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Linguistic (and Ontological?) encounters between Plato and Karl Popper

Christos Ath. Terezis

In this study, | attempt to shed light on whether some passages from the Platonic dialogue Cratylus
that deal with language correspond to Karl Popper’s theory on the third world. Specifically, I attempt
to prove that Plato’s third world contains both divine and human properties, something that is
provided through language, that is, through the human rational and developing in objective terms
construction. In the four subchapters of my study, | basically investigate the relationship between the
thinking subject and the noumenon as well as the role of the coiner of names and the dialectician with
respect to the scientific foundation of the names. The most important conclusion drawn is that
according to Plato these two are responsible for connecting a thinking subject with a noumenon by
adding objective certainty to the meaning of everything is said. I also investigate how Plato’s
archetypal Ideas could be considered to be the third world.

Introduction

In the following study, we shall attempt to approach some of Plato’s views on
language in a special interpretative perspective. Specifically, we shall elaborate the
introductive and conclusive passages from his dialogue entitled Cratylus, aiming at
identifying whether and to what extent they correspond to K. Popper’s theory on the “third
world”. According to this modern European philosopher, in the frame of the gnoseological
activities of human being a sort of knowledge with an objective meaning grows, which is
formed by questions, theories and arguments, which are investigated per se. This kind of
knowledge is completely independent from the impression of any man that he actually
knows. So, it is knowledge that is not originally defined by the subject that knows. This
knowledge is strictly scientific and belongs to what is called third world, which is formed by
that human spiritual activity which is expressed in an objective way. The third world is
sufficiently independent, despite the fact that human being constantly intervenes —with his
greatest scientific performances— in its content and, conversely, accepts its interventions. It
follows its own formation terms although it comes from human activity and its results have
great certainty impact on human consciousness. K. Popper suggests that the world of human

language belongs to this expanded and coherent system of objective knowledge. The most
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important functions of language are for him the descriptive and argumentative, which relate
one another in a successive sense. The descriptive one is the source to produce the regulatory
idea of truth, that is, a description idea that is adjusted, exactly as far as possible, with
anything that takes place. This is a somehow meta-language, which founds the argument and
the rational critique and will obviously produce strictly categorized cognitive products. It
should be mentioned parenthetically that K. Popper considers the world of natural
phenomena to be the first world, whereas the world of the subjective and without objective
proof knowledge to be the third world. The philosopher also mentions that through his theory
on the archetypical metaphysical “Ideas” Plato not only discovered the third world, but he
also identified some of its effects on human consciousness. In addition, he understood the
human attempt to conceive these “Ideas” and to make them the great exegetical foundations
of the reality. K. Popper, however, points out that Plato’s third world is divine, unchangeable
and, by extension, true, while his is a human creation, changeable and, therefore,
disprovable.! What we shall attempt to prove is that Plato’s third world contains, apart from
divine, human properties as well, which is provided by the language, which is considered to
be a rational and changeable construction of both the individuals and collective schemata,
provided that its functions are performed in an —we could add, as far as it is possible—
objective way. The main persons of the dialogue under investigation are Socrates,
Hermogenes, Cratylus and Euthydemus, each of whom has a particular idea on the language,
either with few or extreme differences one another, which are defined by the principles which

they adopt.

A. The origin “by nature” or “by position” of the names

The first comment of Hermogenes is that Cratylus contends that within every being is
naturally placed —that it, it is an inherent and not an accident quality of it— the appropriate
name, which is independent from human interventions. In this sense, a name is neither the
product of a conventional agreement between human beings to communicate nor does it
depend on their subjective interpretative attitude. From this natural determination it arises
that the accuracy of the names —as far as possible— is naturally the same for all human beings,

regardless of the culture that they have developed or the geographic place of their residency:

1 Cf. Popper, Karl, “Epistemology Without a Knowing Subject”, in: Objective Knowledge — An
Evolutionary Approach (Oxford 1981), ch. 3.
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«Kpotdrog enoiv 83 dvopatog dpBoTTO. Elvan EKAOTE THY VIOV PUGEL TEPLKLIAY, Koi 00 ToDTO
gtvonr Gvopa O dv Tveg cuvBEIEVOL KOAETY KOADGL, THG aT®V Pavilg poplov EmeBeyyouevol, GAAY
OpBOTTA TvaL TdV dvopdtev TeQukévol kai “EAANct kai BoapBaporg Ty odThy dmactv».?

“Cratylus, whom you see here, says that everything has a right name of its own, which comes by
nature, and that a name is not whatever people call a thing by agreement, just a piece of their own

voice applied to the thing, but that there is a kind of inherent correctness in names, which is the same

for all men, both Greeks and barbarians”.®

Hermogenes, however, raises ab initio the question of whether and to what extent a
name, like that of the persons, corresponds to the truth, namely, to what each one of them
actually is as a particular being:

«Epmtd oV adtov £yd £l ot Kpatdrog tf dAndeio dvopa dotiv §j od».*
“So I ask him whether his name is in truth or not, Cratylus”.®

And this —proving or possibly disproving— evaluation becomes in any case necessary,
since the linguistic code used by someone to express himself and communicate in daily life
can prove whether human beings attribute names in an objective way. The validity of this
proof depends on whether objectivity here means a match to the natural specification or
something different. For instance, what a collectivity decides to use for practical, functional
or utilitarian, family or hereditary reasons. Therefore, the possibility a name to have no
correspondence to the person to whom it is given is strong, at the same time as a number of

persons may have the same name. According, however, with K. Popper’s distinction with

2 Cra. 383a.4-h.2. Here the accuracy is somehow defined as the requirement of the identity of a) the
signifier with the signified and b) all the signifiers —for the same signified—, regardless of their
phonological differences. Thus, in this passage the third world is presented according to K. Popper’s
view, namely, in the sense that its main quality is objectivity and that it is a human product.
Nevertheless, the question that directly arises is the following: is it possible to find who formed a
name and when he did it? Or the formation is to be fully arisen in future, when the scientific reading
of an object will be completed? Moreover, how many will take part in this completion and what their
national-racial origin would be? According to the explicit textual justifications, these human beings
can be everybody, regardless of their origin. Cf. Leroy, Maurice “Sur un emploi de ¢wvn chez
Platon”, in: Revue des Etudes Grecques 80 (1967), pp. 234-241.

3 The translation of all the passages is from H.N. Fowler’s edition under the title Plato VI. Cratylus,
Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias (London-New York 1926), p. 7.

* Cra. 383b.2-3. Having in mind the previous comment, the subject here is about the specialized
application-verification. However, in this passage, the third world is placed in K. Popper’s view that it
can be subject to disproof. In fact, the possibility of its disproof is due to the fact that it is a human
invention, each time under special circumstances, without any doubt on the primary integrity of this
attempt.

5 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 7.
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respect to the three worlds, a person can be part of all, since he is a natural being that can
receive on a case-by-case basis a name for superficial or extremely thoughtful reasons.

On this basis, the following arise: Cratylus adopts in the process of naming the a
priori of the object but not the a posteriori of the subject and in this way he manages to limit —
or self-limit— sensible experience and its logical elaboration. So, between the object and the
subject a parallelism has to be established, so that the conclusion of the latter to be true. The
question however is still how it is possible human beings with a different origin to understand
in the same way the nature of the names. In one respect, Cratylus possibly projects the case of
the transcendental subject, which in its formulation is independent from any definition or
relation and is capable of discovering a truth. But, this subject is not an insignificant problem.
What is its essence and how does it survive during the natural and historical development and
scientific progress of human thought, parameters of a change which affect, more or less, the
process of naming and the use of the names? Is it universal logic that should characterize
every human being, regardless of the surrounding accidents? Or, maybe he does not mean
every human being but only that which is responsible due to its inherent knowledge and its
integral applications?

Socrates’ first reaction is quite sober and relies on the required skepticism before
drawing any final conclusion. So, he says that the episkepsis of the names, that is, the analysis
of their accuracy and use, is an extremely difficult subject-matter, since it belongs to the
category of those which are nice, namely, which are positively rated:

«Xolemd o Kok oty O £xel pobelv kol o1 kol TO mEPL TAOV OVOUATOV 0V GUIKPOV TUYYXAVEL OV
naOnpax».t

“Knowledge of high things is hard to gain; and surely knowledge of names is no small matter”.’

