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Preface

All Greek words in the text are transliterated, reve direct quotations from
modern authors where the original quoted wordsrigets script. The translations of
Sextus’sOutlines of Pyrrhonisnguoted in the text are drawn from Benson Mates,
The Skeptic WafNew York and Oxford, 1995). | have also consuléethas and
Barnes Sextus Empiricus: Outlines of Sceptici@@ambridge and New York, 2000).
| use ‘Pyrrhonist’ and ‘sceptic’ interchangeablyh®& | refer to Sextus’s writings in
the text, | uséPH as an abbreviation for th@utlines of PyrrhonisnandM as an
abbreviation forAgainst the Mathematicianfllowed by book and section number.
When | quote from Wittgenstein in the text | uSeas an abbreviation for the
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicudollowed by section number an@®l as an

abbreviation for th&hilosophical Investigation®llowed by section number.

The length of this thesis is 80975 words
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INTORDUCTION

DOING PHILOSPHY IN WORDS

This thesis addresses fundamental issues abouetfigature of philosophy
by exploring the philosophical writings and method4$’lato, Sextus Empiricus and
Wittgenstein under the framework of a special mofidoing philosophy that does
not result in theory or doctrine. Philosophy is elf-seflective discipline and
philosophical writings naturally fall within the @ge of its field of study since the
antique. We should recall the famous statement‘tite is an old quarrel between
philosophy and poetry’ in PlatoRepublic(607b5-6) and the various discussions of
rhetoric and poetry in thion, Republi¢ Gorgiasand thePhaedrus In the modern
time, the philosophical importance of the dialogtmm, orality, authorial
anonymity and silence, dramatic techniques, irong Bumour, the fables, myths
and stories used in Plato’s writing has gained easing attention in Platonic
scholarshig. Moreover contemporary philosophers also begirake film seriously
as a new subject for philosophical investigatioim& as philosophy) and also a new

form of philosophical medium (the philosophy ofnfi).?> These ongoing and

! See for instance Arieti 1991, Clay 2000, Farné3®1] Fendt and Rozema 1998, Hart and Tejera
1997, Klagge and Smith 1992, and also Press 19892@00. The discussion on Plato in this thesis
should join force with this growing trend.

2 See for instance Cavell 1979a and 1995, Falzor2,2B@ampton 2006, Freeland and Wartenberg
1995, Livingston 2009, Read and Goodenough 2005.



spreading interests in philosophical writing, mekhoand new media reflect the
critical and self-examining dimension of philosophy

This thesis investigates the philosophical andrpnegive challenges posed
by the distinctive language-uses, as well as thguenstyles and methods of Plato,
Sextus and Wittgenstein. The novelty of this thdisis in its attempt to apply the
idea of non-assertoric discourse in a close examimaf a wide and disparate
philosophical writings by three major philosophfmsn different schools of thought
and traditions.

In general, language can be put to different kinflsuse and the same
sentence-type can perform different speech actsfdrbe of my utterance may not
be given in thdorm of my utterance and the relationship between thedsvbeing
used and their illocutionary points is often obBqlAll these can have crucial
implications on how we should approach a philoscgltiext if we want to achieve a
more sophisticated and sensitive reading. For mestabecause of the subtleties in
language-use we cannot understand a philosophatahsent without understanding
its status first. In a philosophical writing therdo of its statements can be
misleading and hence the reader has to go beyenfibtim to discern théorce and
the statusof its statements. Secondly we cannot grasp thenimgand status of a
philosophical statement without understanding thiéopopher’s real purposes or his
illocutionary intentions. For instance, the philpeer may employ language as if he
is committed to the views advocated in his work ioutact he may just want to
prompt debate, initiate philosophical reflectiom, sdmply identify questions and
problems instead of making theoretical assertidhsrefore the reader has to decide

the philosopher’s real purposes or the illocutignautentions of the author. The



intentions may be arguing or asserting one’s ovew\as the correct view. But there
can be other non-assertoric intentions like matetiierapy, or elucidation.

For, as | shall argue in the examples of Sextus ¥AhAtlgenstein, the
philosopher may employ sentences that look likertissis in his work and yet the
sentences are actually not intended as straighdfolwassertions of his own
theoretical beliefs. The philosopher may do it anppse and this purpose may have
nothing to do with theoretical assertion or systamieing. As | shall argue, in the
rest of the thesis, Plato takes great caferimally distance himself from the fictive
assertions of hislramatis persona@nd it is apt to construe his work asieutic
Plato is more concerned to put ideas on test alpdthe reader to think through the
problems rather than to assert his own metaphysmalictions. Therefore to read
Plato’s writing as if it is a means of ascent tweaof Platonic doctrines is misguided.
Moreover, other than making theoretical assertiba, purpose can kberapeutic
the philosopher may want to bring about a positivenge in the reader. In the case
of Sextus, he wants to put an end to dogmatizing laelp people to achieve
ataraxia by suspension of dogmatic belief. In addition, therpose can be
elucidatory In the case of Wittgenstein, his early work watet®lucidate that any
attempt to use language to get outside languageonbnlead to nonsensicality
whilst his later work wants to show that we aredhedptive by some problematic
pictures of language and meaning, like a fly iglregptive by a fly-bottleRl §309).
Insofar as Wittgenstein’s works are intended teasé the reader from the perceived
malaise his works are also therapeutic.

Indeed, to stress once more, this thesis addréssdamental issues about
the very nature of philosophy itself. Now, it isefid to think of the nature of

philosophy (the answer to the ‘what is philosophy®éstion) as containing two key
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aspects: what it is about and what it does. Fdant®, it is said that G. E. Moore’s
response to the question, ‘what is philosophy’, sw gesture towards his
bookshelves’, saying ‘it is what all those are a@bduThis is an answer of the first
kind. It mentions what philosophical discoursebsat (however uninformative it is
on what exactly that is). Despite its brevity, tegponse contains a germ of truth. In
a sense philosophy is the corpus of philosophicding. Seen in this light, it can be
suggested that philosophy is the main subject of {fistance) Plato’s various
dialogues; Aristotle’sOrganon and Nicomachean Ethi¢sDescartes’dMeditations
on First Philosophy(1641); Hobbes’d eviathan (1651); Spinoza'€thics (1677);
Locke’sAn Essay Concerning Human Natf€90); Leibniz’sMonadology(1714);
Berkeley's Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knogkedume’s An
Enquiry Concerning Human Understandi(igr48); Kant'sCritique of Pure Reason
(1781) and many other classic writings of past @mtemporary philosophers.

The other answer to the question, ‘what is philbstpresponds by saying
what it does: philosophy is what philosophers dowlNone part of the proper
business of practising philosophers consists inudising and evaluating the views
of their predecessors and their contemporaries, adswl the arguments that have
been advanced in support of various views. So,wtigngs of past and present
philosophers become a shared intellectual herit')ga common framework for
every re-investigation of perennial philosophicaigexities. New investigation can
take off by revisiting and reassessing one or sgveistorical stances and the
supporting arguments offered. This kind of activiflects the critical dimension of
philosophy as a unique discipline which comes taceon itself with itself and falls

within the scope of its own field of study.

% Flew 1980, 3.
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But clearly this is not all that philosophers dieey also think, speak and write
about their own views. They do philosophy by getiegadiscourse in words. In
particular, philosophical writing and spoken disszuplay a central role in the
on-going practice of philosophy and in the commation of the results of
philosophical enquiry. As mentioned earlier, trepect of philosophy is the focus of
the current study. In this thesis | shall take @sel look at the special status of
philosophical writing in its own right. It must beaid that in most cases
philosophical writing is not the primary object philosophical enquiry. But by
adopting this particular focus, | hope to revealistinctive mode of writing and
doing philosophy that does not result in theorydoctrine. In particular, | hope to
remove the misunderstandings caused by dogmataingeaf Plato, Sextus and

Wittgenstein.
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CHAPTER ONE

DOING PHILOSOPHY:

THE ASSERTORIC WAY

AND THE NON-ASSERTORIC WAY

Philosophical writing comes in a wide variety okes@s and expository forms,
each of which has its own characteristic strucaurd serves a different purpose. A
visionary philosophical perspective may call focraative mode of exposition. For
example, Plato’s dialogues represent an innovédimpe of philosophical rhetoric
which | discuss in Chapter Two. An original philpsacal outlook may introduce a
new methodological conception that expands thelabdlai forms of philosophical
writing. For example, Wittgenstein’Sractatus Logico-Philosophicusnd the
Philosophical Investigationare two prime examples of this kind which | discus
Chapter Four. Indeed the influential writings ok tigreat philosophers display
various forms of exposition. They range in expagitoform from the
ground-breakindVeditationsof Descartes to the tight geometrical demonstnatib
Spinoza’sEthics from the grandiose architectonic structure of t&agritique of
Pure Reasorto the rigid systemic organization of numberedageasphs assembled
in Wittgenstein’sTractatus In fact, even when the great philosophers engagjee

same expository form, they can still enrich it witlew twists. For instance, a
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seemingly common expository form, the dialogue forim adapted for use
differently by Plato and Wittgenstefn.

The examples that | shall explore in this theses @so the results of creative
philosophical authorship. While the most common enod writing in philosophy
involves making assertion, the examples that IIst@bsider opt for a radically
different approach: they avoid assertoric presemtaif the writer's own views. For
example, Sextus’s writing, my second case studZhapter Two, resembles the
report of a non-committal chronicler which can neyestify assertions about
anything on the basis of what appears to him tthbecase. Clearly in order to judge
whether a given piece of philosophical writing ssertoric or non-assertoric, we
need some criteria. Since non-assertoric discaardefined in relation to assertoric
discourse, it is best if we first look more closelythe defining characteristics of

assertoric discourse.

1. ASSERTORIC DISCOURSE: A FAMILIAR MODEL ACROSS
SEVERAL TRADITIONS

Philosophy, particularly in the analytic traditiooften seems to model itself on
the scientific or historical paradigm, whose distive features include the
presentation of factual evidence, the discussioaltefnative views, the exposition
of the writer's views supported by the developmantl presentation of a set of

reasoned defences for those views. This might p&agred by virtue of the fact that

* Here | am referring to the ‘later’ Wittgensteindahis Philosophical Investigationd discuss the

dialogical structure of thBhilosophical Investigation Chapter Four.
14



many philosophers, particularly those in the amalytadition, see themselves as
doing something akin to scientists or historiahgytseek the objective truth about
the nature of things, they operate with strict rodtilogical criteria, and when in
possession of results that meet the relevant iexitbey themselves assent to the
findings and assert them in published works as aeshpositive contribution to
human knowledge.

In order to illustrate this point, | want to look #aree examples of assertoric
discourse, two from twentieth century philosoph@nse from the analytic and the
other from the continental tradition) and one frar@hinese philosopher working in
a quite different tradition. By taking a brief loak these examples we shall see why
we might readily assume that philosophers typicahgage in the practice of
making assertions, or developing arguments thatlesggned to support their own

views—views that they personally endorse and believ

1.1. Three Examples of Assertoric Mode of Discourse

Russell’'s ‘On Denoting’, a classic work from theagpic tradition published in
1905, is concerned with the meaning and referehpeoper names. Russell begins
his assertoric presentation by defining his vocatyubf concepts. But, he says, the

form can be misleading and he sets out three \i#figreht cases of denoting phrases

® Russell 1905, 479: ‘By a “denoting phrase” | meaphrase such as any one of the following: a
man, some man, any man, every man, all men, theepteking of England, the present King of
France, the centre of mass of the Solar Systenheaffitst instant of the twentieth century, the
revolution of the earth around the sun, the revmtubf the sun around the earth. Thus a phrase is

denoting solely in virtue of its form.’
15



to show that the interpretation of denoting phras®sa matter of considerable
difficulty’ and that * it is very hard to frame artheory not susceptible of formal
refutation’® Then Russell claims that he has a proposal th#t resolve the

problems and he gives a clear layout of the coafdes argument for his proposed

Theory of Descriptions.

| shall begin by stating the theory | intend to achte; | shall then discuss the theories of
Frege and Meinong, showing why neither of themsfia8 me; then | shall give the
grounds in favour of my theory; and finally | shéaltiefly indicate the philosophical

consequences of my theory.

Russell launches his assertoric presentation witiniéial summary of his Theory
of Descriptions. In his discussion Russell rejects Meinong’s themmythe ground
that it violates the law of contradiction. Fregéfeory is rejected on a different
ground; it could not settle the cases in which dlaotation appears to be absent.
After shooting down these alternative theories, lighen proceeds to argue for
his own theory, according to which ‘a denoting [glerds essentially part of a
sentence, and does not, like most single wordse laay significance on its own
account”? Finally he draws out what he took to be an intémgsresult after his

Theory of Descriptions was ground®d.

® Russell 1905, 479. The three problematic caseasfellows.

(1) A phrase may be denoting, and yet not denogthany; e.g., “the present King of France”. (2) A
phrase may denote one definite object; e.g., “tesgnt King of England” denotes a certain man. (3)
A phrase may denote ambiguously; e.g., “a man” oot many men, but an ambiguous man.

’ Russell 1905, 480:

8 Russell 1905, 480: ‘This is the principle of theary of denoting | wish to advocate: that denoting
phrases never have any meaning in themselveshatugvery proposition in whose verbal expression
they occur has a meaning.’

° Russell 1905, 488.
16



The structure of Russell's sample writing providesparadigm example of
assertoric mode of writing in philosophical discgeir The flow is clear; the
development is logical and the writing is packethvarguments that serve to refute
alternative theories and support Russell’'s own psapas the correct theory on the
meaning and reference of proper names. Indeedetbeences to ‘my theory’ in his
discussion and the personal satisfaction that tveais in the course of his
arguments mean that there is little doubt that Bluss asserting his own views on
the topic, his own genuinely held beliefs as theem theory on the meaning and
reference of proper names.

The nature of truthdas Wesen der Wahrhgeis a pervasive issue in Heidegger’'s
work and he presents it under the notion of uncaineent oraletheia(the Greek
word for truth) in his essay ‘The Origin of the V{a@f Art’. Heidegger believes that
since the nature of truth is always best understoagrms of unconcealment and
therefore he needs to probe into unconcealmentidceh the nature of truth.
Heidegger begins his essay by taking on the natfarigin and gradually moves on
to elaborate on the dynamic between the artistémdrtwork

Heidegger considered two initial questions, nanfa)yWhere and how does art
exist? and (b) But what and how is a work of &rtfeidegger contends that his
enquiry must go in a hermeneutic circle in that ahart is we should be able to

gather from the work, and What the work is we caly dnd out from the nature of

'% Russell 1905, 492-493.

1 Heidegge002, 1: ‘Origin means here that from where andufh which a thing is what it is and
how it is. That which something is, as it is, wdl ita nature Weseh The origin of something is the
source of its nature. The question of the origirthaf artwork asks about the source of its nature.
According to the usual view, the work arises ouaindl through the activity of the artist. But thrbug
and from what is the artist that which he is?’

12 Heidegger 2002, 1-2.
17



art’. Then he moves on to bring the ‘thingliness’ the artwork into view. He
discusses what a thing is and dismisses the threzominate interpretations of the
thingness of the thing in the history of Westerouht, that is, ‘Things as bearer of
characteristics’, ‘The thing as nothing but thetyioif a sensory manifold’, and ‘The
thing as formed matter’. Under Heidegger’'s disausseach of these interpretations
turns out to be an assault on the thing and togétiey generate a mode of thinking
that ‘shackles reflection on the being of particldaings'*

Therefore, Heidegger proposes to distinguish ‘thiagness of the thing’, ‘the
equipmentality of equipment’, and ‘the workly chetex of the work’. He discusses
van Gogh’s portrayal of a pair of peasant shoes farally announces that ‘Van
Gogh’s painting is the disclosure of what the emept, the pair of peasant shoes, in
truth, is. This being steps forward into the unconcealmeintit® being. The
unconcealment of being is what the Greeks calletheia We say ‘truth’ and think
little enough in using the word. In the work, whiere is a disclosure of the being
as what and how it is, there is a happening ohtantwork.™

Heidegger believes that what is at work in the arkwis ‘the opening up of
beings in their being, the happening of truth’ §.5nd this opening up is the
unconcealment of the truth of beings. Though Hpgge was working in a
different tradition and in a different philosophistyle, his essay is just as assertive
as Russell's sample writing and exhibits once nforelamental characteristics of
assertoric discourse. It contains fewer argumdntsthere is little difference in the
extent to which the author stands firmly behind ¢tl@ms and statements. Both

writers are clearly overtly committed to the viesxgressed in their writings.

13 Heidegger 2002 4-12.

4 Heidegger 2002, 16.
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My third example of philosophy is not from the Wast tradition, but from
Chinese philosophy. THeaodejingis a classic writing in Chinese daoist philosophy.
Laozi is believed to be the author of this condise profound text. Th®aodejing
has been widely respected across many traditiodsHadegger himself attempted
to translate portions of the text in 1946. Th&odejingis composed of only around
five thousand words organized in eighty-one chapter sections. The shorter
chapters last not more than thirty words and thgéo chapters run for slightly more
than one hundred words. With its very limited wortlse Daodejing is able to
articulate and provide discerning ideas in broaghsaiike ethics, politics, ontology
and cosmogony. The writing is predominately poatid minimally argumentative.
And yet, once again, like Russell’'s ‘On DenotingdaHeidegger’s ‘The Origin of
the Work of Art’, theDaodejingis written in an assertoric tone; once again, the
whole writing amounts to an assertive pronounceroétite writer’'s own views. A
small sample will help to give an idea of this woBome prominent examples of the

assertive pronouncements made inDa@dejingare as follows.

Chapter 8

Highest good is like water.

Because water excels in benefiting the myriad oreatwithout
Contending with them and settles where none wakddtb be,

It comes close to the Way.

In a home it is the site that matters;

In quality of mind it is depth that matters;
In an ally it is benevolence that matters;
In speech it is good faith that matters;

In government it is order that matters;

In affairs it is ability that matters;

In action it is timeliness that matters.

It is because it does not contend that it is nevéault. (Translated by D. C. Lau)
19



Chapter 12

Colours blind the eye.

Music deafens the ear.
Flavours numb the taste.
Desires wither the heart.

Rare goods cause delinquency

The Sage seeks for no more than subsistence (Msi&tion)

As | have said, theDaodejing is predominately poetic and minimally
argumentative while its tone is utterly assertorilhhe Daodejing presents its
assertoric aphorisms and makes no direct attemgvéosupporting arguments. But
the aphoristic pronouncement somehow establishedf iby appealing to the

intuition.

1.2. Conclusion

Now | want to sum up the characteristics of thdged examples of assertoric
mode of discourse so that the contrast with noertmsc discourse can be made
explicit later on. The three examples make asserfmesentations of the writer’s
own views in different ways.

The structure and procedure of Russell's sampléingris modelled on the
scientific or historical paradigm and he makesyclear that his presentation aims
to advance his own Theory of Descriptions as comgeybjective truth on the

meaning and reference of proper nartfesecondly Russell's sample writing

!5 Russell makes it clear that he wants to advocateWwn Theory of Descriptions as the correct

theory of denotation. See Russell 1905, 480.
20



features an assertoric mode of presentation as/bs the impression that he speaks
in the direct first-person with an assertoric tonethe presentation. Russell's
presenceand hiscommitmenare invariably felt throughout his entire preséntaas

he frequently uses the first-person singular pronduto signal his positions and
also his commitment to the claims that he made.eldeer, his assertive tone and
language also make his confidence and commitmerg enodent at various turns of

his presentation. For instance, when he introdbtetheory:

The difficulties concerning denoting afebelieve, all the result of a wrong analysis of
propositions whose verbal expressions contain dempghrases. The proper analysis, if |

am not mistaken, may be further set forth as fadlofp.480)

At the surface, the expression ‘if | am not mistak&eems to convey Russell's
lack of confidence with his arguments. But the acef grammar is not the deep
meaning. The expression is simply a charactengtig of engaging with the reader
in assertoric discourse. Russell seems to askehder to check whether he has
made a mistake. But the implied message is thdtalsenot made a mistake in his
arguments. Another instance is when he concludesl&ssic writing with an urge to
conviction if the reader fails to come up with dret theory of such elegant
simplicity.’® The overall effect strikes the reader as if she just experienced

something close to a lively direct first-person badrpresentation of definitive

16 Russell 1905, 493: ‘Of the many other consequenééise views | have been advocating, | will
say nothing. | will only beg the reader not to malehis mind against the view — as he might be
tempted to do, on account of its apparently exgessomplication — until he has attempted to
construct a theory of his own on the subject ofodation. This attempt, | believe, will convince him
that, whatever, the true theory may be, it canmathsuch a simplicity as one might have expected

beforehand.’
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account on the meaning and reference of proper sarneducted by Russell
himself!’

Unlike Russell's sample writing the sample writings Heidegger and Laozi
represent different styles. They do not use thst-fierson assertoric mode of
presentation. The structure and procedure of Hegigleg) sample writing are similar
to Russell's sample writing. Heidegger begins higimg by elaborating on some
key notions and the questions that he sets ounvestigate. Then he rejects
alternative interpretations and presents his ovemw\as more desirable. On a closer
look, Heidegger proceeds to present his view a# 16 a joint investigation
witnessed (or participated) by the reader and lgdHbidegger himself. So for
instance, through Heidegger’'s leading, the readaduglly comes to see how the
three predominant interpretations of the thingnelsshe thing in the history of
Western thought are actually assaults on the thmighow they hinder reflection on
the being of particular beings. But Heidegger doet directly lead in the
first-person; hispresenceis not comparable to Russell’'s presence in hisptam
writing. Secondly unlike Russell’s use of long aigbrous arguments to support his
repudiation of alternative views as well as proving own views, there are few
arguments in Heidegger's sample writing. Insteagrelsenting long and rigorous
arguments, Heidegger leads by gradually disclodigy own views as more
desirable.

Unlike the other two sample writings, ti®odejingis loosely structured as it

takes a different expository form. Laozi does re# the first-person assertoric mode

" For instance, Russell's presence is rendered mxea vivid when he suggests that the Hegelians,
driven by their love for synthesis, will probablgreclude that since the present King of France danno
be found among the things that are bald and timgshthat are not bald, he wears a wig (Russell 1905

485).
22



of presentation and higresencecan hardly be traced in th2aodejing Instead
Laozi uses poetic language and various metaphatsnaages to convey his ideas
but his tone is essentially assertoric. So forans¢ in Chapter Eight, water is
depicted as close to Dao and like the highest gaod, then with virtually no
transition the author abruptly dictates variouscpeal wisdoms for desirable codes
of conduct. Chapter Twelve mentions how our différsenses can be negatively
affected and then it suddenly asserts the restidifee style of the Sage. With its
various assertions tHeaodejingpresents itself as a source of insightful aphigrist
pronouncement on the ultimate truth.

By contrast with these examples, | shall presenthe rest of the thesis, some
case studies of quite different ways of using laggy and ways of employing
sentences that look superficially like assertiobsit are not straightforward
expressions of the author’'s own opinions. If weet#lie assertoric mode for granted
or miss the signs that another mode of discourbeiisy utilised we can easily risk
misreading philosophical works that engage in secbht mode of discourse. For, in
fact, a philosopher can do philosophy without ee&pressing his or her own
commitment to the views described or offered fonsideration. In this respect (as
we shall see) the philosopher's work might be copgéo that of poets, dramatists

and novelists, rather than scientists and histerian

2. WHAT IS IT TO MAKE AN ASSERTION?

In the three examples of assertoric mode of dismumaking assertions is the
primary purpose of doing philosophy in writing at@hsequently their sentences put

forth the authors’ beliefs as truth claims on hdwngs really are or how things
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should be. But obviously, there are all sorts dkotthings we can do with words in
utterances or written presentations. As | have, daijuage can be put to different
kinds of use and the same sentence-type can pediffenent speech acts. If | ask
‘What is the time,” it may be a direct request iiiormation about time, or a hint
that | want to end a conversation and get backyovark. If | say to my wife ‘The
shop has a sale on,” | may be making a statemedatbabout the shop, or it may be
a hint that | want to go shopping after a day’s kvdn the latter case, therce of
my utterance is not given in thlerm of my utterance; a seemingly assertoric
utterance is not intended to express a fact atheustiop, namely that it has a sdle.
All these subtleties in language-use can have akimplications on how we should
approach a philosophical text. In particular wenzarassume that the philosopher’s
illocutionary intention must always be making atiees. In the rest of the thesis, |
will discuss three other illocutionary intentionsnaieutic, therapeutic, and
elucidatory in the works of Plato, Sextus, and Yéittstein.

But before we move on to the non-assertoric exasnjblat are the subject of the
main part of this thesis and look at other waydaifhg philosophy that do not build
on the assertoric model, we should consider whest ib make an assertion in the
language of speech acts theory. We should also dbdke exegetical assumptions

that philosophical writings are modelled on theedassic mode of discourse like

8 As we shall see in Chapter Three, this is onehef ¢rucial distinctions that mark off the
Pyrrhonian speech from assertoric use of language.

In a different context, Russell complains in hismpée writing that the form of a denoting phrase can
be misleading. On his view, ‘The author\Whverleywas a man’, if fully expressed, should take the
form as ‘One and only one entity wroféaverley and that one was a man’. See Russell 1905, 488:
‘If | say “Scott was a man,” that is a statementhad form % was a man,” and it has “Scott” for its
subject. But if | say “the author &¥averleywas a man,” that is not a statement of the foxméas a

man,” and does not have “the authoigdverley for its subject.’
24



science or history, and to engage in the practicenaking assertions is the only
norm for philosophers in producing philosophicaadiurse.

When language is used to describe some stateasfsafir to state some fact, the
statement (or the description) is truth functiorthht is, it must be either true or
false. It is true if it corresponds to the realetaf affairs that is being mentioned; it
is false if things turn out to be otherwise. Bug fphilosophers in the case studies
that | shall be discussing are never constrainethisyrepresentational function of
language. Instead of this assertoric employmefdrgjuage to state what is the case,
they exhibit quite different modes of using langaiag their philosophical discourse
and the prominent feature is the doing away witk #ssertoric function of
languageé?’

What is it to make an assertion? Why would soméopbphers take great care
and employ various measures to avoid making aessfiWhat is the relationship
between assertion and belief? In John Searle’s\tary of speech acts, assertives is
one of the five basic categories of illocutionaotsa The other categories include

directives, commissives, expressives and declastfoAccording to Searle:

The point or purpose of the members of the assediass is to commit the speaker (in

varying degrees) to something’s being the casthedruth of the expressed propositions.

9 For instance, as we shall wee in Chapter Four,a@pR002 argues that tieractatusfeatures
elucidatory and ethical employments of language.

2 See Searle 1979, 1-29. Searle’s taxonomy is @amnalive to Austin’s taxonomy which includes
verdictives, exercitives, commissives, expositivapd behabitives. Searle argued that Austin’'s
categories ‘form an excellent basis for discussamd yet Austin’s taxonomy ‘needs to be seriously

revised because it contains several weaknessex1€S979, 8).
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All of the members of the assertive class are aabés on the dimension of assessment
21

which includegrue andfalse

So in the language of speech acts theory to makassertion is to perform a
speech act in which something is claimed to holceadity. If | assert that ‘London
is more populous than Norwich,” then | claim it asfact that London is more
populous than Norwich. What | claim to hold, namé&lgndon is more populous
than Norwich’, is a truth functional propositionhd proposition of my assertion is
true if in reality London is more populous than Wah; it is false if in reality
London is not more populous than Norwich. The cphoé assertion is closely tied
to the notion of truth. If assertion aims at trutten the purposes of the three
examples of assertoric mode of discourse by Rydseitiegger and Laozi would be
that of fact-stating; they all aim at saying whatyt hold to be true and their writing
expresses their beliefs.

To make an assertion is also to perform a propositi act. When | make the
assertion about London and Norwich, | relate myselfthe proposition about
London and Norwich; | represent myself as beliediogdon is more populous than
Norwich and | am dedicated to my belief. If thesfgl of my belief makes itself
evident, | will be very surprised or puzzled. Tihesbecause | previously believed
that my belief was true. An assertion is the exgogsof belief; it is the evidence
that the speaker has a certain belief. There d&rer @ropositional attitudes. | could

say that | know, or alternatively, doubt the praposal content of my assertion.

2L Searle 1979, 12: ‘Using Frege’s assertion sigmaok the illocutionary point common to all the
members of this class, and the symbols introdubeseg we may symbolize this class as follows:
- B(p)

The direction of fit is words to the world; the phplogical state expressed is Belief (that p).’
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But If | confidently assert that ‘London is moregubous than Norwich,’ | should be
held committed to my assertion. In fact assertiogla often be taken as a claim to
know. If making assertion implies commitment instiway, then Russell, Heidegger
and Laozi would be rightly held committed to theextions made in their works.

A proposition usually takes the form of a declaratsentence. But as | have
noted, theforce of my utterance may not be given in tfeem of my utterance.
Therefore if a philosopher who does not intend skenassertoric pronouncement of
her own views but somehow employs sentences tbhktlike assertions in her work,
she runs the risk of being grossly misunderstodt feader may be misled by the
seemingly assertoric form of her sentences andoappr her work as just an
assertoric presentation of her own views. The nead®y wrongly believe that the
philosopher aims at saying what she holds to be. ffine reader may mistakenly
hold the philosopher committed to the statements wtterances expressed in her
work. All this can happen easily because the readay be informed by the
exegetical assumptions that philosophical writingsist be modelled on the
assertoric mode of discourse like science or histand that to engage in the
practice of making assertions is the philosophetgine in producing philosophical
discourse. Things could be even worse if the reaether assumes that
philosophical discourse is meant to produce coioncin the reader. In this way, a
creative philosophical work that engages in a cifé mode of discourse
unfortunately falls prey to the unprepared soul.

Surely not all utterances of the declarative foma assertions’?> For instance,

poems and novels can give the appearance of assednd yet they are actually

22 | discuss Pyrrhonian avowals of appearance asu@atrdeviation of the declarative mode of

speech in Chapter Three section 2.2 and 2.3.
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descriptive of imaginary scenarios with fictionalacacters and everfts.These

genres of non-assertoric writing take in literamgscription of the fictive or the
unreal for artistic reasons. But there is much ntben this. Metaphor and fiction
raise important issues in discourse and | shall famk into the case of metaphor
and fictional discourse in order to enrich my dssgian of doing philosophy in
non-assertoric discourse. In my view, the way mwdapworks its wonder is

comparable in many respects to the non-assertisgourse’*

2.1. Metaphor and Truth

My discussion of metaphor will consider Donald san’s theory and show
how it makes metaphorical truth inexplicable if riotally inscrutable. Then my
discussion will draw on the account of Peter Laraargnd Stein Haugom Olsen to
see how metaphorical utterances can be regarded pgactice governed by
convention and how the context-specific aims ofapkbr can be invoked to explain
truth-telling can be a deliberate communicativemion on the part of the speaker

in some contexts.

% Plato’s writings are fictional dialogues. In ChapfTwo | discuss how fictive assertions and
utterances present the reader with significantogbiphical and interpretive challenges in readirfg of
Plato’s doctrines from the fictive assertions attdrance in his writings.

4 | am not suggesting here that all the case-sturfiesn-assertoric discourse that | shall discoss i
the main part of this thesis work their wondersatlyalike that of metaphor. As | have already
mentioned the case-studies are different instaribes, methods and purposes are not all the same.
But in any case, | do see close resemblance betmetaphor and the cases-studies of non-assertoric

discourse which | will discuss soon.
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For fictional discourse and truth, | shall get sopppgfrom the works of John
Searle and Mark, R. Rowe. Fictional discourse rédesmon-assertoric discourse in
that while the authors are not committed to théhtaf their utterances, their works
can somehow state some truths or even enact andosye them. Secondly the
authors of fiction and non-assertoric discourse @ygyear to be making assertions
which are defined by the constitutive rule of agsgr and yet it turns out that they
only pretend to perform the illocutionary acts. Baemean that the authors and
non-assertoric discourse are not ‘serious’ or symisincere’ to the reader? A
discussion of how the pretending is possible anatwinds of speech acts the
author of a fiction performs can help make the daseon-assertoric discourse.

If someone says, ‘Life is a box of chocolates,ntlvege are invited to see human
life in a certain light. But which light? Each oatus may have different ideas as to
what the speaker really wants to say. It might e of the following. Perhaps ‘Life
is a gift,’ (because a box of chocolates is ofteremy as a gift). Perhaps ‘Life is
sweet,” (because chocolates are usually sweethaPer‘Life is bitter,” (because
dark chocolates are bitter). Perhaps ‘Life is @iluncertainty or surprise,” (because
you never know what you get until you open yout)giOr perhaps, ‘Life is an
assortment of different favours; some sweet, soitber b However, the speaker may
actually have none of these in mind because whatrghlly wants to say is
something else. (Suppose her point might be thée ik a box of chocolate and you
have to enjoy it because it is yours.”) In thisegase have to work out the exact
point of the metaphorical utterance when, like ntastes of metaphorical utterances,

the range of possible likenesses or comparison®isée be indefinite. Therefore
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Donald Davidson remarks, ‘understanding a metapBoas much a creative
endeavour as making a metaphor, and as little duigeules.?

As a semantic phenomenon, metaphor raises a lotpbrtant issues. For
instance, how is a metaphor or figurative utteraiet&ted to what it makes us see?
How can a metaphor manage to produce the effectsndérstanding when the
speaker means something different from what theesea means literally? Does the
speakerassert what he says in a metaphor? If someone utters &erssnp
metaphorically, is he assertipgor only ‘making-as-if-to-say’ thgh? Is there room
for truth as a mode of appraisal for metaphorit@rance? Is what we are caused by
a metaphor to notice propositional in character@s€hquestions are much relevant
to non-assertoric discourse. A throughout discussiometaphorical utterance and
these questions can shed useful light on non-aseediscourse.

The semantic interaction theory regards metapharsemantic phenomenon and
therefore proposes a semantic treatment of metafthemggests that there are two
semantic components in a metaphor and while ongooent is intended literally,
the other is intendedonliterally, and that the two components interact with each
other to provoke the effects of understanding.rSteiad of saying it straight out, the
speaker in my earlier example invites a certainwwvid human life by speaking in
metaphor and the meaning will be given in the adgon of the two ideas, that is,
human life and a box of chocolates. The speakerwaay to draw our attention to
certain similarities between the two ideas which mght not otherwise have
thought of. Therefore, the metaphor is an invitatio explore likenesses and
comparisons and by attending to the likeness stegiely the metaphor our

understanding of life is supposed to increase. pteiacan make us attend to some

% Davidson 2001, 435.
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likeness and thereby yields some insight. In its ®pecial ways metaphor can do
what ordinary communication cannot do. Metaphonas only a useful tool of

communication in literature and daily conversatjans also employed by the most
distinguished philosophers. For instance, in BteedrusSocrates refers to the

human soul as a chariot.

First the charioteer of the human soul drives a, @aid secondly one of the horses is
noble and of noble breed, but the other quite thposite in breed and character.
Therefore in our case the driving is necessariRicdit and troublesome.Rhaedrus

246bY°

John Locke proposes to see the human mind @abwa rasa(a blank slate);
there are no innate ideas and sensory experienttee iproper source of human
knowledge. To the list, we can add the exampletanfuage game’, ‘ghost in the
machine’ and many others.

