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G . E.L. Owen opens his famous study of the Soph ist "Placo on Nor-Be­
ing"1 with the following remark: "Platonists who doubt chat they are Spec­
tators of Being muse settle for the knowledge chat they are investigators of 
che verb 'co be"' (223). In orher words, rhose who have forsaken metaphysi­
cal inquiry are left to treat the Sophist's investigation of being and non-being 
as an issue of the 'is' or 'iari' understood in three ways-existentially, 
predicacively, or as an identity sign. Indeed, for the last fifty years, a great 
deal of scholarship on the Sophist has been consumed by che question of just 
what kind of iari is at issue and whar role it plays in the overall project of 
the Elearic Stranger's investigation. From the early debate concerning the 
"disambiguation" of the 'is,' through Owen's groundbreaking claim char the 
'is' is exclusively connective, to Lesley Brown's attempt to reconcile the con­
nective with the complete 'is,' it has been an enduring, self-evident assump­
rion chat che key to understanding the strategy and success of the Stranger's 
endeavor is to investigate the character of the verb "to be." 

And yet-given the raging and, to my mind, unsettled debate over the 
kind of 'is' operating in the statement at 256a l ,  1d vl]ai� .. "£an oi YE 01a 
rci µEU.:X£1 I' rou ovro�,'' 2 and given that this style of reading leaves key 
portions of che Stranger's investigation unattended-it must be asked: what, 
other rhan the conventions and constraints of modern grammar, compels 
scholars to insist on the verb 'to be' as the governing interprerive framework? 

1 G.E.L. O.ven, "Plato on Not-Being," in P/1110: A Collection ofCririml En11yr. ed. Gregory 
\'b�tos (G.uden Ciry, 1971);  reprinted in G. E. L. Owen. logic, Science and Dit1!ectic, ed. Manha 
Nu�b•um (hhaca, 1986). Page numbers ciicd will refer 10 the first edition. 

' P1.uo, Sophist, in Platonis Opera (Oxford. 1995). Herc:ifrer 1hc siephanus page will be 
died in the 1cx1. There arc several English translations of 1he Sophist, among which are included 
1hosc of Sc1h Benorde1c (Chicago, 1986), F.M. Cornford (Indianapolis, 1957). William S. 
Cobb (S1vagc, 1990), and Nicholas P. White (Indianapolis, 1993). I have olso consulrcd 
Schleicr111.1d1cr's German translation (Rcinbek bci Hamburg, 1994) for funhcr 1ransla1ion ideas. 
The 1unJ•1ions that appear here, however, are mosr oficn my own. 
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28 AMY MORGENSTERN 

How can ic be claimed chac such an approach lends che greacest claricy ro the 
Sophist? For it may very well be the case, as will be argued below, chat predi­
cation for Plato cannot be caprured in our modern grammatical terms, and 
that the attempt ro frame the issue in this way presents a host of interprecive 
problems. 

My task in this essay is to question chis overall inrerprerive strategy and ro 
argue chat the central issues of the dialogue gain clarity and collective coher­
ence when they are recast in terms of naming. This imerpretation takes its 
departure from the work of Charlotce Stough in "Two Kinds of Naming in 
the Soph ist" bur extends these insights into areas left unaddressed by her 
work, specifically into the debace over 256a I ,  which has proven particularly 
vexing ro all who place value on rhe role of the 'is,' most especially to those 
who argue for Plato's consistent use of the connecrive 'is.' An attempt to 
setde this long-standing disagreement abour the structure and meaning of 
iari at 256al in such a way char grants this line its own integricy will addi­
tionally be ouclined. 

le will be argued that in Plato's parlance, rhe 'esti ' functions as a name, 
albeit a special one. He makes no mention of a verb all second-order remarks 
on language in rhe Sophist are framed in terms of naming, nor in terms of a 
verb, unless one considers rhe rhema discussed ar 262af. a verb. But it will be 
further argued chat translating rhema as 'verb' is likewise misleading. Plato 
uses onoma and rhema interchangeably ar 237d2, and lacer on the disrinc­
rion made is between t\vo kinds of names. It will be shown, therefore, thac 
modern grammatical scruccures do noc provide che flexibilicy needed co cap­
cure the solurion sec forth in che 'greatest kinds' section. Indeed, che coher­
ence of chis section surfaces precisely when rhe incongruence berween rhe 
structure of the Logos presupposed by Plaro and by us is acknowledged. Ar 
issue in chis invescigarion, then, are rhe problems ushered in by the assump­
rion that modern interprerive structures can be seamlessly mapped onto Pla­
to's rexr, and by the concomicant efforr co render Plato intelligible without 
reflecting on the rifts bet\'ll'een our concemporary philosophical projects and 
the specific aims, context, and conceptual assumptions shaping Plato's work. 

THE PUZZLES AND THE SOLUTION 
Before critically analyzing Owen's position, a brief summary of rhe rel­

evanc passages in the Sophist will first be ouclined. There are five scages in the 
section ouclining the paradoxes surrounding non-being. The flrsc stage 
( 237b7-e7) calls acrencion co rhe traditional equation of non-being (µ17 av) 
wirh "what in no way is" (ro µ17oaJ.1ciJc; av), in ocher words, wirh nothing. 
The conclusion drawn from the acceptance of chis equation is that rhe per­
son uttering non-being is nor only saying norhing, but is furrhermore nor 
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LEAVING THE VERB 'To BE' BEHIND 29 

speaking at all. The second srage (238a 1-c 1 1 ) entertains the dilemma that, 
even though we cannot attach "one" or any number ro µ1} ov, we nonethe­
less speak of ir as singular ( TOµ,., ov) or plural ( ra µ 1] ovra). As a result, ir is 
not possible ro utter µ 1} ov correctly, and it is declared ro be unthinkable, 
inexpressible, unutterable, and unsayable. In the third stage (238d l-239c8), 
drawing further conclusions from the second stage, the Stranger declares 
chat anyone ucceringµ1] av is forced ro contradict onesel( With 11'1 av prov­
ing co be intractable, the sophist has hidden himself in a trackless area. The 
fourth stage (239c9-240c6) rakes up che question of the "image," since im­
age-making is rhe sophist's specialty. These four stages culminate in che fifrh 
srage (240c7-24 l b3) where rhe Stranger concludes rhat, since µ 1} av has 
proved unutterable, false opinions and scacemencs, chen, which involve non­
being, are likewise not possible for speaking and chinking. At 25 1-59, in his 
discussion of the greatest kinds, che Stranger offers a new conception of 
non-being so rhac the paradoxes earlier enumerated no longer ensue. In chis 
discussion, the Stranger and Theaececus have come ro the conclusion thar 
being and non-being-rwo of the five greacesc kinds-participate in one 
another and permeate everything else. Non-being, redefined as the kind 
"otherness" (erepov), is no longer undersrood as the contrary of being, is no 
longer equated with nothing, but is rather clarified as "other than." Conse­
quently, being both is and is not, non-being both is and is nor, and every­
thing else in many senses is and in infinite ways is not. 

Prior ro Owen's analysis, che basic interpretation of the puzzle and solu­
tion sections (which Owen calls the "received view") was char che success of 
the Stranger's investigation into non-being lay in reforming the role of i:ari 

mid-dialogue, between the puzzles and the solution, in order to save non­
being. 3 According ro chis view, the Stranger in the puzzle section rehearses 
paradoxes arising from rhe old, traditional way of understanding non-being 
articulated by Parmenides and by Plato himself in the Theaetetus4 and chen 
simply discards chis understanding by the time of the solution. Implicit in 
chis traditional conception of non-being is the existential sense of i:ari-che 
source of the paradoxes in the first place-for one can neither chink nor 
speak of nothing, i.e., "what in no way exists." In che solution section, how­
ever, it is shown chat a sense of non-being is nonetheless salvageable, pre­
cisely with respect co che predicative sense of'is.' According ro the "received 
view," then, it is the switch in the role of the 'is' chat holds the key to the 
Stranger's successful retrieval of non-being from the realm of Eleacic ob-

1 In ocher words, Plaro plays on che ambiguity of rhe eari-hence, chc inrerprerer's per­
cei,•cd cask of"disambiguacing."' 

' Cf. Plato's T'1eaete111J l 88ef. 
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30 AMY MORGENSTERN 

livion. According to Owen, however, there is no evidence for such a reading. 
His argument falls inro three parts. 

A. Finding it odd that the Stranger would refer to a dilemma only to 
abandon it later on in the investigation,5 Owen disputes the view that the 
Stranger rehearses the old equation between nou-being, nothing, and non­
existence and rather alerts us to the way in which the Stranger, in the puzzle 
seer ion as well as in the solution, reworks the very terms by which non-being 
was previously thought. According to Owen (244-50), the Stranger revises 
the significance of this equation at the outset when he prefaces the first puz­
zle by "asking the Sophist's question" at 237b I 0: "what is the proper applica­
tion of the name 'what is nor"' and "[o]f what rhing and what sort of rhing 
should we expect him co use it, and what should he point out to his ques­
tioner?" Owen argues chat in asking chis question, which "cums to challenge 
the very use" of rhis expression, the Stranger preempts rhe equation with 
nothing and non-existence by inquiring into the applicability or reference of 
rhe name "non-being." For this inquiry, the reconception of non-being is 
crucial, which leads ro Owen's second move. 

