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Abstract

Plato describes a way of reasoning that comprises two complementary operations,
collection and division. Collection unifies many into one while division divides one into
many. In other words, while collection brings together many parts into a whole, division
divides a whole into many parts. While Plato goes into some detail in his observations on
collection and division, several questions remain unanswered. More specifically, the
means by which collection and division operate, their product, and their relation to
deductive and non-deductive reasoning are uncertain. The purpose of this study is to shed
light on collection and division by defending the following thesis: collection and division
define logical frameworks that underlie both deductive and non-deductive reasoning.

Chapter 1 will introduce collection and division by reviewing recent literature,
defining key terms, and discussing illustrations of collection and division in the dialogues.
Chapter 2 will explain how collection and division define logical frameworks through
three operations: seeing, naming, and placing. These operations will be discussed in
terms of their relations to reasoning about wholes and parts. Chapter 3 will present four
models for interpreting the logical structures that are produced by collection and division.
It will present the argument that collection and division define non-hierarchical structures
of overlapping parts. Chapter 4 will present the argument that collection and division
define whole-part relations that underlie deductive reasoning on the one hand, and the
formulation of definitions in dialogues such as the Sophist and the Statesman on the other.
Chapter 5 will explore the relation between collection and division and non-deductive
reasoning. It will present the argument that Meno’s definition of virtue and Euthyphro’s

definition of piety are formulated using collection and division. Chapter 6 will provide a
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summary of key points from the preceding chapters and discuss unanswered questions

and avenues for future research.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

In his dialogues Plato illustrates a form of reasoning that comprises two
complementary ways of thinking, collection and division. Collection and division are
wide in scope: they give us the ability to speak and to think (Phaedrus 266b) and provide
a means by which all the discoveries of the arts are made (Philebus 16c). They are
illustrated extensively in the definitions of the Sophist and the Statesman and they are
described as an ancient method of discovery in the Philebus. But the means by which
they operate, their results, and their relation to other forms of reasoning are open to
question. For example, do collection and division comprise a deductive method, or are
they completely removed from such forms of reasoning as the syllogistic? What is their
relation to non-deductive reasoning? This study will present the argument that collection
and division define structures that serve as the basis for syllogistic inference as well as
other forms of reasoning. In short, the purpose of this study is to shed light on collection
and division by defending the following thesis: collection and division define logical
frameworks that underlie both deductive and non-deductive reasoning.

The dialogues in which collection and division are most extensively discussed are
the Phaedrus, Sophist, Statesman, and Philebus. In the Philebus, Socrates states that the
method of collection and division is the way through which all the discoveries of the arts

are made (“mavta yop doa tExvNG ExoOueva AvnupEédn Tdnote S TAVTNG Pavepd yéyove”
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1-16¢). More importantly, he also states that collection and division give us the ability “to
speak and to think” (“Aéyewv te kai ppoveiv’”’; Phaedrus 266b), and in the Sophist it is
stated that the method aims at “acquiring intelligence” (“xktoacOat yap Eveka vodv”;
227b). These statements indicate that collection and division, like logic and reasoning in
general, are very wide in scope, and it will be argued below that these dialogues show
that collection and division are not confined to a particular domain such as psychology,
mathematics or linguistics; rather, collection and division underlie and shape thinking in
general.

This raises the question as to the relation between collection and division and
logic. | will argue that the logical frameworks defined by collection and division are
necessary for deductive reasoning. In other words, without whole-part relations defined
by collection and division, deduction is not possible. In this sense, the mereological
structures produced by collection and division provide a basis for deductive inference.
However, while collection and division are necessary for deductive reasoning in the sense
that they lay the groundwork upon which such reasoning moves, in and of themselves
they are not sufficient for deductive reasoning. They facilitate the formulation of sound
arguments but they do not provide all of the necessary components for valid deductive
inference. This is also the case for non-deductive arguments: while the whole-part
relations necessary to formulate a non-deductive argument are defined through collection
and division, the argument itself is constructed through another way of reasoning such as,
for example, the method of elenchus. Thus, by ‘logical framework’ is meant a structure

of whole-part relations through which deductive and non-deductive argumentation

! Quotations of Plato in Greek are from J. Burnet, Platonis opera, vols. 1-4 (Oxford: Clarendon Press) via
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae and print sources.
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operates. In other words, a logical framework defined by collection and division is a
mereo-logical framework, i.e., a set of interrelated parts that provides the basis for other
forms of reasoning.?

When collection and division are referred to as a “method,” the term ‘method’ is
being used in the ancient sense of ‘ueb-660¢” — i.e., a figurative route or road. Thus, in the
context of collection and division, a method is a way by which reasoning makes its way
to an endpoint such as a definition. In this sense, collection and division do not constitute
a logical method in the modern sense of the term, i.e., as a rule-based procedure for
constructing valid arguments. Rather, as will be argued below, collection and division
constitute a way of reasoning that enables the reasoner to discern, articulate and order the
parts of a whole.

To illustrate the ways in which collection and division operate, this work will
focus on dialogues in which collection and division are explicitly described and
illustrated: the Phaedrus, the Sophist, the Statesman, and the Philebus.® While some of
the themes of the earlier dialogues overlap with the above dialogues, it is beyond the
scope of this work to discuss them in detail. More specifically, topics such as the theory
of Forms as described in the Republic, the method of hypothesis in the Phaedo, and
arguments concerning teleology will not be discussed in detail. Rather, this work will
focus on defending the claim that collection and division define frameworks that underlie

deductive and non-deductive reasoning. Therefore, instead of discussing themes that play

2 While a framework provides the necessary conditions under which a deductive argument can be
constructed, in fact the reasoner may reason incorrectly and reach the wrong conclusion even in cases
where a framework makes a valid deductive inference possible. This is discussed further in Section 1.3.4.

3 However, as will be explained below, Chapter 5 is exceptional for the reason that its purpose is to show
that collection and division, as a way of reasoning based on wholes and parts, are not limited to the
dialogues in which Plato explicitly refers to them.
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prominent roles in the earlier dialogues, | will discuss passages in the aforementioned
dialogues that shed light on how these frameworks are constructed and their relationship
to other forms of reasoning.

Dialectic is another topic that will not be discussed in detail.* In contradistinction
to dialectic as described in the Republic, I will argue that collection and division in their
elementary form constitute a way of reasoning that is more akin to the term ‘dtoAéyeoOor’
as it is employed in the definition of thinking (“StavogicOar”) at 189¢-190a in the
Theaetetus. In this passage, the term is employed to define thinking as a conversation of
the soul with itself.> As a common form of reasoning, SialéyecsOon in this sense agrees
with the claim made by Socrates that collection and division allow us “to speak and to
think” (“Aéyewv te kai povelv’”’; Phaedrus 266D).

The intimate connection between collection and division on the one hand, and
everyday thought and speech on the other, is one of the key aspects of collection and
division that is explored in this work. Evidence of collection and division in the earlier
dialogues complements their portrayal in the Sophist and the Statesman as a deliberately-
applied procedure. The Meno and the Euthyphro were chosen in this regard for two
reasons. First, as earlier dialogues in the Platonic corpus, they show that the driving force
behind collection and division — the discernment, naming, and ordering of parts within a
whole — is at work even in everyday reasoning. Clearly, neither Meno nor Euthyphro are
practicing any particular procedure or “method” in the modern sense of the word when

they initially formulate their definitions of virtue and piety, respectively, nor are they

4 By ‘dialectic’ is meant the procedure for investigating Forms as described in Book V11 of the Republic. In
Section 1.4.2 below | argue along with commentators such as Ackrill that while the method of collection
and division is closely associated with dialectic, it is not identical to it.

5 Theaetetus 189e-190a is discussed further in Section 1.5.3 below.
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philosophers who are trained in a particular way of reasoning. It is for these reasons that
they make interesting test cases to determine if collection and division operate behind the
scenes to allow them “to speak and to think” about virtue and piety in the midst of a
conversation. In Chapter 5 | will argue that this is indeed the case; i.e., a specific way of
reasoning — reasoning in terms of wholes and parts for the purpose of arriving at a
definition — is at work even as Meno and Euthyphro formulate their definitions in
response to Socrates’ questioning. Second, | chose these two dialogues because while
they both parallel the method as it is illustrated in the Phaedrus, they also exhibit features
of collection and division that are not apparent in other dialogues. In the case of the Meno,
I will argue that Meno’s definition of virtue fails precisely because it is an incomplete
application of collection and division. For this reason it is useful as a negative case that
points out what is needed to fully develop a coherent definition using collection and
division. In this sense, Meno’s description of virtue is not unlike the “scattered many” of
the Phaedrus (265d; see Section 2.2.1.2) upon which collection and division operate,
only in Meno’s case the process of bringing the nameless many into a coherent whole
remains unfinished. The Euthyphro, on the other hand, is especially interesting because it
shows that collection and division do not always focus on universals; i.e., they also
operate on collections of individuals. For example, a human lineage can be seen as a
whole in which the parts are members of a family. In fact, as | will argue in Section 5.4.2,
the reasoning behind Euthyphro’s definition of piety parallels the division of love and
madness in the Phaedrus in this respect. In short, the Meno and the Euthyphro are
discussed because they resemble in key respects the illustrations of collection and

division in other dialogues such as the Phaedrus, and because they illustrate how whole-
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part reasoning underlies the formulation of definitions even in cases where a procedure is
not being deliberately employed.

As stated above, the result of collection and division can be understood as a
logical framework that underlies other forms of reasoning. This claim raises the question
as to what is meant by the term ‘logic.” In Section 1.5.3 (pg. 74) a working definition of
logic will be presented: ‘logic’ is to be understood as a way of reasoning that is oriented
toward a goal or endpoint. Given this definition, | will argue that collection and division
constitute a basic form of logic. However, even if this is the case, the question remains as
to whether there is any value in studying them aside from whatever light they may shed
on Plato’s way of thinking. In the preface to Truth, etc.: Six Lectures on Ancient Logic,

Jonathan Barnes states the following:

Most contemporary logicians have little interest in the history—or at least in the
ancient history—of their subject. No doubt they suppose that their long-dead
colleagues have little or nothing to teach them, and perhaps they prefer the present
and the future to the past. If that is so, then it must be confessed that their supposition
is quite true: no logician has anything to learn from a study of Aristotle; and the pages
of this book make no contribution to logic or to philosophy (vi).