Davidson attests to the power and status of metaphdifferent discourses and

he argues that ‘what metaphor adds to the ordirsaan achievement that uses no

% Does it follow that Plato is using the chariotassertmetaphorically something about the soul?
But strictly speaking Plato is, at least, at on@aee from this metaphor because it is issued by a
fictional character in a fictional dialogue. UnlikRussell's first person assertoric mode of
presentation, Plato almost never lets himself sgghéng in the first person in his writings. Plago’
usual practice is to let htramatis personaéSocrates and other interlocutors) to discusgthimith
each other. Consequently the reader must decidehifoself the meanings of the memorable
metaphors and vivid imagery in his writings andoaRato’s purposes in using them. However,
continuous scholarly disputes on the bearing ofoRlametaphors and imagery have attested to the
philosophical and interpretive challenges posedhbyaphors and imagery. | discuss the famous Sun,

Line and CaveRepublic507a-521b) in Chapter Two.
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semantic resources beyond the resources on which the oydidepends?’
Accordingly ‘metaphors mean what the words, inrtheost literal interpretation,
mean, and nothing more.” Davidson denies the assompf semantic interaction
theory which suggests that the author of metapboreys a cognitive content in
disguise pending the interpreter’'s decoding. Onidsn’s view, it is very difficult
to decide, even in the case of the simplest metaplexactly what the content is
supposed to bé® Davidson does not deny that what the metaphor snagenotice
can be propositional in nature. But he believes thanhbst cases what the metaphor
prompts or inspires is not recognition of somehtrot fact as what we notice or see
is not generally propositional in characir.

So when someone says, ‘Life is a box of chocolagd® does not assert that
human life is a box of chocolates. Taken as a lhasertion the utterance would
immediately become a plain falsehood; human lifencibe a box of chocolates;

they are different categories of things for veryiohs reasons. Therefore the

2" Davidson 2001, 436: ‘Metaphor is a legitimate devinot only in literature but in science,
philosophy, and the law: it is effective in pramsed abuse, prayer and promotion, description and
prescription.” See Davidson 2001, 435.

% Davidson 2001, 444-445: ‘If what the metaphor nsakes notice were finite in scope and
propositional in nature, this would not in itselake trouble; we would simply project the contemt th
metaphor brought to mind onto the metaphor. Bdaat there is no limit to what a metaphor calls to
our attention, and much of what we are caused teen@ not propositional in character. When we
try to say what a metaphor means, we soon rediere tis no end to what we want to mention.

How many facts or propositions are conveyed by atqgraph? None, an infinity, or one great
unstatable fact? Bad question. A picture is notttvarthousand words, or any other number. Words
are the wrong currency to exchange for a picture.’

29 Davidson 2001, 445.
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metaphor is better taken as expressing an inuitadio suggestion that a certain
comparison between human life and a box of choeslae followed up®

For Davidson’s theory, truth assessment would nies point of metaphor.
Indeed for most cases, it is the falsehood atlitewvel and even plain absurdity that
trigger a proper mode of interpretation for metaji@ utterances’ Finally
Davidson’s theory of metaphor has some odd imptioatfor metaphorical truth. If

his theory is correct,

A consequence is that the sentences in which metspbccur are true or false in a
normal, literal way, for if the words in them dohave special meanings, sentences don't
have special truth. This is not to deny that themaich a thing as metaphorical truth, only
to deny it of sentences. Metaphor does lead usotcenwhat might not otherwise be
noticed, and there is no reason, | suppose, nediytdhese visions, thoughts, and feelings

inspired by the metaphor, are true or fal¥e.

My major disagreement with Davidson’s theory isttliamakes metaphorical
truth inexplicable because it denies metaphoritahtof the sentences that express
the metaphor. According to his theory, metaphoraaly ‘mean what the words, in
their most literal interpretation, mean, and naghmore’. Many metaphors will then
appear to be plain falsehood or absurdity at tkexdl level, and the sentence
containing the metaphor cannot be the truth beddaridson’'s theory does not

reject metaphorical truth altogether but it leawestaphorical account inexplicable.

% |n Chapter Two | argue that presumably the Sunelsnd Cave serve the same purpose. They do
not express Plato’'s metaphysical doctrines. Instéey suggest that a certain comparison be
followed up.

31 Davidson 2001, 442. Patent falsity or plain abiyris the usual case with metaphor, but on
occasion patent truth will do as well.

%2 Davidson 2001, 441.
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For this reason, | propose to turn to Lamarque @iskn for a more satisfactory
account of metaphorical truth.

For Lamarque and Olsen, Davidson’s theory of meiaph the most ‘austere’
because it recognizes no content other than thtiiecdl meaning”® They criticize
Davidson’s assumption that the prime mechanismhef hetaphorical process is
causal and the speaker of a metaphor intends tlupegjust perlocutionary effects.
3 Contrary to Davidson’s theory, Lamarque and Olbefieve that the very
possibility of metaphorical speech is ‘bound byeemtion’ and hence they suggest
invoking the idea of ‘a practice’ to explain thengentionality of metaphorical
speech?> Lamarque and Olsen’s account of metaphor distghgs two separate
communication-intentions. The first is the congite aim which initiates the
metaphorical process and the second is the cospedific aims of metaphd?.

The constitutive aim is definitive of metaphoriagterance and it initiates the
metaphorical process by inviting or encouragingearér ‘to think of, conceive of,
reflect on, or imagine one thing (state of affaidga, etc.) in terms associated with
some other thing (state of affairs, etc.) oftenaofjuite different logical type.’

Lamarque and Olsen do not assume that the spebketaphor must always intend

to convey some specific propositional content ia hietaphorical utterance. For

% Lamarque and Olsen 1994,351

3 Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 358: ‘By accounting fataphor as just a stimulus to thought,
Davidson fails to give due weight either to thepgmsive and communicative function of speaking
metaphorically or to the rule-governed nature efititerpretation of metaphor.

In the language of speech acts, the user of a Im@taptends to produce not just perlocutionary
effects, as Davidson’'s theory implies, but illoomt@ary effects as well; i.e. the mechanism for
bringing about the required response is rationdlrafe-governed, not simply causal.’

% Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 359

% |Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 360
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their idea of a metaphorical process or task algttrabves away from the paradigm
of understanding associated with grasp of contetruth-conditions.’

The context-specific aims of metaphor are foundlinnstances of metaphorical
utterance. The speaker of metaphor usually issuetaphor in the context of some
deliberate communicative purpose and one suchiaigeneral, is that of conveying
a particular belief or thought’” Lamarque and Olsen suggest that similar
context-specific aims can occur in philosophicaltapbors and they believe that
understanding philosophical metaphors does nothatr only, amount to the
identification of a specific intended content; stthe exploration of analogies that
counts®®

| think what is true of metaphorical utterance emtarque and Olsen’s account is
also true of non-assertoric discourse. Like metaphbutterances, non-assertoric
discourse can yield insights as well as truths. iRstance, as | shall argue in
Chapter Three, since the Pyrrhonian speech is stemsily non-assertoric, it is apt to
construe Sextus’s writing as non-assertoric dissmuHis report of Pyrrhonism
resembles a chronicler’s report as it does nostegbelief claims on Sextus’s part.
But that does not mean we cannot gather any trutwanformation about
Pyrrhonism in this non-assertoric account. In addjtWittgenstein’sTractatusis

able to give us some insights into language as ave learnt from the Tractarian

37 Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 362: ‘Some metaphorpunely decorative or ‘rhetorical’, merely
embellishing a speech act, not contributing topitspose or content. Others have a summarizing
effect, distilling into epigrammatic form somethirajready stated or established. Sometimes a
speaker will invite the metaphorical process oflesipg analogies and similarities for the sake of
getting a better understanding of the terms, rathan intending to formulate a specific content.’

% |Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 363-364.
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elucidation that a certain way of thinking and tatkabout the world and language

is nonsensical.

2.2. Fictional Discourse and Truth

John Searle suggests that while metaphorical uUsespoessions are ‘nonliteral’,
fictional utterances are ‘nonseriods’ Of course, Searle does not mean that fiction
and poetry are not serious. What he has in minldais‘if the author of a novel tells
us that it is raining outside he isn’'t seriouslyrenitted to the view that it is at the
time of writing actually raining outsideSo a fiction is nonserious in that its author
is not committed to the truth of her fictional u#eces. The author has no
commitment to provide evidence for its truth thoudpere may or may not be
evidence for the truth of her fictive propositionghe author may appear to be
making assertions which are defined by the constduules of asserting. And yet
the utterance of the author is not a commitmentthe truth of her fictive
propositions. So what kind of speech acts doesatitbor of a fiction perform?
Searle rejects the attempt to explain fictionalenathces as belonging to the

illocutionary act of writing a novel because, acting to Searle, there is no such

39 Searle 1979, 60. For the problem of metaphor, |Seaves a pragmatic treatment of metaphor
(See Searle 1979, 76-116). Contrary to Davidsoig® that metaphors mean what the words mean
and nothing more, Searle’s pragmatic approach tteephenomenon of metaphor as a result of the
falling apart of the speaker’s utterance meaning tdne word or sentence meaning. By proposing
some principles for the formulation and interprietatof metaphorical utterances, Searle’s theory of
metaphor explains how it is possible for the spe#kesay metaphoricallySis P’ and meanSis R,
whenP plainly does not meaR. Lamarque and Olsen argue that Searle’s theorgetéphor is too
determinate in bounding the metaphorical proce#s thie grasp of content or truth-conditions. (See

Lamarque and Olsen 1994, 360-361)
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illocutionary act of writing a novel. And to supmose have the illocutionary act of
writing a novel would lead to the consequence évary sentence in our language
would have both a fictional and a nonfictional megt{®

On Searle’s view, what happens in the work of dictis that ‘the author of a
work of fiction pretends to perform a series obdllitionary acts, normally of the
assertive type*! In her fictional use of words, the author engagesa
‘nondeceptive pseudoperformance’ and she pretendscount to the reader a series
of events. The author may act as if she is makssgriions in her work of fiction.
She may imitate the making of assertions by preteneh perform the illocutionary
acts like stating, asserting, describing, explanietc. But what is the criterion for
identifying a work of fiction if the author is onjyretending to perform the assertive
kind of illocutionary acts? Searle believes tharéhis no textual property that can
help the reader to identify a text as a work difidic. The identifying criterion lies in
the illocutionary intentions of the authbr.

According to Searle, what makes fiction possibl€aisset of extralinguistic,
nonsemantic conventions’ that breaks the connedtiemeen the words and the
world. *® These conventions do not alter or change the mgardf the words in a
fiction. Instead they ‘enable the author to use dsowith their literal meanings

without undertaking the commitments that are nolyrralquired by those meanings’.

40 Searle 1979, 64.

“1 Searle 1979, 65.

“2 In Chapter Four, | argue for my non-assertoricdimg of Wittgenstein's Tractatus and
Philosophical Investigationen the ground that unless we can take his declairadof elucidation

and his persistent intention of doing away withotfies or doctrines more seriously we will be misled
into reading his seemingly theoretical or doctriraharks as theoretical assertions or some stated
doctrines on the essence of language.

43 Searle 1979, 67.
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In addition, the author can pretend to performcilibionary acts because the
illocutionary act ispretendedout the utterance act isal. It is a general feature of
the concept of pretending that one can pretenetfmpn a higher order or complex
action by actually performing lower order or less complex actions clhiare
constitutive parts of the higher order of completian.

Thus, for example, one can pretend to hit somegnachually making the arm
and fist movements that are characteristic of rigttsomeone. The hitting is
pretended, but the movement of the arm and fistdt™ Therefore, in similar vein,
the author of non-assertoric discourse can prei@iperform the illocutionary act of
asserting and she succeeds in doing it not by ¢h@rige meaning of the words in
her writing. As a result, the form of her uttera;iae not informative of her
illocutionary intentions*®

Most fictions contain nonfictional elements. So fostance, in James Joyce’s
Ulysses the story of Leopold Bloom and Molly Bloom is &tional story about
fictional characters but the Dublin bllyssesis the real Dublin. So what role does
truth play in a work of fiction or literature?

According to Mark W. Rowe reading a work of fictidmes not mean giving up
an interest in truth altogether as literary interefocused not on categorical truths
(whatis andwag but on a special kind of modal truths that linithahuman beings
or other rational creatures (whauman beingsmight think, feel,and acf). *°
Therefore literature can state, enact and symbadakz&guths. Lamarque and Olsen

contend that the truth conveyed by metaphoricarartices is likely to be low-key

* Searle, 1979, 67-68.
4 Again grammatical form can be misleading. This limspaptly to Pyrrhonian avowals of
appearance.

¢ Rowe 2009, 381-382.
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truth which involves the imparting of fact or infoation. However Rowe notes two
cases in which the artistic quality of a work detature can be compromised by
factual errors and false generatiéhsThe first case is concerned with factual errors
in a fiction. Factual errors can lower our opinioha work of fiction even if the
reader is not intended to acquire facts in hisirepdrhe second case is concerned
with generalization about human nature made irctéofi. The reader would expect
that such generalization to be true or at leastecto the truth.

Rowe argues that a broad conception of the aesthttiiude and knowledge can
show that the two are actually not in tension amdaict, the formal similarities
between them even encourage us to see both asrmlgmeents of the aesthetic
attitude. Fictional discourse can communicate napsitional knowledge about
human beings and this ability is an important péra work’s aesthetic quality. On
the other hand, a work’s aesthetic quality is dffidcby factual errors and false
generations. The author of fiction cannot eschespaesibility for the factual errors
and false generations he made. In addition, theoaus sometimes held responsible
even for the views expressed through his fictiaharacteré®

Reading literature can deliver aesthetic pleasgravall as non-propositional
knowledge about human beings. But in the case of-assertoric discourse,
conveying trustworthy information, yielding insightr even imparting knowledge,
can be an important part of its intrinsic valuet Bus it is not theonly value that it
possesses. With so much useful results, | shall tuomvto the less familiar model,

that is, the non-assertoric discourse.

*" Rowe 2009, 382.
“8 For instance, the British Indian novelist Salmarsilie was held responsible by the Muslims for
mocking their faith in his novellhe Satanic Versg4988). | thanked Dr Mark W. Rowe for drawing

my attention to this.
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3. DOING PHILOSOPHY IN NON-ASSERTOIRC DISCOURSE:
A LESS FAMILIAR MODEL

Now we are better equipped to launch into the cat@®n-assertoric discourse
produced by Plato, Sextus and Wittgenstein. Inas@$ the case studies that | shall
explore in this thesis avoid making assertoric @négtion of the writer’'s own views,
they can be viewed as a group. But their methoelsar all the same, any more than
my three examples of assertoric discourse wereséimee. My interest here is to
explore several different ways of writing in norsedoric mode, across a range of
different traditions of philosophy.

Each of my chosen thinkers, and each school ofdiipus confronted with
different philosophical problems; they work in @ifént times and within different
philosophical traditions. Given these differendess striking to see how comparing
their approaches to writing can enable us to ifiermine common feature in their
methods and writing styles, in so far as their ggophical writings count as
non-assertoric discourse. But this is only one ectian. At the same time as we
observe this major link between the thinkers, wallshlso seek to highlight the
ways in which the different kinds of non-assertgpitilosophy differ from each
other, and to notice how different methods can fpleyed to distance the writer
from the claims that appear in the text (or in tterances, if the material is spoken
live).

So in the main chapters | shall choose three daskes for close scrutiny and
explain how their writings, while showing some coomfeatures in methods and
styles, actually represent different modes of nesedoric discourse. And | shall

explore in more detail what is going on when a gdopher writes in a mode of
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discourse that is not assertoric and what kindsvalfie are imbedded in a

non-assertoric discourse.

41



CHAPTER TWO

PUZZLES IN THE SUN, LINE AND CAVE: A CASE

STUDY IN READING PLATO’S IMAGERY

In this Chapter | review some major problems arificdities that scholars have
encountered in making sense of the famous allegofiethe Sun, Line and Cave in
Plato’s Republic when they approach the imagery with an expectatiat it is
making assertions about what Plato actually betif&here are two models of
interpretation: (a) taking the imagery as illustrgtthe doctrines (as a kind of visual
aid); and (b) taking the imagery as an implicittangnt for the positions that Plato
is trying to recommend. Some scholars, for instdresher, take it to be doing both
kinds of work at onc&’ As we shall see, my thesis is that the materialishnot be
read in either of these two ways. | shall starhvétbrief review of the literature so
as to familiarise us with some of the key intergtienhs of the dialogues, showing in
each case that they are taking Plato to be eiff)alstrating or (b) arguing for the
doctrines he is recommending, without going inttadl®n what those doctrines are.

Secondly, again without commenting on the doctramsuch, | shall summarise the

49" Although my review cannot consider all of the vastount of scholarly work, it deals with the
most disputed problems and the most enduring diffes that scholars have encountered in their
reading of the imagery as assertions of Plato’®pbphical positions.

®0 | esher 2010, 183-184.
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problems and puzzles that such readings have etarednin trying to make sense

of the images and the relation between them.

1. TWO ASSERTORIC WAYS OF READING THE MATERIAL

1.1. Scholars who take it to be illustration

Cross and Woozley take the images as illustratrom which—after appropriate
analysis—they can gather Plato’s philosophical tpmsias represented in his theory
of Forms; although they also admit that what Piatends to convey by the images
is rather unclear and that the images have causgdaa deal of difficulty* They
believe the philosophical implications of the Liaad Cave have to do with the
repeated contrast between mathematical thinking @midsophy (or dialectic), a
contrast that can reveal to us what Plato concawé® the task of the philosopher
and how it differs from that of the mathematici&ecording to this distinction, both

mathematics and philosophy deal with intelligiblgezts—that is, the Forms; but

°l Cross and Woozley 1966. See for instance 202-Zravione finds the following claims that
illustrate well this sort of reading: ‘The Sun théHato says (508b), is the offspring of the Good,
occupying in the visible world a position analogaaghat of the form of the Good in the world of
Forms. The Sun simile then is an analogy, illustiggtby the role of the Sun in the visible world
relatively to sight and the objects seen, the afléhe Good in the intelligible world relatively to
knowledge and the objects known (i.e. the Forms).’

‘Plato then, using an analogy with the Sun in ti@ble world, is seeking to illustrate the special
position which he believes the Form of Good to @gcim the intelligible world relatively to the othe
Forms. Without the Good the other Forms would retkhown; and indeed, more than that, their

very being or existence is in some way derivatorefthe Good.’
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philosophy deals with the Forms in a coherent systiependent on the supreme
Form, the Form of the Good while mathematics dedtls the Forms in isolatiorf
In addition, mathematical thinking makes assumgstiarnich it does not explain
(510c), it proceeds from hypotheses (like the addl the even, the kinds of angles,
the Square itself and the Diagonal itself) to tlmmatusion through a series of
consistent steps; and it uses the visible figusesids and talks about them, although
it is not thinking about these visible figures bather their originals (51045. On
the other hand, philosophy is concerned entirelth viine intelligible world and
philosophical thinking does not involve anythingtire sensible world; it uses only
Forms, it ‘moves solely through Forms to Forms &ngshes with Forms’ (511c).
Cross and Woozley believe that Plato makes thewsrbranches of mathematics
the initial training for the philosopher in Book Vbf the Republic because
mathematics can serve as a bridge-study, leadentrainee philosopher kings from
the changing unstable world of sense experience world of stable, unchanging
objects grasped by the intelligeriée.

Finally Cross and Woozley appear to be sober entwugéstrict what they can

gather from the images to Plato’s general philogm@blposition regarding the task

2 Cross and Woozley 1966, 233-238. They reject mB®jg mathematical intermediates to
mathematical thinking. Their reason is that otlemt‘a passing reference at 74c of Bfeaedoto

“the equals themselves”, which could be undersiwioshathematical equals, there is no reference in
the dialogues earlier than thepublicto the doctrine of mathematical intermediates’&ZBhey
believe that if Plato does intend to bring in tletiine of mathematical intermediates in BRepublic

he should introduce it as something new, explaianid express it in a clear language, instead of
smuggling it in through the back door of imagery.

%3 | shall return to this as one of the six key peoh$ with the Line in section 2.6.

** Cross and Woozley 1966, 238-241.
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of the philosophe?> But actually what they take to be Plato’s genphalosophical
position regarding the task of the philosopher hod it differs from that of the
mathematician is already heavily loaded with meyaplal assumptions. For
instance, despite their proviso that it is rashmiake too much of the imagery in
connection with Plato’s metaphysical views conaggrthe theory of Forms, Cross
and Woozley believe that Plato uses one singletbnepresent the sensible world
and the intelligible world in order to avoid imphg a two-world view. Using one
line to represent the sensible world and the iigiele world suggests a continuity
between the sensible and the intelligiffieVioreover, they also believe that the Sun,
Line and Cave clearly add one new element—nameay-drm of the Good to the
theory of Forms and that Plato clearly indicatest thathematical principles are to
be derived from the Form of the Good.

In a way, Denyer also follows the assertoric wayredding the imagery as
illustration of Plato’s views, because he takesithggery to illustrate the role of the
Good in teleological explanatioh.According to Denyer, the Good is to become
‘the unhypothetical starting point of mathematiegiich can explain the existence
and character of mathematical Forms teleologicallysomething like the way we
explained teleologically the shape of the ideal eltamd position of its axle®

Penner is another example of assertoric readingisimattempt to explain what

the Forms are, he approaches the images as itlostraf Plato’s own views’

5 Cross and Woozley 1966. They call for care inritirig from the images. They point out that ‘it
must nevertheless be recognized that this pameRepublicdoes not provide any sound enough
ground for any sweeping inferences about Plato'eg® metaphysical views™ (258).

* Cross and Woozley 1966, 257-261.

" Denyer 2007.

8 See Denyer 2007, 306-7.

%9 Penner 2006.
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According to Penner the Forms are better treatednasersals or attributes, much
like the ‘real natures’ or the objects of the sciEsor expertis€S. Moreover, the
Form of the Good is the moral good we all desirenrer argue$: Though he
rejects what he calls the self-predicationist intetation of the imagef§ he does
not differ from the self-predicationist interpretet in that he continues to treat the
imagery as illustration of some doctrines or posti that Plato recommends. The
difference between Penner and his opponent, tHepaicationist, lies only in
what they see as the real “messages” disclosdtkiintagery. Penner perceives the
self-predicationist interpretation as misreading ithagery into suggesting that there
are four kinds of cognition paired with four diféet kinds of objects, ranked in
accordance with their degree of reality and truwthh the Forms being the highest
objects and the only objects of knowledge. In othverds, the Line and Cave
illustrate the Degrees of Reality theory. Penneoppses an anti-reductionist

interpretation of the imagery as he believes thatoRuses the imagery to illustrate a

0 Penner 2006, 237. Penner is opposed to the acobarms associated with Aristotle, according
to which the Forms were a bit of both universalsatiributes, and ideal objects, paradigms, and
models. This account regarded the Forms the proafutd metaphysical confusion wherein Plato
construed universals or attributesu¢hes) as if they were objects — substances, thitlgs-€s)’
(p.235, 237). Penner also rejects Universal Lit&alf-Predication (which stipulates that ‘For any
Form, F-ness, that Form is itself the one perfect instasfcB-ness (except possibly for some other
Forms), while all perceptible instancesFehess are at best imperfectiythings.”) to which some
interpreters took it that Plato was committed.

®' Penner 2006, 249 — 251.

%2 Note, for instance, on page 250: ‘The Sun allemgsrithe Form of the Good (517b — ¢, 532a,

532c), as the other heavenly bodies probably aliegdhe real natures (Forms) embodied in each of

the kinds of animals’.
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completely different view, namely ‘different degseeof truth in different

conception®f one object?’

1.2. Scholars who take it to be argument

Rosen is among those who believe that the imagety be read as arguméht.
On the one hand, Rosen proposes to approach tlgeliynevith caution. But on the
other hand, he believes that we are ‘certainlytledti to the implications of the
imagery on genuine being and complete nonbeingudiild be dangerous to put too
much pressure on the poetical language that Sedsatesing in this passage, but we
are certainly entitled, and even required, to motiee implications of that language.
One such implication is that genuine being is ehtilluminated, whereas complete
nonbeing is darkness without light. Thus the donadigenesis is a mixture of light
and darkness?

Pappas also believes that the imagery should lieagargument. He considers
the Line to be an argument from analogy making éamphatic assertion” on the

relationships between objects of cognition and &inficognition$® He states: ‘on

% Penner 2006, 251 — 257. According to Penner, dPistclaiming that: The square cannot be
reduced to any shadows, to any physical objectirawn squares, or even any entities of the sort a
geometer might postulate as implicitly defined bg axioms of geometry. There are four different
degrees ofruth about what the square is, only one of which, whgprehended, gives us the actual
truth (@letheig about the square. There are, if you will, foufedent degrees of grasp of what the
square isd€inai, o). There are not four different degrees of realityd there are no “mathematicals”
in the Divided Line’ (257).

% Rosen 2006, especially 255 - 275.

% Rosen 2006, 260

% pappas 2003, especially 145-154.
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this last point — regarding the relationship betwebjects of cognition and kinds of
cognition — the Divided Line passage is sometimasiwe. But it closes with an
emphatic assertion of (12): (12) As the segmenfsthe line] to which [the
affections of the soul] correspond participaterirth, so they participate in clarity.
(511e)'®’ Yet Pappas is uneasy about the success of Pktta®gy. He explains
the complexity of the Line as resulting from Platdesire to argue for two points.
First, Plato uses the Line to show how the objettspinion are related to objects of
knowledge in a reflection relationship. Secondlythe Line Plato assigns a special
place to mathematics above all other skills, asr@pgedeutic to philosophy.
However, Pappas thinks that Plato cannot make itie Wwork in all these ways and
the complexity of the Line leads to puzzles thall é&@r much more complex
solution.

Annas also follows the assertoric way of readirg ithagery. She considers it
as an indirect argument explicating the place & @ood in the just person’s
knowledge, and the form that knowledge ta¥eShe speculates that Plato puts his
thoughts in schematic imagery because either hextvéddea how to argue for them
or he thinks that the thoughts are not the kindrath that can be argued for, but
must be accepted in the light of other considenat@nd arguments taken as a whole.
With this in mind she suggests that the Line hase functions: the first is to
distinguish the visible and the intelligible reallsd compare them with the
image/original relationship; the second is to pdevia classification of cognitive

states and their objects so that our cognitive tstdieding can be graded according

7 pPappas, 2003, 145-146.
® Annas 1987, 242-271. She suggests that ‘as witm&generally, Plato offers no direct argument.
Presumably we are to become convinced of the tfutfis claim more indirectly, by the whole long

passage which follows’ (245).
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to their distance from full knowledge with understang. Her suggestion is that the
Line teaches three important points about knowletigt, for Plato to know a thing
is to know it directly; second, mathematics hasnaportant role to play in the quest
for knowledge as it forces us to think out problamher than being satisfied with
the appearances; third, and yet, mathematics dequate because it relies on the
visible and its hypotheses are ungrountfed.

Seeing the Line in this light, Annas examines thadery with her customary
philosophical seriousness. In particular, she ifleatand discusses some oddities
and problems with the Line’s classification of ciliye states and their object¥.|
shall mention three major problems here. The fo@tcerns the purpose of the
lowest stage otikasig the second the place of the Good in the Line;thrdast the
criterion for the classification of cognitive state

To begin with, Annas suspects that the lowest stdggkasiais added to the
Line only for the sake of the analogy to be madeveen visible and intelligible
realms. Her evidence is that the lowest stageikdsiadoes not correspond to
anything significant in our lives as our everydalidfs mostly fall under the stage
of pistis (trust) and the stage in which one is forced tmkhiings through and

realize that there are Forms and particulars isthge oflianoia (thought).

% Note in particular the following comment: ‘we learom the Line various important points about
knowledge. One is that the prominence of the inwighal relation shows that Plato puts a
premium on knowing a thing directly, rather thadiiactly via reflections or images. Another is that
in the crucial stage of moving from objects adeelyatpprehended by experience to Forms, an
important role is played by mathematics. Anothethet mathematics is nevertheless inadequate, for
two reasons: it relies on visible illustrationsdandepends on hypotheses, whereas the trueléntel

of the philosopher is free from these defects aperates only with reference to Forms (511b-c)’
(Annas 1987, 250).

0 Annas 1987, 248-252
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The second problem is about the Good. Curiousiy ot mentioned at all in
the Line. This is odd because the Good is so suptieanthe Sun and the Line is
introduced explicitly as a continuation of the 609c). Are we to suppose that the
Good, which is so supreme in the Sun, is identa#th the ‘unhypothetical first
principle’ grasped by the person witbésisin the Line? But according to Annas the
Good cannot be just one of the contentaais and it does not fit into the scheme
of the Line very happily.

The last problem is even more devastating. How thee cognitive states
classified, by their objects or by their methodstas thinks that no answer seems
quite right because Plato overloads his analogly b different kinds of contrast.
Suppose the classification is by the objects ohdam. This would mean each of
the four cognitive states will pair with its own jebts. Eikasia will pair with
shadows and images wheregastis will pair with the originals of the shadows and
images. It would require different objects fooesis and dianoia Naegsis will pair
with Forms. But what does the subsegmentiainoia contain?' Annas rejects
‘intermediate’ objects on the ground that tRepublic says nothing about these
things and such a claim conflicts directly with 81@vhich clearly says that the
mathematicians talk about the square itself andlihgonal itself (surely Forms) in
mathematical reasonirg.

Therefore the alternative is to suppose that tlpe part, noesis and dianoia,
share the same object (i.e., Forms) whikdis andeikasiacontain different objects.

But then the contrast betwe@mesis and dianoia would become a difference of

" This is one of the six key problems with the Lihshall take a closer look at it as a key problem
in section 2.4.
2 Annas is not taking a position on this issue. #iecussion does nataintainthatdianoia contains

Forms. She is only considering it as an alternative
50



method as regards the same object (i.e., Fofin$his contrast is not the same as
that betweerpistis and eikasia (which is image/original contrast). In that cake t
scheme of the Line would break down: the structfréhe bottom part (i.e., the
visible) has no real analogy in the top part (itkee intelligible). Moreover, Plato’s
classification of cognitive states and their olgeat 511c would turn out to be
misleading since contrary to the passage, theralewgether four cognitive states
paired with only three objects.

After considering the alternatives, Annas has t@egip. The alternatives are
‘unsatisfactory’. They create ‘expectedly annoyihfficulties’. Plato’s analogy is
‘inept’ and no answer seems quite right. Finallg sbncludes that the ‘insolubility
of this problem is a good illustration of the diffities that Plato runs into by using
images to make a philosophical poifft’.

My thesis suggests that we should embrace Platoagéry much more
positively. It is not a problem at all if his imagegorovokes us into asking questions
that cannot be answered within the terms of thegena For Plato’s imagery is not

meant to be giving the final answer to our questiam to be guiding our thinking as

3 Annas believes that this difference is not foreigrthe Republic Her evidence is that ‘such a
difference is not hard to find, especially in tight of Book 7: “thinking” studies Forms in isolati,

for the purpose of special subjects like mathermsatichereas "intellect” studies them for their own
sake, and in systematic connection, as being depé¢meh the Form of the Good for their nature and
intelligibility’ (251).

It is also worth nothing here that Benson belietrest there are two different kinds of contrast at
work in the Line. The initial division of the Linend the subdivision of the visible part suggest an
ontological focus but then the subdivision of thieiligible part follows a contract in methodologlie
Benson believes that the philosophical method Bsesis and mathematical method uses the objects
of pistis (See Benson 2010, 188-208. | shall take up Besstiscussion when | deal with the use of
hypothesis as one of the six key problems with_Lifhe in section 2.6.)

" Annas 1987, 252.
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it proceeds from imagery to Plato’s philosophicakifion as the final conclusion.
This is absolutely crucial. The imagery has alreaclyieved its aim if our intellect is
provoked and begins to consider problems aboutGbed, the visible and the
intelligible realms, the task of the philosophedaihe nature of his enterprise.
Dealing with these problems in our own thinkingrsre formative than discerning
what Plato really thinks about these problems.dllsturther develop these ideas
when | explain why the material should not be raadf it makes assertions about

what Plato actually believes.

1.3. Scholars who offer a more sophisticated view

In discussing a puzzling feature of the Line, tlaetfthat the two middle
subsegments are equal in length, Smith advanceddhethat the Line is meant to
be an imperfect image because according to Plptolesophy, images can never be
perfect. Therefore Plato knowingly produces theeLwith a subtle flaw. An
imperfect image can save Plato from committingsineof perfectior(>

Denyer also offers a more sophisticated view s tt@gard, although he also

follows the assertoric way of reading the imagesyilastrating the role of the Good

> Smith 1998, 304-307. Rounding off his discussidrth® problems posed by the two middle
subsections of the Line that are equal in lengthitts says that ‘Given the incredible richness and
substance of this very complex image, | am temptethink that Plato might have purposefully
woven this subtle flaw into the intricate fabriclié own image, because he wished to avoid the sin
of perfection. According to his own philosophy, iges can never be perfect, and Plato’s divided line
is, after all, only an image. Plato’s line is cerka good enough to be a model of the excellence we
can expect in the products of a philosophical sraéin. Perhaps it is also just bad enough to remind
us, by contrast, of a perfection no image can eq(&inith 1998, 307) | shall return to this when |

discuss the proportions of the Line as one of th&ey problems with the Line in section 2.3.
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in teleological explanation. Denyer suggests soaasans why Plato might have
purposely made the two middle subsegments equahgth. First, such design can
help in a curious way to expound Plato’s idea thaught is superior to truét.
Secondly, it is central to Plato’s philosophy tleat image is meant to be an
imperfect copy of the original. Since the Line rsimage, it has to be defective in
some way.” Also, the feature that the subsegments for trodttaought are equal
in length can convey the message that thoughttisuqerior to trust if we make the
transition from trust to thought but then do nofpmve ourselves cognitively by
moving from thought to knowledd&. Finally Denyer supposes that the Line is
meant to be puzzlingly contradictory because RAatots to push us to start thinking.
The Line is open to incompatible interpretationse e thus provoked to think
through the problemS. As we shall see, my view differs from Denyer’s les
eventually proposes a doctrinal reading of the Line

Finally, Grube also offers a more sophisticatedwi the Line. He suggests that
we should not press the imagery too far since & naver intended to bear serious

weight and so difficulties quickly ariséit is better not to press his imagery further

® Denyer 2007. He reasons that ‘if the divided lilwes have the immediate purpose of expounding
the superiority of thought over trust, then itsywdefectiveness for that immediate purpose would fi
it to serve Plato’s purpose in the longer term'§R9

" See Denyer 2007, 296.

8 Denyer 2007. Thirdly, ‘perhaps the divided linarisant to hint that, in itself, thought is not afte
all superior to trust, that if we make the tramsitfrom trust to thought, but then go no furtheg w
have not in fact improved ourselves cognitivelyd ahat thought is superior to trust only in that
thought is adjacent to, whereas trust is one stapdr removed from, the finest of all cognitivatss,
intellect. In this case, the fact that the dividieé inevitably has equal subsegments to represetht
trust and thought would be no defect at all’ (296).