Without doubt, what is here stressed is the aesthetic dimension of the topic, but the
dominant thing is to point out its seriousness, so that to avoid circumstantial and superficial
interpretations. This is a kind of knowledge or a special lesson and this is why dogmatisms
and univocal decisions or any approach that would cause execration or a negative critique

through its thoughtlessness should be excluded.

® Cra. 384bh.1-2. Cf. Hp.Ma. 304e; R. 435c.7-8 and 497d.9-10. At this point the third world is
presented under the criterion of a strict scientific basis, since both its autonomy from the subjective
world of references is stressed and the difficulty of knowing it is justified.

7 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 9.
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Hermogenes’ second comment reflects his own point of view and it is quite the
opposite to that of Cratylus’. Socrates’ interlocutor points out that the names arise according
to the circumstances and due to a mutual agreement, which adds sociocratic and historical
definitions to the subject-matter and introduces the parameter of relativity. That is to say, he
contends that a name is formed according to the law and customs of a region, namely, the
system of the statutory and institutionalized terms or those communicative references as well.
He also says that we can change or replace the names of a thing and each and every one of

them is correct:

«Ov dHvopot melebijval og aMn T1g OpBOTIG OVOUATOG n ouvOnKn kai oporoyia. Epm yap doxel Ot
v tic 1@ Ofjron dvopa, TovTO glvar 10 0pOOV" kai dv avdic ye Etepov usmenwl EKEVO OE UNKETL
KOAf), o0dEV MtTov 10 Votepov OpOaS Exetv ToD mpotépov... OV yap QOGEL EKACTH TEQLKEVAL dvopa
000&V 0V0eVi, GALA VOU® Kol £0gl TV E016avTaV TE Kol Kakof)vrwv».s

“I cannot come to the conclusion that there is any correctness of names other than convention and
agreement. For it seems to me that whatever name you give to a thing is its right name; and if you
give up that name and change it for another, the later name is no less correct than the earlier [...] for |
think no name belongs to any particular thing by nature, but only by the habit and custom of those
who employ it and who established the usage”.®

According to this, the process of naming is released from ontological and naturalistic
—in fact non-approachable and provable directly — determinations. Human being preserves a
sort of autonomy with respect to the referent —and anything he intends to know— and presents
his own predicates, which however are not ordinary, univocal and necessary conceptual
schemata, for they are found under a constant modification. Therefore, traditional schemata
from the past are excluded, since they do not correspond to the new terms —or even the new
needs— of life. The dynamic tendency of the anthropological and social givens as well as the
historical time-space relativism constitute the main, if not the exclusive, criteria for the truth
of the names. So, it is indirectly pointed out that the cultural, in the broad sense of the term,
development of a region causes crucial repercussions on the language, which has to follow

8 Cra. 384c.11-e.1. The case here is about a projection and a comparison of the two forms of a
predicate, the natural one that is discovered and the personal one that is given. Hermogenes’ position
is the opposite to that of K. Popper’s, since he presents the third world, here in the field of language,
as defined by the subject that makes the cognitive reference and forms the cognitive product.
Moreover, we could not suggest that Cratylus’ extreme realistic approach is completely compatible
with K. Popper’s positions, since the main protagonist of the Platonic dialogue insists on a natural
origin of a name, which in the frame of realism is clearly more valid than any supreme spiritual
performance. However: who is capable of discovering this natural origin? This is a question that the
interlocutors will deal with latter. Possibly this question is the most crucial for defining the third
world according to Plato. On the condition of the use of a name, cf. Aristotle, Int. 16a.19-21.

9 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, pp. 9&11.
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anything that takes place in the general frame of which is a part. Language as a system of
names is strictly considered as a cultural product as well. Unquestionably, these estimations
benefit a dynamic scientific development, which constantly needs or forms a new linguistic
material to express its accomplishments. It is not, however, clear whether Hermogenes’
positions includes science. Possibly, it does not. This skepticism is based on some gaps in his
reasoning. The validity of the social agreement is not investigated, whether it relies or not on
proof resulted from an essential and responsible approach of the question of naming. It is
possible that in such a case either superficiality or the support of the temporary circumstances
dominate, at the same time as we have to keep in mind that the language can be also used in a
metaphorical, for any temporal purpose, sense. But, a consideration of the things under
circumstantial terms raises the question on the constant and without the criteria of objectivity
interchange of the names. At this point a questionable with respect to the value and accuracy
nominalism arises.

Verily, Socrates expresses his doubts on the validity and truth of Hermogenes’ view,
since it can result in that every object is named in a particular way by every human being.
The question to be raised will come from the formation of specialized linguistic codes, which
possibly will be particularly different from each other, since the inner procedures and the
external effects in which human beings operate are different from case to case. The concern
here focuses not only on what takes place in a —geographical or cultural- region but also on
the possibility that the system of names is formed according to what takes place individually
in consciousness or in the logical procedures of every human being as one of its members.
Therefore, two repercussions are indirectly heralded: a) confusion in communication and b)
logical and factual impasses in finding the truth. Socrates attempts immediately after to put
under examination the second case by emphasizing the distinction between truth and
falsehood. Combining Gnoseology with Ontology, he contends that the reason which
suggests that the beings do exist is true, while that which supports that they do not exist is
false. This position directly results from the adoption of ontological realism, that is, the
radical autonomy of “being” over “thought”, without mentioning any further details here on
the matter of accuracy of the predicates. What is more, through this indirect acceptance the
Athenian dialectician draws together with his interlocutors the conclusion that a true reason is

true both as a whole and in its parts:
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«...Ap' obv oDtoC O¢ Gv To dvra Aéyn O¢ EoTiv, 6AnONc O¢ &' av ¢ ovk EoTwv, yweudng; - Nad... -O
AOY0G &' €oTiv O GANOTG TOTEPOV PEV BAOG AANOTG, TO LopLaL &' adTod ovK AANOT; - OVk, GAAL Kol TO
pnoplo.

“-Then that speech which says things as they are is true, and that which says them as they are not is

false? — Yes. [...] - But is true speech true only as a whole, and are its parts untrue? - No, its parts also

are true”.

What is described here is basically a logical demand, but it should be also mentioned
that breaking truth would break down reality, even within human brain. Without doubt,
discussing the truth indirectly aims at excluding subjective arbitrariness and fantasies.
Ontological realism defines the truth of the process of naming as well. The given of existence
ensures any kind of movement of the spirit. Finally, referring to the position that anything
that is true for the whole is also true for its parts has logical and factual foundations and
mostly intends to annul contradictions in the process of forming syllogisms or even
elementary deconstructions that a consciousness may theoretically cause in the inside of an
object.

Explaining the above, it is claimed as a clarification that the name is the smallest part
of speech:

«To 8vopa opkpdTaTovy.t?

“The name is the smallest”.'®

Obviously, it is considered in the sense of a concept, which is the core and the first
cell of the judgments and syllogisms, the beginning of a brief theoretical presentation of
reality, which easily can be evaluated as a great accomplishment. We need however to pay
attention in that in this discussion there is no reference to name, but to “reason”, which
possibly refers to a syllogism, the parts of which are obviously many —short— names. So,
another question raised is about the accuracy or not of a sentence.

10 Cra. 385b.5-c.3: The “ovk £otiv” may not indicate non-existence but the lack of ontological
stability. In this passage there is a combination of K. Popper’s extreme worlds: the first one (that is,
the world of natural phenomena) and the third one. Beings are a necessary given for human
consciousness, which is challenged to function exactly under this requirement. Cf. Robin, Léon,
Platon (Paris 1988), 49.

1 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, 11&13.

12 Cra. 385¢.9. In this passage, under the given that the principles of objectivity are applicable, name
is equal to the descriptive language according to K. Popper, which is the start line for the critical
argumentation, which, however, is placed within the boundaries of a syllogism.

