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A

“Does the Zhuangzi Provide an Ethics?” (Saturday 9:00, Room 9)
Michael Adams, New School, madams_6(@hotmail.com

The argument that Aristotle believes humans exist as societal creatures does not need to
be recapitulated. That this belief strongly informs his ethical system is obvious from The
Nicomachean Ethics. In this work, he uses the language that his culture uses to talk about
the excellence of the human being in order to discover the excellence of that same human
on his own interpretations of ancient texts to build a foundation for his theories on how
the individual should conduct himself in society. Neither of these arguments is any
longer valid. Today, humanity exists in a constant state of being. By appealing to the
lives of mytho-historic rulers, Confucius uses comparable arguments based cultural clash
between ethical systems wherein no single society can authentically lay claim to the
“proper” foundations of those ethical systems. With no shared culture, we can no longer
look towards culturally specific mytho-historic systems for a shared set of values. Enter:
Zhuangzi. Zhuagnzi’s critique of Chinese thought as existent during his time (circa 375-
300 BCE) resonates with our current ethical crisis. The question is: Does Zhuangzi
provide humanity with an ethics applicable to a deconstructed “post”’-modern world?
And if he does, how does he avoid the trap of his own societal “history”? In order to
answer these questions, we must begin with an analysis of “the hinge of the way” as it is
introduced in Chapter 2 of the Zhuangzi. What we will discover is that this “hinge”
opens up a reading of Zhuangzi that will eventually lead us to the possibility of a
different type of ethical criteria. Our (shared) difficulty then becomes determining
whether or not Zhuangzi’s criteria is applicable to any system beyond the individual.
This would be the ultimate inception of a “Zhuangzian™ ethics; for, there would be no
ethics (in the Aristotelian sense) if there would be no way of determining the proper
“place” for the multitude of individuals within society.

“Aristotle’s (Non-)Denial of Self-motion in Physics VIII” (Sunday 11:15, Room 5)
Simona Aimar, University of Oxford, simona.aimar@philosophy.ox.ac.uk

In Physics V11, while arguing for the prime mover, Aristotle says twice that animals are
not really self-movers (253a10-11; 259b7-8). This is at odds with his often repeated claim
that animals are self-movers. David Furley suggests that Aristotle is focusing on
intentionality (intentional-view). The idea is that an animal goes somewhere because of
the intention to pursue an external object. By contrast, Ben Morison contends that
Aristotle recalls the division between agent and patient of Physics VIIL.5 (parthood-
view). Animals are not really self-movers because only one part of them, the agent, is a
mover; the other part, the patient, is merely moved thereby. This essay suggests a third
way-out. In Physics VIII, Aristotle (i) uses self-motion in the sense of self-started motion
and (i1) suggests that life-keeping processes like sleep, started, or triggered, by the
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environment, are necessary in order to enhance the exercise of self-motion -- in a way
that I shall explain. Aristotle claims that animals are not really self-movers for they are
not the only starting cause of self-motion.

“Avicenna’s theory of Mental Language” (Saturday 9:00, Room 10)
Ahmed Alwishah, Pitzer College, alwisha@ucla.edu

The purpose of this paper is to present Avicenna’s theory of mental language. By not
subjecting the mental language to word-order or any other syntactical constraint,
Avicenna frees the mental language from being one-dimensional and allows its terms to
be used in a non-restrictive way. By assuming that the intellect combines a set of terms to
produce thoughts, we need not suppose that the intellect uses a one-dimensional structure
of word order to represent different ways of composing these terms. The intellect needs
to use a multidimensional structure to produce different notions or thoughts.

“Gnothi Seauton: Plato’s Alcibiades 1 and the Beginnings of Philosophical Knowledge”
(Sunday 11:15, Room 2)
James Ambury, SUNY Stony Brook, jamesmambury@gmail.com

Scholarship for the past 150 years has largely come to question the authenticity of Plato’s
Alcibiades 1. However, none of the Neo-Platonist commentators doubted that Plato was
the author. This paper does not explicitly engage in philological debates about
authenticity but considers the philosophical significance accorded the dialogue by the
commentators insofar as this is itself a clue about the Platonic conception of the self and
its role in the pursuit of philosophical truth.

Both Proclus and Olympiodorus emphasize that the Alcibiades itself mirrors the
function that Socrates plays in the dialogue proper: that is, of introducing the reader to the
pursuit of philosophical truth by turning him towards himself. This is accomplished by
means of eliciting from him his own opinions, refuting them, and exhorting him to come
to know himself and care for himself. Iamblicus places the dialogue at the beginning of
the “Decalogue” alleged to encompass all of Plato’s philosophy on the grounds that an
interrogation into the self, the very topic of the Alcibiades, is the beginning of all
philosophical investigation. Proclus claims, “In outline in this dialogue the one, common
and complete plan of all philosophy may be comprised, being revealed through our
actually first turning towards ourselves”. And Olympiodorus directs our attention to the
Phaedrus, where Socrates argues he cannot claim to know anything else before he knows
himself. This should not surprise us if we recall the dialogue’s ancient subtitle: ‘on the
nature of the human being’.

The Alcibiades shows us that for Plato, philosophical inquiry must begin with a
very particular kind of education that starts with an inquiry into our own being. Socrates
spends the entire first half of the dialogue demonstrating to Alcibiades that he doesn’t
know the very thing about which he intends to advise the Athenian Assembly (116d). He
thinks he needs no help from anyone because he already has knowledge (104a, 106d) and
therefore attempts to evade questioning (109d, 112d, 113e). Socrates elicits wonder from
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Alcibiades (103a, 104c) by making him feel out of place (116¢), and demonstrates that
before we can know anything, we must seek to learn it (109¢), and before learning
anything, we must first inquire into what, precisely, we are. What the Neo-Platonist
commentators saw in the Alcibiades is that the dialogue itself performs the same function
with the reader that Socrates plays with Alcibiades. In the end, we should not be
surprised that Socrates has seduced Alcibiades into caring for himself in preparation for
the pursuit of a philosophical life, because Plato, in this very dialogue, has done the same
thing to us.

“The Essence of Thinking and Questioning and the Need of Alterity: Socrates’ Alter Ego
in Plato’s Hippias Major” (Sunday 9:00, Room 6)
Alejandro Arango, Binghamton University, a.a@binghamton.edu

In this paper I offer an interpretation of Plato’s Hippias Major through the following
question: What is the meaning of the relation Hippias-Socrates-Socrates’ alter ego in
relation to the activities of questioning and thinking, within the context of a dialogue
about beauty?

The paper distinguishes the discussion of beauty in the Hippias Major in three
levels. The first one is that of the explicit discussion about beauty between Socrates and
Hippias. In a second level, Plato says things about beauty in indirect ways, as in the
structure of the dialogue as a whole, in the behavior of the characters, and in the
inferences that can be made about related statements, circumstances, and situations
throughout the text. However, it can be argued that there is a third level in the dialogue in
which the activities of thinking and questioning is analyzed.

The topic of beauty operates here as the context in which the activities of thinking
and questioning are placed. On the one hand, it is salient the continuous use of the
adjective ‘beautiful’ and the adverb ‘beautifully’ in ways that are not direct statements
about beauty: situations, answers, or persons are referred to as beautiful, but it is not clear
in what sense those things could be really beautiful. Hence, I claim that the discussion
about beauty 1s dependent on the presence of Socrates’ alter ego, which should be
understood as the chief feature of the work.

The paper takes a glance at the way in which Socrates’ alter ego is introduced in
the dialogue. Then, I make use of the platonic topic appearance/being as a clue to
understand the significance of the relation between Hippias, Socrates, and Socrates’ alter
ego. The paper will argue for the presence of an internal dialectic between Hippias-
Socrates-Socrates’ alter ego in the dialogue: the function that Hippias performs is that of
incarnating Socrates, so that Socrates’ alter ego can be incarnated in Socrates. This
transfer purports to show that in a sense relevant for the activity of questioning and
thought, alterity is necessary. In other words, in a sense fundamental for thinking
Socrates is as different from his alter ego, as Socrates is from Hippias.

This interpretation endorses the idea that every question needs difference, alterity:
there are no questions from sameness. From a hermeneutical point of view, the emphasis
1s made on questions and the activity of questioning, which is the same as thinking, as a
door to understanding: comprehension is only possible when something alien questions
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us. This is precisely the role that Socrates’ alter ego plays in the dialogue: being an
exemplar of the idea of alterity in relation to the activities of questioning and thinking.

“The Anatomy of Three Thought Experiments in Plato’s Republic, Apology and in
Alcibiades Minor” (Sunday 9:00, Room 1)
Andre Archie, Colorado State University, andrarchie@msn.com

My paper argues that Plato’s use of thought experiments anticipate many of the themes
discussed by Thomas S. Kuhn’s classic essay, “A Function for Thought Experiments.”
Kuhn’s concern is that thought experiments satisfy the condition of verisimilitude. That
1s, thought experiments must not be conducted merely to alter the conceptual apparatus of
the scientist regarding the phenomenon explored, but rather to alter the scientist’s
conceptual apparatus for the sake of altering his actions (i.e. practical rationality). Plato,
too, is quite concerned with getting interlocutors to appreciate that theory not be
separated from practice, and that theory is necessary for the process of effective decision
making. Each of the interlocutors presented in the Republic, Apology and Alcibiades
Minor are confronted with a thought experiment that is designed to effect how they
choose to live. Although the three dialogues I discuss illustrate the Kuhnian
admonishment against separating theory form practice, many other dialogues in the
Platonic corpus echo Kuhn’s concerns.

“Erotic and Servile Pleasures in Plato’s Phaedrus” (Sunday 9:00, Room 2)
Kelly E. Arenson, The University of Memphis, arenson.k@gmail.com

The Phaedrus is not high on the list of dialogues to which most scholars turn in
elucidating Plato’s thoughts on pleasure. In this work, he doesn’t appear to be
articulating any recognizable theory of pleasure, and pleasure rarely comes up in the
conversation. In this paper I argue that even though pleasure is only a minor concept in
the Phaedrus, Plato’s few remarks on its role in erotic love and madness deserve our
attention.

We can construct descriptions of various types of pleasures by piecing together a
few ideas expressed in the conversations between Socrates and Phaedrus. We find that
there are pleasures enjoyed by the vicious, who blindly pursue sexual fulfillment in the
manner of four-legged beasts (250d). Another kind of erotic pleasure is enjoyed by the
reverent lover who recognizes divine beauty in the face of his beloved (251d-e). We
encounter what appears to be a third way of describing pleasure at the end of the myth of
the charioteer, before the ensuing discussion of writing and rhetoric: there Phaedrus
asserts that some pleasures are preceded by pain—most bodily pleasures, he claims—and
these belong to slaves [hédonai andrapodddeis], while some pleasures are free of their
opposite, such as the pleasure of discussing with a speechwriter the elements of a good
speech (258e). The upshot of this last classification of pleasures is that the other two
types—irreverent and reverent erotic pleasures, let’s call them—are both servile, since
they are preceded by pain. This conclusion is unsurprising in the case of irreverent erotic
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pleasure, but is disconcerting with regard to the reverent, for Plato is thought to be
showing in the Phaedrus the positive value of erotic elements to the philosophical life,
not condemning erotic pleasure as servile.

I address this problem in the Phaedrus by showing first that we should take as a
serious Platonic view Phaedrus’ remarks about the servile nature of pleasures that are
mixed with pain. I argue that the same classification of pleasures into mixed and
unmixed types appears in the Philebus, where we also find Plato maintaining his negative
attitude toward the former. The Phaedrus, then, can be seen as a precursor (if it is, as is
generally thought, the earlier dialogue) of the more extensive theory of pleasure Plato
articulates in the Philebus.

I argue that in the Phaedrus Plato has another method of appraising pleasures—in
addition to considering any admixture with pain—that allows him to reject irreverent
erotic pleasures as servile while confirming the merit of the reverent. This method
consists in evaluating a pleasure’s relation to the desires of the soul: the overly-lustful
soul is enslaved to the desires of the appetitive part—the dark horse in the charioteer
analogy—and has no goal for itself other than immediate sexual fulfillment. In being
subject to its worst part, this soul is a slave according to the sense of slavery found in the
Republic. In contrast, the reverent soul’s desire for sex, although still present, is
restrained by reason (i.e., the charioteer), and thus its pleasures, although preceded by
pain, are not servile.

“Abelard’s Realism” (Saturday 9:00, Room 8)
Andrew Arlig, Brooklyn College CUNY, aarlig@brooklyn.cuny.edu

Peter Abelard is often described as a “nominalist”, an “anti-realist”, or a “non-realist”.
But according to some common ways to distinguish between realism and anti-realism,
Abelard comes out on the side of the realists. In this paper, I first canvas several ways to
construe the division between realism and anti-realism. I then consider some key ideas
drawn from Abelard’s writings on universals, material constitution, and the philosophical
foundations of logical inference. In particular, I focus upon his important concepts of
status, which underwrites our use of universal words, and of habitudo, which licenses
many of our logical inferences. I argue that even though Abelard has a relatively
restrictive notion of what it is to be a “thing” (res), he has a much more generous
understanding of what is real. In sharp contrast to many forms of anti-realism, Abelard is
a firm believer that reality has a determinate, mind-independent structure, and that this
structure can be captured to some extent by an appropriately refined language.

“Gods and Goods” (Saturday 4:15, Room 2)
Anne Ashbaugh, Towson University, aashbaugh@towson.edu

An account of Plato’s analysis of the names of the gods in the Cratylus with a view to
understanding the role that the gods’ names play in the analysis of the terms referring to
human goodness that conclude the etymological portion of the dialogue. Thus, in my
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reading the analysis of language will incorporate considerations of how the gods affect
the fashioning of the good life so important to Platonic philosophy.

B

“Insights of Avicenna” (Saturday 9:00, Room 10)

Allan Back, Kutztown University, back@kutztown.edu

I propose here to investigate how Avicenna, following Aristotle, accounts for our ability
to grasp real definitions and other fundamental principles. I shall focus on the account
given in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and Avicenna’s comments upon it, contained in
Al-Burhan. My solution depends upon having, first, a certain interpretation of Aristotle’s
position. Given that Aristotle does indeed proceed along its lines, we can see Avicenna
following out its implications—and neither being silly: at any rate, not any sillier than us
today.

“Piety and Skepticism in 20th Century Phenomenological Thought” (Saturday 4:15,
Room 7)
Joydeep Bagchee, New School University, jbagchee(@gmail.com

The question of piety, though central to the Presocratics and to Platonic philosophy,
becomes philosophically marginal in much of nineteenth and twentieth century
philosophy. Alongside explicit calls for philosophy to become a “rigorous science,”
philosophy turns away from religious, soteriological and transformative themes.

This paper argues that the theme of piety cannot be separated from skepticism, where
skepticism is understood as a desire for self-knowledge. It examines the consequences of
phenomenology’s own ambiguous relationship to piety and faith, focusing especially on
Husserl’s and Heidegger’s later writings where a latent piety comes once more to the
fore.

“Heraclitus of Ephesus and the Problem of Reference” (Saturday 4:15, Room 10)
Ronald T. Baumiller Jr., University of New Mexico, Baumillerr@dug.edu

In contemporary analytic philosophy, there is a semantic dilemma that still persists: the
problem of reference. The recognition of the problem of reference in philosophy of
language is popularly attributed to Gottlob Frege. Yet, recently there has been a
movement to relocate the recognition of the problem of reference even earlier in the
history of philosophy—that is, the problem of reference, arguably, was first brought into
light by G.W.F. Hegel; or at least this is what Robert Brandom suggests.1 In this paper I
will demonstrate that this quibble can be rendered superfluous by stationing the problem
hundreds of years earlier, namely, in the thought of Heraclitus of Ephesus. In regard to
the various interpretations of Heraclitus, Charles Kahn wrote in The Art and Thought of

" Robert Brandom, “A Spirit of Trust: a Semantic Reading of Hegel’s Phenomenology”
(lecture, University of Pittsburgh, PA, September 10, 2008).
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Heraclitus “by induction we may be sure that the next generation, even the next
perspective reader of Heraclitus, will be able to see something new and different.”2 In
this paper, [ will do just that. However, I do not intend to undermine the numerous other
interpretations of the fragments. On the contrary, as Kahn suggested, I assert that [ see
something new and different in Heraclitus: the problem of reference. In this paper, I
demonstrate that Heraclitus was fully aware of the same semantic dilemma that has
plagued modern philosophy and philosophy of language. In this paper, I assert that the
problem of reference can be found in the Heraclitean logos, his writing style, and even
explicitly in particular fragments. Thus, I position the first recognition of the problem of
reference in the thought of Heraclitus of Ephesus.