9 See Denyer 2007, 296.
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than he does. It is not his way to schematize hilwgophy and it is not very wise to

try to do it for him. Some of the difficulties witecur’.®°

2. SIXKEY PROBLEMS WITH THE LINE AND ITS
PROBLEMATIC INTEGRATION WITH THE OTHER IMAGES

Despite a general sense of optimism and expectatioongst scholars making
assertoric readings of three great allegories, mhaye found that there are
insolvable problems and difficulti®S. These, | shall show, result from the way that
they are assuming they should be read, namely ggogufor Plato’s doctrines
regarding metaphysics, ethics, epistemology andlagy. | will focus my account
of these difficulties around The Line (509d6 -51)lebhich has seen the most

attention.

2.1. Should the Line be drawn vertical or horizont#?

The first major problem is how the line should waveh. To be sure, the layout

of the Line raises some specific difficulties. kastance, should the Line be drawn

% Grube 1980, 28.

81 The classic issues are summarisedSbybe (1980), 27: ‘as so often, Plato does not vourtkthe
scheme of the line in detail and scholars haveediff as to what exactly each section of the line
should include. Are works of art to be condemneth&lowest section? What, besides the objects of
mathematics, should we place in CE (i.e., the loswdrsection of the intelligible world)? Are the
natural sciences and such arts as strategy mewadtens of belief? These and many similar questions

Plato leaves unanswered'.
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vertical or horizontal? To introduce the Line Sdesabegins by recalling the
distinction between the visible and the intelliginlealms mentioned in the Sun
(509d). Then he instructs Glaucon to divide a lme two unequal parts, one part
representing the visible realm and the other thelligible. These parts are further
divided according to the same ratio. So assumiugraacal layout, the Line would

appear as below such that AC:CE = AB:BC = CDBE.

So far in Socrates’s instruction, only one featofeéhe Line is rather obvious,
namely that the largest subsection must be at ndeoethe othef® But we don't
yet know if the line should be drawn vertical orilontal, or indeed diagon&i.

Smith argues that Plato’s language at 511 appearslé out both horizontal and

8 For the sake of smooth reading, the layout ofltime produced here is the same as that of the
representation in Smith 1998. However, the proparshown in the diagram is not accurate.

8 The fact that the two middle sections have todueakin length because of the ratio is less obvious
I will discuss this in section 2.3.

8 Smith considers this option in order to rejedhihis discussion, but he does not seem to know of

anyone who seriously suggests it. Smith 1998, 293.
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diagonal representatiofi.| accept Smith’s argument and so from now on llsha

suppose a vertical line as most of the key intégtians assume a vertical line.

2.2. Should the larger segment be made at the top the bottom?

Now, if the Line should be drawn vertical, thereaisother problem with its
construction: should the larger segment be platedeatop or at the bottom of the
line? Some put the larger subsection at the tomesplace it at the bottoffi; in
addition, some are indecisive on this is8u&mith himself argues that the text

(especially 511e) clearly suggests that the Linastbe represented with the larger

8 See Smith 1998, 293. Smith’s reasoning is asVialoif Plato had a horizontal orientation in
mind, we should expect some signal that one or obsections were to the right or to the left of
some other subsection; if a vertical orientatiomi®rder, we should expect some sign that one or
more subsections are above or below some otherttmrso For a diagonal orientation, some

subsections would have to be both above and tsittecof others. [Smith does not name anyone who

suggest a diagonal line] In fact, Plato only makedear that some sections are above others: at

511a6-7, we learn that the objects pertinent tosmution of the line are belownrp-511a6) those
belonging at another subsection; and at 511d6-8fimek that one of the four states of the soul
(vonoig) is to be represented by the highestuftdtw-511d8) subsection (AB). There is no hint, in
this passage, that Plato conceives of one subseasideing to the side of any other subsection. The
language Plato uses to orient the line, therefarayld appear to rule out both horizontal and
diagonal representations’.

8 Smith 1998, 293: ‘G. M. A. Grube [1974, 164] drthe line with the shortest segment on top, but
never offered any explanation of why this seemekinoto be the right way to do things. Bedu-Addo
1979, 108; Brumbaugh 1989, 42-43; and Des Jardd$,1491-492 also picture the line with the
shortest segment on top, and offer various arguwnémt their decisions. Others have generally
represented the line with the largest segment pgh to

87 Smith 1998, note 7. Smith gives the examples afefio 1971, 375; Fine 1990, 98 n.26; and

LaFrance 1977.
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(clearer and truer) segment at the top, and thdlem@ess clear and less true)
segment at the bottorff.

The construction of the Line is actually more coicgied. Denyer reports two
different ancient interpretations of the Line, obg Plutarch and the other by
Proclus®® Both take the Line to be vertical, with intelletiipught, trust and fancy
in that order from top to bottom. The differencéhiat in Proclus’s version, intellect
has the longer segment and fancy takes the shatereas in Plutarch’s version it
is the reverse. Denyer suggests that Proclus’soméas is not hard to follow,
because greater length correlates with greateitycfr In Plutarch’s reconstruction,
intellect takes the shorter segment and fancy ttiesonger, because, according to
Plutarch a greater length represents a greateuobst

However, not everyone takes Plato’s vagueness ismtatter to undermine the
value of the Line. Denyer himself argues that thangle between Proclus and
Plutarch serves only to confirm the arbitrarinebshe choice to be made on the
Line. Although Denyer does not take it to indicaébat the Line is to be read
non-assertorically, as | do, nevertheless he thihks this particular issue is not a

real problem and it does not need to be deciDedyer suggests that Plato exploits

% Smith 1998, 294.

8 Denyer 2007, 292-94.

% Denyer 2007, 293: 'ProcluCpmmentaries on thRepublicof Platol.289.6-18 Kroll) says that a
greater length represents a greater clarity, ongtioeinds that the intelligible is superior to and
encompasses the visible and what encompasses $ognath always greater than what it
encompasses’.

1 Denyer 2007, 293: ‘PlutarctPlatonic Question$00ld-e) says that a greater length represents a
greater obscurity, on the ground that the divigigiindefiniteness, and multiplicity of what issifble
should be represented by a greater length.’ | stggother reason for Plutarach’s version in my
discussion on the meaning eikasiaand the philosophical significance of the loweggrsent in

section 2.5.
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the manner in which we deal with images to expotmds the intelligible realm.
The purpose of having us choose arbitrarily betweaking the opinion subsection
longer than the knowledge subsection and makirghatrter instead is to give us
some practice in the kind of abstract thought whgcimeeded to take us from the
visible to the intelligible realm® So Denyer takes the purpose of the image to be at
least partly practical, delivering training to tteader of the kind that Plato thinks is

needed for the trainee philosopher kings.

2.3. Is the equality of the two middle subsegmentsr thought (dianoia)
and trust (pistis) a matter of importance or an irrelevant consequece

originated in the proportions of the Line?

The third problem: what should we make of the fHwt the two middle
subsegments for thought and for trust are equdemgth? The equality is an
inevitable result of the instructions given by Blain how the Line should be
constructed. Is Plato aware of this equality asdnitplications? This equality seems
to be at odds with the idea that there is a contisyprogression in degrees of clarity
and reality of the four segments (i.e., of longargth and hence of greater clarity
and reality, and supposedly thought should be b#téa trust because it is closer to
knowledge).

Morrison argues that Plato does not intend to cpnbe idea that the four

segments of the Line are meant to stand for arasong degree of clarity and truth

92 See Denyer 2007, 294.
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for this very reason that the two middle subsegmare equal in lengti. Morrison
believes that Plato intends this equality, rejertithe idea the equality is
unintentional or that Plato was unaware of it, lnseahe believes that Plato was too
good at geometry to have made such an obviouskeita

Cross and Woozley take a different view on the Byua’hey suggest Plato’s
silence seems to suggest that he did not want takéoit as something significafi.
They even go so far as to suggest that leaving@du@lity aside is the right thing to
do in interpreting the Line.

On the other hand, Denyer gives some reasons whyiglet regard the equality
of the two middle segments as a ‘surprising feamfréhe Line’® As he points out,
each segment of the line seems to be supposedrelate with the value of the
mental state it represents, in descending ordenesft from the top downwards.
Denyer thinks that several passages come closmptying that the two middle
segments are unequal, and have the same propodsotise two lower segments
have to each othé?.

On the other hand, there are other reasons to tthak the equality is not
accidental® At 534a, for example, in the recapitulation of ttire, Socrates runs
through a different set of proportions, betweerellatt and trust, and between

thought and fancy, which are less obvious excejat i@ometer. This suggests that

% Morrison 1977, 221-222.

% Morrison 1977, 212-213.

% Cross and Woozley 1966, 204.

% Denyer 2007, 294.

7 See Denyer 2007, 294.

Especially 510b, 510d-e, 511a, where Socrates gwtsgeometry uses the things in the next
section down as images for geometrical objects.

% Denyer 2007, 295.
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Plato is well aware of the consequences, and c&e tma characters draw the less
obvious as well as the more obvious otf8sSo surely Plato knew well enough that
the two middle segments come out equal.

Again, Denyer does not think that this insolublezga is damaging to the
Republic.He suggests instead that Plato might have choserake the two middle
segments equal because it allows incompatible pregations. Denyer offers two
reasons why this might fit with Plato’s purposesstht helps us to learn that images
always fall short of the original, because the Limdtself an image. So its defects
are part of the point. And secondly, it may be nadied to make a serious point,
hinting that thought is not after all superior tast!®* So Denyer believes that the
image deliberately makes space for incompatiblerpmetations®? He compares
this passage to the discussion of fingers andisis@3b-524d. For while the senses
always report fingers as fingers, and hence dgprmtoke the mind to think about
what a finger is, they do provoke the mind to wanalkat big and small are because
they tell the mind that the fingers are sometimgsdometimes small.

So although Denyer suggests that the images ateedskly designed to provoke
thought, he also takes them to be offered in serefca doctrinal view. There is, he
thinks, an answer to whether thought is betterqurakto trust. The image is not
good at delivering the information, but it is suppd to help us to get there, to

Plato's own view (which was, apparently, clear)e Timage is at fault, because it

190 See Denyer 2007, 295-96.

191 Denyer 2007, 296.

192 Thus: ‘for if images were not puzzlingly contragiy, then we would be liable to rest content
with images, rather than be provoked to go beydwint to the reality from which they derive’

(Denyer 2007, 296).
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cannot adequately convey the truth that Plato whtdeget across. Its only merit is
in alerting us to the inadequacy of images.

Smith thinks that the issue of equality is serigukimaging and if we attend to it
we are led to problems in our understanding of rislative merits of the two
subsegment®?® Smith holds on to the idea that the lengths of agments are
supposed to represent varying degrees of clarigpd9 and 511e3) as well as
varying degrees of truth (510a8-9, 511e2-3). Thasuee of truth is said to follow
the same proportions as the measure of clarityg®d#). Smith argues that the
feature of equality of the middle subsegments cenmmpatible with the passages in
which Plato obviously says that the lengths ofsagments signify varying degrees
of clarity and truth. Plato never considered thdutgh be no clearer than trust
because this is rejected at 533d5, which expligtid that thought is clearer than
opinion, which includes both trust and fancy. Iry aase, since thought is clearer
than the entire realm of belief, it must be cleattean trust which is only a
subsegment of belief.

To be sure, Smith admits that Plato’s Line is a glemx image and there is no
tidy solution to this issu¥? In fact, he concludes, the problem of the equalitihe
middle subsegments cannot be made to go away. IBict Pay intend this to be so
because according to his philosophy images canrrsyeerfect and the Line is
only an image. Therefore the problem of equalityniended to remind us of the
doctrine that no image can be perfect. Insofahad.tne is taken to convey Plato’s
doctrine, albeit inadequately, Smith’s interpretatcounts as an assertoric reading

of the imagery.

103 Smith 1998, 307.

104 See Smith 1998, 306.
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2.4. What kind of things should we find in the subsgment for thought

(dianoia)?

The fourth problem is concerned with the objecteath subsegment and in
particular what objects should fill in the subsegimir thought. This is the most
worked out problem and my earlier discussion hesadly shown how this problem
poses an incredibly challenging difficulty. Smithinks this problem is ‘a source of
extreme difficulty for scholars’ and he complaihait‘scholars have created a chaos
of possibilities® Lesher refers to it as one of ‘the most enduripgzzling
features of the Liné”® Annas simply gives up finding answer to this pesbland
concludes that it is insolubté’

Now | shall probe into this key problem. Socratezkes it clear to Glaucon that
images, shadows, reflections in water and othasipedl surfaces, and all that sort of
stuff should fill in the subsegment for fancy whillae objects which are the
originals of images — the animals around us, arefyekind of plant and artefact’
should fill in the subsegment for trust (510a). Thsible segment and its two
subsegments are divided in respect of trglethieig and untruth and that the

relation of image to original is the same as tHathe visible realm to that of the

intelligible (510a).

195 Smith ‘1998, 294, 297. As we shall see shortlytBmimself proposes an answer to this problem.
He believes that “sufficient attention to the lowsgment and its two subsections will provide
excellent guidance in the thicket of difficultid®tupper segment presents”. (p.294)

196 | esher 2010, 171. Lesher has nothing to say arpifaiblem.

197 Annas 1987, 250-252.
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The intelligible segment of the Line is dividedfdrently; it is divided by the
different methods of enquiry the mind uses in eafcthem (510b¥°® Nevertheless,
it is revealed that the subsegment for knowledgeesents Forms (510b, 51163.
What the subsegment for thought is supposed t@sept is never explicitly stated
in the analogy of the Line. To fill in the subsegrméor thought, scholars have
suggested mental images of Forms, ‘mathematic&ctdj ‘mathematical realities,
sciences’, Forms, mathematical intermediates, mitipoal axioms of geometry,
figures’, visible originals (repeated from the selgment for trust)*’

Smith’s position is to argue for the images of Fernthat is, we should find
intelligible images of intelligible originals in ¢hsubsegment for thougHt: But
what are the images of Forms? Smith believes thatimages of Forms are the
visible originals in the subsegment for trust engptb as images in mathematical

reasoning in the subsegment for thoughtiIn recognizing the originals of the

198 | shall return to this when I discuss the sixtblpem with the Line, namely how one is to use
hypotheses in the subsegments of thought and kdgela section 2.6.

199 This is disclosed only indirectly when Socrateggasts that in the subsegment for knowledge the
mind ‘moves from assumption to a first principleighhinvolves no assumption, without the images
used in the other subsegment, but pursuing itsigngolely by and through forms’ (510b). And ‘The
whole procedure involves nothing in the sensibleldydout moves solely through forms to forms,
and finishes with forms’ (511b).

19 See Smith 1998, 297-298.

11 Smith 1998, 294-302. Smith believes that the priimos at 510a is the key to this problem and a
natural understanding of the proportions would diveo classes of opinables: visible images of
visible things and also the visible originals of¢k visible images’, plus ‘two classes of knowables
intelligibles, and one class will consist in imagéshe other class’ (295).

112 Smith 1998, 299. His evidence is that on sevenasioos (510b4-5, 510b7-9, 510d5-6,
510el-511al 511a6-7, 511cl, 511c7-8) of the anadbdlye Line, Plato repeatedly tells ‘his reader
that one significant point of contrast is that thathematician employ visibles as images in his
reasoning’. Smith believes that Plato intends baders to find the images that are supposed to fill

the subsegment for thought.
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visible realm (CD) as the images in the intelligivkalm (BC), we see one of the
most famous features of Plato’s philosophy: seasjarticipants are really only
images of Forms'3

Smith rejects intermediate objects like mathemhtiotermediates, ‘general
notions’ or propositional images of the Forms. Sntitinks that they all suffer from
a very obvious problem: they are not mentionedlahahe Line passage or in the
Republicas a wholé* Smith finds the omission strange. In addition,shggestion
of intermediates raises another problem. The inwauggial contrast in th&®epublic
is always explicitly a feature of the participatiai particulars in Forms. The
intermediates would participate in the Forms arey tivould image the Forms, but
the problem is how can the intermediates partieipatthe Forms as particulars
when they are intermediates? The scholars who pusiimediates need to explain
what the imaging relationship is supposed to comsis>

Smith’s proposal is to insist that the image/ordinontrast prevails throughout
the Line. But this violates the rationale for tméial division of the Line into the
intelligible and the visible realms. It follows fro the initial division that the
subsegment fodianoia should represent something intelligible. If théosegment
for dianoia is to represent images, the images should bdigibéd images. The
visible originals cannot be employed as intelligibimages in mathematical
reasoning, as Smith’s proposal has it.

In response, Smith thinks that his proposal is arfe with the initial division

of the line into two different realms because thpasation of the two realms does

113 Smith’s version of the Line is provided in thedlission in section 2.1.
14 Smith 1998, 300.

115 See Smith 1998, 300.
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not require wholly different objects to appear oacte side of the divisioh'®
Smith’s evidence is that in Plato’s discussionte mathematical education of the
trainee philosopher kings, visible things like fmg (523c4-524¢13), visible shapes
and diagrams (529d8-530a1l), cubes and other sojetis (528a9-b3) are used as if
they are appropriate images of the intelligiblegmals. These visible things are the
originals of the sensible realm but they are seennsages of the intelligible
originals when they are used by the mathematiciamathematical thinking. They
are not the proper objects of mathematical studytthey are required as images
(510d6-7). In addition, Smith suggests that itngyaan assumption that Plato could
not recognize any overlap between the visible amdlligible realms?’ On the
contrary, Smith argues, it is an essential featofe Plato’s metaphysical,
epistemological and also his political projectst tte visible can in some way or to
some degree be made intelligible.

As Smith himself notes, other scholars are deemybied by the notion that
images of any kind could be included among the laies™'® They believe that
while the knowables can only be found in the higlsessegment of the intelligible
realm the opinables can only be found in the subseg for pistis As Book V
suggests, the objects of knowledge are originats the objects of opinion are
images of the objects of knowledge. There is nth&rsubdivision of each class
into images and originals.

| should mention some further problems for Smitpi®posal. Although a

sensible diagram is used in mathematical thinkiagaa image of the intelligible

118 smith 1998, 304.
117 sSmith 1998, 302.

118 Smith 1998, 296.
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original, it is never made the mathematician’s obgd cognition. It is only used as
an aid to apprehend the original; the thinkingasar about the sensible diagram but
the original (510d). The mathematician wants tovkrabout the original, not the
sensible diagram. Secondly, the contrast within ithtelligible realm is most
disputed: other scholars hold the view that it idifference in methodologies, not

the image/original contrast that Smith suppdées.

2.5. What should be the meaning ofikasia?

This is the fifth key problem with the Line. Itad great importance because what
we see in the meaning daikasia will turn out to have close bearing on the
philosophical significance we assign to the lowssttion of the Liné”® Annas
doubts if the lowest section has any real philogmhsignificance other than
making the analogy between the visible and intbllggrealms. However, Cross and
Woozley suggest that a fair case can be put upafong the lowest section as of
great philosophical significance in relation to €kesociety as Plato knew 't

Contrary to what Annas thinks, the lowest sectisnnot merely illustrative; it

119 For example, Annas suspects that the contrastinmtie intelligible realm is a difference in
method as regards the same object. Benson belthaést is a contrast in methodologies and as
regards of different objects.

120 1t turns out that this problem could also affeat decision on which state, intellect eikasia
should take the longer segment of the Line.

121 Cross and Woozley 1966, 217-227.
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represents an actual stage in the mind’s progre$sim the lowest degree of clarity
to maximum clarity and it also fits in with the G&\?

Scholars use a variety of translations &kasia Denyer prefers ‘fancy**
Lesher renders the word as ‘perception of imalfsGrube and also Pappas use
imagination’ **® Penner uses ‘conjectur&® Smith suggests ‘imaging or
illusion’.*?” Annas decides to leawskasiauntranslated in her discussion because
scholars disagree about the correct rendéfihddorrison also employs the word in
Greek!?*

Cross and Woozley suggest that the translation jecture’ produces an
ambiguity for it can mean guessing at original®tigh their likeness, or guessing at
the relations of the shadows to one anotffer.In the second sense, the conjectures
are confined to the shadow world. The first sessknguistically unobjectionable
but it does not fit in with the state of mind ofetiprisoners in the Cavé' Plato
clearly emphasises at 514a that the prisoners tammotheir heads and hence they
should have no inkling that beyond the shadowsetlsee originals casting the

shadows. In another passage, Plato representsisoagrs as making conjectures in

the sense of making guesses about which shadowsoNdw which (516c-d).

122 | shall return to this when | discuss the probléeneelation between the Line and Cave in section
2.7.

123 Denyer 2007, 284-309.

124 | esher 2010, 172.

125 Grube 1980. Pappas 2003.

126 pPenner 2006, 234-262.

27 Smith 1998, 292-315.

128 Annas 1987, 247-248.

129 Morrison 1977.

130 Cross and Woozley 1966, 218.

131 Cross and Woozley support the view that the Lime @ave are parallel.
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Therefore Cross and Woozley believe that for theesaf close correspondence
between the Line and the Cave, we must not undersikasiaas ‘conjecturing
about originals through their reflections®

Since parallelism between the Line and Cave is ndisputed, Cross and
Woozley provide some independent ground for thedeustanding oéikasia The
contrast at 476¢ describes the non-philosopheeading a dreaming life while the
philosopher is not. The non-philosopher is dreanmintpe sense of ‘thinking what is
like something not to be like it but to be the thitself, which it is like’. Unlike the
philosopher who knows Beauty itself, the non-plaldser takes a likeness for the
original. There is another passage on dreamin®38b the mathematician is said to
be ‘dreaming about being’ in the sense that hestakdikeness for the original
without realizing that it is a likeness. The matlagician is in the section afianoia
which is related to theikasiasection. Therefore the person who is in the stéte
eikasiadoes the same as the mathematician: they botHikakeess for the original.
The state of mind represented by the lowest seatiothe Line is not one of
guessing at originals through their likenesses, ratlher one of guessing at the
relations of the likenesses to one another ancliyetaking likenesses for originals

and not realising that they are only likenessés.

132 Cross and Woozley think they ‘have seen reasorgolends’ for parallelism between the Line

and Cave. But they also note that exact parallelisithe sense that the lowest section of the Line
corresponds to the state of mind of the prisonerthé Cave is ‘a more disputed matter’. | shall
discuss parallelism after the six key problems whthLine.

133 The suggestion that the mathematician takes adi® for the original is at acute tension with
510d which clearly says that the geometrician is thimking about the sensible diagram but the
square itself or diagonal itself in his thinkind. the suggestion is correct, it is not clear how
mathematics can serve as a bridge-study from thédwed sense experience to the world of Forms,

especially when the best a mathematician can dwmistaking a likeness for the original. This
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For the philosophical significance of the lowesttem, Cross and Woozley think
that the reflections and shadows of the lowesti@edf the Line (and the shadows
on the wall of the Cave) symbolize the imitatiorfsjustice, goodness and so on
created by the rhetoricians, sophists and polititn Greek societ}?* And the
state of mind that accepts these misrepresentatidheut realizing they were mere
imitations of the real thing igikasia The section opistis stands for first-hand
opinions i.e., the person who is in this state meacis own conclusions about what
is just or good. It is better than the uncriticat@ptance of the imitations of justice
or goodness as second-hand opinions. The two asabibthe lower Line make up
the whole world of belief butikasiais at one further remove from real knowledge
and it has the lowest degree of clafity.Cross and Woozley believe that they are
not reading into what Plato says in the passageause throughout his dialogues
Plato regards the sophists, rhetoricians and pialits as a substantial threat to the
good life, a serious menace to a good socieénBut on the other hand, they also
note that there is a great deal of divergence ahiop among scholars and
commentators oreikasia and they are not optimistic that any final andirdedf

interpretation is likely to be reaché&d.

problem is related to the hypothetical method whishall discuss as the sixth key problem with the
Line.

134 Cross and Woozley 1966, 220—224.

135 presumably this could add new force to Plutarekision of the Line in which intellect takes the
shorter segment aralkasiatakes the longer. A greater length represents @gramount of people.
Most people mistake semblances for the truth, feappe advance beyond the stage of unquestioned
acceptance and even fewer have a hold on the truth.

136 Cross and Woozley 1966, 221. They refer to 492-@0the Republic 464-465 of theGorgias

177 at theTheaetetusand especially the whole of the dialogue Stophistfor supporting examples.

137 Cross and Woozley 1966, 224.
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2.6. How does the philosophical method proceed tanaunhypothetical

first principle (arche) and then finish with knowledge?

Scholars and commentators generally agree that itfieriority of the
mathematical method to the philosophical methodukhbe explained in terms of
two distinguishing marks stipulated in Socratestplanation that while dialectic
uses only Forms in proceeding from hypotheses tandaypothetical first principle
(510b6-9), mathematical method uses sensible agbgcimages in proceeding from
hypotheses to a conclusion (510b4-6). Unlike ploidscal method, mathematical
method makes assumptions (like the odd and the, éhenkinds of angles, the
Square itself and the Diagonal itself) which it sle®t explain (510c). The marks of
inferiority are the use of sensible objects vetfigsuse of Forms, and the different
attitudes to hypothesis that put it to differen¢sis

Benson believes that the philosophical method hedriathematical method are
distinguished less by their formal features thanth®y manner in which these two
methods are carried otif Since both employ the formal features of the me:tbb
hypothesis introduced in thdenoandPhaedo the difference in outcomes reflects
different applications of the method of hypothesistrect application can achieve
knowledge while incorrect application can achieméyalianoia The key to correct
application of the method of hypothesis is to pdevicompletelogoi, that is,
complete confirmation for the hypotheses used.

The dianoetic method’s application of the methddhypothesis is incomplete

and thus incorrect because it treats its hypothasedready known and confirmed.

138 Benson 2010, 188-208. Since mathematical methbitaesdianoia, Benson wants to call it

dianoetic method.
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Hence it fails to employ the confirmation processte extent that it shoufd® As a
result, the dianoetic method falls short of thendtad Plato requires of knowledge,
namely that knowledge cannot be acquired by annaegti whose premises are
unconfirmed or unsecuréd® On the other hand, dialectic can achieve knowledge
because it treats its hypotheses really as hypo#heassumptions, like stepping
stones to the unhypothetical first principle, andrn it tests the consequences of this
higher hypothesis for consistency and against aonevidencé?* Benson believes
that for Plato, the goal of philosophical enquisytd provide hypotheses which are
derivable from the unhypothetical first principl@dano one can rightly claim
knowledge until the confirmation from the unhypdiba first principle is
completed-*?

The use of sensible objects is the second mankferfiority. Benson believes that

Plato is not objecting to the mere use of sengibjects because thithaedoappears

139 See Benson 2010, 194. Benson notes that the tyagmdmetricians and mathematicians (those
of the proto-Euclidean sort around the Academyhat time) do propose to confirm their initial
hypotheses by deriving from higher hypotheses. dbee he thinks Plato’s point is that .insofar as
they are practicing dianoetic, at some point inrtreasoning they will take as known, as not negdin
confirmation, as aarché what is in fact still a hypothesis in need of comfition and to this extent
their inquiry will remain incomplete’.

149 see Benson 2010, 193-194.

Benson thinks that the standard Plato requiresofledge is clearly stated. ‘Dialecticians recogniz
as Plato puts it later, that no “mechanism couldsgdy turn any agreemenhdmologian into
knowledge when it beginsuche) with something unknown and puts together the kmien teleut)
and the steps in between from what is unknown” (Rép VIl 533c3-5)'.

141 Scholars dispute about how the philosophical ntetpooceeds to the unhypothetical first
principle. | shall return to this issue shortly.

142 Benson believes that the procedure employed irdiseussions in th&leno (whether virtue is
teachable)Phaedo(whether the soul is immortal) afepublicBook V and IV (whether Kallipolis

is possible) is indistinguishable from the dianoatiethod. It is only Socrates’s explicit recognitio

that more work is needed makes these enquiriesatiizl.
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to recognize a useful role for ordinary sensiblgects, as a kind of necessary
catalyst and th&epublicdistinguishes between the features of sensiblectbjhat
do not turn the soul toward truth and knowledge #muse that do** Benson
believes that Plato uses the second mark of infgrito emphasize the indirect
nature of dianoetic as it seeks to know about trenB by using the things that are
images of Forms* However, Plato never explains why this indirectién
defective!*®> Benson supposes that Plato’s idea is that thedtanmethod’s use of
visible objects as images exposes itself to mistpkivhat are only contingent
consequences of its hypotheses as genuine conseguerhe dianoetic method
cannot give knowledge because it takes contingattifes of the images as genuine
features of the Form and then it proceeds to mekéogoi about the instances
instead of about the Form itself. Dialectic canidvihis problem because it uses

only Forms in proceeding from hypotheses to theypathetical first principle*®

143 See Benson 2010, 195-196.

144 See Benson 2010,197.

Benson refers to Annas 1987, 280-282, where aaimpdint is made.

145 Annas 1987, 282 attempts to explain the defeamnathematical thinking as a failure to give
complete and unmediated understanding of the subjatter in its own light: ‘what is wrong with
mathematics is that it lacks the ground for congpletderstanding; its objects are not transparently
intelligible, because they are approached throughircal techniques that do not provide us with
full understanding, and may even mislead, by sugggthat there is such understanding where there
is not’.

146 Benson’s detailed description of what it is acaogdto Plato to fail to view or grasp the
unhypotheticalrche directly’ is as follows:

‘We should recall that the Divided Line image waleitly introduced to further explain the
similarity between the Sun and the Form of the Gdut if the Form of the Good is to be found
anywhere in the image of the Divided Line it appear be identified with the unhypothetiaakche.
Consequently, Plato here indicates that the unimgtioalarche, the form of the good, is subject to
an accounttfi logoi), that it must be subjected to refutatiaegchon and testedelechein, not

according to opinionk@ta doxai but according to beincgét ousiarn, and that one who fails to treat
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Cross and Woozley identify an obvious difficulty iproceeding to the
unhypothetical first principle. Plato seems to sgjghat the unhypothetical first
principle is directly known as a result of somendi flash of intuition”. In other
words, the philosopher grasps the unhypothetieat forinciple by some sort of
immediate awarenes$’ The philosophical method seems to appeal to sameb
psychological certainty or incorrigibility. But Cse and Woozley believe that
although this is a problem but it should not undaethe importance of what Plato
has to say about the hypothetical method inRepublicbecause it contains many
ideas that have been fruitful in later thought. Hostance, the notion of
axiomatisation has become fundamental in later emastics.

On the other hand, Annas believes that the apmeahdorrigible or certain
intuition is a misunderstanding® The philosophical method is not such “a
foolproof method” and Plato is not suggesting tkiabwledge is produced by a
faculty that guarantees its own infallibility® For Plato, direct knowing is
associated with the kind of understanding that rmakevholly clear what the thing
in question is, and only Forms can be directly kndvecause only Forms are in

principle completely intelligible.

the unhypotheticahrche this way views it partially or indirectly (graspirem image of it) as though
in a dream’ (199).

47 Cross and Woozley 1966, 252-253. They also beltaae the method Plato envisaged in the
Republicis the hypothetical method of thiédhaedo

198 Annas 1987, 280-284. Annas summarizes the migiregation as follows: ‘on this view, dialectic
culminates in a direct vision of the Good, andrgthing else in the light of the Good, a visibatt
guarantees the certain truth of what is revealedabse the knowledge it gives is direct and leaves
room for any mediating process where error coutdré(281).

199 Annas 1987, 281-282. Annas believes that Plamisnterested in the kind of directness (hence

certainty) that precludes doubt about the truthaoticular calms.
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2.7. How do the stages on the Line integrate witlné stages in the Cave?

Assuming a full correspondence between the fousesttibns of the Line (two in
the visible and two in the intelligible) and thesfestages of the Cave (two within the
cave and two outside), Morrison identifies a midecrepancy® Whereas in the
subsection of thought, the originals of the visitdalm are used as likenesses, the
prisoner looks at shadows and reflections aftetirexirom the cave. The shadows
and reflections are not the same as the pupp&riginals of the shadows in the
cave. Morrison thinks this discrepancy can be emrpth away because these two
groups of objects are the same category of thingaass truth and clarity are
concerned, though they are not the same groupjects in the cave.

Cross and Woozley refer to the problematic relatimm between the Line and
Cave as a ‘vexed question’ as there is a great afediscussion and a variety of
divergent interpretationS® They believe that Socrates’s instruction (517#dpo
compare or liken “the region revealed through Sighthe Line with the Cave (i.e.,
the whole lower Line is parallel with the Cave)dathe upward ascent from the

Cave (as the ascent to the intelligible world) mliairefers back to the Lin€? The

%0 see Morrison 1977, 228-229.

31 Cross and Woozley 1966, 207.

152 Cross and Woozley 1966, 214-216. They render t#he passage as follows: ‘now, my dear
Glaucon, | said, you must apply this simile inet#tirety to what we were saying before, comparing
the region revealed through sight to the prisonililnge and the light of the fire in it to the powef

the sun; and if you take the upward ascent anditite of things in the upper world as the ascent of
the soul to the intelligible region, you will be possession of my surmise, since that is what you

wish to hear’. (214).
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shadow-original relationship is further evidence garallelism>* But on the other
hand, Cross and Woozley mention some consideraffieutties in making the
initial state of the prisoners in the Cave paraligth the lowest segment of the
Line.*®* The prisoners of the Cave look at shadows on tieimthe initial state. In
the Line, the lowest segment stands for shadowseffettions (510a). Therefore,
assuming parallelism, the prisoners should findnigedves in the state @fikasia
But the problem is that Socrates refers to theoprdwelling state as the normal
condition of mankind (515a) which should (we mighippose) beistis instead of
eikasia Another problem is that Plato has no need tandjatshpistis from eikasia
in the Cave. The Cave is an allegorical introductim Book VII which is concerned
with two stages of higher education, that is, thethematical study (which gives
dianoia) and the philosophical study (which givexesi3. All that Plato is interested
in at this stage of Book VIl is the transition frotine sensible to the intelligible
world, which is the journey from a low degree ofeiligence to the highest. The
route is frompistis via dianoia to noesis eikasia has no role to play in this
progressive route.

Annas refers to the problematic correspondencedmeivhe Line and Cave as “a
subject of great disputé®® The first problem is that the Cave does not dividatly
into four stages. Secondly, the Line stresses itbgress from the world of sense to
that of thought and the image/original relationoastresses the continuity in what
happens within those worlds. A move from image riginal represents a move to

more clarity. But then the Cave stresses the sHangion between inside and

133 Cross and Woozley report Murphy’s view that evieRlato had not intended parallelism the Line
may be said to apply itself to the Cave.
134 Cross and Woozley1966, 227-228.

1% Annas 1987, 254-256.
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outside the cave as if they are two worlds. Thevemion to enlightenment is
inexplicable in the Cave; the release of the pesas never explained.

Like Cross and Woozley, Annas also discusses tbblgms posed bgikasig
namely that it has a different range in Line andeCa he root problem is that the
Cave, being an image, is actually an extended rhetafor the universal human
need for enlightenment. Within the metaphor theranother layer of metaphor: the
puppets are literally puppets but they also imageahqualities like justice (517d-e).
The shadows on the wall are literally shadows betaphorically they are the
prisoners’ unreflective opinions or “second-haneliéfs about things like justice.
Plato wants us to think of the prisoners’ statejust as part of the whole image but
on a further level of metaphor. This extended metagran make Plato’s point
graphically but only at the cost of wrecking copasdence with the Line, and the

imagery has no consistent overall interpretatin.

