. This distinction is relevant to the discussion of Socrates’ semantic
commitment in chapter five. So, I will put it off until then.

Contemporary commitments® in definitions include the following. If a definition
of F-ness is G-ness, then necessarily whatever has F-ness also has G-ness and vice-versa.
This is a minimum requirement. It will become clear in this chapter that Socrates’
requirement for definitions includes this as well. This is something contemporary
theorists don’t need to argue for; but with respect to Socrates, an explicit argument is in
order because this condition is never stated; it is assumed in the course of discussion.

If the definiens is extensionally equivalent to the definiendum, then the class of
things that has the definiens as an attribute also has the definiendum as an attribute, and
the class of things that has definiendum as an attribute, also has the definiens as an
attribute. We might suppose, for argument’s sake, that all courageous people are also
temperate, and all temperate people are also courageous. This is just to say that courage is
extensionally equivalent with temperance. Alternatively, having a heart and having a
kidney are extensionally equivalent since anything that has a heart has a kidney, and
anything that has a kidney also has a heart. In other words, the definiens picks out all and
only instances of the definiendum. A proper definition of virtue, for example, will pick
out all and only virtuous things. Though calling this adequacy condition “extensional
equivalence” comes from Santas, it is by no means the only way to express this
commitment. There are other ways to express the extensional equivalence commitment

for Socratic definitions.

2 See Achinstein 1968.
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Benson calls this adequacy condition, “the coextensive condition,” and describes
it by saying that a proper answer to “What is F-ness?”” will belong to all and only F
things. As he explains, the term “belongs” captures the variety of language Socrates uses
to describe this condition as well as preserving the relationship he thinks holds between
F-ness and F things.’ Both Kraut and Irwin discuss the extensional equivalence condition
by saying that a proposed definition must not be “too wide” or “too narrow.” And Dancy
describes Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence between definiens and
definiendum in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions, by saying that the definiens
must at least provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the definiendum.* But
whether this commitment is called, “the extensional equivalence condition,” “the
coextensive condition,” or “the commitment to necessary and sufficient conditions,” they
all amount to the same thing, which is that any adequate definition of F-ness will at least
pick out all and only F things.

A definiens can fail to be extensionally equivalent to its definiendum in one of
three ways: either it is sufficient, but fails to provide a necessary condition for F-ness,
which is to say that the definiens picks out only F things, but not all F things; so, some F
things get left out, so to speak, by the definition. And in this case, the definition would be
too narrow. For example, Dusty’s being pregnant is sufficient but not necessary for her
being female. Secondly, the definiens can be necessary, but fail to provide a sufficient
condition for F-ness. Thus, it picks out all F things, but not only F things; some not-F

things get thrown into the mix, so to speak. Such a definition would be too wide. For

3 See Benson (2000: 108).

* I refer the reader to Plato’s Introduction of Forms, chapter four, for an excellent and highly
technical discussion of Socrates’ commitment to necessary and sufficient conditions.
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example, having a lottery ticket is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for winning a
lottery. Or a definition can fail to provide both necessary and sufficient conditions. For
example, being the smartest student in class is neither necessary nor sufficient for earning
the highest grade in class. It’s not necessary because another student who works really
hard, but is not that bright could manage the highest grade. It’s not sufficient because the
smartest student could still fail by not showing up to class.

In Plato’s dialogues, Socrates tests the answers for F-ness his interlocutors give
by pointing out that they fail to provide necessary or sufficient conditions. But he does
not point out when they fail to provide both necessary and sufficient conditions. Indeed,
this is a limitation in Socrates’ strategy: he can pick out one defect in an interlocutor’s
answer, but he cannot show all the inadequacies of a particular answer. So, he
concentrates on showing how a definition fails to meet either a necessary or a sufficient
condition.

My strategy in this chapter is to argue from indirect evidence, i.e. Socrates’
responses and objections, for Socrates’ commitment to extensional equivalence. I supply
three definitions that fail to provide sufficient conditions for F-ness; they fail to pick out
only F things. Then, I supply three definitions that fail to provide necessary conditions for
F-ness; they fail to pick out all F things. The definitions that fail to provide sufficient
conditions for F-ness are the following:

(1) Courage= 4¢ a certain endurance of the soul (La. 192B9-C1).
(2) Justice=gr telling the truth and repaying one’s debts (R. 331C).

3) Temperance=g4¢ doing of good things (Chrm. 163E).
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In the second section, I discuss three definitions that fail to provide necessary conditions
for F-ness, which are the following:

4) Virtue=g4rbeing suited to ruling over men (Men. 73C9-D1).

®)) Temperance=4rminding one’s own business (Chrm. 161B).

(6) Fineness=4rgold (Hi. Ma. 289E2-4).

In the third section, I identify a passage that seems to undermine the claim that
extensional equivalence between definiens and definiendum is a necessary condition for
an answer to “what is F-ness?”” At Meno 75B10-C1, Socrates offers a definition of shape
which suggests that extensional equivalence isn’t necessary for Socratic definitions. This
is particularly telling because Socrates himself offers this account. He says that shape is
the only thing that happens always to accompany color (75B9-11). One way to read this
definition of shape is as a simple conditional: for any X, if x is colored, then x is shaped,
(x) (Cx—Sx). If this is indeed the correct interpretation of the passage, then x’s being
colored is offered as a sufficient, but not necessary condition of shape. Thus, it would be
a counterexample to the claim that extensional equivalence is necessary for answers to
“what is F-ness?” But I argue that this passage can be read in a way that allows this
definition to be read as a bi-conditional, i.e. for any x, x is colored if, and only if, x is

shaped, (x)(Cx«>Sx).

A. The Sufficient Condition
At Laches 192B9, Laches says that courage seems to him to be a sort of

endurance of the soul (AOKEL TOlvLV pHOl KopTepia TIg €lval ThHg yuyhic.)

This definition fails Socrates’ examination because Laches agrees that courage is
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something that is unqualifiedly admirable-i.e. admirable wherever it may be present;
there could be no circumstance in which courage would not be admirable. But as Socrates
points out, there may be a kind of endurance that isn’t admirable: foolish endurance. So,
if the definiens for courage were an endurance of the soul simpliciter, it wouldn’t be
sufficient for being courage because it would pick out instances of endurance that
wouldn’t be admirable. Thus the “endurance of the soul” definition for courage may pick
out all but not only instances of courage. So, the definiens in this case fails to provide a
sufficient condition for courage. This leads to the modification of the proposed definiens:
courage couldn’t just be a kind of endurance; it has to be a specific kind of endurance:
wise endurance. Only wise endurance would meet the requirement that courage is
unqualifiedly admirable.

At Republic I, 331D1-2, we find Socrates disputing Cephalus’ definition of
justice, which he paraphrases as consisting in speaking the truth and giving back what
one has taken (ODK dpa. 0DTOG OPOC EGTIV d1kOLOCVVNG, GANOT TE
AEyewv xal @ Av AdPn TG Amodd0val).As a conjunctive definition, its two

conjuncts are, ostensibly, jointly necessary and sufficient for anything to be just.
Therefore, it would be enough to undermine this definition by showing one of the
conjuncts of the definition fails to provide a necessary condition. But Socrates offers
counterexamples that undermine each of the conjuncts. They are neither individually
necessary for something’s being just. Against the second conjunct, Socrates offers a
scenario in which it wouldn’t be just to return what one has borrowed: if you borrowed
weapons and your friend was out of his mind. Nor would it be just to tell someone who is

out of his mind the whole truth (331C). This definition is too wide because some
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instances of returning what one has borrowed is unjust, and telling anyone the truth when
he is out of his mind is unjust. So, since the definition fails to pick out only instances of
just action, it doesn’t provide a sufficient condition for anything being F, in this case,
being just.

As Critias takes over as interlocutor for Charmides at Charmides 163E10-11, he

offers a definition of temperance as the doing of good things (Tf|V TOV ay00DV
TPAELY COEPOGLVNV ELVAL GAPAS GOl d1opiloplat). This definition also turns

out to be too wide. Socrates points out that a doctor, or any craftsman, could act
temperately under this definition of temperance even if he doesn’t know that what he is
doing produces good consequences. So, we can apply this to anyone: if temperance is the
doing of good things, then anyone, even if he intends malice, as long as he provides
beneficial consequences, would be acting temperately. Someone could accidentally, i.e.
unknowingly, be temperate. Critias balks at this because he wouldn’t want a definition of
temperance that results in even ignorant people acting temperately. The suggestion then
is that doing good things knowingly would be all right, but that is much narrower than the
definition of temperance as merely doing good things. Such a definition would fail to
pick out only temperate things; there are some intemperate things that are instances of

doing good things, in other words.

B. The Necessary Condition
At Meno 73C9-D1, Meno attempts to say what all cases of virtue have in
common, but fails to give a necessary condition for anything’s being virtuous. His answer

to Socrates’ “what is virtue?” is that it is to be suited to ruling over men and adds, “if
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indeed you are looking for something common to them [virtuous men, women and
children] all (T1 @AXo ¥ §j dpyetv oldv T €lval TOV GAvOpOTOV;
gimep £V € TL {NTEIG KOTO TAVTMV.) Socrates is quick to point out, however,

that this cannot be an account of virtue if Meno intends to give an explanation that picks
out even virtuous slaves. They do not govern anyone, not even themselves. Yet, it should
be possible for them to be virtuous, according to Meno’s own opinion; he has just
claimed that there is virtue even for slaves (Men. 71D9-72A1). So, Meno’s definition is
too narrow: it fails to pick out some F-things, where being F is being virtuous in this case.
At Charmides 161B6, Charmides produces a definition of temperance as the
minding of one’s own business (COEPOGHVN GV €in 10 T E0vTOL TPATTELY).
There is some suggestion that he has heard this from Critias, though Critias disavows
having said it (161C1). Socrates proceeds to point out to him the contrast between
minding one’s own business and minding the business of others. Something can be done
temperately even by minding another’s business, broadly interpreted. The example of
minding one’s own business is writing one’s own name. An example of minding
another’s business is writing the names of others, whether they are friends or enemies.
So, the suggestion at this passage is that writing the names of others is (1) not minding
one’s own business and yet is (2) temperate activity. Thus, Socrates offers an instance of
the definiendum that is not also an instance of the definiens. In other words, Charmides’
definition of temperance as minding one’s own business fails to provide a necessary

condition for something’s being temperate.

> There is no word for “business” here. A close equivalent would be “doing one’s own.”
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At Hippias Major 289D6-E6, Hippias clearly understands the Socratic
questioner’s request. He says that it is easy to answer what in all cases is the fine: it is

that by which all things appear fine when it is added to them (TGVT®V PYGTOV
amokpivachal abt® Ti 0Tt T0 KAAOV @ Kai Td GAAla TAVTO KOOUELT
al Kol TPOGYEVOUEVOL aDTOL KOAC (@OiVETAL). In other words, he recognizes

the Socratic questioner’s request for extensional equivalence because Hippias interprets
what Socrates wants is what is present where all and only fine things are. His answer is
that anywhere being fine is present, so, too is gold. So, what has the definiendum as an
attribute, in this case, being fine, must also have the definiens as an attribute, in this case

being made of gold (¥ pLGOC). We might formalize his claim as the following:

(x)(Fx«<>Gx) Socrates’ counterexamples in this case are meant to undermine the
necessary condition in this case by identifying fine things that are not made of gold.
Pheidias the sculptor is responsible for making the statue of Athena. But a good many
parts of her are made out of ivory, and her eyes are made out of stone. Yet these features
are considered fine though they are materials other than gold. Hippias agrees that
Pheidias made the statue correctly, and agrees that ivory is fine thing, too (290C1). But it
is not made out of gold.

This completes my argument that extensional equivalence between definiens and
definiendum is a necessary condition for answers to “what is F-ness?” Now, I address

what appears to be a textual counterexample to this condition.
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B.1. The Textual Objection (Men. 75E-76A)

After a concentrated effort to show Meno what he expects in an answer to “what
is virtue?” Socrates compares virtues to shapes. A variety of shapes, he says, from the
round to the straight, are no less shapes even if they are opposites of each other (74E7-
D2). Clearly, his purpose is to show Meno that he wants an answer to “what is virtue?”
analogous to “what is shape?” in all the relevant respects. The many virtues that Meno
has identified, courage, moderation, wisdom and munificence, are all still one thing:
virtue (73A1-3). Likewise, there are many different shapes, but they are all equally
shapes (74A1-3). Meno then makes a deal with Socrates: if Socrates can tell him what
shape is, i.e. give his own answer to “what is shape?” then he’ll return the favor with an
answer to “what is virtue?”” Socrates agrees and offers the following definition:

(1) Men. 75B9-11: Let this then be shape for us: the only thing that happens always to
follow color. (0T ydp on j]pﬁv r’ofpf) qxﬁua, 6 povov

TAOV OVIOV TUYYXAVEL YPOUATL AEL EMOUEVOV.)

We should assume, naturally, that Socrates condones this definition because it is
one he has offered himself. If read straightforwardly, however, it appears as if Socrates is
saying that shape is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for color: (x) (Cx—Sx).
Anything that is colored is also shaped. It wouldn’t follow from this claim alone, of
course, that anything that is shaped is also colored. Read like this, this definition is a
counterexample to the argument of this chapter, which is that extensional equivalence is a
necessary condition in answers to “what is F-ness?” If read as a necessary and sufficient

condition for anything’s being shaped, (x) (Cx«>Sx), then it will support the argument of
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this chapter. So, the question is, why should we interpret Socrates’ statement here as the
more robust claim that anything is colored if and only if it is shaped?

Two considerations should lead us to read Socrates first definition of shape, the
“follows color” definition as a bi-conditional. The first consideration is that in the context
of the passage, it makes sense to read the “follows color” definition as a bi-conditional.
The second consideration appeals to the principle of charity in interpretation.

It has long been noticed that the Socratic dialogues often have an ad hominem feel
about them: Plato tailors the discussion according to the interests and beliefs of the
interlocutors.® This is why, for example, Socrates formulates his expectations for how he
wants Meno to answer “what is virtue?” in terms of non-difference between instances of
virtue, rather than sameness between them.” Meno had given his first answer to “what is
virtue?” by pointing out that each person, each age and each action has its own virtue,
thus emphasizing the differences between them (Men. 72A3-5). Socrates acknowledges
that there are differences between individual bees, but these differences are not relevant;
he wants to know with respect to what virtuous instances do not differ. So, he compares
virtuous people to bees. Just as bees do not differ with respect to being bees, virtuous
people do not differ with respect to being virtuous (Men. 72B3-6).

Earlier in the dialogue, Meno gave an answer to “what is virtue?” as to be suited
to ruling over others (Men. 73C9). To this he adds, “if you are searching for one thing

common to them all” KOTO. TAVTMV). So, clearly in this case, Meno attempts to meet

Socrates extensional equivalence commitment. Where he fails is that this definition

® See Penner 1992 for a survey of the characteristics associated with the Socratic dialogues.

7 See chapter two for a discussion of the non-difference condition.
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doesn’t provide a necessary condition for anything being virtuous. A slave can be
virtuous. If even a slave can be virtuous, then the virtue cannot be explained through
ruling over others. Slaves don’t rule over anyone, not even themselves.

So, Meno fails to provide a necessary condition for virtuous instances and
Socrates is tailoring his responses to suit Meno’s beliefs. Given this, we should expect
that when Socrates provides a model for Meno to follow, that model will point the way to
rectifying Meno’s previous answer’s failure. Therefore, we expect that Socrates’ answer
to “what is shape?” provides a necessary condition for anything to be shaped. If Socrates
were giving a model, it would make sense that it emphasizes the correction in earlier
failed answers. If we read his model definition as a simple conditional, however, we’ll be
forced to read the “follows color” definition as a sufficient condition for anything to be
shaped, but not necessary. Given the context of the passage, this makes little sense. If, on
the other hand, we read the “follows color” definition as a bi-conditional, as I
recommend, it includes a necessary as well as sufficient condition for anything’s being
shaped. In other words, it corrects the failure of Meno’s earlier answer, which is just what
we should expect. Reading Socrates’ definition this way relates to Meno’s previous
definition and gives more coherence to the passage as a whole.

Moreover, the principle of charity suggests that we read Socrates’ “follows color”
definition as a bi-conditional. In ordinary conversation, people often say, “if” when they
really mean “if and only if.” We are being charitable in assuming that they mean “iff”

when they say, “if.” As a trivial example, a story about the Coral Gables City
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Commission details whether the city wants to obtain the land from the federal

government. The concluding passage® is this:

(2) “Yes,” the commissioners said, “the city wants the property if the voters agree.”
On the other hand, commissioners said, “no, the city doesn’t want it unless the
voters say they do.”

One suggestion is that the views expressed here are inconsistent. But a better (more

charitable) way to read the passage is to translate: “The city wants the property if the

voters want it, and the city doesn’t want it unless the voters want it.” This is logically
equivalent to, “The city wants the property if and only if the voters want it.”” Clearly, it
would be more charitable to interpret the claim in this newspaper as a bi-conditional,
even if it isn’t obvious at first that the commissioners were stating a bi-conditional. So,
analogously, if we are to interpret Socrates charitably, we should take him as stating
necessary and sufficient conditions for anything to be shaped, rather than a sufficient
condition. Moreover, given all the other textual evidence I supply in this chapter for his
commitment to extensional equivalence, we should read the “follows color” definition of
shape this way: (x) (Cx«>Sx).

Having addressed the apparent textual counterexample to the argument of this
chapter, I turn to address one of the presuppositions of this discussion, that Socrates tests

the definitions interlocutors produce.

¥ This passage is taken from Pospesel’s Introduction to Logic, 3™ edition, pp. 89-90.
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C. Definitions and Knowledge

In the course of the discussion in this chapter, I presuppose that Socrates’
refutations are refutations of the definitions offered by the interlocutors. But it is
important to point out that sometimes Socrates seems to test the interlocutor himself, not
merely the definition he produces. This distinction between definition, on one hand, and
definitional knowledge the interlocutor ostensibly possesses, is important. The relevance
is seen in the following question: does Socrates show that definitions fail, or does he
show that interlocutors fail to know what the definitions are? The short answer is that he
does both; he recognizes explicitly at some passages whether he’s testing the interlocutor
or whether he’s testing the definition the interlocutor produces. But he runs them
together, as I will argue. Since he runs them together, this suggests that we should decide
whether he’s testing the definition or the interlocutor. I think that this can be clarified
once we realize that to produce an adequate definition of F-ness, even by Socrates’ lights,
one needn’t be committed to supporting intuitive judgments about F’s. In other words, in
an adequate definition of F-ness, there will be genuine F things that fall under the
definition, so to speak, but these needn’t have anything in common with pre-analytic
beliefs about what it is to be an F. The question, then is, how can a definition fail under
these circumstances? If Socrates is not committed to supporting the examples of F’s that
are produced in the dialogues, then against what are definitions tested? My response is
that sometimes definitions are tested and sometimes interlocutors themselves. But this
needn’t thereby generate a conflict.

In Laches, Nicias is keenly aware that the subject of inquiry, courage, will be

inseparable from how he and Laches answer Socrates’ questions. The dialogue begins
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with Lysimachus and Melesias wondering if they should have their sons learn how to
fight in armor. They seek Laches’ aid in settling the question. This eventually develops
into a discussion of the nature of courage, for which Laches recommends the help of
Socrates (187D). Nicias points out that Laches is not well-acquainted with Socrates and
his reputation: for he doesn’t realize that the nature of courage will be examined through
Nicias and Laches themselves.

(1) La. 187E6-188A2; 188B4-C1: Whoever comes into close contact with Socrates
and associates with him in conversation must necessarily...keep on being led
about by the man’s arguments until he submits to answering questions about
himself concerning both his present manner of life and the life he has lived
hitherto....but I realized some time ago that the conversation would not be about
the boys but about ourselves, if Socrates were present. (0 AV SVVUTOL‘COL
Z(mcpowoug N xoi nknow@n 81aksvouavog, OLVOWKT] aVTQ... un s
avecol HTO TOOTOL MEPLUYOUEVOV T® AOY®, TPV EUTEST] €16 T
0 d1doval mept abtod AOYoV, dviva Tpdmov VoV Telf] kai OvTt
va TOV mapeAnivbota Blov BePimkev... GAAA Kol TAAAL GYEOOV
TL imetduny 611 ob mepl OV pelpaxiov fHuiv 6 Adyog €6o1to

2ZoKpdaTove TePdVTOg, GAAG TEPL NUAV ODTOV.)
Nicias observes that in a conversation with Socrates, the subject of inquiry is really the
interlocutors. Socratic examinations end up being about the person who’s answering the
questions, rather than some discarnate reality. On the other hand, in other passages it is
the account that Socrates is interested in; it doesn’t matter who puts it forward. In
Republic, for example, Thrasymachus makes perhaps the boldest claim in the dialogues:
he puts injustice in the class with virtue and wisdom, and justice with the opposites of

these (348E). Socrates notes how difficult it will be to address this if only because it

stands so far apart from conventional beliefs about justice and injustice. Just when he
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says that he believes Thrasymachus to be answering according to his own beliefs,

Thrasymachus says this:

(2) R. 349A9-10: What difference does it make to you, whether I believe it or not? Is
it not my account you’re supposed to be examining?(T1 6¢ 601, €N, TOLTO
dlapEpel, €ite Lol dOKEL €lte pr), AAL 0L TOV AOYOV ELEYYELS))

Socrates’ response to this is telling: “it makes no difference,” he says (R. 349B1). So, this

seems to be a case in which Socrates’ questions are aimed at the argument, not

necessarily the person.

In Charmides, Socrates seems to run both together: he doesn’t distinguish clearly
whether he’s examining the argument or examining the man. In this dialogue, Critias
sings the praises of Charmides, extolling his temperance. He is embarrassed by this and
so cannot answer Socrates’ question directly. For if he denies his temperance, he makes
Critias a liar, and if he should praise himself, it would be distasteful. Socrates’ solution is
the following:

3) Chrm. 158D8-E2: We ought to investigate together the question whether you do
or do not possess the thing [ am inquiring about, so that you will not be forced to
say anything against your will. (KOLVT] GV €11 OKENTEOV E€1TE KEKTNOWL
glte un 0 movldvopat, ivo unte ov Gvaykdalin Agyewv a un pod
AEL.)

This passage suggests that Socrates is indeed examining Charmides, but through
the account he puts forth. So, especially in this dialogue, Socrates doesn’t make a
distinction because of the way the dialogue develops: Socrates is examining whether

Charmides possesses temperance, but he must do it through what Charmides says.

Socrates recognizes a connection between the argument and the one who believes it.
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Later, Charmides offers a definition of temperance as minding one’s own business
(161B6). He claims to have heard from someone else. Socrates accuses him of having
picked it up from Ceritias, but Critias doesn’t own up to it (161C2). As Socrates presses
Charmides to tell him from whom he heard it, Charmides asks him why that should
matter and Socrates responds that it doesn’t:

4) Chrm. 161C3-6: What difference does it make from whom I heard it? None at all,
since the question at issue is not who said it, but whether what he said is true or
not. ( AAAA T1 d1apépet, ) & ~0g, 0 Xappidng, @ Zopateg,
6tov fikovoa; OLAEV, v & “EYM, TAvTmg yap ob TOLTO GKEMTED
v, 00TIC abTO €lmev, GAAd TdTEPOV GANBEG AEyeTal Ty Ob.)

The concern at this passage suggests that Socrates intends to test the account, not the

person who said it. Though in this very same dialogue, in texts close to one another,

Socrates starts out saying that he’s going to examine Charmides! Something is odd here.

At this passage, however, he’s concerned about the truth of the definition; not that

whoever came up with it should demonstrate that he knows what it is.

It should be clear, then, that at some passages, (1) Socrates acts like he’s testing
the interlocutors, and at others, (2) he acts like he’s testing the account. And that in the
same dialogue, he runs these two different things together, perhaps because he thinks he’s
both examining the account and examining the interlocutor at the same time.
Nevertheless, how we answer the question, “Which is Socrates examining, the

interlocutor, or the account?”” will have consequences for the semantic status of the

counterexamples he offers.
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C.1. The Problem of the Distinction

Commentators have wondered to what extent Socrates is committed to the
counterexamples he offers. And as a result, to what extent he and his interlocutors call
instances of courage or temperance are in fact instances of courage and temperance. If
Socrates is testing definitions, then he is using the counterexamples he offers as data to
support that definition. Building an ethical theory, for example, relies on those intuitive
assessments of what’s right and wrong, hence what people pre-theoretically call “right”
and “wrong.” If an ethical theory fails to accommodate those intuitive assessments, then
so much the worse for the ethical theory. Are Socratic definitions like this? Do they
require conventional beliefs about what things are called as data for a satisfactory
account?

It seems that if a Socratic definition must account for all pre-theoretic beliefs
about F’s, then an adequate account will not allow any revision for those uncontroversial
examples of F’s. So, an adequate account of courage must accommodate answers like
Laches’ first: standing in battle-line and not fleeing as an account of courage, for
example. The purpose of a Socratic definition is to string up all the data and explain what
all these instances have in common, leaving nothing out that is uncontroversial.

On the other hand, if a Socratic definition doesn’t have to account for any pre-
theoretic beliefs, then it isn’t subject to the same restriction as many contemporary ethical
theories. Any ethical theory-it is hoped- that says torturing babies for fun is sometimes
acceptable will be rejected outright because it doesn’t fit with pre-theoretic notions of
what’s good, and hence what is called “good.” So, in uncontroversial examples, we

cannot be wrong, provided that they are uncontroversial. But then it seems like
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uncontroversial examples don’t give much guidance in what has to be accounted for by
the theory.

If Socrates is testing an interlocutor’s definitional knowledge, and there’s no
special status between the definition that’s offered and the interlocutor’s other beliefs,
then Socrates doesn’t seem committed to the truth of any of these, necessarily. If, on the
other hand, Socrates is testing the definition itself, then he tests it by testing for
consistency between the definition and the other beliefs of the interlocutor. In these cases,
we say the definition fails when it can’t cope with paradigmatic counterexamples. On the
other hand, an interlocutor might fail to know the definition when what he’s claimed is in
conflict with his other beliefs. But then it would be available to him, if he wished, to

jettison the offending beliefs, even if they happened to be paradigmatic examples.