“Understanding Natural Rights in the Aristotelian Tradition” (Saturday 9:00 am, Room 5)
Michael Baur, Fordham University, mbaur@fordham.edu

One of the great contemporary representatives of the Aristotelian tradition in ethics and
politics — Alasdair MacIntyre — holds that the notion of “natural rights” or “human rights”
is entirely alien to the thought of Aristotle and Aquinas (see After Virtue, pp. 64-67). By
contrast, many other thinkers working within the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition have
held that belief in human nature and human dignity entails belief in the existence of
“natural rights” or “human rights.” In this paper, I argue that the two opposing sides in
this debate about “natural rights” in the Aristotelian tradition are largely talking past one
another, since neither side has given sufficient consideration to the very meaning and
conditions of “right.”

More specifically, I argue that the notion of rights in the Aristotelian tradition —
including the notion of “natural rights” or “human rights” — has no defensible meaning
apart from the notion of justice; and in turn, that the notion of justice has no defensible
meaning apart from the notion of a community of two or more members whose acts or
works can be regarded as adjusted or commensurated to one another in some relevant
respect (i.e., whose acts or works can be regarded as instantiating a kind of equality in
some relevant respect and in accordance with some common measure). As Aquinas
observes (Summa Theol., 1I-11, Q. 57, aa. 1-3), the proper object of justice is jus, or right,
which is a kind of ordering or adjustment according to which the acts and/or works of
separate agents are made commensurate or equal with respect to one another.

One implication of the Aristotelian-Thomistic account of “right” that I wish to defend is
that “rights”™ are relational. To “possess a right,” on the account I wish to defend, is not
to possess a power or liberty or natural property (something on par with the property of
having earlobes or kneecaps) that one would possess apart from any relation to others.
Rather, to “possess a right” is to occupy a place within an order of justice. But while
rights are relational, it does not follow that “respect for rights” is reducible to respect for
values or goods that are “merely relative” or “merely convention-based.” For both
Aristotle and Aquinas, it is possible to regard human acts and works as commensurable to

? Charles H. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1979), 87.
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one another, only because such acts and works are expressions of a common human
nature (and this human nature, in itself, entails a species-specific capacity for rationality
and worthiness of respect). If the proper commensuration between human individuals
and their acts is observed, then (natural or positive) rights are respected; if the proper
commensuration is not observed, then (natural or positive) rights are violated. But note:
to say that a certain kind of goodness or worthiness exists wherever human nature exists,
1s not to say that “natural rights” or “human rights” exist wherever some human being
exists.

A crucial element in this account of “natural rights” might be illustrated through
an analogy drawn from the physical sciences: the notion of “natural rights” stands to the
notion of “human nature” as the notion of “weight” stands to the notion of “mass.”
According to the modern scientific understanding, a body does not have weight if there is
no other body present to exert the gravitational force of attraction upon it; but while a
body has weight only insofar as it stands in relation to some other body, a body is capable
of having such weight only because it has mass as an intrinsic property of itself, and
would continue to have mass (as well as other intrinsic properties belonging to it on
account of its mass) even if it did not stand in relation to any other body. By the same
token, a human being does not possess “natural rights” if his or her acts or works cannot
be regarded as adjustable or commensurable to the acts or works of other human beings;
but while a human being has “natural rights” only insofar as he or she stands in some
relevant relation to one or more other human beings, a human being is capable of having
such rights only because he or she has a human nature and would continue to have this
human nature (as well as other intrinsic properties belonging to him or her on account of
this nature) even if he or she had no relation at all to other human beings.

“Paideia: Educating for Wisdom in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy” (Saturday 9:00 am,
Room 11)
Martha C. Beck, Lyon College, mbeck@lyon.edu

This paper applies Aristotle’s model of the person of practical wisdom to the way of life
of the members of the Chorus in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and Socrates in Plato’s
dialogues. All of these characters exhibit the personal virtues of rational courage,
rational temperance, liberality, rational anger, and truthfulness about themselves. They
exhibit the political virtue of justice in decisions about how to distribute of wealth and
power, how to punish wrongdoing, and how to criticize the particular rulers of their city-
states according to an accurate understanding of what is just by nature. Although they are
accused by corrupt rulers of undermining social order, their lives show an overall respect
for the rule of law, an unwillingness to challenge authority unless it is egregiously
abused, and the courage to speak out against corrupt leaders for the sake of preserving
social order in the long run.

These characters are high-minded, serious people. The purpose of an education in
the liberal arts is to encourage young people to understand these virtues and to begin
developing them through the power of their own choices rather than by listening to
authority figures as they have done in the past.
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Throughout the play, the Chorus speaks to all of the major characters and to
characters about their choices in critical situations. In their analysis of the choices and
reasons given by the Herald, Clytaemestra, Agamemnon, and Aegisthus, they
demonstrate excellence in deliberation, excellence in understanding, and good sense as
Aristotle defines them. They believe Zeus gave humans the power of thought and we
should reflect upon the overall patterns in human behavior and human history in order to
understand what Zeus truly wants, or what is truly just.

Throughout the Platonic dialogues set in Athens during the Golden Age, Socrates
speaks to members of the powerful elite about the “serious,” philosophical questions in
life. The literary characters make mistakes in their arguments. The historical
counterparts to these characters make the same mistake in their lives and come to a
disastrous end. Socrates believes it is his God-given mission to live an examined life and
to examine others.

Both tragedies and Greek philosophy seek to cultivate the powers of practical
wisdom and critical thinking about the serious questions in life. In order to preserve
political and intellectual freedom in any city, as many citizens as possible have to
develop their natural powers of wisdom to the greatest extent possible. The goal of
Greek paideia is to create and sustain a self-sufficient society in which citizens rule and
are ruled in turn.

“Accounts of Living and Dying in Aristotle’s Parva Naturalia” (Saturday 2:00, Room 4)
Keith Bemer, University of Pittsburgh, keb57@pitt.edu

In On the Soul Aristotle maintains that the soul is the source or principle (arché) of life in
living things. However the soul is largely absent from the discussions of the causes of
life and death in the collection of “little” works on nature handed down in the Parva
Naturalia. The subject matter of the collection as a whole is announced, in the opening
lines of On Sense and Sensible Objects, as those characteristics of living things that are
“common to body and soul.” However the final two works in the collection, On the
Length and Shortness of Life and On Youth, Old Age, Life and Death, and Respiration
discuss the causes of life and death in surprisingly materialistic terms. In this paper I
present the doctrines discussed in these last two little-studied works and demonstrate that
the materialistic accounts of life and death provided there are consistent with the
discussions in On the Soul, which focus more on the role soul plays as the form of living
things. In addition, I discuss why these two little works present conspicuous differences
in the sorts of explanations they provide, and why they are divided into two separate
treatises in the first place, given that their subject matter is so similar. I characterize their
differences in terms of what one might call their different levels of explanation, thereby
showing that their separation is both sensible and methodologically sound.

“Aristotle on Mathematics and Natural Science: an Example from the Meteorology”
(Saturday 4:15, Room 5)
Keith Bemer, University of Pittsburgh, keb57@pitt.edu
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Aristotle’s natural science is often characterized as un-mathematical, and indeed his
discussion of scientific demonstration in the Posterior Analytics prohibits using
demonstrations from one science to prove conclusions in another. Since for Aristotle the
study of nature and mathematics are different forms of theoretical inquiry, treating
different kinds of being, mathematical demonstrations cannot be used to prove
conclusions in natural science. However, there are exceptions. In Physics 11.2 Aristotle
discusses the “more natural of the mathematical sciences,” such as astronomy, optics and
harmonics, which are often referred to in the tradition as the “subalternate” or “mixed”
sciences. In these sciences, which Aristotle describes as being related “one under the
other,” mathematical demonstrations are permitted to “cross kinds.” The conditions
according to which such kind-crossing is permitted are discussed primarily in the first
book of the Posterior Analytics, and although Aristotle’s comments there have received
significant attention from commentators, a satisfactory consensus regarding their
interpretation has failed to emerge. Interestingly, an often overlooked example of a
mixed science at work appears in book III of the Meteorology, where Aristotle discusses
certain optical phenomena of reflection, including halos and rainbows. In this paper I
compare the discussion of the mixed sciences and the prohibition against “kind crossing’
in the Posterior Analytics with Aristotle’s discussion of the rainbow in the Meteorology.
I believe a close, comparative reading of the relevant passages in the two works aids in
their elucidation and interpretation. In particular, I argue that Aristotle’s specification
that the principles (archai) of the sciences related one under the other must share a
common feature is the key to understanding how the demonstrations from one science
can cross to another.

“Dirar b. ‘Amr: Acts and Accidents” (Saturday 11:15, Room 10)
David Bennett, UCLA, dbennet@ucla.edu

NOTE: In order to conform with most word processing software, all diacritic marks have
been removed from this Abstract. Arabic transliterations have been adjusted to fit Roman
script.

Some study has been dedicated to the physical theory of Dirar b. ‘Amr (c. 728-815 CE),
according to whom bodies are composed of “accident parts.” (E.g. this page is composed
of whiteness, such-and-such inky markédness, such-and-such length, width, etc.) Other
scholars have demonstrated that Dirar was the first to have posited iktisab as a workable
theory of action (and culpability). Yet, although the impact of Dirar’s innovations has
been discussed in the context of Mu’tazilite natural philosophy and in the development of
the Ash’arite compromise on free will, little effort has been expended to consider how
Dirar’s ethical and physical theories may have been coordinated. In this paper I argue that
Dirar’s analysis of human action is necessarily linked to his physical theory. The
capacity-to-act is an accident inherent in man; the capacity to perform each specific act is
apparently an acquisition (kasb) created in man by God. By Dirar’s physical calculus,
such accidental parts may be transformed into bodies, thereby allowing the fruition of a
certain act, or the actualization of certain accidents. Thus, the series of accidents
involved, for example, in the throwing of a stone requires a conversion of agency into
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property. This is a natural conversion, insofar as the capacity-to-throw, the assent-to-
throwing, the motion of the stone, and any other accidental characteristics as may be
eventuated by the overall action, are all accident-parts related to one or another body. The
accidental nature of human action is a subject of further analysis by Ab{ al-Hudhayl and
later, doctrinaire Mu’tazilites. In each of the major speculative streams—Mu’tazilism,
Ash’arism, Falsafah—accidents become idealized, and acts psychologized; yet in the
fragments preserved from the era of Dirar, the act and the accident are cohabitants, even
mutually exchangeable components, of a materialistic complex of doctrines. Careful
study of the available source material will lead to a revised account of the original
concerns of Mu’tazilism in the late 8th Century CE.

“Elemental Hylomorphism in Aristotle’s Meteorology 1V” (Saturday 4:15, Room 5)
Brad Berman, University of Pennsylvania, bradb@sas.upenn.edu

There’s a long-running debate about how to conceive of Aristotle’s proté hule. In the
paper, I weigh in on one aspect of it, temporarily setting aside the traditional but now
waning view according to which proté hul€ is best construed as an intrinsically
unqualified material substrate. In particular, I begin by focusing on the debate between
those who take the elements (i.e., fire, air, earth, and water) to be proté€ hulé and those
who instead identify it with the primary contraries (i.e., the hot, the cold, the moist, and
the dry). To that end, I turn to the fourth book of Aristotle’s Meteorology and defend
Eric Lewis’ (1996) reading of text to show that instances of the elements are
hylomorphically structured and, having matter themselves, can’t be construed as proté
hulg. I argue that any instance of an element is materially composed of a pair of the
primary contraries and conclude with some speculations as to the content of elemental
form, which Aristotle commits himself to in the Meteorology but does not specify.

“Unity and Partition in Plato’s Souls” (Saturday 2:00, Room 2)
Kristina Biniek, University of Western Ontario, kbiniek@uwo.ca

In this paper I argue that the tripartite model of the soul in Republic IV and the Timaeus
is not a departure from the psychology of the Phaedo (or from Republic X). The
differences in these accounts are a result not of different models of soul, but of the
distinct explanatory goals of these works and their focus on the soul at different stages of
its existence.

The Phaedo opens with Echecrates learning that Socrates had faced death “nobly
and without fear”, for he thought the soul survived the death of the body. Here we come
to the focus of the dialogue: examining why we should think the soul survives and what
sort of existence it has without the body. Given that Socrates is in his final hours, these
are the compelling questions, not the young man’s questions of how to live or whether it
1s worthwhile to be just.

By contrast, the Republic begins with Socrates questioning Cephalus about how
he finds old age, and Cephalus responding that it is not too onerous for one who has lived
justly. However, Cephalus quickly relinquishes his role in the conversation to his heir
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Polemarchus, and with this, the conversation turns to the concerns of young men:
whether it is really worthwhile for them to strive to be virtuous and just.

Due to the nature of the inquiry in the Phaedo, its focus is on characterizing the
disincarnate soul, which consists only of reason, whereas the Republic’s focus requires a
fuller characterization of the components of the embodied soul. Thus the Phaedo directs
numerous arguments at showing that the soul that endures death must be simple, and
examines what kind of identity this soul maintains. It does not really consider how
reason can come to govern in such a soul, for reason either has or has not done so in the
case of the man facing death, and what is important is how the soul that persists will fare
after it departs the body.

Given the Republic’s animating question of whether one should be just, and that
justice, like all virtue, is a certain state of the soul, this work requires a richer account of
the nature of the embodied soul. In the Republic, Plato needs to say more about virtue —
and thus, about soul — to convince young men that it truly is worthwhile to strive to be
virtuous.

This account of the continuity in Plato’s psychological views is consistent with
the distinct steps of moral development detailed in the Republic, and it helps make sense
of the seemingly disparate pictures of soul in Republic IV and X. It also casts light on the
short shrift Plato gives to the productive class in the city and the analogous appetitive part
of the soul.

“Aristotle, Liberalism, and the Common Advantage” (Saturday 9:00, Room 5)
Irfan Khawaja, Felician College, khawajai(@felician.edu
Carrie-Ann Biondi, Marymount Manhattan College, cbiondi@mmm.edu

Contemporary Aristotelian theorists are locked in a debate over whether Aristotle’s work
can contribute to rather than compete with or replace liberal political theory. Fred Miller
argues yes; Alasdair Maclntyre argues no. Maclntyre famously draws on Aristotle in
After Virtue as part of his project of providing an alternative to what he rightfully sees as
the bankrupt moral pluralism and confusion of liberalism. However, we maintain—as
does Miller in Nature, Justice, and Rights in Aristotle’s Politics—that Maclntyre is
mistaken to think that Aristotelianism and liberalism are at odds with one another.
Rather, liberalism can gain much from Aristotle’s thought, especially about the common
advantage.

It is crucial to understand what Aristotle means by the common advantage and the
private advantage and how he conceives of the proper relationship between the individual
and political society before knowing whether or not his thought is compatible with
liberalism. We shall thus examine Aristotle’s discussions of both the common advantage
in the context of correct versus incorrect constitutions in Politics and the nature of the
individual’s good in Nicomachean Ethics. This will be done in the context of explaining,
assessing, and revising Miller’s taxonomy for characterizing the debate over Aristotle on
the common advantage. We argue that although Miller’s taxonomy is a useful initial
heuristic, it has two significant difficulties that impede further progress in this debate: (1)
the basic organizing principle rests on a blurring of the egoism-altruism distinction that
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Aristotle in fact maintains, and (2) there are an insufficient number and type of
subcategories to capture adequately and keep distinct the possible positions in this debate.
Refining Miller’s insights will clear the way for challenging Maclntyre’s thesis that
Aristotelianism and liberalism are incompatible.

There are three interrelated components of Maclntyre’s understanding of an
Aristotelian common advantage which lead him to think that it is incompatible with
liberalism. These components are: (1) the self is socially constituted, (2) the private is
pleonectic, and (3) the concept of rights is illegitimate in pursuit of the human good. We
maintain that all of these claims are in some way mistaken and that Aristotelianism is
both compatible with (and necessary for) a defensible version of liberalism. Ultimately,
we suggest that a rationally grounded view of the good life along Aristotelian lines
supports a liberal individualist conception of the common advantage as the maintenance
of liberty, properly understood.

“Plato’s Depiction of the Socratic Turn”? (Saturday 11:15, Room 3)
Martin Black, Boston University, mablack@bu.edu

Recently, more studies of Plato have paid attention to the dialogue form as an aspect of
his comprehensive intention. This procedure has drawn attention away from the focus
upon Plato’s ostensible development, for which there is little and controversial evidence,
and brought attention to the philosophical drama within which he places Socrates. we
need to account for Plato’s depiction of Socrates’ development or the “Socratic turn.”
This term denotes Socrates’ criticism of “the inquiry into nature” and turn to an inquiry
orientated by dialogue, the forms, and erds. The “Socratic turn” in shown in three stages
through three substantial passages where Socrates or others relate aspects of his earliest
attempts at philosophizing: the Socratic “intellectual autobiography” in the Phaedo;
Socrates’ encounter with Parmenides in the “first part” of the Parmenides; and Socrates’
instruction in erds in the Symposium.