B. Owen's second move is co show that rhe puzzles will be resolved nor by 
clarifying different senses of the 'is,' but rather by giving up a confusion 
abour negation" (231) .  This confusion concerns understanding non-being 
as che contra1y of being, which is considered "a cardinal mistake" in need of 
correction (232). The confusion is cleared up, according to Owen, when the 
Stranger, arguing from analogy with rhe 'nor-large' at 257b4, demonstrates 
1hat just as bo1h rhe middling and conrrary states are che 'not' of large, rhe 
'nor' of being does not imply a contrary co what is, bur only 'something 
other' (ifrc:pov). As analogy, the 'nor large' not only dispels contrariety as the 
primary form of negation but ir fully dismisses conrrariety with respect to 
one pair of predicates-being and non-being. The analogy instructs us fur­
ther by indicating rhat, even rhough no "intelligible" contrary to being can 
be found, this should not confuse or alarm us; those who nonetheless cling 
ro the sense of non-being as non-existence or nothing have simply "mis­
taken the sense of nega1ion" (235). 

C. Owen further dismisses the received view's rhesis that Plato switches 
the sense of 'is' from puzzles co solmion and maintains the validity of the 
existential 'is' while dropping its negative counterpart on the grounds char 
such a reading is in defiance o f  what Owen calls the "parity assumption," 
that is, of rhe Stranger's own declaration that being and non-being must 
equally illuminate each other (Cf. Sophist 243c2-5 and 250e5-25 I a3). To 

; That is, .1s opposed co more directly working ch rough aud refuring it. 
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LEAVING THE VERB 'To BE' BEHIND 3 1  

maintain one sense of'is' while rejeccing its negacive councerparr would sim­

ply nor comply with che Srranger's own declared methodological principle.6 
The discussions of the Sophist's question, the analogy with the not-large, 

and the parity assumption cogether support Owen's overall view that the 
Stranger's invescigacion is caught up in a larger encerprise, the basis of which 
is sustained by predication. The Sophist's quescion asks nor abour the exist­
ence of non-being, but about the applicability of the name non-being. The 
analogy with the nor-large elucidates the terms and constraints of chis appli­
cation. And che parity assumpcion makes clear char in whatever way the 
iari is employed by Plato, both its positive and negative expressions must 
be in play. Since this does not hold for the existential iari, it must be con­
cluded that Plato draws exclusively on the copulative or connective 'is' 
throughout the dialogue. All of this leads righc into what Owen considers to 
be the ultimate message of thept:yiara yiv'l section, and of the dialogue as 
a whole: "that a subject must be identified and characterized as well as differ­
enciaced."" According to Owen, then, the success of che Sophist lies in the 
way the dialogue works within and contributes to a new constellation of 
thinking, one thac in conrrast to the opsimaths can account for boch iden­
tity 11nd predication statements (26 1 ). At the root of this constellation lies 
not the existential bur rather the "connective use of the verb 'co be' . . .  dis­
tributed becween identity and predication" (254). 

The advantage of Owen's reading over the "received view" is that ic lends 
consistency and coherence to some key porcions of the dialogue by showing 
how this new constellation of thought circumscribes the entire central sec­
tion of the dialogue-from che Sophist's question ac 237b on-and compre­
hensively transforms the theoretical scruccure by which the issue of TO pi/ ov 
is thoughr. Trouble arises, however, with Owen's claims about the role of the 
verb 'to be' in all of this. On the one hand, he seems to be saying that since 
the solution involves only the connective 'is' undifferentiated becween iden­
tity and predication, the verb 'to be' plays no salient role in the Stranger's 
investigation. And yet, Owen further claims that the application of predi­
cates is "far Plato . . . an exercise in the incomplete use or uses of 'is"' (236. 
my emphasis). On what grounds does Owen make this claim? While the 
account of predication pioneered in the tiEyiara yiv'l section is most cer­
tainly of utmost importance, it must be asked whether there is textual evi-

• C( Owen, 266: " . . .  Pbt0 recognizes no use of rhe verb in which ir cannot be directly 
negJred." 

Owen, 236. Owen's chain of reasoning is as follows: "The auempr to speak of whar is nor 
as 11orl1i11g, a subject which is not anything ar all, has broken down (237b-39b). Thereafier ir 
h.1S been shown, for some specimen "kinds" of rhe highest rank. rhat rhere must be many rhings 
rhat each of rhem is as well as a srill larger number rhar each is nor (256e2-7), and rhis is larer 
:assumed ro hold good of all subjects of discourse (263bl 1-12). Cf. Owen, 235. 
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32 AMY MORGENSTERN 

dence for inrerprering any of rhe key passages-che Sophist's question, rhe 
paradoxes, and che solurion-in terms of che incomplere use or uses of 'is,' 
char is, wherherfor Plato predicacion must always involve the verb 'co be.' Ir 
n1ust addirionally be poinced our that che consistency and coherence ren­
dered by Owen nonetheless creares its own snags, most particularly with 
regard ro rhe line ar 256al-"changc is, by parcaking in being"-for how 
can one possibly read rhe 'is' here as conneccive?8 Furchermore, if chis line is 
to be taken as cite Srranger's response co the paradox concerning heing at 
250b, why would one read the 'is' as connective? And, finally, what if chis 
sratemenr is meanr ro have meaning exactly as it is, wirhour invoking rhe 
existenrial 'is' and wichour elliprically calling for complecion? 

When the context of the solurion is more closely examined, it can be 
argued chat chere is no rrace of the conneccive verb 'ro be' in either che para­
dox concerning being, che opsimachs' dilemma posed by the lace learners, or 
the solution section. The former paradox is enlisted, in face, in order ro 
prevem rhe sentence 'change/rest is' from automatically sliding into 'change 
is resring' or 'rest is changing' (Cf. 250b5 and 252d6-8). In ocher words, 
contrary ro Owen's contenrion, the Scranger seeks to gain independence for 
statemencs of the form 'A is' from those of the form 'A is/are B' in che ac­
cempt ro esrablish a philosophical place for being as "some third besides 
these" ( Tpi WV . . . Tl 1rapa ravra, 250b8).9 The latter paradox furthermore 
makes no memion of'is' ac all, iari or ocherwise, bur is posed in the follow­
ing way: some people apparendy cake pleasure in nor allowing one ro say 
human being, good (aya8o v A.eyFtv  dv8pw!!ov) buc good, good (ro µiv 
ayaf:Jov aya86v) and human being, human being (rov OE av8pW!!OV 

d1·8plV!!O v).10 Additional evidence for che insignificance of the 'is' can be 
found in che bridge between these cwo paradoxes, that is, in che formulation 
ensuing our the former and prefacing the laccer: the Stranger and Theactetus 
are to explore how "we on each occasion call or address (!!poaayopt:vo11t:v) 

1 Both Owen and Mich.tel Frede (PriU/ikation 1111d ExistenZtmfsage [Goningen, 1967() have 
a response to chis question, which will be .tddressed below. 

• Cl: also 250al l ,  Kai p1jv Ei vai ye <ipui<.x; ¢!iq a;11/!cfrcpa aijrfomi frarepov. 250bl I, 
. . . our<<>; d vm 1tpoa£i1req a11¢i<irepa (in relation to their �·u11·<uvia with being). and 250c2, 
ii rat• 1;i v11m v Kai arcia1 v t"t vai J.eyrl)JIEI'. Again, co deny the presence of the connective 'is' in 
rhese formubtions is in no way ro claim that they should be read as ex.unples of the exisremial 
'is,' as will be made dear below. 

IO Sophi;t 25lb9-c2: ayaBov AEYEIV <frBp<uTrO I'. aJ.J.a rci µev ayaBov aya01!1•. rc)v lie 
iivOp<VTrUI' ii11Bpw1ru11.This 1ransla1ion is admirredly stilted in English, aml it could, of course, 
be argued chat although not cxplicidy st.ired, rhe 'is' is nonetheless implied. as is olien rhc case 
in Greek. Bur it could also be argued that the absence of the 'is' rather provides a due for whac 
may be ics irrelevance ro the Stranger's inquiry. 
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LEAVING THE VERB 'To BE' BEHIND 33 

the same thing by many names (;roA.A.oi�ov6µaa1 )." 1 1 Indeed, the Stranger's 
very next line detailing the newly appointed task-as if to emphasize just 
what is at issue-likewise alludes to the act of naming: "[w] hen we speak 
about a human being, we surely use many other names (;roA.A. ·arra 
£;rova1Hi(ovre�)" (251 a8-9) . 1 2  Both paradoxes together, then, define the 
next rask in the Stranger's inquiry as an issue of naming, and not of the verb 
'to be.' 

To raise such questions is not to dismiss the insights gained from Owen's 
interpretation. The Stranger does indeed open the investigation by asking 
rhe Sophist's question, a question fitting a new framework to an old problem 
and in so doing, the inquiry inserts important changes into the discussion. 
Bur does rhe "Soph ist's question" really have anything to do with the verb 'to 
be'? Given rhar che Stranger at 237c2 opens the inquiry into non-being by 
asking about the applicability of "this name ' ro Jiil av'," the question seems 
to be first and foremost one of naming. Talk in terms of the 'name,' in face, 
surfaces throughout the dialogue, 1 3 most importantly in che problem imme­
diately provoking the solucion, rhar of the late learners. Now, if boch the 
propadeutic perplexities concerning non-being and the problem immedi­
ately preceding the discussion of the µt::yiara yiv17 are posed in terms of 
naming, it would seem strange for rhe response to take a completely differ­
ent turn and co be arriculared in terms of the 'is,' incomplete or otherwise. 
This would in rum suggest chat an interpretation in terms of the incomplete 
'is' is nor the most suitable interpretation, but would rather be superfluous. 