D. Conclusion

In this chapter, I argue that for Socrates extensional equivalence between
definiens and definiendum is a necessary condition in answers to “what is F-ness?” To
substantiate this claim, I offered two different types of definitions examined by Socrates:
ones that do not provide sufficient conditions for anything’s being F, and ones that do not
provide necessary conditions for anything’s being F. I also entertained a textual objection
to the extensional equivalence condition, which I argued, could be explained away by
appealing to the context of the passage and the principle of charity. Finally, I explored an
ambiguity in assessing an aspect of Socrates’ activity: at some passages, he tests
definitions-and gives textual indicators that he’s doing so; at others, he tests his

interlocutors, i.e. whether they demonstrate definitional knowledge; he gives indicators
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for this as well. Whether Socrates is testing definitions or definitional knowledge will
have consequences for the status of instances of the definienda. If he’s testing definitions,
he’s committed to the instances being genuine F’s. For how could a definition fail except
by not accommodating Socrates and his interlocutors believe to be genuine F’s? This has
a semantic consequence, as well. Genuine F’s are correctly called F. But this may be the
same set of F’s that are pre-theoretically called F. If so, then there can be no revision
among interlocutors’ beliefs about what’s called F. If, on the other hand, Socrates is
testing the definitional knowledge of the interlocutors, then whether what is called F
doesn’t really matter. For if an interlocutor possesses genuine definitional knowledge, he
might show Socrates how what he believes is a courageous instance, for example, isn’t a
genuine courageous instance. Socrates wouldn’t be bothered by this, apparently, but only
if he’s testing definitional knowledge and not definitions. The resolution of this issue will
come up at the end of chapter six once we understand the difference between genuine F’s

and what interlocutors call F’s
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Chapter IV
The Property Sameness Condition

In chapter three, I argued that extensional equivalence between definiens and
definiendum is necessary for answers to “what is F-ness?”” [ addressed the passage at
Meno 75B9-C1 that suggests that an answer to a “what is F-ness?” question need only be
a simple conditional. I argued also that judging from this passage, we should interpret
Socrates’ definition of shape as a bi-conditional: for any X, x is colored if, and only if, x
is shaped, (x)(Cx«>Sx). But there’s another problem: Socrates also says at this passage

that he would be content if Meno were to give a similar answer for virtue (EY® Y4p
Kav ohtog ayameny €l pot apetnv €imotg)." If he would be content with an

answer that merely meets the extensional equivalence condition, then Socrates suggests
that extensional equivalence between definiens and definiendum is also sufficient for
answers to “what is F-ness?”” After all, he wants Meno to tell him what virtue is; he offers
an answer to “what is shape?” that is supposed to be a model for Meno’s answer to “what
is virtue?” The model identifies a property extensionally equivalent with shape. So, the
suggestion is that Socrates wants Meno to tell him what is extensionally equivalent with
virtue. And if he did so, Socrates would be content. Would such an answer satisfy all of
Socrates’ expectations?

The quick answer is no. The other conditions that answers to “what is F-ness?”
must meet are the explanatory condition and the semantic completeness condition for
statements about F-nesses. I argue for the explanatory condition in chapter five, and the

semantic completeness condition in chapter six. We still have to explain, however, why

"'See Men. 75B11-Cl1.
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he says he would be content if Meno were to tell him what alone of all the things that are
accompanies virtue.” I argue that despite the passage at Meno 75B9-C1, extensional
equivalence is not sufficient for Socrates: he expects a stronger relationship to obtain
between definiens and definiendum: property sameness. The aim of this chapter is three
fold: (1) to give an interpretation of Meno 75B8-C1 which explains Socrates’ apparent
satisfaction with an answer to “what is virtue?” that provides merely necessary and
sufficient conditions for virtue; (2) to defend an interpretation of Charmides 160E-161B
that illustrates Socrates’ commitment to property sameness, which is that if F-ness=4¢ G-
ness, then F-ness is a property identical to G-ness; (3) to argue that if we suppose
Socrates is committed to property sameness in answers to “what is F-ness?” we can
explain passages where he cites unity and non-difference as other requirements of

answers to “what is F-ness?”

A. Meno 75B8-Cl1
Again, we revisit the same passage cited in the last chapter. But like so many
passages in Plato’s dialogues, we revisit it in a new light, emphasizing something new
about it. In this case, it is Socrates’ curious remark that he would be content if Meno
answered him about virtue in the way he answered Meno about shape. A satisfactory
answer for shape, Socrates says, would encompass all shapes since the round is no less

shape than the straight,” even if these are opposite each other (Evavtia Ovta

? Klein suggests that Socrates is hinting at the following analogy: color is to shape as knowledge is
to virtue (1965: 60).

3 See Men. 74D2-E2.
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OAANAOLG). Socrates tries out his own answer to “what is shape?” so that Meno may

practice for his answer to “what is virtue?”

(1) Men. 75B8-C1: Let shape be this for us, what only of all the things that are always
happens to accompany color. Perhaps this is acceptable to you or do you seek
something else? I would indeed be content if you would answer me in this way
about virtue.(€6T® ydp o1 ULV TOLTO GYMNHUO, O LOVOV TOV OVI®V
TUYYXAVEL XPOUOTL GEL ETOUEVOV. TKAVDG 001, T GAA®MG Twg (Nt
€1G; EYM yap kav obtmg ayand €1 pot apetniv €1moig.)

This passage is controversial because Socrates offers a definition of shape that meets

neither the property sameness condition, nor the explanatory commitment. By comparing

this passage in Meno with another in Euthyphro, it appears as if Socrates ought to reject
the definition of shape he himself puts forward. He points to a feature of shape-namely,

that it always accompanies color-but doesn’t say what shape itself is; he doesn’t give the

obola of shape. When Euthyphro attempts a definition of piety as what all the gods love,
Socrates criticizes his answer: though Euthyphro has provided a Td.00G of piety, he has

not provided its oboia.*

We might be able to explain away this conflict by suggesting that these are two
different dialogues, each with its own context. Thus, it is not surprising if we find inter-
textual conflicts. But even if that were true, and one ought not to rely too much on cross-
dialogue comparison, there is another problem. When Socrates describes what sort of

answer he expects, he compares virtue to bees. In explaining what he would want if he

* See Euthyphr. 11A7-8. A complete discussion of the difference between Td00gand oboia
would take us too far from the point here, as this distinction has a long and complicated history. The
distinction at stake here is, roughly, between the active power that things possess inherently, and the

passive activations of what is acted upon. Roughly, the difference is between quality and essence (Peters
1967: 153).
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were to ask him about bees, Socrates uses the word “00G10.G” which is translated as

“nature” in most cases. He preps Meno by asking him if he would know what to say were

Socrates to ask him about the nature of bees (€1 LOL EPOUEVOL UeALTNG TEPL
obolac 0Tl mOT ~EOTLV).” So, even if we acknowledge a conflict between what

Socrates says in Euthyphro and in Meno, the conflict arises also between different

passages of the same dialogue. Socrates clearly expects an ODG10L in an answer to “what

is F-ness?” At this passage, he doesn’t even meet his own requirement. How is this
explained?

In general, commentators explain this passage by comparing Socrates’ “follows
color” definition of shape with another definition of shape he offers later, what I call the
“limit” definition of shape, concluding that Socrates, after all, prefers the “limit”
definition of shape to the “follows color” definition. This suggests, perhaps, that he
doesn’t take the “follows color” definition of shape seriously.

After Meno balks at Socrates’ “follows color” definition of shape, Socrates
introduces the dialectical requirement.® This leads Socrates to first gain Meno’s assent to
the terms through which Socrates will present his second definition of shape. First, Meno
agrees that he understands what an end, limit or boundary is, for these are all the same,
according to Socrates (75E1-5). Then, Meno agrees that he understands what a plane or
solid is, as in geometry (76A1-2). After this, Socrates announces the definition of shape

that Meno should agree he understands:

5 See Men. 72B1-2.

® See chapter two for a discussion of this requirement: answers must not only be true but in terms
with which the questioner admits he is familiar.
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(2) Men. 76A5-7: For I say this belongs to every shape, it is that which limits a solid;
in a word, I would say that shape is the limit of a solid. (KO.TO. YOp TOVTOC
OYNLOTOC TOVTO AEY®, €1 O TO OTEPEOV TEPUivVEL, TOVT ~Elval
oxNuo Omep GV GLALUPOV EITOUL GTEPEOL TEPAG Oy T ELvaL.)
Two commentators argue that Socrates prefers this “limit” definition of shape to

the “follows color” definition of shape. Kahn argues that since Socrates requests at Meno

72B1 that he wants the essence (ODG10.G) of virtue, we should think that he prefers the

“limit” definition to the “accompanies color” definition. The “limit” definition of shape

fulfills this request for an OLG10 better than the “follows color” definition of shape. To

this, Kahn offers external considerations: the “limit” definition of shape fits better into a
mathematical framework and is genuinely scientific.” So, perhaps also from the principle
of charity, we should think that Socrates prefers the “limit” definition of shape.

Santas argues that Socrates prefers the “limit” definition because it fulfills two
important purposes to which Socratic definitions are put: the diagnostic use and the
aitiological use.® Under the pragmatics of Socratic definitions, Santas argues that the
“limit” definition of shape fulfills the diagnostic use and the aitiological use of Socratic
definitions better than the “follows color” definition.

The diagnostic use of a definition is an appeal to a standard, rule or principle that
resolves disputes over whether a given action has a certain quality. In Euthyphro, for
example, Socrates asks Euthyphro for the definition of piety so that he can put it to use,

diagnosing whether certain actions are pious or not.

" See Kahn (1996: 177).

¥ See Santas (1979: 115-117).
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3) Men. 6E2-6: Then teach me what this idea is, so that by looking at it, and using it
as a model, I can say whether what you or others do is such a sort as to be pious
and if not, not. (TavtnVv Tolvuv pe abtnv dldaov TNV Wéav Tig
TOTE E0TLY, 1va €16 EKeElvNV GmOPAETOV KAl YPOHEVOS 0T Ta
padeiypatt, 6 pEV av toovtov fj v av 1 ov 7| dArog TG mpd.
TN M 610V €ivat, 6 & *a pn TowovToV, PN 9d.)

Euthyphro’s case has the features of an ethical dilemma: he thinks that
prosecuting his father for murder is pious; his relatives think it is impious (4D5-E3).
Especially in this context, it makes sense that Socrates would expect that an adequate
definition of piety would help in distinguishing whether what Euthyphro does is pious or
impious. But this definition could be generalized to any action, as Socrates says.

Santas also points out that the diagnostic use of a definition would be sufficient
but not necessary for determining pious actions. For if it were a necessary condition as
well, this would involve Socrates in a hopeless circularity. If the possession of a
definition were necessary to make judgments about what’s pious, then neither he nor his
interlocutors could determine any instances at all. Thus, the instances of the kind could
not be the data through which we could generalize and discover the right definition. So, it
would be impossible to tell whether instances of the defininedum are counterexamples or
confirmation instances.

In comparison with the “follows color” definition, Santas’ point is that it is
difficult to determine whether shape is what (a) always follows color and (b) is the only
thing that always follows color. In sharp contrast to this, the “limit” definition of shape

tells us instantly whether something is a shape. His example is that we can tell

immediately that the limit of a cube is a figure.’

? See Santas (1979: 133).
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The aitiological ' use of a definition is that use which allows one to defend or
support a judgment about whether anything is an instance of a particular kind. This use is
articulated in Hippias Major where Socrates calls on Hippias to tell him what the
beautiful is so that he can defend, when challenged, his appraisal of whether certain
speeches are beautiful or not.

With respect to Socrates’ two definitions of shape and their aitiological purpose,
Santas compares two arguments, one which relies on the “follows color” definition of
shape, and the other, which relies on the “limit” definition of shape. In the first argument,
supporting a judgment about whether something is an instance of shape might look like
this:

(1) Shape=4rthe only thing that always follows color.

(2) Round is an instance of the only thing that always follows color.

3) So, round is an instance of shape.

On the other hand, a defense using the “limit” definition of shape might look like this:
(1) Shape=g4¢the limit of a solid

(2) Round is the limit of a sphere.

3) A sphere is a solid.

(4) So, round is a shape.

Santas’ observation is that the second premise of the first argument is not known to be

true, and would be difficult to demonstrate. Premises 2 and 3 of the second argument are

true and indisputable.'' Therefore, the “limit” definition of shape is better than the

' This is closely related to the explanation condition: If F-ness=¢ G-ness, then for anything that is
F, it is F because it is G. See chapter five.

' Why these are true and indisputable has to do with their analytic truth, perhaps, since Santas

doesn’t explain. I’'m speculating that negating them would be like denying that stallions are male horses, as
in the case of (2), or denying that man is an animal, in the case of (3).
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“follows color” definition of shape relative to the aitiological purpose of definitions as
well. And if the “limit” definition is better relative to Socrates’ purposes, then he must
prefer it to the “follows color” definition of shape.

Thus, I have set out three considerations for thinking that Socrates prefers the
“limit” definition of shape to the “follows color” definition of shape. The “limit”

definition: (1) satisfies Socrates’ request for an OLG10, (2) fulfills better the diagnostic

use to which he expects to put the definition, (3) fulfills better the aitiological use to
which he expects to put the definition. We might even grant these considerations, and that
Socrates prefers the “limit” definition to the “follows color” definition, all things
considered. But neither of these commentators addresses why Socrates would be content
if Meno were to give him a definition of virtue like the “follows color” definition. This
remark can be explained, I maintain, by appealing to (a) the limitation of Socratic
refutation, and (b) the context of this particular passage.

Socrates is limited in how he can criticize proffered definitions. A given
definition may have several inadequacies, but Socrates’ aim is generally to target only
one of those inadequacies explicitly. For example, one of the definitions of the fine, to
which Hippias agrees, is pleasure through hearing and sight'? (Hi. Ma. 298A7). Socrates
asks if being pleasant through hearing and sight could explain fine laws and fine activities
(298B1-3). The suggestion is that we would need a different account of fine laws and fine
activities because being pleasant through hearing and sight wouldn’t explain their

fineness. Hippias bites at this, and agrees with Socrates’ initial objection (298C3-4).

12 Woodruff notes that where Hippias uses “and”, Aristotle uses “or”, which makes it look more
like a definition, but the two come to the same (1982: 81).
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Socrates lets this pass, however, and accepts the account of the fine as being pleasant
through hearing and sight. He wants to avoid getting stuck on a similar point they’ve just
addressed earlier in the passage (298C5-7). Socrates then goes on to address whether
everything pleasant is also fine. The point of citing this passage is show that Socrates’
recognizes two things wrong with this definition. The first problem, he suggests, is that it
fails to provide a necessary condition. But he lets that go, and doesn’t examine that
feature, or provide a counterexample. The second problem is that it fails to provide a
sufficient condition because some properties, like being pleasant to eat, or some
activities, like making love, we would be ashamed to call fine (299A5-B1). Socrates
pushes aside the first problem in order to deal with the second. He recognizes that he can
only take one problem at a time, even if there may be many things wrong with an offered
definition.

In sum, Socrates cannot be expected to point out everything that’s wrong with a
definition, just one defect in particular. This limitation, however, is at the core of the ad
hominem feel of Plato’s dialogues. Particular refutations can be highly idiosyncratic and
personal; they are directed at a particular interlocutor’s understanding and his beliefs. So,
it wouldn’t be surprising if Socrates tailored his objections with an eye to making
intellectual progress, but this requires taking an interlocutor’s particular perspective into
account.

If we suppose that in some cases Socrates measures his explanations according to
his interlocutor, then we would find him illustrating what he wants in ways that
accommodate the understanding of that interlocutor. It would make sense for Socrates to

offer model definitions for F-ness that remedy the defect he sees in a previous answer
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given by an interlocutor. If this is indeed Socrates’ approach, this would explain why he
would be content with Meno’s answer for virtue along lines similar to the “follows color”
definition of shape. Earlier in the dialogue, Meno fails to provide a definiens that is
coextensive with the definiendum. So, if Meno managed to provide a definition that
fulfills extensional equivalence, Socrates would be content with that because that is
something Meno has been unable to do until now.

Meno’s last attempt at answering “what is virtue?” fails to provide a necessary
condition for virtue."> His definition of virtue is that it is to be suited to ruling over men
(73C9-D1). Socrates points out that in Meno’s own view, slaves can be virtuous, but the
definition of virtue doesn’t apply to them. So, his account doesn’t cover all instances of
virtue. After this passage, Meno goes on to complain about being unable to come up with
an account that covers all and only the other virtues: courage, moderation, wisdom and
munificence and the rest. But Meno says that he cannot find what Socrates is looking for:
one virtue for them all (74A11-B1). In response, Socrates says that he is eager to make

progress (TPOGP1PAGAL) because he thinks that virtue is not exceptional in the respect
of having one thing in common for all and only virtuous things (74B2-4). Plato’s use of
npocPiBdoar™ here foreshadows how Socrates will bring Meno nearer to

understanding his expectations, which is why he offers a definition of shape that rectifies
and emphasizes the defect of Meno’s last definition, even if it doesn’t meet all of

Socrates’ requirements.

1% See chapter three, pp. 64-65.

' This is the causal of projbainw: to make to approach or bring nearer (Liddell and Scott, 7™
ed. 1997).

94



To summarize my explanation of this curious passage, I emphasize that Socrates
is eager to make progress in his discussion with Meno. The context in which he
articulates this aim comes when he (1) states his assumption that there is something
which is common and peculiar to all and only the other virtues, and (2) reiterates this
generalization from the other examples he’s provided. Meno denies earlier that an answer
to “what is virtue?” will conform to the same expectations as an answer to “what is
health?” in the particular respect which Socrates maintains: that there is a unifying
account for virtuous people (73A4-5). Here, Meno says he cannot identify something
that’s the same in all these cases (74A11-B1). So, if we interpret “making progress” as
getting Meno to identify something that’s the same in all cases of virtue, we can expect
Socrates to provide a model definition of shape that illustrates this. The “follows color”
definition of shape does it.

A limitation to this approach, however, is that we cannot presume that Socrates’
model definitions embody all the conditions of an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?”
out of context. Thus, such model definitions cannot be relied on as support simpliciter for
a Socratic model of definition; they have to be interpreted; we must take into account the
context of the passage and the differing capabilities of the interlocutors.

Finally, the passage at Meno 75B8-C1 suggests that for Socrates an answer to
“what is F-ness?” needn’t do more than be extensionally equivalent to F-ness. I argue that
this passage does not commit Socrates to merely extensional equivalence between
definiens and definiendum once we understand the limitation in Socratic refutations and
examine the context of the passage. I now turn to a more positive argument for thinking

that Socrates expects a stronger relationship than mere extensional equivalence: namely,
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that the definiens be the same property as the definiendum. Charmides 160E-161B

provides the main support for this view.

B. Charmides 160E-161B
In “Elenctic Definitions,” George Nakhnikian cites the refutation of “temperance

is modesty” (kai €lval Omep w10 1) 6OEPOCHVT) at Charmides 160E-161B to

show that the relation between definiens and definiendum for Socrates must be one of

property identity.'> Nakhnikian recommends we observe that Socrates” argument

proceeds in two steps:

(1) Socrates is not content merely with the observation that there is no perfect
coincidence between the class of temperate men and the class of modest men. He
goes on to argue to the conclusion that the property of temperance is not the same
as the property of modesty. (1971: 131)

In this section, I defend Nakhnikian’s summary of the argument by doing two
things: (a) making explicit the argument at Charmides 160E-161B, and (b) defending his
argument against the objection that the premises can be read as Pauline Predications.'®

First, a few words about the relationship between property sameness and

extensional equivalence: If the class of things that has the definiendum as a property is

the same as the class of things that has the definiens as a property, then the definiens is

' Though Nahknikian uses the phrase “property identity” and I use “property sameness,” the
argument at Charmides 160E-161B supports both. I use the phrase “property sameness” to point out that
Socrates’ request for what is the “same” in all F things doesn’t necessarily entail identity. There is no harm
in calling this his commitment to “property identity,” since it relies on Leibniz’s Law.

'® Pauline predications are ways to read sentences of the form, “Justice is pious” and “Piety is just”
as assigning predicates to the unnamed instances of the £180¢ named by the subject-term. Thus, “Justice is
pious” really cashes out to “Justice is such that anyone who has this property is necessarily pious.” Such
predications are called “Pauline” after St. Paul who is attributed with statements like “Charity is kind.” St.
Paul meant these statements to be taken as “anyone who is charitable is necessarily kind.” (1974: 406-7)
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extensionally equivalent to the definiendum, but they needn’t be the same property. The
stronger claim is that the definiens is in fact the same property as the definiendum;
Compare, for example, the class of renates-creatures with kidneys-with the class of
chordates-creatures with hearts. They are extensionally equivalent because every creature
that has a kidney also has a heart, and every creature that has a heart also has a kidney.
But the property of having a kidney is distinct from the property of having a heart.'’
Property sameness implies that the classes are extensionally equivalent, but extensional
equivalence doesn’t imply property sameness.

With this distinction in mind, we can see more clearly Nakhnikian’s point about
the argument at Charmides 160E-161B. It is sufficient to undermine Charmides’
definition of temperance as modesty to show that some modest people are not temperate;
this definition of temperance as modesty does not provide a sufficient condition for
anything’s being temperate. Doing so would show that modesty is not extensionally
equivalent to temperance. And since modesty is not extensionally equivalent with
temperance, it follows that modesty is not the same property as temperance.

In other words, once Socrates establishes that the class of temperate men and the
class of modest men are not extensionally equivalent, he is allowed, without any
additional premises, to conclude that the property temperance is not the same property as
modesty. But Socrates points out in addition, according to Nakhnikian, that Socrates
expects the definiens and the definiendum in this case to be the same property. Otherwise,

his argument would have gone differently, perhaps like the others I discussed in chapter

' This well-worn example is cited in discussions about meaning, i.e. that “renate” doesn’t mean
the same thing as “chordate” even if they are extensionally equivalent (Quine 1951: 31). My use of this
example to illustrate the difference between extensional equivalence and property sameness is, I take it,
uncontroversial.
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three. To show that a definition fails extensional equivalence, Socrates need only identify
a counterexample to the sufficiency claim or the necessity claim of the definiens. The
trick is, however, to argue that Nakhnikian is right in his characterization of this

argument.

B.1. The Basic Argument

Charmides offers a definition of temperance as modesty. His reasoning is that the
possession of temperance makes one bashful (Chrm. 160E1-4). The premises that follow
his definition are the following:
(1) Temperance=4r Modesty
(2) Temperance is (always) good.
3) Modesty is not (always) good.
(4) So, Temperance # Modesty

In general, the argument Socrates offers at Charmides 160E-161B relies on
Leibniz’s Law."® From the assumption that temperance and modesty are the same, it
follows that they share all the same properties. Socrates points out that one property they
do not share is being unqualifiedly good. Temperance is, in all cases, unqualifiedly good
(160E13). Modesty is not unqualifiedly good: there are circumstances in which it is not
good (161A4). Thus, they cannot be the same. Nakhnikian’s point about this argument is
that if Socrates only expected extensional equivalence to obtain between definiens and

definiendum, the argument would have gone differently. The suggestion is that if Socrates

'8 Formalized, the principle is this: a=b <> (F)(Fa—Fb); read from left to right, this is called “the
indiscernibility of identicals.” Read from right to left, this is called “the identity of indiscernibles.”
Together we now call them “Leibniz’s Law.”
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were interested in only extensional equivalence here, then he would have described a
situation in which someone’s being modest would have resulted in her being intemperate,
or that someone’s being temperate would have resulted in her being immodest. The way
the argument develops, however, Socrates identifies a situation in which being modest is
not good, i.e. when one is in need. Then he goes on to underline that Modesty is not good

in all situations, rather than simply some modest people are not good.

B.2. Criticism

Santas doubts that the argument at Charmides 160E-161B can be read as clearly
as [ suggest above. His main criticism is that when we compare the argument in
Charmides against a similar argument at Laches 192C-D, we cannot tell on the face of it
whether Socrates means to be denying extensional equivalence or property identity
between definiens and definiendum. This is because such readings are ambiguous. At
Laches 192B9, Laches says that courage is a sort of endurance of the soul (A0K€l
TOolvuv pot koptepio TG €lval THG YuyNc.) The main assumption in this
argument is courage is admirable wherever it is present; it turns out, however, that all
endurance is not admirable. Only wise endurance is admirable whereas foolish endurance
is not. In this argument, we may read, as Santas points out, the claim that courage is
always admirable as either (a) whatever is courageous is also admirable, or (b) the
property, courage, is admirable. So, if we read the claim in the first way, the argument

constitutes a denial of extensional equivalence. If read in the second way, however, it
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constitutes a denial of property identity.'® The implication is that since the claim that
temperance is good at Charmides 160E4-5 is also ambiguous, it cannot be evidence for
believing that Socrates expects the definiens and definiendum to be the same property.

Though perhaps the argument in Laches could be read ambiguously, I argue that
the claim that temperance is good cannot be read as (a) whatever has temperance is also
necessarily good. Rather it must be read as a (b) claim about the property temperance.
Read this way, the conclusion that follows from this argument must then also be read as
(c) temperance and modesty, the properties, are not the same, which is a denial of

property identity, which is what Nakhnikian maintains.

B.2.a. Pauline Predication

Santas claims that in passages like Laches 192C-D, we have an option of reading
them in two different ways. But, strictly speaking, this is not an option. Either such
claims as “Courage is admirable” are straightforward subject-predicate statements, or
they are Pauline predications, read as “whatever is courageous is also admirable,” or the
set of courageous people is also admirable. Once we see why Vlastos adopted this
convention of explaining some of these statements, which are abundant in Plato’s works,
as Pauline predications, we’ll see that Chrm. 160E-161B is not ambiguous.

There is a long history of understanding statements like, “Justice is just,” which
appear in Plato’s works, like any other statement in which the individual identified by the

subject term is a member of the class possessing the property expressed by the predicate

1 See Santas (1979: 110).
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term.?* The reasoning is that prior to Vlastos’ argument for the Pauline predication
reading, there were only two possibilities in the literature: Either such statements are read
as identities, i.e. they are read straightforwardly, as above. Read as an identity, “Justice is
just” would simply be “Justice is Justice.” The straightforward reading was apparently
the more natural of the two.