1% Annas 1987, 256. Annas blames Plato for overlaatiis imagery and not being alive to the
dangers in the philosophical use of images asinedif warns against.

‘Plato has got so carried away by his desire tesstithe utterly contemptible nature of the state
unenlightened by philosophical thought that thegerg, memorable though it is, has no consistent
overall interpretation.’

‘Sun, Line, and Cave are philosophically frustrgfithey point us in too many directions at once.
Their power has always lain in their appeal toithagination, and the harsh forceful contrast they
draw between the life content with appearance amkréiciality, and the richly rewarding life
dedicated to finding out the truth. Their appeadsstrong that interpreters are perennially tethjzie
try to harmonize them in a consistent philosophintdrpretation, despite Plato’s own warnings on

the limits of the kind of thinking that is guidegt mages and illustrations.’
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3. MUST WE ADOPT THESE ASSERTORIC WAYS OF
READING THE MATERIAL?

Coming to the end of my extended discussion okt&yeproblems with the Line
and its problematic integration with the Cave, ve@ conclude that the assertoric
ways of reading the imagery as either illustrattorargument for Platonic doctrines
in metaphysics, ontology and epistemology have temtly given rise to unresolved
disputes. No definite interpretation has emergedrdasons that seem to have to do
with the very nature of imagery. The history of geinship on this aspect of Plato
seems to suggest that there is little prospectddfamite interpretation that accords
with the assertoric reading’s expectation of regdiff Plato’s view directly from
the imagery.

For this reason | would claim that all the assé&taradings have been
unsatisfactory. However, most scholars and commnmstaseem never to have
guestioned their assertoric reading of the matanal their expectation that one can
read off Plato’s view directly from the imagery. ¥hher assertoric reading gives
no satisfactory result, Annas blames Plato andukes of imagery. She does not
pause to review her own exegetical assumptionsdafshey are responsible for the
problems and difficulties that she has encounteB8ml.Annas’s own practice of
assertoric reading strikingly resembles the dianoetethod’s application of the
method of hypothesis. Like the geometers in thetic® Annas treats her exegetical
hypotheses as confirmed and already known. Indeeéssumption that Plato uses
imagery to communicate his views typically goeshatienged. It is a fundamental,

but undiscussed, tenet of all assertoric readings.
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The charges that Annas brings against Plato indhigleeagerness to use analogy
and images to illustrate a point” and his “intelled unclarity’. The problems she
identifies with Plato’s imagery include resistingilpsophical interpretation, giving
rise to persistent disagreements, being ‘philoszgilyi frustrating’, and letting the
readers down because of lack of philosophical rigdu

Obviously these charges against Plato rely on theial assumption that Plato’s
purpose is to illustrate his views with the imagefye alleged problems of the
imagery originate in this very assumption, whichwbat induces the readers to
approach the imagery as if it somehow delivers@nmunicates Plato’s views. |
suggest that we should give up this exegeticalmptan because such assertoric
readings have systematically failed to delivertestectory account of Plato’s views;
moreover, we can adopt instead a different and nfiuiéful approach to the

material.

157 A summary of her complaints is as follows:

‘as often happens with Plato, his eagerness t@nagy and images to illustrate a point leads him
into intellectual unclarity’ (249).

‘the insolubility of this problem (which is equiait to the forth problem in my discussion) is adjoo
illustration of the difficulties that Plato runstinby using images to make a philosophical point’
(252).

‘The Cave is Plato’'s most famous image, dominatimany people’s interpretation of what Plato’s
most important ideas are. This is a pity, becaasewith the Line, severe problems arise over
interpreting the imagery philosophically, and thare persistent disagreements’ (252).

‘Sun, Line and Cave are philosophically frustrafitigey point us in too many directions at once.
Their power has always lain in their appeal toithagination...’

‘Their appeal is so strong that interpreters anempaially tempted to try to harmonize them in a
consistent philosophical interpretation, despitatd®s own warning on the limits of the kind of
thinking that is guided by images and illustratiai266).

‘As, for example, Sun, Line and Cave are suggestbaut the nature of the Good, but let us down if
we seek in the imagery for philosophical rigourtahlie only to direct investigation of the Good

itself’ (281).
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3.1 Giving Up the Assertoric Ways of Reading

Sextus Empiricus reports a famous story about &pdhe painter:

For it is said that once upon a time, when he veasting a horse and wished to depicted
the horse’s froth, he failed so completely thatgaee up and threw the sponge at the
picture — the sponge on which he used to wipe #intp form his brush — and that in

striking the picture the sponge produced the desffect. PH 1 28)

Like Apelles, | suggest, we should throw our spomgieassertoric reading of
Plato's images in thRepublic We should give up the attempt to read off Plato’s
views directly from the images. Once we give us tekegetical assumption, we
open up ourselves to a new way of engaging withirttegges. Our mind can break
away from the images and move beyond, as an inigeisintellect exploring
philosophical problems in a freer spirit. Annasright when she claims that the
images are suggestive about the nature of the @adda revisionary account of
knowledge. In her interpretative framework, Plasesiimagery to communicate his
views and yet the imagery is at fault becausennhoaadequately convey the truth
that Plato wants to get across. To be sure, sbarimlly right; but the way in which
the images are suggestive about these issuestisenafay she supposes.

According to the non-assertoric reading that | amppsing in this Chapter,
Plato’s images are suggestive of the baffling qaestthat we encounter when we
probe into the nature of the Good or the requirdnoérknowledge. Therefore we
should not be put off by the interpretative probdemith the Line. They are not
unproductive difficulties or distracting. They pugirrather, to different ways of

thinking about the problems, and they draw oumditte@ to more intricate problems
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that may have escaped our notice previously. Gdingugh such problems is a
necessary exercise in the course of our thinkingualthe Good or about the
requirement of knowledge. The puzzles make us deegthilosophy ourselves.

On my interpretation, Plato’s imagery is propaeitedt is to be treated as the
initial steps or thought experiments that can sarton the journey to the highly
abstract thinking required in the philosophical estigation of the Good and
knowledge. The non-assertoric reading that | prefgase considers Plato’s imagery
as an invitation to do philosophy. The imagery neyd to prompt us into asking
questions that cannot be answered within the tefntise imagery. But this is good
because it is what it should be doing: pointing different possible directions for
more thinking. The imagery invites incompatibleenpretations, the incompatible
interpretations are not vicious but rather beneficbecause they can be
thought-provoking and they await our responses.

By discussing these problems with interpreting lthee |1 have been trying to
illustrate how futile is the attempt made by defensdof the assertoric reading to
discern what Plato actually believes, on the basithe imagery. By adopting a
non-assertoric reading, we abandon the expect#iatrthe imagery is an ascent to
Platonic doctrines. Once rid of the urge to doelrinnderstanding, we become
immune to the temptation to harmonize the imagsane consistent philosophical
interpretation. The scholars and commentators wlaleawn to assertoric readings
have fallen under the spell of that temptation. B non-assertoric reading is the
antidote to this temptation.

The assertoric reading of the imagery is deep-thdigponents of the assertoric
reading may disagree with my proposed non-assenteading. They may argue that

seemingly insoluble disagreements are found evezygvhn philosophy. For
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instance, people dispute the validity of variouguanents on the existence of God,
but the dispute itself does not show that no one tnyang to deliver a proof.

Therefore it is one thing to observe the fact tbeltolars and commentators
disagree on the interpretation of Plato’s imag@wt it is quite another thing to
conclude that Plato did not mean to convey any rawdtviews in his use of
imagery. Moreover, some exponents may think thay tmave a firm grasp on the
imagery and people who disagree with them aresjagply wrong.

| do not want to deny that what happens with thagery could be similar to the
dispute on the existence of God. But the unresopretllems with the Line and its
problematic integration with the Cave provide saoed reasons for not taking it to
be the right one. My proposal that Plato’s imagsryneant to be frustrating and to
defy doctrinal interpretation does not compete with assertoric readings at the
same level. It does not deal with the imagery a$ i¥ a metaphysical theory in
disguise conveying some truths about the Good.o#sdnot claim to unveil a
different metaphysical doctrine. By not taking sidehe search for Plato’s hidden
doctrine, we can dissolve or eliminate the puzabsut what exactly Plato was
trying to say. My proposal also solves the puzbeut why Plato did not assert his
doctrines directly.

We can move up one level by calling for a changexagetical assumptions in
dealing with Plato’s use of imagery. Taking the gme/ as non-assertoric means
accepting the fact that it is designed to frustrdite reader’'s attempt to find a
doctrine. In this way the imagery drives the reatterdo philosophy — it is its
success in this regard that should be judged hig<ri

There are already some compelling reasons to adgpion-assertoric reading of

the images. But in addition my reading fits neatlgh two relevant features of
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Plato’s work that further problematize the alteivetpproach of assertoric reading.
The first feature is the fact that Plato’s dialogaee works of fiction characterised
by authorial silence, and the second has to do thilelencticstyle of many of the

dialogues.

3.2. Fiction and Authorial Silence

Does a speech by Hamlet give us Shakespeare’soapihiA work of fiction is an
invented narrative. It would be absurd to say ‘Sspleare says this and that’ when
the person speaking, i.e., Hamlet was a charactarplay. This is also true for the
personae Socrates or the Athenian Stranger in’®ldiamlogues. The personae are
not the voice of the author. This can be true deem monologue: it would be just
as true if Plato had written not a dialogue buta@atogue in the voice of Socrates.
Scholars often write about the dialogue form asugifiothat was what made the
difference between a treatise and a work in whietiors voice is not heard. But the
issue is not whether there is more than one vaeeed) but whether any voice is the
voice of the author. My view is that Plato’s dialeg feature authorial silence
despite the multiple voices heard. | am now goingekplain that in Plato’s
dialogues the ideas and arguments put forward loyaBes are not necessarily ideas
that belonged to the real Socrates; nor are theginly Plato’s own. My view is
that certain features of Plato’s dialogues congtitauthorial silence, so that the
arguments can neither be attributed to the perSmtaates nor to Plato the author.
Hence, Plato’s fictional dialogues become anotheominent instance of

non-assertoric discourse.
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Plato’s dialogues seem to be a kind of fiction. Tdialogue form itself is
suggestive of the non-assertoric mood of his wgiti@f course my point is not that
anything written in the dialogue form in philosophust be non-assertoric. This
need not be the case, and indeed assertoric dedagye easy to find. For instance,
George Berkeley'sThree Dialogues between Hylas and Philonassovertly
assertoric, with Philonous speaking Berkeley's mieyaical views and Hylas
representing his adversary. My point here is sintpbt the dialogue form can be
ideal for non-assertoric discourse because it cdrthe author at one remove from
the views expressed in the writing. The importasih{s, however, for my purposes,
are authorial silence (Plato himself does not s@sa& character in the work) and he
is not explicitly identified with any character. A from theLaws Socrates makes
at least a brief appearance in all Plato’s dialsglidato’s presentation of Socrates
varies somewhat, however. Often Socrates is theipal speaker, who directs the
course of discussion by subjecting the interlocutéo Socratic elenchus or
cross-examination. But in some dialogues such a®Panmenidesand Timaeus his
role is less prominent and other interlocutors tagethe role of principal speaker.
Moreover, Platonic silence prevails in the naretof all dialogues. Plato’s usual
practice is to let his personae do the narrativthefdialogues. But for those direct
or dramatic dialogues such as thethyphrothere is simply no narrative at all; the
discussion just takes off from ground with minirstdge setting. On the other hand,
for those narrated or reported dialogues such afltaedoand Theaetetushe
narrative is done in the name of some personaadiuin Plato’s own name. It is
usually someone recalling and relating a discusbield earlier between Socrates
and his interlocutors under some fictional settifige discussion is featured as an

indirect discourse with a pervasive sense of imtliress. It is not offered as Plato’s
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first-hand verbatim recapitulation or personal iteshy of any real conversation
between Socrates and his interlocutors. The raduthese is a phenomenon of
multiple voices in the dialogues but none repres#rg voice of the author.

Because the settings and conversations appearitodggnary, and made up by
Plato, there are two thoughts we might have. One ithink that nothing of it is
Plato’s own view, because it is imaginary and hedneot believe any of it (as
fantasy novelist might not believe any of the cleumade by his fantasy characters).
This comes closest to my own view. On the othedr@are might think that some of
the views are Plato’'s own (since he is not comnsdei to report historical
conversations, but can write his own views into ¢baversations)Yhat would lead
us to assume that Plato does stand behind the wbrsisme of his characters, or
that some of them speak for him as a mouthpigc@ther scholars have supposed
that the characters in the dialogue do not reptakerauthorial voice because Plato
speaks in a hidden voice and the reader can gie¢ subtle answer by working hard
at the dialogues->*

The important point for our purposes is that Plawger casts himself as an active
participant in the dialogues. There is only oneglashere the text indicates that the
real Plato was present on the occasion that isrdedoor imagined, namely at the
trial of Socrates, but even on that occasion heanesnsilent. Plato’s name is first
mentioned by Socrates as among the young who asemir during the trial and are
willing to aid Socrates to rebut the charge of gpting the young with their own

personal experience with Socrates (34a). His namaentioned again by Socrates,

138 For instance Rowe 2006, 24. | will soon review Rty Two Voices Reading’ in section 3.2.1.
139 For instance Kahn 1996. | will soon review Kahréading of the dialogue form as an ingressive

mode of exposition in section 3.2.2.
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in the later phase of the trial, as one of those wate willing to stand bail for 30
minas if the jury should so decide (38b). But n®tow Plato’s rare presence at the
proceedings is characterized by complete silence.

The Phaedo provides another excellent example. At the begignof the
narrative Plato is said to be ill and thereforeemib$rom the death scene of Socrates
(59b). Of course thBhaedois only a dramatized dialogue and should not éatéd
as a faithful account recording the historical $ambncerning the death of Socrates.
But Plato’s alleged absence should be reckonedhas Rlato the author wants the
reader to see with regard to how he relates tatteunt given in th€haedo He
wants to distance himself from the account. He alsats to distance his account
from historicity.

Plato begins the dialogue with Echecrates puttingequest to Phaedo for a
first-hand account of the death of Socrates (S5Zahecrates expresses his wish to
have a definite account with details (57b) and égeatedly asks Phaedo to tell
everything as accurately as he can (58d). Phaepomes to the request and begins
to relate the tragic and heroic scene of Socratastshours to Echecrates and the
reader. No doubt the reader, like Echecrates, dhoaturally expect from Plato a
personal testimony of the death scene of Socrd&essumably Plato should
anticipate this expectation. But contrary to expgeh, Plato distances himself with
his proclaimed absence. This absence serves Rianonymity by putting Plato at
one remove materially from the account given inRhaedo

The lack of authorial voice is also apparent inesashere there is a discrepancy
between the positions attributed to Socrates fiemint dialogues. A classic example

of this is discussed by Osborne in her article @ocrates in the Platonic
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Dialogues’*®® She draws the conclusion that Socrates is notetelg Plato’s own
views, but is a tool created for each discussiah each issue to be addressed. But
there is more to be said. It is not just that Sesras not Plato’s voice. We need to
see that Plato’s voice is completely silent. Thiatdhic silence creates grave
difficulties for anyone who is trying to look fodtrines in the dialogues.

| have been articulating a sketchy account of Pafmersistent practice of
detaching himself from the dialogues. This accaunay seem coarse but is useful
enough for my purpose here. The overall impressidhat Plato constantly hints to
his reader the fictional nature of his dialoguesicivhare essentially dramatic
representations of dialectics instead of faith@dtimony of any historical event or
conversation. The prevailing authorial silence iothb the narrative and the
discussion produces an overwhelming sense of ictdiess and ambivalence. As a
result, the reader’'s general feeling is that Piatalmost completely detached from
his writing. No doubt Plato may have views and poss on the issues discussed in
the dialogues; but he does not make them exphcihe dialogues. In short, the
dialogues represent lively and yet fictional argunieebetween personae. They do

not speak aloud Plato’s own views.

180 A convincing view on this discrepancy can be foundOsborne 2006. According to her
Tailor-made Socrates Reading, the Socrates in @iatdgue is designed specifically for the dramatic
setting that is to be depicted and for the philtsogd inquiry to be developed in the dialogue. The
Socrates of thdProtagorasrepresents one Socratic personality and the Secrat theGorgias
represents another. Plato creates them for diffexettings and philosophical inquiries. Therefdre t
Socratic character should not be committed excllgito either of these conflicting positions on

pleasure.
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3.2.1. The voice of Socrates as the authorial vdtmeve’s “Two Voices Reading”

Rowe proposes to take the voice of Socrates inRiyeublicas the authorial
voice communicating some substantive theses tlab Rlants the readers to take
away from his writing®* Rowe rejects the possibility that Plato intendedffer
his writing as an open text on the ground that saickading does not square at all
with Socrates’s absolutely serious tone and theipaswith which he expresses
himself in the dialogue as a whdfé. Rowe thinks that Plato may set out to
challenge and provoke us but his purpose is noelydéo shake us out of our
assumptions and to get us think for ourselves. Wyidg Plato’s writing is ‘a
substantive, and connected, set of ideas, whictsneebe carefully excavated and
reconstructed’, and therefore the reader shouldrate exactly what these ideas
are. 1%

Rowe thinks that to excavate and reconstruct Flagabstantive ideas from the

Republicthe reader must be constantly aware of the neatistmguish between

1%L Rowe 2006, 7-24.

162 Rowe 2006, 8-9. The idea of an open text is thallows the reader to place his or her own
interpretation as the reader sees fit.

183 Rowe 2006, 9. But to excavate and reconstrucbRlatew form the voice of Socrates faces two
problems. The first problem is posed by the faat the Socrates in tHRepublicsays things that are
different from what the Socrates says elsewhewghar dialogues. One response to this problem is to
try to reconcile the discrepancies as changes ol on Plato’s part as he gradually breaks free from
his master Socrates and becomes more mature phhésophical thoughts. Another response is to
subsume the discrepancies under the view that lyimethe play of each and every dialogue is a
kind of subterranean flow of thought that is moreless constant. This response comes closest to
Rowe’s own view.

The second problem is concerned with the degreéirmhess and seriousness with which the
Socrates in thékepublicsays things. This problem also involves the udedifferent tones and

registers in the voice of Socrates.
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what Socrates says when speaking to the assumptinmhperspectives of others and
what he says when speaking with his own vdféeBecause of this suggestion that
the Socrates in thiRepublicspeaks in two different voices, | refer to Roweading
as the “Two Voices Reading'. According to Rowe, on&e resembles the voices of
orators and rhetoricians—Socrates speaks in thisewwhen he is addressing the
assumptions and perspectives of the interlocutoh® second voice is his own
voice—Socrates speaks in his own voice when hepmsaldng of his own
premises®™ Rowe thinks the first voice represents the rhesbraspect of Plato’s
writing, signifying what Plato merely borrows orpappriates, while the second
voice represents Plato’s authorial voice, announeitnat he is prepared to own.
Rowe thinks it is ‘a fair guess’ that Plato’s viesy by and large, represented by the
voice of Socrates in theepublicbecause ‘Socrates’ as a persona is always ungler th

author’s control.

3.2.2 Hidden Voice Readings: Kahn's Ingressive rpgretation and Cornford’s

Reading

Kahn once acknowledges the difficulty created bthawal silence: ‘Since we

never hear Plato’s own voice, how can we know whanel to what extent, what

'** Rowe 2006, 19.

1% Rowe gives the following examples of Socratic ps&E® in theRepublic ‘that a friend is
someone useful (334e-335a: actually a premise t@duned by Polemarchus); that harming someone
means making them worse (335b-c); that it doesheliing to a just person to harm anyone (335e);
that justice is a kind of cleverness or wisdom @8} and that the unjust are at odds even with

themselves (351e-352a)’ (14).
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Socrates says represents what Plato thinsKahn also mentions the exegetical

difficulties posed by the dialogue form for thedrgretation of Plato’s thought.

The anonymity of the dialogue form, together witat®s problematic irony in the
presentation of Socrates, makes it impossible $otousee through these dramatic

works in such a way as to read the mind of theiinant®’

Given the ‘anonymity of the dialogue form’, Kahnlibees that to approach
Plato’s dialogues as a direct statement of his wews would commit what he calls
‘the fallacy of transparency’, or the failure tix¢aaccount of the doctrinal opacity of
the dialogues. But on the other hand, Kahn beli¢hvassome thematic connections
as unifying links between the dialogues, and Psalints of conclusions are actually
‘more deliberate, more subtle, and more ubiquitdhah is generally recognizé®f

Kahn believes that his hypothesis of ingressiveosition can capture ‘the artistic

186 Kahn 1996, 36. Kahn continues: ‘the problem is enadore acute both by the formal
independence of the dialogues from one another, gnthe discrepancy between the positions
attributed to Socrates in different contexts’ (35-3Kahn’s book argues and develops a unitarian
reading of Plato’s dialogues. Roughly speaking, Whéarian view contends that Plato’s various
dialogues contain one single philosophy and thatghilosophy has remained unchanged throughout
the entire Platonic corpus. This single unifyinglggophy connects the various dialogues with one
another at a very deep level while they exploreshme problem from different directions. On the
other hand, the developmental view believes thatoRthanged his mind and such development in
his thinking is reflected in different periods tetdialogues. | am not taking side with any of ¢hes
views. My position simply argues that Plato’s dgle features authorial silence and thus Plato
stands at least one remove from his work.

167 Kahn 1996, 41. By ‘the anonymity of the dialogwenf’, Kahn refers mainly to the features of
Platonic silence and authorial anonymity in botk tharratives and discussions of the dialogues.
Kahn notes that the anonymity of the dialogue fggmasents scholars with a problem that is
unparalleled for any other philosopher.

188 Kahn 1996, 38. Kahn notes that scholars do ngbutis thematic connections between the

dialogues; they only differ in what they see asghiosophical intention behind these connections.
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intention’ with which Plato composes the dialogtfésHe also believes that Plato’s
authorial design and authorial intent are inscriimethe text of the dialogues though

none of them are explicitly spelled out in the text

Itis, | suggest, because we all implicitly recagmguch a design and such an intent
that we know that it is Plato speaking, and notetyethe dialogue persona of
Socrates, in the central books of tRepublic Plato for us is the author of the
dialogues. And it is the pattern of unity creatgdthe network of thematic lines
connecting the dialogues and meeting one anothbeiRepublicthat permits us to
say: this is the author’s intention. He has degigiese dialogues in such a way
that, despite the anonymity of the dialogue forne, @an securely recognize here

the point of what he has written, the philosophissage he means to convéy.

Cornford also proposes a hidden voice reading aftoPIThe search for a
definition of knowledge ends iaporia in theTheaetetusGiven that the discussions
in many other dialogues also endaporia, then a majority of the dialogues would
appear to be confessions of ignorance or even smmfuon Plato’s part, if the
personae directly speak for Plato’s views. Cornfilmidks that the real lesson from
the failure in theTheaetetudies rather on the negative sitlé.On that view,

Theaetetus’s unsuccessful attempt to formulatdisfaetory account of knowledge

189 Kahn 1996, 42. Roughly speaking, Kahn's ingressixposition is a proposal to deal with the

problem of what Plato means to convey in a pasdictéxt in the light of the larger world of Plato’s

philosophy articulated in the middle dialogues. Kahingressive exposition emphasizes doctrinal
continuity and construes the dialogues as the ffadéted expression of a single philosophical view.
On Kahn’s observations, some key notions like di&dethe knowledge of good and bad, the Form
of the Good, receive a treatment of progressivelaisre in the dialogues. Kahn cites these as
evidence in support of his ingressive expositi@eq Kahn 1996, 59-62, also Chapters Six to Elven

for more support of his hypothesis.)
170 Kahn 1996, 65.

171 Cornford 1935 Cornford believes that the real lesson of theufailin theTheaetetuss that we

cannot get knowledge by addindpgosin any of the sense considered in the discussiég)(1
90



contributes to a better understanding of knowlebtgeeliminating the unlikely
accounts and thus clearing the ground for the cbeneswer. The real purpose of the
failure in the Theaetetuss to prepare the reader to apprehend Plato’sopnaf
metaphysical insight that only the Forms and trahsut them can be the object of
true knowledge. But to grasp this insight, the ezdths to bring relevant dialogues

together and work on them.

3.2.3. Whether any voice is the voice of the author

My view stresses two salient facts about the diaésgthe author is concealed (if
not totally absent) from the discussions in thdaodjaes, and the author remains
silent behind the personae’s narrative voices dava all, the dialogues per se.
Some scholars (like Rowe) assume that Plato hagaleld the illocutionary act of
asserting to Socrates and that Plato is interdstechparting knowledge into the
minds of his readers. They fail to acknowledge @@shond to the fictional nature of
Plato’s mode of writing. We should not assume th&tto is presenting his own
views or trying to get us to adopt some doctrinehis® own through the voice of
Socrates or any hidden voice.

Rowe notes that the persona Socrates appears dk span absolutely serious
tone and with passion in tHeepublic He supposes it is a fair guess that Plato’s
authorial voice is represented by the voice of &ex in theRepublic But actually
this assumption is not doing justice to the ficibnature of the work. In a work of
fiction, a character may make weighty assertiormuth lot of things. But the author

stands at one remove from the assertions. TheHatthe persona Socrates is under

91



the author’s control does not give the conclusibat the persona Socrates must
represent the authorial voit&.

Another problem with Rowe’s reading is that he seam conflate the two
different voices that he distinguishes in Socrdies, the voice of orators and
rhetoricians, and the authorial voice) into oneglgnvoice that speaks with an
essentially doctrinal overtone. Rowe suggests tiseaegenuinely Platonic argument
and position even when the Socrates inRlepublicspeaks of assumptions that he
merely borrows or appropriaté$. But as Kahn once asked, because of authorial
silence how can we know where and to what exterdatv8@ocrates says really
represents what Plato thinks?

Rowe thinks the dialogue form is intended to semweimportant function in
mediating between different positions as Platas &ito draw his readers over from
where they are to where he stantfsThe idea that the dialogue form can mediate
between different positions comes closest to myviBut unlike Rowe’s reading,
my view is that we do not have to suppose thatoRAants us to abandon our own

thoughts and take up the substantive thoughts gmaviey Socrates in the dialogues.

172 Therefore my view is opposed to Kraut when he eatgg'our best chance of understanding Plato
is therefore to begin with the assumption thatashedialogue he uses his principal interlocutor to
support or oppose certain conclusions by meangmio arguments because he, Plato, supports or
opposes those conclusions for those reasons’ (Ki2AR).

To give due consideration to the legitimate questd why Plato wrote dialogues seems to Kraut
amounting to making irrelevant and hazardous assangp about why Plato writes, and why he
writes in dialogue form.

173 Rowe 2006, 10 ‘In every context, | propose, evéemvhe is beginning from assumptions that are
not his own, there is a genuinely Platonic argumamtl a genuinely Platonic position, in the offing.
17 Rowe 2006, 10. Rowe thinks the real, and deepeptanation of Plato’s use of the dialogue form
is that it ‘reflects his recognition of the disterthat separates his own assumptions from thoaayof
likely reader, and of the consequent requireméany effective communication is to take placelat a

to find methods of mediating between apparentliediint starting points.’
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| think a more plausible explanation of Plato’s n$¢he dialogue form may lie in its
pedagogical advantages: the dialogue form canitteil the development and
scrutiny of particular arguments.

Finally Rowe notes that the form in which tRepublicis written makes the
interpretation of almost any aspects of the workerw less controversial® But |
think the real challenge comes from authorial siéenr the question whether any
voice is the voice of Plato.

| do not contest Kahn's idea that the intentiorthef author can be inscribed in
the text in some sense. But we should not immdgiassume that the dialogues are
designed to assert Plato’s doctrines in some subtleoncealed way, as Kahn or
Cornford assume. We should not jump to the conatughat Plato’s dialogues are
actually philosophical treatises in disguise.

Kahn’s reading has something in common with my vi&ut his ingressive
interpretation aims at hidden doctrines while mgwiis anti-doctrinal. On Kahn’s
reading, Plato conceals a subtle message for thdere which is not simply
conveyed in Socrates's own speeché5.Kahn provides two explanations for
Plato’s choice of gradual disclosure. The first hasdo with the pedagogical
advantages ofaporia: intellectual perplexity can be an effective stiosu on
inquiring minds. The second has to do with Plasxate sense of the psychological
distance that separates his visionary world viesmfrthat of his reader. Plato’s

metaphysical vision is ‘grotesquely out of place’Greek society of the fifth and

> Rowe 2006, 8-10.
176 Kahn 1996, 66. Kahn believes that Plato’s ‘lifegirtoyalty to the dialogue form suggests a
temperamental aversion to direct statement, reiefibrby much reflection on the obstacles to

successful communication for philosophical insight.
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fourth centuries BC budporia, the stripping away of received wisdom and acakpte
cultural norms, can prepare the reader for Platigi®n of knowledge and reality.

Kahn talks of the pedagogical advantagesapbria as some stimulus on
inquiring minds. But then he suggests thjpbria can prepare the readers for Plato’s
hidden vision of knowledge and reality. Unlike K&r(and also Cornford’s)
suggestion, my view is thaporia is meant to lead the reader to further work, not t
any hidden doctrines in the dialogues.

Although Kahn once mentions the exegetical diffiesl posed by the anonymity
of the dialogue form for the interpretation of Blatthought he soon relapses into a
search for the hidden message. Kahn thinks thafitsteproblem with which any
interpretation of Plato must begin is the distabhe&veen the text and the message
that the author intends to transiiit. Kahn’s ingressive interpretation approaches
Plato’s work with the unwarranted assumption thatwork is meant to transmit to
the reader Plato’s doctrinal messages. But thidjegs the question.

According to Kahn the gradual disclosure of Platoidden message begins in
the threshold dialogues (from tHeachesto the Symposium and leads to the
otherworldly vision in thePhaedo and Republic Kahn believes this is Plato’s
intended authorial design, and the problem of preting Plato’s dialogues is
therefore the problem of deciding how the philoscphcontents of the different
dialogues are to be connected with one anotherewttie dialogues present
themselves each as an autonomous unit occupyirayitsliterary spacé’® Again

this way of reading the dialogues just begs thestjpe Kahn’'s ingressive

177 Kahn 1996, 59.

178 Kahn 1996, 37.
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interpretation ascribes to Plato an authorial de#igt is not explicitly spelled out in
the text.

Kahn warns of ‘the fallacy of transparency’, that the mistake of reading the
voice of Socrates as the authorial voice. This pafis interpretation is similar to
my view. However, Kahn’s ingressive interpretatittren takes a doctrinal turn.
He quickly loses sight of the real issue, namellgethier any voice is the authorial
voice. His reading begins to search for the hidoessage. He believes that he is
dealing with the dialogue form but actually theus$as to do with authorial silence
which he has confused with the dialogue form.

Some scholars have suggested that Plato’s uspafana to create the effect of
authorial anonymity in his writing is motivated Ipplitical consideration§’® On
that view Plato’s absence in the dialogues mighirnitended to protect himself.
Socrates did not write philosophy. He was tried aotl to death because of his
active pursuit of philosophy. Plato might have bakmmed by this tragic fate of his
teacher. For his own protection, Plato might hawe& up with the idea of writing
depersonalized and dramatized dialogues, perhapg 8scrates as his mouthpiece,
or perhaps avoiding expressing his secret vievectir at all**

At any rate these interpretations are all basecdmrassumption about Plato’s
intention to deliver some definite doctrines. |lEhaw raise two more objections to
this assumption. The first has to do with the uséragery. The imagery in the
Republic does not function as some smokescreen to stage’'sPleoncealed

illocutionary act of asserting his metaphysicaights. The way Plato carefully sets

179 Leo Strauss is a famous proponent for this view.
180 My reservation about the idea of political considiens is that it can only remain an open
conjecture. If it ever tells of any partial trutit,does not tell the whole truth and it leaves the

philosophical reasons for Plato’s detachment unansav
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the stage for the imagery and his use of figuradwguage is more akin to delicate
disclaimer of knowledge or doctrinal insights. Feotample, Socrates is pushed to
offer the simile of the Sun as an indirect respdong8laucon’s repeated demand that
he should state his own views on the Good. Havisghidsed the equation of the
Good with either pleasure or knowledge, Glaucomests that Socrates should state
his own views on the Good (506b — c). Socratesatepity denies any knowledge of
the Good in the course of the discussion. He reftsetate his own views because
he thinks it is not right ‘for someone to talk &i¢ knew what he doesn’t know’.
This sense of refraining from making knowledgerokion the Good is noteworthy.
It is consistent with Socrates’s constant disavay&nowledge.

Glaucon insists that Socrates should at least $&t e thinks about the Good,
‘not as if he knew, but as if he’d formed opinicA$ie should be prepared to say
what he thinks’. But Socrates continues to excusesdlf again (506¢ — d). It is only
when Glaucon reassures Socrates that he and trexid$ would be happy with
whatever Socrates would say of the Good that Sesrfmally suggests that they
should ‘forget about trying to define goodnessliitk® the time being’ and instead,
he is ‘prepared to talk about something which setmghim] to be the child of
goodness and to bear a very strong resemblantg507e). Socrates finally agrees
to articulate the Simile of the Sun. But beforaaducing the simile, he reiterates
that he does not intend to cheat Glaucon by gitangounterfeit description of the
child’. Socrates tries so hard to hold himself b&okn accepting Glaucon’s request
and only after so many precautions and caveats 8oemtes eventually offer the
Simile of the Sun. At the end of the Sun, Socrasesies another disclaimer by
saying that he will ‘have to leave a lot out’ thbube will ‘try to make it as

complete as [he] can at the moment’ (509c¢).
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The exponents of the hidden voice reading simplgumderstand Socrates’s
effort to qualify his imagery as ‘defective, blirshd deformed’ and that it is ‘not
based on knowledge’. They take this holding back asere gesture. They assume
Plato’s intention is to use imagery and figuratimeguage to prompt his reader to
recognize the truth about the Good in an inconspisuvay. But the fact is Plato
does not make clear what his purpose is with thegery. How can we get from
Socrates, a fictional character, to what PlatoksftnThe gap seems huge, if not
unbridgeable. Also, my earlier discussion of vasi@eholarly interpretation of the
imagery has shown that the assertoric ways of mgadne imagery as either
illustration or argument for Platonic doctrinesyoalicceed in generating unresolved
disputes. To conclude, Plato’s style in the useinodgery does not encourage
assertoric reading; he does not pretend to be mdimowledge claims about the

Good with the imagery in his writing of fictionalatiogue.