11 'iopJ.ist 25 la5-6. The Greek 1exr for chis line is as follows: " . . .Ka(fo1•r1 l'li nvrc rponuv 
noA2oi.; 01·opaa1 rauruv ruuru h.-aarore npuaayopa<VuJIEI'." A similar formulation c.1n 
be found at 251 bJ: "i'v b:aaro1• unu9ip£1'UI nciJ.11• auru nuAAa 1<ai 1ruMoi� 01·opaa1 
At-YOJICI'." 

'' One may, of course. argue 1har this act of naming or amiburion (Em#pm·rc.;. cf. 25 139) 
implicitly involves 1he connective ·is.' The argument to be developed throughout rhis essay, 
howe\'cr. is thar for Plato this is not the case. 

11 The citations for the appearance of the "name"-whe1her Ol'VJla, inwvt1pia, or p1i11a­
.trc so numerous. it would be a bit tedious and superfluous 10 list 1 hem. Suffice it to say that it 
1110<1 prominently shows up in the diaresis section where it is aligned with 7rplii;1� or signals the 
unin· of J 1rprii;1.;, in the cri1ique of 1he Parmenidean one where the name is s1ill understood in 
1crr11s of .1 uni1y but no longer in 1erms of a nprii;1�. in the greatest kinds section where it still 
•1and. for a unity bm has the capacity to combine with other names, and in the concluding 
<foumion of fulsc statements where the firnction of 1he n:11ne is divided in10 p1i11a, which 
nukes 1he npa.;1; known. and UVVJW, the sign for those performing the npai;1�. the combina-
1io11 of whid1 forrns the mosr elemencary but complete Aoyu;. Funherrnore, it is not to be 
forgouen ilut 1he dialogue and i1s motivating question begins with 1he issue of naming, that is, 
with Socu1es' question to the Stranger at 2 l 7a( concerning what 1hose in his area believe and how lh()· 1ume (<J1-0pa,v1·) the aforemeniioned phenomena-sophist, politician, philoso­
pher. 
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34 AMY MORGENSTERN 

And rhis would leave rhe impression rhac Owen's cexr does nor escape his 
own criricism, char orher insights notwithstanding, his analysis operates in 
the shadow casr by the investigators of the verb 'to be.' 

A ROSE BY ANY OTHER NAME 

Charlotte Stough sees the paradoxes and ensuing solution less as an issue 
of the 'is' and more as "a consequence of a single, more general position 
abo11c names," 14 one rhar only allows for a single kind of naming (359). 
Accordingly, she inrerprecs rhe µeyiam yevry section as establishing "rhe 
semantic distinction . . .  bet\veen two kinds of names rather than two senses, 
or uses of esti." 1 > The crux of the issue, as Stough sees ic, lies in the difference 
between naming1 and naming1. Stough describes chese C\VO kinds of naming 
as follows (360-61 ) : ( I )  a Form has rhe name1 'F' in virtue of its own nacure 
when it is (numerically) the same as the f itself, and (2) a Form has the 
namc1 'F' by participacing in che Form rhar has the name1 in virtue of ics 
own nature. Naming1 ch us allows one to say what any form is according ro 
ics own nature or ¢vai� (e.g., change is change) while naming, allows a 
form, by virtue of irs participacion in anocher form, to be called by

-
rhe name 

of that form (e.g., change is other). According to Stough's reading. the solu­
cion secrion answers rhe dilemmas by showing char a name can refer in more 
chan one way-"narurally, " rhar is, ro irself in its own narure, or "by parrici­
parion," to orher forms that combine with it (369). 

This schema bears similarities to Michael Frede's rhesis on rhe 1wo uses of 
'is' in borh his earlier and later writings on che Sophist. 16 There is, however, a 
small difference of greac consequence worch dwelling on for che discussion 
ro follow. Based on an interpretation of lines 255c-1 2f., which introduce 
Cr£pov as a fifth kind, Frede locates che "rwo uses of 'is"' he believes operare 
at rhe hearr of che Sophist". ( I )  with the first use of 'is' (is1 } ,  a "being can be 
what it is-namely being (seiend)-in relarion to irself," and (2) wirh the 
second use of'is' (is1), a "being can be what it is-namely being-in relation 

" Charlo11e Srough, "Two Kinds of Naming in rhe Sophist," Gmadirm Journal of Philosophy 
20 ( 1 990): 359. 

I\ Srough, J59. A full discussion of rhis posirion appears on J59ff. For a similar inrerprera­
cion, cf JC Gosling, Plato (London, 1 973) 220, where he wrices diac given his re.1ding of che 
l.1te learners' pJradox, "che discinction be1ween cite 'is' of idemicy and copula is simply nor 
relevanc to the difficuhy. Whac we need co escape from is che view rliat neither the ide11 1icy 'is' 
nor the copub can be used of anyrhing buc idenriry or copulacion. The assercion chat kinds can 
mingle must ac best be rhe claim 1hac many ·names' arc Jpplicable to one and chc same subject." 

16 Mich.id Frede, Priidikmion tmd Exi;tm:zaussage and "Plato's Sophist on False Scaremencs" 
in The Cambridge Companion 10 Plato (Cambridge, 1992) 397--424. 
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LEAVING THE VERB 'To BE' BEHIND 35 

ro something numerically distinct from itself." 1 7  Seemingly almost identical 
in their basic message, these t\VO interpretive frameworks nonetheless di­
verge on the assumptions imported into the matters of 'naming' and 'nu­
merical distinccness.' A brief critical assessment of Frede's position will aid in 
elucidating chis divergence. 

According to Frede, the distinction between is1 and is1 should nor be 
undersrood along the lines of the identity-predicative discinccion. 18 As he 
sees it, to say e.g., chat "a man is a vertebrate" or "white is a colour" is to 
make an is1 statement, and not an identity statement, for such a sracement 
does not effect an identity bet\veen man and vertebrate or white and colour, 
but it does say "what man is of himself or what white is of itself" ( 40 1-02) 
and so expresses what each respective being is in relation to itself. On the 
ocher hand, "Socrates is white" would be an is, sracement since white is not 
something Socrates is by himself (400). At is;ue here for Frede is chat che 
predicate in an is1 statement refers to what is numerically distinct from the 
subject while in the is1 statement, this is not the case. He elucidates chis 
distinction by explaining that in the above is1 statement, Socrates "is white, 
not by being chis feature, bur by having this feawre," chat is, by participat­
ing in it (400--0 I ) .  This distinction bet\veen is1 and is2 further informs Frede's 
imerpretation of the opsimaths' paradox and the Stranger's response to it. As 
Frede understands the opsimaths' position, language consists of names, the 
sole function of which is to denote parciculars. 19 In addition, the opsimaths 

' Fretle, l'riidikation 18-19. my emphasis. A similar formul.1tion can be found on p. 29. All 
tf.lnsl.11ions are my own. With regard to Frede"s overall inrerpreration. it must be asked whether 
so much significance c.1n be read into the p.1ssage at 25 5cl 2f, that is, whether one can use these 
lines .1s rh� basis for an imerpretation of rite Sophirt. Pbto does here employ the word arcx•·<d.:; 

(!55d6) when referring to 1he distinction at which the Srranger and Theaetetns h.1ve just ar­
ri\'ed. Moreover, the context seems ro involve not two uses of 'is' but rad1er the distinction 
between the r.vo kinds "'being" and "'otherness," the latter always spoken of in connection with 
other things. This point is then elaborated rhrough the idea discussed at 257c7( that the "na­
ture of the other" is diopped up into pieces and thus 11/r..ap directed to some specific realm of 
bcm�. 

11  Cf. l'rede, "Plato's Sophirt" 401-02. Frede's two uses of 'is' flirrhermore mark not only 
discursi'-c but also metaphysical differences. Frede's reading is to be distinguished from both 
Owen's •nd S1ough's in that Frede sees the different uses of 'is" as a rdlccrio11 of rwo different 
w�vs of l-eing. 

••Cl: frc:dc. l'riklika1io1161--02. Frede makes the argument that rhe terms "man .. and "go0<f" 
hctt must refer to p•rticulars and not to Platonic forms. This decision allows him to m.1kc the funhcr ug11me111 thar, since every name denores a parricular objec1, allow•blc uncranccs arc 
Doe to be understood as a mere repetitive chain of the same name-what J.M.E. Moravscik rams "logia.I 21omism" ("Being and Meaning in the Sophist," Acra Fennica 14 (1 962) 58ff)­
bui ra1hcr as sureme111s in the form "th3t is x," "that isy," etc. I find Frede's claim that ''human" 
and " ood" I · · g re er to particulars unsausfactory for reasons that will be discussed shortly. 
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do not distinguish between kinds of names, i.e., between the name of a 
substance and the name of a property, but rather view all names as "competi­
tive, classificatory predicates" (Prddikation 64); the terms "human" and 
"good," then, are thought to denote completely distinct objects and thus 
could not be combined in a single sraremenc. The only allowable sraremencs 
would be those of the form "rhar is x" and "that is y;" additionally, srate­
mencs of the form "x is y" would be allowed solely on the condition rhar x 
and y refer ro rhe same parricular. Consequencly, such is1 statements as "Soc­
rates is a man" abide by the opsimarhs' criteria since in this statement (in the 
case rhat Socrates exisrs)10 "Socrates" and "man" do nor denote numerically 
distinct objects. The rest of rhe dialogue on Frede's view-in addition ro and 
coordinate with the attempt to redefine non-being-is devoted to legitimiz­
ing is, sratemems. 