Vlastos it was absurd to read analogous statements like, “Justice is pious,” which
appears at Protagoras 331B2, or “Piety is just,” which appears at Euthyphro 11E7-12A2,
as straightforward subject-predicate statements. With respect to Plato, he pointed out, no
one would be tempted to read “Piety is just,” straightforwardly. To do so would be to
suppose that Plato wants an abstract form to have a property that only concrete
individuals would have, which was absurd. It became evident to Vlastos that in “Piety is

just” the copula was not meant to assign the predicate to the £100¢ itself, but rather to
the instances of that €100¢. Thus, a more satisfactory, alternative reading of the

statement, “Justice is pious” becomes “Justice is such that anyone who has this property

»2! Had St. Paul been a Platonist, he would have undoubtedly meant

is necessarily pious.
by the statement, “Charity is kind,” that “Charity is such that anyone who is charitable is
necessarily kind.”

Now, what Vlastos claims here is not that whenever we are confronted in Plato’s
dialogues with a statement like, “Courage is praiseworthy” we have options in

interpretation. It is not open to us to interpret such a phrase straightforwardly, such that

courage itself is a member of the class of praiseworthy things, or as Pauline predications.

20 See Vlastos (1974: 405).

21 See Vlastos (1974: 407).
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Rather, because we are dealing with Plato, who believes that the things named by virtue
terms are abstract universals, we cannot interpret such phrases straightforwardly, but that
we must interpret them as Pauline predications. To read these phrases straightforwardly
would be to commit “egregious nonsense.”** To apply a predicate to the abstract term
“Piety” would be as absurd as applying a predicate to the multiplication sign.

The ambiguity-perhaps the one that Santas suggests-comes in to this discussion in
a different way. If we are materialists, then we can read statements like, “Gold is yellow”
straightforwardly because we are predicating the property of being yellow to all that stuff
out there in the universe. Thus, we are not forced to read, “Gold is yellow” as “Gold is (a
Form) such that any (material) instance of it is necessarily yellow.” But this is because
we are not Platonists about the Form of Gold. Vlastos’ point is that if we are like Plato,
and believe that the thing indicated by the subject term is an abstract universal, then we
have to read “Piety is just” as a Pauline Predication.” We have no other option.

So, against Santas’ charge of ambiguity, the argument at Charmides 160E-161B
is not ambiguous at all. In fact, according to Vlastos, the claim, “Temperance is good”
must be read as a Pauline predication in this passage. But if Vlastos’ argument is that all
such claims must be read as Pauline predications, we will see in the next section that this

passage is a counterexample to his argument.

2 1bid

2 Ibid, pp. 407-408
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B.3. Response

Santas denies that the conclusion of the argument at Charmides 160E-161B can
be read unambiguously as a denial of property identity. That is, it isn’t clear that
“temperance is not modesty” should be read as a denial of property identity or as a denial
of extensional equivalence. If the conclusion is ambiguous between two readings, then
one or more of the premises must be ambiguous, as well. In other words, at least one of
the premises in the argument at Charmides 160E-161B could be read as a Pauline
predication. The natural candidate for a Pauline statement is the first premise of the
argument:
(1)  Chrm. 160E13: Temperance is (always) good. (ObL pOvov obv

apo KaAdv, aAro Kol ayaddv £0TLY.)
So, the suggestion is that this premise could be read as: (1*) Temperance is such that
whoever is temperate is necessarily good. Thus, we can take (1*) as a claim about the
class of temperate people being necessarily good. Read this way, and substituted into the
argument, however, we get an obvious redundancy. And because of this redundancy, we
cannot read this premise as a Pauline predication. Socrates reaches this main premise (1)
by distinguishing between the class of temperate people, on the one hand, and the
property of temperance, on the other. Thus, it would make little sense to read this first
premise as a Pauline predication, i.e. a claim about the class of temperate people. So,
contrary to Vlastos’ claim that we must read such phrases as Pauline predications, here,
in this passage at least, such an interpretation is unavailable. To illustrate why this
interpretation is unavailable, however, I must explain how Socrates comes to this main

premise, for it isn’t easy to see the structure of the argument.
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Just after Charmides gives his definition of temperance as modesty, Socrates
crafts his refutation by asking the following three questions to which Charmides agrees.
(la) 160E6-7: Well, I said, did you not just now agree that temperance is admirable?

(Elev, fiv 8 " &y0, ob kalov dptt ®HOAOYEIC TNV GOOPOCHVNV €

vaL;)

(1b)  160E9: Then are temperate people also good? (ObkoOLV kol Gyadol
(LVOpeS Ol GOPPOVEG;)

(Ic)  Could what does not make people good be good? { Ap *~odv Gv €in
ayafov O un ayabovg amepydletatl;)

(1d)  Not only is temperance admirable then, but it is also good. (Ob pHOVOV 0OdV

Gapo xaAOv, aAla kol ayabov EGTLV.)

What, exactly, is going on at this passage is a bit of a mystery. Commentators are
not sure, for example, what role (1a) plays in the argument. Some claim that (1a) is basis
on which (1b) is inferred, as OUKOOV may sometimes play an inferential role.** But
Socrates’ use of “O0KOVV” doesn’t fit any of the inferential examples Deniston gives
very well.”> So, Socrates’ use of this word can’t help to determine whether it is playing
an inferential role or introducing a new point. (1¢) is such a mess that many have
suggested emending the text: repositioning |1} in front of 0Y0OOV so that the question

matches what Socrates says later at 161A8-9.%° Nevertheless, for the conclusion that

* See Dancy 2004 and Deniston (1929: 434-5).
* See Dancy (2004: 111, footnote 36).

26 Some scholars suppose there is a corruption in the text is at this passage. At 161A8-9, Socrates
says, “If indeed it makes good men who have it, then temperance is good, and not bad.” So the question
becomes, “Could what is not good make men good?” And the answer is no, of course. If we read the
problematic premise at step 3 as the logical equivalent of 161A8-9, this earlier claim is rephrased later.
After turning the question at 160E11 into a statement, we have: (1) If it is not good, then it doesn’t make
good men (160E11). This is logically equivalent to: (2) If temperance makes good men, then it is good
(161A8-9). This would make the phrase at 161 A8-9 a reiteration of this earlier question. A reiteration here
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temperance is (always) good to follow, we need two premises: (a) Temperance makes
people good, (b) What makes people good is (always) good. So, temperance is always
good. Socrates might mean that temperate people are good because of temperance, and
not just accidentally, but he doesn’t say that. The resources for (b) might be contained in
his question at 160E11, and since it can be assimilated to what he says later, it is at least
plausible. In general, the passage is difficult.

One thing about this argument, however, is clear: we cannot read (1d) as a claim
about the class of temperate people being good, i.e. as a Pauline predication. To do so
would be redundant. Socrates already asks at (1b) if temperate people are good. So, he
already distinguishes between temperate people, on the one hand, and the property of
temperance. Thus, if we were to read (1d) as a Pauline predication, we could substitute
“temperance is good” with “temperate people are good.” This would make Socrates
repeat himself, but it wouldn’t make sense for him to be merely repeating himself while
changing the phrasing of what he says. I suggest instead that this avenue of interpretation
is closed. And since the Pauline predication reading is closed, we must accept the
straightforward reading. In accepting the straightforward reading, we also accept that
Socrates’ refutation at Charmides 160E-161B is a denial of property identity between
temperance and modesty, rather than a denial of a proposed claim about temperate people

being necessarily modest.

makes sense for there to be a reiteration at the conclusion of the argument. If what Socrates claims in
Charmides is that temperance is good without qualification because what is good simpliciter cannot then
produce things or men that are not good, then the statement at 160E11 may be left alone. It is as if Socrates
is asking, “Could what is good (without qualification) result in people not being good?”” And I think that we
can get this understanding of 160E11, leaving it as it is.
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B.4. Summary

In the last section, I defended an interpretation of Charmides 160E-161B that
highlights Socrates commitment to property identity between definiens and definiendum
in an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?”” The main criticism against my interpretation
of this passage comes from Santas, who maintains that the passage cannot be relied on as
evidence of Socrates’ commitment to property sameness because, it is implied, the
premise “Temperance is (always) good” can be read as a Pauline predication, i.e.
“temperance is such that whoever has temperance is necessarily good.” I provide an
argument from redundancy against this interpretation. So, the Pauline reading of
“temperance is (always) good” is unavailable at this passage. This leaves the

straightforward reading and thus, Socrates’ commitment to property sameness.

C. Unity and Sameness
In chapter two, I discussed why we should read Socrates’ request for what is the

same (TODTOV) in those passages where he explains what he wants as an expectation of

property sameness between definiens and definiendum.?” I explained that there are two
ways to read Socrates’ request for what is “the same™: as a unity condition, or as a
property sameness condition. Recall that the unity condition states only what all F’s have
in common, not what only F’s have in common. The logical hierarchy between unity,
extensional equivalence, and property sameness is such that unity is necessary for
extensional equivalence and property sameness, but property sameness is sufficient for

both extensional equivalence and unity. So, it would make sense for Socrates to express

27 See Euthyphr. 5D1-5, 6D10-E1, La. 191D10-11, and Men. 72A6-B7, 72E4-8.
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the property sameness condition in his use of “same” (T0LTOV) because that would

imply both extensional equivalence and unity. As it stands, this argument appears to be
begging the question. After all, I’ve only argued so far that Charmides 160E-161B
commits Socrates to property identity between definiens and definiendum. Why then must
we read the other passages as expressions of property sameness? Why also must we read

ToLTOV as an identity claim between definiens and definiendum? Surely there are other
ways in which TODTOV is read as “same,” but which doesn’t imply identity. Yes, there

are, and the alternatives are found in Aristotle. This next section is a discussion of two
important principles I’ve assumed thus far: that Socrates expects the definiens to be a
property, and that he expects a sameness relation between definiens and definiendum.

Both of these assumptions require some justification.

C.1. Properties

Properties may be described as the qualities, features, characteristics or attributes
of things. After that, virtually nothing said about properties is uncontroversial. With
respect to Socrates, most commentators think that what he wants to define is a property,

signaled by the word, £100C.But in other passages, what Socrates seeks may be more
accurately described as a capacity, indicated by the word SUVQLS. The difficulty with

this distinction of terms is that properties and capacities seem to be different sorts of
things. So, we would like to know which of these Socrates means when he uses the words

he does. In this section, I argue that the words €160G and dOVOLLG cannot by

themselves indicate whether Socrates expects a property or a capacity. The reason is that
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in Meno, just when he ought to describe what he’s looking for as a SOVOLLLS, he uses the
word €100¢ instead. This tells me that perhaps the most generic way to refer to Socrates’
request is as a request for a property, since that seems to be the least question-begging
approach. This is then just a short quasi-justification of attributing to Socrates the view
that he expects a property in answers to “what is F-ness?”” A more thorough discussion of
the controversy of the nature of the causality between the €100C and its instances will be
postponed until chapter five.

A typical passage where the word £180C expresses what Socrates is after comes

in Plato’s Euthyphro:

(1) Euthyphr. 6D9-11: Do you remember that I did not ask you to teach me just one
or two of the many pious things, but that characteristic by which all pious things
are pious? (JGAL’ EKELVO abTO TO €180¢ @ mdvTo 10 6010 OG1d
EOTLV;)

Socrates does not always characterize what he wants in this way. He sometimes

calls what he wants a capacity, or SOVOLLG, as he does in Plato’s Laches. He explains

what he wants in an answer to “what is courage?”’ by comparing it to an answer to “what

is quickness?” If someone were to ask him what quickness (TOYLTTT0) is, Socrates
would say that it is the capacity to accomplish much in a short while (tn)v &v OAlY®
YPOVE® TOAAG SLATPATTOUEVIV SOVOULY TOYLTHTA.) After this, Socrates asks
Laches what courage is, calling it a SOVALIG(192B6).

So, if we are to take what Socrates says here about quickness and courage, we
would expect that if he were to offer an example that is better described as a capacity, he

would call it a 00VALG. The problem is that what he should call a SOVOLLS, he calls
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an £100¢. With this apparent flexibility of terms, we lose any grip we might have had on

a verbal distinction corresponding to a genuine distinction between a property and a
capacity.

In trying to get Meno to tell him what virtue is, Socrates offers a number of
comparisons: he compares the virtues to health, size and strength (72D4-E8). He intends
to get Meno to accept something Meno has been reluctant to accept: that just as health,
size and strength do not differ with respect to being health, size and strength, regardless
of the different sorts of people who possess them, so too, is this the same with virtue. On

one of these comparisons in particular, strength (167 0G), he elaborates more fully in

order to make the point that it doesn’t differ with respect to men or women:

(2) Men. 73E4-7: If a woman is strong, won’t it be by the same form and the same
strength that she is strong? For by the same, I say this: with respect to strength
being strength, it does not differ whether in a man or in a woman. (EVTEP
oyupd Yovn | T® abT® €1del kol T1 abti) 1oyl Eotay; 1O Yap
M abth) T0UTO AEY®. OLOEV SLAPEPEL TTPOG TO 1OYLS Elval T

b

100G, Edvte Ev avopi f| edvie &v yuvaiki.)

Though Socrates uses the term we might expect designates a property, if he were truly
distinguishing between a property and a capacity, we should expect him to say

“OUVOIG” at this passage. After all, strength is likely to be either (a) a power to resist

force or (b) a capacity for exertion and endurance. So, why then does not Socrates
describe strength here as a SOVa1G? He instead calls strength here an €100G. My
suggestion is that there are some F-nesses perhaps that are better described as capacities,
like quickness, courage, or even strength. But since the context of this passage includes

comparisons between virtues and bees, as well as health, size and strength, then perhaps
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the catch-all term is €100G. So, if that corresponds to property, or characteristic, we can

refer to what Socrates expects as a property, even if we haven’t settled the issue
completely.” And if strength is not picked out as a capacity, even as it appears to be an
example of a capacity, I believe we can assimilate talk of what Socrates expects in

general as a property.

C.2. Identity and Sameness

I have argued that Charmides 160E-161B is the passage where Socrates illustrates
his commitment to property sameness. But some commentators maintain that it illustrates
Socrates’ commitment to identity, not just sameness. “Identity” may be a peculiar word
to use, but [ was motivated to use it initially because I defended Nakhnikian’s evaluation
of the argument, and he, as well as other commentators, uses the phrase, “property
identity.” The customary notion of identity is expressed by Leibniz’s Law, and the
argument at Charmides 160E-161B depends on Leibniz’s Law. Of course, it is well-
known that there is no good Greek equivalent of “identical.”*’ There is only the Greek

for “same” (Ta.DTAV) but this cannot be unequivocally translated as “identical.”*® T urged
on logical grounds that Socrates’ use of TADTOV be interpreted as “same” in those

places where he explains what he wants because that would make such passages

consistent with the argument at Charmides 160E-161B.>" I now turn to consider a

¥ See Santas’ qualified discussion of attributing to Socrates a request for a property (1979: 108).
%’ See White 1971.
* Ibid

1 See La. 191E10-11, Euthyphr.5D1-5, and Men. 75A5-8.
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problem for reading Socrates’ use of TADTOV as “identical.” We will see that we are not

forced to read such passages in this way, and if we are not forced to read such passages in
this way, my argument that we read them in this way depends exclusively on the
observation of the logical relationship between unity, extensional equivalence, and
property sameness. For background to this discussion, we see that Aristotle cites three

different meanings or uses of TADTOV, which can be translated as “same in number,”

9% ¢

“same in genus,” “same in species.” “Same in number” seems to be the closest translation
to “identical.”

In Topics, Book VII, Aristotle treats sameness in the respect that they are one in
number. This prompts him to offer a restricted version of what we would call “Leibniz’s

Law,” in which he says that if A and B are the same, then any accident of A is also an
accident of B and vice versa. So, we might say that this use of TOLDTOV ought to be
translated as “identical.” But the problem is that Aristotle identifies another notion of
sameness that doesn’t imply identity.

If we mean by “same” what is the same in genus or in species, then such uses of
“same” do not depend on Leibniz’s Law and thus, do not imply identity. If A is the same
in genus or species with B, then A is similar, but not identical, to B. Aristotle tells us that
this use of TALTOV expresses a similarity relation, and not an identity relation. The word
is the same in both cases.

To further complicate matters, Aristotle also connects his notion of sameness to

oneness: sameness is a kind of oneness. The result is that for sentences of the form, “A
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and B are one,” we may mean either (1) A is identical to B, or (2) A and B make up one
thing which has them as constituents.

To summarize, then, we have three possible uses of TADTOV, all of which are
plausible.** TadtdVv can indicate (a) one in number, (b) one in genus or species (c) two

parts of the same thing. Given this multiplicity of readings, we cannot prima facie, saddle
Socrates with any one of them.

I submit that there is a more intractable problem with attributing to Socrates the
view that definiens and definiendum are the same property. But it is problem well-
familiar to philosophy. I argue in chapter five that Socrates is also committed to an
explanation condition in which the definiens explains what makes things instances of the
definiendum. If Socrates is committed to this, then he is also committed to an explanatory
priority between definiens and definiendum. This would mean that the relationship
between definiens and definiendum is not symmetric. But wouldn’t it be symmetric if the
definiens and definiendum are the same property? In the next chapter, I discuss one

attempt to illustrate how explanatory priority and property sameness are compatible.

D. Conclusion
I began this chapter with a discussion of an apparent textual counterexample to
my argument that extensional equivalence between definiens and definiendum is merely a
necessary condition, not sufficient for answers to “what is F-ness?” In his first definition

of shape-the “follows color” definition- in Meno, Socrates suggests that answer to “what

321 call these assumptions plausible on the grounds that since Aristotle was more precise and
developed in his terminology, and he admits of a plurality of uses of tauton, it is likely that Plato was not
any stricter in his use.
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is virtue?” along those same lines would satisfy all his expectations. I argued that
Socrates offered this model for virtue because the “follows color” definition rectified a
defect in Meno’s previous answer to “what is virtue?” This doesn’t require, therefore,
that Socrates’ model definitions be flawless examples of answers to “what is F-ness?” |
then argued that the passage at Charmides 160E-161B illustrates Socrates’ commitment
to property sameness between definiens and definiendum, and that this is another
necessary conditions in answers to “what is F-ness?”” I responded to an objection to my
reading, and concluded with some remarks about why we should assume that Socrates

wants a property and that should be the same as the definiendum.
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Chapter V
The Explanation Condition

In chapter two’s presentation of the explanation condition, which is that if F-
ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is so because it is G, I identified the
passages most commentators think express Socrates’ commitment to it." I also identified
those passages that express Socrates’ assumption of some kind of causal relationship
between F-ness and F things, which is the ground for his explanation condition.” But to
simply point to passages where Socrates expresses his commitment is to presuppose that
he has such a commitment. His language is notoriously vague, and we therefore cannot
simply point to the passages that suggest such a commitment as the sole evidence.” What
is required is to cite an argument where he invokes this explanation condition specifically
in order to undermine an interlocutor’s definition. This occurs, I maintain, at Euthyphro
9B-11B.

More has been written on this passage in Euthyphro than probably any other
single argument in Plato.* It is imperative, therefore, to clarify how the argument goes,
and in so doing, to clarify the controversy surrounding this argument. In general, the

controversy is over whether or not Socrates’ argument depends on a questionable

' See Men. 72C7-8, Euthyphr. 6D10-11, and Hi. Ma. 290D5-6.
2 See Grg. 520D1-2 and Prt.. 332A8-B1.

? Three passages thought to express the explanation condition are: (1) Men. 72C7-8: they all have
some one form through which they are virtues (€v Y€ 11 €100¢ TabTOV dmacol ot O
€lolv GpeTal). (2) Hi. Ma.290D5-6: What is appropriate for each thing makes each thing beautiful
6TL O Gv TPENN EKAGT®, TOVTO KAAOV TOLEL EKOGTOV). (3) Euthyphr. 6D10-11: the form or
characteristic in virtue of which everything pious is pious (T0 €100¢ @ TdvTo T0. OClQ
66100 EGTLV).

* See the three landmark studies: Geach (1966), Cohen (1971), and Sharvy (1972).
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substitution of the expressions for “pious” and “god-loved.” This substitution instance, it
has been argued, is questionable because it depends on a questionable substitution
principle that breaks down in explanatory contexts, which is exactly the context in which
Socrates introduces the substitution! I argue, however, that Socrates’ argument at
Euthyphro 9B-11B needn’t be understood as relying on this substitution instance.” If his
argument doesn’t require the substitution principle, then we shouldn’t attribute it to him.
One might ask, of course, why he makes a substitution at the passage, but one needn’t be
motivated to answer the question if it doesn’t help the argument.

Another concern that relates to the explanation condition is that it runs afoul, or so
one might argue, of his commitment to the sameness condition, for which I argue in
chapter four. If the definiens must be explanatorily prior to the definiendum, as the
explanation condition requires, then in what way is the definiens the same as the
definiendum? If the definiens is the same as the definiendum, then we might expect their
relationship to be symmetric. But if the definiens is explanatorily prior to the
definiendum, then the relationship is asymmetric. One of Socrates’ own examples,
however, that shape is the limit of a solid, may point the way to resolving this conflict.
The notion of sameness that Socrates assumes is one that must not deny, if he is to be
consistent, the explanatory priority he establishes in Euthyphro 9B-11B.

In this chapter, I present the textual details at Euthyphro 9B-11B in the first
section. I then articulate a version of the argument that relies on some kind of substitution
principle in the second section. Then, I offer another version of the argument that doesn’t

depend on a substitution principle in the third section. Then, I give additional reasons to

> I am indebted to Sharvy’s (1972) discussion of this argument.
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think that Socrates is committed to the explanation condition in the fourth section.
Finally, I present the conflict between sameness condition and the explanatory condition

and review an attempt at a solution in the fifth and final section of this chapter.

A. The Text: Euthyphro 9B-11B

The background to this dialogue is that Euthyphro, a supposed religious expert, is
prosecuting his father for murder, about which his relatives are angry (4D5-7). Socrates
notes that it is not an ordinary man who could do this, but one far advanced in wisdom
(4A11-B2). As such, Euthyphro attempts to explain what piety is so that Socrates can
come to understand, as Euthyphro apparently does, how prosecuting his father for murder
could be a pious action, despite its conflict with the view of the many that it could not be
a pious action (4E4-8). Socrates’ examination includes presumptions about explanatory
priority in order to address Euthyphro’s third attempt to say what piety is. He says that
the pious is what all the gods love, and what they hate, is the impious.
(1) Euthyphr. 9E1-3: I say that the pious is this: what all the gods love, and the

opposite, what all the gods hate, is impious. (AAX Eymye @oinv dv tobLTO
glval 10 6clov O dv mavieg ol Beol PLA®OLY, Kol TO Evavtiov,

14

6 v mavteg 0ol pHIoM®OLY, AVOGLOV.)

Or, more simply:

(la)  Piety=4rwhat all the gods love.

So, Euthyphro lays down his answer to “what is piety?” At 10A2-3, Socrates asks the

question that has become the bugbear of divine command theorists: Is it pious because it
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is loved by the gods? Or is it loved by the gods because it is pious?® With this question,
Socrates offers Euthyphro the following two alternatives:
(2) Loved by the gods because pious (L bec P).

Or:
3) Pious because loved by the gods (P bec L).
Euthyphro agrees to (2), which is what ultimately undermines his attempt to define piety
as what all the gods love.” At first, however, Euthyphro does not understand Socrates’
question, and requires some clarification (10A4). In order to illustrate the import of these
choices more clearly, then Socrates gives a number of examples that emphasize the
priority of (a) processes or activities that result in an alteration of some sort to (b) a
thing’s being in that altered condition as a result of the activity. This is a complicated
distinction and difficult to generalize, but it can be seen more clearly through Socrates’
examples. What underlies this distinction for Socrates is some rudimentary view about
the priority of causes (broadly understood) to their effects. Socrates identifies this
distinction with his use of the passive third person verb for things of the sort found in (a)
and the passive participle for things of the sort found in (b). Euthyphro says that he thinks
he understands this distinction (10A9). We might abbreviate in the following way: (a) is
generalized by expressions of the form, “is F-ed” and (b) is generalized by expressions of
the form, “being F-ed.” Socrates’ own examples clarify this distinction with the following

examples:

® Anthony Flew suggested that the extent to which one understands philosophy is the extent to
which one understands this question.

7 Other efforts have been made to show that Euthyphro could have chosen the other alternative and
he wouldn’t have been inevitably refuted. See Amico 1996.
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(a)  is carried (QEPETAL) or is led ((yETAL) or is seen (OPATAL) or is loved
(QLAELTOL)

(b) being carried (PEPOLLEVOV) or being led (AYOUEVOV) or being seen
(OPOUEVOV) or being loved (PLAOVUEVOV)
Socrates main point here is that when we use expressions of the form, “p because q” it
follows that it is not the case that “q because p.” Something is being carried because it iS
carried. Yet, it is not the case that something is carried because it is being carried.® The
direction of explanation can only go in one direction. This is the asymmetry involved in
the relationship between things in (a) and things in (b). Since what is indicated in (a) is
explanatorily prior to (b), we say that (b) because (a) is true, but (a) because (b) is false.
We might symbolize it more formally, illustrating the explanatory priority, or the
asymmetry, in this relationship, by writing:
(¢)  (pbecq)— ~(qbecp)
With respect to Euthyphro’s definition, then, we would say that something is
being loved because it is loved, but it is not the case that something is loved because it is
being loved. So, something is being loved by the gods because it is loved by them

(@1relTol DO Oe@dV).” Socrates then introduces a new word, “god-loved”

(BE0PLAEQ) to take the place of “being loved” (PLAOVLEVOV). Thus, something being

¥ Or more colloquially, “something is a load because is it being carried, but it is not being carried
because it is a load” (Sharvy 1972: 131).

’ Commentators take great pains to notice the disanalogy between the effects of loving and the
effects of carrying. The action of loving doesn’t necessarily result in an alteration of the thing being loved
whereas the action of carrying does alter the thing being carried. But if there’s a disanalogy, it isn’t simply
between the examples Socrates uses to compare to the effect of loving. After all, the action of seeing
doesn’t result in an alteration of the thing’s being seen. I suggest that Socrates has this in mind when he
uses the verb Y1y VOpOLL since this verb is supposed to cover all sorts of change, not merely accidental and
substantial change.
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loved by the gods is also god-loved (10D9-10). Hence, we have an additional premise,

generalized from Socrates’ examples:

(4) What is god-loved (being loved by the gods) is so because it is loved by the gods.

But not:

(4*%)  What is loved by the gods (is loved by the gods) is so because it is god-loved
(being loved by the gods).

Now, since Socrates establishes an explanatory hierarchy among the pious, being god-

loved, and is loved by the gods, I must, for the sake of simplicity and in the interest of

making the logical relationships explicit, abbreviate the following items Socrates has

distinguished in the course of his argument here: G: Being God-Loved (B€0Q1AEQ), P:
The Pious (t0 6610V)'?, and L: Is Loved by the (p1A€lTOL LTO OEDV). The

hierarchy goes like this: G bec L bec P.