The Phaedo passage shows Socrates’ criticism of versions of materialism and
teleology for abstracting from our incorrigible experience of the unity of things and from
our experience that it is our opinions of what it is better to do that are “the true cause” of
our actions. Socrates’ hypothesis of the forms is intended to furnish the ground for his
return of philosophy to its origins in the comprehensive horizon of opinion. Parmenides
criticizes this hypothesis for effectively turning the unity or form of things into a thing,
but also asserts that some such hypothesis is necessary for philosophy. Socrates’
instruction in erds in the Symposium is intended to vindicate the philosophical life against
its poetic and political alternatives, by demonstrating that the forms are inherent in human
experience, which experience we normally misunderstand.

The interpretation of the stages of the Socratic turn provides a plausible basis for
the mix of wisdom and ignorance Socrates claims generally in the dialogues. It also
shows Plato’s concentration upon the problem of theory and practice: the broadest
perspective on practical concerns is motivated by theoretical and not ethical demands.
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“Heraclitus on Sensible Things” (Saturday 4:15, Room 10)
Laurence Bloom, University of Georgia, loom@uga.edu

In his discussion of the principle of non-contradiction in the Metaphysics, Aristotle
makes the assertion that those who deny the principle do away with ousia (Meta.
1007a21). The primary perpetrator here is certainly Heraclitus. In the same text Aristotle
(twice) makes the claim that Plato was persuaded by his exposure to the teachings of
Heraclitus and Cratylus that sensible things are always in flux and not knowable (Meta.
987a32-bl1, 1078a13-16). The second time Aristotle makes this claim he connects it to
Plato’s distinguishing of the forms as separate and enduring natures.

In my paper I will argue that the conception of sensible things that is handed
down by Heraclitus is both influential and philosophically interesting. For Heraclitus, as
Aristotle suggests, sensible things violate the principle of non-contradiction and are
unknowable. This violation is more fundamental than most of the literature on Heraclitus
has taken it to be. Heraclitus does not merely conclude that the flux of sensible things
leads to a constant change in their properties. This alone does not lead to the sort of
fundamental unknowability and contradictoriness that Heraclitus, and in a limited sense
Plato, is interested in pointing to. I argue that, for Heraclitus, the sensible thing itself that
we attempt to identify does not actually exist as a thing at all. This is what Aristotle
refers to as doing away with ousia. In Heraclitus’s own terms it is a lack of sameness
within the sensible thing. When we refer to a “thing” as being in flux, we are
undermining the existence of the thing to which we are referring even as we are referring
to it. Thus, for example, the famous claim that you cannot step into the same river twice
1s more than a claim about a river that is always changing its water. The very substance
of the river is continually disappearing. The claim is a riddle that both asserts and denies
the existence of the river itself to which it is supposedly referring. The “it” that is
supposed to be changing is not ever actually there to be undergoing the change. (We
might wish to say that Heraclitus has done away with identity.) The impossibility of
identifying stable and abiding natures, not just in the world but in general, leads
Heraclitus to the logos. Logos, I argue, entails a thinking that does not attempt to arrive
at any determinate conclusions, but rather to move the mind towards a certain process of
thinking as an activity for its own sake, much in the way of riddles.

Both Plato and Aristotle take up Heraclitus’s challenge concerning the possibility
of determinate unchanging entities. For Plato the response results in separate forms and
the life of inquiry. For Aristotle it results in the idea of energeia.

“Heloise and Feminism, Again” (Saturday 9:00, Room 8)
Kathleen Blumreich, Grand Valley State University, blumreik@gvsu.edu

A crucial characteristic of Heloise, yet underdeveloped in scholarship about her, is her
feminism. Consider Bonnie Wheeler’s Listening to Heloise: The Voice of a Twelfth-
Century Woman, where the author aptly observes in her introduction to the anthology that
“[t]here are many ‘stories’ of Heloise: the literary prodigy, passionate lover, reluctant
bride, submissive wife, and adept abbess . . . Unlike most women for millennia before
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(and for nearly a millennium after), she claimed an identity of her own in addition to that
provided by her familial and social networks” (2000: xvii-xviii). Anyone familiar with
Heloise’s life and work would be hard-pressed to argue the contrary. However, there is
an important epithet omitted here, the descriptor similarly absent in scholarship on
Heloise, generally: “feminist.” While critics routinely present Heloise as extraordinary
— or even radical — in nearly every respect, they balk at the idea that Heloise might also
have been “before her time” in her attitude toward gender, gender roles, and equality
between the sexes. In this paper, I provide a brief overview of the ways in which Heloise
has been regarded as simultaneously (yet paradoxically) modern and thoroughly
conventional. I then argue that her rejection of sexage versus her continued longing for
Abelard, and her so-called abandonment of Astrolabe versus her devotion to the nuns at
the Paraclete, are not so much contradictory behaviors as they are manifestations of
Heloise’s own feminist impulses and views.

“Plato’s challenge to enlightenment philosophy in Sophist and Theaetetus” (Saturday
11:15, Room 1)
George Boger, Canisius College, boger(@canisius.edu

Among the outstanding humanist achievements of the ancient Greek Enlightenment are
establishing political techné, prominently by Protagoras, and a medical techné
represented by the Hippocratic School. A principle underlying the progressive campaign
of enlightenment thinking is an optimistic affirmation that human beings can understand
themselves and nature sufficiently to govern their own destinies. This is a profound
principle underlying democratic institutions. Plato was not equivocal in his
condemnation of democracy and the Sophists, principal among its proponents, and he
took special pains to criticize Protagoras in at least three dialogues, Protagoras,
Theaetetus, and Sophist. Indeed, in Sophist he cites a gigantomachia between formidable
antagonists about defining reality — he characterizes the one side as uncivilized and
violent in defending materialism and the other side as civilized and rational in defense of
idealism. There is no mystery about his motivation to challenge the materialist,
democratic philosophy of the Ancient Enlightenment and the Sophists, particularly that of
Protagoras. Complementing the enlightenment philosophy of Protagoras are the early
treatises in the Corpus Hippocraticum that reveal the decidedly materialist character of
ancient medical science. On Ancient Medicine, On Science, and On the Sacred Disease
reveal the Hippocratic physician as partisan in an ancient philosophical conflict over the
ontic and epistemic status of principles with a special proclivity to resist the reification of
principles — that is, to criticize a special practice to hypostatize hupotheseis — a practice
familiar in Plato’s philosophy of forms. The Hippocratic author of On Ancient Medicine
criticizes a kind of philosophy that aims to obviate science and this places him in the
camp of sophistic philosophy — his complaint against philosophy places him in the
context of ancient conflicting ideologies and siding with the materialists. Our discussion
takes (1) the object of the Hippocratic physician’s complaint to be remarkably similar to
Plato’s philosophy, (2) the object of Plato’s complaint to be the Sophist and particularly
Protagoras’ measure principle, which Plato especially desired to demolish in Theaetetus,
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and that (3) Protagoras’ principle exactly represents the materialism of ancient medical
practice. In this way, we see that Plato’s challenge to Protagorean philosophy in
connection with Hippocratic thought aimed to undermine the liberating forces of the
practical sciences, which were important underpinnings of the ancient Greek
Enlightenment and its highest expression, the ancient Athenian democracy.

“Science and Structure in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics” (Saturday 11:15, Room 5)
Robert Bolton, Rutgers University, rbolton@philosophy.rutgers.edu

In this discussion I investigate Aristotle's conceptions of science and of scientific
knowledge in the ANALYTICS chiefly by trying to determine the respects in which he
does, and does not, follow Plato.

“Levels of Reason: The City Soul Analogy and the Divided Line in Plato’s Republic”
(Saturday 2:00, Room 2)
Geoffrey S. Bowe, Thompson Rivers University, geoffrey.bowe@gmail.com

It is well known that in the Republic, Plato's tripartite class division is based on the
dominance of one or another psychic element in the tripartite soul. One implication of
this that often receives less attention, is that the dominance of one element of the soul
results in a diminished capacity of the other elements of the soul; a craftsman will have
less reason, because of a dominance of appetite, an average fulax will have a middling
amount of reason because of a dominance of thumos in his or her soul. I argue that the
diminished reasoning capacities in the two non-philosophic classes, due to the dominance
of on element or another, should not be taken to mean that the craftsman is ruled by
appetite or that the fulax is ruled by the spirited psychic element. If we allow this, and
allow a definition of psychic justice where reason rules spirit and appetite, then we have
to accept that only the philosopher, who has a dominance of reason, is just. Instead, I
suggest that we need to draw a distinction between the dominance of an element in the
soul, and the ruling of a particular element in the soul. By so doing we not only allow for
the justice/happiness of all citizens of the Republic, we can also grade varying levels of
reason, in accordance with the levels of reason articulated in the analogy of the divided
line, as well as the levels of reason displayed by the interlocutors with whom Socrates
speaks in Republic 1. We can also see, in the varying accounts of the class division — the
myth of the metals, the ship of state, and the deep metaphysics/epistemology of the
analogies of line, sun and cave, different explanations of psychological and class division
tuned so as to be accessible to different levels of reason. The intent then is to produce an
account of the city/soul tripartition that integrates Plato's employment of character with
his class distinctions, and the metaphysical and epistemological assumptions that ground
them.

“Alfarabi and Averroes on Plato’s Republic” (Saturday 9:00, Room 10)
Geoffrey S. Bowe, Thompson Rivers University, geoffrey.bowe@gmail.com
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Perhaps the thing for which Alfarabi is most famous in his treatment of Plato’s Republic
in the Ideal State is his identification of the philosopher-king, lawgiver-imam with the
prophet. Farabi is equally famous for his explanation of prophesy employing Neoplatonic
emanative theory. Averroes, on the other hand expresses doubt over whether the
philosopher-king-lawgiver-imam must also be a prophet. As Aveeroes is a philosopher
who is much more well versed in Aristotelian theories of intellect than Farabi, he may
very well have rejected the Neoplatonic emanative theory of understanding in favor of
Aristotle’s. Moreover, as someone much more in a position to be concerned with the
practical side of Plato’s philosophy, and as someone much more pronounced in his
expression of the differences, as well as the similarities between the Sharia and Plato’s
nomos and nomothetes, Averroes is far more likely than Alfarabi to pass over such
differences. Taking its cue from early work by Rosenthal, this paper examines Farabi’s
exposition of prophesy in relation to emanation and traces the essence of the emanative
idea back to Plato’s Republic itself, as well as countering this approach to prophesy with
Averroes’ more Aristotelian approach to intellect, going back to passages in De Anima
and Metaphysics, as well as considering afresh the relationship of prophesy and Sharia in
Averroes.

“Self-Mastery, Harmony, and Socratic Intellectualism: Exploring Socrates’ Narrative
Commentary in Plato’s Republic” (Saturday 11:15, Room 2)
Anne-Marie Bowery, Baylor University, Anne_Marie_Bowery@baylor.edu

Elsewhere, I have argued that Socrates presents his interlocutors with two models of how
to regard the proper relationship between the parts of the soul: the self-mastery model and
the harmony model. In this presentation, I briefly define the self-mastery model and the
harmony model. In bulk of this presentation, I analyze Socrates’ narrative commentary in
Books LII, and V in light of these two models. Generally speaking, Socrates’ narrative
commentary draws attention to how Cephalus, Polemarchus, Thrasymachus, Glaucon,
and Adeimantus allow their emotions to govern their behavior in undesirable ways. In
this sense, the narrative descriptions that Socrates makes about these characters supports
the standard view of Socratic intellectualism, which holds that the emotions are best
regarded as obstacles that we must overcome through the self-mastery model as we
pursue the philosophic life of reason. However, these finely drawn character portraits also
manifest several of the practical and conceptual limitations of the self-mastery model and
allude to aspects of the harmony model as well.

As a means of illustrating the benefits of the harmony model, I then turn to
Socrates’ self-reflective narrative commentary that occurs throughout the Republic.
Socrates, in contrast to the other characters in the dialogue, exhibits a balanced model of
how to integrate the emotional dimensions of human experience. Socrates’ emotions
contribute to his philosophic practice on the internal level as he searches for self-
knowledge and influence his narrative on the external level as he seeks to draw others to
the philosophical life. In this way, Socrates’ narrative commentary provides compelling
reasons to reassess the standard intellectualist view of Socrates’ philosophic practice.
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“Freedom and Necessity: An Analysis of Athens, Sparta, and Persia as Revealed in
Herodotus’ Description of the Battles of the Persian War” (Sat 11:15, Room 11)
Lou Bradizza, Salve Regina University, lou.bradizza@gmail.com

This paper compares the Persians and Greeks (in the latter case focusing especially on the
Spartans and Athenians) in Herodotus’ presentation of five battles of the Persian War:
those at Thermopylae, Artemisium, Salamis, Plataea, and Mycale. The comparison helps
us to identify three main reasons for the differences between the two sides: their
approaches to the problem of necessity; their differing political structures; and their views
of the divine. The Persians feel the constraint of necessity to a much greater degree than
the Greeks. This is a result of their un-free political order. Greek freedom contributes to
their war effort and individual virtues. The Greek--and especially the Athenian--view of
the divine has a larger role for man than does the Persian view, and so it too contributes
to Greek success in the war. The difference in political arrangements best explains the
differences between the Greeks and Persians, and ultimately it best explains the outcome
of the Persian War.

“‘Like Piling Leaves or Sand’: Collective Action in the //iad” (Saturday 11:15, Room 8)
Sara Brill, Fairfield University, sbrill@fairfield.edu

The various contexts for collective decision making, the verbal means of expressing
assent and dissent, and the rhetorical tools for persuasion presented in the Iliad have been
well documented and commented upon. Less attention has been given to the
characterizations of collective action of Achaeans and Trojans alike. In this paper I will
highlight the variety of tropes used to characterize the action of the Achaeans as a
whole—from the imagery of natural forces (fire, wind, waves, leaves and sand) to animal
packs and insect swarms—with an eye to the tense interaction between three poetic
dimensions: the actions of the collective, the segmentation of the Achaeans into smaller
groups characterized by shared fighting habits, and the individual heroes who lead them.
I will argue that, much like the landscape of Ilium itself, the Homeric presentation of the
collective army provides a human geography necessary in order to measure the actions of
various individuals. A careful study of this geography will contribute to our
understanding of the political milieu in which these various groups are composed and
within which they act.

“What Is and What Will Be: A Semantic Reading of De Interpretatione 9” (Saturday
9:00, Room 4)
Jeremy Byrd, Tarrant County College, jeremy.byrd@gmail.com

In chapter 9 of De Interpretatione, Aristotle offers a defense of free will against the threat
of fatalism. According to the traditional interpretation of this chapter, Aristotle concedes
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the validity of the fatalist’s argument and then proceeds to reject the Principle of
Bivalence in order to avoid the fatalist’s conclusion. Assuming that the traditional
interpretation is right on this point, it remains to be seen why Aristotle felt compelled to
reject such an intuitive semantic principle rather than challenge the fatalistic inference
from truth to necessity.

According to many defenders of the traditional interpretation, Aristotle is willing
to concede the fatalistic inference because he accepts that we cannot change the past.
According to this standard reading, Aristotle reasons that, just as we cannot change what
has happened in the past, we likewise cannot change the truth value of statements made
long ago, even if these statements concern what we will do tomorrow. As a consequence,
the standard reading saddles Aristotle with the fatalistic fallacy which results from
confusing what we will do with what we can do.

In this paper, I defend a traditional reading of the chapter which is both more
charitable and more plausible. According to this reading, Aristotle’s acceptance of the
fatalistic inference is a consequence of his commitment to another semantic principle,
according to which truths require truthmakers. While I am not the first to note the
importance of his commitment to such a principle in this context, others have done so
only to argue that Aristotle’s real concern in the chapter is the threat that causal
determinism might pose to free will. According to such a causal reading, the truthmakers
for future truths would be causally sufficient conditions. Thus, if it is true that there will
be a sea battle tomorrow, this must be because there are already causally sufficient
conditions today which preclude any other possibility.

Given the fact that Aristotle does not mention causality in the chapter, I regard
this reading as questionable on its face. Nevertheless, I conclude that a semantic reading
of the chapter can make sense of Aristotle’s explicit concern with the fatalistic inference
from truth to necessity. The problem is not that our future actions may already be
causally determined. Rather, I contend, it is the mere fact that future truths would require
existing truthmakers, regardless of how we understand this relationship.