If Barnes’ claim that most contemporary logicians have little interest in the ancient
history of logic is true, it simply raises the question as to whether contemporary logicians
have anything to gain from the study of ancient logic. As for Barnes’ stronger claim that
contemporary logicians have “nothing to learn” from “their long-dead colleagues,”
logicians such as Graham Priest disagree. Far from dismissing logicians of the past as
irrelevant, Priest emphasizes that significant discoveries have been forgotten over the

centuries. At the Munich Center for Mathematical Philosophy Conference in 2012, he
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stated that “things come and things go in the history of the logic that we teach.” (Priest,
“Revising Logic”). Priest emphasized that “stuff gets forgotten ... with the rise of
humanism in the 15"-16" century, the great advances in Medieval logic were all
forgotten” (“Revising Logic”). He states that this was not a rational change; rather,
scholasticism fell out of favor to be replaced by a kind of “bowdlerized form of
traditional logic” that we see in Kant’s logic, for example (Priest, “Revising Logic”).
Priest is not claiming that all changes are for sociological reasons, and real progress is
made in some cases.® However, Priest is correct when he claims that important
discoveries in logic are forgotten. A commonly-cited example is the logic of the Stoics,
which had been largely forgotten over the centuries and then resurrected in the 20th
century as propositional logic; scholars such as Josiah Gould state that in the Stoics’
theory of deduction “one finds an astonishing number of anticipations of work in modern
logical theory” (166). Similarly, John Corcoran states that one “crucial” possibility is the
following:
...the ancients had insights, perhaps even fairly well developed theories, which are
substantially better than our own views on the same topics ... | think that we have a
responsibility to make it impossible for future generations to say of us that, for
example, had we understood the Categories, we would have been able to develop
theories of semantics far superior to those that we are now developing. In other words,
I think that we must look at the ancients with the hope of finding in them doctrines
and ideas which would be substantial contributions to modern linguistics and logic
(186-187).
Corcoran also states that “Attempts to understand ancient theories seem to force us to

reconsider the fundamental and enduring questions concerning logic and language. As we

all sadly know, successful technical advances have a tendency to engender trains of

6 The advances made in mathematical logic in the 19" century serve as an example.
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imitative variations which cloud fundamental issues” (187). These observations are a far
cry from Barnes’ claim that contemporary logicians have little or nothing to learn from
ancient logic. In my view, Priest, Gould, and Corcoran are correct; in general, the study
of ancient logic is invaluable for recovering ideas and methods that have been forgotten
or overlooked.

Ancient thought plays a prominent role in contemporary mathematics as well as
logic, and some of the basic concepts that underlie collection and division are evident in
both modern logic and mathematics. Cantor, the co-founder of set theory, drew his
inspiration for the notion of a set from the idea of collection as described in the Philebus.
Hauser states that there is a “substantive connection between Plato’s mature theory of
ideas” and Cantor’s theory of sets (784). Cantor’s Grundlagen einer allgemeinen
Mannichfaltigkeitslehr, published in 1883, employs concepts from the Philebus — &reipov
(unlimited), népag (limited), and pewtdv (mixed) — to explain sets as collections, the
latter of which are compared to the Platonic £idog (Hauser 785). Menzel argues similarly.
In fact, the concept of pewctov was employed by Cantor to overcome a long-standing
impediment to the study of infinity. Menzel states,

...in likening sets to the meikta of the Philebus Cantor was challenging an
ancient, well-entrenched philosophical position which had associated, even
identified, the infinite with the indeterminate. To the contrary ... Cantor showed
that infinite sets are no less open to mathematical determination than finite sets,
and are thus no less legitimate (97).
This is a good example of how ancient ideas can influence contemporary mathematics,
and it is worth noting that the use of sets is widespread in mathematical logic. For

example, the alphabet and logical connectives of a system of logic such as propositional



Pasqualoni 19

logic or first-order logic are typically defined as sets. While it is beyond the scope of this
study to explore in-depth the relations between set theory, logic and Plato’s writings, that
there are such relations underscores the relevance of collection and division to modern
thought.

In short, the importance of investigating the method of collection and division is
three-fold. First, it will shed light on a good portion of Plato’s later dialogues. Collection
and division occupy center stage in the Statesman and the Sophist, and they play a
prominent role in the Philebus and the Phaedrus. For Plato, collection and division are a
means to attain clarity and truth in all areas of inquiry; as such, they constitute the means
by which deep philosophical questions are explored in the later dialogues. Second, by
formulating a definition of logic and determining the relation between logic and
collection and division, we can gain a better understanding of the development of systems
of deductive logic such as the syllogistic. This will be discussed primarily in Chapter 4,
where it will be argued that the basis of a syllogism is a logical framework produced by
collection and division. Third, as explained above, collection and division have shaped
and informed important developments in modern mathematics. Collection and division
have been, and are, important in both ancient and modern thought.

However, precisely what collection and division are and how they operate is open
to debate, and recent commentators have remarked on the difficulty of defining the nature
and purpose of collection and division. James Philip observes that we have “the evidence
of the dialogues for the theory and practice of division ... But though we cannot doubt the
importance it assumed, its nature and purpose is nowhere clearly defined ... And even if

the dialogues provided us with clear answers to problems of form, there remain problems
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concerning the nature of the method” (337). Similarly, Griswold states that in the
Phaedrus, “The discussion of the art of division and collection is itself an effort to reach
a definition ... Although great emphasis is placed on the exactitude of the method, the
method itself does not receive an exact formulation. The descriptions vary from one
another in nontrivial ways, and no one of them mentions all the important points” (188-
189).

Nonetheless, important points can be gleaned from the dialogues to sketch a
picture of what collection and division are, how they operate, and what they produce.
In Section 1.2 below, four dialogues will be discussed to give an outline of collection and
division. In Section 1.3, a more focused discussion of three passages will be presented for
the purpose of introducing three operations, seeing, naming, and placing, through which
collection and division construct logical frameworks. Section 1.4 will introduce some of
the debates and unanswered questions about collection and division by reviewing recent
literature, while Section 1.5 will discuss key terms that are especially relevant in the
following chapters. Section 1.6 will discuss the origin and purpose of collection and
division and present the argument that collection and division are wide in scope: they are

not restricted to only one domain of inquiry.

1.2 Four illustrations of collection and division

The scope of collection and division in the Platonic corpus is debated — some

claim that collection and division, or at least suggestions of them, appear in dialogues

such as the Republic and Gorgias, and M.L. Gill claims that collection occurs in the
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Meno (“The Divine Method” 36). However, the Phaedrus, the Sophist, the Statesman,
and the Philebus are commonly held to be representative of collection and division. The
Phaedrus presents the first extended discussion of collection and division as a unified
way of reasoning. In this dialogue, collection and division are used to delineate different
kinds of madness (pavia) and to clarify the nature of love (pwg). In the Sophist, the
definition of the angler serves as a paradigmatic example of collection and division as a
step-by-step procedure. In this case, as with the Statesman, the method aims to arrive at a
definition or characterization of a representative individual. Unlike the Phaedrus, the
Sophist and the Statesman present a picture of a procedure in which step-by-step details
reveal some of the inner workings of the method of collection and division. In addition,
taken as a whole, the Sophist and the Statesman reveal that the results of collection and
division are defeasible; e.g., the definition of the sophist is revised six times before the
conclusion is reached. The last dialogue to be discussed below is the Philebus, where the
method is employed to discover the parts of a continuum, ewvr (sound). Despite the
different presentations of collection and division in the four dialogues, collection and
division as a way of reasoning (Aoyog) is a common thread that runs through these
dialogues. As an introduction to collection and division, these four dialogues will be

discussed in more detail below in Sections 1.2.1-1.2.4.

1.2.1 Collection and division in the Phaedrus

In the Phaedrus, collection and division are referred to as two €idn, each of which

plays a complementary role in a unified pair of operations. Collection is used to bring
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together into one idea what Socrates calls “dpov tiig diavoiag” (Phaedrus 265e) — this is
translated as “irrationality” (Hackforth, Phaedrus 133) or “mental derangements” (A.
Nehamas and P. Woodruff in Plato 542). Elsewhere in the Phaedrus the same idea is
referred to as “poviog” (265a) and “mopavoiog” (266a) —i.e., “madness” (Goold 535;
Hackforth, Phaedrus 133). In any case, all of these expressions refer to a single “€150g”
or “kind.” Division “cuts” (dwatéuvew) this unified idea into two parts, human and divine
(265a). The former is described as being the “left-hand” (oxoudv) part of madness, the
latter as the “right-hand” (8&&1l) part. In turn, the single gidoc of divine madness is
divided into four parts: using Griswold’s translation, these are the prophetic (pavtikdc),
mystic (TeheoTIKNV), poetic (momtiknv), and erotic (Epwtiknv) sub-kinds of divine
madness (265b; Griswold 179). Figure 1, reproduced from Griswold’s Self-Knowledge in

Plato’s Phaedrus, illustrates the relations between the parts of madness described by

Socrates.
Madness
resulting from resulting from divine disturbances
human ailments of human conventions of conduct
Prophetic: Mystic: Poetic: Erotic:
from from from the from Eros

Apollo Dionysus Muses and Aphrodite

Fig. 1. The parts of madness. Charles Griswold, Self-Knowledge in Plato’s Phaedrus

(University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1986) 179. Print.

At Phaedrus 265d, collection begins with the disparate and unnamed “moAloyi
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deomapuéva” (“scattered in many ways”). Griswold points out that “whether the
dispersed things are particular objects, forms, [or] sense perceptions is not specified”
(179). Thus, the intended referent of “moAAayt] dieomapuéva’ is unclear and a spectrum
of possible interpretations is left open. Perhaps “moAAayf] dieomapuéva” are not specified
because doing so would imply that collection operates within a specific domain. As will
be argued in Section 1.6.3 (pg. 88), collection is all-inclusive: it can be applied to both
the intelligible and the sensible.