(2a) (LbecP)—>~(Pbecl)
If it is loved by the gods because it is pious, then it is not pious because it is loved
by the gods. This is introduced by Socrates at 10A1-2, and accepted by Euthyphro
at 10DS.

(4a) (GbecL)— ~ (L bec G)
If it is god-loved because it is loved by the gods, then it is not loved by the gods

because it is god-loved. This is introduced by Socrates and accepted by Euthyphro
at 10D9-10.

' This expression seems to have three different meanings or uses, as the attribute, piety, the
collection of pious things, or as a quantifier-noun, like “everyone.” Sharvy maintains that in the first
premise of the argument, the subject should be read as a quantifier-noun, not as an attribute, i.e. for any
pious x, x is loved by the gods because x is pious. But the conclusion of the argument maintains that we are
not allowed to define piety, the attribute, as the god-loved (122). For Socrates’ interchangeable use of the
feminine predicate adjective for piety, see 5C9: TO £LGEPEC.
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Socrates’ conclusion to this passage is that the pious and the god-loved are different from
one another (10D13). After which he reminds Euthyphro that he agreed to (2a) at 10E2-3;
and he reminds him that he agreed to (4a) at 10E5-8. The importance for the controversy
surrounding this argument, however, is what Socrates does next: he explains a
consequence of piety and god-loved being the same (if they were the same).!' And this is
the passage that has caused all the controversy.

5) Euthyphr. 10E9-11A3: For if the god-loved and the pious were the same, dear
Euthyphro, (1) if through being pious, the pious were loved, and (2) through being
god-loved, the god-loved were loved, then (3) if through being loved by the gods
the god-loved were god-loved and (4) the pious through being loved would be
pious. Now you see that the opposite holds, as they are altogether different from
one another. ( AAL" €1 ye tabtov fijv, ® ¢ire ELOvppwv,

10 0e0p1AEC Kal TO OO0V, €1 PEV d10 TO OGOV E1VOL EQLAELTO
170 6610V, Kol 810 TO 080QIAEC €lval EQIAELTO GV TO BsoplAEC,
€l 8¢ d10. TO QLAELG0aL DO 0@V TO Og0QIheEg BeoQIAEC TV, Kal

70 Oclov GV 310 10 QLAEIGOaL Oclov fv. VOV 8¢ Opag OTL
EVaVTIOg £XETOV, OC TOVTATAGLY ETEP® OVTIE AAANAMV.)

Following the previous abbreviations, G for (Being God-Loved), P for (Piety or the
Pious) and L for (Is Loved by the Gods), the general claim at this passages seems to be
this: (1) if P=G, then if (L bec P), then (L bec G), and (2) if G=P, then if (G bec L), then
(P bec L).'? Many commentators have supposed that in this passage, Socrates clearly
displays his commitment to some kind of substitutivity principle, and that the argument

depends on such substitution for its success. After all, what would allow his move from

(L bec P) to (L bec G) in (1) and (G bec L) to (P bec L) in (2) if he weren’t swapping G

'See Tabtov at 10E9.

12 At this passage, Socrates is going back and forth between the attributive use and the referential
use of definite descriptions, as in (2) above: in the first part, we take “being god-loved” attributively; in the
second, we take “god-loved” as referential. For a discussion of the difference between the referential and
attributive use of definite descriptions, see the now-classic Donnellan (1966).
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for P in the first conditional, and P for G in the second? Among these commentators, the
only question seems to be what kind of substitution principle his argument depends on,
not whether this argument in fact depends on a substitution principle. But I think that this
latter question is the one we need to ask.

In the next section, I make more explicit a reconstruction of Socrates’ argument at
Euthyphro 9B-11B that relies on a substitution principle. I point out some of the
questionable consequences associated with the kind of substitution principle supposed to
explain this particular substitution instance. My interpretation, of course, provokes a
further question: why is Socrates substituting these expressions at all, if they don’t have
anything to do with argument? I suggest that what is really going on at this passage is that
Socrates is illustrating a kind of causality that is transitive through the priority he’s
established early on. Socrates assumes already that F things are F because of F-ness. This
is trivially true, but uninformative. He expects that the definiens for F-ness will explain
what makes things F. Viewing this passage at I0E9-11A3 as the locus classicus of his
substitutivity requirement distracts from the main point of the passage: his emphasis on

the relationship between cause and explanation.

A.1. Substitutivity

There is no doubt that whatever the argument Socrates offers at 9B-11B, it is
complicated. That’s why I think that we can see the structure of the argument more
clearly in the following proof. Socrates does not make all these steps implicit, but if we
refer to (2a) and (4a) above, we can see how Socrates might generate the argument

below, if all the steps were explicit. And because of the substitution instances, it is
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supposed, he is able to conclude, as he does, that the pious and the god-loved are not the
same, but different from one another. Thus, the reconstruction I offer below is one
possible reconstruction of an argument that relies on substitution. This argument is, of
course, underdetermined by what Socrates actually says, but this is a likely rendering of
the argument if it depends on substitution. "

Recall that the important part of claims of the form “p because q” is that they are
asymmetric; it follows from (p because q) that ~ (q because p). Note also that there are

actually two disjoint sub-arguments in the following proof, each of which result in a

contradiction.

(1) =irG (Euthyphro’s definition at 9E1-3)

(2) L bec P (Premise accepted at10D5)

3) Gbec L (Premise accepted at 10D9-10)
(2a) LbecG [(T), (2) Substitution]
(2b) ~(Gbecl) [Priority from (3)]
(2c) (GbecL)& ~(Gbecl) [(3), (2b) &I]
(32) PbecL [(1), (3) Substitution]
(3b) ~(PbecL) [Priority from (2)]

(3¢) (PbecL) & ~ (P bec L) [(3a), (3b) &I]

4) ~ (P=4G) [(1)-(3¢) Reductio Ad Absurdum]

Now, this is perhaps a more formal way to illustrate the substitution instances that take
place. Notice that there are actually two substitution instances. In the first subargument,

Socrates substitutes “god-loved” for “the pious” in premise (2). In the second

1 My apologies to interpreters, who would disagree with my formulation, but I think that they
would agree with the spirit in which it is reconstructed.
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subargument, he substitutes “the pious” for “god-loved” in premise (3). Commentators
have thought that these moves from (2) to (2a) and (3) to (3a) are instances of a
substitution principle; they just can’t agree on what, exactly that principle is. Some have
called it, “the Leibnizian principle that two expressions for the same thing are mutually
replaceable salva veritate.”'* Others have refined the principle, limiting the principle’s
scope to merely definitional equivalents so that two expressions where one is the
definition of the other must be mutually replaceable salva veritate."” In this vein, others
have followed the tradition, but changing the names slightly, referring to a version of this
principle as the “substitutivity requirement” in which the definiens and the definiendum
must be substitutable salva veritate.'® Some even recognize the unpalatable consequences
they attribute to Socrates by saddling him with this principle.'” For in attributing to

Socrates some kind of substitutivity principle, these commentators also recognize that

'* See Geach (1966: 346). Leibniz’s Law is a principle concerning the identity of things, and there
are two principles to it: (1) if a=b, then any property (a)has, (b) must have as well (Indiscernibility of
Identicals) and (2) if (b) has every property (a) has, then a=b (Identity of Indiscernibles). These are identity
conditions on things; they do not express a relation among names.

The indiscernibility of identicals is sometimes confused with a metalinguistic principle such that if
‘a’ and ‘b’ are names of the same object, then each may be substituted for the other in any sentence without
a change in the truth value of the expression. Moreover, the identity of indiscernibles is confuses with
another metalinguistic principle such that if ‘a’ and ‘b’ can be exchanged in all sentential contexts without
affecting the truth-value of the expressions, then they name the same object. In any case, to call these
metalinguistic principles, “Leibnizian,” is perhaps to recognize a similarity in an analogous principle about
identity, but it also leads to confusion about the principle itself. Commentators who attribute a substitution
principle to Socrates are attributing to him a principle about names and expressions, not about the identity
of things. Only the principle about identity can be plausibly called, “Leibnizian,” even though there is some
controversy about that.

'3 See Cohen (1971: 10).
'® See Dancy 2004; note also that this formulation requires the definiens to be an expression.

17 Ibid, 147
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such a principle breaks down in some contexts. '8 But the context in which Socrates
supposedly introduces this requirement is in one of these contexts: an explanatory
context! This solution forces us to realize that Socrates didn’t recognize intensional
contexts, and perhaps he didn’t. But in attributing to him this substitution principle,
which is invoked only at this passage, they seem to attribute to Socrates a cure worse than
the disease. In the next section, I discuss one of the consequences of attributing to him the

substitutivity principle of definitional equivalents.

A.l.a. Consequences of Substitutivity

Were Socrates to hold the substitution principle for definitional equivalents, he
would be committed to the following implication: Suppose an adequate definition of a
mother is that she is a female parent. So, mother=4¢female parent. In a typical
explanatory context, we might ask, “Why is Dusty a mother?” and the answer: “Because
she is a female parent.” Now, according to the principles explicitly maintained in
Euthyphro, if Dusty is a mother because she is a female parent, it follows that it is not the
case that Dusty is a female parent because she is a mother. In other contexts, however,
another problem arises. The problem is that this substitution principle would allow a
substitution where it should be restricted.

If mother=4¢female parent, then if x is a mother because she is a female parent,

then x is a mother because she’s a mother. The first part of the claim is acceptable, but

'8 An intensional context is one in which substituting expressions for the same thing does not
preserve truth value of the expression as a whole. For example, Oedipus believes he’s married to Jocasta,
and Jocasta is his mother. It does not follow that he believes he’s married to his mother. On the other hand,
when he discovers that he is married to his mother, and “mother” means “female parent.” It follows that he
also discovers that he is married to his female parent.
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the second isn’t. The substitituvity of definitional equivalents allows us to substitute for
definitional equivalents in places where we shouldn’t allow it: where it clearly does not
follow. In other words, the substitution principle allows us to infer, where there are
definitional equivalents, that

(1) Dusty is a mother because she is a female parent

(2) Dusty is a female parent because she is a female parent.

The first claim is informative; the second is not. But Socrates wouldn’t think that (2) is
false, just not helpful. In fact, in other dialogues, Socrates makes the point that F things
are F because of F-ness."” But this is not to say that such answers would satisfy Socrates’
explanation condition; we assume that Socrates wants an answer that is more
informative.”” And that’s what’s behind his argument here at Euthyphro 9B-11B. The
question is: should we commit Socrates to such an egregious error as to believe that
substitution instances of the sort explained above are acceptable? That’s what his
proposed acceptance of such a principle implies.

I suggest that if we are able, then we should try to explain Socrates’ argument at
Euthyphro 9B-11B without attributing to him a substitution principle of the sort
mentioned above. I believe that this last passage at 10E9-11A3, the location of an
instance of Socrates’ infamous substitutivity requirement, can be obviated all together.
And if it is obviated all together, then the substitution instance that has caused so much
consternation will recede into the background. I suggest, instead, that if we supply a

different principle underlying Socrates’ argument, then he can conclude that Euthyphro’s

' This is the implication of the claim that cowardly people are cowardly because of cowardice,
which is true, perhaps, but uninformative (Prt. 360C-D).

2% See Woodruff (1982: 153).
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definition of piety as what all the gods love fails without relying on the substitutivity
requirement. The grounds for the alternative principle, which is just the explanation

condition, can be recognized from the way in which he asks for what he expects.

A.2. Transitivity and Explanation

Going back to the beginning, we have Euthyphro’s definition of piety as what all
the gods love, abbreviated to what is god-loved: P=4¢G. Then, Socrates establishes the
priority such that something is being loved by the gods because it is loved by the gods,
but not the case that something is loved by the gods because it is being loved by the gods.
At 10DS5, Euthyphro agrees that the gods love piety because it is pious. At 10D9-10, he
accepts that what is being loved by the gods, or god-loved, is so because it is loved by the
gods. Now, with these two premises in place, and with their explanatory implications
explicit, we have the following:
(1) (L bec P) » ~ (P bec L)
(2) (G bec L) — ~ (L bec G)
In the course of his argument, Socrates has introduced three things: piety (the pious),
god-loved (or being loved by the gods) and is being loved by the gods (is loved by the
gods). With principles (1) and (2) in place, and assuming transitivity, we can conclude:
3) (G bec P) — ~ (P bec G)

Socrates doesn’t make claim (3) explicit; we the readers are supposed to
recognizes that this is how he comes to his conclusion. In order to draw this conclusion,
we only have to suppose a principle of transitivity between the following hierarchy in

these “because” contexts: G bec L bec P. It’s important to notice that though he doesn’t
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make it explicit, it is likely that Socrates draws this conclusion (3) before he explains to
Euthyphro what would happen if the god-loved and the pious were “the same.” In other
words, he already signals that he has completed the argument before we get to the
passage that illustrates a supposed substitution instance. That is, he has completed his
argument against Euthyphro’s definition before the famous “substitution passage” arises.
This suggests, therefore, that he has already drawn the conclusion that Euthyphro has
failed to define the pious without relying on substitution instances of any kind. Supposing
that he sees the transitive relationship from (1) (L bec P) — ~ (P bec L) and (2) (G bec L)
— ~ (L bec G) to (3) (G bec P) — ~ (P bec G) makes sense of how he realizes that the
pious and the god-loved are different from one another (10D12-13).

The principle Socrates invokes in the following recreation of the argument is just
the explanatory condition:

4) If F-ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is because it is G.

Now, what I’'m supposing is that something like (4) is at work when Socrates
requests that what he wants for an answer to “what is F-ness?” is an explanation of what
makes F things F. But the argument for this view is that by supplying this principle, we
can explain how Socrates’ argument goes through without any reliance on substitution of
the sort suggested by commentators. So, in order to make the structure of the argument
clearer, I use a proof structure like the one I articulated above with the first argument.
The proof is different in that it doesn’t rely on a substitutivity requirement for definitional

equivalents:
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(1) =ir G (Euthyphro’s definition at 9E1-3)

(2) L bec P (Premise accepted at10D5)

3) Gbec L (Premise accepted at 10D9-10)
(3a) GbecP [(2), (3) Transitivity]
(3b)  (F-ness=4rG-ness) — (F bec G) [Explanation Condition]
(3c) (P becG) [(1), (3b) Modus Ponens]
(3d) ~(GbecP) [Priority from (3¢)]
(3e) (GbecP)& ~(GbecP) [(3a), (3d) &I]

4) ~(P=4tG)  [(1)-(3e) Reductio Ad Absurdum]

If we suppose that Socrates is committed to the explanation condition, then we
have the resources to explain how the argument at Euthyphro 9B-11B goes through
without attributing to Socrates a substitution principle of definitional equivalents. Thus,
we needn’t rely on such a principle to explain this argument. But it should be noted that
premise (7) is not explicit. But it can be made explicit only by supposing transitivity in
because contexts. And that does not seem to be a big leap.

To summarize then: I have presented an alternative argument to one commonly
associated with the passage at Euthyphro 9B-11B. Instead of supplying Socrates with a
substitution principle, one which is bound to break down even in explanatory contexts, |
supply him with the explanation condition. If we assume transitivity in the “because”
contexts Socrates discusses, we get a satisfactory argument. But that leaves the next
question, are there other reasons for thinking that Socrates is committed to the
explanation condition, other than that it provides the grounds for an alternative reading of
Euthyphro 9B-11B? Yes, there are: (1) the basis for Socrates’ explanation condition

comes from his expectation that an answer to “what is F-ness?” must be some kind of

128



cause, and that (2) this kind of cause must be like Aristotle’s formal cause. With these
considerations, supplying Socrates with the explanation condition for this argument

makes sense.

B. Causes and Explanations

The first place to look for an explicit expression of the relationship between cause
and explanation is in Aristotle. Though he inherited an interest in causation from earlier
thinkers, he was the first to articulate a complete theory of causality.

In at least two different places, Aristotle maintains that to have the proper
knowledge of something is to get a grasp on its cause.”' Or, in other words, when we
have answered a question about why something exists, it is because we have ascertained
its cause.”> An investigation into the nature of the cause, for Aristotle, is an attempt to
answer a “why” question. When we see Socrates at Euthyphro 10A2-3, he presents the
two alternatives; in presenting these alternatives between whether the gods love the pious
because it is pious, or that it is pious because it is loved by the gods, he can be viewed as
asking a “why” question. The subsequent argument, then, is an investigation in the cause
of what makes pious things pious. Also, when we look at the passages where Socrates
expresses what he wants for answers to F-ness, and he uses such locutions as “that by

L 19923 24 25 - -
which,””” or “because of which,””" or simply “because”*”, he can plausibly be viewed as

2 See APo. 71B9-11and Ph. 194B17-20.

> Woodruff makes the nice point that what Socrates primarily wants is a certain sort of
knowledge, and a definition is the means for conveying that knowledge (1982:151).

3 See Euthyphr. 6D11.

129



asking why F things are F. Thus, he is searching for a cause. And an explanation is
simply an account of that cause. But if Aristotle is the background to this discussion, the
natural question, then is just what kind of cause is he after?

For Aristotle, the causes are four: material, formal, efficient, and final.?® His
illustrations for each are helpful. For example, the material cause of a bronze statue is the
bronze out of which it is made. The formal cause of the statue is its shape. The efficient
cause is the artisan who casts the bronze. The final cause is the sake for which something
is done. In this case, perhaps the statue is made in order to honor whoever is its likeness.
An adequate answer to a “why” question will explain each of these in turn.

For Socrates, however, opinion over what kind of cause from among these
Socrates expects is divided: some commentators believe Socrates presumes an efficient
cause;”’ others believe he presumes a formal cause.”® While perhaps Socrates doesn’t
distinguish the kind of cause he expects as carefully as we’d like, with respect to
Euthyphro, his language suggests that he presumes more of a formal cause. And since
this is the dialogue in which he relies on the explanation condition, the burden of
evidence is in favor of attributing to him the expectation of a formal, rather than efficient,
cause in answers to “what is F-ness?” First, I give a clarification and then a discussion of
why one might think Socrates presumes that an answer to a “what is F-ness?”” question is

an account of the efficient cause of F things.

** See Men. 72C8.

 See Euthyphr. 10A2-3.

%% See Ph.II 3 and Metaph. V 2.
27 See Penner 1973.

2 See Vlastos 1976.
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It is important to realize that Aristotle’s example of an efficient cause-the artisan
who makes the bronze statue-doesn’t emphasize clearly, as I state it so crudely, the
respect in which the artisan is the efficient cause of the statue. The true efficient cause of
the statue is not the artisan, but the art of bronze-casting, which the artisan, who is
responsible for the production of the statue, possesses. So, really the specific knowledge
that the artisan possesses is the relevant explanatory factor, not, as is sometimes
supposed, the beliefs and desires of the particular artisan.”” Now that this clarification is
in place, we can see why some commentators have believed in the efficient cause reading
of Socratic expectations for F-ness.

The question in Plato’s Laches is “what is courage?” Penner argues that this
question will be answered adequately only if Laches and Nicias provide a psychological
account of courage.™ This is not a psychological account in terms of beliefs and desires,
but rather an account of what makes people act courageously. In other words, Socrates
expects an answer to tell him what it is in men’s psyches that makes them brave.’' What
Socrates is seeking is some kind of knowledge, through which, those who possess it are
able to act accordingly. The skill possessed by the sculptor is the efficient cause makes

the statue in the same way that a courageous person’s courage-state results in courageous

%% This is not to say that the beliefs and desires of a particular artisan don’t enter into the
explanation when we’re discussing the particular realization of an artifact.

30 See Penner 1973.

3! In more recent work, Penner observes that his speaking about virtues as causal entities, whose
use he adopted only under pressure from the editors at Philosophical Review, obscures the main
controversy: whether Socrates seeks the meaning or reference of “courage.” Talk of virtues as causal
entities does no harm, however, if one realizes that in the case of virtue-terms their references just happen
to be causal entities. That’s why Vlastos’ argument against Penner misses the point. The observation that
Socrates’ own model of virtue, shape, doesn’t name a causal entity is not a reductio ad absurdam of
Penner’s view. Rather according to Penner, it is an ignoratio elenchi (1992: 153).
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action. It is the motive force, or soul-state, and that’s why it can be explained via
Aristotle’s efficient cause.

Against this, Vlastos argues that Socrates expects a constitutive® answer, rather
than a straightforward causal answer. For example, his two definitions of shape in Plato’s
Meno, that shape is the only thing that always follows color, and that shape is a limit of a
solid, tell more about the respect in which these definientes constitute the property of
figure. They do not show what causes things to have this property, as the “efficient
cause” view would have it. Moreover, when Socrates is seeking an account of the
beautiful in Hippias Major, he is seeking the “because of which”-like the way in which
all big things are big, i.e. through the exceeding (294A8-B4). This, Vlastos argues, is
prime evidence for his constitutive view of what Socrates expects. For we can only think
of the way in which an ant’s exceeding the dimensions of other ants in the same way that
a figures three-sidedness “makes” it a triangle.33 And this is to suggest that Socrates
wants what is constitutive, or the formal cause, of F-ness, according to Aristotle’s
terminology.

The Vlastos-Penner debate is not simply limited to the nature of cause.
Ultimately, the discussion is about whether Socrates seeks identity of meaning conditions

or identity of reference conditions for virtue-terms. And that would take us too far

32 He also calls it the “semantical” answer. I think that his comments contribute to the “formal
cause” reading of Socratic expectations.

33 See Vlastos (1976: 416).
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afield.** T can point to some evidence that should lead us to think about Socrates’
expectations in terms of formal causes.

We can offer, I think, an argument from language similarity that Socrates expects
something like a formal cause. This, of course, doesn’t guarantee that Socrates’
expectations can be assimilated to Aristotle’s theory of definitions, but it is at least
reasonable to think that he started what Aristotle developed. And this will at least give us
a more specific understanding of what Socrates means by his “because” contexts. Recall
that the formal cause of the bronze statue is its shape; it is in this respect that the formal
cause “makes” it what it is: it explains what distinguishes it from other lumps of
bronze.*

In Euthyphro and elsewhere™® Socrates explicitly asks for an €100¢ (6D10-11).
When Euthyphro fails to give him what he wants, Socrates points out that he has failed to
provide the 0bG1a. of piety (11A6-8). So, now why should Socrates’ use of these words
in particular suggest that he is after the formal cause of F things being F? Aristotle uses
the same terminology to suggest that a definition is an account of what it is to be

something, which is just to say, an explanation of the formal cause.

3% See Penner 1973 and Vlastos 1981.

%> Another example of Arisotle’s formal cause is what “makes” the octave: the ratio 2:1 (Ross
1951: 72).

36 See Chrm. 154D5, Prt. 338A1, and Men. 72C7, DS. Santas notes that Socrates doesn’t always
characterize what he’s after as an €100G, in Plato’s Laches, he characterizes what he’s after as a SUVOUIG.
Socrates’ language elsewhere seems to vacillate between what is to be defined is a property that serves to
collect all things that have that attribute into a set and what serves as a paradigmatic member of that set.
This observation undercuts Nakhnikian’s claim that what Socrates is always after is an £100¢. Sometimes,
as in Laches, he wants a OUVOULLC. For some commentators, this signals an important difference in
emphasis. See Penner 1992.
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In Metaphysics 3, 2 1013a26-30, Aristotle calls the €100G  of the thing the
definition of what-it-is-to-be (0 AOY0¢ TOL Ti fjv €lva). If Socrates wants an
€100¢, and an €100¢ is a definition of what-it-is-to-be. And the what-it-is-to-be is the

thing’s formal cause, then Socrates wants an explanation of the formal cause of F things.
Moreover, in Metaphysics 1.3 983a25-29, Aristotle says that one of the answers to a why

question leads to a definition of its O0DG10.. When Socrates points out that Euthyphro fails
to provide the OLG10L of piety, the implication is that if he had given the OG0, of piety,

he would have explained to him what makes pious things pious. In other words, giving

the o0bola of piety would have been sufficient for explaining what makes pious things

pious. This is just to identify the cause of F things being F. This sort of cause, described

by the term OLG10, can be assimilated to Aristotle’s formal cause.

The purpose of this section was to make more explicit the nature of the
relationship between the explanation condition and the kind of cause Socrates expects
between F-ness and F things. I offer this passage with one commentator’s summary that
reinforces the relationship between cause and explanation for Socrates:

(1) Whatever the fine turns out to be, it must be something I shall call the logical
cause of fineness: it is what makes all fine things fine (290d2). A logical cause is
the ground for explanations of a certain sort.

In conclusion, Socrates is likely committed to the explanation condition because he

expects that an answer to a “what is F-ness?”” question is an account of the formal cause

of F things. This is because the formal or logical cause is the ground for explanations of a

sort.

37 See Woodruff (1982: 150).
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In the next section, I address a troubling conflict that arises in comparing
Socrates’ sameness condition with his explanation condition. For if the definiens and the
definiendum are supposed to be the same property, how can the definiens also be

explanatorily prior to the definiendum?

C. The Compatibility of Explanatory Priority with Property Sameness

Sharvy makes the point that the relation, “=4” in a definition is not a statement of
identity, rather it is a statement about analysis. He argues that Socrates could not have
based his argument on a substitutivity of identity or definitional equivalents, he points out
that the defining relation is asymmetric. He explains the asymmetry of the “is defined as”
relation in the following way: the concept male parent may be the analysis of the concept
father, the concept of male parent might involve further analysis of the individual
concepts of male and parent such that a definition of male parent would involve
something about the gender that carries out the fertilizing function of procreation, and
something about having living offspring, perhaps.® The point seems to be that if the
defining relation is an analysis, it does not entail identity. Thus, Socratic definitions do
not assert identity of properties. The next question should be whether the defining
relation is compatible with identity.

One commentator in particular has noted though the defining relation doesn’t

entail identity, it can nevertheless, be compatible with it.*’

¥ See Sharvy (1972: 128).

%% See Santas (1979: 112-115).
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(1) To say what a thing is, or to define a thing by analysis, is to say what the

constituent parts of that thing are or that the constituent parts are related in a

certain way. (1979: 112)

For a similar comparison, Santas relies on how G.E. Moore’s conceived of seeking a
definition for goodness. An adequate definition of goodness for Moore would be an
account that specified the constituent parts of the property of goodness. This is
compatible, with supposing that the complex of properties that define goodness is also
identical to it. Santas uses Socrates’ own definition of shape-that shape is the limit of a
solid*’-as a case in point.