Tl;is reading is unsatisfactory for several reasons. First suspect is Frede's 
view that the names "human" and "good" denote nor forms but particular 
objects in che concexr of rhe opsimarhs' paradox. Besides importing a mid­
dle-dialogue paradigm rhar may nor be appropriate to this lacer dialogue,1 1 

such a view could nor be sustained in relation to the discussion of the five 
kinds. If  this latter discussion is a direct response co rhe opsimachs' paradox, 
then it must be assumed rhar a consistent view of names is employed through­
out, from paradox to solution. Yet, would it make sense to say rhar the "same" 
and the "other" behave as Frede contends "human" and "good" do? Should 
it be said that e.g., rhe kind "same" denotes a particular object, and char chis 
particular object is numerically different from that denoted by the "other"?u 
More accurate and sensitive to the text would be, as Plato explicitly writes, 
ro view a name as demarcating a specific kind, each with its own distinct 
lfn)cru;, which in turn signifies the conscirurion that makes each kind just 
what it is.13 The name should be understood, then, as marking not a distinct 
object, but rather the specific "whar" of each kind. This interpretation would 
additionally upset Fred e's second suspicious poim-cltat the opsimaths would 

'° Cf frede, Priidikmion 65. This thesis allows Frede to daim that the 'is' employed by the 
opsimaths is exisrential; cf. 66. 

" By 1his I mean rhar Frede views the choice as strictly berween rhe Forms and particulars 
wirhour considering dJat Plato may no longer view 1he kinds in terms of this dichotomy. 

" To those 1empred 10 answer posi1ively to chis question, I cannot help bur feel compelled 
to respond with a rwis1 on a currently popular coin of phrase: show me 1he "same"! show me rhe 
"other"! Moreover, given that the Stranger at 257c7 first speaks of rhe nature of the "other" as 
broken up into parts, one can more confidently daim that prior 10 1his remark, "change," 
"rest," "being," "same," and "ocher" funcrion as names denoring not pariiculars but kinds. 

'> C[ 258b I l-d7 where Plato explicicly makes rhis link. Ir is only when its own ¢n'iau; is 
established rha1 one can speak of the form (£i8or;) 'what is not.' In this dialogue, E'18or; and 
yivor; should be regarded as interchangeable. For further evidence of this link, cf 245c8-9. 
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allow is scacements-for if each name delineaces a discinct t/>Vm�, then it I 
would seem that each name accordingly denotes a numerically distinct entity 
or unit, and thac is1 scacements would be alien co boch the opsimaths and 
Placo. Thar Placo considers each name a sign (cf. 237d9 and 262b6) of a 
numerically distinct entity must be the case, for if ir were nor, the Stranger 
would never have been able to refute Eleatic monism in the way that he did. 
For example, the Stranger's initial strategy ar 244b6f. is to examine how the 
Eleatic claim (paraphrased by the Scranger) "che one alone is" is immediately 
refuted once one recognizes that there are two names-n and ov-(or rhe 
same being, the same ov, since to "agree that there are two names while 
putting down char there is nothing but the one is surely ridiculous" (244c8). 
Later in che refutation, after having established that the "£v" and the "oA.ov" 
are nor che same, and further that "ri av" and the "oA.ov" are likewise noc 
che same, the Scranger concludes chat "che totality once again becomes more 
than one, since whac is and che whole have each separately (xcvpi�) caken on 
their own natures (ic5iav ... tf>um v, 245c8-9). Thus one can see char it is on 
the basis of each name signifying its own (ioiav), separate (xcvpi�) narnre, 
i.e., che numeric distinctness denoted by each name, chat the Stranger can 
declare che cotality to be more than one. Accordingly, ic would be che cask of 
the pt:yiara yivq section to demonstrate how names that nonetheless de­
note numerically distinct natures can combine in a meaningful, unified state­
ment. Indeed, the first move Plato makes in che pt:yiara yiv17 section is co 
establish che numerical distinctness of che first three kinds 'change,' 'resc,' 
and 'being' (cf. 254d4-l 2). This conception of che name cied to a numeri­
cally distinct nature likewise structures che transition between the first and 
second hypothesis of che Parmenides.24 Here Plato shows how, on the basis 
of the very statement "£v Ei ian v," monism can be dismanrled and, on che 
contrary, plurality escablished ( l 42b3f.) .  This is because the names 'one' (iv) 
and 'is' (iari. Eivai)  or 'being' (vvaia) are chought co be distinct from one 
another, to denoce numerically distinct narures;25 every rime one asserts chac 
anyching is, there are automatically two, which means thac chere cannoc jusc 
be the 'one.' Thus to seriously and more deeply consider the scacemenr '€11 
ci iartv' is co realize chat che 'one' "partakes of being," which is ocher chan 
che one. Noc agreeing co such consequences would amount co making che 
statement 'a one is'--£v . . .  t:i vm-into che statement 'one one'-£11 £v­

and besides not being the hypothesis to be considered, such a statement 
would obviously not aid Parmenides in establishing the being of che one, 

" Plaro. Pam1mide1 in Platonil Opera (Oxford, 1995). 

" Cf. e.g., 142b6-8: "If a one is, i1 cannot be and no1 partake of being (ouaia, oi: p1i 
11crixcw), which means rl1a1 there will also be, besides the one, the being of the one . . . (1i 
oooia roti ii·o�). which i1 not the 1amea; the one." My emphasis; remarks like this can be found 
1hroughou1 the arguments rhat follow. Cf. also 1 42c4-5, J4Ja4--6. 143bl-3. 
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char it is. AJ1d furthermore, noc acknowledging the implicacions of rhe dis­
rinccness of r.hese names would resulc in a regress back co scaremencs akin co 
che opsimarhs'. 

This long Jigression has been taken in order co decermine more defini­
tively what is at stake in che opsimachs' paradox and che ensuing solution. 
Given che conception of rhe name functioning in these lace Placonic rexes, it 
cannot be che case chat P lato's opsimaths would concede an is1 scacement 
such as "Socrates is a man." One must rather conclude wirh Stough char che 
opsimachs would only allow expressions of a kind's </>V<Jt<;, i.e., ics name1 ; in 
ocher words, chey would only allow such srace111encs as "change is ch:mge," 
provided chat the 'is' remains undifferentiated, which means virtually irrel­
evant. So far this position is somewhat similar to Owen's. Ir pares company, 
however, with the claim char the solution depends not on the introduction 
of predication but rather of namingz, which may encompass but is not lim­
ited to predication. In other words, as Scough sees ir, rhe ambiguities the 
Stranger is dealing wich and the discinctions he incroduces run along a dif­
ferenc axis than is generally choughc. According to Stough, che Scranger's 
solucion encails a concepcion of naming shared wich rhe lace learners, i.e., 
one char does noc discinguish between the nominative and descripcive func­
tion of the name. The opsimarhs cannot accept rhe sracemenc "human be­
ing, good," e.g. , because the slippage between the descriptive and nomina­
tive functions of rhe name (a human being as good would mean chat che 
human being is good, 'being in change' would be equivalent co 'being change') 
would usher in the assurnpcion char 'human being' and 'good' refer co rhe 
same phys is (359ff, 368ff.) ,  which is obviously not the case. The Stranger's 
language, however, reveals chis same slippage; based on a reading of 25 5a4-
b6, Stough demonstrates char the Stranger, coo, "moves freely between 'Rest 
is changing' and 'Rest is Change."'26 For borh the Stranger and the opsimachs, 

1° Following Srough, 1his becomes evident in 1he following way (367f.). Based on a reading 
of l55a4-b6 where sameness and 01herness arc established .1s 1wo indcpendem kinds. i1 can be 
dcmons1r.1cd 1har 1hcre is for PlalO .. no dis1inc1ion berwccn 'Ch.111ge' .111d 'is clungc (chang­
ing),"' in other words, no diffCrence between rhc 110111inalive or rcfCrcnti.d :ind du: predicarive 
01 descriprivc function of a name; rarhcr, all of these functions remain indiscriminate in Pl.1to's 
1ex1. The 31gumeru can be reconstrncted as follows. In establishing sameness and otherness as 
the fourth and lifih of the greatest kinds, the Stranger rcJsons 1ha1 they cannot be included as 
among the od1er three kinds because, since change and rest arc nci1her Olherness nor sameness, 
and since whatever is ascribed to them in common conno1 be either of them. od1erncss ond 
sameness must be distinct kinds. The explanation of chis is given in the line a1 255a I 0, namely 
1ha1 if sameness or difference were idemical with either cl1ange or t'CSt , "[K]il'l/ai� cl' arriaera1 

Kar arciat� av Kl l'l/lh;al'COl"-cJi:wge will be al rest and rcsl in tlll'll will be in change, or 
rather, chonge will be rest and rest will be chongc. Of utmost irnporrnncc here is rhc use of 
arriacrat and Kl vl)01iaerat-the li.1ture middle and passive third person singular-instead of 
the proper names arcicri� and Ki l'l/ai�. 
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chen, 'is changing' and 'ch:mge' are names referring ro che same physis. The 
Scranger consequently does nor quarrel wirh the semantic ambiguiry involved 
in naming (cf. 367). 27 Rather, the cask is ro circumscribe the opsimachs' view 
as one kind of naming and co introduce another, one clue reflects che partici­
pation of one kind in another wichour sacrificing its physis co the other. This 
is what naming2 accomplishes. Involving a secondary name chat refers co a 
kind ro which the subject is related (372), naming,--or the koinonia of 
kinds, co revert back to Plato's parlance-allows on� kind co be called by 
another without implying that each kind denotes the same thing. It can do 
so because as far as Plaro is concerned, the secondary name may refer in two 
ways-ro the kind by which it has the name1 and co the kind it mixes with in 
che respective relation (cf. 369, 372). At issue, then, is not the distinction 
between identiry and predication, since both naming1 and naming2 state­
ments may equivocate between nominacive/identiry and predication state­
ments. The naming1 statement makes this point particularly clear, for since 
both "change" and "changing" "name the Form Change in virtue of its own 
nature," that is, since a form's nature can be expressed by either a proper or 
descriptive name, naming1 results in single sentences which cannot be un­
equivocally distinguished as identity or predication statements. At issue is 
che introduction of a name's capaciry to refer dually. to be a name,. 