The second key term in this passage is ‘@ysw,” which means “lead,” “guide” or
“bring” (Liddell and Scott 17-18), and translations of “dyewv” in this passage include
“bring” or “bringing into” (Hackforth Phaedrus 132, Rowe 103), “bringing together”
(Goold 533) and “seeing together” (Plato 542). The image that this passage brings to
mind is that of disparate things being brought together or led into a unity. The concept of
leading is especially informative because it supplements the image of the method as a
way or road (the metaphor of the road will be discussed further in Section 1.5.2 below).

The entry for ‘dyw’ in Ast’s Lexicon Platonicum shows that there are a number of
passages in Plato’s dialogues which make use of this term in an intellectual sense — i.e.,
to refer to a way of reasoning in which thought is “led” in a particular direction to reach a
goal or endpoint. For example, in the Republic, the method of dialectic is illustrated by
the image of ways or roads (“0001”) that lead (“dyovoar”) to the end of journeying (532¢).
In the Theaetetus, Plato describes a line of reasoning as “trv cogiav dyovor” (“leading to
wisdom”; 172b). The term is used in this sense in Aristotle as well. For example, in Prior

Analytics I, Aristotle expresses the result of a reductio ad absurdum as “gig t0 4dOvoTOV
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dyovtag”” — a leading into the impossible (27a14-15). Here, a movement of thought leads
to a judgment or conclusion. This is important because if we understand Adyog —
reasoning — as a step-by-step process that reaches an endpoint (Section 1.5.3, pg. 74),
then it makes sense to say that a figurative road or way (or network thereof) can guide us
and lead us to an endpoint.

Phaedrus 265e1-266b1 describes the second £idoc that operates with and
complements collection, division. At 265d, Socrates describes this £180g as “t0 méAv Kat'
£1on dvvacHon Sotépvery kot dpOpa ) mépukey ...~ (“That of dividing things again by
kinds, where the natural joints are ...”8; 265¢). The word used for “dividing” is
‘duatépvetly,” and the expression “6vvacHot dtatépuverv” is also translated as “to be able to
cut up” (A. Nehamas and P. Woodruff in Plato 542) as well as “enabled to divide”
(Hackforth, Phaedrus 133). Division is the reverse of collection — while collection brings
together that which is similar into one idea or kind, division, when performed correctly,
cuts up or divides a single €ido¢ into two or more parts along the “&p0Opa’” — i.e., the
natural joints. The concept is illustrated by the image of an animal that should be cut up
skillfully along its joints (265e). A clumsy butcher who fails to follow the natural
articulations of an animal is analogous to one who fails to divide an gidog into real, as
opposed to contrived or illusory, parts. Thus, this passage establishes that there are
objective relations among €iom that determine how a division should proceed; in other
words, one should not simply divide haphazardly or arbitrarily, instead one must follow

along the “joints” of a set of interrelated parts of a whole. That this point is made

" Quotations of Aristotle in Greek are from W.D. Ross, Analytica Priora et Posteriora and Metaphysics
(Oxford: Clarendon Press) and from the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

8 Translated by H.N. Fowler, with modifications.
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indicates that all too often division is applied incorrectly.

However, some commentators argue that there may be more than one objective
articulation of the same thing. Commenting on the metaphor of cutting along the natural
joints of an animal, Griswold suggests that different perspectives yield different
divisions:

Are there not joints that would come to light from the perspective of, say, a
veterinarian but not that of a butcher, and vice versa? The veterinarian might see that
while there is a joining of two bones at the elbow, there are arteries and nerves that do not
divide there ... There would seem to be many natural joints; on the basis of our desires
and goals we select some as the place for cutting. Indeed, one might take an axe and
butcher that pitiable animal; why can we not say that where the axe falls is a natural joint,
given that we wish to deform or kill the beast? (184)

That there can be more than one set of objective dividing lines in the same thing will be
discussed further in Chapter 3, where it will be argued that Griswold’s interpretation is
correct: in other words, the same whole may be divided differently (Section 3.2.2, pg.
162). However, these are not purely subjective divisions — i.e., divisions made solely by
the choices of the divider, without any objective basis — rather, they are divisions that
reflect different perspectives on the same object. Thus, objectively, an animal will be
divided at different points in terms of its arteries compared with points of bones. This can
be seen as multiple structures that articulate the same object. Even in Griswold’s example,
there are particular points at which the axe must fall in order to kill the animal — one
should aim for the jugular, for example, not the toe — these ‘joints’ are not determined by
the divider, but by the biological (i.e. objective) structure of the animal.

Furthermore, a purely subjective basis for division would preclude the possibility

of error, of making a mistake and dividing incorrectly. If divisions were solely up to the
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divider, then there is no objective basis for determining if a division is correct or not. Yet
Plato warns against dividing incorrectly — i.e., not dividing according to real parts. For
example, in the Statesman, the division of Man into Barbarian and Greek is incorrect
because it is not based on real kinds (Appendix A 25). Now it may be very useful for
Athens, for example, to divide this way, but political value does not supersede objectivity.
Divisions that are relative and subjective may be erroneous. Reality and truthfulness, not

usefulness and efficacy, are the standards by which collection and division are judged.®

1.2.2 Collection and division in the Sophist

In the Sophist, the method of collection and division is depicted as a procedure for
seeking out a definition or characterization. One begins by naming that which is sought —
i.e., something to be defined — and employs the method with the aim of arriving at a
definition. For example, how do we define the sophist as opposed to the philosopher or
statesman? A question initiates a search that, if successful, will end with an accurate
definition of the sophist — i.e., a definition that will correctly distinguish the sophist from
those who may appear to be similar. Thus, instead of wandering between conflicting
opinions, the method of collection and division provides a route to a characterization that
can serve as the basis for further thought and discussion.

In the Sophist, Plato presents the paradigmatic example of the method in which a
definition of the angler is sought and found using collection and division. This sets the

stage for a much more elaborate and contentious series of divisions in which the sophist

® The ways in which collection and division can produce erroneous results are discussed further in Section
1.3.4 (pg. 47).
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is defined and re-defined several times over until the seventh and final definition is
reached at the end of the dialogue.'® As a more detailed illustration of collection and
division, the example of the angler indicates the inner workings of collection and division
as they are employed during a step-by-step procedure.

The first step in defining the angler begins with a question posed by the Eleatic
Stranger: “Tell me, shall we say that he is a man with an art, or one without an art, but
having some other power?”!! (“kai pot Aéye - mOTEPOV GOC TEXVITYV ADTOV 7] TIVOL dTEYVOV,
ANV 8¢ duvauy Exovta Oncopev;”; 219a). The first word of this question is ‘mdtepov.’
The word ‘nétepoc’ (“which of two?” or “either of the two”’; Liddell and Scott 1454) is
often used to indicate that a choice must be made — only one of two possibilities is correct.
Other passages where this word is used include the Sophist 219a, the Philebus 20e, and
the Statesman 261c. By restricting the target to be defined — in this case, the angler — to
one of two possible kinds, the search is narrowed. It will be argued in Section 2.2.3 that
placing the target to be defined within a specific kind is an elementary operation of
collection and division.

It is important to note that the number of divisions is often more than two, and in
many cases a more elaborate structure is mapped out when both the “length” and “width”
of a kind are cut. This occurs at 266a in the Sophist. Here, a symmetric structure is
articulated when production is divided into the divine and human, each of which is
divided into original production and copy-making (266a-b; see Section 2.2.3.1, pg. 125).

Thus, the divine and human kinds are both divided into the same parts. This shows that

10 These definitions, as well as definitions formulated in the Phaedrus and the Statesman, are listed in
Appendix B.

11 Translated by H.N. Fowler (Henderson, Sophist 273)
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the method is not restricted to dichotomous division and it indicates that symmetry can be
an important feature of the logical structures that are produced by the method.?

In the first division of the angler, art (téxvn) is divided into the productive and the
acquisitive kinds. The question then becomes one of where to place the angler: “Then
since acquisitive and productive art comprise all the arts, in which, Theaetetus, shall we
place the art of angling?”'? (“kmticiic 1) Kol TOMTIKHC GLUTAGHY OVGHV TAY TEXVDY &V
notépa TV domaMevTikny, ® Osaitnte, T10®deY;”; 219d). The role of the term “TiOnuy’
(to put or place) from which ‘Tti8@pev’ derives, and the function of placement in
collection and division will be discussed further in Section 2.2.3 (pg. 122). In short,
placing defines the relationship between the parts of a whole, and it is crucial for
understanding how a structure is constructed, understood, and communicated. For now,
suffice it to say that placement in one of two or more sub-kinds serves to locate the
angler in a conceptual space that is successively narrowed down, thus marking the angler
off from others.

In the next step, the angler is placed under the acquisitive form of t&yvr. This
procedure is repeated: the acquisitive kind of art is divided into two parts of its own, by
exchange and by force, and one part is selected as the kind which applies to the angler.
Ultimately, the selected parts yield a combination of characteristics that forms a Adyog
“of the thing itself”** (“Tov Adyov mepi aTd TOVpYOV ilpapey ikavde”; 221b). Here,

Aoyoc is a definition, and in this sense, it is the goal of collection and division (the

12 The importance of symmetry is also emphasized in the Phaedrus at 266a, where the image of left and
right hand parts is used to describe division.

13 Translated by H.N. Fowler (Henderson, Sophist 275)

14 Translated by H.N. Fowler (Henderson, Sophist 281)
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meaning of the word ‘Adyoc’ will be discussed in detail in Section 1.5.1 (pg. 66). In other
words, the series of characteristics under which the angler is placed, when collected
together into a statement along with the highest kind, téxvn, yields a definition or
characterization of the angler. This final result is expressed by the Eleatic Stranger as
shown in Appendix B 2. The object of the search has been found and the name
‘aomaiievtng’ (angler) now has an account (tov Adyov). In this passage, “tov Adyov” is
often translated as a “definition,” but as discussed in Section 1.5.1 and in Chapter 3, it is
debatable whether the Adyoc is a definition in the usual sense of the word, and
“characterization” is also a suitable translation. It will be argued in Section 3.2.2 (pg.
162) that a Loyog is not meant to serve as a singular definition (i.e., a definition that, if
true, rules out other definitions), but one of possibly multiple characterizations that serve
to distinguish the object that is studied.