“A New Problem with Plato’s City/Soul Analogy” (Saturday 2:00, Room 2)
Miriam Byrd, University of Texas at Arlington, mbyrd@uta.edu

Though Socrates’ analogy between the city and the human soul in the Republic has been
the topic of much discussion, one problem has escaped critical attention. Plato seems to
have presented us with an odd puzzle. At 435a-b, on the basis of the similarity of all just
things, Socrates assumes that justice in the soul is isomorphic, or has the same structure,
as justice in the city. Though Socrates appears to espouse this principle, he introduces
rival structures of just cities and just souls in the course of the dialogue. If the
Assumption of Isomorphism were correct, all just cities and just souls would have the
same structure. Since the structures of just cities and souls seems to differ in the
Republic, Socrates appears to overturn the assumption, leaving the reader to wonder
whether Plato simply erred through inconsistency or if he had some other purpose in
creating this tension in the text.
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I posit that Plato uses the disparity between examples of just cities and just souls
to prompt philosophical reflection. Anticipating that the reader, reluctant to move
beyond Socrates’ investigation via the “shorter road” of images and unexamined
hypotheses, will fasten upon images of Justice rather than pursue its Form, Plato presents
us with this puzzle in order to grab our attention and engage our thought. In the process
of trying to figure out how these cities and souls manifest justice, we discover for
ourselves that Justice transcends all particular persons, places, and images. Rather than
assuming that we know what justice is and putting our effort into implementing an image,
such as that of the Kallipolis, we instead realize that we have not yet grasped Justice itself
and seek knowledge of the Form. By putting aside images and working directly with the
Form, we embark on the “longer road” of inquiry applauded at 435d3, 504b-d, and 532a-
d.

My argument is divided into two parts. First, I argue that there are multiple just
cities and just souls of diverse structure in the Republic. Second, I argue that the problem
of non-isomorphic cities and souls conforms to Plato’s description of what provokes us to
thought.

C

“Parmenides, the Basic Argument, and Aristotle’s Physics book I (Saturday 9:00, Room
6)
Rich Cameron, DePauw University, rcameron@depauw.edu

My goal in this paper is to suggest an Aristotelian response to Galen Strawson’s
formulation of “The Basic Argument” for the impossibility of moral responsibility. The
essay’s motivating idea derives from similarities in form between the argument against
the possibility of moral responsibility articulated by Strawson and the argument against
the possibility of generation or coming to be suggested by Parmenides. Strawson argues
that at birth we are not responsible for our initial genetic and environmental makeup, and
that we cannot “accede to true moral responsibility” (1994, 7) later since to do so would
require that we were already responsible for the principles of choice we had in choosing
to do what we later do and this we cannot be (E.g., in Strawson, G. (1994). “The
Impossibility of Moral Responsibility.” Philosophical Studies 75: 5-24. See pp. 6-7.).
Simplifying: since we are not responsible for who or what we are at birth we cannot gain
responsibility for our actions or character since it is impossible to generate responsibility
(for either behavior or character) from non-responsibility (for the state from which we
first attempt to gain responsibility). This form of argument bears a striking resemblance
to that which Aristotle reports deriving from Parmenides and Melissus, “from what is not
[responsible?] nothing could have come to be [responsible?]” (Physics 1.8 191a30).
Given this striking resemblance my goal in the paper is twofold. First, I offer a sketch of
Aristotle’s response to the problem of generation. And second, I attempt to modify that
reply so it applies directly to one of Strawson’s formal versions of his argument against
the possibility of moral responsibility. If Aristotle’s response to Parmenides is sound
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then perhaps an Aristotelian response to the Basic Argument can show the way toward
understanding the possibility of moral responsibility.

Aristotle’s solution to the problem of generation involves distinguishing between
coming to be from something in accidental and unqualified senses. It is true (but not
informative) to say that puppies come to be from nothing so long as we are clear that we
mean it only in the accidental sense — in the sense in which cakes come to be from
doctors. For in the proper or unqualified sense the only thing that can come from nothing
1s, well, nothing. Extended to the issue of moral responsibility the idea would be to
articulate accidental and unqualified senses in which we could truly say that a person
comes to be responsible for her behavior or character. Given such a distinction, we could
truly say we come to be responsible from not being responsible (speaking in the
accidental sense), but that possibility would need to be grounded in an understanding of
how we could come to be responsible in an unqualified sense. The real challenge both in
understanding Aristotle’s response to the problem of generation and applying that
response to the case of moral responsibility lies in giving a rich positive characterization
of the relevant unqualified sense of one thing’s coming to be from another. The heart of
the essay attempts this very task.

“Knowledge and Limits in Aristotle” (Sunday 9:00, Room 6)
Silvia Carli, Xavier University, carlis@xavier.edu

At the heart of Aristotle’s anthropology is the idea that human beings are animals that
desire to know and are able to satisfy this desire through an impressive variety of
cognitive activities, which range from simple observation to the comprehension of the
intelligible order of the cosmos. These modes of cognition apprehend their objects in
significantly different ways and are hierarchically organized (Met. 1. 1; Post. An. 11. 19).
What then unifies them and enables us to regard all of them as forms of knowledge? This
paper attempts to provide an answer to these questions.

Aristotle’s texts do not provide univocal indications on this matter. He holds that
two characteristics define the highest or unqualified form of knowledge: it is universal
and illuminates the archai and aitiai of things. These criteria, however, are not
unproblematic. On the one hand, if we applied them strictly, we would have to deny
epistemic relevance to “lesser” forms of knowledge. On the other, and perhaps even more
importantly, they are in need of clarification and interpretation. For the philosopher’s
fundamental epistemic concepts, including katholou and aitia, are polysemic. For
instance, universality is not only the distinguishing mark of techne and episteme. At
times the Stagirite writes that even empeiria, which is ordinarily classified as knowledge
of particulars, exhibit some form of universality (e.g., Post. An. 1I. 19, 100a8-10).
Likewise, he maintains that the mimetic representation of the world, which portrays
individuals acting out particular life-events, “speaks [more] of universals [than] history”
(Poet. 9, 1451b5-7). We therefore need other conceptual distinctions to understand the
precise meaning of Aristotle’s epistemic concepts in different contexts, as well as their
relations.



22
SAGP/SSIPS paper abstracts
Last updated 10/13/09

I suggest using a basic pair of determinations to discriminate between knowledge,
in all its forms, and lack of it, namely limit (peras, horos) and unlimited (apeiron). To put
the point concisely, I propose that the discovery of intelligibility is the discovery of
limits, which in turn coincides with the identification of form, permanence (and thus
universality of some sort) and order. All modes of apprehending an object can be
qualified as forms of knowledge to the extent that, in various ways, they identify limits
and boundaries in their content.

I test the validity of this proposal by offering a reading of Aristotle’s genetic
account of knowledge, from sensation to episteme (Met. 1. 1; Post. An. 11. 19), as a
gradual progression from in-determination to perfect de-limitation or de-termination.

In the conclusion I argue that not only does the proposed interpretation bring to light the
kinship among all form of cognition without blurring their differences. It also puts us in
the position to add a stage to the Aristotelian hierarchy of forms of knowledge. As the
activity that imposes limits on experience and exhibits the causes of particular chains of
events, mimesis provides the missing link between empeiria—understood as knowledge of
facts (the “that”)—and philosophy or knowledge of the “why” of things.

“Y1 Jing, the Poetic Science for the Future” (Saturday 9:00 am, Room 9)
Chung-yue Chang, Montclair State University, c88yc@yahoo.com

If one has to identify just ONE Chinese Classic from high antiquity that provides a
“systemic” framework for Chinese culture as a whole, that Classic would be the Yi Jing.
This paper aims to bring out the structure and the philosophical meaning of such

a “systemic framework” for Chinese culture generally, and for Chinese philosophy
specifically. The implication of such a “system” for Western philosophy will also be
noted.

“On Aristotelian Metaphysics as Search for Unity: Interpreting Metaphysics Zeta”
(Saturday 4:15, Room 4)
Daniel Chatman, Loyola Marymount University, danielchatman@gmail.com

This paper offers an interpretation of Metaphysics Zeta in which the main thrust of
Aristotle’s inquiry is aimed at the clarification of the meaning of ‘unity’. I address
primarily the work of three scholars. Mary Louise Gill’s Aristotle on Substance: The
Paradox of Unity, Miles Burnyeat’s A Map of Metaphysics Zeta, and Charlotta Weigelt’s
article, “The Relation Between Logic and Ontology in the Metaphysics.” In order to
explain the importance of ‘unity’ for Aristotle’s thought, the bulk of the paper will focus
on clarifying the relation of the logical and ontological in Aristotle. First, I will show that
Burnyeat’s suggestion that there are distinct levels of logical and metaphysical discourse
in the Metaphysics is a useful beginning, but is fundamentally mistaken.

My criticism of Burnyeat is echoed by Gill, but ultimately we part ways as well.
Gill is correct in pointing out that both the Metaphysics and Categories are concerned
with Being —that both works contribute to the same project, the goal of which is to
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understand reality. Gill is mistaken, however, in privileging ‘subjecthood’ as fundamental
to this project, for in doing so she overlooks a key difference between the texts of the
Categories and Metaphysics. Against Gill, who places ‘subjecthood’ at the center of
much of Aristotle’s inquiry, I suggest that the notion of subjecthood is itself derivative,
and is relevant to Aristotle’s thought only in terms of its role in Aristotle’s search for
prior unity. I will draw from the Metaphysics and the Categories in order to show that
Gill’s reading of the Metaphysics cannot be supported by reference to her own view of
Categories, since privileging subjecthood is a mistake for reading either work.

In order to show why unity holds such a privileged position in Aristotle, I will
offer my own account of the relation of the logical and ontological in his work. In doing
so, | reference Weigelt, but primarily to distinguish her project, which seems to contain
Kantian-like assumptions, from my own. Weigelt suggests that the principle of non-
contradiction is ‘logical’, and as such is a merely normative, non-ontological principle for
Aristotle’s thought. Against this, I argue that the principle functions as the ontological
linchpin of Aristotle’s metaphysical inquiry. Moreover, it is with this principle that one
finds not only the relation of the logical and ontological in Aristotle, but the importance
of unity for his quest to understand reality. I suggest instead that ‘unity’ is shot through
the entire inquiry in reality—it is present at the beginning of metaphysical inquiry, which
is the affirmation of the principle of non-contradiction, and it is at the ‘end’, so to speak,
insofar as the understanding itself seeks the unity of an intelligible whole.

“Krinai de logoi: Divine and human speech in Parmenides” (Saturday 4:15, Room 9)
Rose Cherubin, George Mason University, rcherubi@gmu.edu

This paper asks how we might best understand the place and role of the goddess’s
speech in the fragments of Parmenides. How if at all is her speech different from human
speech, as regards its aims and capabilities? What is the importance of that relationship in
the extant fragments? In what sense can the poem be considered as reflecting divine
inspiration, as that is usually understood?

The goddess’s speech poses several problems for our attempts to understand the
fragments. She says some things that fit well with the kinds of things divinities said to
humans in other poetry of the period, such as exhorting her hearer to carry away or
preserve or attend to (komisai) her account, and forbidding him from pursuing some
roads. However, she also does some things that do not fit well at all: she provides
arguments, and admonishes the kouros to krinai de logoi poluderin elenchon/ ex emethen
rhethenta, “judge by means of [a] logos a much-contesting challenge/ out of what I have
said,” B7.5-6. That is, she suggests that the human should not accept what she says at
face value, that he must reason for himself. Instead of retailing the aletheia to him, she
provides an account of a road of inquiry that is oriented by aletheia. This account seems
paradoxical, not least because the goddess speaks in several ways that she proscribes for
the human inquirer.

Two common modes of interpreting the fragments miss some or all of these features.
Some readings treat the journey to the goddess, and the references to divinities generally,
as “window dressing” (as Taran suggests we should), and ignore them in favor of
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examining the arguments and statements about eon. Others take the opposite tack and
read the fragments as a report of an encounter with a goddess, perhaps after a shamanic
journey, and suggest that the goddess’s words be read as a revelation whose meaning will
be understood not by reasoning or argumentation but by some other process of
enlightenment. Brague, Dixsaut, Mourelatos, and Miller, by contrast, have taken some or
all of the difficulties mentioned into account, and my discussion will reflect on their
work.

“Aristotle on Death” (Saturday 2:00, Room 4)
Antonis Coumoundouros, Adrian College, acoumoundouros@adrian.edu

In this paper I explore Aristotle’s intriguing account of the death of mortal living beings
in the Parva Naturalia. Aristotle has a general account for why perishable things perish:
the elemental bodies of earth, air, fire and water that compose them tend to go apart. This
general account underlies his account of the death of mortal living beings but such beings
have a more specific cause of dying: heat and moisture are required for life and they die
when they become cold and dry. I argue that even though for Aristotle there may several
sorts of life (nutritive, sensitive, and intellective) all death is strictly the cessation of
nutritive life due to coldness and dryness. Morevover, what leads to death may be old
age, disease, or injury. Old age is a losing of heat and moisture but the aged need not be
sick. For Aristotle health is a relational being rather than a quality, a relation to the hot,
cold etc., so health will differ in different times in life. As animals age the healthy state
will be cooler and drier. Environmental factors may also contribute to drying and
cooling.

“The Environmental Implications of Aristotle’s De Anima” (Sunday 9:00, Room 7)
Craig Condella, Salve Regina University, craig.condella@salve.edu

At the core of our present environmental crisis lies the distinctly modern separation of
human beings from the rest of the natural world. No more is this apparent than in
Descartes’ fundamental distinction between thinking things and extended things, a
distinction which takes human beings alone to be in possession of a soul. That such a
metaphysical divide would become part of the modern mindset is evident in the moral
writings of Immanuel Kant, for whom only rational beings are to be treated as ends in
themselves, all other beings — living and non-living alike — having nothing more than an
instrumental value. Though many who advocate for the moral standing of non-human
beings have rightfully attacked the Western philosophical tradition on this front, I believe
that a possible solution may be identified within this same tradition, albeit in its ancient
rather than modern instantiation. In reading Aristotle’s De Anima, we do not find the
perhaps overly simplistic division between rational and non-rational beings, but a more
nuanced consideration of nature which holds all living things to be in possession of a
soul. This, of course, is not to say that Aristotle does not take human beings to be unique,
but that he distinguishes human beings within a more fundamental distinction between
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the living and the non-living, the animate and the inanimate. Indeed, even in his Ethics
and Politics, references are made to animal behavior, suggesting that the divide between
humans and animals — and perhaps even plants — is not as wide as many modern
philosophers seem to think. In this light, I believe that Aristotle has much to contribute to
contemporary discussions regarding the moral standing of animals in particular and living
things in general. Aristotle, in short, allows us to ascribe value to living things and yet do
so in a way that determines this value in relation to the different types of soul. We
thereby maintain a middle course between the objectification of plant and animal life, on
the one hand, and the placement of all living things on the same moral footing, on the
other.

“Aristotle on Strength of Will” (Sunday 11:15, Room 3)
Tim Connolly, East Stroudsburg University, timoconnolly@hotmail.com

Recent work on weakness of will by Richard Holton and Alison McIntyre has cast doubt
on the standard definition of the phenomenon as action contrary to one’s judgment.’
Holton and McIntyre argue instead that there is a more prevalent sense in which a person
can be said to have exhibited weakness of will, namely, when he breaks his resolutions.
Since a person’s resolutions need not be in line with his all-things-considered judgments,
he can act in accordance with the one while at the same time going against the other.
“Weakness of will” or breaking resolutions as such deserves to be treated separately from
“akrasia” or action contrary to judgment.

Holton holds Aristotle largely responsible for the standard action-contrary-to-
judgment account of weakness of will. And indeed, at the outset of his discussion in NE
VII, Aristotle defines the incontinent person (akratés) as one who, “knowing what he
does is bad, does it as the result of passion” (VE 1145b12). However, as I argue in the
first part of this paper, this is only one aspect of Aristotle’s account. For he also defines
incontinence in terms of prohairesis (‘“choice,” “purpose,” or “intention”)—a term that
refers to a process beginning with prior deliberation and ending with action. While the
strong-willed man acts in accordance with prohairesis, the weak-willed one acts in
opposition to it (VE 1111b14-16, 1148a5-11, 1151a7-9, 1151a31-33). Thus Aristotle
additionally characterizes weakness of will as a failure to remain steadfast over time,
saying that “the continent man abides by his resolutions (emmenei) more and the
incontinent man less than most men can” (NVE 1152a26-27). The latter phenomenon
appears to correspond to what Holton and Mclntryre call “weakness of will”—failure to
persist in one’s resolutions over time.