Srough's position ch us further departs from Owen's in the way e;ch views 
rhe undifferenriated nature of the 'is.' While Owen views the 'is' as discrib­

uced between identity and predication, i.e., wearing one hat in one state-

niis very slippage provides an objection to Gregory Vlasws' attempt in "An A111bigui1y in rhe 
�opl.ist" (in G. Vlastos. Platonic S11tdies [Princewn. I 973) 270-322) ro show 1hac despite rhe 
'"encd contraricry berwccn change and rcs1. there is a legitimate way for Pla10 ro say that 
d1Jngc is resting. Vlasws distinguishes berwccn ordinary predication (OP-prcdica1ion rhac 
.i.-..cns tlur B is itself a member of 1he class of rhings which arc A) and paulinc predication 
(PP predication chat asscrrs rhat if anything is a member of the class of things which are B, 
then. necessarily, that same 1hing will be a member of the d.1ss of things which are A). On the 
b�sis of this distinction, Vlasros explains chat when Plato 111ai111ains rhar change canno1 be rest 
or resting. he musr mean 1his in 1he paulinc prcdica1ion sense, rhat is, rhar any instance of 
dungc cannot be rest or resting. But he could not mean this in the ordinary predication sense 
l>ccausc. according co Vlasros, change itself is a Platonic form. and as a form it is, like all 
l'b1onic forms. i1wJrianr and chus resting (cf. 275-78). Bur if one considers che ambiguiry 
between nominative and descriptive names, the very sra1e111e111 Vlastos attempts to salvage, 
"ch�ngc is resting,'' can likewise be read as "change is rcsr," in which case the distinction be­
tween ordinary and pauline predication would be of no help. for the form 'change' could never 
nomi1uti\'ely be named 'rest'. There arc ocher objections to Vlastos' project, bur suffice ir ro say 
rlut the ltrempt to rejoin change and resr when l'lato explicitly renders them murnally exclu­
sive i. tru'gujdcd. The task should not be to "fix" Plaro's rcxc but ro try to understand the source 
and role of 1he tension or ambiguiry. 
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mem and anocher in anocher, Scough shows chac che 'is' may equivocace 
wichin a single sraremenc and rhac this equivocation, effected by the func­
tion of naming1, has virrually nothing to do wich che verb 'co be.' Furcher­
more, by showing char there is no difference between nominacive and de­
scriptive funccions of naming, one can now see chac the Sophist's quescion ac 
237b simply asks how this name ro µ 1} ov could denote a kind, and where or 
co whac this name can be arcached or carried over,28 which can be thought in 
either referemial or descriptive cerms, i.e., ic  asks how ro J-1 i/ ov can refer as 
both a name1 and a name2• On this reading, then, one can see chac the 'is,' 
predicacive or ocherwise, plays no significanc role at all, that che issue of 
naming consiscencly defines rhe cask from the very beginning of the para­
doxes through the solution, and char the Stranger's achievement is co escab­
lish a kind's commonality with, or parciciparion in anocher numerically dis­
tinct kind as expressed through naming2• In other words, the rask of the 
p£yiara yiv'l section is co show how a kind can be called by another name, 
which is exaccly and explicitly the appoinced task as laid out at 25 la5. 

One could take chis reading even furcher, however, and dispel yet another 
generally agreed diagnosis, chis time with respecc co the much disputed line 
at 256al , Ki V'lmr; " ''Eart ()£ yt: 810 ro µt:rizt:1 v WV ovror;"-but change 
is, indeed by parcaking of being. 2<> Those who actempt co reserve a place for 
the complete, existenrial 'is,' turn to this line for their strongesc, most obvi­
ous evidence. 30 These in cerprerations, however, do not demons trace an over­
all coherence of che Stranger's inquiry. Readings based on che incomplete 
'is,' in turn, rend ro override the nuances and complexity of Placo's cexc in 

" The word rranslared here ar 2J7b by "carry"-cm¢£pri>--- has been translated as "apply" 
in every prominenr English 1r:111slatio11. Here is an instance of a iranshcion char overdecermines 
rhe rexr and, so ro speak. "loads che deck" by alre:idy bringing co bear a whole sec of ossump­
rions concerning names, Sl>temenrs, and meaning which virtually usher in modern notions of 
rclerence, identity, and preclicaiion as rhe interpretive backdrop. rhus overriding orher irnpor­
ram dimensions of rhis word. Keeping rhe root verl>--fl�'p11>- in mind. im¢ipw less abstractly 
and more literally mc:ms 10 bring, put or lay upon, place upon, carry over 10, and also ro give a 
name. Owen rranslares the first question as "what is the proper application ofrhe name 'what is 
nor' (244). 01her translations are as follows. Benardere: where he muse apply this name, 'cbac 
which is nor'? Cobb: ro what rhis name 'whar is nor" is ro be applied ro? Whire: What should 
the name, that which is nor, be applied ro' Schleiermacher: 1110 man diem \Vorr 11nzubringen hat, 
d11s Nichtseiende? As is evident, only Schleiermacher's cranslar ion is sensitive 10 a more open and 
lireral iranslar ion of i1m/ICpM. 

"'As timher evidence against rc:1ding it connecrivcly, it should be nored rhac iari appears 
here in che first position, emphasizing rhar change is. I would like to rhank Marrin Henn for 
poinring rhis out ro me. 

JO Cf. e.g .. Ackrill, "Plaro and rhe Copula" 21 1-12 and Robcrr Hein.unan, "Being in rhe 
Sophist," Archiv fiir Geschirhte Philosophie 65 ( 1983): 1-17. 
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rhe efforc ro fir rhe bulk of the Stranger's invesrigarion into rhe conceptual 
framework of predication. For example, in rhe effort to secure his strong 
claim rhar all key statements in rhe solution involve rhe incomplete 'is,'>1 
Owen argues that however statements such as 256a I are to be read, "frag­
mentary or elliptical they surely are in Plato's view" (255). In other words, 
rhe statement "change is" should nor be understood existentially or in its 
own right but rather as either "a fragment of rhe preceding 'change is differ­
ent from rest"' (255el l-1 2)·1i or as an ellipsis for 'change is with respect to 
something'" (255). This is because, as Owen elaborates, the wholep£yicrra 
yi1•17 section is formulated with a view ro rhe idea rhat "what is is multiple 
and what is not countless in number" (256e6, 25%6). Reading backwards 
from rhis context, then, Owen reasons that 256a I cannot have existencial 
import, but must rather be undersrood elliptically, in relation to something 
else (254-55). This reading, however, disregards rhe important role of 
255el l-256al as a response to the paradox concerning being at 250a8-e4 
where the Stranger seeks to prevent statements such as 'change is' from auro­
matically sliding into 'change is resr,' and in doing so to show rhar just be­
cause two or more kinds participate in being, one kind does not automati­
cally become the other. In other words, among the myriad tasks set out for 
the Stranger, in addition ro documenting how kinds can relate to one an­
other is the task of providing a place for expressing a kind's being just what it 
is without reference or relation to anything else, but simply by virtue of its 
ph)'sis. This is what I believe 256a I is meanr to express. Thus by placing too 
much weight and responsibiliry on the remark, "what is is multiple and what 
is nor countless in number," this argument neglects the concomitant effort 
ro mark the singularity and distinctness of each kind's being and so conse­
quencly fails ro account for the meaning of rhe statement "change is." For ir 
is both rhe distinctness of each kind and its capacity for combination that 
sustains the p£yicrra yivl} section's argument. 