One interpretation of the process described above is that it is a procedure based on
disjunction elimination. Under this reading, each division yields mutually exclusive sub-
kinds, where each sub-kind serves as a disjunct. At each step a single disjunct is selected,
thereby ruling out the other disjuncts. Thus, with the first step, one infers that the angler
practices an acquisitive kind of téyvn, thereby eliminating the possibility that the angler
falls under the remaining disjunct, the productive kind. This process is repeated, and
when the final division is made, the conclusion is the collection of kinds and sub-kinds
that have not been eliminated. However, under some interpretations of the method, this
model does not hold in all cases. In some cases, division does not yield mutually
exclusive sub-kinds; rather, parts of a whole can overlap and form more complex

relations. The latter are seen in the Fabric and Lens models, which will be discussed in
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detail in Chapter 3.

Two other points may be gleaned from the example of the angler. First, it is
unclear whether the divisions concern a kind or a representative individual. In the first
step, attention is placed on an imaginary figure referred to as “him” (“adtov”’; 219a), and
it is noteworthy that in general, the divisions are often worded as though they refer to an
individual, not to a kind. Under one interpretation, the individual can be seen as a stand-
in or symbol for a kind, a literary device for simplifying and shortening the introductory
illustration of the method, and for gaining the interlocutor’s interest. Arguably,
personification was used for the angler only to make the lesson simpler. But
personification is used outside of the introductory lesson of the angler — e.g., the sophist
is referred to as an individual throughout the dialogue.

Under a different though not incompatible reading Plato had other reasons for
personifying the angler. Personification allows us to easily visualize a representative
individual such as the angler side-by-side in our imagination with other individuals, such
as a farmer or the sophist. Because the angler is seen as an individual, his activities and
other characteristics can be visualized clearly in the imagination. In addition, we can
narrow in on an individual through successive divisions, “trapping” him as the sophist is
trapped. More specifically, the use of a figurative individual such as the angler or sophist
reinforces the idea of placement: when we use the method to produce a definition, we are
not only placing kinds within one another, but also individuals within kinds, much as a
piece on a chessboard is placed and moved to various locations on the board. Thus, by
placing the angler under acquisition instead of production, the former becomes part of his

definition; i.e., the angler is an acquisitive, not a productive, artisan. In short, there are
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two kinds of placement: in one case, placing establishes the relations between parts of a
whole to each other (i.e., the parts of a concept are “mapped out,” as in figure 1); in the
other, such as the one just described, placing a representative individual under a kind or
class specifies the concepts that together comprise the definition of the individual. These
two kinds of placement will be discussed further in Section 2.2.3 (pg. 122).

The second point to be gleaned from the lesson of the angler is that it provides an
opportunity to develop one’s ability to think and to imagine. Many of the divisions of the
dialogues postulate relations between concepts that are surprising, if not counter-intuitive.
For example, in the Phaedrus, madness has a divine as well as a human aspect. While the
example of the angler is introduced as being “well known and small” (“gbyvowotov uev
Kol opkpov”; 218e), the examples used to justify and illustrate the divisions are not at all
obvious or easily grasped. For example, the Stranger illustrates the idea of production as

follows:

Eévog: AL PNV T@V Y€ TEXVAV TOoMV GYEOOV £10M dVO.

Ocaimrog: [1dg;

Eévog: F'ewpyla pév xai don mepi 10 Bvntov nav odpa (10)
Oepansia, 1O & ad TEPL TO GVVOETOV Ko TAAGTHV, O o)
(b) oxedog dVOpAKaApEY, T TE LUNTIKY, COUTAVTO, TADTO S1KOOTOT
av €vi Tpocayopevolt’ v OvouaTL.

Ocaimrog: T1dg kai tivy

Eévog: TTav 6mep v un mpdtepdv Tig dv VoTEPOV €ig OVGIaV
dyn, TOv pev dyovta motelv, o 8¢ dyopevov moteicOai oo (5)
eoapev (219a8-b6).

Stranger: But the arts as a whole, generally speaking, fall into two types.

Theaetetus: How?

Stranger: There’s farming, or any sort of caring for any mortal body; and there’s
also caring for things that are put together or fabricated, which we call equipment; and
there’s imitation. The right thing would be to call all those things by a single name.

Theaetetus: How? What name?

Stranger: When you bring anything into being that wasn’t in being before, we say
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you’re a producer and that the thing you’ve brought into being is produced.®

Thus, the concept of production is illustrated with the following examples:

Farming (‘I'ewpyia’)
Caring for any mortal body (‘0 Ovntov nav odpa Oepanein’)
Equipment (‘16 t& o0 mepi 10 60vOETOV KOi TAAGTOV’)

Imitation (‘pymtikn’)

The examples listed for acquisition at 219c, the kind in which the angler falls, are just as

puzzling:

Learning (‘podnpotucov’)
Money-making (“ypnuotiotikos’)
Combat (‘ayoviotikog’)

Hunting (‘Onpevticog’)

It is not evident what learning has to do with combat and money-making, and at first
glance the differences seem to outweigh the similarities. There are at least two
explanations for the puzzling nature of these examples. First, the examples indicate that
the method is not restricted to one domain of inquiry. For example, in the first case, the
use of obvious examples of production such as cobbling, carpentry, and weaving would

suggest that the method is restricted to empirical observations: one has observed shoe-

15 Translated after Nicholas P. White (Plato 39), with modifications.
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makers, carpenters, and weavers in action, and based on these observations, concludes
that they all have a common characteristic. This would resemble an inductive procedure
in which various animal species are classified under genera, for example. But, as will be
explained in Chapter 3, genus-species divisions are only one aspect of the method. The
use of eclectic examples illustrates that the method is not restricted to one domain of
inquiry even within a single division. This tells us how broad the method of collection
and division is: it is not a means by which a classification within a narrow domain is
established. This passage from the angler tells us that very surprising discoveries can be
made — discoveries that cross the boundaries between established domains of inquiry.
Reflection on the examples used to illustrate the concept of production in the angler
motivates us to question what the concept comprises — i.e., reflection brings to light a
different perspective on production and it widens its scope. In other words, there are
aspects of the concept that are hidden from us, and these aspects (or “parts” of the
concept) come to light when we consider the possibility that imitation, among many other

things, is a part of production.

1.2.3 Collection and division in the Statesman

The Statesman is similar to The Sophist in that there is an attempt made by the
Eleatic Stranger and his interlocutors to define a kind of individual. However, in the
Statesman the Stranger is more confident in his approach — unlike the sophist, the
statesman does not require the revision of six definitions before the conclusion is reached.

Nonetheless, the first definition produced at 267a-c (Appendix B 10) is recognized as
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flawed; just after the Stranger presents his definition of the statesman to his interlocutor,

Young Socrates, he states his doubts:

ZE. Apay’, ® Tokpateg, 6Anddc fuiv todto xaddmep (5)
oL VOV gipnkog o0TmO¢ £0Ti Kol TETPAYUEVOV;
NE. Q. To noiov o1;
ZE. To movtanacty ikavag gipfjobat 1o mpotedév; fy
00T’ anTo Kol pdota 1 Rtotg éAAeinet, TO TOV Adyov
(d) elpfoBar pév mwg, oV unyv mavtdnooi ye teAémg dnelpydodar; (267¢5-d1)

Stranger: Is it really the case, Socrates, that we have actually done this,
as you have just said?

Young Socrates: Done what?

Stranger: Given a completely adequate response to the matter we raised.
Or is our search lacking especially in just this respect, that our account of
the matter has been stated in a certain way, but has not been finished off
to complete perfection?®

The definition is inadequate because the statesman has not been sufficiently
marked off from those who are similar to him. More specifically, by placing the
statesman in the class of the herdsman of the human, the Stranger failed to mark him off
from others who fall within the same kind, such as merchants, farmers, millers and bakers
(267e). The problem is that he is placed in a kind that is too broad to serve adequately in

a definition:

ZE. Idg odv fpiv 6 Adyog 0pOdg paveitar Kol dépatog
(c) 6 mepi 100 Pacirémg, dTav avTOV VOUEN KOl TPOQOV AYEANG
avOpomivng Odpev pdvov ékkpivovteg popiov GAAOV duelo-
Bntovviwv;

NE. ZQ. Ovdapude.

ZE. Ovkodv 0pbdg dAiyov Eumpocbev pofndnuev vmo- (5)
TTEVOAVTEG U] AEYOVTEG LEV TL TUYYAVOLUEY YO BacIAKOV,
00 v dmelpyacuévol ye eipév o 1 dkpiBeiog TV mot-
TIKOV, EmG AV TOVG TEPIKEYVUEVOLS ODTA KOl THS GUVVOUTC

16 Translated by C.J. Rowe (Plato 308)
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0T AVTITOIOLUEVOVS TEPLEAOVTEG KOl YWPIoAVTEG AT EKEIVOV
Kaboapov povov adtov amoervopuey; (268b8-268c10) (10)

Stranger: So how will our account of the king appear to us right and
complete, when we posit him as sole herdsman and rearer of the human
herd, singling him out on his own from among tens of thousands of others
who dispute the title with him?

Young Socrates: There’s no way in which it can.

Stranger: Then our fears a little earlier were right, when we suspected
that we should prove in fact to be describing some kingly figure, but not
yet accurately to have finished the statesman off, until we remove those
who crowd round him, pretending to share his herding function with
him, and having separated him from them, we reveal him on his own,
uncontaminated with anyone else?*’

Here, the Stranger “posits” (“0dpev”) the statesman in the same kind as countless others
— i.e., the statesman is placed within a kind, human herding, that is too broad because it
includes others from which the statesman should be distinguished. The statesman needs
to be separated from the others so that he can be singled out and “revealed” (dmopaive).
Thus, the object of the search and the goal is to hone in on the statesman so that he is not
confused with something else. In other words, while a “kingly figure” (oyfpo factikdv)
has been found, it is incomplete; like a sketch or outline, it is only a partial picture.
However, before the definition is revised through collection and division, a myth
is introduced and elaborated (268e -274e). The Myth of Cronus explores the possibility of
divine as well as human herdsmanship and presses home the point that unlike the divine
herdsman, the statesman needs to be distinguished from those others — e.g., merchants
and farmers — who also care for the human herd (275b). After the myth concludes, a
second set of divisions is performed, yielding a new kind under which the statesman falls,

the kind of herdsman that cares for the entire human community as a whole (276b). But it

1" Translated by C.J. Rowe (Plato 309), with slight modifications.
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is soon pointed out that this too does not sufficiently define the statesman, because

tyrants also fall within this kind:

(e) EE. Kai tadtn mov 10 mpdtepov apoptivovieg evndéotepa
10D 060VTOC €i¢ TAVTOV PactAén Kol TOPavVOV GUVEDEUEY,
Gvopo10TdToug dvTag aTovg T Kol TOV ThG APy EKaTéEPOV
tpomov (276el-4).