13 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias
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B. The thinking subject and the noumenon object

Elaborating his rationale, Hermogenes suggests a usage of the name by the subject, in
fact an extreme one, since he accepts that it is possible to express different names for the
same object, each of which comes from whoever expressed them. He also contends that every
name is proper —that is, it is true— with respect to the personal or collective or cultural subject
from which it comes and is expressed:

«OD yap Exo Eyoye, @ TOKPOTES, OVOUATOG Ay opBOTTA T} TOdTNY, ol pdv ETepov elvarn KOAETY
EkaoT® dvoua, O &yd €0éuny, ool 8¢ £tepov, O o ov. oltw 8¢ kai Taic mOAecy Opd 16ig [EkdoTaug]

évioig €mi 1oic adtoic keipeva ovopota, kol "EAAnot moapd tovg dAdovg "EXinvag, koi "EAAnct mapa
BapBépovcy.t4

“Yes, Socrates, for I cannot conceive of any other kind of correctness in names than this; [ may call a
thing by one name, which | gave, and you by another, which you gave. And in the same way, | see

that states have their own different names for the same things, and Greeks differ from other Greeks

and from barbarians in their use of names”.!®

It should be mentioned that in the level of defining general principles or a general
consideration, this position, at least in the open terms of the formal Logic in its particular
applications, is accurate, since the existing social pluralism founds the linguistic one.
However, this foundation is extremely mechanistic, since it projects similarities without
investigating the special nature of the reference-comparison fields. It needs to be taken into
account that the social pluralism in its mature projection does not suggest multi-division,
vertical separations and an unlimited projection of dissimilarity. It does not simplify
otherness. Moreover, the question on the elementary communication of the human beings
would be automatically raised once again and any discussion about the objective truth would
be pointless. The risk of an extreme relativism is here obvious as well, which allows every
individual to move freely, or rather arbitrarily, in the process of naming. The extension to the
level of scientific knowledge is obvious. Which name will be more appropriate to express
objectively scientific knowledge? And what would be the respect and recognition of behalf of

14 Cra. 385d.7-.3. At this point, culture appears as an accomplishment or formation different from
nature, with a distinction between the historical “becoming” and the historical “being”. In this passage
there is a position that corresponds to the main, according to K. Popper, view of the traditional
epistemology, which, since it refers to the second world or the knowledge with a subjective meaning,
adds them priority over beings obviously exclusively in the cognitive process. In his estimation, this
view has nothing essential to add in the study of the scientific knowledge.

15 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 13.
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the public opinion to a scientist, if he gets no recognition for the validity of the truth of the
names that he uses?

To point out the repercussions caused by this position, Socrates immediately broaches
a view of Protagoras the Sophist, namely, the criterion for what things truly are with respect
to their ontological composition is not their natural origins but exclusively every human
being in particular.’® Before this extreme relativism he first of all raises the question of
whether the nature of things is permanent and independent from the, scientific or
interpretative or even axiological, attitude of human being. So the subject-matter arisen is the
great one on the distinction of the object into esse (existence per se and independent from the
approaches of the human consciousness) and percipi (content of consciousness and defined
by its categorical schemata) at the same time as the degree of their correspondence is
indirectly posed for investigation.!” Under this given, Socrates next specifies the risks that
arise if priority is given to “appearing” over “being”, that is to say, he examines possible
repercussions that would arise if we expressed judgements for the things relying on an
evaluation and attitude by the subject (that is to say, when we move in K. Popper’s second
world). And the risk in relation to the precise expressions becomes bigger if we consider that
some human beings are prudent while some others are imprudent. Exactly at this point, two
problems arise: first of all, in what sense a prudent can claim for obvious elements of truth,
since there is a logical contradiction between imprudence and truth? Secondly, how
imprudent are possible, since the process of naming performed by any human being is true,
even according to his own criteria? :
«Kai Tadté ye, OC &y@ual, 6ol mavy Sokel, povicemc oBoNg Kai Appocivng Ui mévy Suvatdv eivar

Ipwtayopav GAnOT Aéyewv: ovdev yop &v mov Tf] dAndeiq 0 Etepog ToD £TEPOV PPOVILMOTEPOS €M,
ginep G av Exdoto dokf| Ekbote dAnOF Eotowy.t®

16 On the theory of Protagoras the Sophist, cf. for instance, Kirkos, Vasileios, Apyaiogc Eiinvikog
Aopowtiouds ko Xopiotiky; (Athens 1992), pp. 115-60. Robin mentions the following: «En face de la
these de Protagoras, pour qui I’étre d’une chose consiste dans la représentation que s’en fait tel sujet,
et toujours par papport a des circonstances individuelles et contingents, le Cratyle en affirme la
permanence, 'unité et I’identité» (Platon, 77). It should be mentioned here that a question that
research has faced is whether Protagoras’ expression refers in human being in general or in every
human being in particular.

17 On the relation of esse with percipi and their distinction, cf. for instance, Nagel, Thomas, The view
from nowhere (New York-Oxford 1986), pp. 90-99; Papanoutsos, Evaggelos, I'vwaioloyio. (Athens
1962), pp. 15-51.

18 Cra. 386¢.1-d.1.The development of the reasoning attempted here is a direct extension of
Protagoras’ views. Essentially, the contradictions resulted from his positions are stressed. If K. Popper
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“And you are, I imagine, strongly of the opinion that if wisdom and folly exist, it is quite impossible

that Protagoras is right, for one man would not in reality be at all wiser than another if whatever

seems to each person is really true to him”.*°

It should be also mentioned that insisting on “appearing” not only does not involve
the natural substrate of an object, but also remains in a condition that is easily changeable,
evolvable, provable and perishable. At the end of this rationale Euthydemus’ position is not
accepted, according to which all the objects are —or must be—similar for all human beings,
both in a particular time point and repetitively in future:

«AMO prv 0088 kot EvOOdnuov ye oipon 6ol Sokel ot mévto Opoimg eivar Gua kod dei- 008 yop v
obtmg glev ol pév xpnotoi, oi 8& movnpoi, &l dpoing émact kol dei dpet| Te Ko kouciol £in». %

“But neither do you believe with Euthydemus that all things belong equally to all men at the same
time and perpetually, for on this assumption also some could not be good and others bad, if virtue and
its opposite were always equally possessed by all”.?*

This point of view is dialectically opposite to the former one. But, it obviously faces
the risk to be refuted for exactly the opposite reasons in comparison to the former ones.
Whoever supports it does not take into account the subjective and racial particularities as well
as the composition of the objects, according to which they are subject to every kind of
development. Especially the last comment is binding, since in different time moments an
object suffers differentiations, either due to internal reasons or external interventions.
Therefore, a new image is presented each time, a differentiation that in each case presents a
particular empirical material, which necessarily also defines a relevant cognitive approach of
it. Nevertheless, under particular requirements —such as for instance the fact that some
scientific principles or findings do not change— Euthydemus’ approach could be placed in the
perspective of the transcendental epistemologically subject. However, accepting this
explicitly requires an a priori, which would provide the independent from the circumstances

terms for actualizing this very condition.

evaluated this passage, he would suggest that is sheds light to the impasses to which the second world
is lead when operating autonomously.

19 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 17.

2 Cra. 386d.3-6. Here the gnoseological and onomastic subject-matters extend to ethics as well, with
the applied inflexibility being rejected here as well. Considering the question under investigation, this
is a position partially opposite to K. Popper’s third world, for it projects the property of
unchangeability. We could argue that this is Plato’s world of Ideas, provided that the word “mévta”
refers to these metaphysical archetypes.

21 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 17.

10
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At the beginning of the next syllogism a more appropriate to reality way of
investigating is introduced. Specifically, it is taken into account that human beings approach
in different ways the same object. But, it is stressed that this pluralism exactly as such does
not present the objects in an appropriate to the truth way, since they originally own a
permanence, both natural and essential, which is not affected by the cognitive approaches of
the human beings. Apart from this, it is also mentioned that the activities or act projections of
the objects, which as projected representations are a property of their nature, remain also
unaffected by these approaches. Exactly this natural inherent condition of “being” and
“acting” should human beings have in mind, in order to be accurate and valid in their
cognitive activities.