Frede, albeit in different terms rhan Owen, also insists that rhe 'is' ar 
256a I is not to be understood completely but relationally. According to 
fredc, there is no textual evidence for understanding the statement ar 256ai 
in •tny ocher way than in terms of the statement about idenriry at 256a7-8. 
Since a statement about identiry always involves a relation to something else 
(to say 'change is the same' is ro say that change participates in the same in 
rr/Jrion to change), and since 256a I and 256a7-8 should be read in parallel 
fashion, the simplest way to understand the esti in the former statement is as 

" This is aho Frroe·s position; cf. Pradikarion 29. 37, 48, and 55. " <Mn maka tllis claim by caking his cue from Frede (cf. Owen 255, nr. 54); Frede's 
polition will be omlined below. 
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"being in relation ro something" (Pradikation 56). The more precise read­
ing, however, would be ro see rhe 'is' ac 256a I behaving like 'is other than.' 
Based on what he again considers co be a parallel structure of argumentation 
at 256c4-8 and 263b7- l l ,  Frede argues rhac che lines at 255el l-256al 
should be underscood as follows: (a) Change is ocher than rest,  (b) Change is 
not, namely resc, (c) Change is, namely ocher. According to Frede, since they 
are already included in statement (a), che lacrer cwo statements simply draw 
our whac is implied there. Moreover, (c) furcher draws our whac is presup­
posed by (b); it is nor concrary to ic bur included in ic. For change co be in 
chis conrext, however, would be for ic  co be ocher than resc, which is why 
Frede replaces the accual line-" indeed by parcicipacing in being"-wirh his 
own line, "namely ocher" (56-57). This line of reasoning allows Frede to 
claim thac by rendering the implicit explicit, 256a I is an is1 sraremenc pre­
supposed by and embedded in che is2 scacemencs that surround ic (58). 

In response co Frede's initial, more simplistic reading, it should be noted 
rhac in the line jusr above ar 256a5, the Stranger makes clear that change is 
likewise not the same, which means thar calling change 'che same' does nor 
exhaustively express what ic means for change 'to be.' And chis means char 
256a I cannot be seen as parallel to, bur cacher warrants its own reading 
apart from 256a7-8. Contrary co Frede's claim, rhere is no cexcual evidence 
for reading 256al in terms of 256a7-8. I n  response to Frede's more precise 
reading, and rewriting, of 256a l ,  Frede's reformulation of 255e l l -256al 
would read as follows: change is ocher chan rest, change is nor resc, change is 
other. On chis reading, 256a I does nor offer any new information or insight 
bur simply repeats whac was already said at 255c 1 1 . Now why would Plato 
be so repetitive here, so tautologically circular? Frede's substitution of"ocher" 
for "indeed by participating in being" further makes it seem chat the kind 
'being' can jusc slide into the kind 'other,' as if there were not cwo distinct 
physeis involved. Accordingly, the interpretation of esti as 'being in relation 
to . . .  '-in chis case, based on Frede's revision, 'in relation to rhe ocher'­
gives the impression char Plato leaves the issue of being as "some third" dan­
gling in the wind.33 And finally, since it has been shown rhac is1 scacemencs 
have no place in Plaro's writing, che idea char "change is" functions as an is1 
scacemenc can be disregarded. 

While there seems to be no evidence for reading the esti here as cllipcical, 
sense can nonetheless be made of the iari at 256a I by reading ic, in Stough's 
terms, as a name� for 1d vr,a11;, bes rowed upon it exaccly oui TO j.lt: ri"XEL v 

11 This is Jean Robcns' quarrel with rhc imerpretation of rhe Sophist based on the connec­
tive 'is.' Ct: "The Problem About Being in the Soph ist," Histo1y ofi'hilosophy Q11111·tei{d ( l  986): 
229-4J. 
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rov ovroi;, chrough ics parcicipating in being.34 In Placo's cerms, ic could be 
said rhac che iari funccions as a p1]pa. In ocher words, alchough occupying 
whac we would consider che place of che copula, che iari funccions for Plato 
jusc like any name chac qualifies whac is signified by another name-withouc 
it being necessary chac che kind signified by eicher name surrender ics phys is 
co che other. 35 To substantiace and elaborate chis claim, it will be necessary co 
account for che revisions made co che concept of the OVO).la during che course 
of che Sophist's later, revised accounc of the A.6yo<; (260aff.).  

THE POWER TO COMBINE 
One of che salienc achievemencs of Placo's Sophist is co refine the concep­

cion of the logos from a mere liscing of 6v6).lara in succession (avvEXW<;) co 
the mixing of two kinds of names-. the OVO).la and the pi/pa.36 It is only when­
but also as soon as-chis weave is produced chat a logos occurs, rhac a Logos 
manifescs itself. This nocion of 'manifesting,' moreover-in Greek, 81]AO<V 
and its various derivative forms-is the primary way in which Placo de­
scribes che logos in che Sophist (Cf. e.g., 26 1 e I ,  26 1 e5, 262a3, 262c4, 262d4). 
According co Placo, mere naming does "noc make manifesc (8T]A.o'i) any scace 
of affairs (1Cpa;1 v) or lack chereof (a!Cpa;iav), nor che being (ovaiav) of 
whac is, until one mixes rhemata with onomata" (262b5-c3). Unlike the bare 
name, which "signals,''37 Placo wrices that che weave "accomplishes some­
thing" (262d4). The word translated as "accomplish" here, TCEpai VEI, reso­
nates in ways chac call for some accencion. Combining a sense of trios and 
pern.r,-'8 rcEpai vw could likewise be cranslated as "delimit." Thus the weave 
bccween onoma and rhema conscicuces a Logos in chac ic brings inco view, by 
carving our, a definice, circumscribed shape-in ocher words, what is broughc 
co ics end and as such sics within its limics. And just what does the weave 
delimit? On this, Plato is clear: 1Cpa;E1<;, "states of affairs." A Logos manifescs 
by delineating and highlighting relations, and ic is for this reason, writes 

� \Vha1 this means will be addressed in die next secrion. 
11 In addition to 256a J ,  Plaio capnires this idea at 256d8-? where he has the Stranger 

oplJin that ah hough other than wha1-is (011), change really is what-is because it panicipates in 
wlm-is (ilfeilrep rou uvru� 11erizer). Prmnenides J42bt: supporrs this reading, as ii is made 
clear 1hat the 'is' in "a one is" docs nor merdy drnw our what is in the 'one' but as a separate 
pl•r<is adds something to it. 

" l11is is Gerold Prauss' thesis in Plaron wul de,. logische Elearismm (Berlin, I 966). The 
""·'" phrasing in the Greek is: <7V/llfAEK«l\I ra p1j11am ruiq 0\10/lrlat . I leave the terms Jvopa �nd pijµa untranslated because, .1s I will argue presendy, the translacion of these cer111s is at 
ISSU('. 

' Cf: nt. 13 above. 
" Cf. the Liddell and Scott entry for Jr£pai l'(tJ: bring co an end, finish, accomplish; limit, 

dl(<.t one's purpose; draw a conclusion: come to an end or limi1. 
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Plato in rhe very nexr line, char a logos is said ro "speak" or "gather" (A.iyt:t v, 
d4-5).3q The most basic function of rhe logos, then, is co carve out rhe rela­
tion it has gathered and in chis way presenr ir, an accomplishment of which 
a string of 6v6para alone is nor capable. 

To understand chis more refined conception of the logos, however, ir is 
important not ro equate the onoma-rhema srrucrure wirh our subject-verb 
schema. When introduced at 260a3, rhe difference in rhe "twofold genus" of 
names (261 e6) unfolds as follows: the rhema is defined as "[r)o . . . c.:m rai; 

rcpci�t:at v ov o(/A.w;ia," rhe onoma as "'[r]o . . .  irc 'avrol; roi; iKt:iva; 
rcpcirrouat m7pt:iov rijs !pwv1/( (262a3-6). Of particular imporraJ1ce is 
the meaning and role of the related terms rcpa�1; and rcpcirrw in this ac­
count. Although ir has come to be primarily associated wirh our norion of 
action, che word praxis, as rhe Greeks used chis term, captures a range of 
meanings which includes bur is not limited ro 'action' or 'activity. ' Praxis 
could likewise mean affair, business, state, or condition, as in how someone 
or something is doing in the sense of faring.40 Accordingly, it would make 
much more sense in this instance ro describe praxis as manifesting rhe "far­
ing," "business," or rhe "how" of what is signified by che onomtl instead of 
"action," for this broader translation-encompassing an acrive, middle, or 
passive sense, as the case may be-includes bm is not limited ro rhe term 
"action," which does noc always illuminate what is said in a logos. In che 
shorr logos "Socrates is snubnosed" or "human being, good," for example, 
che 1hema signifies nor an action bur a state or condition; Socrates cerrainly 
does not do anything ro be snubnosed. Accordingly, che onoma would like­
wise be beccer described as "rhe vocal sign directed to chose experiencing or 
achieving (npcirroua1) these rhings, i.e., faring in chis way."4 1 Defined in 
chis way, che onoma-rhema distinction may furthermore be seen as a more 
refined articulation of the koinonia of the five kinds; it is not merely that rwo 
kinds combine but that one expresses the scare or condition, the business or 
faring, of rhe other. Consequenrly, such seemingly disparate statements as "a 
person learns" (262c9) "human being, good," and "change is" could all be 
considered among the first and smallest of logoi.4l 

"'On rhe trrnslarion of}.iy£1 v as "speak" or "gather," cf. ms . .3 and 62 in Cobb's 1ranslation 
oft he Sophist. 

•° Cf. the Liddell and Scou entry for 1rpii�1;: a private. nor a public affair (.is in Odpsey 
J.82, "\Y/e are not here on Irhakan bminm, though. but on my own); doing, faring well or ill. 
scare, condirion. 