Suppose, then, that the property shape is identical with the complex property limit
of a solid. It could still be the case that the definition, Shape=g4¢limit of a solid is also
asymmetric, in the way that Sharvy supposes. That is, in answer to the question, “why is
this a shape?” the following answer could be given: “Because it is the limit of a solid.”
Now, of course, per Socratic requirements, the converse wouldn’t be true: we couldn’t
ask the question, “Why is this limit of a solid?”” and answer, “Because it is shape.” It isn’t
clear to Santas, in other words, why we couldn’t recognize the explanatory asymmetry in
definitions like, Shape=g4¢limit of a solid, and still maintain that shape is somehow
identical to the limit of a solid. The limit of a solid is what makes something a shape, but
is also identical to it.

So, in citing Socrates’ definition of shape as the limit of a solid, Santas attempts

to undermine the following claim: (1) the definiens cannot be explanatorily prior to the

definiendum and still be identical with it. The obvious problem with this proposal is that

* Thus, we have: OTep GV GLALUBOV EITOLUL GTEPEOD TEPAG OYNLO ELVOL (76A6-
7).
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there isn’t an obvious connection between explanatory priority and definitional priority.
Of course, this must be assumed in the discussion of Socrates’ argument at Euthyphro
9B-11B. In fact, my interpretation of the argument depends on it.

On the other hand, Santas’ example fits nicely with Vlastos’ argument that what

2! The formal cause of

Socrates wants is the constitutive answer to “what is F-ness
something can also be somehow constitutive of (or identical to it). The examples from
geometry and mathematics are well-suited to this. For example, a definition of a triangle
is a three-sided figure whose interior angles are the sum of two right angles. Being such a
three-sided figure would constitute something’s being a triangle, and somehow
constitutes what a triangle is. Or using Aristotle’s example that a definition of the octave
as the ratio 2:1 seems to say both what causes and constitutes something’s being an
octave, even if something being the ratio 2:1 is explanatorily prior to something’s being
an octave. So, perhaps such examples are adequate responses to the claim that something
cannot be both causally prior and identical to itself.

In the last chapter, I suggested that Socrates’ commitment to property identity
between definiens and definiendum be read as a commitment to property sameness

instead. This is to accommodate a peculiar feature of Plato’s texts: that there are four

ways to read TADTOV in Socrates’ request for what is “the same” in F things: (a) same in
number, (b) same in genus or (c) same in species, or (d) same in being two constituents of
the same thing, as described by Aristotle. If we are to read TADTOV as “same in number,”
then it could be read as “identical to.” I suggested, therefore, that “sameness” be used for

TaOTOV in order to acknowledge that we are not necessarily forced to read it as

4l See Vlastos 1976.
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“identical to.” But I don’t think that Socrates’ commitment to property sameness is any
more in harmony with explanatory priority than a commitment to property identity would
have been.

In closing, I would like to recall that Socrates himself must think that property
sameness and explanatory priority can be harmonized. At least we can conclude this on
the basis of his “limit” definition of shape. But also in Plato’s Euthyphro, when he cites
the “transitivity” passage (also called the “subsitutivity” passage), he observes that this is
a consequence of the pious being the same as the god-loved:

(2) Euthyphr. 10E9-11A3: For if the god-loved and the pious were the same, dear
Euthyphro, (a) if through being pious, the pious were loved, and (b) through being
god-loved, the god-loved were loved, then (c) if through being loved by the gods
the god-loved were god-loved and (d) the pious through being loved would be
pious. Now you see that the opposite holds, as they are altogether different from
one another.

Perhaps Socrates solution to the conflict between sameness and explanatory priority isn’t

obvious, but that would only be to recognize that he is one of the sources of a perennial

philosophical problem, which surely his legacy would embrace.

D. Conclusion
This chapter constitutes a more direct argument for Socrates’ commitment to the
explanation condition, which is that if F-ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is
so because it is G. I argued that Socrates’ argument against Euthyphro’s definition of the
pious as what all the gods love can be understood by reconstructing it to rely on the
explanation condition. I argued that such a reconstruction of this argument is preferable

given that the alternate reconstruction relies on a substitutivity requirement, which we
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should be reluctant to attribute to Socrates mainly because of its negative consequences. |
also offered some additional reasons for thinking that Socrates has the explanation
condition at his disposal: he expects that a definition is like Aristotle’s formal cause, and
an adequate account of F-ness explains the cause of F things in just this way. Finally, I
discussed one commentators attempt to show that even if the “=4” relation is asymmetric,
it can still be compatible with identity between definiens and definiendum. While this is a
valiant attempt, I doubt that such resolution is possible. This is in keeping with one aspect

of the Socratic legacy of identifying problems without solving them.
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Chapter VI
The Semantic Conditions

In chapter two, I distinguished a family of semantic conditions attributed to
Socrates. In this chapter, I articulate and present them more fully. Recall that the first
semantic condition is the following: (1) If F-ness=4r G-ness, then any G is generally
called F and anything generally called F is G.! This formulation is an effort to capture
the semantic feature sometimes attributed to Socrates: an adequate answer to “what is F-
ness?” will support all and only those people or activities generally called F.*

Alternatively, the set of genuine F things, whether they are virtuous or courageous
people or activities, is identical with the set of things actually called F. In other words,
Socrates seeks an account that systematizes the pre-analytic’ judgments he and his
interlocutors have about whatever is called F. So, why think of this as a semantic
condition at all? Isn’t it just reducible to the beliefs of an interlocutor? And isn’t that is
what’s important? A fine question, but I think that the semantic adequacy of Socratic

definitions has not been discussed in a perspicuous way. To do so, I must separate the

" A recent formulation of two of Socrates’ commitments include: “x belongs to all things called F”
and “x is what is called F-ness in all F things” (Benson 2000: 110). It will become clear in the course of my
discussion in this chapter that whether we assume the qualifier “genuinely” in these formulations will make
a great difference in how we understand Socratic semantic commitments.

? It should go without saying that nowhere does the character Socrates say anything like the Greek
equivalent of F. See Robinson’s view in chapter one. The point is to emphasize that in Plato’s dialogues,
Socrates and his interlocutors call people and actions by the Greek equivalent for “courageous.” The
controversy in this chapter is over whether such pre-analytic beliefs about what to call things must be
supported in an adequate account of F-ness.

3 These are considered, but perhaps naive or commonsensical judgments. Some have noted that we
prefer theories that accord with pre-analytic judgments, all things considered.
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semantics from the belief-states of the interlocutors, even if Socrates recognizes a strong
connection between the two.*

The second semantic condition is that statements of the form, “F-ness is F”” and
“F-ness is G” where “G” is an evaluative predicate are semantically complete. This
formulation is a generalization of some of the premises crucial to Socrates’ arguments,
but they are usually justified by nothing more than the agreement of the interlocutors.
The virtues are something good, or beneficial, or fine or admirable. So, whether the
inquiry is into justice, virtue, courage, or temperance, one claim that cannot be revised is
that these are good. This is because goodness is an inseparable feature of the concept of
virtue. So, the evaluative predicates are necessarily attached to it in such statements. This
is not the case with other kinds of inquiry, like an inquiry into swans, for example.

Let’s say that an unquestioned premise in our argument is “All swans are white.”
An experienced ornithologist might show us how we went wrong in thinking that all
swans are white because there are black swans as well. Such premises are therefore
vulnerable to revision, depending on how the world is. An analogous situation is to
suppose that we have an unquestioned premise in our argument like, “Courage is
admirable” (La. 192C-D). If our investigations into the nature of courage were like our
investigations into the nature of swans, it would be possible to discover that courage is
bad in some way; we could be wrong in thinking that courage is always good. But that is
not possible for Socrates and his interlocutors. This formulation of the Socratic semantic

commitment recognizes that such judgments about virtue cannot be overturned and thus,

* Two obvious passages are at Men. 82B4, where Socrates’ examination of Meno’s attendant
begins by his asking if he is a Greek and speaks Greek and at Chrm. 159A6-7 where Socrates supposes that
Charmides could express in Greek what temperance is, if he possesses it. See also Dancy (2004) on the
“principle of expressibility” or Benson (2000) on the “verbalization requirement.”
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virtues cannot be correctly called “bad” (KA KOG) if they are virtues. They are necessarily

good or fine.

Moreover, the subject-predicate core of a sentence is complete semantically if and
only if it keeps its truth value regardless of the context. Any qualifiers that are added to
the sentence come in the form of nonrestrictive clauses, rather than restrictive clauses, so
that such statements aren’t context-sensitive. In other words, if temperance is good for
people, it is good without qualification. The “for people” part of the expression is
nonrestrictive, and doesn’t change the truth value of the expression. As Woodruff points
out, this is how the answers Hippias gives to “what is the fine?” fail. At best, the kinds of
answers he offers have certain restrictions: gold is fine, but not when it is used as a spoon
for stirring stew (Hi. Ma. 290D5-E1). This commitment to semantic completeness is
something that Socrates and his interlocutors point out in advance; it outlines one of the
contours of an adequate answer. But if he does require that G in “F-ness is G” be a term
of approbation, he seems to allow exceptions to this, at least for the purposes of
discussion, as his exchange with Thrasymachus at the end of Republic Book I shows.

The examination of Socrates’ semantic commitments proceeds in two steps, by
first examining statements about F’s, and second by examining statements about F-
nesses. This chapter is divided into three main sections: in the first, I discuss the
motivation for attributing the ordinary usage view to Socrates; I then argue against this
view, citing counterexamples. In the second section, I discuss the evaluative view, which
is supposed as a limit to semantic revision. The limit is that claims like “F-ness is G are
restricted in the following way: G is a term of approbation, and such statements are

semantically complete. I argue for this view as a reasonable hypothesis in explaining the
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premises Socrates employs in a number of arguments. Finally, I conclude with a
discussion of the difference between the ordinary usage view and another semantic view

to which it sometimes is assimilated.

A. The Ordinary Usage View (OUV)

Now, why would anyone think that Socrates is committed to the ordinary usage
view?’ He demonstrates, in a number of places, his distrust of the opinion of the many.°
Shouldn’t we suppose that this extends to distrust about their linguistic practices as well?
As Vlastos has observed, in Laches, Socrates revises the ordinary concept of courage,
which is stretched beyond the class-bound, sex-bound virtue as it is traditionally viewed.’
This is what led Vlastos to suppose that the Socratic analysis of F-ness might ultimately
result in a radical revision of ordinary usage. But Socrates, at other places, goes out of his
way to try and dismiss the fuss about specific terminology. For example, in Charmides,

Critias makes a distinction between “making” (t0 £pyalecat) and “doing”
(TO TOLE1V) in order to respond to Socrates’ criticism. When something is made

unaccompanied by the admirable, it can be a disgrace whereas work is never a disgrace,
Critias says, citing Hesiod as evidence (163B4-5). Socrates therefore gives Critias

permission to define words in any way he likes; his only requirement is that Critias make

3 “We need to explain why Plato applies the SC rule as he does, why he assumes in advance that
ordinary usage is correct, and tries to discover a single character to account for all uses of a word” ( 1978:
457). The SC rule is the following: Whatever is correctly called “F” has some one character (the F) the
same in all cases, and is F in virtue of having that character.

® This is especially true when Socrates extends his inquiry into the nature of courage in Laches
well beyond a military context (Irwin 1977: 43).

7 See Vlastos (1976: 411).

143



clear to what the word applies.® Finally, Socrates also recognizes a distinction between
what people say and how things actually are. In Hippias Major, the mysterious questioner
prefers an account for what actually is fine, not what ordinary people think is fine, and so
call “fine.”” So, why think that Socrates is committed to the truth in ordinary usage?

One reason is that there are indeed passages that suggest Socrates’ commitment to
some kind of semantic commitment in answers to “what is F-ness?” In Laches, Socrates
provides a model to follow for answers to “what is courage?”” The model is quickness.
Socrates speculates on what he would say were someone to ask him what he calls
quickness in all actions-appropriately called “quick.”'’ He supposes that it would be the
power of accomplishing much in a short amount of time (La. 192A10-B3). The emphasis

here is on what is called (OVOuGLELS)'" quickness, which suggests that what Socrates

calls “quick” is the phenomenon he must explain with his account of quickness. A little
further on, he returns to the topic of courage, having explained what he wants. He asks

Laches to ask him what that thing is called (k&kAnTo1)'* which is in all those

situations, involving pleasure, or pain, and in the situations they were describing."* The

® See Chrm. 163D5-7: GAL’ £y oot tifecbat peEV TV Ovopdt@V d1dmpt Omn
av PovAn £xactov. dMAoL o pOvov £¢ 0Tl Gv eEpNg tobvoua OTL Av AEYMG.

? See Hi. Ma. 299B1-2: A’ EY® oL TOLTO NPWOT®V, O JOKEL TOIG TOAAOLG
KOAOV €lvat, aAL” 0Tl £0TLv.

4

" See La. 192A9-10: "Q Zdxpates, Ti Aéyelg T00T0 O EV TAGLY OVOUALELS
TOXVLTNTO E1VAL;

" This is sometimes translated as “named,” though Ovopa does double duty for “word” and
“name.” See Liddell and Scott.

12 This is the third person perfect for KAAE®, to call.

¥ See La. 192B5-8: [Telp®d 81 kal 60, & Adyng, TV Gvdpeiav odtwg el
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point is that this is called “courage” for a reason: he and Socrates were just saying that
courage is a part of all the descriptions of courageous people. But what they call
“courageous” informs the kind of account Laches will end up giving, for he is trying to
accommodate all and only those people called courageous, whether at sea, or in poverty,
or stricken with illness, or in affairs of state. For they’ve agreed that there are such
people.

In the last section of this chapter, I return to these passages in order to argue that
they needn’t be read as evidence of a commitment to ordinary usage. I compare these
passages in Laches with others in Protagoras, where Socrates seems to say the same sorts
of things, but in the context it is clear that he’s not committed to a semantic condition like
the ordinary usage view.

Another reason Socrates might hold the ordinary usage view is that he thinks it is
a criterion for an adequate theory. By comparison with a similar requirement in theories
of welfare, we can see why he might be so motivated. In theories of welfare, descriptive
adequacy is a necessary desideratum for an adequate theory. Descriptive adequacy is the
requirement that our ordinary intuitive judgments about whether things are going well or
badly for us must be systematized and supported. A theory of welfare that isn’t faithful to
our ordinary experience is inadequate. We can see how Socrates might think that ordinary
semantic intuitions about what to call “pious” or “just” or “courageous” must be

systematized and supported.

Tig oboo dvuvaplg f| abTr &v Ndovi] kol &v AOTN Kol &v dmacty oilg vovon
gAEyopEV abLTNV €lval, Emetta avopela KEKANTOL.
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A.1. Descriptive Adequacy

With theories of welfare, or well-being, in general, one of the prime requirements
is that it is faithful to our ordinary experience.'* We have lots of convictions about what
kind of policy we can adopt for our benefit, and whether adopting those policies are
going to be good or bad for us. For theories of welfare in particular, they give us the
truth-conditions under which our convictions about our welfare are in fact, true. Thus, a
theory of welfare systematizes our pre-analytic convictions and justifies them. In other
words, a theory of welfare interprets our intuitive judgments, and makes the best sense of
those judgments. Such a theory stands or falls by these judgments. If a theory fails to
systematize these judgments, it is so much the worse for the theory. In this respect, our
strong convictions about how our lives are going cannot be overridden by any theoretical
considerations. We must hold on to those pre-analytic views: they are the data the theory
must explain.

The connection between Socrates’ semantic commitments and descriptive
adequacy is this: We should wonder if Socrates expects that an adequate account of what
courage is would systematize and support what his interlocutors pre-analytically call
“courageous.” If he does, then he expects that an account of “what is F-ness?” will
support all and only those things pre-analytically called F. This is just to attribute to him
the ordinary usage view.

This is not to say that the ordinary language usage view wouldn’t allow for any
revision. This is why I’ve added the qualifier “generally” to the commitment. We

wouldn’t want to stick Socrates with the view that ordinary linguistic practice is so rigid

' See Sumner (1996:10-20).
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that it cannot be overridden. Moreover, if ordinary usage were true, i.e. informed by the
way things are, the urgency with which Socrates demands an answer for F-ness is
reduced. For then, if our claims about F’s are pre-analytically true, then we can already
be certain they will be supported by an adequate theory.

With respect to the theory of welfare, some of our intuitions will be more central
and others more peripheral. Thus, a more adequate account of welfare will distinguish the
core from the periphery. It is likely, then, that the periphery will be where most of the
revision is taking place. Applying this to linguistic practice in the Socratic dialogues,
Socrates and his interlocutors may disagree whether something is appropriately called F
or not. This will lead to our first test case. The ordinary usage view is actually two claims
together, better illustrated by distinguishing the set of things called F and the set of things
that are genuinely F. The ordinary language usage view maintains that these sets are
coextensive. So, one claim is (1) for any x if it is F, then it is called F; the other claim is
(2) for any x, if it’s called F, then it is F. Both of these together constitute the ordinary
usage view."

The first test case is an argument against (1) that relies on an interpretation of
Plato’s Euthyphro. In order to be a counterexample to (1), we have to identify a situation
in which something that is possibly F, but generally not called F. This is Euthyphro’s
prosecuting his father for murder. Socrates allows that this could be a pious action, as

Euthyphro maintains, regardless of whether nearly all Athenians disagree, it is suggested.

In other words, I argue that Euthyphro’s prosecuting his father for murder is something

"> T am assuming in subsequent discussion bivalence for predicates: either Euthyphro’s prosecuting
his father for murder is pious or it is impious.
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which is generally, given the context of the dialogue, called “impious” (0.VOGLOV).

Nevertheless, Socrates allows the possibility that it could be a pious action. So, the
question is, how do we recognize the possibility that Euthyphro’s prosecuting his father
for murder could be genuinely pious? To recognize the possibility, I maintain, first we
have to accommodate Socratic irony, and recognize that Socrates sometimes doesn’t
mean what he says. Once we’ve done that, however, we can still see our way clear to the

possibility that Euthyphro’s action could be the pious thing to do.

A.2. Part One of OUV: If F-ness=4s G-ness, then any G is generally called F.

In Plato’s Euthyphro, Socrates is surprised when Euthyphro tells him that he is at
the law court in order to prosecute his own father for murder (4A7-B2). Euthyphro
himself admits that he appears crazy to do this (4A1). Socrates notes further that the
majority of Athenians-the many-would disagree with him (4A11-12). So, Euthyphro
stands alone in his opinion that prosecuting his father for murder is pious. Thus, his
prosecuting his father for murder is uncontroversial as an example of an impious action.
Should we take Socrates’ surprise here to reveal his skepticism about the piety of
Euthyphro’s action? Does Socrates, at the outset, think that Euthyphro couldn’t possibly
be right about this?

If he were, then we, as readers, should be surprised at his reaction. Instead of
dismissing Euthyphro, he says, in effect, that Euthyphro must really know what he’s
talking about if he’s going to prosecute his own father for murder. He must really

understand the nature of piety to go through with his suit against his own father:
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(1) Euthyphr. 4A11-B2: Heracles! Euthyphro, it is not known by the many how this
can be right. For I do not believe that this is an action of just someone ordinary,
but of one far advanced in wisdom. ( HpdkAglg. | mov, ®
EbBOppov, dyvogital bO TOV TOAADY 01N moTe OpHDS EYEL.
ob yap oipai ye tob EmtLOVTOg AbTO TPALal AALL TOPP®
Tov fdN 60eiag EAAOVOVTOG.)

Socrates response is not to deny that Euthyphro is right. His response is just to say that

since Euthyphro’s view is so at odds with the rest of the Athenians, he must be very wise

indeed. Since Euthyphro’s case is so complicated that it would be hard to see clearly any
judgment about it.

Euthyphro’s father had hired a farmhand to work their land in Naxos. One night,
this hired hand got drunk and killed one of their household slaves. Not knowing what to
do with this miscreant, Euthyphro’s father bound him and left him in a ditch. Then, he
sent a message to the local authorities to find out what he should do with this man. While
he waited for a reply, the hired man died of exposure (4B7-E3).

Perhaps because the situation is so complicated, Socrates betrays some fear that if
he were in Euthyphro’s place, he’d be worried about making a mistake. For his part, he
couldn’t be sure, if he were the one prosecuting his father for murder that he would be
acting piously in this particular situation. Socrates’ concern is reflected in the following
passage.

3) Euthyphr. 4E4-8: By Zeus, Euthyphro, you believe that your knowledge of the
divine, and of piety and impiety, is so precise that, when those things happened as
you say, you do not fear of having done an impious thing in bringing your father
to trial? (X0 8¢ o1 mPOg A1dg, @ ELOOppwv, obtwol dxpipdg
oilel emiotachol mepl TV Oelwv Onn Exel, Kal TOV OGlwv 1€
Kol Gvoolov, doTe TOVTOV OLT® TPAYHEVIOV MS 6L AEYELS, OD

Qo1 dtakiopeEVOS T® TaTpl OTMG U1} 0D GV AVOGLOV PO
TUYXAVING TPATTMV;)
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As a response to Euthyphro’s claim that his prosecution of his father for murder is pious,
Socrates (a) supposes that Euthyphro must be really wise, as it disagrees with what
everyone else thinks, and (b) would be worried about acting impiously in Euthyphro’s
place. What’s going on?

In a study of Socratic irony, Vlastos argues that the conception of irony with
which Socrates is attributed is inaccurate because some consider irony as a means of

deceit and trickery. Quite simply, irony (E1p@VELQ) for Socrates retains its most

primitive significance: saying the opposite of what is intended. With this clarified

understanding of irony, could that be what Socrates is doing here at (1)? If he’s being

ironic, then he isn’t really flattering Euthyphro for being “far advanced in wisdom.” He’s
saying that he is unwise to take up this suit with his father. To suppose that Socrates is
being ironic at this passage can be easily justified by comparing this passage with
another. At the end of this same dialogue, we should hear, unless we are fitted with tin
ears, a refrain of Socratic irony.

After several attempts at defining piety, Socrates is presuming that Euthyphro
must know the nature of piety, or he wouldn’t be so careless as to prosecute his own
father on behalf of a servant and risk reprisals from the gods (15D4-6). Euthyphro
shuffles away, trying to extricate himself from the conversation with Socrates. This is
what Socrates says in response:

3) Euthyphr. 15E5-16A4: What a thing to do, friend! By leaving, you are sending me
away me down from the great hope I had: that I would learn from you about the
pious and the impious and freeing me from Meletus’ indictment by showing him
that I had become wise in divine matters from Euthyphro, and my ignorance

would no longer cause me to be careless and inventive about such things, and I
would be better for the rest of my life. (Ol0. TOLELS, @ ETAIPE.
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am EATI00G pe KaTaBaAl®v HEYAANG amépyM fiv €10V, OG Tapd
ooL HoboV Td Te 6010 Kol un kol the mpoc Mérntov ypaeig
amoAraEopal, EvoelEapevos ekeive 0Tt 6090oc fdn map ELBLep
ovoc Ta O€lo yéyovo kol Tl obkETL LI Ayvolag abTOGYEIAL®
0DOE KULVOTOU® Tepl abTd, Kal 81 kol Tov dAlov Plov 611 dp
gvov Blocoiunyv.)
No doubt some of what fuels an ironic reading of this passage is the fact that Euthyphro
has tried several times to tell Socrates what piety is and failed every time. So, we
wouldn’t be surprised if Socrates were, at the end of this inquiry, to conclude that
Euthyphro doesn’t know what he’s talking about. His irony is a vehicle for mockery.
Perhaps he will shame Euthyphro into giving up his suit.

Returning to 4E4-8, we can take Socrates’ comment that Euthyphro is “far
advanced in wisdom” because there is clearly another instance of Socrates’ irony at the
end of the dialogue. Should we suppose that he is also mocking Euthyphro when he says
that he must be far advanced in wisdom if he’s prosecuting his own father for murder?
The problem with the irony interpretation is that it is an interpretation of last resort: it
cannot give any principled way of distinguishing the ironic passages from the non-ironic.
If one claims to have one’s ear tuned to detect irony, it appears as an ad hoc solution to
interpretive difficulties. In any case, let’s suppose that Socrates is being ironic at the “far
advanced in wisdom” passage. If he’s being ironic, then he’s saying that Euthyphro is not
far advanced in wisdom, and probably a moron, because it cannot be, under any adequate
account of piety, that prosecuting one’s father for murder could be correctly called
“pious”, or “OG10OV.”

There are two things going on here: if we think Socrates is committed to the

ordinary usage view, and if we grant Socratic irony at the “far advanced in wisdom”
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passage, then we wouldn’t find any passages where Socrates would allow Euthyphro’s
suit to be accommodated. But there is such a passage. Moreover, whether or not we read
the “far advanced in wisdom” passage ironically it still appears as though Socrates allows
the possibility that what Euthyphro is doing could be pious. This is how the following
passage is a counterexample to the first claim of the ordinary usage view: it is an example
of something that could be pious, but is not called “pious.”
4) Euthyphr. 6C9-D7:
Socrates: Now try to say more clearly what I was asking just now, for, my
friend, you did not teach me sufficiently when earlier I asked you what the
pious was; rather you told me what you are doing now, prosecuting your
father for murder, is pious. (VOVi 8¢ Omep APTL 6€ HPOUNV
netp(b ca(péorapov ELMELV. O ydp He, ) iew"tps 0 TPOTEPOV
ucavcog 8618(1&(1; spwtsnoavw 70 0clov 0Tl mOT €1n, GALG

Hot €lmec OTL TOLTO TLYYAvVEL OGOV OV O GL VOV TOLELG,
POVOL ETEEIOV TO TaTpl.)

Euthyphro: And I was telling you the truth, Socrates. (Kai ¢4An0f) ve
Eleyov, @ ZMOKPOTEGC.)

Socrates: Perhaps. But you also say, Euthyphro, that many other things are

pious. ("Iowg. AAAG ydp, @ EbOvepwv, xal dAlo Tolid
oNg €lval 6ot0.)

This may be a lot of work for one word (" Io®C) to do. But if Socrates really didn’t think

Euthyphro’s prosecuting his father for murder could be accommodated, he wouldn’t have
allowed the possibility that it belongs in the class of pious things. Yet the natural next
question is, couldn’t this passage at 6C9-D7 also be an ironic passage?