«Ta dvto avt®v ovoiov €yovtd Tvo BEPatdv €ott 0 TPAyuata, o0 TPOg MUAG 00OE VO’ MHUDV

EAkopeva dve Kol KAT® T MUETEPD PAVTAGHOTL, GAAN KaO® adTd TPOC TV aOTAV ovaiav Eyovta
nrep méukey... Katd Thv adtédv @Ooty koi ai mpdéelc mpdttovat, od Kot TV HUeTépav d6Eav».??

“Things have some fixed reality of their own, not in relation to us nor caused by us; they do not vary,
swaying one way and another in accordance with our fancy, but exist of themselves in relation to their

own reality imposed by nature [...] Then actions also are performed according to their own nature, not

according to our opinion”.%

Provided that the approaches here follow the principle of objectivity, this is about
understanding a natural unity with its distinctions, which do not separate it, but project its
plethoric presence. The ontologically remarkable is that the energy-action is determined by
the nature, or essence, which indicates that the former reveals the nature of the latter, unless
they are used indiscriminately. By extension, the process of naming the actions should not
result from the predicates of the thinking subject. It is however interesting here for the
development of the reasoning that, through the projection of the action according to nature,
“appearing” now reveals, at least to a point, “being”, at the same time as “being” presents its
dynamic side. So, this is an “appearing” that comes exclusively from natural terms, from
what actually exists, which in this way is not overlapped.

As stressed next, this is exactly the rule to be applied by a human being in every case
in which he intends to express his thoughts. And this syllogism relies on that the process of

naming is a natural function of the linguistic expression or on that the expressions make

22 Cra. 386e.2-8. Here the artificial world of imagination is clearly differentiated from the natural one.
However, according to K. Popper, the natural, as the first world, shows its independence from the
latter and contributes to the objectivity of the third one, provided that the precise terms for
approaching are followed.

23 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 17.
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obvious their objectivity when they come from a natural, which is considered to be accurate,
use of the names. At this point, it is clarified that every name is a sort of energy of the inner
capability of human being of expressing himself. And this capability gains validity of
presence and function only if human being follows the natural predeterminations:

«Eav p&v 1 méeuke T mpdypata Aéyew Te kol AéyecOat kol @, Totn Koi TovTE Aéym, mAfov TE Tt
momoet kai pel” dv 8¢ pn é€apapthicetal te kai ovdv momoet. -Obtom pot Sokel dg Aéyeig ».24

“-Or will he succeed in speaking if he speaks in the way and with the instrument in which and with
which it is natural for us to speak and for things to be spoken, whereas otherwise he will fail and
accomplish nothing? - I think the way you suggest is the right one”.?®

Therefore, the property that results from the capabilities and accuracies according to
nature is defined by the thinking subject, so we can refer to an absolute naturalistic control of
the names. The concept of a priori dominates, but the question is who provides it or preserves
it and how is this possible to be apparently detected. The pre-empirical foundations of the
process of naming —which are obviously confirmed through their appropriate application on
the sensible world- raise the question on the conceptual tools of consciousness, which can
easily bring the entire discussion back to the epistemological position of Plato in the
dialogues Meno, Phaedo and Phaedrus. But, it is possible that this is a special judgment for a
physicalism, in the sense that, just like things works, the analogous happens with the human
intellectual energies.

Subsequently, it is briefly explained in what prospect the names are used. First and
foremost, this use aims at a mutual communication and briefing, apparently during the
activities of social life. However, in this frame, what needs to be explained is what the natural

condition of the objects for which we speak is:
«Tob Aéyew popiov 1o dvopdlety. Atovopdlovieg yap mov A&yovst Todg Adyovg».2

“Now naming is a part of speaking, for in naming I suppose people utter speech”.?’

24 Cra. 387c.1-4. The descriptive function of the language, which is the source of the apodictic, comes
once again to the fore. By consequence, this is a combination of the first with the third world.

%5 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 19.

% Cra. 387c.6-7. Reason, as an intentional, according to a context, composition of names is clearly
something more general from a name attribution. It is a syllogism. It should be mentioned however
here that K. Popper, discussing the third world, believes that language is something more than a
means of communication.

27 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 19.
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So, combining these comments with the former ones we come to the estimation that
communication comes through the identification of the natural givens. It is a way of
relationship between human beings, which however faces the natural origins, both their won
and the objects, and brings to the surface what actually exists. The original condition of the
objects regulates the development of dialectics and the process of informing, since it gives
evidence for the validity terms in which names and complex syllogisms are expressed and for

their confirmation.

C. The coiner of names or the scientific foundation of names

In order the discussion to develop, it is once again stressed that the name which is
used appropriately can identify the nature per se of the objects.?® This retraction, which shows
the refutation of any subjective approach of the subject-matter, is not accidental. It is the
basis to contend that the names are structured by an expert, a rare one, the coiner of names:

«ObK Epa TavTdg Gvdpdg dvopa B0 dotiv dALG TIvog dvopatovpyod. Ovtog & dotiv, g £otkev, O
vopo0£tmg, 6g 81 TdV dnuovpydV GroVIAOTHTOG &V AvOphmolg Yiyvetom.?

“Then it is not for every man, to give names, but for him who may be called the name-maker; and he,

it appears, is the lawgiver, who is of all the artisans among men the rarest”.*

In this sense, all the rest social factors for producing a valid name code are excluded.
The question is now placed in the prospect of the scientific research and the specialized
responsibility.

While elaborating the subject-matter the coiner of names is describes as a legislator —
that is, a public person with authentic reputation—, who is responsible to investigate which
sounds and which syllables he can choose to create a name that would describe the natural

condition of the objects. However, it is explained that in every land a coiner of names uses

28 Cra. 387d.4-9. In the context of the general methodology which dominates in the positions under
investigation repetition defines the special direction that the argumentation will follow. This is the
same position, but with a broader or narrower function, since the syllogism is now in a new level
compared to the original data.

2 Cra. 388e.-7-389a.3. Cf. Wolff II, David F., “Names, Nominata, the Forms and the Cratylus”, in:
Philosophical Inquiry XVIII (1996), pp. 29-31. Here the distinction between that which is “by law”
and that which is “by nature” is annulled. The third world of Plato appears with two properties: a) it is
a human construction and b) it is unchangeable. This combination reflects Plato’s intention to bring
metaphysical unchangeability in the sensible data, something which K. Popper would not accept.

30 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 25.
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special phonetic symbols and this how we draw the conclusion that the names are
geographically-culturally defined.

«Ap’ oDV Kol TO £KACTE QOGEL TEPVKOC SVOO TOV VOHODETYV KEivov €i¢ TODG POdYYOLC Kai TOG
cvAlofag O€l EmioTacOot TBéval, kol BAETOVTO TPOG aTO €kevo O EoTv dvopa, ThvTo T¢ dVOUOTO
nolelv 1€ kai Tifecbar, €i péAAel kKOplog givar ovopdtmv B€mg;... “Ewg v 10 10D 0vopatog €i6og

amod1dd 1O TPOGTKOV £KACT® &V Omotncobv cvAlafals, o0OEV yeipw vopoBétny sivol Tov £vBade 7
1OV 6movodv GAA0OL». 3!

“Then, must not the lawgiver also know how to embody in the sounds and syllables that name which
is fitted by nature for each object? Must he not make and give all his names with his eye fixed upon
the absolute or ideal name, if he is to be an authoritative giver of names? [...] so long as he gives to
each thing the proper form of the name, in whatsoever syllables, to be no worse lawgiver, whether
here or anywhere else, will you not?”%

However, searching for the phonetic elements as a general regulatory principle
defines a natural predetermination in the acoustic dimension of naming as well. Note also that
the question is approached in a clear pragmatic perspective as well, since there is a clear
reference to precise adjustments at the same time as the racial relativism is not directly
introduced, the generation causes of which, however, are necessary to be detected. Why the
sounds and the syllables are different from region to region? This question, regardless of the
answer, would redefine the question on the natural specifications of the names. We could
actually contend that there is a semantic identification between different sounds, the
difference of which is possible due to aesthetic reasons, namely, what satisfies and attracts
the sense of hearing, so in a second level its mechanistic function is considered as a plain
reception of information. We should, however, keep in mind that what is meant here is first
of all an archetype of name («6 £€otiv dvopoa»), which works as a paradigm and principle with
respect to the names that are to be constructed. And this name is obviously not a human
construction but a divine one. The coiner of names is responsible to see it, with the participle
“Brémovta” leading to intuition. But, he then speaks of «eidog mpooiikov ékdot@», which

specifies the predicate. Possibly the latter expression appears as an application of the former.