3.3. TheElenctic Mode of Argumentation

To add some extra force to my view, | shall nowetak closer look into the
elencticmode of argumentation. Most Platonic dialoguessémgctured according to
a general form: there are two parties, a main sgpe@kho is also the questioner),
and an interlocutor (who is also the respondent) ians the main speaker who
directs the course of discussion in the questi@harswer mode. Suppose in a most
simple manner, the questioner may ask only yesaagtrestions and the respondent
gives what he thinks is the correct answer to tlgpssstions. In this basic form of
question-and-answer format, even the questiones am# formally endorse the

argument but, as Frede rightly notes, by giving Wtethinks is the correct answer
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it is the respondent not the questioner who is cidtach to the premises, the
conclusion, and the validity of the argumé&fit.The questioner may have no firm
view but, if he does, his own view of the matteedenot enter into the argument.
There is no doubt that the questioner's questiae ta decisive influence on the
course of the argument. But this influence doesmake the questioner formally
endorse the argument as his own argument. The amguronly reflects the

questioner’'s views as to how different propositjogaite independently of their
truth, are logically related to each other andaaw/hich propositions have a strong
bearing on the question at issue, or so at leasteFargue®?

Obviously in the dialogues Socrates seldom juk$ ges-or-no questions, but
the point | am stressing with the basic form ofsjism-and-answer format is that it
is anintrinsic formal feature of such a format that it resists Hypothesis that
Socrates speaks Plato’s views. A closer look aktaecticmode of argumentation
in the dialogues would reveal even more built-isis&nce to this hypothesis. To a
very large extent, the argument in the dialogues maither be attributed to the
fictional Socrates naa fortiori to Plato the author.

In the case of didactic dialectic the respondesumes a very passive role as
he only receives the argument and has no realeinde on its course. It is the
questioner who leads the respondent with an arguoreaven a proof already in
hand. But Frede rejects the possibility that a gareharacterization of the argument
in the dialogues could be ‘didactic dialectic’. Acding to Frede a substantial

number of the dialogues are aporetic and this lglesuggests that Socrates is

181 Frede 1992.

182 Frede 1992, 206.
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engaged inelenctic dialectic’®® Frede believes thatlenctic dialectic is unduly
assimilated to didactic dialectic because the tetenchus’ is generally rendered as
‘refutation’ and such rendering gives the wrong ramation that the questioner’s
task is to refute the respondent’s claim by prodg@n argument for, or a proof of,
the truth of the contradictory claim®*

Frede protests that this assumption does not acsuithdelencticdialectic and it
does not make sense of the aporetic dialogueshiohwthe respondent no longer
knows what to say about the question at issue Bedae is lost in the contradiction
between his original claim and the conclusion @& #émsuing argument. According
to Frede, what really happens in the aporetic diss is that the questioner does
not proceed to refute the respondent’s claim. &tstthe questioner refutes the
respondent’s claim to authority by showing that tegpondent is committed to the
contradictory of his original thesis. And what tipgestioner does is simply test the
respondent’s expertise by asking the right questidhe respondent is then brought
to see that some beliefs have to go but he ismibte position to decide which belief
has to go. He is in the stateayforia.'®°

Elencticdialectic requires the question-and-answer folmeatuse it can reflect
the respondent’s contribution to the argument. ghestioner shapes the course of
argument by posing questions but his belief or Kedge does not matter for the
purpose of elenchus. Because after all, it is motoklief or knowledge which are

under cross-examination, but the respondent’s. Alieg to Frede the upshot is that

183 Frede 1992, 210. Frede also believes that therani®bvious connection between elenctic
dialectic and the dialectical practice of the i®atrates.
184 Frede 1992, 210.

185 Frede 1992, 211-212.
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given the elenctic character of the aporetic diaézg their argument is not the
argument of the questioner... however much and howelearly Plato may
identify himself with Socrates, the questioner irede dialogues, he does not

thereby commit himself in any way to the argumerthese dialogue¥®

4. CONCLUSION

By focusing on the difficulties around the Line aitgl problematic integration
with the Cave, | have argued that all the assertmradings of the material for
Plato’s doctrines have been unsatisfactory. Undeglyhese assertoric readings is
the assumption that Plato does communicate hispigsecal views in disguise
through the words of Socrates or the imagery. Bisgetical assumption can be
found in Annas’s reading, in Rowe’s reading, in Kahreading as well as in
Cornford’s reading. This exegetical assumption goehallenged.

My thesis is that we should give up this exegetasdumption for a number of
reasons. First, assertoric readings have failedelver a satisfactory account of
Plato’s views and the prospect of such an accoeimgbdeveloped in the future is
rather dim. Secondly, Plato himself does not spemka character and he is not
explicitly identified with any character in the tigues. | call this feature authorial

silence. Rowe’s attempt to identify the authoriaice in the voice of Socrates only

18 Frede 1992, 212. Frede agrees that there may teiahalues for inferring the positions of the
fictional Socrates or Plato but he insists thatftirenal status of the arguments makes such inferenc
highly indirect. On a different note, Frede doeg pocetend that all dialogues are aporetic. He
identifies Plato’s earliest dialogues as almoshitably aporetic. He suggests that the non-aporetic
dialogues ‘seem to represent a spectrum of formdialectic falling between purely gymnastic
dialectic, on the one hand, and didactic dialecticthe other’ but he also notes that ‘the commitime

of the questioner to the arguments is often raguatified’ (Frede 1992, 213-214).
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evades the difficulties generated by authoriahs#ein a work that is fictional. Kahn
has no problem in acknowledging the difficultiesi®ad by authorial silence and the
anonymity of the dialogue form. But he soon relgpséo ascribing a hidden voice
to Plato and he claims to recognize a gradual assce of Plato’s view that starts in
the threshold dialogues and becomes more expficihé Republic However, the
starting point of Kahn’s ingressive interpretatienfalse. Finally, because of the
elencticmode of argumentation in at least the aporetitodiges, the arguments in
these dialogues can neither be attributed to tmsopa Socrates, nor to Plato the
author. Like Frede, | do not oversimplify the isduere and pretend that all the
dialogues are the same in their logical structlifee important points, however, for
my purposes, are elenchus as a negative techroguestroying knowledge claims,
and the aporetic nature of the enquiry in someodias. The exponents of assertoric
readings may take elenchus and the aporetic natuhe enquiry in some dialogues
as constitutive of the authorial design and au#tiontent. For Kahn, they form the
initial stage of the ‘gradual disclosure’ of Plaodtherworldly visions, as Kahn
believes. But again, this assumption carries nesty with it.

My proposal is that we should give up the assartways of reading the imagery
either as illustrations or arguments for Plato’stdoes. Once we give up the
exegetical assumption that Plato does communicetemetaphysical views in
disguise through the words of Socrates or the imyagee open up ourselves to a
new way of engaging with the dialogues and the BmagMy proposal of
non-assertoric reading should merit consideratiecabse in recognizing the fact
that Plato’s imagery is meant to be frustrating &mdlefy doctrinal interpretation,
my proposal provides a new perspective on the tbky serve in Plato’s

philosophical method and exposition. It eliminatee unresolved puzzles about
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what exactly Plato was trying to say and why Pitbnot assert his doctrines more
forcibly.

In this chapter, | have explored to what extemitd®$ writing of philosophical
dialogues, characterised by the use of images,oaattsilence and thelenctic
mode of argumentation as devices of non-assertempbe construed as a paradigm
case of non-assertoric discourse. In the next ehalpshall consider a polar opposite
of Plato’s approach to non-assertoric writing. 8eXtmpiricus opens his work, the
Outlines of Pyrrhonismwith a first-person authorial declaration, a tfpgrson
chronicler proviso RH | 4) that the whole work is nothing more than aoremf

what appears to him at the moment.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE PROBLEMS OF INCOHERENCE: A CASE STUDY

IN SEXTUS EMPIRICUS’S WRITING

In this Chapter | discuss Sextus’'s writing as myosel case study of
non-assertoric discourse. The Pyrrhonist asseritetappearanc®€ 1 19-20) and
speaks only of his impressions like a chronicleow#ports of what appears to him
to be the casePH 1 4)®" Although the Pyrrhonist eschews dogmatic commitmen
to beliefs and suspends judgement about the raatenaf things in this manner
Pyrrhonian Scepticism has been subjected to threspent problems of incoherence
since its beginning. As we shall see in section Rytrho, Aenesidemus and Sextus
are all confronted with the problems of incohereagainst either Pyrrhonism or
their uses of language. But unlike Pyrrho who rssto aphasia(speechlessness)
and non-writing, Sextus appears to be the firstiRyrist to undertake the task of
clarifying the non-assertoric nature of his Pyrrlaondiscourse in response to the

charges of incoherence. Indeed Sextus’s writing ardy attempts to rebut the

187 Scholars and commentators disagree on whetherPyiehonist’s assent to the appearance
amounts to belief in some sense. Sextus himsethsée address this issue in a crucial passage, that
is PH 1 13, in his writing. | visit this controversy dine belief of Pyrrhonist in section 1.2. As | shall
explain in section 1.2 my discussion in this Chaptesumes a mild form of Pyrrhonism which targets
only dogmatic commitment to beliefs about the meaiure of things. Consequently, Sextus, as an
urbane Pyrrhonist, eschews theoretical beliefsisnuke of language and writing. He refrains from

expressing theoretical beliefs about Pyrrhonismtawl things really are in his writing.
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charges of incoherence but also elaborates onreiiffecrucial aspects of his
non-assertoric speech.

My view is that since Sextus formulates his writimg accordance with his
non-assertoric speech therefore it is entirely @ptconstrue his writing as a
non-assertoric discourse which, like his speecpresses no beliefs of how things
really are. To support my view it is incumbent oa ta discuss in section 2 whether
Sextus’s language-use is consistently non-assertori

| distinguish four modes of non-assertion in therfgnian speech: avowal of
appearance, the interrogative, the imperative, #ra argumentative mode of
non-assertion. Because of the Pyrrhonist’s attitoideon-assertion to what is the
case, his utterances like ‘I am cold’ or ‘It is d&gcome avowals of appearance
conveying his phainomenaand pathe without belief!® Secondly it is the
Pyrrhonist’'s common practice to use questions austef assertions and unlike
avowals of appearance, the interrogative mode ofassertion does not report the
Pyrrhonist’s phainomenaand patte (PH 1 188, 189}2° Thirdly, the Pyrrhonist
sometimes uses the imperative to announcphlasmomenandpathé without belief
(PH 1 202-204)*° Finally when the Pyrrhonist uses his non-assertspieech to
argue against the dogmatic opponentdgsisiominenargumentation onlyeports of

dogmatic arguments pro and con his opponent’s dogrbalief. Just like ‘fire is

18 Of the four modes of non-assertion, avowal of apece is more controversial than the others.
Avowal of appearance is actually a deviation of timemal use of declarative sentence. Secondly
Pyrrhonian avowal of appearance is a general tarit @&tually covers two very different avowals:
avowals of perceptual impressions and avowals ofp®rceptual impressions. Commentators and
scholars disagree on whether avowals of non-parakpinpressions may express belief in some
subtle sense. | discuss these problems and igssestions 2.2 and 2.3.

189 | discuss the interrogative mode of non-asseitigection 2.2.

19 Some elaboration of the imperative mode of nowsiss is offered in section 3.2.
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signified to the person who sees smolk&H(2 102, also MB 157) the Pyrrhonist’s
arguments remind his opponent and audience of edrabe said in response to the
dogmatic belief within its dogmatic context. Pymien argumentation is like
commemorative sign; it does not justify assertiabsut anything on the basis of
what appears to be the cdge.

My thesis is that Sextus’'s speech is thoroughly-assertoric and he reports
things like a chronicler, who records how thingpegr to him without affirming
anything in reality PH 1 4)°% with his avowal of appearance and the imperative
mode of non-assertion, Sextus can communicatphasmomenaand pathe without
belief. Secondly by using the interrogative and uargntative modes of
non-assertion, he can argue against the dogmatigtsut asserting his own views

on the real nature of things.

191 See Glidden 1983 for an important discussion oftB#s appeal to commemorative signs or
mnemonic signals in order to defend his Pyrrhonégrainst the charge that it makes discourse and
even life impossible.

| offer my non-assertoric reading of Wittgensteiatatements in thBhilosophical Investigationas
non-assertoric reminders in Chapter Four.

192'| shall refer to this disclaimer of assertion las €hronicler Disclaimer throughout my discussion.
On my view, this Chronicler Disclaimer recapitukatehe Pyrrhonist's attitude ofphasia
(non-assertion) which | discuss in section 2.1.eBithis disclaimer of assertion the reader should
take Sextus’s account as nothing more than a rgpevhat appears to him to be the case. It does not
convey his beliefs about Pyrrhonism or anything tsbeaver. In theTractatus Wittgenstein
renounces having advanced theories and asks lisrreadiscard what he has read as nonsense after
using it as a ladder to ascend to the position fickw he can see the world rightly. | discuss the
Tractatuss self-proclaimed nonsensicality (§6.54) and Sextus’s Chronicler Disclaim®H 1 4) in
Chapter 4 when | argue for my non-assertoric repdihWittgenstein's aim of elucidation in the
Tractatus No doubt Wittgenstein'Sractatusand Sextus’s workare obviously distinct in their form
and purposes. My view is that in reminding the ezaaf the non-assertoric mode of expression in the

texts, the two passages are indicative of the & stinategy employed in the texts.
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In short, what makes Sextus’s writing non-assertsrithe use of non-assertoric
speech throughout his work. Therefore, whetherllg fton-assertoric language is
ultimately consistent is an important issue. Ineordo assess the nature and
consistency of Sextus’s non-assertoric speech, hwiscclearly integral to the
cogency of my thesis, | will discuss (a) the attéuof aphasia(non-assertion) in
section 2.1, (b) Sextus’s pleakdtachesis for his avowal of appearance in section
2.2, (c) whether hiphainetai sentence that reports on non-perceptual impression
expresses a state of belief in section 2.3 andddpticalphonai (expression) and
the deep grammar ofot mallon (no more this than that) in section 2.4. My
comprehensive discussion in section 2 concludes 8wxtus’'s language is
thoroughly non-assertoric. It follows that Sextuseech and writing do not register
any belief claims as they do not communicate opimiabout the non-evident or
how things really are.

Moreover, my thesis resists the assumption thatuSaxwriting (especially the
‘general account’, that is, Book | of ti@utlines of Pyrrhonisiis a metalinguistic

account that aims at expounding his non-asserspéech® As we shall see in

193 Sextus’s writings include th@utlines of Pyrrhonisnin three books (thereafter abbreviated#s

1 — 3 according to its original titlurrhoneioi Hupotupseig andAgainst the Mathematicians six
books (thereafter abbreviated s1 — 6 according to convention). M 1 — 6, Sextus launches
sceptical attacks against differetgtchré (including grammar, rhetoric, mathematics, geownetr
astrology, and music) and also those who claim miggein thesetechré. Sextus also produces
Against the Logicianéin two books)Against the Physicist§n two books) and\gainst Ethicistgin

one book). These writings are incorporated witiainst the Mathematiciarend are conventionally
known asM 7 — 8,M 9 — 10 andM 11 respectively. There is no common consensustmther the
Outlines of PyrrhonismpredatesAgainst the Mathematiciansr the other way around. The
chronology of Sextus’s writing is a topic of schibjadebate and the order of the eleven books of

Against the Mathematicians also part of the debate.
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section 2, Stough, Sluiter and Barnes do not desplié consistency of Sextus’s
non-assertoric speech. However the assumption Seatus’s writing offers an

explanatory account of his non-assertoric speeatsleéStough and Sluiter to the
conclusion that Sextus embraces the use of agsettorguage to explain his
non-assertoric speech at the expense of self-cbatien!® | do not share their

assumption because in fact Sextus repeatedly sfrefsat to articulate any
explanatory account of his speech is unbecomingsd’yrrhonian ScepticisniPH

1 195, 207). | discuss this in greater detail ictis@ 1.3.

By contrast my thesis is that Sextus never stopsgdscepticism, and in his
writing he never ceases to contest dogmatism (rext & the ‘general account’). To
be a Pyrrhonist is to have the disposition to ugeraentation to oppose dogmatism
in any issue FH 1 8 — 11). The Pyrrhonist’'s sceptical argumentaii® set to
produce equipollence of arguments in order to bengend to dogmatisind®d 1
12). Therefore my proposal is that Sextus’s writthges not correspond to an
explanation of his non-assertoric discourse, thouiglcan be considered an
embodiment of his defence against the chargescohgrence. In my view, Sextus’s
writing is consistent with his practice of sceptiaagumentation, that is, to contest
dogmatism in any topic that comes to his attengieid 1 202-5). Sextus’s writing is
divided into two groups: Book | of th®utlines of Pyrrhonismas the ‘general
account’ and the rest (that is Book Il and Il bEtOutlines of Pyrrhonismplus
Against the MathematicianBook | to Xl) as the ‘specific accountPd 1 5 — 6).

The general account deals with Pyrrhonian Scepticas it ‘sets forth the

See for instance, Bett 1998 in which Bett arguesreay the orthodox opinion that tl@utlines of
PyrrhonismpredatesAgainst theMathematiciansBut Barnes reports an equipollence of arguments
in this issue as he finds neither sides of the @etanvincing. (See Barnes 2000, ‘Introduction’)

19 See Stough 1984 and Sluiter 2000. | discuss Wiivs in section 1.3
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characteristic traits of Scepticism’ whilst the sifie account presents ‘objections to

each part of so-called “philosophy” and dogmatemnges in other disciplines. Since
different aspects of Pyrrhonism have become topfcsontention Sextus has to
contest dogmatic perceptions of Pyrrhonism in geméral account’. Therefore what
appears to be an explanatory metalinguistic accouBbok | is actually a counter
report that serves to offset the impact broughtddymatic perceptions. Sextus never
offers his ‘general account’ as an assertive testyron Pyrrhonism; rather it is only
supposed to be a chronicler’s report of what Pyri$ra appears to be.

On my view, Sextus’s sceptical argumentation isapeutic as it aims to bring
about mental tranquillitypy putting an end to dogmatising and detaching his
audience from either side of the dispute about whabn-evident or the real nature
of things. In the Pyrrhonist’'s own experience, eqillence of arguments causes
suspension of judgement which somehow inexplicéddyls toataraxia (PH 1 8).
Sextus’s writing serves the same goal. It aims i@ dis audience a written
presentation of sceptical arguments against dognsaéinces in a wide range of
issues, some (especially those in the ‘generaluatoconcerned with Pyrrhonism
itself, others (that is, the ‘specific account’)hcerned with each part of philosophy
and other disciplines. Sextus’s argumentation c¢es a special kind of refutation.
As a Pyrrhonist, Sextus always aims to achievenigald pro and con arguments on
any dispute about what is non-evident and he refrilom making affirmations or
negations about the real nature of things. In hewvthe dogmatists and the
Academics make such assertions about the non-awidelst the Pyrrhonists go on
with further enquiry PH 1 3). | will give a more sustained discussion gftimesis in

Section 3.
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1. SEXTUS EMPIRICUS’S WRITING AND ITS
PROBLEMATIC STATUS

1.1 Writing and the Problems of Incoherence in thePyrrhonian

Tradition

| will now give a sketch of writing and the problenof incoherence in the
Pyrrhonian tradition although | do not set out tmsider the history of Pyrrhonian
Scepticism. My survey will show that regardlessaoiting or not writing, Pyrrho,
Aenesidemus and Sextus all face the problems ohgrence in different ways.

Indeed, ever since the beginning of Pyrrhonian &csm the problems of
incoherence followed it like a shadow followedbizdy. Pyrrho of Elisq360 - c.270

% He was

BC) was the founder of Pyrrhonian Scepticism. He smothing at al
famous for his detachment or indifference, as ‘keided nothing and took no
precautions, but withstood everything as it ocalirrearts, precipices, dogs, etc.,
placing no trust in the senses’ (Diogenes Laertiugs of Eminent Philosophefs

62). To his critics Pyrrho’s unusual way of lifepgared to be more a hoax. His two

anecdotes came to support the objection that acaxamot live without belief.

19 Diogenes Laertiukives of Eminent Philosophe®s102.

It was Timon of Philus (c. 320 — ¢.230 BC), Pyrhdéollower, who helped to spread out Pyrrho’s
ideas. Timon wrote prose and verse. In his mostofemwork Silli Timon outlined Pyrrho’s
philosophical outlook and also made a mockery efdbgmatic pretensions of the philosophers of
other schools. Unfortunately Timon’s writing is t@nd only its fragments are preserved in the work
of bishop Eusebius of Caesarea who copies fromtddlss of Messene, a first century AD

Peripatetic.
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‘Once he [Pyrrho] got enraged in his sister’s deéen and said to someone reproaching
him for it that it was not in the case of womenttlmme should make a show of
indifference. And when a dog rushed at him andifiedr him, he replied to someone
accusing him that it was not easy entirely to diveseself of one’s humanity, but that
one should strive against affairs with deeds asafapossible, and if that failed with
words.’

(Lives of Eminent Philosophe@s66)

In Pyrrho’s case, the problem of incoherence ieamed with whether his way
of life is consistent with his philosophical ideal a life without belief. It is a
problem of theory and practice. So Pyrrho’s critiegarded the two anecdotes as
evidences that Pyrrho failed to live up to his @hg in some situations. However, it
is not easy to reconstruct a coherent account oh actual views? After all,
he wrote nothing. But on the other hand, a passages pupil Timon may contain a

valuable sketch of Pyrrho’s ideas.

‘Pyrrho left nothing in writing, but his pupil Tinmsays that whoever wants to be happy
must consider these three questions. (1) How amgghpragmatg by nature? (2) What
attitude should we adopt towards them? (3) Whaefiewill result for those who have
this attitude? (1) Regarding things, Timon sayst tBgrrho declared them equally
indifferent, unstable and unresolved, and thattiiis reason neither our sensations nor
our opinions are true or false. Therefore (2) fos teason we should not put our trust in
these one bit, but we should be unopinionated, mnaitted and unwavering, saying of
each thing that it no more is [this or that] tharsinot, or both is an is not, or neither is
nor is not. (3) The benefit for those who actualtiopt this attitude, says Timon, will be
first speechlessnesaphasig, then freedom from disturbancatdraxia).’

(Aristocles, in Eusebiu®reparation for the Gospdl4 18 2-4)

1% For an attempt at such a reconstruction see Bé@.2
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Though the fragment may represent our best evidémc®yrrho’s ideas, its
interpretation is disputetf’ Bett believes that Pyrrho declared reality to be
inherently indeterminate, and with this indeternsinghesis Pyrrho’s philosophical
position was significantly different from the latphase of Pyrrhonian Scepticism
represented by Sextus in his writitf§.

It is true that Sextus shows ambiguous attitud®yoho and seems detached
from him in his writing'®® The question of the historical accuracy of Timon’s
account of Pyrrho’s philosophical ideas is a furthmatter which need not concern
us here and | pass no judgement on the relatiomstpeen Pyrrho and Sextus. The
important point, for my purpose here, is that th&bfem of incoherence already lies
at the heart of Pyrrhonian Scepticism since the trhPyrrho. Secondly because of
his aphasia (speechlessness) Pyrrho never committed his ipitosal ideas (or
verbal doctrines) to writing. But as we shall se&ection 2.1 for Sextus the notion

of aphasiawould somehow acquire a new meaning and becomessertion, that

197 For the interpretation of this fragment, see Lang Sedley 1987, 13-17. Also Hankinson 1996,
58-64. For a more detailed discussion see Brungch@94, Bett 1994, and also Bett 2000.

19 See Bett 2000. Bett's view is that Pyrrho’s indeti@acy thesis was so radically different form
Sextus’s suspension of judgement that it wouldb®otppropriate to call Pyrrho a Pyrrhonist, as the
term was used in the later phase of Pyrrhonism.

But on the other hand, Burnyeat sees continuitthanPyrrhonian ideal of a life without belief as a
fundamental feature running through from Pyrrhdémesidemus and Sextus. (See Burnyeat 1998a,
28-36)

99 In his writing, Sextus curiously gives only oneedit and yet oblique remark on Pyrrho. Sextus
reports that his sceptical tradition is named aftgrirho because ‘it appears... that Pyrrho applied
himself to scepticism more vigorously and conspigly than his predecessors diffH 1 7). Sextus
mentions Pyrrho’s name again when he refers tor@éis remark by Ariston who said of Arcesilaus,
the head of the Middle Academy, that ‘He is Platofront, Pyrrho in back, and Diodorus in the

middle’ (PH 1 234).
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Is, ‘the avoidance of assertion in the wider sensewhich we say that both
affirmation and negation are covereBH 1 192).

Pyrrhonian Scepticism came to a lapse after Pyaritb Timon. Aenesidemus of
Cnossus made himself a hero of Pyrrhonian Sceptibscause he contributed most
to its revival in the first century BC. Aenesidemiosmulated the Ten Modes of
Suspension of Judgement to challenge the jusiibicatof perceptual judgements
and beliefs about anythind(7 345). Aenesidemus appeared on records to be a
prolific author in the Pyrrhonian tradition. Mosdt lus writings are lost; only a very
brief summary of his Pyrrhonian Discoursesis preserved in Photinus’s
Bibliotheca®®® Aenesidemus was a major source for Sextus’s angtatien®’*

The revival of Pyrrhonian Scepticism in the firgntury BC by Aenesidemus
enlivened a new problem of incoherence. Aristodiasinstance, raised the problem
of incoherence as his critical response to Aenesidés argument against the

reliability of perceptual judgements.

20 Aenesidemus’s other writings include aButlines, an Elements (Eusebius, Praeparatio
Evangelical4 18 11 and 16), algdgainst Wisdom, On Inquir§Diogenes Laertiukives of Eminent
Philosophers9 106) and finally d&irst Introduction(Sextus Empiricug\gainst the Mathematicians
10 216). All these writings are lost.

21 Burnyeat believes that Sextus’s polemic againkebean be traced back to Aenesidemus. (See
Burnyeat 1998a, 32-36)

However Sextus alleges that Aenesidemus and hiswlets made Pyrrhonism a gateway to
Heraclitean philosophy. Sextus dismisses this tecyléo Heraclitean philosophd 1 210-212).

See Polito 2004 for a discussion of Aenesidemukged appropriation of Heraclitus’s ideas.
Agrippa was another predecessor important for S&xtargumentation. He formulated the Five
Modes of Suspension of Judgement. Sextus only Wagseribes the Five Modes to some ‘recent
sceptics’ PH 1 164). It is Diogenes who names Agrippa the autifahe Five Modes (Diogenes
LaertiusLives of Eminent Philosophe®88-9). Agrippa must have lived at some timehi@ period

between Aenesidemus and Sextus. Other than thisnh@ins a shadowy figure.
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‘when Aenesidemus in hi®utlinesgoes through his nine mod®3,in all of which he
attempts to show that things are non-evident, azetavsay he speaks with or without
knowledge? For he says that there is a differencanimals, and in ourselves, and in
states, and in the modes of life and customs amththas.

(Aristocles, in Eusebiugfraeparatio Evangelicd4 18 11)

‘when he was making these and other fine speeahesvould have liked... to ask him
whether he was stating with full knowledge thas tisithe condition of things, or without
knowledge. For if he did not know, why should wdide him? But if he knew, he was
vastly silly for declaring at the same time thattlings are uncertain, but yet saying that

he knew so much’

(Aristocles, in Eusebiugfraeparatio Evangelicd4 18 12)

In Aenesidemus’s case, his problem of incoheresca matter of theoretical
coherence. Aristocles was troubled by Aenesidemasguments against the
reliability of perceptual judgements. Aristoclesisrry was not without a point. He
felt that the credibility of Aenesidemus’s argungentas somehow undermined
because the Pyrrhonist never claimed to have asighhinto the real nature of
things. And yet Aenesidemus use rational argumemntsstablish the conclusions
that perceptual judgements are not reliable amigthare really non-evident. How
could Aenesidemus convincingly argue that perceégtutgements are not reliable
and things are really non-evident?

Sextus Empiricusc(160 — 210 A, the last prominent figure in the Pyrrhonian
tradition, is our principal source for Pyrrhoniacepticism. This is not only because
we have lost the writings of his predecessors;eatgr reason has to do with the

writing itself. Sextus’s writing appears to stanat as a Pyrrhonist speaking on his

292 The talk of ‘nine modes’ is likely to be an errSee Annas and Barnes 1985, 27.
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own ‘school of thought”®® It not only provided us with our most extensive@mt
on important aspects of Pyrrhonism (especiallyntus-assertoric use of language)
but also recorded voluminous sceptical argumeraaiaifrom his predecessors.

On the other hand, we should note that Sextusngrmarks a great contrast to
Pyrrho’s non-writing. And if we recall the fact th@extus’s predecessors Timon and
Aenesidemus are also prolific writers, then Pyrshiodn-writing appears more rare
and exceptional in the Pyrrhonian tradition. If igr chooses non-writing because
of some philosophical reasons, what happens tcethessons as his successors
Timon, Aenesidemus, and Sextus choose to write tabmumany things, and even
about Pyrrhonism itself? What can we make of tloat@st in non-writing and
writing between the first Pyrrhonist and his susces in the Pyrrhonian tradition?
204 As | have just mentioned, Bett suggests a disoaityi between Pyrrho and
Sextus. But the relationships between Pyrrho, Timfmnesidemus and Sextus go
beyond the scope of my discussion and hence Ipagsigement on this issue. My
view is that regardless of the contrast in nonimgit and writing Sextus’s
non-assertoric style of writing attests to his Rgmian identity which is manifested
in ‘the avoidance of assertion in the wider serisewhich we say that both
affirmation and negation are covereBH 1 192).

With reference to Sextus’s writing, the problemiméoherence comprises two

issues: (1) despite Sextus’s frequent denial méamgrments in his writing seem to

203 But as we shall see in the next section Sextust®unt seems to admit of radically different

interpretations and thus gives two incompatiblemi®rof Pyrrhonism: a radical Pyrrhonism that

eschews all beliefs and a moderate Pyrrhonismdhats everyday beliefs intact.

204 Marchand asks if this contrast means that Timah$extus ‘commit a kind of parricide against a

philosopher whom they chose to present, if not atem at least as their main reference (See

Marchand 2011, 114).
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communicate the opinions he holds and thereforeegpeessive of beliefs on his
part; (2) his attempt to give a descriptive accoafnPyrrhonism in Book | of the
Outlines of Pyrrhonisnis inconsistent with his claim that he has no gdophical
beliefs. How can someone who has no beliefs, saspgrdgement, and refrains
from making assertion, offer to give a descriptacount on anything? Sextus’s
writing is problematic because of the fact thati®iea Pyrrhonist and yet (so it
appears) he attempts a descriptive account of &yisim. Any such attempt must
evidently lead to incoherence. Aristocles questionthe creditability of
Aenesidemus’s arguments because his Pyrrhonianti@sap undermined them.
Sextus’s reader may have a similar concern. Sextudd never want to assert the
characteristic traits of Scepticism, then why stbaihle reader believe his account?
Indeed, in what manner should the reader take anarccount (and how would she
be able to judge the issue)? | give more elaboratbd Sextus’s problem of

incoherence in Section 1.3.

1.2 Two Forms of Pyrrhonism

Different ways of reading a crucial passage in@udlines of Pyrrhonismvould
give two different breeds of Pyrrhonists and thegrate with different notions of
belief and assent to appearancePAt 1 13 Sextus seems to explain in what sense
the Pyrrhonist is not dogmatic. To read the passagé Sextus intends to eschew
beliefs of all kinds would give a radical Pyrrhdnis full-blooded sceptic (this term

is used by Frede in ‘The Sceptic’'s Beliefs’) oruatic sceptic (this term is used by

115



Barnes in ‘The Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist}> To read the passage as if Sextus intends
to eschew only theoretical beliefs would give a Brate Pyrrhonist or an urbane
sceptic (this term is used by Barnes in ‘The Bslafa Pyrrhonist’).

Which breed of Pyrrhonist is Sextus? Is he rustisrbane? Frede argues that the
usual interpretation which ascribes a radical stattc Pyrrhonian Scepticism is
fundamentally mistakef?® Frede believes that it is compatible with his sicégm
that the Pyrrhonist as represented in Sextus’sngr¢an have all sorts of views and
beliefs. This type of Pyrrhonian Scepticism targetly beliefs of a certain kind, that
is, those theoretical beliefs that depend on reagnounds whilst everyday beliefs
are left intact®’

According to Frede’s interpretation, the cruciasgege, that isf9H 1 13 explains

in what sense the sceptic is not dogmaficThe Pyrrhonist assents to whatever

2% Frede’s article is first published in 1979. My jadion refers to the reprint in Burnyeat and
Frede 1998. Barnes'’s article is first publishedl#B82 and my pagination refers to the reprint in
Burnyeat and Frede 1998.

2% Frede proposes to deal with the question by ctinguBextus’s writing. Frede gives two reasons
why we need not be especially interested in whathi®yhimself thought even if he has really thought
that a proper sceptic has no beliefs. The firssarais that ‘Pyrrho is the only ancient sceptic to
whom the doxographers ascribe a life that can yedsl regarded as at least an attempt at a life
without beliefs’ and secondly ‘it might very welelithe case that Pyrrho’s influence on Pyrrhonian
scepticism is far less than generally assumed’ Fede 1998, 4-6).

27 Frede 1998, 18-19

2% Frede’s translation of theH 1 13 is as follows.

‘We say that the sceptic does not dogmatize, nttiensense of ‘belief’ (dogma) in which some say,
speaking quite generally, a belief consists in eatiag to a thinggudokein tini pragmayj for the
sceptic does not assent to such affections whidessarily result when things appear to him in
certain ways; he would not, for example, when hieaisor cold, say, ‘I believe | am not hot (cold)’;
We rather say, he does not dogmatize, in the sgfibelief’, in which some say a belief consists in
assenting to one of the nonevident things whichstliences have as their objects of inquiry; for the

Pyrrhonean assents to nothing nonevident’ (Fre@8,186-17).
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seems evident to him (or what experience suggesksm to be the case), and in
accepting the judgement phantasiaa Pyrrhonist raises no objection against it and
can thus be said to have belieflogmatd in the wider sens®’ This Pyrrhonist
eschews only those theoretical beliefs about theevident objects of philosophical
or scientific inquiry (that is, beliefs in the naw sense)He does not eschew
everyday beliefs and this is compatible with hispgnsion of judgement on how
things really aré’® Frede argues against the view that because thedPyst has no
view about how things really are, he can only hawgew about how things seem
nonepistemically to himi** Frede believes that the Pyrrhonist is content witiat
seems to him to be the case and that includegga tarmber of observations about
the world around him.

Suppose Sextus was to explain that his scepti@srirrede suggests, was urbane
not rustic. However, it is by no means clear th&ss radical Sextus could escape

the problem of incoherence. A moderate Pyrrhonaild/be someone who operates

299 Frede finds in the crucial passage Pél 1 13 a distinction between a wider and a narrovsse

of belief and for Sextus only beliefs in the naresvgéense count as dogmatic. Therefore a serious
Pyrrhonist can have beliefs in the wider senseeptitg the judgement gfhantasiaas a form of
believing. Frede supposes that unlike the dognsatigho see assent as a voluntary act, Sextus sees
things differently and the Pyrrhonist has no ciitey on the basis of which he could decide whether
or not to assent to assent to an impression. (F@€8, 9 and 16-18)

219 Frede argues that everything can be called in&stipn and every question can be regarded as a
question calling for a theoretical answer. Therefervery belief can be dogmatic, regardless of
content. The distinction between dogmatic and nogwrtatic beliefs lies in the attitude of the person
toward his beliefs.