This particular passage might be read ironically, but then we are clearly in the ad
hoc here. It’s permissible to read some passages ironically when there’s little dispute

about it, as at the end of the dialogue. But to apply the ironic reading in a more systematic
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way would require a more principled way of distinguishing the ironic from the non-
ironic. And that is extremely difficult to do. This stretches to the limit what the irony
interpretation can do.

Note also that this passage at 6C9-D7 (above) doesn’t depend on the passage at
4A11-B2, the “far advanced in wisdom” passage, being read ironically. If we read
Socrates straightforwardly at the “far advanced in wisdom” passage, then he’s supposing
that Euthyphro really must be far advanced in wisdom to call his action pious. If we read
this passage straightforwardly, it counts as evidence against the first claim of the ordinary
usage view: for any X, if it is F, then it is generally called F. With respect to the dialogue
Euthyphro, I’ve identified a passage where something could be F and generally not called
F. This is Euthyphro’s prosecuting his father for murder: Socrates allows the possibility
that it is genuinely pious, though it is not generally called pious. Hence, allowing the
possibility that Euthyphro’s prosecuting his father for murder is pious undermines the

first claim of the ordinary usage view.

A.3. Part Two of OUV: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then anything generally called F is G.

In this section, I focus more on what is generally an uncontroversial case. The
uncontroversial cases, naturally, are generally called F. So, in order to undermine the
second claim of the ordinary usage view, which is (2) for any x if it is called F, then it is
F. We need an example of something generally called F, but which Socrates believes is
genuinely not F. That example will be uncontroversial cases of courage in animals from
Plato’s Laches.. It is supposed —uncontroversially- that animals can be courageous.

Socrates doesn’t allow this possibility. In so doing, he denies a paradigmatic example,
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something generally called “courageous” but which isn’t genuinely courageous. This

example should also shake the faith of anyone who believes Socrates is committed to

paradigm examples of F’s.

In Plato’s Laches, the discussion centers on the nature of courage. One of the
main interlocutors, Laches, has a go at answering “what is courage?”” but hasn’t had much
success. At one point the argument is turned over to the other main interlocutor, Nicias.
In an effort to give the answer that Socrates wants, Nicias reports what he’s heard
Socrates say on many occasions, that wisdom and goodness are necessarily tied together
whereas ignorance and badness are linked up.

(1) La. 194D1-3: I have heard you say many times that each of us is good with
respect to that in which he is wise and bad in respect to that in which he is
ignorant. (ITOALAK1G GKNKOG GOL AEyovTog HTL TOVTO
ayafog Exactog NUAOV Grep coeds, d d& apadng, Tovto 8¢
KOKOGC.)

Socrates agrees that he has said this often (194D3). Ultimately, this Socratic claim

becomes the basis of Nicias’ attempt to answer “what is courage?” Courage is the

knowledge of the fearful and the hopeful in war and every other situation (195A1).

When Socrates turns to question Nicias on this account, he shows him the
dilemma of this view: either he must admit that wild beasts are all equally courageous, in
fact more courageous than most men since knowledge of the fearful and hopeful is denied
even to the doctor and the prophet, or that deny that wild beasts of any sort have this

knowledge. Laches, irritated by Nicias’ responses, thinks that Socrates has at last

cornered him:
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(2) La. 197A1-5: Answer this for us truthfully, Nicias, whether you say that these
wild beasts whom we all admit are courageous, are wiser than we are, or whether
you dare to oppose everyone and do not call them courageous? (Kol NIV G
aAnbds tovto andxpival, @ Nikia, TOTEPOV GOPMOTEPL PNG
NUAV TavTe €lvol T Inpla, § Tdvteg OLOLOYODUEV QVIPELQ
€lval, | TooLV EVAVTIOOUEVOS TOAUOAS UNOE avopeila abTa
KOAELY;)

Nicias bites the bullet and denies that wild animals are courageous. In fact, he goes on to

point out that even children cannot be considered courageous since they have no sense

(197A7-B1). So, despite that the many call the Crommyon'® sow courageous, Nicias

must disagree with them; his answer to “what is courage?” requires it. Laches again

points out that Nicias is just acting like a sophist, twisting and turning to avoid
contradiction. But it’s important to note that he’s just disagreeing with everyone else on
this point. That needn’t necessarily be a defect in his account, though Laches thinks it is.

It is suggested at this passage that Laches believes that if the many are in uniform

agreement on what is called “courageous,” that in itself provides an argument against a

definition of courage that is at odds. Laches is committed, at least for uncontroversial

examples of courage, to a semantic commitment analogous to the descriptive adequacy
found in theories of welfare. The semantics are such that if the many call something
courageous, the definition of courage must accommodate it.

3) La. 197C2-4: Behold, Socrates, how well, in his own opinion, this one decks
himself out in words. Those whom everyone agrees to be courageous he attempts
to deprive of that distinction. (B€acal, @ ZdKPATES, OC €D OO EQLTOV
01, MG O1leTOl, KOOUEL T AOY® 0DG 3¢ MAvVTEG OPOAOYOLOLV

avdpelovg €lvat, ToOTOVE UTOGTEPELV EMLYEIPEL TAOTNG TG
TRG.)

' This is the legendary sow Theseus killed. See Cooper (1997: 681).
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But what we may have failed to notice is that Nicias has derived his account from
Socrates’ own claim that courage reduces to some kind of knowledge. And if it is
knowledge, then wild animals who have no understanding of what is to be feared and
hoped cannot be correctly called “courageous.” This flies in the face of convention
because as Laches points out, everyone calls animals like the Crommyon sow
“courageous.” This just shows us that this argument has developed in a way to express
Socrates’ views. Socrates is not committed to an adequate account of courage picking out

all those examples of what people commonly call “courageous.”

A.4. Summary

We’ve discussed some efforts to appreciate whether Socrates is committed to pre-
analytic statements about what is F. We’ve seen that he’s not committed to such
statements by identifying counterexamples to both claims of what I call the ordinary
usage view. By citing counterexamples to each of the claims of the ordinary usage view, I
have demonstrated that Socrates is not committed to any necessary overlap between the
set of F things and the set of things called F. This should strike us as disanalogous to a
primary desideratum in theories of welfare: descriptive adequacy. Though even a theory
of welfare is not committed to supporting all pre-analytic convictions, an acceptable
interpretation will support those core convictions, i.e. the paradigmatic intuitions to
which everyone agrees. Yet, as far as Socrates is concerned, even those paradigmatic
examples of things called F are subject to revision. Nothing is safe from revision, and this
is a way in which Socrates’ semantic commitment is not analogous to contemporary

theorists’ commitment to descriptive adequacy.
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The next step is to ask whether Socrates is committed to any restrictions regarding
statements about F-nesses themselves. In the next section, I address one effort to establish
the upper limit on Socrates’ semantic revision: Socrates stops at claims about F-nesses
that are virtues; any evaluative predicate of F-ness must be semantically complete.
Republic Book I is an example that violates this condition. It is indeterminate from the

text, however, whether this counts as a counterexample to the evaluative view.

B. The Evaluative Predicate View

Statements of the form, “F-ness is F”” and “F-ness is G” necessarily involve
discussion about self-predication, strict predication and semantic completeness. So, that’s
a good place to start. It is difficult to separate semantics from ontology because
predication for Socrates involves statements as well as what statements are about. This is
because whether statements about F-nesses are true or false depends on what their natures
are. Socrates and his interlocutors assume about F-nesses that certain properties attach to
them necessarily. That’s why statements about F-nesses, provided that the predicate
adjective is a term of approbation, are supposed to be interpreted as “F-ness is (always)
G.” I’ll return to the connection between semantics and ontology later. For right now, it’s
important to understand the connections between self-predication, strict predication and

semantic completeness.
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B.1. Self-predication, strict predication and semantic completeness

Self-predication, at its most basic, describes sentences about F-nesses whose
subject term is followed by a copula with an adjective cognate with the abstract noun.
Typical examples that occur in Plato’s dialogues are the following:

(1) Prt. 330C: Then Justice is such as to be just? (" EoTiv dpa To100TOV
f| d1ko1oohV Olov dikalov €ivat;)

(2) Hi. Ma. 288C1-2: How could we dare deny that the fine is a fine thing? (TG
vap av ToOAU®UEV EEaPTOL €lval TO KOAOV U1} KOAOV €1vaL;)

(3)  Hi. Ma. 292E2-3: I suppose the fine is always fine. (WOTEP OV ELE,

0 maol kalov kxail el E0TL.)
Such statements have generated a great deal of controversy over how they are supposed
to be taken.!” Statements that are self-predicative can be just a subset of statements that
are strictly predicated. Strict predication characterizes such sentences in that they are
unqualified. It is assumed by Socrates and his interlocutors ex hypothesi '® that such
sentences-whether the subject-term is cognate with the predicate adjective or not-preserve
their truth-value in all contexts. This is just to say that the subject-predicate core of the
statement is semantically complete. Any clause added to such sentences is nonrestrictive:

it doesn’t change the truth-value of the core of the statement. Here are some examples: "

"7 On Vlastos’ view, “self-predicative” readings of such sentences imply that an individual named
by the subject-term is a member of the class who possess the characteristic expressed by the predicate-term.
This is what led him to his “Pauline Predication” view. See Ross (1958) for the straightforward “self-
predicative” reading.

'8 See Nehamas 1979 for more justification of strictly predicated statements about F-nesses being
uncontroversial premises.

' These are adapted from Woodruff 1982.
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4) The snow (on the ground) is cold.

(5) David Lewis is a human being (in Princeton borough).

These qualifying phrases don’t make a difference to the semantic core of the statement.
Whether snow is on the ground or not, it is always cold. Whether David Lewis is in
Princeton borough or somewhere else, he is a human being.

When Socrates asks, “What is the fine?”” in Hippias Major, he expects an
adequate answer will be semantically complete. If the answer isn’t semantically
complete, then it fails. This is because any sentence about the fine will have its predicate
strictly applied: we needn’t bother with qualifications in order to preserve the truth-value
of the statement.

Compare this to other statements like, “Brushing one’s teeth is good” where the
core of the statement is not semantically complete. “Good” cannot be predicated strictly
of “brushing one’s teeth” because there are circumstances in which “Brushing one’s teeth
is good” would be false. If, for example, I were brushing my teeth merrily along, but I
ignored the man choking to death in the next room. I’d ignore him because of the
fastidious attention I pay to my oral hygiene. Clearly, this is a circumstance in which the
statement, “Brushing one’s teeth is good,” would be false.

The hypothesis concerning Socrates is that both self-predicative statements and
other predicative statements about F-nesses are semantically complete. Socrates and his
interlocutors assume in advance that statements of the form, “F-ness is G” where F=G or
G is an adjective of approbation preserve their truth-value regardless of context. This
hypothesis is supported by a number of arguments, but two in particular require that their

main premises about F-ness be interpreted as being semantically complete.

159



The argument at Laches 192C5-6 has as its main premise, “Courage is
praiseworthy,” (0Y€00V ydp T1 01da, ® Adyng, OTL TOV TAVL KAADV

~ \ b}

TPOYUATOV TyT) oL avdpeiav €ivatr). This is, in the course of the argument,

v

5920

supposed to be interpreted as “courage is always praiseworthy.”~" The proposed definiens

for courage is that it is a kind of endurance (AOKEL TOlVLV pHOl KOPTEPLQ,
T1G €lval TG YuyNc). The way Socrates criticizes this answer, however, is that he

identifies a situation in which endurance simpliciter is not praiseworthy: when it is
foolish. So, the claim, “endurance of the soul is praiseworthy” is not semantically
complete: it doesn’t preserve its truth-value regardless of context. We would need to add
a restrictive clause in order to preserve the truth-value of the statement. Thus, “Endurance
of the soul is praiseworthy in some circumstances,” is likely to be true.

Another argument in Hippias Major depends-though they all depend, but one

example will suffice-on a statement about the fine (TO KOAOV) that is strictly

predicated. I cite this example to show that self-predicative statements about F-nesses in

the Socratic dialogues are just versions of strict predications. The adjective KAAOV can

29 ¢¢ 2 ¢

be interpreted as “fine,” “admirable,” “praiseworthy,” or simply, “beautiful.”*' As the
potential possible translations increase, the line between self-predicative and strictly

predicated statements becomes less easily discernible. “TO0 KOAOV KOAOV” is a self-

% Socrates rephrases at 192D8 that courage is (always) praiseworthy.
2! Dancy notes that all the translations of this word fall short. They are misleading because they

build in an implicit reference to an agent potentially admiring or praising. But “beautiful” as a translation is
especially lousy (2004: 33).
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predicative statement because “KOAOV” is strictly predicated of “T0 KAAOV,” but

perhaps any of the following translations could be allowed:

(6) The fine is beautiful.

(7) The fine is admirable.

(8) The beautiful is admirable.

) The beautiful is fine.

It’s important to understand that the subject-predicate cores of the statements are
semantically complete. This is how Socrates is able to show Hippias that his answer to
“what is the fine?” fails when Hippias says that it is gold.

The statement, “Gold is praiseworthy” is not semantically complete because it is
false in contexts where gold is used as a material for cooking implements (Hi. Ma.
290D7-E1). It is likely that the statement, “gold is praiseworthy” requires a restrictive
clause: “gold is praiseworthy as a medium of exchange’ or something like that to
preserve its truth-value in all contexts, though even this may be doubtful.

I now return to the relation between semantics and ontology, which is not easily
distinguishable with respect to Plato’s dialogues. In chapter four, I argued that Chrm.
160E-161B provides evidence of Socrates’ property sameness condition.** Here’s the
argument:

(1) Temperance=4r Modesty
(2) Temperance is (always) good.

3) Modesty is not (always) good.
(4) So, Temperance # Modesty.

22 If F-ness=q; G-ness, then F-ness is the same as (is a property identical to) G-ness.
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Modesty fails as the definiens of temperance because modesty fails to have the property
of being unqualifiedly good.”> We see also in this argument that “temperance is good”

(GAAQ Kal 0yoBOv EGTLV) is to be interpreted as “temperance is always good.”

Thus, the claim “temperance is good” is semantically complete whereas the claim
“modesty is good” is not semantically complete. Socrates quotes Homer at this passage,
who writes, “Modesty is not a good match for a needy man.”** So, modesty is not good
in all circumstances. So, “modesty is good when one isn’t needy” suitably qualified, is
perhaps true in all contexts.

The nature of predication for Socrates clearly involves both statements and what
the statements are about. I think it’s important to understand that the ontological is
distinct from the semantic but it is likely that Socrates and his interlocutors hold the
semantic view that statements of the form, “F-ness is G” where G=F or is an evaluative
term, because of the kind of natures they believe F-nesses to possess. Statements about F-

nesses are semantically complete because of the kind of entities they are.

B.2. An Exception?

There appears to be one possible exception to this semantic commitment but only
in the sense that if Socrates and his interlocutors assume that statements about F-nesses
are semantically complete, then there shouldn’t be counterexamples. But there does seem

to be one counterexample. That is, one interlocutor in particular doesn’t accept that

2 How we individuate properties is a matter of considerable debate. There are no wholly
uncontroversial examples of properties, but likely candidates are colors and rest masses.

** See Chrm. 161A4: 08¢ & oLk ayodn KeypnuéEve Gvopl mopeivaL.

162



statements of the form, “F-ness is G” are restricted to “G” being a term of approbation. In
Republic Book I, Thrasymachus, a particularly ornery interlocutor turns a traditional
belief about justice on its head:

(1) R. 348E1-349A2: Well, this is amazing if you include injustice with virtue and
wisdom, and justice with their opposites. (AALG. TOOE EOAVHAGCO, €1 EV
apetNc Kol coelag TIOElC pépel TNV adikiav, TNV & S1K010GVLVE
MV Ev 101 Evavtiolg.)

[ certainly do. ( ~ AAAG TdVL OLT® TIOMUL.)

That’s harder, and it isn’t easy to say anything about this. If you had declared that
injustice is more profitable, on the one hand, but on the other agreed that it is a
vice or shameful, as others do, we could have discussed the matter according to
customary beliefs. Now clearly you’ll say that injustice is fine and strong and
apply to it all the attributes we used to apply to justice, since you have dared
include it with virtue and wisdom. (Tovto0, fjv & *&y®, H)oN
OTEPEMTEPOV, O ETUIPE, KO1 OLKETL PEdlov Exelv OTL TIG €im).
€l Yap ALCLTEAELV UEV TNV Gdikiov £Ti0gc0, Kakiov peviol
Aoy POV abT0 OUOAOYELC €lval domep AALOL TLVEC, E1YOUEV GV
TL AEYELV KOTA TO VOULLOUEVO AEYOVTEC. VOV O& dNAog €1 HTL
onoelg abTo kKol KaAOv Kal 1oyvpov €1val Kol TaAAA abT®
TavTa TPOGONCELS 6 NUELG TO d1Kal® TPOCETIOEUEY, EMELdN Ve
Kal &v 0petf] abTto0 Kol coplg ETOAUNGCOS OELval.)

Irwin suggests that claims about F-nesses that are virtues are limited to evaluative
predicates as a way to establish the upper limit on belief revision.* His suggestion is that
this is an inviolable assumption because to permit any G to be predicated of the virtues is
to make the virtue unrecognizable. Notice that Socrates’ response at this passage is not to
deny Thrasymachus’ claim, or to say that Thrasymachus is not talking about justice, but
something else all together. Rather, he accepts the premise that justice is among vice and
ignorance and that injustice is with the class of virtues. It’s worthwhile to note that

Socrates does say that this is a challenge: he cannot argue, according to customary

2 See Irwin (1977: 64).
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beliefs. So, such a claim about virtue is not inviolable in the sense that it cannot be
entertained.

This passage, however, does not show that Socrates isn’t committed to the
semantic commitment as Irwin believes. It only shows that one of his interlocutors isn’t
committed to a customary belief about justice. But this shows also, in addition, that that
the customary belief is that the virtues are consummately good. As a result, it strengthens
the semantic commitment in being uncontroversial among Socrates and his interlocutors.
What he says here is an indication of that. Moreover, Socrates’ willingness to entertain
such claims as “Justice is simple-minded foolishness” or “Injustice is prudent” might
suggest that the “G” predicate in “F-ness is G” needn’t be an evaluative term. But we
should be reluctant to attribute beliefs to Socrates simply on the basis of an interlocutor’s
claim.?

I now return to some of the passages cited on behalf of a Socratic semantic

commitment in order to clarify to what Socrates might be committed in regard to things

that are F.

C. Socratic Semantics Reprise

I argued in the first part of the chapter that Socrates is a radical semantic
revisionist in the respect that an adequate answer to “what is F-ness?” needn’t support all
and only those things he and the interlocutors pre-analytically call F. But there is another
side to this: there’s a further question whether in a true and adequate account of F-ness

whether all and only genuine F’s will be called F. I think that this is the account to which

26 See Benson 2000.
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some think Socrates is committed, but it is sometimes difficult to distinguish this view

from the ordinary usage view. That’s why this section is here: to clarify a distinction

often overlooked in studies of Socrates’ semantic commitments. Still an adequate account
of what courage is could be a far remove from what people call “courageous.” I’ve
argued that an account of courage doesn’t depend what people call “courageous” as its
data. There isn’t this sort of descriptive adequacy built into the truth about the nature of
courage. Woodruff compliments this view with the following passage:

(1) A Socratic definition would be based not on word usage, but on the truth about
the subject of definition. It has, however, this connection with meaning: once
found, a Socratic definition would give to the word for what was to be defined an
ideal meaning, the meaning the word would have in discourse informed by a true
theory about the way things are.>’

Having distinguished between (a) what people call F and (b) the semantic relation
between F-ness and F things, we can see some passages in a different light: they can be
read complimentarily to what Woodruff says. For example, in Laches:

(2) La. 192B5-8: You, too, Laches, try then to identify courage in the same way, what
is the same capacity in pleasure and in pain and in all the things which just now
we were saying are the same, thereby called courageous. (IIelp® 01 kol
ob, @& Adyng, TV avopelav odTmg EmELY Tig 0LoW dOVOUELS T
abTn Ev NoOVi] Kal &v AVTY Kal &v mactv olg vuvon erEyopev
abTNV €lval, Enetta avopeio kEAENTAL.)

My point is this: this passage cannot be read as a commitment to supporting ordinary

claims about courageous things. The passage cannot be read in such a way because that

would be a commitment to the support of all and only things pre-analytically called

“courageous”, or at least paradigmatic examples, which I have argued, is false. Read in

another way, however, it might be true, if Woodruff is correct. In other words, bona fide

7 See Woodruff (1982: 149).
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courageous people could be correctly called, “courageous,” but this may have nothing to
do with what Laches and others call “courageous.” Socrates allows the possibility that an
entire linguistic community could be wrong about what they generally call things. But in
another respect, there is still another component in adequate answers to “what is F-ness?”
Commentators tend to run two views together: (1) a semantic commitment among
genuine F things and that (2) those things are generally called F. We see now that the two

may not have anything to do with one another.

D. Conclusion

In this chapter, I discussed two of Socrates’ semantic commitments: (1) a
supposed commitment to supporting ordinary linguistic usage among his interlocutors,
(2) a commitment to statements like, “F-ness is F or “F-ness is G” where “G” is an
evaluative predicate and semantically complete. In the first section, I discussed the formal
features of view (1), which consists of two different claims: for any x if it is F, then it is
called F, and for any x, if it’s called F, then it is F. I argued against each of these claims
in turn, citing counterexamples against them. Then, I argued for Socrates’ second
semantic commitment: statements of the form “F-ness is G” are semantically complete
and “G” is a term of approbation. Socrates must be committed to this because of how a
number of his arguments develop, relying on this semantic commitment without arguing
for it. This commitment is supported by general agreement among his interlocutors,
except one. But that, I point out, doesn’t constitute a counterexample to this claim from
Socrates’ perspective. Finally, I discussed a passage that could be interpreted as a

commitment to ordinary usage, but for the argument I present, must not be. Socrates’
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semantic commitment regarding F things must be an ideal such that what his interlocutors

customarily call F may have no necessary overlap at all with bona fide F’s.
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Chapter VII
The Paradigm Condition

In chapter two, I articulated the paradigm condition in accordance with a recent
interpretation of it." The paradigm condition is that if F-ness=gr G-ness, then G-ness is a
paradigm for determining F’s. In this chapter, I argue against attributing this view to
Socrates. In order to understand how I argue against this view, it is important first to
understand what a paradigm is and how it differs from merely a way of distinguishing F’s
from not F’s. These are not the same. And I don’t deny that Socrates expects that an
adequate answer to “what is courage?” will discriminate courageous from cowardly
people, I just think that he needn’t have a paradigm to do it. In the second part of this
chapter, I discuss other ways of establishing criteria for distinguishing F’s from not F’s.

Being a paradigm requires two features: (1) it distinguishes F’s from not F’s and
(2) it is F itself. The supposition is that being F itself allows it to act as a standard for
determining F’s from not F’s. Being completely F and in no respect not F allows a
paradigm to perform its function for determining F’s from not F’s. Each case is measured
against this paradigm and if it matches, so to speak, it must be F. A typical example of a
paradigm that functions in this way is the standard meter-stick: it can distinguish meters
from non-meters, and it is itself a meter long. A number of commentators explain
Socrates’ paradigm commitment in the same way.* Notice, however, that there could be
another way of distinguishing F’s from not F’s that is not F itself. For example, the litmus

test distinguishes basic solutions from acidic ones but the strip itself is neither basic nor

! “The definiens must give a paradigm or standard by which cases of the definiendum may be
determined” (Dancy 2004: 115-133).

2 See Dancy 2004 and Kraut 1984.
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acidic. A geometer’s definition of a rhombus as a quadrilateral figure whose sides are all
equal in length is a way of distinguishing rhombuses from non-rhombuses, but the
definition is not a rhombus itself. And so, when we attribute to Socrates the paradigm
condition, we assume that he is committed to a way of telling F’s from not F’s that is
itself F because that is the way in which a paradigm functions. The point of identifying
other examples of ways of telling, however, is to point out that there are two features to
paradigms. While Socrates may be committed to one of these, he is not committed to the
other. An adequate answer to “what is F-ness?” will provide him with a way of
distinguishing F’s from not F’s, but he is not thereby committed to a way of
distinguishing F’s that is itself F.

I argue in this chapter against including this second feature of the paradigm
condition to Socrates’ definitional commitments; he is committed to the paradigm
condition only if he is committed to a way of telling F’s from not F’s and this way is
itself F. He is not committed to the standard being F itself. So, he’s not committed to the
paradigm condition. It it is likely that the work of determining F’s will be taken over by
some feature of Socratic epistemology, and I’ll discuss this at the end of the chapter.

I separate this chapter into two parts. In first part, I discuss two passages from
Euthyphro: 6E3-6 and 6E10-8A8. The first passage is thought to express the paradigm

commitment mainly because the word translated as “paradigm,” TaPAOETYLATL,

appears at this passage. The second passage at Euthyphro 6E10-7A1 is thought to employ
the paradigm commitment in its refutation of Euthyphro’s definition of the pious as what

the gods love, and the impious as what they hate (" EGTl Tolvuv 10 peV TOIG
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001G TPOCSPILEG OGOV, TO O0& U1} TPOGPIAES (lVOGLOV). I argue that the first

passage needn’t be read as expressing the paradigm commitment and the second passage
can be read as a reductio ad absurdum that doesn’t rely on the paradigm condition.

The second part of this chapter develops the view that Socrates is making a deeper
point about the criteria for determining cases of F’s at Euthyphro 6E3-6, which if we read
it as an expression of the paradigm commitment, we neglect. This difference becomes
relevant once we turn to another passage, Laches 198 A-199E. This argument is such that
there are three premises in conflict: (1) Courage is the knowledge of the fearful and the
hopeful; (2) Courage is a part of virtue; (3) Virtue is the knowledge of good and evil. The
argument’s conclusion becomes that courage is the knowledge of good and evil, which
conflicts with (2) because the knowledge of good and evil is virtue as a whole. So, one of
the premises has to be given up. One commentator suggests that (3) should be given up
because this definition doesn’t satisfy the paradigm requirement. I argue that instead of
viewing such a definition as failing to provide a usable standard, which Socrates is
certainly after, we ought to perhaps revise our understanding of how a usable standard
works. If we read Euthyphro 6E6-9 in this light, then we will grasp that the kind of
criteria Socrates is after in answers to “what is F-ness?”” might fairly stretch our ordinary
understanding of criteria. But that shouldn’t ex hypothesi count against his view.