31 Cra. 389d.4-390a.8. We could argue that the unity of the natural condition does not necessarily lead
in the identity of the technical means as well. Here a sort of reconciliation is attempted between the
necessity imposed by the givens of nature and the freedom of human choice. Nevertheless, language
does not appear in its descriptive dimension, but in the sense of the rigorous foundations of
unchangeability, within a specialized cultural system, which has gained its integrity, provided that
they correspond to what can be considered to be authentic, which according to the formal Logic is not
inflexible. Cf. Aronadio, Francesco, “Il Cratilo, il linguaggio e le sintassi dell eidos”, in: Elenchos 8
(1987), pp. 329-362.

32H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 27&29.
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Extending those mentioned before, it is stressed that the process of naming is greatly
difficult, the responsibility of which cannot be taken by any human being. This is because the
mission of the coiner of names is to discover those names which belong to the things in a
natural way. That is to say, the capabilities attributed to the coiner of names are those of
scientific knowledge and research expertise. Therefore, he is indirectly recognized to have the
property and the duty of a natural scientist, actually in greater extend, since he is assigned to
discover not only the natural appearances but also the natural specifications. Not only he
describes how things are, but he also penetrates to the deepest core of their being, to the
reason of their “essence”. The conclusion of the discussion is easily drawn: a reliable and
authentic creator of names is the researcher who discovers the natural names and is capable
of composing letters with syllables. However, it is indirectly indicated that it is strongly
possible to create —and actually they are created— many names, defined by many factors. But,
the truth depends on the precise sense of the objective reality, regardless of the special nature
of the thinking subject who creates the names. It is obvious on this grounds that a coiner of
names conceives the meaning and seeks for those linguistic sounds that will express it. This
means that the sounds have both a phonological and a semantic dimension, which is revealed
after their combination and the resulted name. The somehow exegetical criterion, as a meta-
analytical one, on the use and combination becomes mandatory. This is why Socrates adds
that a legislator needs a dialectician, who will provide the necessary criteria for each case,
since he is the anatomist of reality with a philosophical background. So, indirectly though
clearly, Socrates recognizes that a coiner of names is partially insufficient and that is why he
suggests drawing his inspiration from a dialectician, who in this way is considered to be the
greatest scientist and expert.

«NopobBétov 6¢ ve, dg Eoikev, Gvopa, EMOGTATNY EYOVTOG SIHAEKTIKOV dvopa, £l pEAAEL KOADG OvOpaTa
OMoecOor... Kivdvvever eivar od @odiov 1 10D dvopatog 0461c, 008E @aviav vdpdv ovdE TGV
EMTLYOVIOV. .. Kod 0D TAvTa SNpiovpydv dvoudtov eivat, ALY pdvov Ekeivov ToV dmoPAémovta eic TO
M @Voel dvopa dv EkAoTEO Kol Suvapevov antod TO €100¢ TIOEva €l TE TO YPAUUATO KOi TOG
ovALOPhac». 3

% Cra. 390d.5-¢.5. For a systematic approach on this, cf. Anagnostopoulos, Georgios, “Plato’s
Cratylus: two theories of the correctness of names”, in: Review of Metaphysics 25/4 (1972), pp. 691-
736 [which has been also published in Greek under the title «ITAdtwvog Kpatbrog. Ot dvo Bempieg
™mg opBoTTaG TV ovopdT®vy, IN: ITAdtwv. Tuntikde téuog yia tov Kabnyntiv A. Z. Avopiémovlov,
v. B’, (Athens 2017), pp. 595-659]. In this passage, a dialectician is the regulatory scientist who
evaluates the descriptive and argumentative use of language according to a third world which claims
for authenticity criteria. This authenticity apparently includes the knowledge of the precise use of the
names, which corresponds to the authentic knowledge of reality. Note here that there is a reference to
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“The work of the carpenter, then, is to make a rudder under the supervision of the steersman, if the
rudder is to be a good one [...] Then, the giving of names can hardly be, as you imagine, a trifling
matter, or a task for trifling or casual persons [...] and that not every one is an artisan of names, but

only he who keeps in view the name which belongs by nature to each particular thing and is able to

embody its form in the letters and syllables™.3*

In the context of the physiocratic definition of the names, Socrates next contends that
gods they are given by gods, in an actually precise way that cannot be questioned, since they
correspond, in this sense, to their natural origins:

«Méyiota 8¢ kol kdAMoTa &v oi¢ dlopilel £mi toig avToic & T ol dvOpmmol dvopato karodotl Kai oi
Ocoi... Afjlov yap 87 611 of ye Beol avtd kKarodow Tpog OpOoTTO bmep EoTt POoeL dvopoTan.>

“But chiefly and most admirably in those in which he distinguishes between the names by which gods
and men call the same things [...] For clearly the gods call things by the names that are naturally
right. Do you not think s0?”%

The reference to gods and the clear statement on a metaphysical foundation do not
refute physiocracy, since the common thing of both the interpretations is the investigation of
an original and unchangeable type. Moreover, this twofold approach works for human beings
as well, since the context reveals that the natural is a reflection of the metaphysical. A special
type of pantheism arises, at the same time as the case of a priori, namely, the pre-empirical
bases of the names, should not be ignored, but without this indicating that the theory of
recollection is actually repealed. The divine defines how archetypes will work at the same
time as it regulates and sets the limits of the human consciousness, which is asked to act
analogously.

It is then accepted by the interlocutors that those who are skilled in a field can
construct and give names with a high degree of precision compared to those who are not.
Thus, it is further supported that expertise is defined as an epistemological requirement of the
process of naming. It is, however, pointed out that sometimes a name or a meaning is given

according to people’s semantic positions. We could, however, contend that according to the

name which describes the form of a thing but not the form of a name. So, we could combine these two
deliveries and suggest that the intention is to identify complete integrity.

3 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 31.

% Cra. 391d.4-e.1. Cf. Vlastos, Gregory, ITatwvixéc usiéte, trans. lordanis Arzoglou (Athens 1994),
p. 383. The metaphysical foundation and confirmation of the third world by Plato has already begun.
Its validity has to be ensured in any way through its unchangeability. Its empirical appearances are not
eradicated, but it is now full of divine origins. In this sense, the empirical must be an original
reflection of the metaphysical, a requirement that need to be followed by both the coiner of names and
the dialectician.

3% H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 35.
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context it is stressed that this attribution is not safe, for it involves a high degree of
temporality and subjectivity. It is not a coincidence that to justify this, a primary position is
recalled, that a name provides the most safety when it describes accurately the objective
condition of a thing or a person. In fact, some examples of such a precise description are
mentioned.®” So, skepticism before the precision of the meanings is obviously due to the fact
that they rely on the positions or receptions of the meaning of a thing by subject. But, with
respect to human beings the following question could be raised on whether individuals who
acti in different periods and have different behaviors can bear the same name. Or, else, the
question is about the hereditary rather than the precise attribution of a name. It is also stressed
that, if two names are given to the same person, they should reflect two of their properties
correspondingly, which are so closely combined, so that to constitute a —appositive or
apparently synthetic— meaning.%® So, this is not a contradiction or confusion but a
correspondence to the pluralism of the personal properties, which have a common essential or
ontological basis, regardless of the special way in which they appear. The relationship of the
pair “one-many” arises, according to which the many are the ways in which the one appears,
or the one manifests its inner dynamism through the many.