Stranger: | think we made a mistake before in this way too, by behaving
more simple-mindedly than we should have. We put king and tyrant into

the same category, when both they themselves and the manner of their
rule are very unlike one another.*®

Thus, since the statesman and the tyrant are “placed together” (‘cuvébepev’) into the
same kind, this division too is mistaken. Once again, the statesman is confused with
others with whom he should be distinguished. For this reason, the method has failed to
produce an adequate definition. Again, the Stranger states that the definition is
incomplete:

.. .OAL” dTeyvidg O

(¢) Aoyog uiv domep {Dov v EEwBev pEv Teptypapny Eotkev

iovidg Eyetv, v 8¢ olov Toig QapudKolg Kai Tfj cuYKpaGceL

TOV YPOUATOV EVApPYELOY OVK Aren@éval To. (277b7-C3)

...and our account, just like a

portrait, seems adequate in its superficial outline, but not yet to have

received its proper clarity, as it were with paints and the mixing together
of colors.®

Using weaving as a model (279b), a new series of divisions ends with the result that the

18 Translated by C.J. Rowe (Plato 318).

19 Translated by C.J. Rowe (Plato 319).
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statesman is a special kind of weaver: he weaves human beings together into a coherent
society (310e-311a). The final definition at 311b7-311c6 (Appendix B 11) is described
by Socrates as follows: “Another most excellent portrait, Stranger, this one that you have
completed for us, of the man who possesses the art of kingship: the statesman.”?
(“Kérmoto od 1oV PaciMkov drnetédecog dvdpo Nuiv, @ Eéve, kol TOV ToMTIKOV.”;
311c7-8).

The end result is an account of the statesman that is considered to be complete: it
tells us who the statesman is by distinguishing him from those who appear to be similar,
but in reality differ in fundamental ways.

In conclusion, like the Sophist, the Statesman shows that definitions produced
through collection and division are defeasible. In other words, a definition is formulated
and questioned, and if errors are discovered, then a new series of divisions are performed
in which the parts — i.e. kinds or aspects — into which the statesman falls are refined. In
some cases, the error is that the target to be defined — in this case, the statesman — is
placed into a kind which fails to distinguish him from others who appear to be similar.
Thus, the parts in which the target is placed must separate the target from that with which
it is similar. The Statesman is interesting also because a myth is used to guide a division.
This is to be distinguished from cases in which other forms of reasoning are used to guide
or evaluate a division; e.g., in the Sophist, dialectical argument?! is used to settle a
question of placement (see Section 1.3.3, pg. 45). This shows that various ways of
reasoning are used to revise an incorrect division. Thus, while dialectical argument may

be one way of reflecting on the results of collection and division, it is not the only way.

2 Translated by C.J. Rowe (Plato 358), with modifications.

21 The arguments are dialectical in the sense that they concern the investigation of the five highest Forms.
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This will be discussed further in Section 2.2.4 (pg. 129), where three ways of reasoning

about a definition will be described.

1.2.4 Collection and division in the Philebus

The Philebus represents an important development of the method of collection
and division, but the dialogue is notoriously difficult to interpret, however, and it has
become the subject of a great deal of debate among scholars. J.C.B. Gosling’s translation
and commentary, published in 1975, has established a reference point for interpreters of
the Philebus. It serves as an overview of the dialogue and its points of contention, and
Gosling discusses passages which have received a great deal of scholarly attention, some
or all of which may shed light on collection and division. These passages are named by
Gosling as follows: “The One and the Many” (Philebus 14-16), “The Heavenly
Tradition” (Philebus 16-19) and “The Determinant and Indeterminate” (Philebus 23-28).

“The Heavenly Tradition™ is the center-point but has “proved extremely
recalcitrant to interpretation” (Gosling 154). In Gosling’s view, among recent
commentators it has spawned two opposing lines of interpretation. Differences in
agreement hinge on whether 16¢-17a is interpreted as “things from time to time said to
be” or “the things said always to be” (Gosling 155). Under the former interpretation, the
method is applicable to all things — e.g. Forms, numbers, and physical things. The latter is
the more common interpretation, according to Gosling. In this case, the method is
understood to apply to genus-species divisions of Forms or universals (Gosling 160).

Here, the concept of the unlimited is seen not as a part of collection and division, but
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rather as an ancillary device brought into play to address some of the problems that are
unique to the Philebus (Gosling 161).

One of the main difficulties in interpreting the Philebus as a coherent dialogue is
the concept of the unlimited (drelpov). Depending on the interpretation, ‘dmepov’ can
refer to the variable characteristics of particulars, to an unlimited number of individuals,
or to an undifferentiated continuum, the latter of which may be a kind (e.g., pleasure) that
can be divided into sub-kinds, or a unified phenomenon, such as eov1 (“sound”)
(Gosling 62). In Chapter 4, it will be argued that Plato’s description of the unlimited and
the limited shed light on the relation between collection and division and deductive
reasoning. More specifically, using Aristotle’s syllogistic as a representative example of a
deductive system, I will present the argument that limits between the parts of a
continuum that are discovered through collection and division correspond to the terms of
a syllogism.

In the Philebus, collection and division are used to divide speech (pwvn) into
three kinds, vowels, consonants, and mutes (18b5-18d2; see Appendix A 49). This
passage shows that while collection and division may resemble inductive reasoning, there
is a key difference. Here, Theuth is not studying objects that are already defined or even
recognizable at first. This is not typically the case with scientific inductive reasoning. For
example, when studying an animal species, a biologist may first locate a population of
animals in their native habitat and compare them, looking for similarities or differences
between members of the species. But this kind of induction presupposes that one already
knows how to identify and locate the members of the species. In other words, the “parts”

of the species — the particular organisms that belong to the species — are already
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identifiable; i.e., they are recognized as such and while knowledge of their characteristics
is incomplete, they are at least seen as members of the species. Otherwise, the biologist
would not know where to begin. To use another example, one more closely related to
collection and division in the Philebus, a present-day linguist may observe and collect
data on variation of pronunciation of vowels among native speakers of English. But this
presupposes that not only can vowels be recognized as such, but that there is such a thing
as a vowel, that each vowel is an instance of the same kind or genus, and that this kind or
genus is a “part” of sound. But one practicing collection and division would, at least in
some cases, have to start with a unified phenomenon such as human speech without
preconceptions about its parts — i.e., neither knowledge nor presuppositions about the
kinds of sound (vowels, consonants, mutes) nor the elements of speech are necessarily
present when the investigation begins. In other words, neither the kinds nor the letters are
discerned (i.e. “seen”) as parts of sound. Instead, sound is perceived as something of an
opaque whole — its internal structure (if any) is hidden from view.
In his discussion on Theuth’s discovery of sound in the Philebus, Menn states the
following:
Theuth originally recognizes pwvn simply by hearing spoken language: since no
written language yet exists, and since Theuth has not performed the analysis of
language that will lead him to the concept of otoieiov, what he initially recognizes is
not a set of units of sound, but simply continuous speech. He recognizes pwvn as
dmelpov, not because there are several kinds of indivisible pwvai, but because there
are an unlimited variety of pwvai of all lengths. In fact Plato avoids the plural pwvai,
preferring to speak of pwvr in the singular as something that is both one and

infinitely many; so perhaps it would be better to speak of many sections of pwvr| or
many modifications of @wvr| rather than of many pwvai ... (294)
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Thus, neither the elements nor the kinds of an indeterminate whole are necessarily known
before collection and division are applied. To use an analogy, while native speakers of a
language may know how to use the language and its elements, without a definition of the
alphabet and an enumeration of the kinds of speech, they wouldn’t know how to
distinguish and name the parts of the language and trace out their relations.

In conclusion, there is no established interpretation of the indeterminate;
‘amepov’ can refer to the variable characteristics of particulars, to an unlimited number
of individuals, or to an undifferentiated continuum, the latter of which may be a kind or a
unified phenomenon, such as vy (“sound”). In Section 2.5 (pg. 152), it will be argued
that collection and division define the structure of a continuum by means of discerning,
naming, and ordering its parts. In addition, the method of collection and division is not
always inductive in the conventional sense of the word — it is also the discovery of new
kinds as well as the discovery of similarities and differences between kinds that are
already recognized. In short, the method of collection and division is not to be confused

with inductive reasoning that operates solely within predetermined domains of inquiry.

1.2.5 Comparison

In conclusion, the four dialogues discussed above yield different impressions of
collection and division. In the Phaedrus, collection and division are not defined as a
single procedure to be carried out methodically, but instead as two €idn that are described
by Socrates in general terms. The Sophist and the Statesman, on the other hand, present a

picture of a procedure in which step-by-step details reveal some of the inner workings of
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the method. In addition, taken as a whole, the Sophist and the Statesman reveal the
tentative nature of the method: definitions are revised before a conclusion is reached.
Moreover, while the Phaedrus yields a structure in which two kinds of madness and four
sub-kinds of divine madness are mapped out, ultimately yielding a definition of love,
collection and division in the Sophist and the Statesman result in the definition of a
representative individual. The descriptions of collection and division in the Philebus
resemble those of the Phaedrus in this sense: rather than defining a representative
individual, the parts of a concept such as sound (ewv1}) are mapped out.

Despite these differences, the method of collection and division as a way of
reasoning is a thread that binds the descriptions of the method in the four dialogues. In
other words, collection and division lead to a definition or logical framework by way of
reasoning — i.e., by way of Adyoc. On the other hand, the definition or logical framework
—i.e., the endpoint of the reasoning process — is itself described as a ‘Adyog.” In short,
“AOoyog’ means reasoning in one context, definition or account in another. It is a process

or activity in the former case, and the object of a search in the latter.

1.3 Three operations of collection and division: seeing, naming,

and placing

Three passages from Appendix A, (1) Statesman 285a4-285b6, (2) Statesman
260d11-261a9, and (3) Sophist 235¢8-235d5 will be discussed below for the purpose of
giving a more focused introduction to collection and division. In the following sections,

three operations by which collection and division produce a logical framework, seeing,
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naming, and placing, will be introduced. This section will set the stage for a more

detailed discussion of each operation in Chapter 2.