With this consideration, we return to Euthyphro to examine the kinds of standards
Socrates cites. One of these standards, the method of counting, emphasizes a deeper point
about criteria: applying them may be a feature of Socrates’ epistemology, even as the

other examples, the methods of measuring and weighing, fit well the paradigm condition.
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My point is only that Socrates doesn’t require a paradigm. His examples promote a wider

understanding of the means to distinguish beyond paradigms.

A. The Paradigm View
The main passage where some have thought Socrates to express his commitment
to the paradigm condition in isolation comes in Plato’s Euthyphro 6E3-6. With an
adequate definition of the pious, which Euthyphro will ostensibly provide, Socrates gives
an indication to which he will put that adequate account: to be able to discern whether
any action Euthyphro or anyone else undertakes is pious:

(1) Euthyphr. 6E3-6: Then teach me what this form itself is, so that I may look upon
it and using it as a model I may say that if anything either you or some other does
is such as this, it is pious, and if it isn’t such as this, say that it isn’t pious.
(Tavtnv tolvuv pe adtnyv oida&ov Ty 1wéav Tig moTté E6TLY,
iva €1g exeivny dmofrénev kal ypouHevos abth mapadelypatt,
6 pev dv towovtov f) Gv Gv 1| oV | AAAOG TG TPATTIN OO
oc1lov €lvat, 6 & ' Gv pUn tolovtov, Un 0.

It is clear from this passage that Socrates’ hope to be able to discern pious from
impious actions with the account Euthyphro gives him, but he doesn’t say how he expects
to do that. He includes the phrase “looking upon it” as a suggestion, but this is not

specific enough. We want to know how in looking upon it he will be able to discern pious

from impious actions. Pointing at the word TOPOOELYLATL certainly suggests that
Socrates expects a paradigm, but the word TOPAOELYLOTL can’t give that much help.

After all, the word isn’t necessarily translated as “paradigm”: there are other contexts in

which it is translated as “standard” or “exemplar.”’

3 See Ap. 23Bland Men. 79A10.
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In fact, in Meno, Socrates himself refers to his own model answers for virtue as

mopadelyLaTa. In this context, he seems to mean something different, like

“examples.” Definition (1) is hard to classify, but definitions (2) and (3) might plausibly
be classified as definitions by genus and differentia.

(2) Men. 75B10-11: Shape=4sthe only thing that always accompanies color
0 pévov TV OVIMV TLYYAVEL XPOUATL (el ETOUEVOV).

(3)  Men. 76A7: Shape=ysthe limit of a solid (GTEPEOD MEPUG Gy N0 E1VAL).

4) Men. 76D4-5: Color=4¢effluvium from shapes which is commensurate with sight
and perceived (EGTLV Yap xpOQ ATOPPOT| GYNUATOV OYEL
GUUUETPOS Kal a160NTOC).

The point is that these models are certainly not paradigms in the way that the meter stick

is a paradigm. These model definitions function like a geometer’s definition of rhombus,

which does not distinguish rhombuses by being itself a rhombus. These model definitions
provide ways for determining whether anything is shaped or colored, but they are not
shapes or colors themselves. So, the meter-stick reading is only one way of satisfying

Socrates’ request at Euthyphro 6E3-6, if we were to argue that since he uses the word

TOPOOELYLATL at this passage, he must want a paradigm. Other uses of the same word

don’t guarantee that he expects a paradigm. So, let’s turn to the next concern: why would
someone read TAPAOETYLATL in Euthyphro as a request for a paradigm and not simply
a way of telling F’s from not F’s? The answer, according to some, lay in how Socrates
argues against the definition of the pious as what the gods love and the impious as what

they hate.
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A.1. Euthyphro 6E10-8A8

In my recreation of the argument below, I have omitted many important details,

which will become relevant as the discussion progresses. For right now, it’s important to

get a sense of the argument without stumbling over some of its intricacies. The intricacies

will come later. I explain a recent interpretation of this argument that is at odds with

mine, and then I add my response.

(1

2)

)

4

©)
(6)

(7

What is loved by the gods is pious and what is not loved by the gods is impious.
(6E10-7A1)

The god-loved action and man dear to the gods are pious, and the god hated action
and the god-hated man are impious; the pious and the impious are not the same;

they are completely opposite one another. (7A6-9)

The gods quarrel over the just and the unjust, the beautiful and ugly, the good and
bad. (7B2-D9)*

So, some things are thought by some gods to be good, others to be bad. [from (3);
(7E1-4)]

Each loves what he thinks is good, and hates what he thinks is bad. (7E6-7)

So, the same things hated by the gods and god-hated will be loved by the gods
and god-loved. [from (4) and (5); (8A4-5)]

So, the same things will be pious and impious. [from (1) and (6); (8A7-8)]

A recent interpretation of this argument denies that it follows the structure of a

reductio ad absurdum.’ First, this interpretation addresses textual concerns: the fact that

* This premise is justified by a long discussion of the causes of disagreement among people:

situations where the lack uncontroversial ways of distinguishing the just from the unjust, the beautiful from
the ugly and the good from the bad. Since the gods argue, they must be at odds about the same things.
Socrates doesn’t justify this comparison. In the traditional Greek pantheon, however, the gods are wiser and
stronger than people, even if they are not perfect. See Burkert (1985: 182-189). It would be silly if the gods
argued about the things for which humans already have standards.

> See Dancy (2004: 123-133).
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the same things are both pious and impious is not a contradiction. In other passages, i.e.
Chrm. 160E4-161B2, an argument well-familiar from chapter four of this dissertation,
Socrates argues against the definition of temperance as modesty because modesty is both
good and not good (161A6). Socrates can only be interpreted as saying that modesty is
good in some circumstances, but not good in others. This is how he summarizes the quote

from Homer that modesty is not a good match for a needy man (0100G & ~OLK
ayadn KexpNUEVE AvOpl TaPELVAL). Moreover, Socrates accepts that things can

be both fine and not fine: as gold is fine in some circumstances, but not fine when it is
made into a soup spoon (Hi. Ma. 290D7-10). Finally, Socrates’ conclusion to this
argument is not to recognize a contradiction, but to point out that Euthyphro has not
answered the question he has asked, but some other question (§8A10): what sorts of things
are both pious and impious? The best bet from textual evidence, so Dancy argues, is to
view Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 as different kind of argument from a reductio ad absurdum
since Socrates doesn’t give any indication that this is the structure of the argument.

It might be fairly described that Socrates reduces Euthyphro’s definition at 6E10-
7A1 to absurdity. It’s a matter of interpretation just where the absurdity arises. On
Dancy’s view, Socrates conclusion to the argument is:

(7*%)  All the same things are both pious and impious
which, according to Socrates, entails:

(8) The pious is both pious and impious

And this is in conflict with the following principle:

9) The pious is through and through pious and under no circumstances impious.
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The principle (9) is just an instance of a more general principle attributed to Socrates, the
self-predication requirement: (SP) F-ness=4¢ G-ness, then G-ness is under all
circumstances F and under no circumstances not F.® This is the crucial part of Dancy’s
argument in that this is where it differs most obviously from my interpretation. The
natural next move is to examine why Dancy thinks that Socrates holds this self-

predication principle and that it is employed at Euthyphro 6E10-8AS.

A.l.a. Paradigms and Self-Predication’

Let us begin with a passage from Dancy that summarizes the relationship between
paradigms and self-predication:

(1) ...where we look for a paradigm for Fs, we look for something, possibly
repeatable, that possesses in a paradigmatic way, indefeasibly, the features that
make something an F. So, the work of PR [the paradigm requirement] can be
taken over by the Self-Predication Requirement.®

The logic works like this: the self-predication requirement must be a sufficient condition

for the paradigm requirement. That’s why the self-predication requirement is in the

background to the argument at Euthyphro 6E10-8A8. The way the dialogue develops, we

can make sense of why Socrates uses the word sometimes translated as “paradigm”

% See (2004: 120). I have changed his formulation from “the F* and “the G” to “F-ness” and “G-
ness”. For discussion, see chapter one.

"It’s important to understand that with respect to Plato’s Theory of Forms, the nature of self-
predication is hotly debated. Three general views are these: the relation of form to itself is like particular to
form; the form is the perfect instance of the property it stands for (approximationist); the form has a
primitive ontological relation between itself and its essence. But we needn’t attribute any of these views to
the Socrates of the early dialogues. My assumption here is that for Socrates, self-predicative statements
sound a lot like tautologies, which is why they are accepted by all of his interlocutors.

¥ See Dancy (2004: 120). These are my italics.
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(TopdELYL0TL) at 6E3-6: he thinks that the pious must be everywhere pious and under

no circumstances not pious. And such an assumption is supposed to be obvious.

In fact, we find this sort of assumption in other dialogues, concerning other F-
nesses: Socrates asks Protagoras whether Justice is such as to be just (Prt. 330C). He asks
Hippias how on earth they could deny the fine is a fine thing (Hippias Major 288C). How
to interpret these passages is given in the Hippias Major where Socrates supposes that the
fine is always fine (Hippias Major 292E). In sum, these and other passages typical of
Socrates’ conversations with his interlocutors suggest the self-predication requirement:

(SP)  F-ness=4s G-ness, then G-ness is under all circumstances F and under no
circumstances not F.

With respect to Euthyphro in particular, the paradigm requirement Dancy suggests
that Socrates can satisfy the paradigm requirement by holding the Self-predication
Requirement. In addition, we see the self-predication requirement at work in the
argument against Euthyphro’s attempt to define the pious. This argument invokes a
standard and that’s where self-predication sets in: whatever Euthyphro supplies in his
definition of the pious has to be pious in every circumstance and under no circumstance
impious. Since he fails to do this, he revises his definition. Moreover, we can see the
request for a standard at work in passages where Socrates never mentions a standard. So,
Dancy supposes that Socrates’ implicit reliance on the self-predication requirement
satisfies his requirement for a paradigm.

So, the question is, can we explain the argument at Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 in a
faithful way that doesn’t depend on the self-predication requirement? I argue that we can.

The argument is better conceived as a reductio ad absurdum. It is a separate question
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whether Socrates is committed to self-predication at other passages; here I attempt to
show that Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 can’t be relied on unequivocally as support for the self-

predication requirement.

A.2. Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 Reprise
As I said, it is fairly certain that Socrates makes an absurdity out of Euthyphro’s

definition, but if there’s supposed to be a contradiction, where does the contradiction

occur? I maintain that the contradiction occurs between premises (2) and the conclusion

(7) of my earlier reconstruction. Let’s review those now.

Premise (2) is the following:

(2) Euthyphr. 7A6-9: (a) The god-loved action and man dear to the gods are pious,
and the god hated action and the god-hated man are impious; (b) the pious and the
impious are not the same; they are completely opposite one another. (TO HLEV
0e0PIAEC T KOl BEOPIANG AVOPOTOS OG10G, TO 0& OEMUIGES Kol
0 fBeopiong GvO6106. oL TabTOV O “E06TLV, GALG TO
gvavtidTaTov, 10 0610V T® avooi®.)

And the conclusion (7) is the following:

(7)  Euthyphr. 8A7-8: So, the same things will be pious and impious. (Kol Ocia
dpa xoi avoolo To abto 4 €in, @ EvOvepov, 100Tt® 1@ A0Y®.)

I start with the second part of premise (2), part (b). Socrates says that the pious and the
impious are not the same; they are completely the opposite of one another. Now what
could he mean by that? I maintain that here he means to say that the set of pious things
and the set of impious things are disjoint: there is no overlap between them. Such an

interpretation is available to us because the phrases T0 6G10V and T® (VOG1® can
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have at least two distinct uses or meanings: (1) piety and (2) the pious.” Piety is the
property while the pious is the collection of pious things, whether people or actions or
whatever. We use such phrases when we discuss “the poor,” for example. Here, we’re
talking about the class of poor people. But if either of these interpretations is available for

interpreting TO OG0V, what determines that Socrates is indeed referring to the class of

pious things, and not the property of piety? After all, someone might object that on that

same page, Socrates clearly refers to the property, when he uses the word £180¢, which

it is customary for him to do in the dialogues:

(1) Euthphr. 6D9-E1: Do you remember that I did not ask for you to teach me one or
two of the many pious things, but that form itself by which all pious things are
pious? For you were saying that the impious are impious and the pious are pious
by one form, or do you not remember? (Mévnoatl obv 6Tl ob TOLTO
00l SlEKELEVOUNY, €V T1 T} 00O pE d1dAEUL TOV TOAADV OGlmV,
arl ~EKELVO TODTO TO €100¢ ® TAvTo Td 6010 661 EGTLV; EQNGC
0o ydp mov pig 18éq Td TE Gvooia Gvooia €lval kol T Ocla &
olo. | OL LVNUOVEVELS;)

So, if Socrates is asking for the form, or property or attribute by which the pious are

pious on the same page, why would we expect him to be referring to the class of pious

things in premise (2)? In order to understand this, we need to take a closer look at part (a)

of premise (2):

(2) Euthyphr. 7A6-9: (a) The god-loved action and man dear to the gods are pious,
and the god hated action and the god-hated man are impious.

On some interpretations, what Socrates says at (a) is just a restatement of Euthyphro’s

definition.'® Dancy in particular acknowledges that this is not a restatement, but cannot

? See Sharvy (1972: 121). See also T0 €boeBEG and 1O (G.oeBES at Euthyphr. 5C9.

12 See Dancy (2004: 125).
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see that the revision Socrates makes here is of any importance. For my interpretation,
however, the revision Socrates makes here is crucial: it shows us why at this passage we

should take TO OGOV and T® GVOGL® as “the class of pious things” and “the class of

impious things,” respectively. He identifies specifically god-loved actions and people as
pious and the god-hated actions and people as impious. This revision of Euthyphro’s
initial definition emphasizes that he means to discuss the set of pious and impious things.
In his very next statement, we should take him to identify the relationship between the
pious actions and people and the impious actions and people, i.e. that they have nothing
in common. What else could he mean by saying that the pious is “completely opposite”

(EVOVTIOTOTOV) to the impious?

So, the collection of god-loved things is also pious, and the collection of god-
hated things is also impious and there is nothing between these sets. As a restatement of
Euthyphro’s definition, Socrates adds that the collection of pious things is completely
opposite to the impious things. We can safely infer from this that there is nothing both
pious and impious. This is the crucial premise because it is the contradictory of what the
conclusion of this argument implies. That conclusion is that the same things are both
pious and impious, which entails that there is at least one thing that is both pious and
impious. So, premise (2) entails:

(2*%)  There is no x such that x is both pious and impious.

Once this is established, the rest of the argument develops to produce the contradictory of

(2*). So, I turn to explaining how that happens.
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The next crucial premise is that the gods quarrel with one another (7B2-4). This is
crucial both because it will generate the conflict needed for the conclusion, and Socrates
has already said that he finds such stories about the gods warring with one another hard to
believe (6A7-8).

The upshot of the discussion about the quarrelling of the gods is that some things
are considered good by some of the gods but bad by others. Since the gods disagree,
some things are considered good and other things are considered bad, depending on the
god. With this summary, Socrates introduces another premise: (5) Each loves what he
thinks is good, and hates what he thinks is bad (7E6-7).

Socrates makes an important qualification: with respect to the matters on which
the gods disagree (because it is not assumed in the argument that they disagree on
everything, so that everything is a source of contention among them), they are at odds
with one another. Some things will be loved by some gods and hated by others because
some think them good while others think them bad. So, the same things that are in
dispute are both loved by the gods and hated by them. So, we have:

(6) The same things hated by the gods and god-hated will be loved by the gods and
god-loved. (8A4-5)

Now we are in a position to see how the argument winds up. Euthyphro’s initial

definition of the pious is that if x is loved by the gods, then it is pious and if x is hated by

the gods, then it is impious. Socrates reminds Euthyphro that he wouldn’t be surprised if

his prosecuting his father for murder were something Zeus would love, but Cronus would

hate (8B2-3). And since what is god-loved is pious and what is god-hated is impious, the

same thing could be both pious and impious. So, we have the conclusion to the argument:
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(7) The same things will be pious and impious (8A7-8).

Here’s where the contradiction comes in: the conclusion (7) entails that there is at least
one thing that is both pious and impious. We then formulate it in the following way: (7*)
There is some x such that x is pious and impious.

When we put (7*) together with the implication of the second premise, we get our
contradiction. Thus:

(2%) & (7*): There is no x such that x is both pious and impious AND there is an x such
that x is pious and impious.

And this is how Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 is explained as a reductio ad absurdum.

A.2.a. Response to Criticism

Recall that Dancy’s view of this argument takes the conclusion that all the same
things are pious and impious to entail that the pious is both pious and impious, which is
in conflict with the self-predication requirement for the pious: The pious is through and
through pious and under no circumstances impious. So, in this respect, his interpretation
is no better than mine: we both require Socrates to see an implication from the conclusion
that conflicts with another premise. The difference is that Dancy imports this premise
from elsewhere whereas I supply the conflicting premise through a plausible
interpretation of a premise in the same argument. All things considered, if one can find
the resources within the argument itself, why not rely on those premises without looking
elsewhere? I maintain that my argument is a more economical recreation of what

Socrates says in that [ needn’t bring in a principle not implied by the argument itself.
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One of the better points made in Dancy’s interpretation, however, is that Socrates
doesn’t indicate that the argument is a reductio ad absurdum. If he did, he would
recognize some kind of contradiction. Instead, he says that Euthyphro doesn’t answer the
question he asked.

(1) Euthyphr. 8A10-13: Then you did not answer what I asked, surprising man. For |
did not ask you what happens to be same in being pious and impious, what is god-
loved and god-hated, so it seems. (OUK dpa & HPdunv amekpive, @
favpdotle. ob yap ToLTO Ye HpOTOV, O TLYYAVEL TODTOV OV
6616V 1€ Kol avoctlov. 0 6 ©av Beopirieg f) kol Oeopoég E0TLY,
MG £01KEV.)

Thus, the conclusion to this argument shouldn’t be read as a contradiction because

Socrates recognizes that some things can be both pious and impious in the same way that

modesty can be good and not good, as he does in Charmides. So, we needn’t attribute to

Socrates that there’s a contradiction in some x being both pious and impious. After all, he

even says in Hippias Major that some things are beautiful and not beautiful. So, surely

these are not contradictions either.

Yet we should be clear that Socrates derives the conclusion of Euthyphro 6E10-

8 A8 from a number of premises he doesn’t believe. Euthyphro claims that the gods

quarrel and Socrates comes close to denying it. So, if Socrates thinks that some things

can be both pious and impious, this is not a problem. The problem comes in when in
summarizing Euthyphro’s claim, Socrates gets his assent that the set of pious things has
no overlap with the set of impious things. As the pious and the impious are completely
opposed to one another for the purposes of this argument, then the set of pious things and

the set of impious things are disjoint sets. So, the contradiction with the conclusion comes

out in this premise.
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So, now we leave the passage at Euthyphro 6E3-6, with its supposed request for a
paradigm, and its attendant argument that supposedly relies on the self-predication
condition. The argument may be read easily without relying on the self-predication
requirement and thus obviating the need to commit Socrates to the paradigm condition.
But this is not to say that Socrates is not interested in standards of some kind. I do not
deny that he is interested in distinguishing F’s from not F’s.

In the next section, I introduce a deeper point in connection with Socrates search
for standards. I believe that it is a mistake to suppose that the definition Socrates procures
should automatically provide a way of distinguishing F’s from not F’s. The mistake
comes from viewing an account of Socratic definition in too contemporary of a way.
Even if an answer to “what is F-ness?” provides a usable standard for determining cases
of F, it may not be like what we’d expect. And I think that this has been overlooked in

some of the work on Socratic definition.

B. Criteria and Standards
It would be worthwhile here to refresh our memories of the main passage thought
of as expressing the paradigm condition:

(1) Euthyphr. 6E3-6: Then teach me what this form itself is, so that I may look upon
it and using it as a model I may say that if anything either you or some other does
is such as this, it is pious, and if it isn’t such as this, say that it isn’t pious.
(Tavtnv Tolvuv pe abtnyv oldagov Tnv 1wéav Tic moté £0TLY, 1V
o €1¢ £keivny anoPArénv kail ypopevog abti mopadeiypatt, 6
Hev v totovtov f| @v av f| oL N dArog TS mPdTTN PO HGLOV
gvat, 6 & T av N tolovtov, Un 0.

We should notice first that Socrates expects Euthyphro to teach (6100.£0V) him

what the pious is. This suggests perhaps that there is much more involved in fulfilling his
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request.'' I expect that the work in distinguishing F’s from not F’s will require something
more substantial than the mere possession of a definition.

I now turn to Laches in order to illustrate how a different way of distinguishing
F’s from not F’s is relevant to Socrates’ search for a standard. Some commentators have
mistakenly identified Socrates’ search for ways of distinguishing F’s with possessing the
criteria, e.g. an adequate definition. In fact, Laches is the perfect dialogue for this
discussion since one commentator at least thinks Socrates would reject Nicias’ answer to
“what is courage?” as the knowledge of good and evil because it does not provide a
usable standard for the solution of practical problems. But that is to identify the
discriminating capacity with the mere possession of criteria for distinguishing. Or so I
argue. Once we take this epistemological point seriously, we can see its relationship

when we return to Socrates’ examples of standards in Euthyphro.

B.1. Laches 196D-199E: The conflict in Nicias’ account of courage.
Like the argument at Euthyphro 6E10-8A8, this argument, too, has the structure of a

reductio ad absurdum. The argument has the following structure:'?

(1) Courage is the knowledge of the fearful and the hopeful.* (196D1)
(2) Courage is a part of virtue.* (198A1)

3) The fearful and the hopeful are future evils and future goods or non-evils.
(198C3-4)

' Benson makes this point with regard to this passage in particular: it is likely that it reveals a
deeper epistemological point (2000: 145).

"2 This is adapted from Penner (1992).
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(4) So, Courage is the knowledge of future evils and future goods or non-evils. [from
(1) and (3); (198C6-7)]

(%) Knowledge with respect to future things of a particular kind just is knowledge
with respect to all things of a particular kind. (199A6-8)

(6) So, Courage is the knowledge of all goods and evils. (199C6-7)

(7) Virtue as a whole is the knowledge of all goods and evils.* [from (4) and (5);
(199E3-4)]

(8) So, if courage is the same as virtue, then it cannot be a part of it. So, courage both
is and is not a part of virtue. [from (2) and (6) and suggested by (199E9)]

As one commentator puts it, most scholars agree that this is how the argument goes,
where they disagree is on which premise should be rejected. In the reconstruction above,
I’ve starred the premises that are the typical candidates for rejection: (1) Courage is the
knowledge of the fearful and the hopeful, (2) Courage is a part of virtue, and (7) virtue is
the knowledge of all goods and evils.

Penner, for example, argues that (1) cannot be rejected for two reasons: it is
introduced by Nicias as something he has often heard Socrates say, to which Socrates
agrees, (194D1-E1) and it complements a passage in Protagoras where Socrates argues
for just this account of courage (360C-D). In the end, Penner argues that (2) courage is a
part of virtue is the culprit, which should be rejected and that is indeed what Socrates
means for us to see. ’'m not going to appeal to Penner’s argument, though I think he is
right. Nor will I take up the relative merits and disadvantages of his view about why we
should see that (2) is the questionable premise. Adapting his reconstruction of the

argument serves my main purpose: to illustrate that according to another commentator,
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Socrates means for us to see that (7), virtue is knowledge of good and evil, is the

offending premise. '

One of the definitional conditions Kraut attributes to Socrates is that a definition
of virtue must provide a usable standard for deciding which acts are virtuous.'* Rejecting
(2) is unlikely for the fact that Socrates introduces the premise himself. Socrates’
commitment to the “standard condition” as we may put it, reveals why (7) should be the
offending premise: virtue as the knowledge of good and evil fails to provide a usable
standard for determining virtuous instances. Kraut’s opinion on the Socratic search for
standards is worth quoting in its entirety:

(1) What he [Socrates] is searching for is a particular piece of knowledge that he can
always look to as a definitive guide to the solution of practical problems. That is a
standard of definition that “knowledge of good and evil” does not come close to
satisfying."

I think that it’s easy to consider why Kraut might suppose that “knowledge of good and

evil” couldn’t provide a usable standard: How would someone in the possession of a

definition of virtue as the knowledge of good and evil apply such a definition in order to

determine whether a particular action is virtuous or not? Some of Socrates’ other sample
definitions exemplify-presumably in most cases- the kind of definition he wants. These
definitions that are aimed at guiding interlocutors into answering how he wishes bear

some likeness to the definitions of geometers, especially in the respect that they provide a

usable standard. Simple possession of these sorts of definitions suggests that one can tell

" There is some suggestion that the 7TOP10. at the end of this dialogue is genuine, no less for
Socrates than for his interlocutors. See Kraut (1984: 254-262).

 Ibid, 254

15 Ibid, 256
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immediately whether something falls under the definition, just by applying it. One
example in particular is worth mentioning in this regard:
(2)  Men. 76A7: Shape=ysthe limit of a solid (GTEPEOD MEPUG Gy N0 E1VAL).

With respect to this definition in particular, Santas argues that such a definition
would enhance someone’s capacity to defend a judgment that something is of this
particular kind.'® Relative to defending judgments, this definition fulfills that purpose
better than others, according to Santas. This purpose of defending judgments can be
connected to Socrates’ search for standards by which to judge F’s.

On the other hand, it isn’t clear to me why “knowledge of good and evil” couldn’t
be as a workable standard once we consider Socrates’ other sample definitions; we are
assuming, in advance, that his sample definitions would satisfy this way of telling F’s
from not F’s. But take a look at his sample definition for quickness:

3) La. 192A9-B3: Quickness=g4¢the capacity of accomplishing much in a short time

(Elto’ Gv abtw OtL TNV EV OALY® YPOV®O TOAAG SLATPATTOUEV

NV SOVAULY TaYLTHTA).

This example of a model definition supplied by Socrates himself doesn’t provide a usable
standard, either, at least not in the way that his “limit of a solid” definition of shape does.
So, if Socrates’ own sample definitions do not fulfill the expectations of a paradigmatic
standard, according to Kraut, should we then persist in denying that “knowledge of good
and evil” comes nowhere near being a usable standard, or should we adjust our notion of

what we think Socrates might mean as a way of distinguishing? I believe that we can

1 See Santas (1979: 133-134).
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answer this question affirmatively once we return to Plato’s Euthyphro. Socrates’ own

types of standards are much wider than some commentators suppose.