Considering the external formation of the names, there is an agreement in that the
elements of the alphabet are the basis of any relevant attempt. The phonetic and notional
attribution of an element-letter is accomplished with the addition and the combination of
other elements-letters as well. During, however, the attribution of the names the use of the
letters and the number of the syllables are quite important. Quantity is not so important, or at
least it depends of quality. And this condition of relationships is due to the fact that, even
though there are many different names with respect to the grammatical elements, the syllables
and the sound, they do mean the same thing, for they hold identical power. It is, though,

explained that when it comes to the natural generation, the same name should be given:

3" Cra. 392a.1-e.5. Cf. Bestor, Thomas, “Plato’s Semantics and Plato’s Cratylus”, in: Phronesis 25
(1980), pp. 306-30. The third world, as authentic and completely objective, must be totally
untouchable for any arbitrary intervention. An appellative name describes in precision what the
person to whom it is attributed is in nature and actions. We should also keep in mind that even activity
is included in the physiocratic descriptions.

% Cra. 393a.4-b.4. Once again, the objectivity of the third world arises in an open way and in this way
the interventions of the thinking subject are not crucial. It is also important to mention that human
beings, as natural beings and acting subjects, are also included in the third world indirectly, provided
that they behave in terms of integrity, which will also define the name attributed to them. Cf.
Vandevelle, Pol, “Le statut de I’étymologie dans le Cratyle”, in: Les Etudes Classiques 55 (1987), pp.
137-150.
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«Ei mpdokettai T ypaupa fj aerpntol, ovdEv 0vdE todto, Emg dv &ykpoatig 1 1| ovoio Tod TpdéyuaTog
dniovpévn &v 1@ ovopaTt... OVtog Nmot)on Koddg 0€cbar Toig ypappact ta dvopoarta... Kol Erepa
av iomg ovyva edpotuev Toig pHEV cvArlafaic Kol Tolc YpaupUact dlo@ovodvia, Tf) 0& dVVANEL TOVTOV
POeyyopeva. .. Toig d&v 61 katd PUGLY Yryvouévolg Té o)t dmodotéov dvopaTay.

“If a letter is added or subtracted, that does not matter either, so long as the essence of the thing
named remains in force and is made plain in the name [...] he knew so well how to give names to
letters [...] and we might perhaps find many others which differ in syllables and letters, but express
the same meaning [...] To those, then, who are born in accordance with nature the same names
should be given».%

Obviously, the case here is about the original condition of beings, before their
externalization through actions or their appearance through properties. If this is precise, then
something quite interesting appears. It will be essentially suggested that there must be a
common primary vocabulary for all human beings with no exception and which works in
declaratory terms. This vocabulary will not depend on the general cultural or geographical
particularities. But, latter these particularities take their place and this is how multiple
linguistic codes are developed. Nevertheless, two are the questions: first of all, how is it
possible a common naming basis —essentially an archetype— between people in a distance?
Secondly, if this is possible, what happens or what factors cause subsequently
differentiations? What will then be the meaning of the expression «ta avtd», which is
translated as “the same”? The same compared to what? Is it to their steady repetition or to the
things that they name?

It is then explained that an appellative name may include different properties of a
person. It is, however, stressed that during the attribution of the proper names the factor of
the the racial or parental origin should be taken into account. In addition, it is pointed out that
the public opinion studies the way of living of a human being and analogously gives him a
name. That is to say, it remains strictly to the personal characteristics, in order to correspond
to what actually is observed and in order its reference through a name to be easily defined
and authoritatively confirmable. This name is essentially a definition. In fact, quite a lot of
times more than one name is attributed to a person, since his action presents many levels of

reference and interference, relationships and provisions. That is to say, the attribution relies

% Cra. 393d.3-394d.3. Once again, the natural unity of a being does not exclude a polyphonic naming.
So, at this point the Platonic third world appears as having a resilience over the phonological
interventions that take place during the time evolution, depending on the case. The possibility of
disproof suggested by K. Popper is not an option for Plato’s theoretical positions, provided however
once again that there is a precise correspondence between phonemes and objects.
40 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 41.
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on how its energies are manifested, within an appearing that is considered to have reliable
guarantees of objectivity. It is also stressed that a number of names attributed to ordinary
human beings and heroes can deceive, for they result from the names of their ancestors, but
there is no investigation on whether they correspond to their idiosyncrasy and energies:

«Td pgv ovv Tdv Npdov kai avipdrmv Aeyodueva iong dv fudc sEamathoetec. TIoAld &V yop adTdv
KeTtan Kot Tpoydvev Enmvopiog, 0088V mpoctikov &viotgn. !

“Now the names of heroes and men might perhaps prove deceptive; for they are often given because
they were names of ancestors, and in some cases [...]"*

So, attributions in this case rely on proofs of origin and tradition but not on personal

characteristics, so anything created is truly violated either by the ancestors or the decedents.
D. Epistemological aspects in the relation subject-object

At the end of the introductory remarks of the dialogue a basic theoretical question is
raised: what data do we need to rely on to prove the accuracy of the names given to those
beings which are by their nature eternal? Another guestion have these names been given by a
god or by human being?

«Eikoc 8¢ pdiioto fuic evpeiv Ta OpOQC Keipeva mepl To del dvia Kol TeEQLKOTO. £6TOVdAGOaL Yop

évtavBa pdiota mpénel Ty Béoty TV dvopdtav: Towg &' Evia adTtdV Kol Vo Oel0tépag duvauemg q
TG TV AvOpOTTmV £TE0M».*3

“But we are most likely to find the correct names in the nature of the eternal and absolute; for there

the names ought to have been given with the greatest care, and perhaps some of them were given by a

power more divine than is that of men”.**

The topic needs to be investigated, in order to prove the transcendent capabilities of
human consciousness, in fact independently of the sensible experience. In other words, in

order to detect any possible metaphysical specifications of it. Nevertheless, it is necessary to

41 Cra. 397h.1-4. At this point, indirectly though clearly, there is a critique of the social convention
and, possibly, superficiality. By consequence, in the field of the third world the description of the acts
of important persons is also included, which should be approached like the natural phenomena,
namely, responsibly and accurately.

42 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 51

3 Cra. 397b.8-c.3. Here, Plato adopts the theory of the third world, including beings and names, as
divine. The creator of this world holds unchangeable properties, which indirectly are presented to be
necessary during the name function, in order to be able to describe in an objective way unchangeable
objects. In addition, with the term «repukdta» he refers to the first world.

4 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 51.
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investigate first and foremost whether human being is able to identify a divine creation of the
names and whether this possibility holds true or can be proved.

In the epilogue of the dialogue the question is mostly investigated epistemologically.
First of all, the theory of expertise is accepted, that is to say, that the person who defined the
primary names functioned as an expert. Definitely, the most spontaneous skepticism that
would be expressed before such an unfounded epistemologically sentence would focus on the
timing of this definition. When did this take place? In addition, in these early, for instance
archaic times who would be an expert like that and what tradition would have he followed to
the process of naming? Independently of these justifications, Socrates raises the question of
knowing or discovering things through names, provided that the primary names have not
been yet created; in this way, he emphasizes the clear impasses of such an approach. His
concern focuses on the axiom that it is not possible for human being to include in his
cognitive horizon the things, unless he first of all knows their names or species, what they
originally or essentially are.
« H xoi tov T8 TPATOL T0épevov €idoto e Ti0eco; -Eidota. ~Ex moinv oOv dvoudtov fj pepadnkag

A ndpnrag v Td Tpdrypoa, smsp T4 ye TpAOTO PN Ekerto, Hobelv &' af) Papey TO TPAyHOTO Kol
gOpeilv advvartov etvor BAAmG ) To Ovopata paddvac fi antovg éEgupdvtac ol doti».*®

“-And you say that he who gave the first names also knew the things which he named? - Yes, he knew
them. - But from what names had he learned or discovered the things, if the first names had not yet

been given, and if we declare that it is impossible to learn or discover things except by learning or

ourselves discovering the names?”4®

The second requirement —on the pre-existence of a primary name— possibly refers to
the metaphysical “form” of the things as well, an aspect which fits with Plato’s thought on
the epistemological relation of the metaphysical world with the natural-empirical level. This
relation gives priority to the pre-empirical foundations of knowledge.*” Before a temporal
interpretive impasse it is subsequently assumed that to reach the absolute truth on a subject-

matter, we need to accept that a superior to man being gave the primary names to the things,

% Cra. 438a.5-b.2. The question elaborated here is clear with respect to the priorities established. In
our investigation the possibility a name of an object to be a requirement for knowing it is quite
interesting. In this sense, the system of names as the third world is objective and intervenes actively,
or rather reactively, to the human consciousness. From a pragmatic point of view, however, this is not
possible.