21 Frede argues that there is a perfectly good sienadich the Pyrrhonist can have beliefs about
how things are — namely, to the extent that it seémmbe the case that things are so or so. Frede
believes that the proper contrast for Sextus is tiomgs really are and how things seem to him to be
the case. The other contrast between how thinglly raee and how things appear is simply

misplaced. (Frede 1998, 9-15)
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with a restricted notion of dogma and his scepticiwould attack only some

specific dogmas or certain kinds of beliefs (intjgatar, theoretical beliefs). A

moderate Pyrrhonist could thus hold some non-thieatéeliefs or ordinary beliefs

without being inconsistent. But this will not hely.moderate Pyrrhonist is happy
with everyday ordinary opinions he would have n@eipe for philosophical or

theoretical beliefs at all. But beliefs about Pwmtsm are certainly not ordinary
beliefs. They fall under the class of theoretioalidfs. Hence it follows that even a
moderate Sextus cannot have theoretical beliefstaBgrrhonism and a consistent
Pyrrhonist cannot communicate such beliefs in hiing.

My discussion takes on urbane Pyrrhonism and aouglyd Sextus assents to
whatever seems evident to him and he only suspexddements about how things
really are. Since Sextus intends to eschew theatdieliefs in his use of language
and writing, he cannot express theoretical bebdfsut Pyrrhonism and how things
really are in his writing. Moreover as we have setre distinction between
dogmatic and non-dogmatic beliefs lies in the wdtt of the person toward his
beliefs rather than in the content of beliefs. Bfere, as | shall argue, in offering
his writing and also his account of Pyrrhonism 8sxtannot assume that he is
theorising about the things that he talks aboutisnwriting, After all, Sextus, as an
urbane Pyrrhonist, remains cautious of the impbhi® speech and the implications
it might have for matters of truth and real exisemnd his non-assertoric style of
writing accords with this caution on his part.

Burnyeat's interpretation gives a rustic Pyrrhomigto gets rid of all beliefs:?
Burnyeat argues that Sextus does not have a distinbetween dogmatic and

non-dogmatic beliefs because for Sextus dogmadanxa really do mean simply

212 Burnyeat 1998a.
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belief which must be connected with truth and red$d Burnyeat thinks that for
Sextus to believe something is to assent to songetion-evident; it is the accepting
of something as true. Since the Pyrrhonist doeshaot a criterion of truth to
determine to which opinion he should assent, he re@ther accept conflicting
opinions nor make a choice between them. TherdfagePyrrhonist refrains from
affirming or denying any one of the conflicting ofzins is true*

Burnyeat believes that Sextus wants to clarifyséese in which the sceptic does
not dogmatize in the crucial passadgdd 1 13. According to Burnyeat's
interpretation truth is restricted to matters perta to real existence; it is closely
tied to real existence as contrasted with appearahige Pyrrhonist withholds his
assent to anything not given in appearance. Statsnvehich merely record how
things appear are not called true or false. ThehByist assents to anything that
appears in his impressioRKl 1 19-20). The way things appear is a passive @ffec
not willed by the Pyrrhonist who experiences it.eTRyrrhonist yields to things
which move him affectively and lead him to assgncbmpulsion PH 1 193). His
assent to appearance is simply the acknowledgirnvghat is happening to him. For

the Pyrrhonist there can be no question of beleiud appearance and his assent is

213 Burnyeat 1998a, 47-53. However, Burnyeat latepueced his view that for Sexta®gmajust
means belief. (See Burnyeat 1998b)

24 Burnyeat notes that the conception of truth isv@sive in Sextus’s account of Pyrrhonian
Scepticism. He points out that ‘the conflict of wpins is inconsistency, the impossibility of being
true together (cf. M 7 392); the undecidabilitytbé conflict is the impossibility of deciding which
opinion is true; the equal strength of conflictinginions means they are all equally worthy (or
unworthy) of acceptance as trwegoclz is a state in which one refrains from affirmingdenying
that any one of them is true; evataraxiais among other things a matter of not worryinguwthiouth

and falsity any more’ (Burnyeat 1998a, 30).
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not open to question. As he does not accept arytmsnrue he simply suspends all
beliefs.

Suppose Sextus was to explain that his scepticssmustic and therefore, as
Burnyeat suggests, he held no beliefs of any kimok even about his own
philosophical position. Suppose Sextus further elnihat his writing should
commit him to beliefs of any kind. The problem atoherence is still in the air.
How can someone who has no beliefs describe amyaHinSextus’s writing merely
records how things appear (nonepistemically) to, hine worry persists. For if
Sextus does not assert in his account that thirggseally so and so in Pyrrhonism,
why should the reader take his account as a trustwaccount on Pyrrhonisti?

At any rate, the problems of incoherence prevaghrdless of which view we
take on the matter of moderate versus radical Bgisim. Indeed, as Barnes rightly
notes, the problem of incoherence is independettieotontroversy between radical
and moderate readings of PyrrhonisthBarnes mentions two troublesome issues
in the problematic status of Sextus’s writff§.First, ancient critics of Pyrrhonism
already argued that the many sentences in Sexwu#ig indicated a mass of

ordinary beliefs on Sextus's part Secondly, Sextus's attempt to describe

215 As we shall see soon in the next section, Sto@@4 taises a similar concern.

1% Barnes ‘The Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist’. Barnes'sciet appears first in 1982 iRroceedings of the
Cambridge Philological Societi. S. 28 (1982), pp.1-29. Since then there arerséveprints. The
last one is in 1998 imhe Original ScepticdMy pagination refers to the 1998 reprint.

17 Barnes 1998, footnote 17.

218 Barnes's initial response to the first issue & the various remarks that Sextus makes do not
commit him to beliefs because Sextus is not spgakirpropia personaand the remarks could be
read ‘catachrestically’ as the kind of appeararibas he callphainesthai(cf. PH 1 139, 195, 202;

cf. M 9 18-19), that is, Sextus is not saying hbings really are.
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Pyrrhonism ‘is always close to incoherence — how sameone who purports to
have no philosophical beliefs describe his ownqgstuiphical position?°

Of course Sextus is well aware of the alleged mmisl of incoherence in his
writing and he provides his own defences. Howeasrwe shall see in the next
section, Stough rejects Sextus’'s defences as afsdtry and undercutting

Pyrrhonian Scepticism as a way of life.

1.3 The Problematic Status of Sextus’'s Writing: Impcations and

Defences

The problematic status of Sextus’s writing has baanarginal issue. In those
handful cases in which the problematic status oftu&es writing is addressed, it is
usually approached only as a side issue in thenfwet In one sense we might say
that Barnes is the first to bring up the problematiatus of Sextus’s writing in
modern times, although the chronology is a littleclaar. Barnes’s essay ‘The
Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist’ was published in 1982. W& have just seen, Barnes raises
two troublesome issues in relation to the probl&rstatus of Sextus’s writing but
he did not substantially deal with théfl. About the same time Stough also

addressed the problematic status of Sextus’s @fifih

219 Barnes leaves the second issue aside because sids-issue for his discussion. He does pick up
the second issue again but only years later. Se@eB&000, xxii.

220 See Barnes 1998, footnote 17.

221 Stough’s article ‘Sextus Empiricus on Non-Assertiappears in 1984 iRhronesisvol. XXIX/2
pp.137-164. But it is accepted in December 198Zofaing to her last footnote Barnes’s article
(published in 1982) came to her attention onlyrastee had sent off her article in final form andtth

in writing her article she was unable to benefinfrBarnes’s article. Therefore, it seems reasonable
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Stough examines Sextus’'s disclaimers of assertgsued throughout his
writing.??> To understand the language use of the PyrrhoBtstgh investigates
the force of his disclaimers, their status and hbey are related to first-order
utterance$?® Stough proposes to construe Sextus’s disclaimérassertion as
signifying his unwillingness to articulate a theanyset of beliefs about what is the
case’®* Stough then infers that Sextus qua being a Pyishemould never want to
make any assertion and his enunciation of the Bygrsh position in writing would
not articulate a body of belief§> However, Stough believes that the status of the
Outlines of Pyrrhonismas Sextus’s metalinguistic account is more prohtem
Reviewing Sextus’s two strategies for defereel (L 4 & 206) against the charge of
incoherence Stough concludes that they are eithsatisfactory or undercutting
Pyrrhonian Scepticism as a way of life. | shalcdss Stough’s views soon.

More than a decade after Barnes and Stough haddrdlseir puzzles and
objections against the status of Sextus’s writtext,tHankinson alludes to the

function of Sextus’s writing in his discussion orether Sextus was prescribing

to assume that Stough and Barnes come to raisesisgth the problematic status of Sextus’s writing
independently and around the same period.

22 stough considered the following sorts of exprassias disclaimers of assertion: ‘the Sceptic does
not “dogmatize”; he neither “affirms” nor “denieghything; he adopts a stance of “non-assertion”;
he says only “what appears to himself”’; he does“positively claim” that matters are as he says;
and many of his utterances “cancel themselvesgaluith all other statements’ (Stough 1984, 137).

I discuss Stough’s analysis of Sextus’s disclaineé@ssertion in section 2.1.

22 |n addition, Stough considers other relevant iss&@r instance, how can the sceptic assent to
phenomena without committing himself to the truth ssme assertion? Can the sceptic avoid
asserting something when he gives linguistic exgioesto the sensory and mental states that shape
his actions? Stough proposes to defend an intatpretthat meets all these difficulties.

224 Stough 1984, 144.

225 Stough 1984, footnote 12.
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Pyrrhonian Scepticism in the opening sections ef Gutlines of Pyrrhonistf®
Hankinson’s discussion does not concern itself withproblem of incoherence. He
believes that the function of Pyrrhonism was supdo® be autotherapeutic and
therefore Sextus might produce tBetlines of Pyrrhonisnas a self-help book for
other apprentice sceptics.

Finally a comparatively more focused discussionth& problematic status of
Sextus’s writing comes in 2000. In her essay, “Rieetoric of Scepticism: Sextus
against the Language Specialists’, Sluiter dis@usSextus’s dealing with the
language specialists, grammarians and rhetoricrattge first two books oAgainst
the MathematiciansSluiter wants to show that Sextus was able tahs@rinciples
of his dogmatic opponents to arrive at a sceptieckssion without committing
himself to the truth of the principles. Near thedesf her essay, Sluiter takes up
Sextus’s views on the role and function of langueghuman communication and
she explores briefly the relevance of Sextus’s si¢éw his perception of the status
and purpose of his own writirfg’

In my view, these various attempts at addressirgy fgtoblematic status of
Sextus’s writing are not satisfactory. Barnes mayckedited for making the first
attempt to address the problem of incoherence &salfar giving a very helpful
formulation of the problem. But he actually pasegsr the problem. By contrast
Stough gives a detailed elaboration of the probtenséatus of Sextus’s writing. But
| reject her view that theéutlines of Pyrrhonismis a metalinguistic account

expounding Sextus’s language of non-assertion. iHaok suggests that Sextus

226 See Hankinson995, 304-306. Hankinson’s brief discussion onfthetion of Sextus’s writing
forms part of his investigation on whether the BRgnist’s attitude is really preferable to that loé t
dogmatists.

227 | discuss Sluiter's analysis of Sextus’s viewdanguage in section 2.2
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produced his writing as a self-help book for othpprentice Pyrrhonists. Although
Hankinson believes that his suggestion is promisiagfails to develop it into a
concrete solution to the problem of incoherencenaliy Sluiter suggests that
explanatory metalanguage must be assertoric amd theno way that Sextus can
avoid using the language of assertion in explaitiizgPyrrhonisnf?® Naturally, |
do not agree with Sluiter's view. My thesis is tisa&txtus’s writing does not amount
to an explanatory account of Pyrrhonian Sceptici@onsequently, the charge of
incoherence is misconceived.

Now | shall go into Stough’s elaboration of the lgenatic status of Sextus’s
writing and her critical review of Sextus’s two dete strategiedP 1 4 & 206).
Stough believes that the attitude of non-asserporhibits the Pyrrhonist from
making factual claims and it represents the Pyridi@nattitude of caution in regard
to the import of what he says, therefore Sextusne@rstate his positioff
According to Stough’s analysis, the various disokis of assertion signify Sextus’s
unwillingness to articulate a theory or set of éfsliabout what is the case. The
Pyrrhonist refrains from making statements, orrngka side on questions of truth.
He only gives reports of how things appear to Hilis. speech is informative of his
assent to appearance without being descriptivaythang that appears.

Stough thinks that the chronicler defenc®Htl1 4 is not satisfactory because the
notion of conceptually meaningful discourse canm®iconceived independently of
the idea of true and false assertion. If Sextustsvem report how things appear at
the level of conceptually meaningful discourse hesimemploy the language of

assertion, that is, a descriptive use of languageerwise Sextus’s account of

228 gluiter 2000, 95.

229 Stough 1984, 138-144.
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Pyrrhonism will not be accepted as a conceptuallgamngful discoursé
Sextus’s language of non-assertion is informativhi® assent to appearance but it
fails to describe anything, therefore Sextus simply cannot use trguage of
non-assertion texplainhow his non-assertoric discourse is to be undedséd the
level of conceptually meaningful discourse.

Stough believes that a better defence strategybeafound atPH 1 206°3!
According to Stough, since the chronicler defenoesdhot work as intended, Sextus
has no choice but to construe his account as asserabout Pyrrhonism and
therefore his text is intended to be self-refufiffgStough believes that although

this could be done only at the cost of damaginghyrism as a way of life, Sextus

230 My thesis is opposed to Stough'’s idea that fort@®s writing to be a conceptually meaningful
discourse it must involve assertoric employmerianfuage. In making the language of assertion the
criterion for conceptually meaningful discoursegugth has discounted the conceptual meaning of a
whole range of writing (for example, poems andidical novels). Moreover, we should note that
although his statements usually take the form ctiufa claims, the Pyrrhonist purges from his speech
the intention of making factual claims. It followlsat the form of his statements is not indicatife o
the intended force of his statements and his stt&srare not meant to be ‘true’. | put forth mywie

at the end of this section.

231 Stough 1984, footnote 12. Stough gives no traieslabf PH 1 206. But apparently she
understands the passage as indicating Sextus’ptacce of self-refutation.

232 Other than Stough both Sluiter 2000 and McPhefi®@87 also asserted that Sextus accepted
self-refutation. McPherran characterized Pyrrhongeepticism as ‘homeopathy’. According to
McPherran Pyrrhonian Scepticism as sceptical hoatbgps consistent with its own self-refutation
because Sextus’s metaphorical accounts for scém@irefutation suggest a temporal gap. In
Sextus’s metaphorical accounts, one first climlesl#dderand thenkicks it over; the purgative first
cleans the boweland thenejects itself; fire first consumes the fagld thenconsumes itself.

| disagree with these authors on Sextus’s allegegmance of self-refutation and | will look into
Castagnoli’'s arguments against construing Sextgséech as self-refuting when | discuss Sextus’s

language of non-assertion in section 2.4.
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embraces this strategy without realizing the intpliserious overtones for
Pyrrhonism as a way of lifé°

Sluiter proposes a similar interpretation. Sheksithat Sextus’s writing is just
another instance of scepticism folding back tolfit5¥ She believes that the
Pyrrhonist never intends to make any assertions, reamce his speech is indeed
non-assertoric. However, when it comes to explgiriirs Pyrrhonism, Sluiter too
thinks that there is no way that Sextus can aveidgithe language of assertion. But
since all sceptical discourse is parasitic on ddgneguments, the use of assertive
language to explain the non-assertoric discourspigtfiable, and serves as ‘a
temporary expedient only’. It will then make itseddundant once people know how
to interpret the Pyrrhonist’s non-assertoric disseu

However, this alternative defence strategy failaimg Stough sees in this
self-refutation defence elements that threaten\eastating result for Pyrrhonism
both as a school of philosophy and as a way of 8fee argues that the Pyrrhonist’s
non-assertoric discourse is not sufficient to dithta real theoretical or practical
difference between the Pyrrhonist and his Acadetoignterpart or the ‘negative
dogmatist’. The Academic counterparts are negatogmatists because, according
to Sextus, they hold the dogmatic belief that canytclaimsare equally strong. And
on that basis, the Academic counterparts furthdieye that truth cannot be
discovered. The Pyrrhonist certainly should noirmffthe dogmatic belief that
contrary claimsare equally strong, even though, Stough suspects,igh@w he is

affected by the contrary claii¥ And as the Pyrrhonist goes on with his enquiry

233 | shall move on to the serious overtones soon.
234 g|uiter 2000, 95.

235 Stough1984, 162.
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by confronting the dogmatist opponents with argutsieme will be doing things that
are no different from what the Academic countepad. But Stough believes that
their arguments may actually match each other is thgard. Therefore, she
concludes that the Pyrrhonist is distinguishablly éor his use of sceptical phrases
and disclaimers of assertions; he will duplicate tbhilosophical tactics and
maneuvers of the negative dogmatist in every ategrect

According to Stough’s criticism, the Pyrrhonist, afurse, does not affirm or
deny anything; he suspends his judgement and msassertoric attitude manifests
only in his speech. In everyday life, the Pyrrhomists no differently from others.
So his Pyrrhonism is evidently not given by hisauice?*° His outlook or any other
aspects would, in fact, be no different from tho$¢he dogmatists. Stough argues
this is the natural outcome which follows from theeptic’s reluctance to have a
theoretical position of his own. Of course the m@scriptive use of language does

not prevent the Pyrrhonist from using argumentsrefute the dogmatists. For

Apparently the Pyrrhonist does not have an actiagq@amme of research. He is not in the state of
wondering whether any of the contrary claims is tase because such wondering may induce
anxiety and therefore undercut hitaraxia All he can do is to regard it as an open questibather
any side of the controversy is the case. But @iratitaraxia, the sceptic’s enquiring mind must come
to a state of rest or equilibrium. Burnyeat bel®tkat ‘the sceptic may hold himself ready to be
persuaded that there are after all answers to theblegause unlike the negative dogmatist the scepti
‘is not furnished witha priori objections that rule out the possibility of answera matter of general
principle once and for all (cPH 1 1-3)’ (Burnyeat 1998a, 56).

But the problem is if the sceptic is to attaitaraxia he must be satisfied in some sense that no
answers are forthcoming and that contrary claints indeed equal. Burnyeat thinks that Sextus
cannot deny this is something he believes. | stalirn to this in section 2.3 when | discuss a

philosophically important ambiguity in the Pyrrhsnmodal operatophainetali.
3% However as we have seen in section 1.1 Pyrrho sdenmave lived an unusual way of life

(Diogenes Laertiusl.ives of Eminent Philosophe®& 62). Sextus also notes that ‘Pyrrho applied

himself to scepticism more vigorously and conspiwhp than his predecessors difH | 7).
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instance, the Pyrrhonist may argue against his dtigrapponents over the problem
of the criterion and he may intend his arguing agesture indicating his on-going
investigation. But the practice of arguing does motitself constitute a real
theoretical distinction to secure for Pyrrhonisre #iatus of a philosophical school
of thought. There is actually no substantial thdughbe found in it. Therefore
Stough postulates that Pyrrhonism as a school idgaphy is nothing more than ‘a
passive and indirect way of seeking the truth’ whemat it actually does is to
produce arguments and counterarguments againdottenes of the dogmatists.
Furthermore Stough believes that this production afguments and
counterarguments against the rashness of the Dagroabnot continue forever and
as a result, the attitude of non-assertion is gmigvisional. The attitude of
non-assertion indicates the Pyrrhonist’s inabildyaffirm or deny whatever matter
is currently at issue in his enquiry. He just goaswith his enquiry. The attitude of
non-assertion thereby distinguishes the Pyrrhdinish both the dogmatists who
claim to have discovered the truth, and the Academtio declares that it cannot be
discovered PH 1 1-4, 7). But the attitude of non-assertion i§ygrovisional and
the production of arguments and counterargumerdsstgthe dogmatist can only
be ‘a passive and indirect way of seeking the tritherefore Stough imagines that
the Pyrrhonist might in fact abandon his attitul@@n-assertion and his suspension
of judgement to embrace dogmatism if the occadioilsl arise at some point in his

on-going investigatioR®’

237 | agree that the attitude of non-assertion is isiomal. But | do not agree with Stough’s idea that
the Pyrrhonist will abandon the attitude of noneatisn and his suspension of judgement to embrace
dogmatism. | share Barnes’s view that the onsetuspension of judgement is something which

simply happens to us; it is an affection that comesut in our mind after the investigation. (Barnes
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Finally Stough dismisses the Pyrrhonist’'s undogmatisent to appearances as
only a trivial distinction and as a result Pyrriemibecomes (in her words) ‘a highly
theoretical metalinguistic “position” interpretinghe sceptic’s discourse as
expressive and regulative in functidi®. She argues that since Pyrrhoniasna way
of life would show no discernible consequences, therefdrat is essential to
Pyrrhonism as a way of life, and to the attitudenohd that makes someone a
Pyrrhonist, can only be given in propositional fordthat is the case, Pyrrhonism
ceases to be a way of life anymore. It becomegjpgsitional account of the content
of a way of life.

Naturally, | do not agree with Stough’s views. $jois reasoning seems to run
like this: for Sextus’s written text to be a coneggly meaningful discourse and his
account to be successful in expounding his Pyrdrorposition, Sextus has no
choice but to abandon his language of non-assegdiah temporarily adopt the
language of assertion. The same reasoning is alswdfin Sluiter's discussidii’
As these authors suggest, Sextus is supposed poyrd his written account as
self-refuting assertions. The use of assertive Uagg is not consistent with his
Pyrrhonian position of non-assertion but neverglé is a necessity at the level of
meaningful discourse.

According to this line of thought—which | shall ga to reject shortly—it seems

that the author of any descriptive writing mustesishis beliefs about the subject in

1998, 58-59) Therefore | do not see how the Pyigiotan give up or abandon suspension of
judgement as a voluntary decision as Stough magiimea

238 Stough 1984, 163.

239 gluiter 2000, 95: ‘It is only when Sextus stopsndoscepticism and starts explaining it that the
risk of self-contradiction looms large. For cleartpere is no way in which he can make his

explanatory metalanguage non-assertoric.’
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his descriptive account. Suppose | want to pro@uecipe for some Chinese dish. |
list the ingredients and give a step by step adcolithe cooking. My writing of the
recipe conveys what | believe to be a good wayrépare the dish. | will carefully
structure my narrative to follow some logic so asenhhance understanding. For
instance, | will not give out random cooking instiions. They will be in order and
with reasons. The purpose of my descriptive nagais not to entertain people. |
want to teach them how to cook the dish. | warlirtog about understanding. And |
attempt this by publicizing my beliefs about theldivith my writing of the recipe.
If this is correct, it seems that Sextus is doimg $ame with his writing of at least
Book | of theOutlines of Pyrrhonism

Indeed the structure of Book | gives the impresdlat Sextus is conveying to
his readers how he conceives of the important &spédyrrhonism, in the way that
the recipe book conveys the author's views on hoyrépare a certain didff It
seems as though, by writing Book | in that systétnatder, Sextus is actually
publicizing his beliefs about the nature of Pyrrisom the various sets of Modes, the
Pyrrhonist’s slogans, and how Pyrrhonism stands fouh other neighbouring
schools of thoughts. And it seems that the strectapresents a deliberate decision
on Sextus’s part. He does not compile his desegpsiccount randomly. Instead,
Book | reads like the result of careful planningdaarticulation and it gives the
essential characteristics of his philosophical ctarAfter this general account,
Sextus moves on to what he calls the ‘specific aetmf Pyrrhonism in the other

two books of theDutlines of Pyrrhonisnand the eleven books of tiAgainst the

240 1n Sextus’s own words, Book | is the ‘general aotbdin which he ‘sets forth the characteristic
traits of Pyrrhonism, stating its basic idea, itigios, arguments, criterion and goal, as well fees t
modes of suspension of judgement, and how we taksdeptigphonai , and the distinction between

Pyrrhonism and the competing philosophi@d 1 5).
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Mathematicians The specific account consists of the Pyrrhorestitation of the
Dogmatist in different parts of philosophy and wvas disciplines®H 1 6). Finally

it appears that in his attempt at a descriptiv@atof Pyrrhonism Sextus has taken
the effort to make sure that every section is wklhned and serves, in its own way,
the whole project of explaining Pyrrhonism.

It is important here to consider whether descrgtiwritings must entail beliefs
on the author’s part. Can there be descriptiveingrithat expresses no beliefs or
even bypasses beliefs? Some sorts of descriptiitengs like poems and fictions
can be descriptive of imaginary scenarios andaingti characters, and they do not
require or entail beliefs about the unreal on théhar’'s part. 1 have discussed
fictions as non-assertoric in Chapter One. Of gmursam not suggesting that
Sextus’s writing resembles poems or fictions, @ythre non-assertoric in the same
way. Sextus’s writing belongs to a different geafevriting and it is non-assertoric
because it is composed with the non-assertoricotis&nguage that comprises four
modes of non-assertion.

On my view, there are some important reasons whtuSecould not have
articulated an explanatory account of his Pyrrhonand his speech. First of all,
Sextus has no intention to attempt any explanateeyalinguistic account of his
speech because to articulate such account is umegoto his Pyrrhonian
Scepticism PH 1 195, 207). Sextus is well aware of the fact that cannot
assertively explain or state his Pyrrhonism becatisequires the language of
assertion, that is, a descriptive use of languadpch is never consistent with his
Pyrrhonian position of non-assertion. Secondly ymism cannot be properly
explained nor described from within because Pyrdmonunlike other rival schools

of thought, if it can be said to be a school ofuljilat in a very loose sense, has no
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doctrine and no unique theory of its own. Thergus theory or doctrine to be
explained. Finally Sextus puts in the Chroniclersddaimer PH 1 4) at the
beginning of his writing to renounce the aim of explanatory account. The
Disclaimer attests to Sextus’s awareness thatidoonly result in incoherence if he
attempts to explain or describe Pyrrhonism in higing. As a Pyrrhonist, Sextus is
well aware of this peculiar nature of PyrrhonisrheTChronicler Disclaimer is not
Sextus’s only effort to keep his writing nothing maahan a report of how things
appear to him. His extensive uses of other mineeats like ‘perhaps’, ‘I suppose’,
‘I guess’ and the quasi-operator ‘It appears to mog that so and so’ are all
consistent with this effort.

On my view, the Disclaimer emphasizes the non-tm$erstatus of his writing
as nothing more than a report of appearance amdsd@ announces the textual
strategy of his writing. For Sextus his writing senply another instance of his
practice of sceptical argumentation, that is, totest dogmatism in any topic that
comes to his attention, and in this practice, lus-assertoric speech expresses no
beliefs of how things really are whilst his argurtaion does not justify assertions
about anything on the basis of what appears théedse.

Barnes believes that the problem of incoherenca igenuine problem and
Sextus’s various remarks on his sceptical slogBkk1(187-208) are designed as a
response to ft*' Barnes argues that Sextus is not prevented fronmgius ‘a
reliable account of the nature and the aspiratadrscepticism’ because ‘a mindless

talker may be a reliable purveyor of informatiéff. According to Barnes, the fact

241 5ee Barnes 2000, Introduction.

242 Barnes 2000, xxii
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that Sextus does not believe his own writing ‘isr@eason at all for us not to believe
what he says’ because ‘the words which flow frombuth may tell truth$*

| have no quarrel with Barnes’s argument becausekes a great deal of sense
to me. So if Barnes is right, it is possible forx®e’s writing to promote
understanding of Pyrrhonism in his readership. Bus must happen without
Sextus’s authorial intention. A reader may comgrisp the nature and aspirations
of Pyrrhonism from Sextus’s writing but this apety be an unintended result for
Sextus. Because Sextus reports as a non-committahicler and therefore the
reader cannot be assured that Sextus’s accoustiable. It is true that Sextus’'s
account may give a reliable account of Pyrrhonisub lbecause of the lack of

authorial commitment the reader can never havectuifidence in Sextus’s writing.

2. PYRRONIAN NON-ASSERTORIC SPEECH

Sextus’s language of non-assertion plays an integta in distinguishing his
writing as a work of non-assertoric discourse. githe idiosyncratic mannerism of
the Pyrrhonist is manifested mainly in his non-dsse speech acts. | will now
discuss how this excessively egocentric use ofuagg contributes to Sextus’s
effort to produce his writing as a piece of noneassic discourse. Stough, Sluiter
and Barnes all touch upon the Pyrrhonist’'s nonf&mse mode of speech in their

discussions of the problematic status of Sextustging. By surveying their

243 Barnes’s idea is that though Sextus’s non-assenode of speech does not state anything and
he does not purport to make any truth claim, hiesesh may still be true, just like parrots have no
beliefs but they may tell truths. According to Besn what matters is ‘where the parrot got his

information’ and ‘how he manages to reproduceBgrhes 2000, xxii).
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discussions we shall be able to inform ourselvegmnding how the Pyrrhonist
deploys language in a distinctive way. To work authorough analysis of the
subtleties of the Pyrrhonist’s non-assertoric mofdgpeech | shall draw particularly

on the works of Mates, Burnyeat and Castagnoli.

2.1 The Attitude of Aphasia

We should start, however, with Stough’s discussitich explores the attitude
of aphasia(non-assertion) and the various kinds of cavdetspgervade th@utlines
of Pyrrhonism These caveats are indicative of Sextus’s usepnfassertoric mode
of expression in writing. Stough coins the termsaimers of assertion’ to
incorporate all of Sextus’s various kinds of case&ter discussion aims to give an
interpretation of Sextus’s non-assertion that caakensense of the force of the
disclaimers. In a nutshell, it is obvious that gent of the disclaimers is to get rid
of assertions in speech and writing. But the pnoble Sextus frequently makes
various seemingly assertive appearance statementssiwriting. For instance,
Sextus writes thatphantasiaido not arise from the same things because of the
difference of the animalsPH 1 40) when he articulates on the upshot of thet fir
mode of suspension of judgement. And when Sextiks @& different ways that
animals are produced, he says that human beindsoaneviviparously and birds are
born oviparously®PH 1 42). Such seemingly assertive appearance statem@gpear
to commit Sextus to assertions about how diffeagrminals are born.

These seemingly assertive appearance statemen{srablematic and Stough

complains that grammatical form cannot be surecatdr of the force of his
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speect?** She finds it important for her discussion to setttf how Sextus
characterizes the distinction between assertion rmotassertion and she finds
glimpses of this distinction implicit in Sextus’sanous remarks on his use of

language.

In making an assertion (in the sense in which hetsveo employ the term), Sextus says,
one is using language to affirm or deny somethioginstance, that it is (is not) da
1192)

assertion is speech uttered “dogmatically aboutt\ghaon-evident” PH 1 193)
Non-assertion, then, would appear to be an attifadéled apathosby Sextus aPH 1
193) of caution on the part of the Sceptic in rdgarthe import of what he says. While
the statements of other philosophers are meantffionaor deny (with or without
qualification) that something is the case (is tru#je Sceptic construes his own
pronouncements, along with all others, as “no ntare than false”H 1 14-15, 200,
206-208§+

Stough believes that the Pyrrhonist purges from dpeech the intention of
making factual claims, because the Pyrrhonist irgrdrom assenting to the
non-evident, and making factual claims is assentinghe non-evident. Therefore
she thinks that the attitude of non-assertion rolgsonly those speeches that are
dogmatic in forceH 1 193, 203, 208}%° This attitude of non-assertion does not
forbid the Pyrrhonist from making utterances likei$ day’ or ‘honey is sweet’

which seemingly resemble exactly the usual fornfacfual claims*’ As she has

244 Stough 1984, 138.
245 Stough 1984, 138.
248 Stough 1984, 140.
247 Of course, the Pyrrhonist regardless of rusticiane would suspend judgement on whether it
really is the case that it is day or honey is sesieet because questions about how thing reatly an

truly is count as non-evident matters of fact.
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noted, the form is not indicative of the force & Bpeech. Stough postulates that the
form of his speech does not commit the Pyrrhonistaffirmation or negation
because it just reflects the Pyrrhonist's disredarardinary linguistic conventions
and the fact that he is unmindful of the rules odimary discoursé?® Therefore
Sextus would not be put off making utterances iaae the outward form of factual
claims. But the point is that he makes these uttess only undogmatically, so that
the outward form has no force and the utterances ha implications on matters of
truth and real existence. Speaking undogmaticalye Pyrrhonist assents to
appearances and his affections, whilst his worasneid him to no truth claims, and
his speech determines nothing about matters of(Ridtl 197, 200). The function
of his speech is not to give a descriptive accadiréxternal features of the world.
Therefore, if the Pyrrhonist says ‘it is day’ nceatan contradict him by saying ‘it is
not day’. As Stough puts it, ‘The distinction beemeassertion and non-assertion is a
formal distinction between descriptive and non-desige (hence “not open to
dispute”) uses of languag&'’®

As for the problem of speaking categorically witttetances like ‘honey is
sweet’, Stough tries to explain it away with refeme to Sextus’s distinction
between two senses of the word ‘iBH 1 135, 198). Sextus notes in these sections

that ‘is’ can be used to make factual claims alvhat is the case (is true). However,

As we shall see, Sextus’s distinction between temsss of the word ‘is’ will give more force to his
denial that his appearance-statements are expeesisbeliefs.

248 Stough 1984, 138-140. For Sextus’s relation tguistic conventions and usage, see also Sluiter
2000. As my discussion will soon demonstrate Sexgugaot simply ‘unmindful of the rules of
ordinary discourse’ and his ‘disregard for certandinary linguistic conventions’ is motivated by
practical reasons. All these will become clear wheake on Sluiter’'s discussion of Sextus’s plea of
katachesisfor his deviation from ordinary conventions andgss in section 2.2.

249 Stough 1984, 143.
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he says that it can also be used noncommittalthensense of ‘appears’, to merely
register how something appears to someone. Obyioti®# defence would be the
idea that the Pyrrhonist does not use ‘is’ in tingt sense. Speaking categorically,
the Pyrrhonist reveals only how things appear tm;hhe is not making any
statement about matters of fact. His utterance® Imavimplications on matters of
truth and real existence. Stough finds further supfor this idea in Sextus’s claim
that his categorical modes of speech are interaarlg with non-declarative modes
of speech, such as the interrogati?éi(1 189) and imperativePH 1 204) so long
as they can effectively report how things appednino. Stough thinks that the use of
the grammatical alternatives to categorical modespeech suggests that Sextus ‘is
alluding to a function of language other than thiaich would provide an account of
features of the world®°

Finally Stough concludes that Sextus’'s non-assertepeech performs the
pragmatic function of informing others of the ménémd perceptual states that
determine his actions and Sextus as a languageafsans from making statements.
Although he refrains from taking a side on quedtiof truth, he freely engages in
discourse and expresses himself in a form of sp#ethsignals his approval of the
practical functions of language*

| agree with Stough’s interpretation of Sextus’'scthimers of assertion and the
upshot that Pyrrhonian utterances have no imptinaton matters of truth and real
existence as their outward form has no force amdattitude of non-assertion rules
out those speeches that are dogmatic in fdréel 193, 203, 208). However, there

IS an important error in her discussion. Stoughmse® conflate different modes of

20 Stough 1984, 143.

%1 Stough 1984, 144.
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non-assertoric speech into one single categorywalof appearances. But avowal
of appearances cannot represent all modes of remmtagc speech. For instance,
interrogative PH 1 189) and imperativePH 1 204) modes of speech are also
non-assertoric but unlike avowal of appearanceg tle not report the speaker’s
presentphainomenaand pathe. Unlike avowal of appearances they do not report
how things appear to the Pyrrhonist. Moreover, fRymran argumentation works
like commemorative signPH 2 102, also MB 157) as it reminds his opponent of
what can be said in response to the dogmatic b&itefn its dogmatic context. Like
interrogative and imperative modes of speech, Byigm argumentation does not
tell us the Pyrrhonist’s presephainomenaandpathe. Among these four modes of
non-assertion, avowal of appearances is more o@Bi@l and | discuss the
problems and issues it raises in the next two @estil shall first discuss avowal of

appearance as a deviation of the normal use oadginle sentence.