1.3.1 Statesman 285a4-285b6 (Appendix A 44)

In the Statesman, the Eleatic Stranger divides the concept uétpnoic (measurement)
after criticizing “many of the sophisticated people” (“moArol t@V Kopy®dV”’; 285al) who
fail to see that the art of measurement has two kinds or “parts” (uépoc): (1) the
measurement of number, lengths, etc. on the one hand, and (2) the measurement of what
is fitting, i.e. “what is as it ought to be” on the other (284e2-8; Appendix A 43). So-called
sophisticated people fail to make this distinction.

In this passage, the importance of being able to see (cidov) or perceive
(cioBdavopan) similarities and differences is highlighted. Here, even seemingly
sophisticated people can treat a concept as a whole while failing to see that it has parts. In
other words, while the concept of measurement is recognized as a whole, the relevant and
irrelevant parts of the conceptual whole are not discerned. Moreover, the perception of
similarities as well as differences should be discerned — in other words, a “community”
(“xowvaviav’) of the members of a group is to be discerned (285b1). In short, both
differences and similarities are to be discovered; differences correspond to the parts of a
whole, while similarities correspond to that which unifies the parts into a whole. The
discernment of similarities and differences is the operation of seeing; this will be

discussed in detail in Section 2.2.1 (pg. 103).
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1.3.2 Statesman 260d11-261a9 (Appendix A 21)

In this passage, the Stranger is dividing directive expertise (émttaktikn Té€xvn;
260c6) into two kinds. On the one hand is the kind that includes interpreters, seers,
heralds, and many others (260d11-260e1), while on the other are the “self-directors”
(“tdv avtemraktdv”). The purpose of the division is to narrow down the particular kind
of directive expertise that applies to the statesman, being careful not to confuse him with
others who only appear to be similar. In other words, in order to provide a definition of
the statesman, he must be grouped with the self-directors, otherwise he cannot be
distinguished from those who are not of the same kind, such as heralds and the like. This
is a kind of “narrowing down” or “honing in” to a definition. To use an analogy, one
could arrive at a definition of the number two by first locating it within the prime
numbers, and then marking it off from the other numbers by locating it within the set of
even numbers. Similarly, with the statesman, he is first located within the kind of
directive experts, and then distinguished from others by locating him in the kind of self-
directors, lest he be confused with heralds, seers, and those of similar ilk.

The importance of naming is emphasized in this passage. While the part of
directive expertise that comprises heralds, seers, etc. remains nameless because the
statesman does not fall within this kind, the name ‘self-directors’ is coined for the
purpose of articulating differences, that is for marking off the statesman from those who
appear to be similar (260e). Since heralds, seers, etc. are directors of a sort but not self-

directors, the name serves as a device for distinguishing the statesman from those who
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appear to be similar. In addition, the name ‘self-directors’ is fabricated in such a way as
to indicate the meaning or content of the kind to which the statesman belongs. These

functions of naming will be discussed further in Section 2.2.2 (pg. 114).

1.3.3 Sophist 235¢8-235d5 (Appendix A 13)

In the Sophist, the Stranger divides the imitative (uipuntikog) into two kinds
(Appendix A 13). At 236¢6-7 the two kinds are named “likeness-making”
(“eldmwlomouxic”) and “appearance-making” (“povtactiknyv”’). But at this stage, it is not
clear to which kind the sophist belongs; i.e., the Stranger does not know where to place
the sophist: “But still I can’t see clearly the thing | was in doubt about then, namely,
which type we should put the sophist in...”?? (“"O &£ ye kol 0T’ YUPEYVOOLY, <EV>
TOTEPQ TOV GOPLoTNV OeTEOV, 00O VOV T duvapal Oedoacbot cagdc...”; 236¢9-10).
After a series of dialectical arguments, the sophist is placed under appearance-making,
and that in turn is to be divided (“cut”) into two:

ZE. Koi uiv 811y’ fjv 6 60QIoTHC T00TMV TOTEPOVY,
Stwporoynpévov Hpiv v 1oig Tpodchey Mv.

OEAL Noai.

EE. ITdAw toivuv émyeipdpey, oyiCovreg oyt to (10)
(e) mpotebev yévog, mopevechar katd Tovml de&1d del PeEPog Tod
TUN0évTOC, £YOUEVOL THG TOD GOPLETOD KOWVMOVING, EMG AV
aOTOD TO KOWVA TAVTO TEPLEAOVTES ... (264d7-264€e3)

Stranger: And we agreed before that the sophist does fall under one of
the two types [i.e., appearance-making] we just mentioned.

Theaetetus: Yes.

Stranger: Then let’s try again to take the kind we’ve posited and cut it
in two. Let’s go ahead and always follow the righthand part of what we’ve

22 Translated by Nicholas P. White (Plato 257), with slight modifications.
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cut, and hold onto things that the sophist is associated with until we strip
away everything that he has in common with other things.?
To summarize, there is a movement from seeing the parts of a conceptual whole (in this
case, imitation; 235¢8-d1), to naming them (236¢6-7), to eventually positing the part in
which the target to be defined, the sophist, falls (264d7-11). In other words, two parts of
imitation are discerned, they are named, there is confusion about which part the sophist
falls under, and eventually the matter is settled: the sophist should be placed in the
appearance-making kind. This process drives the inference forward, and the name of the
kind in which the sophist is placed then becomes part of the definition of the sophist
(268c8-268d4; see Appendix B 9). Thus, placing the sophist in a named part is a kind of
resolution, a kind of decision-making that moves one step forward to the definition.
Note too that the Stranger gives the instruction to follow “the righthand part”
(“Oe&a ...uépoc”); in other words, the sophist is imagined to escape into certain “kinds”
that are placed relative to each other: the kind on the “left” is to be avoided, while the
kind on the “right” is to be incorporated in the final definition. Both kinds are parts of
another concept — i.e., likeness-making and appearance-making are both parts of
imitation — but the sophist is placed in only one. In turn, this one kind is then divided into
two using the concepts through tools and through one’s self (267a), and the process is
repeated. In each step, the kind on the “left” is “stripped away,” thereby distinguishing
the sophist from others who appear to be similar. The sophist is located in the remaining
kind, and the process is repeated until a definition is reached. This process is described in
more detail in the discussion of the angler, where again certain parts of a concept are

removed and considered irrelevant to the definition sought, while other parts are included

2 Translated by Nicholas P. White (Plato 289), with slight modifications.
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in the final definition (see Section 1.2.2, pg. 26).

1.3.4 Conclusion

Roughly, in terms of division, seeing is the discernment of the parts of a whole,
naming articulates and establishes the differences between the parts, and placing defines
the relevant parts of the definition and the relations between the parts of a whole. The end
result of a series of seeing, naming, and placing operations is a definition, as shown in
Appendix B. Each of the three operations will be discussed further in Sections 2.2.1-2.2.3
(pp. 98-127) and this analysis as a whole will be compared with interpretations of
collection and division presented by Moravcsik and Cohen (Section 2.2, pg. 98).

In general, a definition produced through collection and division can be
understood as a logical framework that serves as the basis for deductive and non-
deductive forms of reasoning. The upshot is that despite Aristotle’s claim to the contrary,
division is not a weak form of syllogistic reasoning (see Section 4.3.2, pg. 192). Rather, it
will be argued in Chapter 4 that collection and division yield logical structures that make
syllogistic reasoning possible. Without a logical framework produced by collection and
division, the interrelations between terms remain undefined — it is only when terms are
woven into whole-part relations that a deduction becomes possible. Moreover, if parts are
not arranged in a strict hierarchy but overlap, then the interrelated parts do not form the
basis of syllogisms such as Barbara and other moods in the syllogistic. Even a simple
definition produced by collection and division such as love is a kind of madness or piety

is a kind of prosecution constitutes a logical framework. These are minimal frameworks
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in the sense that only two concepts are interrelated. Therefore, they cannot serve as the
basis for syllogistic reasoning, which requires three terms. However, these minimal
frameworks are useful for other forms of reasoning, i.e. reasoning that is not based on
strict hierarchies of kinds.

While frameworks defined through the three operations described above underlie
deductive and non-deductive reasoning, collection and division do not guarantee that a
framework is truthful, nor do they guarantee that an argument based on a framework is
sound. By means of the three operations, collection and division are typically employed
with the intention of defining a framework that is truthful — i.e., one that accurately
describes the target being defined. Thus, the definition of the sophist is revised six times
to remove deficiencies in the framework that is being formulated and to arrive at a result
that is presumably correct. However, because the three operations described above are
prone to error, the question arises as to what is meant by “presumably correct.” The fact
that a framework has survived the test of refutation is an indication that it is a correct
definition. Thus, since the final definition of the sophist is the product of a lengthy series
of arguments that were employed to pinpoint and remove flaws in the provisional
frameworks, there is evidence that the final definition is truthful. However, there is only
evidence — i.e., there is an indication that seeing, naming, and placing have ultimately
defined a framework that is free of error. Thus, even when a framework has survived the
method of elenchus or a similar form of argument, there is no guarantee that the

framework is correct. This is explored in detail in Section 2.2.1.3, where it is argued that
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Plato does not specify how one actually sees the parts of a conceptual whole, and this
limitation applies to naming and placing as well.?*

Thus, the method of collection and division does not constitute a proof procedure;
I.e., it does not prescribe specific rules for formulating a valid argument, nor does it
guarantee that a definition is correct. Instead, the three operations of collection and
division facilitate the construction of sound arguments and provide the necessary
groundwork for deductive and non-deductive inference. In short, the method in and of
itself does not provide a means for evaluating the correctness of its results.

Moreover, collection and division are susceptible to deliberate misuse. Section 3.3
discusses cases in which errors may be intentionally introduced by the divider. For
example, it may be advantageous for Greeks to classify all non-Greeks as natural slaves.
While this is clearly an egregious misuse of the method and its operations, the resulting
framework could become an ideology if it is sufficiently beneficial to the dividers. This
form of erroneous reasoning should be distinguished from the misapplication of
collection and division described just above, in which the divider is aiming for a truthful

definition, but misses the mark despite his or her best intentions.