" My emphasis. For evidence supporting the du.ti active· passive n3fure of rhis word, ct: the 
Liddell .rnd Scotr enrry for 1rp<iruo: experience cen.1in fonunes, fare (well or ill); .1chieve, ef­
focr , accomplish; 10 be busy with; nt.111age affairs, do business. 

'' Of course, one of the main aims of rhe irwesrigation, as prompted by rhe opsimarhs' 
limited view of speech, was to esrablish "human being, good" as .1 legitimare logos. 
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Marking rhe esti at 256al as a rhema is admitredly a much simpler, less 
technical reading of256a I .  Bur such a reading preserves a place for the role 
and meaning of this imporranr statement while showing it to be wholly 
consistent wich, and nor disruptive of, all rhe ocher formulations in rhe 
Stranger's solurion. This rranslarion caprures the breadrh needed for a srruc­
rure thar, according to Plato, accomplishes nothing less than provide rhe 
very conditions for the first and smallest of logoi, which do not always 
formulaically conform to our subject-verb schema. The further claim, then, 
is thac rhe logos as Plato understood ir does nor-at least in any simple or 
obvious way-reflect our grammatical scheme, and char to impose this scheme 
on the issue of koinonia and the onoma-rhema distinction is an interpretive 
mistake rhar presents a host of unnecessary exegetical problems. Plaro gives 
us a framework; in chose terms, the esti ought to be considered a rhema, i.e., 
one of rwo kinds of names (261 eS), rhe specific function of which is to ex­
press how things sr:md with whar is signified by the onoma.4-1 In other words, 
for p/,uo rhe esti in "change is" simply signifies the "how" of change-that ir  
is, char it participates in or has being. Bur of course, the crucial question ro 
be addressed is: just whar does ir mean ro say "bur change is, indeed by 
parriciparing in being"? 

Dismissing the elliptical reading of"change is" should nor be regarded as 
Jn invication co an exisremial reading of chis logos. The intent is rather to call 
into question chis entire conception of rhe verb 'ro be' as a viable inrerprerive 
framework for Plaronic rexes; the speculative eirher-or decision between the 
existential and copulative 'is' should be discarded alrogerher. This is likewise 
the case for the broader discursive-metaphysical either-or divide informing 
contemporary approaches to rhc Sophist.44 The view rhar Plato's dialogues 
should be read either discursively or metaphysically should be regarded wirh 
suspicion, since throughout his corpus, of equal importance to Plaro is the 
fact that something is and that it is said (or can be said) to be. As Frede points 

" It should be noted that the text in question is not an Aristotelian text; accordingly, care 
1hould I� taken not to read back through an Aristotelian lens. Although Aristotle's description 
ol the rl•mw in De !ntn'f'1Ytt1rione is more closely aligned with our understanding of a verb, as 
in lun<1ion for Aristotle is to mark temporaliry, his treatment of the l'hema is not unequivocal. 
1\t the beginning of De buerpretatio11e, Aristode uses the term 'white' as an example of a rl1rma 
( I  6.1 I ·l); in the ftfetaphJ!iN, l'hrma simply means 'word' and is used in rderence to the term 
'iudf ( 1010b34): on the ambiguiry of Aristotle's rhnna, Mohan Matten in "Greek Ontology 
.rnd the 'Is' of Truth (l'hronm'r 28 [1983]: I 13-35) wrires: "Vnforrunately for the clarity of 
both his exposition and his own thought, Aristotle uses the term 'verb' (rhnna) to denote both 
che \·cob phrase taken as a whole, and the predicable-denotct· by irself," 1 23). And on the issue 
of wlmher the verb 'to be' and its inflections should be considered a 1hema, Aristotle's rext is 
C\'<'n more confusing and ambiguous (cf. l 9b 10-30) . 

.. CL Owen. 254 and Stough. 365, 367. 377, 380. 
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our, in order ro iniriare a discussion concerning a parricular concepr nor yer 
clearly defined buc certainly employed by rhe interlocurors, Plaro on numer­
ous occasions has his leading characrer pose a quesrion in one of rhe follow­
ing forms: "rhere is somerhing such as X, isn't rhere," "you call somerhing X, 
don't you," or "we say X is, don'r we?"4> For Plato, ch en, rhe logos of X and 
rhe being ofX implicate one anocher, are somehow woven together; it is no 
coincidence that his inquiries into a particular subject area are so often 
launched with the question, "we say X is, don't we?" Plato would not pose 
chis quesrion (or have his main inrerlocuror pose chis question)-and cer­
tainly nor on such a regular basis-unless he was operaring under rhe as­
sumption chat the saying ofX and the being of X were connected. Indeed, 
256a I can only be made intelligible as it stands once dichotomous thinking 
is discarded and rhe link between rhe saying ofX and the being ofX is made. 
Accordingly, it would be most fruitful to pursue che question "whar does it 
mean to say 'change is"' by firsr pursuing what, for Plato, ic means to say 
anything at all. 

As noted above, Placo clearly and immediately associates logos with pra:x:eis, 
i.e., wirh phenomena char at their core are relational-both incernally and 
externally (for a "scare of affair" consisrs of the relation or "weave" berween 
rhe "faring" and "what is faring," and any "state of affair" is likewise related 
ro ocher stares of affairs). To return to Plato's definition of the logos as mani­
festing, by delimiting, the relations involved in pra:x:eis (or alternatively put, 
the logos is the manner by which these relations manifest themselves co us), it 
could be said char, for Plaro, ro say somerhing at all is to be open ro, subject 
to, and ro parricipare in a matrix of meaningful relarions char provide rhe 
context for our praxeis. This context, however, should not be regarded stacically 
in any way, i.e., it should not be regarded as a fixed, immurable frame or 
container encompassing fixed and immurable relations and meanings. Rather, 
ir should be viewed as more active and plastic-more like a power, less like 
an object-as a clearance (or clearances) keeping past, present, and possible 
meanings open for us, as rhe basis for both habitual repetition and novelry. 
Likewise, we speaking and acting humans should not be regarded as mere 
passive vessels for prescribed meaningful praxeis bur as capable of actively 
engaging with these referential contexts. Accordingly, ro pose the somewhat 
rhetorical but methodologically strategic questions, "you call something X, 
don't you?" or "we say X is, don't we?" would be Plato's way of having his 
interlocutors not just inhabit bur also actively engage in rhis matrix of meaning 
by resting the limits of its incelligibiliry, i.e., to cross-examine conventional 

'' For a discussion of this, d: Frede, Priidikation 45-47. For examples in the Sophist, cf. 
244b9, 250a 1 1 .  
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but superficial or untenable meanings. to probe for dimensions ofX not yet 
made manifest, to imroduce novel ways of understanding X,46 or co expose 
the problems and paradoxes a particular name, such as "sophist," may present. 
In other words, to pose such a question is to launch a determinative, and 
perhaps critical and transformative, reflection via the logos of the relations 
chat guide and govern our behavior, our practices, our affairs. 

What would it then mean to say "X is" in a Platonic dialogue? It is to say 
that in some fashion, "change" is able co circulate or endure in the meaning­
ful web that circumscribes our praxeis. In other words, the statement "X is" 
provides testimony for the possibility or capacity-for the ovvaµ1�--of x 
encering into relations with other things or scares that are. To say "change 
is," then, is not to say directly "change is other than rest" or "change is the 
same" but that "change," because its physis has meaning and integrity for us, 
can be associated with or differentiated from other ph;•seis. Just how it does 
associate with ochers, these are details for rhe dialecrician to elucidate (cf. 
253df.). Thus, when rhe Stranger at 256a I declares, Ki VT]at� " "Ean Oi: YE 
01a ro µ£rexe1 v rou iivro�." he is simply making dear chat. alchough nor 
ardat�. Ki VT]at� nonetheless demarcates its own ontological-discursive do­
main. To say "Ki v17at� iari ," then, is to pronounce, no matter how indeter­
min11tely, that the kind Ki VIJ<Jl� carries its own weight in the world of speak­
ing, thinking, and behaving which the Stranger and Theaeterus share. In 
other words, it is to testify to the shared awareness, perhaps unreflective and 
inchoate, that X may be directly or indirectly related to the myriad of other 
members in this web. Accordingly, when combined alone with another kind, 
che 'is' prompts testimony, not co any particular predicative relation or com­
bination, but rather to that kind's relationality, to its actual or possible cur­
rency in the circuit of discursive activity, to its power to predicate or be 
predicated. To be understood quite differently from the claim that the 'is' is 
always relational or connective, this view acknowledges the way in which rhe 
'is' in 'X is' harbors the various possible combinations X may or may nor 
enter into; in other words, it acknowledges the ' is' in this kind of statement 
as operating as resource and limit at the level of possibility before and beyond 
whatever actual combinations the interlocucors are aware of.47 

'" ''-'  i, illustr.ued by Socrates' various inquiries inro e.g., piery, virtue, justice. and eros . 
• , nw is, with rhe proviso that the dunamis-mergeia distinction is understood in a non­