2.2 The Plea oKatachresisfor Pyrrhonian Avowal of Appearance

In her discussion of Sextus’s views on form and mmeg Sluiter notes that

Sextus adopts a practical and utilitarian appraadanguagé>? Sluiter agrees with

%52 gluiter 2000, 94-95: ‘He will not, of course, eméén any theories about it, but rather accepsit a
a social custom, a convention, and use it as oy and acceptable. No system of rules dictates
what he can or cannot correctly say, but he follomstemporary common usage.’

‘He simply needs language, and uses it opportaaibyi just like he needs and uses — but without
commitment or conviction — dogmatist premises tr&t acceptable to his opponents, to be able to
engage them in argument at all.’

‘Again, his approach to correctness, which restsanvention, is practical and utilitarian. He rea$

its importance for normal functioning in the comntyrto which one belongs, and for successful

communication and in that minimal sense accepisiise.’
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Stough in thinking that the Pyrrhonist does noemat to make an assertion when he
utters a declarative sentence (that is, an avoiappearance for the Pyrrhonist).
The function of the utterance is rather to repartvhithings appear to him at a
particular time, she suggests. Therefore what tdadative sentences do for the
Pyrrhonist is, according to Sluiter, to report htve sceptic feels affected by the
world at a particular moment. Sluiter regards fhéculiar use of language as a
crucial deviation but also as a characteristic vation which Sextus justifies with
his plea okatachesis®>

The Pyrrhonist’'s avowal of appearance is a dewndbecause it violates common
linguistic conventions with regard to the declaratimode of speech. But the
violation is not arbitrary. According to Sluiterhe violation is ‘an emergency
measure’ taken by Sextus to meet a linguistic camgtfor the Pyrrhonist. The
constraint occurs because his Pyrrhonism clashiéscemmon usage and linguistic
conventions on the declarative mode of speech. &hByist does not issue his
utterances with dogmatic force. He does not wasitspeech to commit himself to
affirmation or negation of anything. But the prablés that, in the normal situation
where one would casually say ‘it is day’ when idey, the Pyrrhonist is bound to
remain cautious of the import of his speech orithplications it might have for
matters of truth and real existence. He does not teaaffirm or deny that it is day
with his saying ‘it is day’. He knows all too welhat other speakers who follow
common usage and linguistic conventions usuallyrassthat saying ‘it is day’
implies that the speaker is asserting that it 16 éad such assertion usually implies
on the speaker’s part his implicit belief thatstday. However, the Pyrrhonist is

determined to avoid these implications. And herdefly does not want to pass into

253 gluiter 2000, 95.
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silence; he wants to engage in communication witlers. Therefore in order to get
out of the linguistic predicament, he appeals tlesignated mode of speech, that is,
his avowal of appearance which is serviceable kmawledging his impression that
it is day and yet without asserting that it i’¥bAs a result, the Pyrrhonist does not
regress into silence; his avowal of appearancevalloim to communicate pathos
without asserting it and Sextus can be outspokém s writing.

Sluiter believes that Sextus’s account of his Rymranphonai (PH 1 187-208)
can reveal not only his views on tipdonai but also his views on the role and
function of language in human communication. Slygues that Sextus’s choice for
the wordphonai is indicative of the essential nature of his nemeatoric speech and
that Sextus purposefully ugdonai when there are other choices of words available
to him. For instance, Sluiter argues, Sextus caml@goi, or apophthegmaor
epiphonemaor an expression likecepticorf>> She suspects that Sextus is attracted
to the termphone because in ancient philosophical language andibtiguheory, it
‘indicates articulated sound without giving infortia@ about semantic content’. In
addition, she says that Sextus likes to congbhimas with propheresthai(which
emphasizes sound-production rather than the prauct logos which would be

suggested biego). His other choices of accompanying verbs gkghtheggomais

%4 Stough’s formulation of the linguistic constrafat the Pyrrhonist is ‘How can the Sceptic assent
to phenomena without committing himself to the hraof some assertion or other?’ (Stough 1984,
138) Stough’s treatment of the constraint and theh®nist response differs from that of Sluiter. In
her discussion Sluiter deals with linguistic eletselike, semantic analysis of certain Greeks, form
and meaning, interchangeability in the Pyrrhonist'sque speech and Sextus’s pleafachesis
whereas Stough’s discussion is more concerned thigh notion of assent to appearances, the
distinction between evident and non-evident, ast &he distinction between dogmatic assent and
undogmatic assent. See Stough 1984, 137-142.

2% gluiter 2000, 97.
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also mostly associated with interjection-like wdteres and interjections express
precisely gpathos which is irrational, and of which no theory cam dgiven. Finally
Sluiter believes that Sextugiwonai (or disclaimers of non-assertion for Stough) are
supposed to reflect just the personal experientikeeo$peaker, and the choice for the
word phonai certainly does not commit Sextus to any theorlaofuage.

Before Sluiter, Mates has already pointed out S@ttus’s choice for the word
phonai is highly strategic and it reflects his defensiv@negainst the possible
criticism that his words and slogans are in fagndatic assertions. Mates refers to a
passage in AristotleBe anima,420b5, which defines jghoné as a 'sound, properly
the sound of the voice, whether of a human beingngranimal with a larynx and
lungs’?*® Mates assumes that Sextus chooses the pleihi for (as he puts it) its
‘somewhat deprecatory air’ so as to reinforce themithat the Pyrrhonist does not
offer his utterances as weighty assertions aboghany; they are only reports of his
personal experience.

Sluiter thinks that a closer look at the passagesuomallon(PH 1 188-191) can
unveil the rationale for Sextus’s deviation frone ttommon linguistic conventions
with regard to the declarative mode of speech. Ating to Sluiter, Sextus makes
the plea ofkatachesis when he remarks on the form and meaningwfmallon

Regarding the form adu mallon

First, he points out (ifPH 1 188) that the form is schematiocu mallon should be
supplemented to get a complete sentence.
Secondly, the form is alsimdifferent the samepathoscan be expressed by a question

‘why A rather than B?t{ mallor;).?*’

26 Mates 1996 p.255.
%7 Sluiter 2000, 96. On the previous page, Sluiteegia nice exegesis of the points of Sextus’s

remark on form. ‘Sentence-types and speech actaldshme carefully distinguished: The same
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Regarding the meaning ofi mallon

Sextus points out that it may look like (have tharaler of), an assertion, but that it is in
fact usedkatachestikos (PH 1 191).

Sluiter believes that the plea kdtachesis can explain Sextus’s exploitation of
the declarative mode of speech to generate his @vofvappearance in order to
provide anad hocescape from his linguistic predicament. Accordingluiter, the
Greek wordkatachiesis can be used to refer to two distinct phenomena. fiFht is
‘an improper use of language, an “abuse” even, vehtarm is employed in spite of
the fact that a better choice was available, oaeithmore regular in form, or proper
in meaning’. The second is ‘the more common meanamgl it refers to ‘the
extended use of a term, because there simply maer term to express whatever
it is that needs to be expresséti.’'Sextus’s problem is the lack of a proper form of
speech which can get him out of the linguistic prashent. He needs a form of
speech that can express nothing more than theegpkerience of gathos If it is
acceptable to use a term beyond its usual meaaiegpress something differently
when the proper term does not exist, perhaps thehéhist can do something
similar, where the right form of speech does nasteXherefore, he uses declarative

mode of speech as an emergency measure in caseshehrequisite form of speech

sentence-type can perform different functions @esp acts. For instance, the question “Is yoursglas
empty?” may be a request for information, a hiotrfryour partner that it is time to leave, or areoff
of a refill. Different sentence-types can also lsedito perform the same function. A rhetorical
question is the speech-act equivalent of a declaraentence with assertoric function’ (Sluiter @00
95). See als®H | 189 for Sextus’s own examples of interchangésbil

258 gluiter 2000, 96.
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does not exist. Returning to Sextus’s remark orfaha of ou mallon it is clear that
the Pyrrhonian usage is indifferent to the grameoaafiorm;ou mallonandti mallon
are used as if they are identical. If Sextus werspell out the Pyrrhonian usage
with regard to grammatical form, it would be: Dat taok at the form to determine
the meaning. For the Pyrrhonian usage is indiffet@the grammatical form. Sluiter
finds textual support froPH 1 190, 197, 201 where Sextus repeatedly strekses t
idea that the meaning of the sceptigbadnai like ou mallonlies in thepathosof the
Pyrrhonist®® Finally Sluiter concludes that Sextus’s undersiagmaf the role and
function of language in human communication is updwerlooked and he should
be given a place in the history of speech actsritf&0

| think Sluiter’'s discussion is useful in drawingitothe issues concerning
Sextus’s avowal of appearance as a crucial dewiadfothe declarative mode of
speech. However, there is an important misgivinglinter’s discussion of excusing
avowal of appearance as an ‘emergency measureteiSleaves an important
guestion unanswered. Why does Sextus choose tovbaonventional usage of the
declarative mode of speech when it is obvious shah borrowing would certainly
invite confusion and objection? If the Pyrrhonigshes to mark himself off from
assertive speech, he can stick to his favouriten fof statement ‘it appears to me

now that so and so’. His plea kditacheésis seems puzzling, if not irritating.

29 But there is still room for a dogmatic interpréat of ou mallonand Sextus'ghonai can be
interpreted as expressing dogmatic beliefs abalityedespite his plea dfatachesis | discuss these

in section 2.4 when | draw on Castagnoli’s disaussif Sextus’s distinction between a dogmatic and
non-dogmatic interpretation ofu mallon

20 gluiter 2000, 96: ‘It is Sextus’s awareness offte that the same function can be performed by
the interrogative ti mallon and the declarative mallon, and his distinction of outward form

(charaker) and function, that earn him a place in the histifrspeech-act theory.’
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On this matter, Mates suggests that locutions effthm ‘it appears to me now
so and so’ function as a kind of modal operatorSextus and they resembles the
so-called psychological verbs that, according tegEr generate oblique contexts in
which words and expressions no longer have thalinary denotations. Mates
himself proposes that the Pyrrhonist uses the appea (0 phainomenonas a
syncategorematic expression. A syncategorematicesgin ‘contributes to the
meaningfulness of more complex expressions in wiiohcurs but that does not by
itself have any denotation or referent&.’On my view, perhaps, as his distinction
between two senses of the word ‘is’ suggests, Sexibooses to borrow
conventional usage of declarative form of speedabse for him it is the content of
what is said, not the actual forms of his statesémat is important to him. This is

also supported by his repeated stress on loose (BBigL 191, 195, 196).

2.3 PhilosophicalPhainetai Pronouncement and Belief

Barnes’s discussion deals with Sextus’s commitnterthe phainomenan the
Outlines of Pyrrhonismand also Pyrrhonian avowals of appeardfiteBarnes
prefers to call Pyrrhonian avowals of appearapbainetaisentences’ orphainetai

utterances’. Barnes believes that given Sextuslingmess to say how things

%1 See Mates 1995, 11-17.

%2 Barnes’s discussion mainly deals with the scopepafctz in the Outlines of PyrrhonismHe
wants to determine whether Sextus’s Pyrrhonishefutlinesis rustic or urbane. He approaches the
question by examining three subordinate issuesOthitines’scommitment to thgghainomenahe
notion ofdogmaand theOutliness opposition tadogmatikoj and finally theOutlines’s attitude to
Bios and the Meaning of Life. As | have shown, he memgithe problematic status of Sextus’s
writing as a troublesome side issue and he sexs‘d problem independent of the dispute between

rustic and urbane interpreters’ (Barnes 1998, 62-63
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appear the Pyrrhonist of tia@utlines of Pyrrhonisns almost certainly committed to
the phainomenaHowever, Barnes warns of the false move of takiregPyrrhonian

avowals of appearance that ‘it appears to me thansl so’ as meaning ‘I believe
that so and s According to Barnes the avowals of appearanché®utlines of

Pyrrhonismdo not carry the usual epistemic sense so thaappearing mentioned
in the utterances is not epistemic but phenomeinedbdf his avowal of appearance
is to imply an epistemic appearance statementPtfenonist would be expressing
an assertion or a judgment about the thing thattdilkes about. He would be
expressing a certain view and with the qualificatihat his judgement may be
wrong. The speaker of epistemic appearance statemetends to affirm with

qualification whatever that is being talked abdut on the other hand if his avowal
of appearance implies only a phenomenological appgahen the Pyrrhonist does
not express a judgement on the thing that he taliaut; he only reports on his

experience®

%63 As we shall see shortly, unlike Barnes Burnyegts that in some cases where non-perceptual
impressions are concerned it is a very legitimatavento take the Pyrrhonian utterance that ‘it
appears to me that so and so’ as meaning ‘I betteateso and so’.

%4 There is more to be said of this distinction betweepistemic and phenomenal appearance
statements. | can talk about external things by whyalking about my perceptual experiences.
Suppose | say, ‘The tree on the left appears higheray be saying something about external object,
the tree, by way of saying something about my @gpee. | may conclude that the left tigdigher

and | reach my judgement about this left tree anlhsis of my visual experience. In this case,
appearances are considered as some special kintsngk, some mind-dependent objects like
sense-data which we are directly aware of in peéi@emnd which may be compared and contrasted
with the things of which they are appearances. Ameat 1982 explains the ancient sceptics never
doubted the existence of the external world. Arehldm, in Burnyeat’s own words, ‘did not receive
its first formulation in antiquity’ (Burnyeat 1982). According to Burnyeat, it was Descartes who
has carried scepticism to the extreme when his higtie doubt took on the existence of his own

body and the external world. (Burnyeat 1982)
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Moreover, phenomenological appearing is not rdastlido perception only. It
comprises non-perceptual impression. One can, aseBasuggests, say ‘That
argumentlooks sound — but don’'t be taken in by it' in which thppearing is
phenomenological but non-percepttf&l.But in any case, Pyrrhonian avowals of
appearance are not totally cut off from epistensiadings. As Barnes sees it, the
phenomenological avowals of appearance can impigfben at least four different

ways.

First, the utterer appears to refer to himself, hadce to presuppose his own existence
(and perhaps also certain facts about his own @atug. that he is a being capable of
perception and thought). Secondly, the utterer aggpt refer to the present time, and
hence presuppose that there is such a thing as Tinielly — and more strikingly — the
utterer appears to refer to external objects, amtd to assume their existence; for if |
say ‘That tower looks round’, | may be in doubt abthe ‘real nature’ of the tower, but |
can hardly doubt that theiie a tower there of some sort or other. Finally — amabt
obviously — the utterer appears to be expressiogjiaf by his very utterance, namely the
belief that the honey tastes sweet to him, etc.tR®mtterance of an indicative sentence
functions characteristically as a manifestatiorbelief in the proposition expressed by

the sentenc®®

On the other hand, Burnyeat argues that thereveryasubtle way in which the
Pyrrhonian avowals of appearance about impressibtisought can imply beliefs.
As Burnyeat points out, Sextus’'s avowals of appesain the Outlines of
Pyrrhonismtrade on a philosophically important ambiguity @riis crucial to

Sextus’s assumption that the utterances ‘it appearse that so and so’ and ‘Il don't

%5 Barnes 1998, 63-4. If Burnyeat 1982 is right, théne first three objections would be
anachronistic and Sextus would be immune to thest-Q@artesian thinking. The critics of Sextus
would challenge Sextus only in the fourth way.

266 Barnes 1998, 64.
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believe that so and so’ are in general logicallynsistent. But in fact, this
assumption is wrong when the utterance is madetadoumpression of thought.
Non-perceptual avowals of appearance that speaoroe impressions of thought
are not on a par with avowals of appearance tleskspf sense-impressions. Sextus
cannot insist that his avowals of appearance thatls of some impressions of
thought are mere announcements of his passivetiafiewr mental states. Unlike the
avowals of appearance that report on a perceptaid, $is philosophicglhainetai

pronouncement implies a state of befff.

Burnyeat argues that what appedosghainomenonmay be anything whatever
given in the impressionpbantasid, and in Sextus’s Pyrrhonian framework, there
are impressiongphantasia) which are not and could not possibly be thoughbe
sense-impressiorf&® For instance, it would be impossible to regardappearances
in hisphonai like ‘I determine nothing’®H 1 15) and ‘Everything is relativePH 1
135) as impressions of sense. They speak of someessions of thought. And as
Sextus suggests hphonai are not expressive of dogmatic beliefs. Insteay tire
mere records of appearance. Burnyeat therefore lwbes that for Sextus,

appearance is not exclusively identified with sersggpearance it comprises

%7 Given their very difference, | think it is helpfilere to distinguish two kinds of Pyrrhonian
avowals of appearance. The first kind of avowalapgfearance speaks of sense-impressions and thus
they are mere announcements of his passive affeotionental states. The second kind of avowals
speaks of impressions of thought. For the sakelanity, |1 shall use ‘Pyrrhonian philosophical
phainetaipronouncement’ to refer to the second kind of avowa

%8 Burnyeat 1998a, 38-41. Burnyeat reports that sionest Sextus ‘goes so far as to speak of things
appearing to reasomoog or thought dianoia) (ambiguously s&®H 2 10,M 8 70, unambiguously

M 7 25, 8 141)’ (Burnyeat 1998a, 39).
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impressions of thought; things that appgarainomenacomprise objects of sense
as well as objects of thougti @ 362)%°

Burnyeat thinks that the ultimate incoherence ef $heptic philosophy is found
in his philosophicaphainetaipronouncement as it is expressive of belief iregyv
subtle way despite its disguise as undogmatic avofvappearance. An avowal of
appearance that reports on the Pyrrhonist's senpeession describes a genuine
experience d pathos, a phantasiathat awaits his assent. Suppose a Pyrrhonist
reports on his sense impression by saying ‘Homgyearssweet’ PH 1 20) and
then he continues ‘But | do not believe that hoiseyweet’. His refusal to assent to
the first level proposition that honey sweet does not invoke a self-contradiction
because his utterances simply acknowledge to hisepwmial state that honey
appears sweet. He needs not assent to the fidtpesposition that honeig sweet.
In short in Pyrrhonian avowals of appearance thatks of sense impression assent
and impression are logically independent.

According to Burnyeat, in the case of philosophgahinetaipronouncements
assent and impression are not logically independaumppose after experiencing a
number of occasions in which contrary claims hayweaé strength a Pyrrhonist says,
‘It appears to me that contrary claims have eqtrahgth but | do not believe that
contrary claims have equal strengtf’ This utterance, which speaks of some
impressions of thought, is intelligible only ifgarries epistemic sense. As Burnyeat
suggests the philosophical impression that contcdayns have equal strength,

‘being the effect of argument, is only to be madesg of in terms of reason, belief

29 Burnyeat identifies Stough’s view which regardsadpearances as impressions of sense as a
mistaken interpretation.

2’0 This is Burnyeat's example. See Burnyeat 1988753
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and truth — the very notions the sceptic is mosicrs to avoid?’* His repeated
impressions that no claim is to be preferred tadsial support the conviction that
the generalizatiois true?’?

As Burnyeat sums up ‘accepting the conclusion thah the basis of a certain
argument is hardly to be distinguished from conmtimbgelievethatp is true with that
argument as one’eason’ The Pyrrhonist’s impression that contrary claihmsve
equal strength is actually identical to his assenthe conclusion that contrary
claims have equal strength, which is a state aébdt would not make sense for the
Pyrrhonist to insist that that he does not asserthé conclusion as true because
such denial would amount to contemplating a furthetr of assent to the assent
already given, Burnyeat argues. The Pyrrhonist catreat his own thought as if it
were the thoughts of someone else because sucthdetat from oneself is not
humanly possible, Burnyeat concludes.

Alternatively Barnes believes it is not anachranisb explain Sextus’s avowals
of appearance with speech acts thédtyHe reckons that Diogenes, for instance,
used the notion of ‘confessions’ to refer to therRgnist’'s utterancesLives of
Eminent Philosopher8 104) and Sextus, for his part, refers to his otterances as
‘avowals’ PH 1 4, 15, 197, 200, 203). Barnes observes thahatien of ‘avowal’
has attained currency in Wittgensteinian circles. rieffers to a celebrated passage

in the Philosophical Investigationg § 244) where Wittgenstein elaborates on

21 Burnyeat 1998a, 54.

272 Burnyeat thinks that believing this generalizattare is indispensable for the sceptic if he is to
attainataraxia

273 Barnes 1998, 65: ‘Greek philosophers had recodnizenturies before Sextus, that statements

were only one among many speech acts.’
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‘Ausserungen that is, ‘expressions of feelings’ or avowalsIn addition, Barnes
also recalls Wittgenstein’s objection to the mistalkassumption that avowals of a
feeling constitute statemerits.

The similarity between Wittgensteinian avowals &ydrhonian avowals is quite
obvious here. A chiléxpresseser pain by crying. She does rmbateanything; her
cry is not a statement. Barnes suggests that gechpof the Pyrrhonist functions in
the same way. When the Pyrrhonist is mentally &fc he would utter
phenomenologicaphainetai sentences texpresshis pathos His avowals express
his pathos not his belief that he is in certgyathos He statesnothing, not even that
he is experiencing a certajppathos®’® Barnes thinks that since the Pyrrhonist's
avowals are not statements, they bypass b&fief.

| think Barnes’s discussion is helpful in drawingeation to the distinction
between two very different kinds of Pyrrhonian aatsvof appearance. The first
kind involves perceptual appearance and in uttetimg kind of avowals, the
Pyrrhonist does not express judgement on the thingishe talks about. He only

reports on his perceptual experience. The second kivolves non-perceptual

2% Barnes 1998, 65-6: ‘Words are connected with thigirml and natural expression of feeling
[Empfindung =patho§, and are put in their place. A child hurts itseifd cries: adults then talk to
him and teach him exclamations and later sentendbsy teach the child a new pain-behaviozur —
“Then you're saying that the word ‘pain’ really nmsacrying?” — Quite the opposite: the verbal
expression of pain replaces crying and does nafrithesit Philosophical Investigation§244).’

27> Barnes 1998, 66: ‘Wittgenstein calls such ‘expmss of feelings’ Ausserungenor avowals;
and he explicitly says that ‘to call the avowalsadkeling a statement is misleadi@g{tel §549).’

2% Stough reports that a similar point is made by .&.INaess in his boo®cepticismHis point is
that ‘When saying “I feel cold”, the sceptic doet make an asserti@boutsomething, he asserts
something’ (Stough 198443).

2’ Barnes suggests there is no need to supposehthavowals by-pass truth as well. His reason is

that an avowal may turn out to be true despitauttexer having no intention to make a statement.
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impressions like contrary claims have equal sttendgts Barnes rightly notes,
Pyrrhonian avowals of appearance are not completsylated from epistemic
readings and thus may express beliefs. In thisrdedlae second kind of avowals is
more controversial than the first kind.

| think Burnyeat makes a very strong case for tgkivre second kind of avowal,
that is, Pyrrhonian philosophicahainetai pronouncement, as implying a state of
belief. Barnes argues that Pyrrhonian philosoplpbtalnetaipronouncement is like
Wittgensteinian avowal; it is not statement anddfae it bypasses belief. | think is
this argument is not conclusive.

But on the other hand, | think Burnyeat has ovéestdiis argument when he
claimed that in assenting to his impression thatreoy claims have equal strength
and yet failing to conclude that the generalizai®irue the Pyrrhonist invokes a
kind of humanly impossible detachment from hims&lfippose someone is given
two seeming incompatiblesandy to choose and to assist his decision-making he
thinks through his options by considering a few-adbressed questions. He starts
by asking himself questions likeAre x andy equally worthy of choosing?’, ‘Db
really wantx?’, ‘Will | regret if| choosex instead ofy?’ Does it follow that in
considering these kinds of self-addressed questienss in the danger of splitting
into two people or invoking some kind of humanlypmssible detachment from
himself?

I think the self-addressed questions that he thihksugh in his struggle to get a
decision on the incompatibles are simply naturgressions of thoughts which we
all may experience at some point in our lives whken are in similar situation.
Therefore, | think the Pyrrhonist can assent toitmgression that contrary claims

have equal strength without also concluding itug that contrary claims have equal
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strength. The Pyrrhonist assents to impressionthat contrary claims have equal
strength. But he can withhold his assent fromgéeeralizationthat contrary claims
have equal strength. After all we should recalt Bextus characterizes Pyrrhonism
as zetetic(seeking or questioning) from its activity in intigation and inquiry’,
‘suspensivdrom the state of mind produced in the inquirderlhis search’ and
‘aporetic from its indecision as regards assent and de(id 1 7). All things
considered, | think it makes good sense to concthde Pyrrhonian philosophical
phainetai pronouncement does not imply a state of beliefe Tiscussion on

scepticaphonai in the next section will give further support ty mew.

2.4 ScepticalPhonai and the Deep Grammar ofOu(den) mallon

| shall now consider dogmatic interpretation of @eml phonai. When a
Pyrrhonist says ‘no mongthang, is he attributing an absolute reality to pigonai
and thus comes to hold some dogmatic beliefs ateality, for instance, that it is
really ‘no morep thanq’ in the external world?

Castagnoli suggests that this risk of dogmaticrpregation does not pass Sextus
by, and he actually develops a defensive mechaiisstamp it out. Castagnoli
argues that Sextus elaborates on a distinction detwa dogmatic and a
non-dogmatic interpretation obuden mallonand he discards the dogmatic

interpretation aPH 1 14-15.2"® According to the passages, in utteringtiénai the

2’8 Sextus says (é@H | 14-15): But not everfall oydd in uttering propheresthaj the Sceptical
phonai about unclear matterpdri ton adzlon] nonevident things — for example, ‘Nothing more’
[ouden malloh or ‘I determine nothing’ guden orix], or one of the othephonai which we shall

later discuss — does he [the Sceptic] hold belfeds.he who holds beliefs posds real[és uparchon
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Pyrrhonist does not posit hihonai as absolutely real, that is, pertaining to what
really is the case, and therefore he does not come tbdmblefs Castagnoli argues
that Sextus does not posiiden malloras real because he wants to avoid asserting

the implicit maxim that

(M*) For every pair of conflicting unclear mattepsandq, p is as persuasive asand

thereforeoneshould believe neither the one nor the otbae(must suspend judgement).

At PH 1 14-15 Sextus also reports that the Pyrrhonies amt posit hiphonai as
pertaining to whateally is the case because he realizes thgpiwieali, for instance,
‘Nothing more’, resemble the claim that ‘Everything false’. The claim that
‘Everything is false’ is self-referring and its sapplication conduces to an absolute
self-refutation which is neither true nor false.

Castagnoli argues that the crucial vesmperigrapheiin Sextus’s passage
should not be taken to signify any sense of sdiftation because fayu mallon its
self-application does not conduce to a self-refomat Hence, he is opposed to
McPherran who concludes tha mallonis absolutely self-refuting as he construes

the verbsymperigrapheas meaning ‘to refute along witf*

tithetai] what he is said to believe, whereas the Scepigitp thesghonai not as absolutely real
[ouchéas panbs yparchoysds

For they [the Pyrrhonists] suppose that, just aptidné ‘Everything is false’ says that it too, along
with everything else, is false (and similarly fdidthing is true’), so also ‘Nothing more’ says tftat
too, along with the everything else, is no mored amence it cancels itself along with
[symperigraphgithe other things. And we say the same of thero8eepticalphonai... Sceptics
utter their ownphonai in such a way that they are implicitly cancellggerigraphesthdi by
themselves.’

The translations are from Castagnoli 2000, 265-276.

219 Castagnoli complains that this line of interprietais popular among many commentators and the

incorrect translation informs the works of McPhegr8urnyeat, Stough, Fogelin, and Hankinson
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Accoriding to Castagnoli, Sextus never upesgrapheinto indicate some form
of refutation or self-refutation; its possible meeys in Sextus’s text are: ‘exclude’,
‘delineate’, ‘define’, ‘determine’, ‘draw a line @und’, circumscribe’, and
‘conclude’. In Sextus’s usagsymperigrapheirusually takes one of these possible
meanings as ‘to cancel’ and it is a kind of caratglh that cannot be identified with
refutation because the cancellation expressexymperigrapheirdoes not involve a
falsification of the ‘cancelled’ iterff°

On Castagnoli’'s view, the upshots of Sextus’s remor his phonai (PH |1
187-208) concerning the correct meaning of the sgrbperigrapheirand the deep

grammar obu mallonare as follows.

1 ouden mallon(interchangeable withou mallori, ‘No more’) is elliptical: it implicitly
stands for ‘No more one thing than the oth@t( 188).

2 it makes clear the Pyrrhonispisithos because of the equipollence of the opposed (i.e.
conflicting) objects, the Pyrrhonist ends in eduilim, i.e. he assents to neither siBél(

I 190), where equipollence means ‘equality in wlhagipears persuasive to us [the
Pyrrhonists]’. buden mallohstands for ‘I do not know which of these thingsHould
assent to and which not assent #H(l 191), or for an equivalent question.

3 the Sceptic does not use piwnai about all things universally, bunly about those
unclear things, objects of dogmatic enquidH(l 208), which he himself has examined
(PH 1199, 203y%

(Castagnoli 2000, 264). Castagnoli’'s view is tht tendering of the key verb as such is misleading
and wrong because ‘Sextusever accepts, andso much the lessembraces, the charge of
self-refutation, either in relation to hghonai or concerning the proof against proof and ‘what i
interpreted by McPherran as an admission of séltaon is actually an amazingly refined tool that
Sextus useagainstthe charge of inconsistency and self-refutatiat the dogmatist deploys against
him.’

280 castagnili 2000, 270-1.

281 Castagnili 2000, 278-9. It follows form these gafieations that a tentative meaning @t

mallonis: ‘For every pair of conflicting unclear mattggsandq | have examined, it appears to me
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According toPH 1 13, the Pyrrhonist does not dogmatize becausdobs not
assent to the non-evident; he assents only tpdtie that are forced upon him by a
phantasia®® Therefore Castagnoli argues that the final meanfrmu(den) mallon

should be:

For every pair of conflicting unclear mattgysandq | have examinedt appears to me
nowthatp is as persuasive &s and thereforé can believe neither the one nor the other

(I suspend judgement).

Castagnoli argues that this is the deep grammaufen) mallorfor Sextus. If
the Pyrrhonist is to hold beliefs in uttering ‘narap thang’, his utterance would
be purporting to make a truth-claim about someuteaif the external world,
something non-evident, that is, such that he ises$ihg the objective equipollence
of p and g and thereby referring to an instance of intrinsideterminacy of the
world.

But the deep grammar ofi mallonsuggests instead that when a Pyrrhonist utters
‘no morep thang, he is merely expressing his impression thaindq are equally
worthy or unworthy of acceptance. Such frame ofdrmg merely contingent and

subjective. The Pyrrhonist is mentally affectedstlamd so, but he does not assume

now thatp is as persuasive as and therefore | do not know which of these thihghould assent to
and which not assent to.’

282 pH 1 13: When we say that the Sceptic does not ddgenake are not using the term ‘dogma’ as
some do, in its more common meaning, ‘somethingydha merely agrees to’, for the Sceptic does
give assent to thpathe that are forced upon him byphantasia for example, when feeling hot (or
cold) he would not say ‘I seem not to be hot (oldkb But when we assert that he does not
dogmatize, we use ‘dogma’ in the sense, which etigére it, of assent to one of the non-evident

matters investigated by the sciences.
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that everyone should be subject to the same ajfectn the deep grammar ofti
mallon, the quasi-modal operator ‘it appears to me noat’ thnd the first-person
pronoun ‘I’ make it very clear that ‘no mopethanq’ reflects a mere avowal of the
Pyrhronist’s subjective impression thpt and q are equipollent. He suspends
judgement on which one is more worthy of acceptafice

Returning to the translation o$ymperigraphein Castagnoli raises issues
concerning the rendering of the verb as ‘to refltsmg with'. This translation seems
to provide some defence for Sextus against thegehtimat he is dogmatizing with
his phonai because it is obvious that he cannot sensibljpate an absolute reality
to his phonai if they are absolutely self-refuting and henceessarily false. But
Castagnoli detects two difficulties in this intesfation. The first one is a
terminological issue. If Sextus really has selfatafion in mind, he could use his
standard verlperitrepein or its nourf®* Castagnoli argues thaymperigraphein
denotes in ancient Greek ‘a very specific kind @ihceellation: that kind of
cancellation practised by copyists, correctors, @imtblogists on a text that we call
‘expunction’ or ‘deletion” by putting different dcritical marks, which would
become round brackets in our tiffé. Therefore, Castagnoli concludes that the verb
symperigrapheirshould be rendered as ‘to bracket along with’ 8egtus’sphonai

would become self-bracketing, that is, its selfimapion conduces to

83 Castagnoli points out that if the quasi-modal eparand the first person pronoun are removed,
ou mallonwould cease to express an avowal and its meanmgdvwbe radically changed. It would
transform into an implicit maxim, a dogmatic trudlaim about the external world: ‘For every pair of
conflicting unclear matterg andq, p is as persuasive asand thereforemne should believe neither
the one nor the otheoifemust suspend judgement)’ (Castagnoli 2000, 281).

284 Castagnoli 2000, 280, see also 265-273.

285 Castagnoli 2000, 286.
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self-bracketing® But this self-bracketing is the result of the smiplication of the
phonai by dogmatic interpretation. The Pyrrhonist does mend dogmatic
interpretation of his ownphonai. Finally the reason thabu mallon is not

self-refuting lies in its deep grammar. Accordingastagnoli, we find

in the deep grammar afuden mallorthe epistemic concepts of appearance, degree of
persuasiveness, assent, and befief,the semantic concepts of truth or falsitg. o
more thang' does not meanp'is false andj as well’ (nor p is true andy as well’); its
actual meaning is: | can believe neither thator thatq because they appear to me

equally persuasive’

To conclude, | have examined the nature and ceamagtof Sextus’s distinctive
use of language by looking into his attitudeaphasia the plea ofkatachesis for
his deviation of the declarative mode of speecls, ghainetai sentences, his
scepticalphonai and the deep grammar oti mallon together they comprise the
crucial framework of his non-assertoric speech. digcussion has confirmed that
Sextus’s speech is thoroughly non-assertoric. Hiisrances and writing do not
register any belief claims as they do not purpomnike any truth claims about the
non-evident or how things really are. The resulimof discussion can give much
support to the cogency of my thesis. Thereforenctude that it is entirely apt to
construe Sextus’s writing as a non-assertoric dis® which, like his speech,

expresses no beliefs of how things really are.

28 | think this point is crucial for a fair grasp Bfrrhonism.