1.4 Literature Review

Secondary literature on collection and division has accumulated over centuries.

This review will discuss publications primarily from the modern period and will focus on

24 In Sections 6.3-6.4, it is suggested that recollection of the Forms may allow one to determine whether a
framework matches reality. However, in my view the process of recollection is above and beyond the three
operations that underlie collection and division, and the method in and of itself does not tell us whether its
results are successful.
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seminal works from the 20" century in addition to more recent publications. The purpose
of this review is to provide an overview of some of the debates on, and varying
interpretations of, collection and division in recent literature, thereby setting the stage for
the topics and arguments that are presented in detail in the remaining chapters. More
specifically, this review will discuss different perspectives on the scope and purpose of
the method of collection and division, its relations to other forms of reasoning, the nature
of the structures produced by collection and division and criticisms of the method old and

new.

1.4.1 Scope and purpose of collection and division

A seminal work in the recent literature that provides an overview of the method is
John Ackrill’s essay, “In Defense of Platonic Division.” Ackrill discusses two primary
uses of the method: it can be used to define a term or to analyze a general concept (103).
Both of these functions are important to collection and division and to the method of
dialectic, and each will be discussed below.

Ackrill states that although using the method for the purpose of definition
involves neither deduction nor a priori reasoning, it plays a crucial role in philosophy
(104). After discussing the role of the method in the Phaedrus, Sophist, Statesman, and
Philebus, he states the following:

Interest in the “What is it?’ question and the search for definition are of course as
characteristic of earlier Socratic dialogues as of these later dialogues...What is clear
(and relevant) is that Plato sees the definition of terms as one of the aims of division,

and that from Socrates to Aristotle such definition — elucidating the meaning of
interesting terms — is regarded as an important task in philosophy (104).
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This evaluation is echoed by J.R. Trevaskis. He states that, in dialogues such as the
Sophist and the Phaedrus, the method of division is used to provide definitions for
disputed terms, a task that is “of extreme importance” (Trevaskis, “Division and its
Relation to Dialectic” 128). For example, in the Phaedrus, terms central to philosophy
and to common discourse such as ‘good” and ‘love’ are disputed — they mean different
things to different people — and for this reason it is important to remove ambiguity and to
formulate definitions; this is one of the primary uses of division (Trevaskis, “Division
and its Relation to Dialectic” 128). Thus, according to Trevaskis, division plays a crucial
role in both philosophy and everyday discourse.

The second purpose of collection and division described by Ackrill is the analysis
of general concepts. This involves the articulation of a genus into species, or a kind into
sub-kinds (Ackrill 104). Examples of this use of the method include defining the various
kinds of pleasure — a very involved and nuanced discussion in the Philebus — and
investigating the forms of madness as described in the Phaedrus (Ackrill 105). For
example, in the latter case, madness is divided into “kinds” such as human and divine
(Phaedrus 265a).

In addition to the two functions discussed by Ackrill, Trevaskis describes another
feature of the method which is “clearly supereminent ... It is referred to in essence at
Phaedrus 266b where Socrates justifies his enthusiasm for the method of Division by its
conferring on him the ability ‘to speak and to think’” (Trevaskis, “Division and its
Relation to Dialectic” 129). This feature of the method is also mentioned at Statesman

285d, where it is explained that the central purpose of the discussion is not to define the
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statesman but to make the discussants better dialecticians. In Trevaskis’ words, the
method in this case is viewed as a means to improve “general powers of philosophical
discussion” (“Division and its Relation to Dialectic” 129). To practice the method is to
train oneself to apprehend the Forms, these being the ultimate aim of everything that is
said (Statesman 286a). In short, the method is “a practice routine in philosophy”
(Trevaskis, “Division and its Relation to Dialectic” 129).

Trevaskis is right to point out the claim made in the Phaedrus that division
confers the ability “to think and to speak” — this remark shows that collection and
division are fundamental to reasoning. However, in my view collection and division are
not just “a practice routine in philosophy,” but routine in human thought. Does it really
take a philosopher, for example, to formulate a tentative definition of love? Dialectic may
be required to determine the interrelations between Forms (see Section 1.4.2 below), but
formulating a definition in and of itself does not require a philosopher. In Chapter 5, it
will be argued that when Meno and Euthyphro formulate definitions of virtue and piety,

they are doing so by means of collection and division.

1.4.2 Relation between collection and division and dialectic

The relation between collection and division and dialectic? is open to debate. The
secondary literature identifies dialectic with collection and division in some cases, but
contrasts them in others. Dorothea Frede, for example, states that while dialectic as

described in the Republic is useful for arriving at definitions, the method of collection

% Here using Ackrill’s definition of ‘dialectic’ as “the study of the interrelations of forms” (109; cf. Section
1.1 above).
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and division, although purported to be a “prerequisite for dialectic proper,” is less
informative (207). Philosophical investigations such as the inquiry into the nature of
justice require experience and insight, these being elements of dialectic or, at least, an
activity that complements dialectic. Collection and division, however, do not fare well in
Frede’s view. While “orderly and methodical,” their productions are too “machinelike”
and “cut-and-dried” in comparison with the results of dialectic proper and its kindred
methods (D. Frede 208).

Ackrill also makes a distinction between dialectic and the method of collection
and division, although his assessment of the latter is much more positive. The method of
collection and division is not the same as dialectic, Ackrill makes clear, but it certainly
assists dialectic. He states that “Dialectic as the study of the interrelations of forms ...
still looks a good deal richer than division into kinds.” But Ackrill follows this remark by
stating that the method can discover Forms that connect and divide other Forms (108).
For example, there is at least “a close connection” between the method and the central
argument of the Sophist, where dialectic is used to explore interrelationships among
Forms (Ackrill 96). Here, the method clarifies interrelationships of concepts and sets the
stage for further analysis. Ackrill emphasizes that only some interrelationships are
revealed by the method, and that only dialectic can systematically study Forms in general.
Nonetheless, under Ackrill’s interpretation the method is by no means irrelevant. It plays
an important role in Plato’s later dialogues.

In my view, Ackrill is correct to point out a close connection between collection
and division and dialectic. Whole-part reasoning sets the stage for a methodical

investigation of the interrelations between Forms. For example, two Forms can be seen as
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interrelated if they overlap —i.e., if they have a part in common. On the other hand, |
agree with Ackrill that dialectic is a form of reasoning that is not identical to the method
of collection and division. While dialectic presupposes the kind of whole-part reasoning
carried out through collection and division, unlike the latter, dialectic is a procedure

designed specifically for one domain of inquiry, the Forms and their interrelations.

1.4.3 The Role of collection

Not only is the relation of collection and division to dialectic open to debate, so is
the relation of collection to division. While division divides a whole into parts, collection
can be understood as the reverse process; i.e., it brings many into one. To use an example
from the Philebus, disparate vocal sounds can be unified as a single system of speech, the
alphabet. This is one reading, and the precise role and function of collection is debated in
the literature. A passage in the Republic, “6¢ av un &m dopicacBHat @ Adym amd TV
A @V TAVTOV ApeAdV TNV TOD ayadod idéav” (“...one not able to distinguish the form of
the Good from all others...”, 534b), was a point of disagreement between Adam and
Hackforth. This passage, according to Adam, “perhaps suggests the dwaipeoic, which was
an essential part of Plato's dialectical method” (Adam). Hackforth disagrees. He says that
division is “complementary to cuvaymyn ... it involves the preliminary task of setting
beside the definiendum a number of co-ordinate species which are ‘seen together’ (cf.
ovvop@vta Phaedr. 265 D) as constituting the extension of a genus. How can the avto
ayabov be included in a cuvaywyn?” (Hackforth, “Plato's Divided Line” 5). Thus,

according to Hackforth, division presupposes collection, but since the avto ayadov (i.e.,
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the “good itself”) is the ultimate Form, it has no co-ordinate species and as a result it
cannot be collected with anything. In this case, division has nothing to divide. Thus, for
Hackforth, collection is indispensable.

In my view, Hackforth is correct when he says that collection is indispensable, but
not for the reasons he gives. Hackforth presumes that collection and division operate on
genus-species structures. But why must this be the case? Perhaps the Good overlaps with
other Forms, in which case, the Good can be divided into aspects — e.qg., if the Good has a
share in Knowledge and Pleasure, then part of the Good is Knowledge, and part of it is
Pleasure. In Chapter 3, two readings of the method that argue for the possibility of
division into overlapping Forms or kinds will be discussed.

Some interpreters feel that collection plays a secondary role at best. Under this
interpretation, Plato is mainly concerned with division, and collection is seen as an
accessory method or a preliminary step contingent on the problem at hand. For example,
Stenzel claims that while Plato emphasizes the interdependence of collection and division,
the latter is the core component of dialectic and is the more important of the two (107).

Menn takes the opposite point of view, though he admits that it is especially
difficult to clarify the concept of collection. Referring to the story of Theuth and the
alphabet in the Philebus, Menn states, “commentators have generally been puzzled about
why it should illustrate collection rather than division. Indeed, they have been puzzled
about collection as such; and it has been suggested that Plato is really describing only a
single method, the method of division” (292). Against a common interpretation, Menn
argues that collection is not restricted to defining a species or genus within a genus-

species tree. Rather, collection can be the means by which the elements of a domain can
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be learned and mastered, much as children learn the alphabet. In this use of collection, the
student learns each element (ctolyeiov) by comparing its use in sets of larger complexes
(Menn 299). Thus, the letter ‘a’ can be learned by comparing its use in syllables such as
‘Ba’ and ‘yo’ (Menn 297). Taken together, the syllables are a collection by means of
which the elements are recognized and mastered. Collection also applies to the more
difficult problem of learning to decipher “the long and difficult syllables of reality”
(Statesman 278d4-5). This involves learning not letters of the alphabet but rather apyai
or “the most basic of Forms” (Menn 300).

Menn is correct: collection is not restricted to defining a species or genus within a
logical tree. A part can be an element — there is no reason why one cannot collect
together the elements of something into a whole. This is seen not only with the alphabet,
but in other domains. To use another example from the Philebus, musical notes are not
“species” but elements or aspects of musical structures. That collection is not restricted to
genus-species trees will be discussed in the following section and in more detail in

Chapter 3.