The discussion by Holton and Mclntyre raises an entirely different question from
the traditional one about whether and how akrasia is possible: how is a person is able to
keep his resolutions over time? How, in other words, is strength of will possible? In the

* R. Holton, “Intention and Weakness of Will,” Journal of Philosophy 96 (1999): 241-
262, and “How is Strength of Will Possible?”, in S. Stroud and C. Tappolet, eds.,
Weakness of Will and Practical Irrationality (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2003), 39-67; A.
Mclintyre, “What is wrong with Weakness of Will?”, Journal of Philosophy 103 (2006),
284-311.
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second half of the paper, I develop an Aristotelian account of strength of will based on
his theory of motivation in De Anima and De Motu Animalium. Since the strong-willed
person is distinguished by his prohairesis, I examine Aristotle’s view of how it is possible
to abide by this faculty. In short, good prohairesis has the three qualifications: (1) true
reasoning, (2) correct desire (orexis), and (3) desire ultimately pursuing what reason
determines to be good. Since both the strong-willed and weak-willed have (1) but
experience a conflict at (2), the central focus in my reconstruction is on how the former
are able to achieve (3). I argue that it is by training the rationally directed impulse
(hormé) which connects the results of one’s deliberation with subsequent action. This
prohairetic account offers a viable alternative to that given by Holton and Mclntyre in
their recent work.

“Forms of Socratic Divination in the First Tetralogy” (Saturday 4:15, Room 2)
Clint Corcoran, High Point University, ccorcora@highpoint.edu

This paper explores the different ways in which Socrates appeals to, and
interprets, divination in four dialogues. The paper will explore the different vehicles of,
and the subsequent interpretation of, divination. At several points in the first tetralogy
(Euthyphro, Apology, Crito and Phaedo) Socrates not only appeals to divination, but he
allows that he, himself, is a prophetic medium. The clearest Socratic use of divination
comes in the incubatory divination in the Crito (43d-44b), where Socrates reports that a
goddess appears and speaks to him in a dream. While his other appeals to divination, the
Delphic pronouncement (4dpology 20e-21e), his famous daimonic voice of conscience
(Euthyphro 3b, Apology 31d), and his prophetic malediction against his persecutors
(Apology, 39c¢) are subjected by Socrates to such elaborate reinterpretations that they
could all be explained as irony; or in simple rational terms, the paper will examine
whether the example from the Crifo can be taken at face value. Even a parallel appeal to
incubatory divination in the Phaedo at 59c-61e, where Socrates is instructed to “practice
and cultivate the arts’, is subjected by Socrates himself to several lines of interpretation.
But it is hard to see how traditional interpretive moves (argument, irony, maeutic,
ignorance, or the dramatic context of the passage)can alter the literal meaning of the
goddesses’ empirical prediction in the Crito that Socrates will “arrive at fertile Phthia on
the third day” —a meaning which Socrates avers is ‘clear’ and Crito grants is
‘exceedingly so.” (44b)

“The Soul State Analogy in Aristotle’s Politics” (Sunday 9:00, Room 5)
Carlos Cortissoz, Binghamton University, carlos.cortissoz@gmail.com

In this paper I preliminarily explore the nature and consequences of what I consider to be
an underlying premise in Aristotle’s political theory, namely, that there is a fundamental
analogy between the constitution and function of the soul and the constitution and
function of the state. Although this premise is explicit and operative in many passages
(both in the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics) its consequences have remained mostly
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unexplored in the analysis of Aristotle’s moral psychology and politics. I will argue that
(1) Aristotle takes for granted the isomorphism and the identity of relation between the
constituent parts of the soul and the state, largely agreeing to the platonic principle as
presented in Rep. 11, 368c-d. I will also argue that (2) making the analogy explicit helps
understand various aspects of Aristotle’s thought that are subject to considerable debate,
such as (a) the nature of the moral and political conflict, (b) the relation between
intellectual and moral virtue and (c) whether the activity that constitutes happiness is a
theoretical or a practical one.

In Rep. 11, in responding to the challenge of proving that the just life is better than
the unjust, Socrates sets up an analogy between the individual psyche and the state. What
the nature of the analogy is and why it is a reasonable assumption are two major concerns
in interpreting Plato’s moral psychology, its relation to politics and---perhaps more
importantly---in assessing the logical validity of the whole argument of the Republic.
Plato argues that if a short-sighted person is asked to read distant letters, and for some
reason finds that those same letters are bigger in another place, it would be easier for her,
by looking at the big ones first, to read later the small ones. Likewise, we are short-
sighted when asked what it is for a human being to be just. Fortunately (this is Plato’s
assumption), the justice of the human being is written with bigger letters in the state, so
that in order to understand the soul-justice we will have to look at the state-justice first.

Clearly, the whole argument runs on the basis that in both places the written
letters are exactly the same. This assumption leads Plato to coin a notion of justice as
internal harmony that, at first sight at least, does not match to the common notion of
justice as a social virtue, a virtue that takes place in the social intercourse and never in the
relation between the rational part, the Bupnog and the crowd of appetites. As we learn in
Rep. TV, the notion is derived from the strict application of the analogy: the state is just as
long as each of its parts, the money-making class, the helpers and the guardians (cf.
434c), are engaged in what corresponds to their nature, working along with the others in
mutual harmony. Similarly, the soul is just as long as each of its parts does its own task:
the rational part ruling and prescribing the law, the Bvuog looking after its compliance
and the appetites (the money-makers of the soul) causing the soul to pursue the needs.

As Plato states it, the analogy implies that (1) soul and state are isomorphic
structures and (2) that in both cases the relation of the parts to each other and to the whole
is exactly the same. Otherwise, he would not be entitled to extrapolate the notion of
justice from the state to the soul and then, once some conclusions are established for the
case of the soul, take them back to the state. This seems a very difficult assumption.
However, Plato offers two different arguments to hold it. The first one consists in arguing
that the results of its application will confirm its validity. See, for example, 434e: **What,
then, we thought we saw there we must refer back to the individual and, if it is confirmed,
all will be well. But if something different manifests itself in the individual, we will
return again to the state and test it there...”” The other one consists in arguing that the
structure and function of the state cannot stem from any source other than the individuals
who comprise it; thus, for example, the high spirit attributed to some societies, or the
desire to learn attributed to others, necessarily comes from the character of their
individuals (cf. 435¢).
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Aristotle does not explicitly argue for such an assumption, at least not as
explicitly as Plato does, and yet he seems to endorse it in the same way. This can be seen
especially in his treatment of three main issues. The first one is his notion of the political
body as an organism whose form is the state or constitution (cf. Pol. 111, 3); this claim,
along with those according to which the man is a political animal and the state is one of
the things that exists by nature, constitutes what is known as the Aristotle’s political
naturalism. The second one is his treatment of akrasia. In EN VII, 10 Aristotle argues that
the akratic person resembles a state that sanctions all the required laws, being good laws,
and yet fails to put them into effect (1125a20). The vicious person, by his part, resembles
the state that sanctions and put into effect bad laws (1152a25). The account of akrasia as
a moral conflict in which the practical syllogisms are not actualized by virtue of the
presence of a physical desire or Bupdg, once analyzed, is exactly the same as the state that
fails to put their laws into effect by virtue of the presence of political factions or otdoelg
(parts of the political body that, not forming part of the ruling principle, still pursue an
apparent good for the whole political body). The third one has to do with the meaning,
within Aristotle’s ethics and politics, of the strong case Aristotle makes on behalf of the
superiority of the theoretical life over the practical one. I will argue that extrapolating the
contemplative activity of the state described in Pol. VII, 3 to the case of the soul allows
us to see how the contemplative life is, at the same time, the most practical.

D

“Unraveling an Outline of the Statesman” (Saturday 4:15, Room 1)
Daniel R. Davenport, Tulane University, ddavenpo@tulane.edu

What does it mean to be a statesman? In Plato’s writings, it is no surprise that this
question quickly becomes: what does it mean to truly be a statesman? Or, more
specifically still, what does it mean to truly be an ideal statesman? In answering such a
question, if an author of Plato’s stature suggests an apparently prolix definition, then that
answer, by virtue of exactly that seeming prolixity deserves particular attention because
of how careful we know Plato to be with his use of language and choice of words. In the
Statesman, the Eleatic Stranger presents just such a seemingly overwrought definition of
the statesman and, as we learn from his discussion about speeches needing to be of the
appropriate length (286b-287a), he too is very conscious of language and choice of
words. Thus, any peculiarly worded suggestions on his part similarly deserve particular
notice. In Plato’s Statesman, the Stranger leads an inquiry into the being of a statesman
with Young Socrates as his foil while Young Socrates’ namesake, the elder Socrates who
usually leads discussions of this kind in Plato’s dialogues, listens silently. In an
ostensible attempt to say what a statesman is, the Stranger asks:

And is it no doubt the case that we are to address [the art of those who rule

by force as tyrannical], and as a political (art) the voluntary herd-grooming

of voluntary two-footed animals, and declare that he who has this as an art

and care is in his being king and statesman? (276¢)
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The main purpose of this question seems to be to offer a rather simple differentiation
between the tyrant and statesman, namely, that the tyrannical art is the knowledge of how
to rule by force while the political art is the knowledge of how to rule by consent. The
difficult phrasings such as “voluntary herd-grooming” and “voluntary two-footed
animals” seem to be just so much gibberish obfuscating this central idea. We must, it
seems, look beyond the unnecessary verbiage to understand the contrast at the heart of
the Stranger’s question. However, even that central contrast does not in fact portray the
statesman. When Young Socrates readily affirms the characterization of the statesman
made at 276e saying that the “showing forth” of the statesman is probably thereby
“perfectly complete,” the Stranger immediately claims that his description of the
statesman was insufficient (277a). The Stranger, though, is not wholly dismissive of his
own proposal, for he says that the description offered at 276e renders the statesman’s
“external outline adequately” (277¢). Later in the dialogue, the Stranger explicitly
reexamines the central suggestion that he himself offered at 276e, casting aside the notion
that rule by force versus rule by consent constitutes a legitimate distinction for the tyrant
and statesman. What, then, can be discovered by considering this early attempt to
distinguish the tyrannical and political arts? It is in disentangling the various peculiar
phrasings at 276e, as well as considering the reasons why the Stranger might have
proposed an idea only to immediately retract it, that we can uncover the “adequate
outline” of the statesman against which and with which the final rendering of the
statesman as a weaver must be understood.

“Conlflict in the Aristotelian City: Desire for Equality and Competition for Power”
(Saturday 4:15, Room 6)
Candice Delmas, Boston University, cdelmas@bu.edu

In order to know how to preserve the stability of the polis, Aristotle explains, the political
expert must know what causes turbulences in the city. The Aristotelian etiology of
political disorder (stasis) is complex. Politics V 1-4 enumerates at least eleven general
causes of political conflict. Yet beyond this multiplicity, Aristotle identifies one unique
source of stasis, namely, the desire for equality.

Against the standard emphasis on citizens’ shared sense of justice, I offer a new
reading of this human desire for equality, which is based on the distinction between
concept and conception. For Aristotle, I argue, people share a concept of justice insofar
as they agree that justice is proportionate equality, that is, consists in giving to each their
proper due. Yet they disagree as to the standards by which to determine each person’s
due. The competing conceptions of justice they advance are partial and mistaken,
ordinarily reflecting particular class interests.

Furthermore, the existence of a base consensus concerning justice-as-equality
does not appear especially interesting or important in the Politics. On the contrary,
people’s disagreements really appear essential for the inquiry — in particular the fact that
people strive to get things right about justice but tend to get things wrong. Aristotle, I
show, takes the presence of these conflicting, mistaken conceptions of justice as a given
of political reality, and as the basic premise of his investigation into the best practicable
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regime. The idea is that conflict is a permanent condition of political life in existing
regimes, even if it is not present at the moment, because dissident parties are likely to
arise and brandish their own opposing but equally partial doctrines.

From this perspective, Aristotle’s seemingly inconclusive examination of the
various claims to rule in Book III actually yields an unambiguous upshot, as I contend.
The rule of the many emerges as the best practicable government against the rule of the
best once people’s subjective perceptions of political arrangements and emotional
responses to the behavior of rulers are taken into account.

“Classical Philosophical Themes in Contemporary Persian Cinema” (Saturday 2:00,
Room 10)

Amir Djabini, GSP, jabini@gmail.com

Western scholars have been aware of the influence of Zoroastrian religion on Nietzsche’s
ethics of “will to power.” This study traces the influence of the Zoroastrian themes in the
later Islamic period and its literature. Specifically, this presentation depicts the ancient
pre-Islamic philosophical themes embedded in later Persian passion play (ta'zia) and
cinema. Our foci include an examination of the pre-Islamic Zoroastrian pragmatic
doctrine of virtue (Asha, Greek, arete) in the Avsta (the sacred Zoroastrian scripture) , the
transnational notion of persons embedded in the literature of Achaemenid Empire (550-
330 BC). In conclusion the paper reflects on the ancient Persian and the later Roman of a
universal, transnational state in light of contemporary philosophies of globalization and
its major differences with the doctrine of a limited polity in Greek philosophy.

“Aristotle and the Socratic Fallacy” (Saturday 9:00, Room 4)
Marcus Dracos, SUNY at Stony Brook, marcusdracos(@gmail.com

Over four decades commentators have vigorously debated the “Socratic fallacy”,
but little consensus has emerged. No philosopher has detailed what Aristotle says on the
matter. According to Aristotle, the priority of definition in Platonic epistemology is
correct, but, on the other hand, this criterion makes the possibility for coming to know a
definition impossible on the method of inquiry in Platonic dialogues (the what-is X
question). This is the case because the semantics of knowledge ascriptions demanded by
the priority of definition is incommensurable with the semantics of the question-answer
structure employed by Plato’s Socrates.

For Aristotle, the Socratic fallacy is no logical fallacy. Rather, it concerns itself
with 1) semantics and criterion for knowledge and their relation to existence and
examples (4Po 1.1-3) as well as 2) the semantics of inquiry and its relation to existence
and examples (4Po 2.1-2, 4-7). Aristotle is committed to the formal knowledge
criticized by promoters of the Socratic fallacy, for he argues that only through universal
knowledge of T will one have a proper criterion for making classificatory distinctions.
Next, a condition for the truth of a knowledge ascription is the existence of the subject
matter (APo 2.7), and if one only has incidental beliefs about the subject matter, then they
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do not know whether it exists. In sum, the class of Ts is determined by the definition of
T, but the truth of the definition of T presupposes the existence of Ts.

Aristotle discerns that the criterion and semantics of knowledge yields an aporia
for inquiry. While one can make qualitative distinctions between various types and
instances through ostention, none of Aristotle’s predecessors have devised a method that
can find unity behind the plurality of types without immediately begging the question.
The semantics of question and answer, taking place across temporal stages, is
incommensurable with the semantics of knowledge ascriptions. To ask “what is T?”
requires that one know that “T is”(4Po 2.1-2). But according to the above structure, one
cannot know “T is”, unless “what T is” is known. Moreover, to seek “what T is” without
knowing that “T exists” is “to seek nothing” (4Po. 2.8). At bottom, to ask “what is T”,
one must be in epistemic scenario in which one grasps that “T exists” without knowing
“what T i1s”, and this is impossible on Plato’s own knowledge criterion. Aristotle delivers
a battery of arguments to solidify his point, showing how previous attempts to solve the
problem are fallacious (4Po 2.7). Aristotle is correct in his reasoning.

This analysis shows Aristotle’s engagement with the epistemological problems
associated with the Socratic fallacy. It is concluded that Aristotle argues, given the
semantics and normative criterion of knowledge ascriptions, that the Platonic search for a
definition at best can search for conceptual coherence but can never conclude with
security that the beliefs state anything about the actual world. “Definitions do not show
that what they describe is possible or that the definitions are of what they say they are”
(4Po 2.7).

“Discursive Economies in the Protagoras” (Saturday 9:00, Room 1)
Ryan Drake, Fairfield University, rdrake@fairfield.edu

This paper investigates sophistic education in the Protagoras in its presentation as a
desired commodity, beginning with Plato’s characterization of the doxic slippage
between an acknowledgment that cultural wisdom — of the sort that sophists claim to
purvey — can survive from one generation to the next and the further supposition that
such wisdom can be regarded as something subject to acquisition through monetary
exchange. Not only does the latter supposition open up the possibility of sophistry as a
profession, it furthermore provides a point from which the ontological status of cultural
wisdom (referred to in the dialogue as politiké) can be brought forward as a question.
While monetary exchange operates through practices of abstraction from our lived
perceptual experience in order to function, so too does sophistry in the Protagoras rely
upon forms of abstraction from one’s own experience not merely in order to standardize
and package its teachings as objective and impersonal, but also in order to remove itself
from the non-standardized, often dangerous practice of individual inquiry. Seen in this
way, the cultural practice of purchasing politiké rests upon a mystification of knowledge
as such, as well as upon a reification of its respective particular content. Using the
notions of economy and exchange as lenses, I investigate several aspects of the dialogue
— among them, the themes of Epimethean systematic proportion in Protagoras’ creation
myth, the supplementary dissemination of aidos and diké from Zeus via Hermes, and
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Socrates’ hard-nosed insistence upon brevity of logoi between interlocutors — portending
the inevitable breakdown of discursive exchange at its center, as well as that critical
exchange itself. I argue that for Socrates, a proper exchange of logoi must take into
account the fact that it, like the process of economic exchange itself, occurs on the basis
of a conventional — and even to an extent arbitrary — procedure, and is furthermore
ineluctably governed by linguistic economy of equivalence and sameness in the attempt
at generating philosophical insight.