B.2. Euthyphro 7B6-C8 Reprise
We return to Euthyphro, and to the passage that I skimmed over earlier where

Socrates justifies the sorts of things that the gods are likely to argue about.'” In this

passage, Socrates offers ways of distinguishing that are akin perhaps to what Kraut

expects, but one of these ways of distinguishing isn’t readily amenable to the others. This
suggests that Socrates’ notion of a standard may be much wider than Kraut expects, and
much wider than the notion of a paradigm. My suggestion is that an adequate definition
could function like a geometer’s definition or as a paradigm, but together with the
considerations noted above, it needn’t necessarily be a paradigm.

Socrates discussion of quarreling comes into parts: he first establishes the subjects
of difference among people, then he diagnoses why these subjects in particular are the
matters of dispute.

(1) Euthyphr. 7C10-D5: Concerning what matters for dispute are we angry and
irritated with one another when we are unable to come to a decision? Perhaps you
do not have a ready answer, but examine as I tell you whether the matters are the
just and the unjust, the beautiful and the ugly, the good and the bad. Are these not
the matters for dispute about which, when we are unable to come to a satisfactory
decision, you and I and all other men become angry with one another whenever
we do? (ITepl tivog 0¢ 0N dleveybEVTEG KOl Eml Tiva Kpioty ob
duvdpevol aelkécsal Ex0pol ye Gv GAANAOLG €lpey Kal
opy1Loiuedd; iomg ob mpdyelpov ool 6Ty, Al ~EUOD AEYOVTOG
oKkOmel €1 1dde Eotl 1O Te dikolov Kail TO AOKOV Kol KAAOV

Kol ooypov kai Gyadov kai kakov. Gpa ob TavTd EoTLV Tepi
@V dteveybévieg kai ob duvdpevol EnL KAV Kpiolv abTdv

7 See pg. 173, premise (3).
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EMOELY EYxOpol arrnrolg yiyvoueda, Otav yryvoueda, Kal Yo «
ai oV Kol ot GAAol GvOp®WTOL TAVTES;)

The purpose of this passage is to get Euthyphro to recognize the sorts of things we

argue about, i.e. the same sorts of things that the dialogues are about. So, it shouldn’t be

surprising either to us or to Socrates’ interlocutor that these are the subjects of

disagreement.

In distinguishing the matters of dispute from the matters that are easily resolved,

Socrates puts mathematical matters among those about which we do not argue: (1)

measuring two objects to determine which is larger; (2) weighing two objects to

determine which is heavier; (2) counting numbers to determine which of two numbers is

greater. In so doing, Socrates also explains why anything would be a matter of dispute: a

lack of a standard.

)

Euthyphr. 7B7-C8: Look at it this way. If you and I were to differ about the
greater of two numbers, would this difference make us enemies and angry with
one another, or would we proceed to count and soon dismiss the matter?...Again,
if we differed about the larger and the smaller, we would turn to measurement and
soon cease to differ...And if we stood likewise about the heavier and the lighter,
we would resort to weighing and be reconciled. (Dd€ 3¢ OKOMMEV. AP AV
€1 dtapepoipedo EY® t€ Kol 6V mePl aplopod omdtepo TAEI®, T
nePL TOVTOV d10Qopa ExOpovg Gv HUag molol kai Opyilecdat
ariniolg, | Eni AoylopOV EAOOVTEC TEPL YE TAOV TOLOVTMOV
Tayd Gv amailayeipev; Obkovy kol mepl ToL peilovog kai
gELATTOVOG €1 dlapepoipeda, Ml TO HETPELY EAOOVTES TAYD
navcoiped ~av g drapopag; Koi i ye 10 1otdvol EAOOVTEG,
MG EYDUAL, TEPL TOL PUPLTEPOV TE KO1 KOLPOTEPOUL
dlokplogipey av;)

Since Euthyphro claims that the gods quarrel among one another, Socrates goes some

way to explain that it is likely that they quarrel about the same things people do

(Euthyphr. 7C10-D9). The sources of enmity among people are the same as the sources
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of enmity among the gods. We disagree only when we lack a usable standard, or method
for determining cases falling under the definiendum. And so it is the case with the gods, if
indeed they argue at all.

With these examples of standards in hand, we can see why one would attribute the
paradigm commitment to Socrates: two of the methods Socrates identifies as standards,
measuring and weighing, fit nicely with the paradigm model: they are both ways of
telling that are self-predicative. The meter-stick analogy is tailor-made for the method of
measurement: how does one know if something is a meter long? By measuring it with a
meter, or something else that’s a meter long. How else? Even weighing one item against
another fits the paradigm model nicely. In a typical ancient system of weights, objects

called TOPOOELYLOTO acted as standards on one side of the scale, whereas the object to
be weighed stood on the other side.'® These TOp0dEYLOTO, had certain specified

weights themselves, which is how they were able to function as standards in the first
place.
The word translated as “counting” in most translations is accurate in that in the

Greek, ETL AOY1OUOV, often had a wider scope, encompassing all sorts of practical

calculation." This is to be distinguished of course from arithmetic proper, which is the
theory of numbers. Logistic, which is a more cognate translation with the Greek, included
all the customary arithmetic operations like addition and subtraction, et al. But it also

included operations that we would normally place under elementary algebra, where they

'8 See Heath (1963: 1-10).

¥ Ibid
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would solve simple equations with one unknown, as well as more sophisticated,
indeterminate equations.”’

The point of this discussion is that counting as a usable standard involves much
more than simply applying a definition. It involves internalizing the art of reckoning in
order to be able to determine which of two numbers is greater. Counting is not something
that one does haphazardly, perhaps starting at 1 and then moving to 5 and then back to 2.
One must understand how to count, and further, if a dispute arises about which of two
numbers is greater, and then in order to resolve this dispute, both you and your
companion must know how to count. The example of counting as a method for
determining F’s from not F’s should make us suspicious that the criteria Socrates expects
and an answer to “what is F-ness?” for determining F’s from not F’s is being stretched
beyond a conventional understanding of usable standard. But that shouldn’t be surprising

since Socrates regularly stretches the ordinary understanding of just about everything.21

C. Conclusion
The main focus of this chapter is an argument against attributing to Socrates the
paradigm condition: if F-ness=4r G-ness, then G-ness is a paradigm for determining F’s.
But in arguing against this condition, I do not wish to imply that Socrates does not expect
an adequate definition will be a way of telling F’s from not F’s. There are other ways to
do that beyond having paradigms, as I explained. How the paradigm commitment arises

1s from two sources: Socrates’ statement that he wants an answer that he can use as a

2% See Heath (1963: 6).

2! See Vlastos’ comment on Socrates’ stretching of the ordinary concept of courage far beyond
military contexts (1976: 412).
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model (TaPadELY LA TL) and his commitment to self-predication. The commitment to

self-predication is this: if F-ness=4¢ G-ness, then G-ness is in every circumstance F and in
no circumstances not F. His commitment to self-predication is the grounds for the
paradigm condition. The evidence for the self-predication condition comes from two
sources: numerous passages where he states that F-ness is F, and his reliance on the self-
predication condition at Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 against Euthyphro’s definition of the pious
as what the gods love. I argue that Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 can be read as a reductio ad
absurdum. As such, it doesn’t rely on the self-predication requirement. As far as the
numerous uncontroversial passages where Socrates states that F-ness is F, this is better
read as a commitment to statements of this sort being semantically complete.

My thesis of this chapter is not that Socrates wouldn’t allow definitions as
paradigms as ways of telling, only that he’s not committed to them. This is because his
own sample definitions often do not act as paradigms, and a passage in Laches that is
sometimes thought of evidence for Socrates’ commitment to paradigms can be easily read
differently. My suggestion is that Socratic criteria for determining F’s from not F’s is

wider than the notion which is sometimes attributed to him.
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Chapter VIII
Conclusions
Philosophically sophisticated texts invite new speculation over and over again. If
so, Plato’s dialogues are the zenith of philosophical sophistication. This project began
with a question anyone might have in reading Plato’s dialogues for the first time: What
does this character Socrates, who needles, cajoles and sometimes shames others into
answering his questions about virtue, expect? Such a simple question invites us to
speculate deeply on the aim of the complicated discussions between Socrates and his
interlocutors.
At the end of such a project, it is important to recount my interpretive position, to

summarize the highlights of the research, and to offer new directions for development.

A. Interpretation
At first glance, one might get the impression that nothing particularly coherent lay
behind Socrates’ cajoling; his main purpose, as he says himself in Apology, is to examine
those with a reputation for wisdom, and to eliminate their conceit if they turn out not to
know what they claim to know. On the way to eliminating their conceit, he reduces them

to perplexity. Socrates extols the effect of being perplexed-in 0.TOP10.-as salutary. Only

then will one be inspired to find out what he does not know. This leads to a further
question: having been stung by the Athenian gadfly, in what way are we better off?
Socrates says in Meno that we will be braver and less idle if we assume that we can find
out what we do not know than assume that it is impossible to find out what we do not

know. He offers us here a prudential reason for continuing our search. Armed with this
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rudimentary understanding, we may reflect upon the dialogues Charmides, Laches,
Euthyphro, Republic Book I, Meno, Hippias Major, Protagoras, and Gorgias, whose
conclusions seem so negative. We could be convinced easily that the sole purpose of
Socrates’ investigations is to stimulate our own intellectual curiosity by forcing us to
recognize that we are ignorant in matters about which we are so certain. We needn’t
worry about getting clear answers because seeking the answers, and not necessarily
getting them, is the important part.

This view about the purpose of Socratic inquiry persists strongly. A consequence
of this view seems to be that an investigation into the presuppositions held by the
character Socrates is bound to obscure the main purpose of his questions, which is to take
us into perplexity where we realize our own ignorance of the most important matters. We
will also realize, ideally, that in such a state, we are much better off.!

The open-ended nature of some of Plato’s dialogues suggest that philosophical
inquiry if beneficial for its own sake. But I was not completely convinced that this is all
there is to it. I thought that on a deeper level, Socrates’ presuppositions that lay behind
his insistent questioning could be recovered from two sources: (1) his objections to
particular answers, and (2) his explanations of his expectations, where he often supplies
model answers. Thus, even if no one ever gives him the answer he wants, we can still
come to know the conditions any answer would have to meet. The dialogues of search, as

they are sometimes called, become the impetus and focus of this research.

' The end of the Laches is the only dialogue of this group that ends optimistically. Most of the
other interlocutors scurry away like Euthyphro, or threaten Socrates, like Meno. One wonders why it is so
rare for one in perplexity to react as Socrates does: to seek out what he doesn’t know rather than to feel
shame and run away, so to speak, from his ignorance. This is a question for future research.
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I could not choose at random from among Plato’s dialogues for evidence. If
could have chosen passages at random, I would have concentrated on Republic Book IV,
where Socrates gives his own answer to “what is justice?” His own answer to “what is
justice?” in the individual is that it is a harmony of the soul: each part doing the work to
which it is best suited, and not meddling in the work of the other parts. I couldn’t use his
account of the soul as a model for his expectations in the more aporetic dialogues because
according to a well-entrenched and developed tradition, there are actually two Socrateses
in the dialogues: one who represents the views of early Plato, which more or less
correspond to the views of Socrates the man, and another whose interests develop well
beyond the interests of historical Socrates. It seemed plausible to me that Plato changed
his mind over the course of what must have been a long period of composition in the
dialogues. It also seemed plausible to me that in his early period, Plato articulated the
views of his teacher, which sparked him to develop his own. Since I chose not to argue
against this tradition, I had to locate my work within it. In any case, the arguments I have
made do not depend on this chronology. Rather they are accommodated by it. This is why
this project is called “Socratic” rather than “Platonic,” though Plato, and not Socrates, is
the author of the dialogues.

Among the dialogues included as background to my discussion, the Laches,
Charmides, and Euthyphro have often been called, “definitional” dialogues. They are so-
called because their structure typically suggests that Socrates and his interlocutor are
trying to answer the questions, “what is courage?”” “what is temperance?” and “what is
the pious?” In other words, these dialogues are wholly occupied with trying to define

what courage, temperance and the pious are. This is why interpretations of Socratic
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definitions usually rely heavily on these dialogues in particular. This brings me to my
next point: Since there are many different kinds of definitions, I had to ask what sort of
definition Socrates expected.

I had to accommodate that it isn’t likely that there is a best definition simpliciter,
only definitions suited to a specific purpose. So, the best definition is relative to the
purpose at hand. The big debate was whether Socrates expected some kind of nominal
definition or a real definition. A nominal definition gives the linguistic meaning of a noun
or expression. A real definition specifies the metaphysically necessary and sufficient
conditions for anything to be of a certain kind. The nominal definition of “water” would
be in terms of its obvious sensible properties. “Water” means “colorless, odorless liquid
found in lakes, rivers, etc. drunk by most land animals and used for bathing,” or
something like that. The real definition of “water” would be “H,0O.” It is unlikely that
Socrates expects a nominal definition because of all the things he expects a definition to
do. He and his interlocutors are engaged in the search for an account of the nature of
virtue. This can be accurately described as a search for a real definition of virtue. But the
search for a real definition covers a great deal of ground.

The search for a real definition has been associated with at least twelve different
kinds of activity, including a search for the identity of meaning among expressions, a
search for an essence, a search for a cause, a search for an ideal exemplar, and a search
for a universal.” All of these different kinds of activities can be plausibly attributed to
Socrates. So, at least at this level, “Socratic definition” acts a lot like a placeholder before

more specific, precise conditions on Socratic definitions can be argued.

2 See Robinson (1954: 189).
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It is not surprising the vagueness that characterizes a lot of work on Socratic
definition: As with any well-discussed tradition in the secondary literature, there is little
consensus on what to call Socrates” commitments and how best to describe them. This is
where a more formal and abstract approach to Socrates’ definitional commitments can be
helpful. One of my aims in this project was to clarify the terms of debate in Socratic
definition. I moved away from the metaphorical language in which Socratic definition is
often discussed. Discussion about whether a definition is too wide or too narrow is not as
perspicuous as discussion of whether a definition satisfies extensional equivalence. While
I advocate this more precise approach to Socratic definition, others might fairly object
that it is anachronistic. But I cannot see how philosophical progress can be made if we do
not make use of the tools developed in order to serve the interests of clarity and
exposition. We may use these tools to guide our understanding even if the texts to which
they are applied were written long before such tools were developed. I don’t want to give
the impression that I am alone in this. A number of commentators have employed a more
formal analysis of Socratic definition. I just emphasize the benefit of doing so. This is
why, for example, I refer to Socrates definitional commitments as conditions on F-ness,
where “F-ness” is supposed to stand for “courage” or “virtue” or “temperance” or “the
fine” or “the pious.” The conditions don’t vary with respect to the different F-nesses.

In the next section, I reiterate the definitional conditions I’ve argued for
attributing to Socrates in this dissertation. I also discuss some of the more interesting
parts of the arguments involved in supporting these conditions, and where I argue for
them. I then conclude the section by discussing a concern which I did not address, but is

likely to be the subject of future research.
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B. Highlights of Research

In chapter three, I argued that Socrates is committed to extensional equivalence
by pointing out that such a presupposition explains how he criticizes a number of
different arguments. His interlocutors fail to provide a necessary or a sufficient condition
for F-ness. The condition is the following: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then any F is G and any G
is F. So, either the proposed definition is F but not G or G but not F. I explained that a
passage where Socrates says he would be content if Meno were to give him a definition
of virtue that satisfies only this condition can be read another way. The context of the
passage suggests that he is instructing Meno to answer in this way, but he does not
thereby commit himself to only this condition. This is at the end of chapter three.

I argued in chapter four for the property sameness condition. I call it “sameness”
rather than “identity” which is the choice of some commentators. “Sameness” does not
imply numerical identity, whereas “sameness” is more appropriate to things that are the

same in genus or species. This is borrowed from Aristotle’s discussion of TODTOV often

translated as “same.” Socrates repeatedly uses this same word when he explains what he
wants. Socrates also expects, as he does in Laches, that Laches will give him a definition
of courage that is the same in all and only courageous people. The condition for property
sameness is the following: If F-ness=4; G-ness, then F-ness is the same as G-ness. [ argue
that Socrates relies on this principle when he refutes Charmides’ definition of temperance
as modesty. The argument structure shows that Socrates’ relies on Leibniz’s Law, which
shows him to be committed to the identity of F-ness and G-ness, even though

TOLTOV can be translated in a couple of different ways.
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In chapter five, I address one of the toughest arguments in Plato’s dialogues:
Euthyphro 9B-11B. The salient issue here is whether Socrates relies on a substitution
principle of definitional equivalents in his argument against Euthyphro’s definition of the
pious as what all the gods love. I argue that Socrates needn’t rely on substitution of
definitional equivalents for his argument. Rather, he relies on the explanation condition,
which is uncontroversial, and transitivity in explanatory contexts. The explanation
condition is the following: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then for anything that is F, it is because it
is G. To serve the end of clarifying and establishing the terms of debate on this argument,
I produced two proofs of how Socrates’ argument might go at this passage: one relies on
a substitution principle of definitional equivalents, and the other relies on transitivity. I
argue that we should prefer the argument that relies on transitivity. I supply the proofs

below.

B.1. Substitutivity

(1) P=4sG (Euthyphro’s definition at 9E1-3)

(2) L bec P (Premise accepted at10D5)

3) GbecL (Premise accepted at 10D9-10)
(2a) L becG [(1), (2) Substitution]
(2b) ~(Gbecl) [Priority from (2a)]
(2c) (GbecL)& ~(Gbecl) [(3), (2b) &I]
(3a) PbecL [(1), (3) Substitution]
(3b) ~(PbecL) [Priority from (2)]

(3¢) (PbecL) &~ (P bec L) [(2), (3b) &I]

4) ~ (P=4G) [(1)-(3¢) Reductio Ad Absurdum]
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B.2. Transitivity and Explanation

(1) P=4G (Euthyphro’s definition at 9E1-3)

(2) L bec P (Premise accepted at10D5)

3) Gbec L (Premise accepted at 10D9-10)
(3a) GbecP [(2), (3) Transitivity]
(3b)  (F-ness=4rG-ness) — (F bec G) [Explanation Condition]
(3c) (P becG) [(1), (3b) Modus Ponens]
(3d) ~(GbecP) [Priority from (3¢)]
(3e) (GbecP)& ~(GbecP) [(3a), (3d) &I]

4) ~(P=4tG)  [(1)-(3e) Reductio Ad Absurdum]

I argue against the reading that relies on a substitution principle of definitional
equivalents because of its negative consequences. For example, if “father” were a
definitional equivalent of “male parent,” then they can be substituted for one another,
according to this principle. The way the principle is described, however, would permit the
substitution that would allow both: (1) someone is a father because he is a male parent
and (2) someone is a father because he is a father. (1) is true, but (2) is false.

In chapter six, I tackle Socrates’ semantic commitments, which is difficult
without the distinction between what sorts of things are genuinely courageous and what
sorts of things are called “courageous,” and between what is genuinely pious and what is
called “pious.” Some commentators have ignored this difference, supposing that Socrates
is committed to supporting ordinary linguistic practice about F things. In other words, an
adequate definition should generally reflect the terminology of the interlocutors. Aside
from the difficulty of supposing why Socrates should think that, I argue in this chapter

that he is not committed to such a thesis about what ordinary people call things. So, I first
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formalized this commitment to ordinary linguistic practice in the following way: If F-
ness=4r G-ness, then any G is generally called F and anything generally called F is G. I
then argued against both parts of this principle.

So, while Socrates is not committed to any particular claims about F’s, he is
committed to certain statements about F-nesses. He assumes that statements of the form,
“F-ness is F”” and “F-ness is G” are semantically complete. This means that such
statements do not change their truth value from context to context. A number of his
arguments depend on these claims.

In chapter seven, I argue against the paradigm condition: If F-ness=4r G-ness, then
G-ness is a paradigm for determining F’s. I argue against this condition because of what
is assumed in the paradigm condition: it is a way of determining F’s that is itself F. I
argue that Socrates probably wants some kind of standard for determining F’s, but the
standard he has in mind is not necessarily a paradigm; his notion of standard, suggested
by his examples, is much wider than a paradigm. One of the commentators who thinks
Socrates is committed to the paradigm condition thinks that he is also committed to the
self-predication condition, which is the following: F-ness=4¢ G-ness, then G-ness is under
all circumstances F and under no circumstances not F. His commitment to self-
predication, so it is argued, explains how he expects to meet the paradigm condition.
More importantly, this commentator argues that Euthyphro 6E10-8AS illustrates
Socrates’ reliance on self-predication. I have often thought that this argument in
particular was an undisputed example of how Socrates can only show the inconsistency

in the claims of his interlocutor.
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B.3. Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 Revisited
Socrates’ method of examining his interlocutors has come to be known as the

Socratic elenchus, so-called because of his use of the word EAEYYELV. Socrates

describes his aim in testing those who have some claim to knowledge in Apology. This
much is uncontroversial. More controversial is what his arguments against particular
definitions can show, and what he takes them to show. Does Socrates demonstrate the
falsity of his interlocutors’ definitions, or does he show only that their definitions are
inconsistent with other claims they make? The non-constructivist reading of Socrates’
elenchus is that he can only show inconsistency among premises, and that’s all he claims
to do. Constructivist interpreters, on the other hand, claim that Socrates recognizes a
difference between the interlocutors’ definitions and other premises involved in the
argument. These other premises, it is held, have some greater share of the truth. The non-
constructivist argues that Socrates recognizes no such special status in these
supplementary premises.

The argument at Euthyphro 6E10-8A8 has played an important role in the non-
constructivist reading of the elenchus. It is a classic example of a Socratic argument with
the structure of a reductio ad absurdum. As such, it shows only the inconsistency among
the premises, and Socrates does not grant special status to the subsidiary premises; in
fact, he denies that they are plausible. One of the premises is that the gods quarrel.
Socrates makes it clear in at least two places that he finds such a view hard to believe.

Recently, viewing this argument as a reductio ad absurdum has come under fire.
One commentator argues that the structure of the argument is not a reductio ad absurdum

because Socrates recognizes no contradiction in what Euthyphro claims. The conflict in
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the argument comes between the conclusion and another condition held by Socrates: the
self-predication requirement. The self-predication requirement is the following: if F-
ness=4r G-ness, then G-ness is in all circumstances F and in no circumstances not F.
Euthyphro’s definition of the pious as what the gods love does not satisfy this
requirement. That’s why his definition fails, it is supposed. In other words, when Socrates
concludes at this argument that the same things are both pious and impious, this conflicts
with a prior principle he doesn’t argue for, but assumes even before the argument is
developed.

I argued in chapter seven that the conflict in this argument comes not between the
conclusion and the self-predication requirement, but between the conclusion and the
second premise. The second premise of this argument is that the god-loved action and
person is pious while the god-hated action and person is impious AND the pious is
completely opposed to the impious. This second premise implies that there is nothing that
is both pious and impious. The conclusion is that there is at least one thing that is pious
and impious. And therein lay the conflict. So, there is a contradiction here, it is just
implied by the premises.

I’m still uncertain that the conditions for which I have argued he is committed are
jointly sufficient for an answer. There are surely to be other epistemological requirements
for an adequate answer, which are not constraints on the answer per se. What I’ve
discovered is that there may be much more to what Socrates expects than producing an

answer that meets these conditions. This could be a direction for future research.
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C. Future Directions

To extend my work beyond the Socratic dialogues of search, I must answer three
questions: What is the role of definition in the other dialogues? Does Plato modify the
criteria for good definitions? Why does Plato seem committed to definitions conforming
to pre-analytic claims about what is F?

In the dialogues I discuss in this dissertation, Socrates and his interlocutors are
wholly engaged in the discovery of definitions, and the reader is left to wonder whether
any of the definitions is adequate. These dialogues are ripe for interpretation since we
cannot witness what is supposed to happen once an adequate definition is found. In other
dialogues, Socrates moves away from this discovery of definitions and his careful
scrutiny of them. In some cases, as in the case of Republic Book IV, he even produces a
definition of justice. So, one might wonder how the role of definitions changes in the
dialogues. Other dialogues to look at in this regard are Theaetetus, and Sophist.

If the conception of Socratic definition changes in the other dialogues, we might
wonder why and in what respects. One interpreter has suggested that the Platonic
conception of definition is by genus and differentia, whereas Socratic definition includes
that as well, but is not exclusively that.® This isn’t interesting if this is the only differenc
between Platonic and Socratic definitions. What would be more interesting is to try to
answer why the other dialogues are not about scrutinizing definitions put forward by
Socrates or the interlocutors.

It has been suggested that Plato seems committed to accounts of F-ness

conforming to pre-analytic judgments about F’s. At Republic 442E, for example, Socrates

? See Nakhnikian (1971: 143).

204



asks Glaucon whether individual justice is any different from justice in the city. Glaucon
agrees that it isn’t. Socrates then says that if they had any doubts about whether the
justice in an individual was different in kind, perhaps, from the justice in the city, they
could dispel them by testing against ordinary cases. So, at least here in Republic, Socrates
is checking this account of justice against ordinary judgments as some kind of adequacy
test. It isn’t clear to me that Socrates of the aporetic dialogues does the same sort of thing.
I argued that he isn’t committed to linguistic intuitions as a test for adequacy. Moreover,
it isn’t clear sometimes whether he’s testing the definition, or the interlocutor himself. If
he’s testing the interlocutor himself, he is often testing the interlocutor’s own definition
against his own claims. Socrates sometimes denies these claims, and this is what gives
them that ad hominem feel. Socrates distrust against what the many claim should also
make us suspicious that he would rely on their judgments as adequacy tests simpliciter.
So, if Plato is committed to supporting ordinary judgments, committed to descriptive

adequacy, we might wonder why. We might wonder what led him to change his mind.
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APPENDIX: LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
Authors and Works:
Aristotle

APo. = Analytica Posteriora
APr. = Analytica Priora
Cat. = Categoriae

EN = Ethica Nicomachea
Metaph. = Metaphysica

Ph. = Physica

Po. = Poetica

Pol. = Politica

SE = Sophistici Elenchi

Top. = Topica
Plato

Ap. = Apologia

Chrm. = Charmides

Cri. = Crito

Euthyd. = Euthydemus
Euthyphr. = Euthyphro

Grg. = Gorgias

Hi. Ma., Mi. = Hippias Major, Minor
lon

La. = Laches

Ly. = Lysis

Men. = Meno

Mx. = Menexenus

Phd. = Phaedo

Phdr. = Phaedrus
Prm. = Parmenides
Prt. = Protagoras
R. = Republica
Smp. = Symposium
Tht. = Theaetetus
Ti. = Timaeus

217