46 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 183.

47 Cf. for instance the dialogues Men., Phd. and Phdr., where the famous theory of the early Plato is
discussed that knowledge is recollection. Cf. Breés, Yvon, La psychologie de Platon (Paris 1973), pp.
148-173; 243-258. Cf. Luce, J. V., “The Theory of Ideas in the Cratylus”, in: Phronesis 10 (1965), pp.
21-36.
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and, according to a necessity that results from metaphysical specifications, they were the
right ones. Yet, the answer to the multiple questions is not given. It is, though, contended that
if a god defined in the first place the manes, he would not actually act against himself.
Therefore, it is indirectly concluded that back then the names were the appropriate ones, since
obviously in the intellect of a god every movement or energy of his reveals eternal and
unchangeable truths. Nevertheless, this metaphysical given does not automatically solve the
problems on which meanings are true: those which indicate movement or those which show
standstill. The suggestion-solution that necessarily arises is we need a factor, apart from the
names, as a criterion of a comparative correspondence between “being” and “naming”, which
will reveal, without their interference, which of them are true. Such a revealing will be
accompanied by the revealing of the true conception on things. If these are true, the
interlocutors agree that knowing things is in a first level possible without the interference of
the names:

«Otpon pév €yd oV dAnbéctatov Aoyov mept TovTOV Eivan, @ Zodkpotes, Heilo Tva ovapu ivor i
avOponeiov v Ogpévny 0 TpATO OVOUOTA TOIG TPAYUAcY, BOTE Avaykaiov ivol ovTo opBidg

Exew... Afflov Ot AN dtto {nmtéa AV ovoudtov, & MUV EREoViEl dvey OvVOopdT®V OTOTEPA
00TV 80Tl TAANOT, deiavta Sfjlov 8t TV dAnOay TdY dvimvy.

“I think the truest theory of the matter, Socrates, is that the power which gave the first names to things
is more than human, and therefore the names must necessarily be correct [...] It is plain that we must

look for something else, not names, which shall show us which of these two kinds are the true names,

which of them, that is to say, show the truth of things”.*°

Nevertheless, it remains to be seen how a god provides with his —metaphysical—-
authority knowledge and accuracy to human beings. One could contend that at this point a
compelled Metaphysics arises, since there is a reduction to the divine not in the sense of a
strictly coherent syllogism but a necessity.

Immediately afterwards, it is suggested that it is possible to lead ourselves in the
knowledge of things not according to some external factor of theirs, but by investigating them
in relation to one another or themselves. This comparison will reveal either the different or

the opposite that holds true for a thing but not for itself, so, only the question of identity and

8 Cra. 438hb.8-d.6. The third world here appears to be independent from the thinking subject. Since
the names do not express the truth we need to look for something else as a cognitive requirement. It is
possible that emphasis is given on that the immediacy of intuitive knowledge is prior to the
intermediate one, with respect actually to something that has been revealed by a supreme power. This
aspect, however, is not found in K. Popper’s theoretical horizon.

4 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 183.
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otherness comes to the fore, both from an ontological and logical point of view, according to
the basis that the frame or the broader content of it is quite necessary for any assertion. And
this is where the question on the relation of the epistemological assertions with the
ontological data is raised, which relies on that the names that have been appropriately defined
admittedly present some similarities with the things which they describe and are their
representations. So, if it is possible things to be known both through the names and
themselves another question is raised on the relation of the image with reality, the answer to
which will reliably face the question of the precise definition of truth. So, a question of
epistemological priority arises:

«Ta 82 dvopoTa o0 TOAMAKIG MEVTOL DUOAOYNGAUEY TO KOAMC Kelpevo Eokdta eivar €xeivolg Qv
dvopaTa KelTon Kai eivar eikovag Tdv mpaypdtmv;».>

“Did we not more than once agree that names which are rightly given are like the things named and
are images of them?”*

According to the first aspect, the question raised next is whether an image provides
the requirements of the accuracy of the way in which it reflects reality and, by extension, of
the knowledge of truth that it represents. According to the second one, the question is as
follows: is truth enough to know a thing and find out whether its representation is
appropriate? Maybe, the first aspect represents epistemological empiricism, while the second
one epistemological idealism, but this is not an easy assumption. The term that prevents us
from this is “truth”, the nature of which here is not epistemological but ontological. Finally,
the second is acceptable, but in a way that leaves no room for precise epistemological
comments with respect to how it was at originally represented. And this is because it is

mentioned that the source of knowledge is not the names but the things:
«Ex tfig dAn0eiog pot Soxel avéykm sivous.>?

“I think it is certainly better to learn from the truth”.%

0 Cra. 438e.9-439a.1. The entire argument here relies on the principle that a name imitates a thing.
The onomatologistic third world receives the property of a strict science. There is no possibility to be
disproved, since it is an authentic reflection of reality.

51 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 185.

%2 Cra. 439h.1. Extending the reasoning elaborated on the main text, we need to raise the question on
what sense an object is defined as a thing. It is highly possible that what is meant, with the
information to this point, is that which has been already done by nature. It should be also mentioned
that the priority of a thing puts strict provability limits to the thinking subject, so the possibility of an
intervention in the second world is not provided.
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So, human being has to focus on the nature per se of the things to know them.
Although this per se condition is actually placed in a non-empirically conceivable level, the
reference is something that cannot be ignored. Yet, emphasis is given on that the way in
which knowledge or discovery of things is accomplished exceeds human powers, an element
which introduces a moderate agnosticism or indicates that a consciousness approaches the
external world not as with respect to its essence but with respect to its energy. The latter,
however, maybe would not be generally accepted by Plato:

«Ovtva pév totvov tpomov del paviavew i ebpiokew ta 6vrta, peillov iowg Eotiv Eyvoxéval 1 kot

gue xai oey, and the syllogism is completed as follows «woAd parikov avtd €€ avTdV Kol podntéov
Koi {ntéov 1 &k TdV dGvoudtovn.>

“How realities are to be learned or discovered is perhaps too great a question for you or me to

determine; but it is worth while to have reached even this conclusion, that they are to be learned and

sought for, not from names but much better through themselves than through names”.*®

These epistemological approaches are then extended. Using the theory on the
archetypal “Ideas” or “Forms”, Socrates says that the archetype per se does exist, which holds

true in any empirical case particularly:
«DdPEY T Elvar anTd KOAOV Kai dyadov ko v EkacTtov TV Svimv obtm».%
“Shall we assert that there is any absolute beauty, or good, or any other absolute existence, or not?”®’

The question that immediately arises as a proof of those mentioned before is whether
human consciousness can characterize something in an appropriate way, if this is found under
constant changes. In addition, another question is how is it possible to exist, if it is never
found in the same condition. The question receives a clear ontological dimension and in

included within the perspective of the pair “being - non-being”. It is explained that if

53 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 187.

% Cra. 439h.2-4. We could contend that a part of the syllogism is part of the epistemological position
called essential apophatism. In this way, a huge field for a total metaphysical definition of the third
world opens before us.

%5 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 187.

% Cra. 439c.6-7. Cf. Boudouris, Konstantinos, «O ITAdtov kot 0 optopds deiéewey, in: Moo ka
rpayuotikotnro, oty EAAnvikn dilooopio (1985), pp. 128-129. The third world has now received an
authentic metaphysical dimension, which analogously defines the sensible world or the world of
natural phenomena. So, we could argue that two are the levels of the third world from now on: a) the
unchangeable metaphysical and b) the whole of the human concepts or names that describe it, in fact
in a steadily objective way.