1.4.4 Relation to genus-species hierarchies

In “Classification in the ‘Philebus’,” J. R. Trevaskis subscribes to what he calls
“the commonly held opinion”: division is a means by which a genus is divided into
species or kinds (39). Its limit is the level of the infima species — particulars “below” this
level are beyond its scope (Trevaskis, “Classification in the Philebus” 39). However, in a

later publication Trevaskis holds a different view. Referring to the Statesman 262d,



Pasqualoni 57

where Man is (incorrectly) divided into Greek and Barbarian, he writes, “We have a clear
case here of Division proceeding below the infima species Man ... It seems that we have
no warrant for attributing the anachronistic expression infima species to the lower limit of
Platonic Division, and that we should not do so” (Trevaskis, “Division and its Relation to
Dialectic” 127).25

Trevaskis’ latter interpretation is the more correct view. For example, Plato often
talks of dividing Number into Odd and Even (Heath 292). However, the concept of
infima species seems incompatible with the idea of Number. It seems more likely that the
method can divide not only into kinds and species, but also into elements and aspects.
Importantly, Trevaskis states that “it seems that we should abandon any preconception in
favour of ‘specific’ differentiae. Plato is willing to see different criteria observed in
different divisions, even where the same class is to be divided” (Trevaskis, “Division and
its Relation to Dialectic” 128).

However, in his discussion of the Philebus, Letwin claims that the genus-species
interpretation is common among scholars. He states, “According to this interpretation —
which has been favoured by commentators such as Ross, Taylor and Hackforth — Plato is
concerned to divide a given concept not into its species and aspects, but only into its
species” (Letwin 194). To use Letwin’s examples, Man would not be divided into
“rationality” and “concupiscence,” but into kinds such as “good men” and “bad men”
(Letwin 194).

But for Letwin the distinction between species and aspect is crucial and it solves
some important interpretive problems. Like Gosling, Letwin argues that to restrict the

method to kinds or species contradicts Plato’s own examples of the method (Letwin 194).

26 Chapter 3 will further discuss the limitations of the concept of an infima species and kindred concepts.
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For example, pitch, rhythm, and measure are amenable to division because “although
these are not species of sound, they are clearly aspects of it” (195). This is similar to
Menn’s interpretation (discussed in Section 1.4.3 above) but not quite the same. Instead
of “aspects” Menn sees “elements” (“otoyeia’) in Plato’s illustrations of the method. But
the general tack is the same in both cases: the method is not limited to the construction of
genus-species trees. In my view, this interpretation is correct: the method is not restricted
to division into species, and it can define logical structures that are not strict hierarchies.

However, some scholars continue to interpret collection and division in terms of
only species and kinds. Barker argues that “the process is one of anatomising one general
form or kind into a collection of subkinds, and those subkinds into still lesser kinds.
There really should never have been any dispute about that, though indeed there has”
(144). For Barker, a kind is a collection of sub-kinds which form a unity. Even what is
typically seen as an infima species such as fodg (“ox”) can be divided, according to
Barker: “Bodg ... contains Alderney Bodc, Hereford Bodc, Aberdeen Angus Podg etc. as
sub-kinds,” and these sub-kinds fall under broader kinds such as “ungulate, ruminant,
mammal, animal, and so on” (164).

M.L. Gill disagrees. She argues that fodc is not divided into sub-kinds but into
varieties based on their “accidental features” (“The Divine Method” 39). She agrees that
in some dialogues, such as the Phaedrus, the method aims to divide kinds into sub-kinds.
But this kind of division is dichotomous division, which is to be distinguished from sister
methods seen in the Statesman and other dialogues. Dichotomous division is not the full-
fledged method that Plato illustrates for more complex cases. In the Philebus, for

example, collection and division constitute a more advanced method that aims to divide a
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unity into parts and features instead of kinds and sub-kinds (“The Divine Method” 42).
The genus-species model and other interpretations of collection and division will be
discussed further in Section 3.2 (pg. 158). In this section, it will be shown that the genus-
species model does not capture the broad range of logical structures that can be defined
through collection and division.

Debate on the relation between collection and division and genus-species trees is
paralleled by debate on the objects or domains of collection and division. In other words,
while the former asks what kind of structure is delineated by collection and division, the
latter asks which sets of objects or elements form the content of these structures. Are
collection and division applicable to physical objects, sensory data, concepts, numbers,
Forms, or a combination of these? Or is it mistaken to assume that there is a real
distinction between structures and the objects that form them? At the center of this debate
is a question concerning Plato’s theory of Forms: are collection and division restricted to
Forms, or are they more inclusive?

Trevaskis argues against the interpretation that division is essentially concerned
with Forms. He points out that in the Phaedrus, yoyn (“soul”) is subject to division: “...
To0TOV O O1 oVt dmpnuévev ...~ (“... these [i.e., kinds of soul] must be divided ...”,
271d; Trevaskis, “Division and its Relation to Dialectic” 124). Here, dwaipeoig is applied
to yuyn. But, citing the Phaedrus myth, Trevaskis states that yoyn is not a Form.
Therefore, this passage is “a prima facie case ... of Division applied outside the scheme
of Ideas, and that the case needs answering by anyone who holds that Division is
essentially concerned with Ideas” (Trevaskis, “Division and its Relation to Dialectic”

124). Furthermore, considering now the Sophist, Trevaskis raises the question of how
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Ideas relate to the intermediate classes that are discovered in the course of a division. He
states his point cogently: “Are we to believe, then, that Plato posited an Idea of
‘semblance-production by ignorant mimicry’? ... I find it difficult to believe that he did”
(Trevaskis, “Division and its Relation to Dialectic” 125). Apparently this is a case in
which the method is applied neither to Forms nor to species.

However, while it may be the case that Plato did not posit “semblance-production
by ignorant mimicry” as a single Form, this concept (and similar compound expressions
seen in the Sophist) is posited by the Eleatic Stranger, not by Plato. Moreover, the
concept is not incompatible with the theory of Forms if it is understood as a community
of concepts — i.e., as an interweaving of Forms. In other words, arguably, there is a Form
of Production, a Form of Semblance (or similarity), a Form of Ignorance, and a Form of
Mimicry (Imitation). | use the word ‘arguably’ because there is an age-old debate in the
secondary literature about what may or may not count as a Form. It is well beyond the
scope this work to settle such a debate. However, in the Parmenides, Parmenides tells
young Socrates that without Forms, thinking has nowhere to turn (“o06¢ 6mot tpéyet v
ddvolay £Eer”; Parmenides 369b-c). If we take the claim that reasoning is not even
possible without Forms seriously, then we can say that even the intermediate
classifications of the Sophist are based on overlapping Forms. Moreover, under a similar
interpretation, how we collect and divide kinds of soul is governed by Forms: e.g., if we
say a soul is just, we do so based on our knowledge of Justice, if a soul is courageous, we
do so based on our knowledge of Courage, and if a soul is both, overlapping Forms

provide a lens through which we define the soul that is just and courageous.
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However, Julius Stenzel presents a different take on the matter in his oft-cited and
influential Plato’s Method of Dialectic. Unlike Trevaskis, Stenzel believes that not only
is the method tied to Plato’s theory of Forms, he argues that diaipeoig bridges the gap
between Forms and particulars. Commenting on Sophist 235d, a key passage on the
method, Stenzel argues that Plato was aiming for “rapprochement between individual and
gidoc, each coming to resemble the other” (99). Intuition is a “vision of the mind” that
can descend from the highest €idoc, Being, to intermediate kinds (“Patterns in the strictest
sense”), and ultimately reaches its limit in the particulars (Stenzel 120 - 121). This
network of Forms, kinds, and particulars is understood and articulated through diaipeoic
— it is through this process, which typically operates unconsciously, that a particular is
recognized. A particular is known only through an giSoc, without which it is
indeterminate (“dnepov”’) (Stenzel 125). In Stenzel’s view this makes dwaipeoig
necessary for apprehension of both Forms and particulars. It is a central part of Plato’s
philosophy.

In “Pythagoras Bound: Limit and Unlimited in Plato’s Philebus,” Kolb questions
the extent to which we can distinguish between a particular object and its classification.
He says that empiricist presuppositions can cause us to misinterpret passages on
collection and division. Oft-cited examples such as the tradesmen who are classified by
Socrates, and common objects like tables and chairs, mislead us into thinking that in
general, things are first seen as individuals, then seen as members of classes (Kolb 500).
The story of Theuth’s discovery of the alphabet in the Philebus serves as a
counterexample. Here, there is no clear distinction between classifying a thing and

knowing it as an individual. In other words, one does not start with a “crowd of
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particulars” which are classified (Kolb 501). Instead, the recognition of an individual as
individual (e.qg., the letter C apart from indeterminate sound) and the classification of the
individual are processes that are inseparable and simultaneous. Kolb’s argument applies
to Forms as well as to sensible particulars.

To conclude, the question as to whether collection and division produce a genus-
species hierarchy rests on precisely what kind of structure is produced by collection and
division. This question and the genus-species debate will be discussed further in Chapter
3. Section 3.2.5 will argue that the Fabric and Lens models (i.e., models that allow for
non-hierarchical structures) more accurately describe the results of collection and
division. The question as to whether collection and division also apply to particulars as
well as kinds and classes will be discussed in Chapter 5, where it will be argued that

collection and division are not limited to reasoning about universals.

1.4.5 Criticisms of the method of collection and division

Epicrates the comic poet parodied the method of collection and division by
portraying students of the method attempting to classify a pumpkin and reaching an
impasse (Lever 177). And, according to Diogenes Laertius, Diogenes the Cynic had
plucked a chicken and said “ovtoc dotv 6 TIAdtmvog dvOpomoc” (“Here is Plato’s man”;
Lives of Eminent Philosophers, V1.40; Page et al. 42), thus mocking Plato’s definition of
man as a featherless bipedal animal.

There is some truth in these jokes, and philosophers such as Aristotle have

levelled articulate criticisms against the method of division. In the Analytics Aristotle
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argues that the method assumes what it should prove, i.e. the correct branches of a
division are not deduced by way of necessary connection but merely assumed to be
correct (G. Lloyd 156). In this sense, a definition is achieved not by deduction, but
merely by a series of disjunctions, none of which involve necessary consequence.
However, at Posterior Analyti