E

“The Place of Self-Mastery in Plato’s Republic” (Saturday 11:15, Room 2)
David T. Echelbarger, Baylor University, David_Echelbarger@baylor.edu

Anne-Marie Bowery claims that in the Republic, Socrates introduces two ways of
viewing the relationship between the rational, spirited, and appetitive parts of the soul.4
These models of self-comportment are the harmony model and the self-mastery model. In
the harmony model, all three parts of the soul work in cooperation to produce justice and
cultivate the good life (443e). The self-mastery model uses the logistikon (rational part)
to control and limit the thumetic (spirited) and epithumetic (appetitive) parts (439c). In
this paper, I explore the place of self-mastery within the Republic. 1 conclude that while
the self-mastery model is useful for bringing about the truly just soul, it is has no place in
the political arena.

In Section I, I argue that the self-mastery model of self-comportment is inferior to
the harmony model. The harmony model represents a true form of justice, while the self-
mastery model only achieves an approximation of justice. This also holds when each
model is applied to the city. In Section II, I claim that the self-mastery model is not
meant to be a permanent model of self-comportment. Rather, its purpose is to assist in
the Platonic ascent toward the Beautiful.5 Through this journey, the three parts of the
soul begin to harmonize. Upon reaching the Beautiful, the soul completes its moral
transformation. In Section III, I claim that Socrates does not intend for self-mastery to be
used as a political model. This is because, on the political level, self-mastery does not
aim toward bringing about a harmonious (and truly just) city. Left as is, self-mastery
becomes politically dangerous.6 [ also claim that philosophers will only desire to
participate in harmoniously modeled cities. This may explain why Plato claims
philosophers must be “compelled” to rule (500d). They have no desire to rule a city
modeled after self-mastery because doing so keeps them from truly imitating the Forms.7

* Bowery, Anne-Marie, A Philosophical Muse: Plato’s Socrates as Narrator
(Forthcoming)

> See, Republic 377a-380d, Symposium 210-211d and Phaedo, 82c-84a.

% See the beginning of the decline of the city-state in Republic VIII.

7 See, Cooper, John. Knowledge, Nature, and the Good. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2004; Kraut, Richard. “Return to the Cave: Republic 519-521” in Plato 2 ed. Gail
Fine. Oxford Oxfordshire: Oxford University Press, 1999: 235-254, & Republic 500c;
Symposium 209a-b & 212a-b.
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I conclude by offering some remarks about the place of philosophers within the city. I
suggest that philosophers are best suited as educators. By bringing about harmoniously
ordered souls, philosophers will successfully fulfill their desire to bring about the
harmony of the Forms.

“The Crito-Phaedo Problem” (Saturday 4:15, Room 1)
Maureen Eckert, UMASS at Dartmouth, meckert@umassd.edu

Recent debate regarding the Crito concerns reconciling the speech personifying the Laws
of Athens and its “persuade or obey” doctrinal stance, which Socrates makes at the
conclusion of the Crito, with other Socratic moral commitments expressed in the
dialogue—it is never right to intentionally do harm nor right to return a harm for a
harm—as well as claims Socrates makes in other dialogues, especially the Apology.
Such claims appear to express a commitment to justice that overrides all other (especially
political) considerations. Interpreters of the Crito have the task of finding a way to
explain this apparent conflict, and there are two main strategies. The “Integrationist”
strategy is to determine a manner in which to show that there is no real contradiction or
conflict—it is only apparent. The “separationist” strategy embraces the contradiction or
conflict and then shows there is a justification for it, and that it ultimately does not affect
other main features of Plato’s representation of Socrates. A majority of commentators
favor the integrationist approach. Roslyn Weiss’ book Socrates Dissatisfied (1998)
served to reignite controversy over the interpretation of Socrates’ Laws of Athens speech,
proposing a strong separationist thesis—that Socrates’ speech of the Laws does not
reflect Socrates’ own position but that the speech aims at reconciling Crito (the character)
to the situation in a manner that effectively “speaks” to him. Brickhouse and Smith
provide an integrationist reply to the separationist position on the speech of the Laws
(“Socrates and the Laws of Athens,” 2006) presenting both an account of the “persuade
and obey” doctrine and brief rebuttal of the character assassination of Crito that seems to
support the separationist reading of the dialogue.

In this paper I will present what I term the “Crifo-Phaedo” Problem. Put very
simply: Given the claim Socrates makes in the Phaedo that Crito swore to the jury that
Socrates would remain in Athens, it appears as though the Crito itself should never have
happened—yet it did. In the Phaedo we find Socrates’ claim that Crito had pledged to
the jury that he would stay in prison (115d): “Swear to me for Crito, he said, the opposite
of what he had swore to the jury: That I would remain.” Weiss devotes several pages to
assessing Crito’s role in the Phaedo in Socrates Dissatisfied (45-48), but does not
entertain the whole content of the passage at 115d-e, focusing only on the passage as
evidence that Socrates has found it futile to persuade Crito via philosophical argument.
Yet, it seems a much stronger case can be generated about Crito’s moral problem in the
Crito, given what we are told regarding Crito’s pledge. Although some commentators
have dismissed the pledge (Michael Stokes), I will argue that the Crito-Phaedo Problem
1s not easily dismissed, and presents a serious challenge with respect to how Plato
scholars handle inter-dialogical interpretive issues.
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“The Philosopher’s Philosopher: Theaetetus 172c-177¢” (Saturday 11:15, Room 1)
Chris Edelman, Emory University, cjedelm@emory.edu

Generally speaking, the so-called “digression” in Plato’s Theaetetus has received scant
attention from commentators. To Ryle (1966), the digression appeared “philosophically
quite pointless”; McDowell (1973) suggested that the digression essentially plays the role
of a footnote to the dialogue. Beginning roughly with Burnyeat (1990), however,
commentators have begun to pay increasingly more attention to the digression,
recognizing that it poses a number of vexing questions: Why does the “philosopher”
described by Socrates seem so un-Socratic? Why does the “Theory of the Forms”, absent
from the rest of the Theaetetus, seem to make an appearance in the digression? And
finally, how does the digression relate to the rest of the dialogue?

Most recently, Sedley (2004) and Stern (2008) have advanced interpretations that
take the digression to make an essential contribution to the meaning of the dialogue as a
whole. Thus Sedley finds intimations of Platonic metaphysics in the digression, while
Stern takes the digression to point to the necessity for philosophers to direct their
attention to political matters. However, neither Sedley nor Stern have, in my view, paid
sufficient attention to the epistemological implications of the problematic character of the
“philosopher” that Socrates describes in the digression. Framed by a discussion of
relativism, Socrates’ account of the philosopher’s attempt to pursue knowledge of
universals without condescending to pay attention to particulars raises questions
concerning the relation between knowledge and self-knowledge. This paper argues that
we consider these questions in connection with fact that the digression repeatedly calls us
to reflect upon what is important in life, it begins to appear that Plato’s fundamental
concern in the digression is with the nature and value of the question that animates the
dialogue as a whole.

“The Concept of Philia in the Thought of the Stoic Seneca: Bridging the Gap between
Individualities” (Saturday 2:00, Room 6)
Panos Eliopoulos, Olympic Center of Philosophy and Culture, ksatriya@tri.forthnet.gr

For the Stoics man is a social being who can be perfected only within the society of other
human beings. Individual morality is ipso facto social morality since man cannot be
thought of outside the context of the ample human community. Thus the stoic
terminology expands the Greek philosophical vocabulary by innovatively adding
cosmopolis to the term of the Greek polis.

In the advancement that Seneca’s theory achieves things are quite more
complicated than this. Starting from the point where mental pathology becomes a very
important aspect in the senecan thought and having diagnosed the fundamental problems
that man’s integration to the social corpus entails, the roman philosopher encounters a
strong theoretical dilemma: how can stoic moral theory, as he and the previous stoic
thinkers elaborate it, evolve to a social theory of morality? How can man, without
abolishing his interiority, be rendered beneficial to others, since a benefit is a moral
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action, it is practically the result of a moral decision? The obstacles in this problematic
area are manifold. The noetic faults or sins that characterize the human being are not only
tainted as individual mishaps but also as social mishaps as they belong to all people.
Moreover, they tend to be multiplied and proliferated through the dynamics which are
developed within a society.

Thus the “vulgus”, the crowd (including the common people as well as those
nobles or aristocrats who are given to passions), is a catalyst of negative influence for the
individual who wishes to acquire wisdom and eudaimonia. The ground where the Greek
notion of “@WMa” or friendship can be rooted in is in another form of sociality, one that is
based on solid and firm criteria. Instead of being narrowed, Seneca’s philanthropy and
sociality broaden up including everyone and forming a new philanthropic ideal, the ideal
of the roman “humanitas”. The brotherhood of men is not based simply on mere
theoretical ideas but is mostly grounded on the indubitable axiom that the human soul is
the source of every good, actually of the unique good which is virtue. Therefore, senecan
friendship canalizes the stoic theory of friendship to the parameter of equality and
“nobilitas” which can be reached solely by means of a noble and unwavering soul but
also focuses practically on the mutual care between the members of a circle of sages.

“Socratic Apologies and Socratic Wisdom” (Saturday 2:00 pm, Room 7)
Christos Evangeliou, Towson University, cevangeliou@towson.edu

The Apology is one of the most widely read of Plato’s works. The Platonic art of words
has painted here a moving picture of Socrates in the most critical moment of his life, and
has thus contributed greatly to immortalizing this strange Athenian teacher of philosophy
who paid with his life for the love of wisdom.

As presented by Plato, the self-defense of Socrates at court was threefold and
addressed three different sets of accusations. Besides the official charges as stated by
Meletus, Anytus and Lycon, there are the un-official charges that are addressed first, and
then there are the so-called un-expressed charges that are addressed last and more
extensively than the other two. It will be argued in this paper that it is here, at the third
and most Socratic “apology,” that we find some glimpses into the Socratic wisdom in
action.

It will be further argued that similar Socratic “apologies” or defenses full of gems
of Socratic practical wisdom can be found respectively in the dialogues Crito, Phaedo,
Phaedrus, Symposium, and Republic. When all these precious pieces of Socratic wisdom
are collected and compared with similar findings in the works of Xenophon, especially
the Apology, the Symposium, and the Memorabilia, a clear and coherent picture of
Socrates emerges as an ethical teacher of Hellenic arete that can inspire others to
excellence by following the example of Socrates. This Socratic ethical philosophy is
relevant and needed today more than ever before, as it provides an antidote to moral
relativism and other sorts of sophistry.

“Revisiting the Feminist Interpretation of Plato’s Chora” (Saturday 11:15, Room 4)
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Daniel Everett, Loyola Marymount University, danieleverett77@yahoo.com

Within this paper I will revisit the feminist interpretation of Plato’s
Receptacle/Chora as put forward by Luce Irigaray and Judith Butler. I will argue that this
seemingly standard feminist interpretation of the Receptacle/Chora is wrong in drawing
the conclusion that because of Plato’s association of the Chora with the female in his
familial analogy found in the Timaeus, he, therefore, one, views women as empty
receptacles used only to store the seed of a man and, two, uses the Chora as an empty
feminine figure with the purpose of producing a solely masculine ontological system. I
will then strive to make the point that, by using a passage from the Laws Book VIII, we
can come to see that, on the contrary, Plato does in fact appear to see women as
contributing something to the generation of a child as opposed to merely storing the seed
of the man, and, therefore, we can further conclude that this standard feminist
interpretation of the Chora as putting forth an empty feminine figure used only to offer a
completely masculine ontological system is mis-founded. I will conclude by offering an
alternate feminist interpretation of Plato’s Chora in light of the passage found in Laws
Book VIII.

F

“Rumi’s Philosophical Vocabulary” (Sunday 9:00, Room 8)
Ravan Farhadi, U. of California, Berkeley, ravanfarhadi@yahoo.com

Our focus is on philosophical themes in Rumi’s poetry. For decades the English
translations of the poetry of Jallal ad-Din Rumi (Mawlana Jalal ad-Din Muhammad Rumi
(1207-1273), the celebrated Persian poet, jurist and theologian) has been the top seller in
both England and the United States; it has been more popular then the works of any other
poet including Shakespeare. This presentation summarizes the salient features of a new
bilingual text-translation of Rumi’s mystical philosophical poetry. It proffers syntactical
analyses of Rumi’s technical vocabulary in Arabic and Farsi with attention to the
underlying monistic mystical interpretation of Qur’anic verses. In conclusion, this
investigation reflects on the differences between the uses of mystical/allegorical/symbolic
theology with the semantics of formal theology. Also a clarification of Rumi’s doctrines
are proffered by a comparison between his notion of the Divine Unity of the Ground of
Being , with Plotinus’ doctrine of “the One,” and Rumi’s theory of self realization with
the intentional hermeneutic process of self-realization on Plato’s allegory of the cave.
The paper evaluates the influences of both Qur’anic orthodoxy and the Platonic tradition
in formulation of Islamic nature-secular mysticism.

“Classical Mystical Themes in Persian Poetry” (Saturday 2:00, Room 10)
Mehdi Faridzadeh, International Society for Iranian Culture, fmehdi@isicweb.org

This investigation focuses on the philosophical notion of the “world-self,” in classical
Persian poetry. In addition it examines the prima facie conflict between theological
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doctrine of “Divine Simplicity (tawhid) “ and the pantheistic feature of nature monistic
mysticism that denies existence of any transcendent entity. The study include new
translations and analyses of selected medieval Persian philosophical poetry, especially
the poems of Hafiz and Jami.

““Unlike-to-like’ in De Anima.” (Saturday 2:00, Room 4)
Margarita Fenn, Boston College, fennm@bc.edu

Though I am in large part sympathetic to Myles Burnyeat and Thomas Johansen’s
readings of Aristotle’s texts on sensing, that Aristotle understood sensing as primarily a
non-physical process, | would maintain that in De Anima, the explanatory model Aristotle
uses to account for sensing is in fact adopted from his account of nutrition, a physical
process. How can a model that explains a physical process also explain a non-physical
process?

I will refer to Aristotle’s explanatory model as unlike-to-like (10 €vavtiov 1@
Opoiw). With it, Aristotle breaks new ground because his predecessors had relied on two
other models: like-to-like and unlike-to-unlike. He criticized these two models as
insufficient for describing activities that involve alteration, something he convincingly
argues in his account of nutrition. There, Aristotle uses the unlike-to-like model to
describe a physical process while in that of sensing, physicality is much less evident. A
progression away from a materialist account of sensing can also be found in two of his
predecessors’ accounts for sensing, Democritus’ and Plato’s, for example. In De Anima
however, Aristotle separates himself even further from a material explanation of sensing.
While the relationship between the nutritive and sensible objects and their respective
faculties of soul differs within each activity, I suggest that the unlike-to-like model is
operative in each, only in different iterations. Part of understanding these differing
relationships requires a closer look at the special role of the medium in his accounts of
nutrition and sensing.

“The Poetic Rhythms Correlated with the Five Constitutions in Plato’s Republic” (Sat
11:15, Room 11)
Kirk Fitzpatrick, Southern Utah University, fitzpatrick@suu.edu

In the Republic, Socrates holds that there are correlations among the poetic rhythms and
the constitutions of state and soul. He does not explicitly tell us what the correlations are.
So it is challenging to determine which rhythms correlate with which constitutions. The
goal of the paper is to determine, as best the evidence allows, which poetic rhythms
correlate with which constitutions. To help achieve the goal, I divide the discussion of
poetic rthythm (399e—400d) in three sections. In Sections A (399e¢8—400a3) and C
(400b1-400c6) Socrates leads. Glaucon leads in Section B (400a4—400a7). Though these
sections are brief, I argue that they are pregnant with implications. Socrates names certain
rhythms and metric feet. Socrates implies which rhythms and poetic feet he thinks are
good. Glaucon implies a complete taxonomy of the feet. Putting the pieces together
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shows that Socrates implies certain preferences among the rhythms and feet. The
preferences imply a ranking from best to worst. Socrates refers to each of the five
constitutions during his discussion of rhythm. He explicitly ranks the constitutions from
best to worst elsewhere in the Republic (Bk., IX, 580a-b). I fit the preferences among the
rhythms and feet with the preferences among the five constitutions.

“Predicative Hypothesis in Plato’s Divided Line” (Sunday 11:15, Room 1)
Lee Franklin, Franklin and Marshall College, lee.franklin@fandm.edu

In the Divided Line, Plato appeals to the use of hypothesis in geometry to explain dianoia
and its objects (510b-511a). Although Socrates’ wording suggests that the objects of
hypothesis are properties, interpreters typically conclude that the geometer’s hypotheses
are propositional in nature. This view is supported by two assumptions: that
hupotithesthai always takes a propositional object in Platonic methodological contexts;
and that the geometry of the Republic closely resembles that of Euclid’s Elements, where
definitions and postulates were offered prior to proofs.® Against this consensus, I offer a
new reading on which properties, or Forms, are hypothesized when they are invoked
predicatively to designate the figures of a geometric construction.