&clcologk"':ll, non-Aristocelian fashion, or alrernarivcly, if rhe dunamis in the Sophist is unclcr­
llood n�rc like the Aristotelian mergeia. On rhc issue of possibiliry, cf Robert Turnbull, The 
l'ilnMnidcs and I'latoi late Philosophy (Toronto, 1998) 41 :  " .  _ .  rhe careful use of association 
ud "',i11tfi11t is mher more indicative of rhe invesrigation of possibilities than .my sore of effort 
• llllVC ar definitional or logical ccrcainrics or ncccssit ies." 
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In ocher words, in expressing char rhere is a physis ofX, rhe srarement 'X 
is' signals a ser of relarions in rheir indererminacy, while rhe parricular ser of 
connecrive sraremenrs-X is B, X is C, X is nor D-arciculare dererminarely 
jusr how thar physis unfolds or emerges in rhe realm of praxis.48 Thus con­
rrary co rhe general view char staremencs involving che complere 'is' are em­
bedded in and rhus derivarive of those involving rhe incomplere 'is,' rhe 
proposal here is char, conversely, connective sraremenrs concerning X are 
implicir in rhe sraremenr 'X is;' rhey elaborate, rhis rime in derail, whar is 
conrained monadically, so co speak, in che physis ofX. To express chis idea in 
rhe rerms of rhe Soph ist, one could replace the 'X' in 'X is' with 'sophist' or 
'angler.' Thus co say 'a sophisr is' or 'an angler is' is ro say char 'sophisr' or 
'angler' has a righrful place ac che cop of a genera/species rree derived, or co 
be derived, through rhe method of collccrion and division. It has a rightful 
place at rhe cop of chis rree because ir has meaning for us in the world of 
praxis, even if, as is the case wirh rhe sophist, che inrelligibiliry of chis name 
and chis praxis is yer co be fully mapped our.4'1 Accordingly, rhe various spe­
cific divisions char unfold through the course of collection and division ar­
ticulare rhe relations involved in jusc whac it is co be an angler or a sophist; 
chey serve as che basis of name, sratemems, the secondary name of which 
could very well independenrly s�and at rhe cop of ics own discincr genealogi­
cal chain (chis additionally ill usrraccs how for Plato a name2 could refer du­
ally). In rhis way, one can see how the sratemenrs 'X is A,' 'X is B,' 'X is nor 
C' follow from, are embedded in, rhe short sraremenr 'X is,' and noc rhe 
ocher way around. Ac che same rime, however, char each branch in the tree is 
signalled by a name char in cum refers co its own phys is, che collective sec of 
divisions thac branches our under a parcicular name articulaces rhe specific 
singulariry of char physis in relacion co ocher physeis; each name/ phys is has ics 
own cree which is complecely discincc from any ocher. In chis way, one can 
see how a name or a kind can have ics own integriry, can simply 'be,' and be 
in relacion with ocher names or kinds. In saying 'X is,' then, one concedes 
char X can function in jusc chis way-at che cop of its own genera/species 
cree and as possible branches in other crces.50 

Consequently, co capture che meaning and role of rhe iari ac 256a 1 ,  ic 
would nor be appropriate co say simply char the 'is' is always used relacively;51 

" Ir is fitting here to note, as K.1hn docs, thar our verb to exist is derived from 1he Latin verb 
meaning to step ow or to erne1ge. Cf: Kahn, "On the Theory of the Verb 'To Be"' 18. 

"' It should Ix noted 1hat the very first division made is between two kinds of ri;(<'I/; cf. 
21 9a4. 

'° For a discussion of rhe increasing importance of rite method of collec1ion and division for 
the la1e Plato and of the way in which this mc1hod and the 'mc1hod of suppositions' in the 
Parmmides cxhibi1s 1he "logic:tl structure of the world, cf. Turnbull, The P Mmcnides. 

H Ct: Frede, l'riuliktUion 42. 
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somecimes we simply say 'change is,' and in insiscing char 256a I be read 
ellipcically, che general diagnosis, co put it in Greek rerms, does nor 'save the 
appearances.' It can, however, be said that this statement reveals X's mean­
ingful validicy, and that the iari here functions not as a "sign of predica­
cion, "52 but as a very peculiar and special name, one that marks the chreshold 
between meaninglessness and meaningfulness for X and as such first signals 
X's readiness co be combined, co emerge into che realm of relacion, of predi­
carion-as signalling the powe,., the ouva111�, of being in relation. Such an 
interpreracion of the of the Sophist may seem strange or counterinruitive, 
but it should really come as no surprise. Plato does, after all, have the Stranger 
define being as ovvap1�. as "power" or "capacicy"-more specifically, as the 
power or capacity to affect or be affected, as the power ro combine.�3 

It can now more definitively be said that the success of the Stranger's 
investigation lies in  demonstrating chac names denoring numerically dis­
tinct entities, states, or conditions-in other words, denocing distinct 
physeis-may be combined to produce meaningful statemems, and that the 
'is' at 256a I need not be read elliptically but rather just the way it srands 
without ushering in endless paradox and obstrucring rhe overall coherence 
of rhe inquiry. This diagnosis, however, is in no way exhausrive; ir is meanr 
co be bur a beginning, a way of charting previously unexplored parhs for 
understanding Plato's Sophist. The terms and conclusions of rhis inquiry 

" Cl: Kahn, "On the Theory of the Verb 'To Be'" l 2ff. 
Cf. 247d8--c4, 248a 10-<5. For a discussion of being .1s 8vvap11;, beyond the scope of the 

pre<e111 .1rgu111cnt, cf. John Ellis, "DunJmis and Being: Heidegger on Pl.uo's Sophist 247d8-
c4." Epotl>e J ( 1995): 43-78. The imcrprctation pm forth here bears some resemblance 10 
le<ley Brown's argument that the 'is' at 25631 is complete and not elliptical. Based on the 
•n>logv of the relation bcrwccn such stotcmcnts as "John is eating" and "John is caring grapes." 
Brown Jrgucs that the complete use of'is' should be taken at face '-:ilue, bur it should also be 
<mui.lrrcd closely rcbtcd 10 the predicative, incomplete 'is.' In other words, ahhough a state­
ment employing a complete use of'is' is not to be regarded as elliptical but rather as having its 
own mc:ming .md intcgriry, this docs not preclude such statements from acquiring additional 
complements (which of course airers the meaning of the statement); e.g., "John is caring" has 
its own meaning, and yet ir can be further "completed" with the word "grapes." With this 
arulysis. Brown demonstrates that the 'is' may not always call for completion, thar it can stand 
on iu own m meaningful sratemcnrs; in other words. she demonstrates the syntactic place of 
1hc complete 'is.' She neglects, however, an analysis of rhc meaning and intcgriry of the com­
plnc use of·,; in the Sophist, i.e., irs semantic role. Herc it musr be asked: within the com ext of lhcSophirr's overall inquiry, what exactly is accomplished when the structural but not the mean­
ingful role of the complete 'is' is shown? Furthermore, at several points in her discussion. Brown dainu that complete being is not only intimately tied 10 but dei·ived ji-om incomplete being (ct: e.g.. ·� ''Crb 'to be'" 228, my emphasis). At this point in the argument, Brown's line of 
iMapmation seem� ro merge with that of the "general diagnosis," namely that all being-and ... means n·ery instance of the 'is'-is rclarional. As should be clear, my argument dcp.urs 
.... liandy from this claim. 
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may seem unsarisfacrory co some, bur such a moment of dissatisfacrion in 
which rhe rext resists our expectations an<l desires should nor give us license 
co force it ro conform. The tension between rhe familiar frameworks we 
employ ro render an ancient rexr such as Placo's intelligible-familiar-to us 
and the way in which such a text invariably escapes complete and comfort­
able appropriation must always be kept in mind by the responsible, hisrori­
cally aw:ire interpreter. In ocher words, che ex:imining and questioning be­
nveen interpreter and text should go boch ways, and che inrerpreter should 
be flexible and willing enough ro critically examine, rework, or even relin­
quish interpretive :issumprions when significant dimensions of the text seem 
irreconcilable with other dimensions, when brge portions seem co fade from 
view :ind coherence can only be made by dismembering what Plato reg:irded 
as whole. As is rhe case of such a rich and influenrial rexr as Plato's Sophist, 
rhe tension char surfaces along hiscory's fissures should rarher compel a self­
crirical look at our expecrarions and at whether we have achieved, on these 
issues, any more cbriry than Plaro. 

ABSTRACT 
In chis paper, I critically assess readings of Plato's Sophist which, influ­

enced by the Anglo-Americ:in philosophical tradition, h:ive in che l:irrer h:ilf 
of rhe cwenrierh century ser the terms for discussions of this rexr's central 
issues. While :iware char rhese readings are often at odds wirh each orher and 
therefore do nor form one coherent reading, I argue rhar the b:isic rheoreci­
cal move unifying these readings-equating the Greek terms esri, to on, and 
ra onta with the verb 'ro be,' undersrood exiscenti:illy, predicarively, or as an 
identiry sign--cannor serve as rhe basis of an illuminating :ipproach co rhe 
Elearic Stranger's investigation. Any reading of the Sophist informed by our 
modern understanding of rhe verb 'ro be' nor only presenrs more problems 
than it c:in solve but also blocks a deeper and more comprehensive analysis 
of the limitations and accomplishments of the Elearic Stranger's inquiry. In 
the course of chis discussion, I offer an alternative reading of rhe esti at 256al , 
a passage char has sparked incense controversy among Anglo-Americ:in in­
rerprerers. I argue rhar the esti here should be interpreted as a rhema, i.e., as 
a name which, in chis instance, says something about kinesis. I conclude 
wich choughcs on what ic mighr me:in ro be a historically aware inrerpreter 
of rexes such as Placo's Soph ist. 
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