57 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 187.
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something remains in the same condition, at this very moment it does not suffer any change.
If this integrity is true, it is not possible to change and move away from its archetypal “Idea”,

for it preserves its properties irreducible:
«IIdg odv Gv € Ti 8keivo O undémote doavtog Exet;». >
“How, then, can that which is never in the same state be anything?”>®

The conflict between Parmenidism and Heracletism appears quite intense®, since,
indirectly though clearly, the question raised is whether we should recognize that “non-
being” has ontological validity or not.

That being said, it is now suggested that, if all things appertain to changes and nothing
remains stable, a cognitive result is not possible. In this case, knowledge is subject to a
constant process, and, by consequence, it is not, actually in any sense, knowledge. In
addition, no cognitive subject and no cognitive object are possible, in the sense of something
absolutely authentic and unchangeable. Before this impasse, Socrates says that, if we could
provide stability to the cognitive subject and cognitive object and if archetypal “Ideas” exist
then all these are not compatible with change and movement.

«Ei 6¢ del petamintel, del ovk av &in yv@do1g, Kol €k TouTov T0D AdYov oUTE TO YVOGOUEVOV OVTE TO
yvocncouevov av €in. Ei 0¢ €otv puév det to yryvdokov, £ott 8¢ 10 yryvookouevov, E6TL 0& TO
KoAOV, 0Tt 08 10 ayabov, &ott 8¢ &v Ekaotov TV dvtav, ob pot eaiveton tadto dpoto dvta, & viv
MUETS Aéyopev, pofi 003V 00de @opd».®t

“If it is always changing, there will always be no knowledge, and by this reasoning there will be
neither anyone to know nor anything to be known. But if there is always that which knows and that
which is known—if the beautiful, the good, and all the other verities exist—I do not see how there is
any likeness between these conditions of which | am now speaking and flux or motion.”®?

Epilogue

%8 Cra. 439d.11-12. Vlastos, IThatwvikés peiéteg, pp. 112 and 434. Here the concept of “non-being”
does not suggest non-existence, but the world of becoming, the non-stability. So, in order human
intellect to avoid any disproof, it must refer only to what is characterized by permanence. This is the
only way to gain the provability of its assertions.

%9 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 189.

6 To understand this conflict, cf. Kirk, Geoffrey S. — Raven, John. E. - Schofield, Malcom, O:
Ipoowrpotikoi piléoogor, trans. Demosthenes Kourtovic (Athens 2006), pp. 190-220 and 246-70.

61 Cra. 440b.1-7. Anything we mentioned in note 32 re here is confirmed. In addition, the second
world, the world of the energies of the subjective consciousness is noticeably limited with respect to
its domain. A spirit of strict objectivity dominates, which forces the thinking subject to restrict itself
even more to be lead in self-adjustments.

52 H.N. Fowler, Plato VI. Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, p. 189&191.

24



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 17 issue 2, 2023.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v17i2p01-28

At the beginning of our final judgements for everything we mentioned, we shall quote
George B. Kerferd’s following thoughts: “Plato’s solution however was neither that of
renouncing, but rather the manufacture of a “Third World”, that of the Platonic Forms. These
Forms are as it were deliberately devised to satisfy the requirements of being satisfactory
objects of linguistic meaning and reference. But while in one way they may be described as
deliberately devised, of course in another sense this is false — they are for Plato real entities,
the ultimate constituents of reality. The Platonic Forms were thus intended to serve as the
primary designates or references for names. Perceptible objects in relation to which these
same names tend to be used in everyday speech about the world constitute a kind of
secondary or derivative realm of reference”®. Therefore, the third world has human
properties, even if they do not play according to Plato a key role for its definition. Or, more
correctly, in order its empirical dimensions to be true they need to be authentic
representations of the metaphysical ones.

In addition to these, we should mention the following:

1. Plato intends to ensure the identity of the content of a concept or name to protect it
from semantic misunderstandings. He bases that on his attempt to add objective certainty to
the meaning of anything mentioned. And since this is not a simple capability, he assigns it to
the coiner of names and the dialectician. In this way, he somehow introduces the necessity of
a strict law, a consistent and inviolable system of principles of rationality, in the sense that he
adopts it.

2. Plato thoroughly presents the relationship of a thinking subject with a noumenon
through the use and attribution of a predicate. He essentially does not refuse the world of
becoming. Besides, its presence cannot be ignored. Instead, he discovers the impasses in
which as a contributing to changes factor leads to, at the same time as he looks for supreme
ultimate and unchangeable certainties. This is where we could identify what is called as a
cultural leap. He stress how necessary is to discover those epistemological principles and
natural and supreme realties, which would lead together human thought to that universal
science that would be totally valid. So, he aims at a science of the final times, to a structural
parallel term-by-term between “being” and “thought”. If that was the case, human spirit, after
having passed through and overcome its weaknesses, would have in a theoretical sense

completely acquired the natural principles of “being”. It would be also theoretically right to

83 The sophistic movement [Cambridge-London (et. al.) 1981], p. 76.
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suggest that the Athenian philosopher makes an effort to reconcile or to familiarize in an
absolute degree human being and everything around him.

3. So, inevitably Plato turns to the theory of Ideas. Although they are metaphysical
realities, in his thought they are presented as being included, to a point, in the horizon of the
human cognitive accomplishment. Since human intellect is capable of approaching them in a
cognitive way, identifying and describing them, it is unquestionably valid —or, else, capable
for something like that— with respect to its conceptual definitions. Consequently, not only
scientific research is ensured but also the validity of its results. Knowing an Idea is essentially
about knowing the supreme ultimate and unchangeable principles of the field that
corresponds to it. And the knowledge of the principles is the foundation for a rational and
coherent structure of the details of this field. Plato’s intention is to include the possibility of
disproof in a scientific phase —possible the last one. Therefore, the third world that he
constructs is not necessarily unchangeable, just because it is divine. The Athenian
philosopher’s main concern is to define this world by unchangeable divine archetypes. If this
metaphysical requirement will be possible, the third world, even if it is sensible, will be
eternally true. And since this is mostly suggested by the names, Plato’s intention is to build a
linguistic system that would relate to the region of the ideal perfectness, which for him is not
a utopia but the final phase of a hard process. Therefore, he attempts to form a linguistic
system that will reflect the non-subject to becoming sensible reality, a condition that within
the cosmological field will ontologically arise when the sensible beings will assimilate, in
their own terms actually, the metaphysical integrity.

4. At his point, however, K. Popper identifies a basic difference between him and
Plato. He emphasizes that the Athenian philosopher mostly insists on concepts and
conceptual systems. These are epistemological factors that cannot be identified with what he
considers to be the content of the third world, that is, the theories and theoretical systems. He
also contends that the concepts are modes of standardizing and summarizing a theory and, by
consequence, they are ancillary. Therefore, they constantly appertain to the prospect of being
replaced by other concepts. Also remarkable is K. Popper’s estimation that the third position
of the famous theory on universals: “universalia ante rem”, “in re” and “post rem”, is found
on the other side of the third world and attempts to explain the language as an expression.
But, the first one, which is the most Platonic, is basically the one which is closely connected
with the third world.
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Comment: As we have already stressed in the introduction, our intention was to
investigate the Platonic views on language in a special perspective. But, the discussion does
not end here, since the passages that we elaborated need multiples further approaches. For a
more systematic and broader consideration of these positions, we choose indicatively the
following from the long bibliographical list:

1. Robinson, Richard, “The Theory of Names in Plato’s Cratylus”, in: Essay in Greek
Philosophy (Oxford 1966), pp. 100-117.

2. Partee, Morris, “Plato’s Theory on Language”, in: Foundations of Language 8/1 (1972),
pp. 113-132.

3. Fine, Gail, “Plato on Naming”, in: Philosophical Quarterly 27 (1977), pp. 289-301.

4. Canto, Monique, “Le onueiov dans le Cratyle”, in: Revue de Philosophie Ancienne 5
(1987), pp. 9-25.

5. Ackrill, John Lloyd, “Language and Reality in Plato’s Cratylus™, in: Studi di filosofia
antica 27 (1994), pp. 9-24.

6. Kentrotis, Georgios, I1iatwv Kpotviog (introduction-translation-comments), Athens 2013.

Christos Ath. Terezis
University of Patras, Greece
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