I begin with evidence from the Parmenides that a property may be hypothesized
when it is invoked as a predicate (Parmenides, 135e-136¢). Returning to the Republic, |
show that Socrates likens the geometers’ use of hypothesis to the way properties are
invoked, unreflectively, in ordinary, pre-philosophical discourse. Most speakers are
unaware that their general terms are the names of properties, distinct from the items of
our ordinary experience. Accordingly, they invoke properties predicatively, without
knowing it, to speak about their sensible bearers. The geometers’ hypotheses exhibit the
same manner of speech, and the orientation associated with it, towards the bearers of
properties as the exclusive objects of speech and thought.

I then locate this way of invoking properties in the geometrical practice of the
Republic. On my view, geometers hypothesize when they assign properties to the figures
of their constructions, as in the ekthesis of a geometrical proposition. Since the
hypotheses of Republic VI are given without any account (oudena logon, 510c6-7), we
must imagine a geometrical practice that bears only partial resemblance to the Euclidean
model, involving construction-based proofs but lacking the definitions and postulates of
that work. Such a practice yields proofs of geometric theorems in isolation, or small
clusters, but fails to integrate them into a comprehensive system, anchored in definitions
of the properties at issue. And, although Plato recognizes that geometry is developing
systematicity in his day, he associates the synoptic theorizing by which it is achieved
with the dialectical pursuit of definitions (Republic 533c, 534b-d, cf. Theaetetus 147c-
148b). Hypothesis can discover necessary truths severally, but insofar as it cannot order
and explain them in a comprehensive theory, it cannot arrive at knowledge.

¥ See C.C.W. Taylor, “Plato and the Mathematicians: An Examination of Professor
Hare’s Views,” Philosophical Quarterly, 17 (1968), 193-203.
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This view resolves the apparent fragmentation in Plato’s account. Interpreters
have struggled to explain the relationship between the geometrical use of hypothesis and
that of construction, taking them to be at best loosely related practices’. On my view, by
contrast, they are interdependent aspects of one and the same method. Their unity,
moreover, reveals that the deficiency of geometry is based not in the reliance on sensible
figures, as is often claimed, but in the more basic metaphysical orientation — manifested
in the predicative hypotheses by which geometers designate their constructions — towards
particulars, the bearers of properties, as the exclusive objects of speech, thought and
investigation.

“The Dynamics of Collection and Division” (Sunday 9:00, Room 1)
Lee Franklin, Franklin and Marshall College, lee.franklin@fandm.edu

Collection and Division, the dialectical method prominent in Plato’s late dialogues, is a
method for “inquiring, learning, and teaching” (Philebus, 16c). This characterization
suggests that should consider the method dynamically, with attention to the factors that
shape theoretical progress, and the way Collection and Division engenders it. Recent
interpreters, however, have focused only on the endpoint of the method, and specifically
on the way a completed account reflects the structure of knowledge, or what is known.
On my view, by contrast, before we can understand how an account signifies a Kind, we
must understand the process by which it has been developed.

For this, I propose to look anew at the opening discussion of the Sophist, where
the Eleatic Guest employs a definition of the Angler to illustrate the method by which he
and Theaetetus will define the Sophist. Importantly, the account of the Angler introduces
the taxonomic framework within which subsequent accounts of the Sophist are given.
Consequently, the account of the Sophist depict him as being similar to, and different
from, the Angler some specific way. From this, the following points emerge. A kind is
defined through its relations of similarity and difference to other kinds. However, as the
plural accounts of the Sophist show, such relations may be construed in indefinitely many
ways. This is owing to: our ignorance as inquirers (Sophist, 216c¢), the difficulty in
discerning likeness (Sophist, 231a) and, consequently, the error that may exist in the
categories provided by our ordinary way of speaking (Statesman 262b).

Consequently, the process of inquiry modeled in Collection and Division may be
considered at two levels. At one level, in seeking to say what a given kind F is, the
inquirer seeks to identify the other kinds which it is most fundamentally associated, and
by reference to which it is properly accounted. At another less explicit level, the inquirer
is relying on, and refining, the notions of sameness and difference that mediate these
associations. Through his growing awareness of the vagaries of ordinary language,
which of necessity serves as the origin and instrument of dialectical inquiry, Plato
identifies norms of inquiry —kinds such as Being, the Same, and the Different — which

’E. g., see . Mueller, “Mathematical Method, Philosophical Truth,” in R. Kraut, ed., The
Cambridge Companion to Plato (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1995), 170-199, esp. 185 ff..
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comprise the character of the categories and relations ideally tracked by our theoretical
accounts

These two levels correspond to the two parts of the “dialectical science” described
later in the Sophist: the ability to discern, on a case by case basis, which kinds harmonize;
and knowledge of the “vowel” kinds, i.e those responsible for linking any two kinds
together, or dividing them from each other (Sophist, 253b-d). The second comprehension
represents knowledge of the norms of inquiry — e.g., what a natural kind is, or what it is
for to Kinds to belong to the same genus — that govern dialectical inquiry in general. The
progress of Collection and Division consists in the increasing conformity of our speech
about a property to these norms.

“Making Do with Nothing: An Investigation of Buddhist Ideas on Truth” (Saturday 2:00,
Room 9)
Marie Friquegnon, William Paterson University, FriquegnonM@wpunj.edu

How are we to make sense of Buddhist ideas on truth? I will investigate this question
from the point of view of the three main Western ideas of truth as correspondence,
coherence or pragmatic. I will also try to discover what the various Buddhist
philosophical theories assert about the nature of truth. I will conclude with an
examination of the role of perspectives in attaining a veridical experience of reality.

G

“Stairway to Heaven as Tunnel of Love: Theoreia as erotic praxis” (Saturday 4:15,
Room 11)
Samuel Galloway, University of Chicago, sgalloway@uchicago.edu

In Book VII of the Republic Plato’s Socrates recounts the allegory of the cave to
dramatize an ascent out of the world of semblance to a knowledge of the “things
themselves” in the light of day. A similar allegory is deployed in Symposium when
Socrates, speaking in the drag persona Diotima, describes how eros moves the lover up
and away from the opacity of particularity to a vision of the Good and the Beautiful itself.
Both these accounts share a seeming insistence on the philosopher’s withdrawal from the
socio-political sphere as a prerequisite for grasping the truth of the forms, to engage in
theoreia. This paper argues that, in fact, Plato subverts this schism between the
philosopher’s theoretical endeavors and the practice of living the good life established in
both Republic and Symposium. The necessary experience for this repair, however, is
erotic friendship. This is, perhaps, counter-intuitive since in Republic erotic love is
figured as a poisonous “sting” that leads to the cultivation of the mad and deranged
tyrant. Similarly, Alcibiades’ confession in Symposium relies upon the same tropes of
poison and madness to relate the condition of being in love with Socrates. Nevertheless, it
precisely to eros and it’s poisonous, maddening sting that Plato turns to in Phaedrus as he
attempts to articulate a philosophically informed, politically actionable erotic friendship.
Reading the Socrates’ speeches in Phaedrus against the caricatures of eros as offered in
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Republic and Symposium it is possible to see Plato re-appropriating the experience of
eros as a necessary propaedeutic to living the good life. The dialogue Phaedrus ends
closes in rather standard Socratic dialectics which, this paper argues, is meant to
dramatize the experience of theoreia as an experience of ethico-political praxis.

“What is wrong with degenerate souls in the Republic?” (Saturday 11:15 am, Room 2)
Era Gavrielides, King’s College London, era.gavrielides@gmail.com,

The Republic splits the soul into three parts. The logistikon (reason), the thumoeides
(spirit) and the epithumetikon (appetite). A virtuous soul is one where all the parts are
doing their own work and the logistikon is ruling. This is described as psychic harmony
and it is a condition that characterises philosophers in the Republic. A question that arises
from this is what precisely is wrong with degenerate souls, ruled either by spirit or by
appetite.

An indefensible, I take it, answer is that what is problematic about degenerate
souls is that they cannot be unified at all. Such a view clearly contradicts the ability of
degenerate characters to organise their lives, and ignores that even the tyrant who is in the
worst state in terms of his soul can bring a city under his complete control (578d). Indeed,
as I will argue, noting this allows us to cut across the vexed question of whether the
tripartite psychology of Book IV departs from Socratic psychology.

An answer, which seems to be on better footing, is that the problem with
degenerate souls is that their unity is unstable or fragile. In this paper I will argue that
this is not sufficient to account for the unattractiveness of degenerate souls. Whilst, I
grant that, such accounts capture part of the truth — the description of degenerate
characters and states in Books VIII and IX does after all provide an illustration of the
process by which decline into a lower form of character and state is possible — excessive
focus on this can be misleading. This is because it diverts our attention from the fact that
it is the condition of degenerate souls per se that is problematic rather than the possibility
of decline into a lower condition. I will argue that what is primarily problematic about
degenerate souls is that they have the wrong kind of unity — a unity by force — which can
be very stable but which is nonetheless a unity and thus stability in tension. On the other
hand the rule of the logistikon can provide unity by persuasion, a unity which is not only
stable but also not in tension.

Having argued for this I will then illustrate how my account can help resolve a
problem often associated with readings of psychic harmony in Book IV of the Republic.
Namely that of the purported lacuna between the rule of the logistikon in Book IV where,
it is argued, we are told nothing of the logistikon’s ends and the fuller exposition of the
middle books (V-VII) and the explicit presentation of the logistikon’s ends in Book IX
(581b5-7). This is a lacuna, I will argue, we need not accept.

“Plato and Hegel on the Paradoxes of Forms” (Sunday 11:15, Room 1)
Paul Gelbach, Bridgewater State College, semiosis2(@gmail.com
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What is the relation between Plato’s dialectic and Hegel’s? For both of these
philosophers, a kind of reasoning that bears the name dialectic plays an essential role in
their understandings of metaphysics. For Plato, dialectic stands as the highest kind of
knowing--it is at the top of the divided line; pure dialectic has freed itself from
appearance and considers the forms as they are in themselves. Reasoning at the level of
pure form, however, takes on a paradoxical character. For example, in the Parmenides,
Parmenides considers hypotheses about the one. From the hypothesis “if it is one,”
Parmenides reaches the conclusion that the one does not partake of being, and
conversely, if the one is, it must have parts, and therefore is many. In this fashion, Plato’s
dialectic is congruent with Hegel’s; Hegel even credits Plato with the invention of
dialectic (Enc. 1, § 81, addition 1). While Hegel does not strictly follow the method of
hypothesis as Plato employs it in the Parmenides, hypothesis does bear a relation to what
he calls the dialectical moment of thought. The dialectical moment of thought is the selt-
sublation of finite determinations; finite determinations contain their opposites within
themselves.

While it appears that Hegel and Plato both share in the dialectical moment of
though, it is less clear that they both share in what Hegel calls the speculative moment of
thought. According to Hegel, the dialectical moment of thought leads to the speculative;
the dialectical moment of thought is the passing over of a form or a concept into its
opposite and back again. This passing over ultimately leads to a from different from the
first form and its opposite. The speculative moment is itself unsayable--it is the
inseparability of the finite determinations, but it at once preserves the difference between
the opposed moments. Hegel does claim that the Parmenides does include the speculative
moment of thought and is akin to his own understanding of becoming as the unity of
being and nothing. The example he gives is found at the very end of the dialogue:
“...whether one is or is not, it and the others both are and are not, and both appear and do
not appear all things in all ways, both in relation to themselves and relation to each
other.”(166 C). Why would or why would not this conclusion represent the unsayable
speculative moment?

“Platonic Rational Egoism” (Saturday 2:00, Room 1)
Jyl Gentzler, Amherst College, jgentzler@ambherst.edu

In the Republic, Socrates’ general strategy for defending a practical commitment
to justice is to appeal to considerations of self-interest. It appears, on the face of it, that
both he and his interlocutors hold some version of rational egoism, that is, the view that,
ultimately, all facts about what S has the most reason to do are grounded in facts about
what is in S’s self-interest. While there has been a long tradition of interpreting Plato as a
rational egoist, extending at least from Henry Sidgwick to Terence Irwin,' some scholars

'Henry Sidgwick, The Method of Ethics, 7" ed. (1907) (Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing, 1981), 171-2; Henry Prichard, “Duty and Interest” (1928), reprinted in H.
Prichard, Duty and Interest and Moral Obligation (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1968); M.B. Foster “A Mistake in Plato’s Republic,” Mind n.s. 46 (1937), 386-93;
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have recently challenged this reading.” I agree that the textual evidence to which these
scholars appeal does show that Plato is not committed to the simple-minded theory of
practical reasons that often goes by the name of “rational egoism.” However, I argue that
Plato is indeed committed to a conception of practical reasons that is properly regarded as
egoist.

“Having One’s Own and Distributive Justice in Plato’s Republic” (Saturday 9:00, Room
2)
Anna Greco, University of Guelph, agreco@uoguelph.ca

Although Plato did not explicitly propose any principle of distributive justice, he
indicated that justice involves both the doing and the having of one’s own. On the
interpretation I’m proposing, (i) ‘having one’s own’ refers directly to the compensation
one receives for doing one’s own; (ii) the principle of distribution of benefits that is
actually operative in Plato’s system is that any form of compensation must be such that
the worker (whether ruler, soldier, or producer) has his needs satisfied. I also highlight
how Plato’s account does not quite fit any contemporary conceptual framework — either
utilitarian or desert-based. But it encourages us to reflect on the moral aspects of
economic interactions of exchange, resulting from a fundamental collective choice to
associate in order to satisfy individual needs, broadly understood as what human beings
need to flourish in their social life.

“Aristotle on Light, Hearing, and how (not what) the Maker Mind Makes” (Sunday 9:00,
Room 7)
Mark Green, Stony Brook University, markblgreen@gmail.com

From its title, one can gather that this is a somewhat odd study; however its oddness does
not follow from an effort to uncover hidden or novel connections but instead from two
guiding assumptions: (1) our best chance of understanding Aristotle’s terse treatment of

A.W.H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1960), 249-53;
Gregory Vlastos, “Happiness and Virtue in Socrates’ Moral Theory,” Socrates: Ironist
and Moral Philosopher (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 200-33; T. H.
Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), 177-191 and Plato’s
Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), chs 4 and 15. Some scholars resist
attributing to Plato the doctrine of rational egoism, preferring instead to speak of Plato’s
eudaimonism.

*Most notably, Richard Kraut, “Egoism, Love, and Political Office in Plato,” The
Philosophical Review 82 (1973), 330-44; Nicholas White, “Harmonizing Plato,”
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 59 (1999), 497-512; and Nicholas White,
Individual and Conflict in Greek Ethics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002).
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nous poiétikos, or ‘maker mind’, ‘agent intellect’ (On the Soul 111.5), consists of coming
to terms with its explicitly analogous relationship to light as a hexis (430al5), and (2)
Aristotle’s understanding of light’s role as a hexis in visual perception is sufficiently
counterintuitive to contemporary notions of light that we do well to understand it in
conjunction with its counterpart in aural perception. In short, we can best understand
Aristotle’s notion of nous poiétikos through an analysis of light’s role in vision, which in
turn is best understood alongside its analogue in audition. Subsequently, this paper boils
down to the attempt to clarify the important sense of the verb poein, ‘to make,” invoked
in Aristotle’s account of mental life.

This paper addresses these points in reverse order, beginning with (§I) a
meticulous account of the structural components of vision, including a discussion of
light’s potentially misleading role in visual perception as distinct from other possible
analytic contexts pertaining to it. Aristotle does not, unlike his Latin commentators,
forge a terminological distinction between ‘light’ and ‘luminosity,’ so extra care is
required to thematize his notion of light as a hexis, an active state of some substance. My
resulting analysis exposes seven conceptually distinct moments involved in Aristotle’s
account of the entelecheia of vision: the sensory apparatus, proper sensible, mediating
attribute, mediating substance, active state (hexis), absence (sterésis) and ‘activator’.
Though these seven components are explicitly labeled in the account of vision (I1.7),
Aristotle does not treat them with equal definition his account of audition (II.8), and the
second section (§II) of this paper consists of the exegetical project of identifying these
seven features in I1.8. It is my contention Aristotle’s account does redeploy these seven
parts, and the hexis at work in hearing turns out to be the ‘resonance’ that sufficiently-
contained (sunechg@s) air (e.g., the air within a concert hall) exhibits, allowing sounds to
act so well on the ear. I use this conclusion to temper our understanding of light as a
hexis, resulting in something more akin to illumination, or ‘being-lit,” analogous with
resonance or ‘being-well-contained.” I show that Aristotle defines a sense in which these
conditions ‘make’ (poein) a sensation happen, and I label this kind of making, hexis-
making.

It is the contention of my final section (§1I11) that Aristotle invokes precisely this
strictly delimited species of poein in the account of ‘maker-mind’ in IIL.5. I end by
offering an interpretation of this infamously difficult passage motivated by the strict
sense of ‘making’ articulated above. This interpretation entails emphasizing the maker
mind’s categorial nature as a hexis, namely an active condition of a particular soul, and
rejecting the tendency to hypostatize nous poiétikos.

“Potentiality, Actuality and the Logic of Sovereignty” (Saturday 4:15, Room 4)
Jeffrey Gower, Villanova University, jeffrey.gower@villanova.edu

In his work Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life, the contemporary philosopher
Giorgio Agamben makes the ambitious claim that in “describing the most authentic
nature of potentiality, Aristotle bequeathed the paradigm of sovereignty to Western
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philosophy.”'* This claim is striking, especially since Aristotle himself seems to associate
the sovereign position of the ruler with the fulfilled actuality of the unmoved mover."'
This essay attempts to elucidate the implications of Agamben’s analysis for Aristotle’s
thought by raising the question of the relationship between potentiality and sovereign
actuality.

The key text for understanding Agamben’s claim is Metaphysics ®, where
Aristotle discusses the relationship between potentiality and actuality. In order to
understand how potentiality, and not actuality, serves as the fundamental, grounding
moment in what Agamben calls the “logic of sovereignty,” I will turn in the first part of
this essay to Martin Heidegger’s lecture course from the summer semester of 1931,
Aristotle’s Metaphysics @ [-3: On the Essence and Actuality of Force, where Heidegger
offers an extended interpretation of Aristotle’s notion of potentiality. In this
investigation, Heidegger emphasizes that potentiality (Kraft) must be understood in
relation to its own im-potentiality (Unkraft), that is, that force or potentiality retains an
essential relation with privation (sterésis) or withdrawal (Entzug).'* The reason for this
becomes clear when Heidegger turns to Aristotle’s debate with the Megarians in © 3.
For potentiality to have an autonomous existence such that it does not pass directly into
actuality, it must be both a capacity to be actualized and a capacity not to be actualized.
In other words, potentiality is most authentically and essentially what it is when it is not
being actualized or passing into actuality, when it holds itself back from, withholds itself
or withdraws from, actuality.”> For Agamben, this excess or reserve of a potentiality
gathered into itself and thus holding itself back from actualization corresponds to
sovereign power.

After exploring the notion of potentiality and its relation to actuality developed in
Metaphysics O, I turn in the second part of this essay to Metaphysics A where Aristotle
investigates the highest fulfillment of actuality in the unmoved mover and tacitly
associates this fulfillment with political sovereignty. A traditional interpretation of the
actuality of the unmoved mover would exclude any trace of potentiality and would thus
associate sovereignty with a perfected actuality for which nothing remains potential.
Guided by the unorthodox readings of ® offered by Heidegger and Agamben, I show
how traces of potentiality can be discerned in Aristotle’s description of the unmoved
mover in A. If this is the case, I argue, the distinction between potentiality and actuality,

' Giorgio Agamben, Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life, trans. Daniel Heller-
Roazen (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998), 46.

"In Metaphysics A 10, after considering the variety of first principles proposed by his
predecessors, Aristotle concludes, “they give us many principles; but the world must not
be governed badly” (1076a3). Aristotle then concludes A with a line from Homer in
which Odysseus attempts to unify the Achaean ranks under the rule of Agamemnon:
“The rule of many is not good; let there by one ruler” (1076a4). The ontological unity of
the unmoved mover is thus associated with the political unity of the sovereign figure.

"2 Martin Heidegger, GA 33, Aristoteles, Metaphysik © 1-3: Vom Wesen und Wirklichkeit
der Kraft (Frankfurt: V. Klostermann, 1980), 108-116.

" GA 33, 182-193.
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when taken to the level of the absolute, becomes undecidable. For Agamben, this
undecidability or indistinction between potentiality and actuality is both the site of
sovereign power’s implementation and the site from which it can be resisted. Even if
Aristotle bequeathed the logic of sovereignty to the West, then, his thought may also take
egress from its power.

“A Non-ideal Conception of Flourishing” (Sunday 11:15, Room 3)
Selin Gursozlu, Binghamton University, Sgursozl(@binghamton.edu

Aristotle famously argues against the sufficiency thesis, which suggests that virtue is not
only necessary but also sufficient for flourishing. However, I think his arguments against
the sufficiency thesis are somewhat transposed as he denies that a virtuous person could
ever be unhappy. Accordingly, “the happy man can never become miserable- though he
will not reach blessedness”. In a much discussed passage of the Nichomachean Ethics
(1100b29-1101a8), Aristotle seems to maintain two different senses of happiness; one, I
believe, corresponding to the Platonic/Stoic conception of happiness and one
corresponding to what we usually call the Aristotelian conception of happiness.
Aristotle’s focus on the external goods does not provide him enough space to talk about
the non-ideal world; both the Platonic/Stoic and Aristotelian accounts are built around an
ideal conception of flourishing. I want to point out the need to introduce a non-ideal
conception of flourishing for contexts in which the lack of external goods is at a
devastating level. I argue that one of the two different senses of happiness in
Nichomachean Ethics opens a space to develop an ethics for those who are virtuous under
adverse conditions.

I agree with Aristotle when he defines flourishing as not solely in an agent’s
power insofar as it depends on the contingencies of fortune. Conversely, the Stoics
claimed that happiness is in an agent’s power because to be happy all that is required is
that the agent is virtuous. An interpretation of Aristotle’s ethics that included two senses
of happiness would indicate that being virtuous is more than our best bet to be happy; yet
it would also imply that there is a final end that corresponds to the virtues that those who
are like Priam can exercise. In this sense, one of the conceptions of happiness (if we
assume that there might be two conceptions of happiness for the sake of this argument)
assigns a remarkable power to the agent similar to the Stoics account. This sense of
happiness for Aristotle seems to be intuitively absurd for the same reason as the Stoic
ethics is. The other conception of happiness is a conception of what I will refer to as
full/ideal flourishing. This second conception better fulfills the “intuitive requirement”
because it does require the external goods that are commonly (“intuitively”) thought to be
necessary for the good life. However, as absurd as it is, the first conception of happiness
provides us with a better understanding of what a non-ideal conception of flourishing
would be like.

H
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“Socrates’ Conversation with Cephalus and the reform of religious patriarchy in the
Republic” (Sat 11:15, Room 11)
Khalil M. Habib, Salve Regina University, Khalil. Habib@salve.edu

This paper examines Socrates’ conversation with Cephalus in Book 1 of the Republic.
The conservation between Socrates and Cephalus is often read as Socrates’ attempt to rid
the party of Cephalus in order for the real philosophical discussion of justice to take
place. Consequently, Cephalus has been largely viewed as a minor character or ignored
completely. I hope to show that the short but weighty conversation between Socrates and
Cephalus actually reveals one of the major problems of justice the “City in Speech” is
designed to solve — that is, how the fear of death and the love of one’s own that consoles
man in the face of mortality are obstacles to the common good sought by Socrates and
others in their quest for justice — and, therefore, sets the stage for Socrates’ later reform of
the Gods and man’s relationship to necessity.

“Has Aristotle Got the Origins of Philosophy Wrong?”’ (Saturday 9:00, Room 6)
Robert Hahn, Southern Illinois University, hahnr@siu.edu

The paper begins with the thesis of Daniel Graham’s Explaining the Cosmos (Princeton
U.P. 2006), who argues that Aristotle’s got it wrong — the Milesians were not Material
Monists, and focuses on Anaximenes to make his case. I point out that Anaximenes
argues for cosmic change and process by appeal to PILESIS (“felting”), a process that
Graham nowhere explores in his interesting book. In my annual travel-study programs to
Greece and Turkey, I found communities on the west coast of Turkey still “felting” in
ways that, by comparison to the surviving artifacts from archaic times, seem very much
the same. By appeal to the product and process I challenge Graham’s interpretation
suggesting rather that Aristotle had it right.

“The Cosmos as Ornament: East and West” (Saturday 9:00, Room 9)
Michael Harrington, Duguesne University, harringtonm@dug.edu

I propose to examine a rarely-treated claim that appears in both Western and Chinese
philosophy: that the world is ornamental in nature. In the West, this claim is often made
during the discussion of evil. Augustine, for instance, develops a theory of ornament in
De Libero Arbitrio as a way of explaining how what we ordinarily call evil actions
contribute to the beauty of the world. Evil makes the world more beautiful just as the
color black makes a painting more beautiful. This link between the ornamental and the
justification of evil persists in the Western tradition, even up to Nietzsche’s famous claim
that the world is justified only as an aesthetic phenomenon.

The Confucian approach to ornament is somewhat different. As a component of
human dress it appears as early as Analects 3.8. But the primary place for the
consideration of the cosmos as ornament is the 22nd hexagram of the Zhouyi. In the Song
dynasty commentaries on the Zhouyi, especially Cheng Yi’s, all things are considered
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ornamental in so far as they possess an ordered relationship, and heaven itself is
ornamental in so far as it constitutes the orderly movement of the stars and changing of
the seasons.

I will make three points in connection with Cheng Y1’s use of ornament, with the
aim of carefully distinguishing it from the Western concept:

1. Ornament is not substance. Cheng Y1 associates ornament (s4i) with

activity rather than with substance. Ornament gives regularity, civilization,

and enlightenment to substance, but it cannot change that substance’s

basic character (zhi).

2. Ornament is neither good nor bad. This is not to say that ornament is

merely aesthetic in character, but that it is not good or bad in itself. Its

goodness or badness derives from the character of the substance that it

adorns.

3. Ornament must not become superficial. Ornament is not, for Cheng Yi,

a changeless harmony. It is forever pushing away from the substance that

engenders it, drawing the character of the substance into ever greater

civilization and enlightenment. If the extreme of ornament is reached, it

becomes “splendor without reality” (hua mei shi). In other words, the

extreme of regularity, civilization, and enlightenment is empty formality.

Cheng Yi does not use the theme of ornament, as often happens in the West, to
shift the reader from a moral to an aesthetic perspective. Beauty and goodness are both at
play in the relation between substance and ornament. Substance is forever ornamenting
itself, but that ornament must always be reoriented toward the substance so that the two
do not break away from each other. Such an activity does not easily map onto the
Western trajectory of ornament.

“Play Fair, Crito” (Saturday 4:15, Room 1)
Jonathan Hecht, San Diego State University, JonHecht89@gmail.com

My purpose in this essay is to consider whether or not the notion of the obligation of fair
play is present in the Crifo. It should be noted that I do not necessarily agree that the
notion of the obligation of fair play is involved in the foundational argument presented by
Socrates and the Laws in the Crito. My goal is to demonstrate the most plausible
arguments that one must commit oneself to if one argues for the notion of the obligation
of fair play.

I shall argue from the perspective of one who believes that the notion of the
obligation of fair play informs the primary argument in the Crito; the reason being that if
it informs the primary argument, then it certainly informs an argument in the Crito. As
well, the standards necessary in order to demonstrate this point are higher than that of
simply demonstrating the presence of the notion obligation of fair play as part of some
argument or other. And surely any arguments in favor of the claim that the notion of the
obligation of fair play informs the primary argument presented in the Crito by Socrates
and the Laws supports the weaker claim that the notion informs some argument or other
in the dialogue, but with a lessened burden of proof.
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Some interpretations of the dialogue are based on the idea that Socrates argued for
legal obligation based on the obligation from gratitude. Whether this is an absolute
obligation to the legal system or a pro tanto obligation is a matter of contention. I intend
to explicate the view of obligation to a legal system based on gratitude, and analyze its
implications. After this, I shall demonstrate that textual analysis and specific historical
evidence provide inductive reasons to believe that the primary argument, presented by
Socrates and the Laws in the Crito, implies obligation stemming from fair play, not
gratitude (though gratitude may be a supporting argument for the obligation of fair play).
This proposal has been made previously, but was dismissed—I think unfairly—on the
grounds that there is not enough evidence to support it, thus making it seem purely
speculative. I shall argue that, if we approach the argument using evidence from both
philosophical and historical analyses, the proposal is adequately supported. Beyond the
primary benefit of clarifying what is meant in the Crifo, the resulting analysis based on
this new foundation puts the final nail in the coffin for the myth of an argument by
Socrates, in the Crito, for absolute obligation, adding to the mounting evidence that there
is internal congruity between the Apology and the Crito, despite superficial differences.

“Oracularity, discursivity, and the Good in Plato’s Republic” (Saturday 2:00, Room 1)
Dirk t. D. Held, Connecticut College, dthel@conncoll.edu

The philosophical lover on the Symposium advances by means of logoi to reach the
position from which he is able suddenly (exaiphnés) to envision Beauty. Likewise in the
Republic, the philosopher proceeds up stages of the divided line through the discursive
process of dialectic (that is, through logoi) to reach a position wherein he can apprehend
the Good. In this way the dialectician attains a synoptic view of the affinities of the
objects of knowledge with one another and with the nature of being. (eis sunopsin
oikeiotétos te allélon ton mathématon kai t€s tou ontos physeds). Plato says explicitly that
the holder of synoptic vision is the dialectian (ho synoptikos dialektikos).

In both works a process of dialectical investigation and clarification is necessary
preparation for the consummate epistemological experience of apprehending Beauty and
the Good. The Symposium passage however is permeated with the language of the
religious mysteries and revelation missing from the Republic account.

The paper will examine the debate over the manner in which the Good, which
Plato states is not an ousia (Rep. 509b), is apprehended in Plato’s Republic, and in
particular whether there is evidence of non-discursivity. Cornford called apprehension of
the Good “immediate knowledge” and others credit it to intuition of some sort. Even
M.M. McCabe who objects to any form of non-rational knowledge in Republic admits
that “verification” [of what dialectic achieves] is provided by “the dialectician’s view of
the good” (her emphases).

I will argue that greater sensitivity to Platonic religion called for. Richard Sorabji
spoke of the apprehension of the Good as having “an almost religious significance” and
Myles Burnyeat presents the notion of “sacralized spectating.” In the paper, I plan to
develop those insights as a means of reaching a deeper understanding of Plato’s Good.
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Select bibliography:

Myles Burnyeat, Times Literary Supplement 2/24/06, review of A. Nightingale Spectacles
of Truth in Classical Greek Philosophy

M.M. McCabe, The Virtue of Philosophical Conversation”, in Burkhard Reis, ed. The
Virtuous Life in Greek Ethics, Cambridge 2006.

Richard Sorabji, “Myths about non-propositional thought”, in M. Nussbaum & M
Schofield (edd.) Language and Logos, Cambridge 1982.

“Plotinus on Magic” (Saturday 2:00 pm, Room &)
Wendy Elgersma Helleman, St. Augustine University of Tanzania,
hellemanw(@gmail.com

Porphyry’s Vita presents Plotinus as a gentle, caring and humble teacher, with a keen
understanding of character and even clairvoyance (as in the incident of Chione’s
necklace, Vit. 10). Plotinus enjoyed mystic union with the ‘One’ at least four times in the
six years that Porphyry knew him (Vit. 23). How did he achieve such union? Plotinus’
own explanation differs radically from that of later Neoplatonists like lamblichus, who
practised theurgy, which clearly involves magic. Even with a modern understanding of
magic, as a (respectable) form of religious devotion, it is clear that for Plotinus mystic
union did not involve magic of that kind. Yet it is also clear, from Enneads 4.3 and 4.4,
that basic elements of theurgy were recognized by Plotinus himself. Inasmuch as his
philosophical approach sought to revive an ancient wisdom (Vit. 16), not simply
“Hellenic rationalism”, he might be expected to make greater allowance for magic than
did Plato himself. How, then, did he understand magic, and how did he explain its
efficacy? In this reconsideration of the matter | want to indicate the significance of the
introductory argument of Enn. 4.3.1-8 (that the individual soul is not derived from the
World-Soul, but has its own origin, alongside the World-Soul, in the world above) for
Plotinus’ appreciation of magic. In that light I wish to examine also the significance of
the incident in the Iseum, where Plotinus’ guardian spirit appeared not as a daimon, but a
deity (Vit. 10), a revelation confirmed by the presence of the snake at his death (Vit. 2).

“The Philosophy of Vision of Robert Grosseteste” (Sunday, 9:00 am, Room 6)
John Hendrix, Rhode Island School of Design, jhendrix@risd.edu

Last year I presented a paper at Fordham on the philosophy of intellect of Robert
Grosseteste; this year [ would like to present a paper on the philosophy of vision of
Grosseteste. In the treatise De Iride (On the Rainbow, or On the Rainbow and the
Mirror), written just after 1230, Grosseteste defined the science of optics, or perspectiva,
as being based on geometrical figures, which are in turn based on t