87 Castagnoli 2000, 280.
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3. Dissoi Logoi Misology and the Premature Dialectician

In this section, | discuss how Plato’s usedfsoi logoj that is, the practice of
arguing on both sides of an issue or argument,isnaporetic dialogues can be
contrasted with Sextus’s sceptical mode of arguatemt which leads to
equipollence of arguments and then suspensiondgejment. Then | shall complete
my discussion in this Chapter by showing how Pymrbim represents a judicious
course, a middle course caught between the thfeatismlogy and the danger of
premature practice of dialectic discussed in PéRtiaedoandRepublic

Dissoi Logoiis the title given by posterity to a short collentof arguments for
and against various theses authored by an Anonymdated around 400 BC.
According to Burnyeat, the work is ‘not a high-poe@ debate’ but there are
numerous points of contact between its argumemtarfd against the teachability of
wisdom and virtue, and PlatoRrotagoras(319a-328d) ani¥leno (89e-96d). Since
nothing can be said with certainty about the wavk, do not know what can be
made of these points of contact. Another thing Wonting is that the work came to
us as an appendix to the manuscripts of SextuMoreover, the work is written in
Doric dialect; both Pyrrho and Aenesidemus camen flmric-speaking regions. But

again, its murkiness prevents us from seeing tlaetesonnection of this work to

288 Again we do not know what can be made of this #rede is no evidence that Sextus read the
Dissoi Logoialthough the work could have been of great inteteshim given his passion with

arguing for and against a thesis to induce suspemdijudgement about it.
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Pyrrhonism. And as Burnyeat advises, ‘Sober readdtssuspend judgement on
every question about the work®®

Here for my discussion | uskssoi logoito refer to conflicting arguments or the
practice of arguing on both sides of an issue gument.Dissoi logoiis an effective
mode of arguing and in Sextus’s treatment of belitebecomes a form of
confrontational dialectic and a sceptical strateégst leads to equipollence of
arguments and then suspension of judgement. Supipesgmatist makes the rash
assertion thap then Sextus argues for bgthand notp so that the argumenfso
and concome out even. As it appears no mpréhan notp the dogmatist can no
longer hold on to his belief and he has to susjetgement.

Unlike Sextus, Plato does not argue to suspengigrigement. But the Socratic
elenchusas depicted in Plato’s dialogues appears to behanadnstance of
confrontational dialectic — the discussion usuathmes to an impasseagoria) and
the interlocutor has no clue of how to get out loé impasse brought by the
contradiction between his original claim and thaaosion of the ensuing argument.
The Socratielenchughus appeamsegative

Cicero, writing in the first century BC, recapittda atVarro 46 what he takes to

be some essential features in Plato’s writing enftllowing lines:

nothing is assented to; there are many argumentmotinsides of a question, and on all

matters there is much enquiry, but nothing firreag

289 Burnyeat 1998c, 107. According to Burnyeat, ‘Nothican be said with certainty about it. Not
only its author, but its text, date, overall pumpand intellectual affiliations remain matters for
scholarly speculation. Speculation has run rioturf/eat 1998c, p.106). Therefore, | make no

speculation about it. See also Bailey 2008.
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Because of these contentious features in Platoisngy Cicero argues that
Arcesilaus and the New Academy should not be takemmarking any radical
departure from Plato and the Old Academy. On hewyiArcesilaus’'s sceptical
philosophizing actually resembled these contentfeatures in Plato’s writing. The
speech atvarro 46 breaks off but Cicero expresses his view maepietely
elsewherg®

Of the three features Cicero mentiond/atro 46, the first concerns the form of
writing. As | have argued in Chapter Two, although reader may happen to find
some very definite and strongly held ideas in th&odues, the dialogue form
together with Platonic silence and authorial anoityymake it difficult to hold Plato
committed to the ideas voiced by ttiematis personaebe it Socrates or any other
leading speakers. The result is that in the diadsdnothing is assented to’.

And this feature obviously gives rise to the thfedture namely that ‘on all
matters there is much enquiry, but nothing firsagd’. As | have argued in Chapter
Two, the dialogues are not to be taken as a vebicRatonic doctrines. They are

maieutic they represent on-going enquiries about juspesty and so on, and at the

2% De orat 3.67: ‘First [in contrast to his predecessorshi@ Academy, who had made no radical
changes of teaching method] Arcesilaus, Polemomsl pseized on the following in particular out of
various writings of Plato and from the Socratic wensations: that nothing sure can be apprehended
by either the senses or the mind. He is said t® lemployed an outstandingly attractive style of
speaking in rejecting any judgements of the mindemses, and to have been the first to set up the
practice — though this was highly Socratic — of sllowing what he thought but of arguing against
what anyone else said that they thought.’

Also Fin. 2.2: ‘He [Socrates] had the practice of drawingt dis interlocutors’ beliefs by
conversation and questioning, so as to say whaldwgght in response to their replies. This custom
was abandoned by his successors, but Arcesilaigeteit, and instituted the following practice:
those who wished to hear him should not ask hinsties but should themselves tell him what they

thought: when they had told him, he would arguaregat.’
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same time they invite the reader to think for hiéime the issues. So we are left with
the second feature. According to the second feaRle¢o is closely akin to
Arcesilaus’s sceptical style and practice becausdis writing ‘there are many
arguments on both sides of a question’. Arguably ffeems to suggest a kind of
dissoi logoistructure in Plato’s dialogues. Why would Platopéow dissoi logoiin
his dialogues? To what extent is Plato akin to scism because of his application
of dissoi logo?

Cicero thinks that the feature of arguing on battes, which we are calling
dissoi logoj reveals a sceptical Plato. Cicero’s view vgasnehowshared by an
anonymous Neoplatonist commentator of the sixthurgmb who compiled five
arguments for a sceptical interpretation of Pl&tb.Anonymous’s first two

arguments are as follows.

In his discussion of things, they say, he usesategddverbs indicating ambivalence and
doubt — e.g. ‘probably’ and ‘perhaps’ and ‘maybad that is a mark not of one who
knows but of one who fails to apprehend any prekmaviedge.

They argue secondly that inasmuch as he triestablesh contrary views about the same
things he clearly extols inapprehensibilitagkétakpsia) — for example, he tries to
establish contraries when discussing friendshihéiysis temperance in th€harmides

piety in theEuthyphro292

1 The five arguments are preserved in an anonymot®duction to Plato’s Philosophy
According to Annas, the anonymous Neoplatonist cemtator was dated by the editor L.G.
Westerink to the sixth century AD and in the schoblympiodorus (Annas 1992, 62). The five
arguments are also mentioned in Annas and Barréfs, 13-4.

292 See Annas 1992, 63-5. | discuss the first two ments in section 3.1 and | leave the other three
arguments aside because Annas convincingly ardwasthiey do not carry much force. The other
three arguments are as follows.

‘Thirdly, they say that he thinks that there issuzh thing as knowledge, as is clear from thetfaadt

he refutes every account of knowledge in Theaetetusas well as number; how can we say that

someone like this extols apprehension?’
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Anonymous’s second argument echoes Cicero’s arguthah Plato is closely
akin to sceptical style and practice because imhiing ‘there are many arguments
on both sides of a question’. Both Cicero and Amooys refer to the same style and
practice, that isdissoi logoiand because of this they both read Plato as diccep
However, there is one crucial difference on whatimfer from it. Cicero concludes
that in Plato’s writing ‘there is much enquiry, dthing firm is said’. Anonymous,
nevertheless, is more radical as he concludesPlasn embracemapprehensibility
because of his application dissoi logoi If both of them agree that Plato is closely
akin to scepticism, they actually refer to diffaremtions of scepticism. Not all
forms of scepticism need to call uporapprehensibilityfor credentials. Arcesilaus
argues to inapprehensibilitaKatakpsia) but Philo abandons Arcesilaus’s radical
scepticism after he becomes the head of the Nevdexng. According to Sextus
Pyrrhonism has nothing to do withapprehensibilityand it is the ‘members of the
New Academy’ who argue fanapprehensibility(PH 1 226). This difference has
great implications and | shall return to it soorfd@e that, | need to visit Annas’s
discussion on whether the practice of arguing oth Isicdes makes it plausible to

read Plato as akin to the Pyrrhonist.

‘Their fourth argument is this: if Plato thinks tHenowledge is twofold, one sort coming through
perception and other through thought, and if hes shgt each sort falls down, it is clear that hilex
inapprehensibility. For he says, “We do not sebaar anything accurately; our senses make errors”;
and again he says of objects of thought that “Qud & entangled with this evil, the body, and
cannot think of anything.”

‘This is their fifth argument: they say that he Bgif says in his dialogue, “I know nothing and |
teach nothing: all that | do is raise problems”’e $3®w he says in his own words that he has no

apprehension.”
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3.1 The Premature Dialectician

Annas reasonably dismisses Anonymous’s five argtsnas either too weak or
inconclusive to make it plausible to read Platcaasceptic® She believes that it
would be difficult to ascribe a sceptical mode ajuang to the Socratic dialogues
because the Socrates in these dialogues only rediigenterlocutors to bafflement,
admission of defeat, or silence, but never to susipa of judgement. Annas also
notes that Plato occasionally uses the mallon description of the result of an
argument but, unlike Sextus&snployment, Plato is not describing equipollence of
arguments®* Annas argues that Plato recognizes sceptical agunto
equipollence and sceptical useoaf mallonbut he disapproves of it. She makes her
case with a passage from tRepublicBook VII in which Socrates suggested that
getting used to refuting people too soon, one adtjuire the muddled thinking that
anything is ‘no more fine than foul, and the samth yust and good and whatever
else is esteemed’ (538d6-€2). Annas assumes that this passage expresses Plato’s
own view on the undesirable effects of the prengapractice of dialectic and she

proceeds to argue that,

2% Annas 1992.

294 Annas gives the examples foundTineaet182e10, 181e5-Meno78e6,Rep 340b3-5.

2% Plainly it is only Socrates who says this in th@ahue but Annas argues in her text as if Plato is
stating this as his own view, his disapprovabafmallon This over-interpretation of Plato’s text is
certainly problematic given all the indirect feasrof the dialogue form which | have argued in
Chapter Two. There is another problem with Annasading of the passage. Socrates seems to be
concerned only with the moral problem as he taliksua fine and foul, just and good. The passage
suggests that it is problematic if someone thirllat fust and unjust are no different. But Annas
makes the erroneous inference that in Plato’s vigsvdangerous to think that on ANY matter one
should expect the arguments pro and con to comewan. In the case of sense impressions surely

there can be cases in which something is rightimébto be no more this than that.
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Plato finds it dangerous to think, as the Pyrrhioségptics at least later did, that on any
matter one should expect the arguments pro andocoome out even. Thinking this, for

Plato, makes you irresponsible, aggressive, andtivegn argumerft>®

Annas brings up another passage of BRepublic Book VII (523-5) where
Socrates explains how some things provoke the moitikdink while others do not. In
some cases, our experience reports contradictoryesenpressions regarding the
same thing — we find there is much to be said fthiag's being not-F as for its
being F and we are thus stirred to attempt resglthe contradiction by carrying out
more enquiry>’ So Annas argues that for Plato equipollence is nemtessarily
undesirable; the intellectual discomfort causedelyipollence can trigger more
thinking and further enquiry so that the perplexmyay eventually be resolved.
Therefore Annas believes that for Plato the realblem with the premature
dialectician lies not in the practice of arguingeguipollence but in his attitude —
‘remaining satisfied with the resulting discomfeather than enquiring further’. On
her view, Plato and Sextus would agree on the meeturther investigation as a
proper response to equipollence but they are divihen Plato makes a

controversial diversion to the realm of Forms whifth Sextus,

is the typical fault of dogmatism: giving up too Bpsetaying complacently satisfied when

there are further problems to enquire into

Sextus and the Pyrrhonist see themselves as pettsestquirers who keep pressing

2% Annas 1992, 66-7.
297 Again Annas takes the passage (523-5) as repiegdtiato’s own views on the positive value of

contrary argument.
164



on with their enquiry. However, Annas suggests Hiato

insistence on further enquiry, when one has fountdllectually satisfying results, is
immature; it is to avoid just this that he insigtat the Guardians do years of study before

launching into dialectié®

On Annas’s view, the contrast is that Sextus amdRkrrhonist would appear
immature to Plato because of their insistence asysg the question when there
emerges satisfying results. But on the other hBfatp would appear to be dogmatic
to Sextus because he abandons the enquiry anesssith the dubious Fornig’®

According to Annas, the fundamental divergence &stbexplained in the
different uses of arguing to equipollence in Plabtal Sextus. In her view, for Plato
arguing to equipollence is not part of a continuergyuiry. It is applicable only to
cases where experience provides grounds for edempa, which then leads the
mind to the discovery of Forms as some intelletyuglaspable essences which are
immune from the cognitive deficiency in perceptioHence, Plato’'s use of
‘argument for opposites’ in arguing for Forms beesmrmore comprehensible. It is a
non-sceptical application of a form of argument ebhican be serviceable to
establish a quintessentially dogmatic conclusiohe ame form of argument,
however, if applied in a sceptical spirit as Sextass, leads first to equipollence of
arguments and then suspension of judgement. Aroradutles that this may suggest
‘a sceptical root of Plato’s major metaphysicalimfawhich is arguably often

neglected in Platonic scholarship but in any cadeeés not give a sceptical PI&?0.

2% Annas 1992, 67.
299 Such contrast depends on a doctrinal readingaibRind the ‘Theory of Forms'.

300 Apnas 1992, 68.
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3.2 Objections to Annas’s Views

My first objection to Annas’s view is that she deeks the fact that quite a
number of the enquiries depicted in Plato’s diaemyareaporeticor maieuticrather

than dogmatic®**

To name a few examples, the enquiry on piety audint to an
impasse when Euthyphro no longer knows what toakmyt piety, and so does the
discussion on the definition of knowledge in fhleeaetetuslt is almost as if, in
conformity with a certain authorial intent, thedrbcutor is usually overcome by
contradictions imbedded in his own thinking andntireduced by Socratielenchus
to aporia, a state of intellectual bafflement in which oseat a genuine loss as to
how to get out of the contradictions or difficutien finding the right response.
Secondly Annas argues that Socrates often redusestérlocutors to bafflement,
admission of defeat, or silence but never to suspanof judgement. However, |
think ‘bafflement, admission of defeat, or sileneeé all reminiscent cdporia and
consistent withepoclé which refers to a standstill of the intellect, agesult of
which one neither asserts nor denies anything. duthe other hand, a possible
difference may lie in the fact that for Socratasterlocutors the bafflement usually
comes with distributing emotions and feelings whis/rrhonian suspension of
judgment is thought to lead &daraxia

Moreover, Annas’s view seems to rely on the dubiassumption that Plato’s
dialogues are primarilglogmaticand Plato’s authorial intention is to convey his

metaphysical doctrines. However, in Chapter Twaavehalready challenged this

31 The early Socratic dialogues (especially the thiisdogues o definitionLaches Charmides
Euthyphrg are aporetic because they typically endporia. TheMenoandProtagorasare aporetic.
The Theaetetuss also aporetic. But as | have shown, some rgadiander iteuporeticbecause it

seems to end with an implicit hint on finding theseer.
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assumption and argued for a more reasonable pas#azording to which we must
recognize thdormal indirectness of the dialogue form and the salfant that the
majority discussions in Plato’s dialogues are eitfaporetic or maieutic
enquiries’® So if Plato’s dialogues do not convey Platonictdnes but represent
on-going enquiries, it would bring us back to Caierobservation: ‘nothing is
assented to; there are many arguments on bothdideguestion, and on all matters
there is much enquiry, but nothing firm is said’.

My second objection to Annas’s view is that she nglg suggests that the
Pyrrhonist holds the view that on any matter oneukh expect the arguments pro
and con to come out even. RH 1 202-205 Sextus explains the slogan: ‘To every
argument an equal argument is opposed’. His fiehtpis that the slogan is not
meant to be a piece of assertion establishing agmdtic claim about future
enquiries. The slogan is rather intended as regigt¢he Pyrrhonist’s experience or
impression that throughout his enquiry so far hefband that pro and con came out
even. His final point suggests that the slogan esges an injunction which the
Pyrrhonist issues to himself but that should notaken as making the assertion that
the Pyrrhonist should expect arguments pro and@geome out even.

The Pyrrhonist may be keen on arguing to equipodiebut he would never
commit himself to the view that arguments pro aond a@always come out even.
Suppose the dogmatist holds the rash beliefgh&extus’s response as a Pyrrhonist
is to confront this rash belief and argue for bptand notp. If the arguments pro

and con come out even, then the dogmatist is btaagbquipollence. But Sextus

392 | ike Frede 1992, | do not pretend that all dialegjare aporetic. But on the other hand, any
general account of the dialogues should accounth®raporetic dialogues and tfrmal status of

the arguments expressed in the discussions.
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need not claim that he catwaysmake it happen with his argumentation.

The expectation that arguments pro and con alwagsecout even is actually
fostered by the dogmatic belief in inapprehengibiWwhich is never held by the
Pyrrhonist. Sextus ascribes this dogmatic positiothe New Academy and on the
other hand he is proud to announce that ‘the Pyish@ontinues to searchPf |
3).3% Suppose things are rendered not more X than rax-X result of equipollence
in arguments. The premature dialecticians would thay there is no difference
between X and not-X. The Pyrrhonist would say tha should suspend judgement
on the issue and the conflicting arguments calffdother enquiry. The Pyrrhonist’s
further enquiry serves two purposes: to settleithee and attain the truth about it.
Before he finds any truth, suspension of judgenseah expedient that prevents him
from giving rash assent to either side of the is8szondly if more enquiries do not
appear to improve things, he takes the opportunityndermine dogmatizing and
dogmatic beliefs on the issue by arguing to eqlepce. These endeavours keep
him immune to the pathology of the premature diadeam who holds theu mallon
view, that is, things are not more X than not-X.

Annas does not deny that Plato empldigsoi logoiin his dialogues. She argues
that Plato makes a non-sceptical application ofiiagyto equipollence in order to
initiate the discovery of Forms. On her view, arguio equipollence is limited to

perceptual cases and it is only in these casedhbed is as much to be said for a

393 There may appear some tension between the ideacofitinued search and of tepoclz that
sometimes seems to follow the observation of cciiflj arguments. No doubt conflicting
arguments, if unresolved, would force the enquicesuspend judgement but this is only expedient
and it need not put the enquirer off from furtheageiry. He can be motivated to continue with the
enquiry hoping that the conflicts can be resolvad a proper judgement can be attained. | disucss

how continuing enquiry can be reconciled with thesgntataraxiain section 3.3.
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thing’s being not-X as for its being X. As sudhissoi logoiis just a means for Plato;
it does not form part of his continuing enquiry biuts prior to the discovery of
Forms. Hence Plato is drawndgssoi logoifor the great philosophical harvest, that
is, the discovery of Forms that it could bring abddowever, on the other hand, he
is aware of the harmful effects it could producetlos enquiring minds. This is why,
according to Annas, he warns of the undesirablectffof the premature practice of
confrontational dialectic.

But on the other hand, Sedley has a different viewPlato’s use of negative
elenchus According to Sedley Plato’s early methodology doefthe Phaedois
‘largely confrontational — a way of subverting thieeories, value-systems and
prejudices of Socrates’s interlocutors® Sedley believes that Plato’'s early
methodology employs confrontational dialectic aspr@liminary procedure in
removing false beliefs before a joint search fa tituth via cooperative dialectic is
possible. And in théMeno the negative elenchus is refined as the firstestaig
cooperative dialectic. A further twist comes in tRbaedowhen the Socratic
elenchus is made part of the discovery processlegditlieves that ‘Socrates’s
method of enlightenment, again and again, is t@oermge doubts to come out into
the open, and then to find the right argumentsuellg¢hem.” On Sedley’s view,
properly motivated doubt can be a positive ass#téqhilosopher as it can provide
a powerful lead towards the truth whilst wrongly tmated doubt, fostered by

uncritical attitudes, can only blind us to the fruthen we do meet >

304 Sedley 1995, 21.

395 Sedley 1995, 22: ‘Doubts must not be suppressettiey will subvert rational belief.’
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3.3 The Misologist

| shall now discuss how Pyrrhonism represents acimas middle course
between the paths of the premature dialectician ted misologist. In Plato’s
Phaedo there are some methodological passages on ‘migolog hatred of
arguments outlining a critical diagnosis of thehpddgy of the misologist who, like
the premature dialectician, falls under the spéllcontradictory arguments. The
undesirable effects of premature practice of cométional dialectic are also
brought up in thd&kepublicwhich supposedly is written in roughly the samequk
In thePhaedg Plato makes his Socrates raise another conceut abhdue exposure
to contradictory arguments. He elaborates on thecejus of ‘misology’ and
‘misologists’ which are his terms for hatred of amgents and people who acquire
this hatred. In the passage, Socrates said tha iheo greater evil that could befall
anyone than the hatred of argument (89d1-90d8)eXmain how people acquire
this condition, he related it to misanthropy beeaus his view, both arise from the

sSame source.

Misanthropy develops whewjthout skill one puts complete trust in somebody, thinking
the person absolutely true and sound and relialbié then a little later finds him bad and
unreliable; and then that happens again with amgibeson; and when it happens often,
especially at the hands of those one would regardng’s nearest and dearest friends,
one ends up, after repeated hard knocks, hatingy@we, thinking there’s no soundness

whatever in anyone at all. (89d6-e#)y italic§

The resemblance is found, rather, when someume lacks skill in argumentgrusts

some argument to be true, and then a little latseéms to him false, sometimes when it
is, and sometimes when it isn’t, and then the stdaing happens with one argument after
another — it is, as you know, especidlpse who've spent all their time on contradictory

arguments who end up thinking they've become extremely witteey alone have
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discerned that there’s nothing sound or secure evieat either in things or arguments;
but that all realities are carried up and downt Jike things fluctuating in the Euripus,

and never remain at rest for any time. (90b6-o8) jtalicq

Then, Phaedo, it would be a pitiful fate, if thesere in fact some true and secure
argument, and one that could be discerned, yetgwarassociation with arguments of
the sort that seem now true and now false, one ddaneither oneself nane’s lack of

skill, but finally relieved one’s distress by shiftingetblame from oneself to arguments,
and then finished out the rest of one’s life hatangd abusing arguments, and was

deprived both of the truth and of knowledge ofite=d. (90c8-d8) 1y italicq

These telling passages provide some very importiats for me to finish this
Chapter. The misologists, as described inRhaedg are people who have spent all
their time on contradictory arguments. They put plate trust in some arguments
but then find contradictory arguments equally caoiig. Their trust in the
arguments which once appeared absolutely true anddsand reliable to them
somehow shatters and fades away. However, themigted into thinking that they
have become very wise because only they can makasightful observation that
there is nothing sound or secure whatever in argtsneThey become the
misologists who spend the rest of their life hatamgl abusing arguments and they
are deprived of the truth and knowledge.

On my view, Pyrrhonism represents a judicious aauasmiddle course caught
between the threat of misology and the danger efmpture practice of dialectic.
Pyrrhonism is particularly prone to the charge adotogy because the Pyrrhonist is
notorious for the seemingly nihilistic result ofshconfrontational dialectic. The
Pyrrhonist issuspensivandaporetiG he suspends judgement and is at a loss as to
whether or not to assent to either side of an aegirfPH 1 7). His arguments are

intended to produce the same effects on his oppendh follows that the
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Pyrrhonist’s confrontational dialectic deprivestbbimself and his opponents of the
truth and knowledge of realities. This is certaimlyserious and overwhelming
accusation that could be brought against someore pafesses to the pursuit of
truth.

To defend the Pyrrhonist | need to compare the atadevelopment of the

misologists with a similar passage about the causgih of Pyrrhonism.

We say that the causal origin of Pyrrhonism is lthpe of attainincataraxia Certain

talented people, upset by anomaly in things and kiss as to which of these things
deserve assent, endeavoured to discover whateisriihem and what is false, expecting
that by settling this they would achieataraxia But the main origin of Pyrrhonism is the
practice of opposing to each argument an equalnaegt; it seems to us that doing this

brings an end to dogmatizind?l 1 12)

The resemblance is striking. Both Plato and Sextestion people who dwell on
contradictions in things and arguments. In Platxsount, some of these people
become misologists who abuse arguments. The segusnaingrounded trust —
contradiction — disappointment — hatred of argumbnSextus’s account, some of
these people become the Pyrrhonists who argueuipabtpnce and fincataraxia
after suspension of judgement. The sequence isuigng contradiction —
equipollence -epoclz — ataraxia What can we make of this partial resemblance?
What makes the final difference? Is arguing to pgllénce an instance of abuse of
argument?

The single theme present in all the three passagesisology is the importance
of skill. The first passage refers to people’siskithereas the other two passages are
concerned with skills in arguments. Socrates’s ag in thePhaedoseems to

suggest that the root cause of misology is the l&Hckkills in arguments. Those
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people who have spent all their time on contradictrguments are retarded by
their poor skills in arguments. However, they faiidentify the real problem within.
Therefore, when they cannot distinguish the trué secure arguments from the
false and unreliable arguments, they hastily shiét blame to arguments. This is
why misology is about the hatred of arguments.

In Sextus’s account, a crucial difference lies he fact that the settlement of
anomaly in things by arguments is a mearatémaxia Sextus defuses the danger of
misology and the potential threat of the undeseaifects of premature practice of
confrontational dialectic by makirgfaraxiathetelosandepocl the means to i°
The Pyrrhonist does not place ungrounded trust ithrereside of the argument
during his search for the truth. In the causal antothe early Pyrrhonists embark
on their search for the truth precisely becausg there made puzzled at the
beginning. They just did not know what to trust amdat not to trust, and their
search did not make things any better. But thislliexdtual loss became a blessing. It
prevented them from assenting rashly to either sfdbe argument. As if by luck,
they escaped the fate of becoming the misologigt® wtopped investigation
thinking there was nothing sound or secure whatgvarguments. On retrospection
the Pyrrhonists came to recognize the importanagebfiving up investigation and
not putting unjustified trust on either side of taegument. They also came to
recognize the importance of putting arguments aglgkfls to the test of arguing to
equipollence and they emphasized putting theirt toméy on those arguments and
beliefs that can survive the test of equipollerdnedoing so they could avoid rash

assent on their part and they could contain the@poaents’ dogmatizing and

3% Some notable Pyrrhonists have maeclz during investigation a goal of PyrrhonisfH 1

30). But I think for Sextuspoctz during investigation remains the meanataraxia
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dogmatic beliefs in their own dogmatic contextsaafly arguing to equipollence
could immerse them in dialectical exercises ant tireir skills in argument. All
these can serve the pursuit of truth.

People who pursue something would inevitably fear attaining what they
pursue. However, it is better to confront the fiestead of ignoring and eventually
letting the fear overtake us especially when thesynticomes to a standstill. It is at
this point that Sextus and the Pyrrhonist come wWithpromise of Pyrrhonism. By
arguing to equipollence Sextus releases the fesiden Obviously, the impasse
should not be exaggerated as though it removefi@pg of bringing the pursuit to a
fruitful end; and the good news is that we may efied ataraxia after suspension
of judgement.

But we should recall that whetheataraxia enters the soul along wittpoct#’ is
more a chance everRll 1 10, 26, 29). There may appear some tension betthee
Pyrrhonist’s continuing enquiry in the future and presentataraxia which has
followed epocle. If ataraxia follows from epoclé then the Pyrrhonist should not
want to escape from his present conditioepdcte and there should be no need for
continuing enquiry.

My view is that the Pyrrhonist’s enquiry incurs twdferent kinds ofataraxia
the first kind is his intended goal (hislog; the other is an expedient result. | call
the first oneataraxiaastelosand the second one expediatdraxia The expedient
ataraxiafollows fromepocte but the Pyrrhonist has not anticipated that it eslter
his soul along witlepoctz. From the very beginning, the Pyrrhonist’s inteshgeal
Is to attain the first kind cditaraxia by discovering what is true and what is false in
the anomaly in thingsPH 1 12). But his failure to resolve the conflictiagguments
forces him teepocle and then to his surprise he finatsraxia
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But | think this ataraxia which follows from epocle is very different from
ataraxiaastelos The expedierditaraxiais more like a temporary state of at ease or
unperturbedness with conflicting arguments. For #muiring mind of the
Pyrrhonist the expedierataraxia is only transient because if it can just enter his
soul along withepocl# without his volition, it can go anytime. This exient
ataraxia is not secured. Secondly, the possibility of fimgliout the ultimate truth
about the anomaly in things remains a disturbingrdwof Damocles hanging over
his expedienataraxia Therefore for the Pyrrhonist only the first kioblataraxiais
his proper goal. It is only through successfullgalging the anomaly in things can
his enquiry mind finds the long-sought peace ofdnin

Sextus and the Pyrrhonists are not the prematafedticians who always expect
the arguments pro and con to come out even. Nahakethe misologists who have
lost their faith in the power of arguments. Unltke premature dialecticians and the
misologists, the Pyrrhonists refrain from giving to@ soon or taking side too early
on contradictory arguments and in this way they peesistent enquirers who

continue to search.
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CHAPTER FOUR

A CASE STUDY IN WITTGENSTEIN'S TRACTATUSRND

THE PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS

The self-proclaimed nonsensicality of theactatus(T §6.54) and its bearing on
the status of its statements will be the main fooughe first section of my
discussion in this chapter whilst the anti-doctrictzaracter and therapeutic nature of
the Philosophical Investigationsas well as its dialogical structure will be thaim
concern in the second section.

As we shall see, my thesis is that we should tak##ig@hstein’s intention of
non-assertion more seriously and thus recognizentreassertoric status of his
remarks in both th@ractatusand thePhilosophical Investigationslhis recognition
can helpfully inform our understanding of the nasertoric mode of expression
featured in his works so that we would be in adrepiosition to see that the
seemingly theoretical or doctrinal remarks are thebretical assertion®r some
stated principleson theessencesf language and meaning. Following this idea, it
can never be right to turn his non-assertoric r&marto ‘the picture theory of the
propositions’, ‘the doctrine of showing’ or ‘theetbry of meaning as rule-governed
use’. In my discussion of other theoretical reading theTractatus | also make
clear important aspects of my non-assertoric repdihilst a full exposition of my
reading of thélractatuss spirit of non-assertion is provided in sectioB.1. For the

Philosophical Investigationkarticulate my non-assertoric reading in secich
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1. THE TRACTATUSAND THE AIM OF ELUCIDATION

| shall start with a review of some notable theogedtinterpretations of the
Tractatus and the problem of its self-proclaimed nonsengicaMy review in
section 1.1 will show that these theoretical intetations construe the remarks of
the Tractatusas either: (a) theoretical statements pertaironghilosophical theories
or doctrines, or (b) meaningless but instructiveuseful propositions found in
philosophical works. | will also show that in eachse they encounter some
problems and difficulties in ascribing theories tioe Tractatus whereas my
non-assertoric reading can avoid these problems.

Although there are important differences betweenttieoretical interpretations
that | am going to discuss in section 1.1, theyehtne same point of departure. They
all share a broadly similar assertoric approachhe Tractatus insofar as they
construe the remarks of theactatusas theoretical statements or assertions and
attribute various theories and doctrines on languaigd meaning to Wittgenstein

though he declares his aim of elucidatioii §6.54.

My propositions serve as elucidations in the follogway: anyone who understands me
eventually recognizes them as nonsensical, whembkaised them — as steps — to climb
up beyond them. (He must, so to speak, throw athayadder, after he has climbed up it.)
He must transcend these propositions; then heseallthe world arightT(§6.54)

Wittgenstein himself explicitly acknowledges thensensical nature of his
remarks and he provides an immediate defence bgrieg his aim of elucidation

and thereby renouncing having constructed any theothe Tractatus T 86.54 is
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among the most controversial remarks of thAeactatus In announcing
Wittgenstein’s elucidatory aim, it seems to ovegrtihe rest of the remarks and
explicitly acknowledge their nonsensicality. My alission in section 1.1 will show
that the interpretation of theractatusdepends on how one interprét§6.54. Those
who read theTractatus by theoretical lights and thus a work tieoretical
philosophygenerally play down or neglect the importance @& istruction atT
86.54. By contrast resolute readings suggest that reader should take the
instruction of throwing away the ‘Tractarian ladd®ore resolutely, that is, to read
the Tractatusas a work ofelucidationand since none of its remarks are meant to
present or argue for any philosophical doctrinetheories the reader should throw
away the remarks as plain nonsense. | discussutes@adings as a possible way to

understand the textual strategy of Thactatusin section 1.2.2.

1.1 The Cardinal Problem of Philosophy: The Distintion between What

can be Said and What can only be Shown

In his letter to Russell dated 13 March 1919, Witistein announces the
completion of a manuscript for his bookdygisch-Philosophische Abhandlundn
1922 the manuscript is eventually published buteaMoore’s suggestion it bears a
different title “Tractatus Logico-Philosophiclis The Tractatus is the only
philosophical book that Wittgenstein publishes dgthis lifetime.

Wittgenstein has high hope that Russell would wstded his work®’ In his

letter to Russell Wittgenstein speaks of his wartigat nobody will understand his

397 Frege is on Wittgenstein’s list too. | discussreiading of th&ractatusin section 1.2.1.
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work and that even Russell ‘would not understanaitihout a previous explanation
as it is written in quite short remarks’. NonethsleWittgenstein contends that his
work ‘is all clear as crystal’. But as things tuoat Wittgenstein’s hope of being
understood by Russell (as well as Frege) is evéntsiaattered. After some intense
discussions in letter and during their meetingla Hague in 1919, Russell remains
suspicious of what Wittgenstein regards as the roairiention in his work, that is,
the distinction between what can be sajgs@gt and what can only be shown
(gezeigt. Whilst for Wittgenstein, Russell can only undargl what he has said
about the general form of the proposition and lagithe Tractatus which is only ‘a
corollary’ to his main contention about saying attbwing, which according to
Wittgenstein, is also ‘the cardinal problem of pkibphy'3°®

Ever since its publication, the cardinal problemtlod Tractatusis: what has it

shown to the reader? My following discussion wdbk at the answers given by

Russell, Kenny and Fogelin.

1.1.1 Russell's Reading of tAeactatus

Wittgenstein is so disappointed with Russell th& tepudiates Russell’s
introduction to thelractatusin which Russell acclaims theactatusas ‘a work of
extraordinary difficulty and importance’ and pras&Vittgenstein for having

‘constructed a theory of logic which is not at apgint obviously wrong'.

398 Russell reiterates his doubt again in his intréiducto theTractatus.See Russell 1922, 21-23.
Ramsey, in response to the distinction, is reportedave remarked, ‘What can’t be said, can't be

said and it can’t be whistled either.’
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Nevertheless, Russell detects a fundamental temsitre Tractatusand he gives an

account of it in his introduction.

Mr Wittgenstein maintains that everything propeplyilosophical belongs to what can
only be shown, to what is in common between a &t its logical picture. It results
from this view that nothing correct can be saidpinilosophy. Every philosophical
proposition is bad grammar, and the best that wehoge to achieve by philosophical

discussion is to lead people to see that philosapkiiscussion is a mistake.

“Philosophy is not one of the natural sciences.e(Mword ‘philosophy’ must mean
something which stands above or below, but notdeetfie natural sciences.) The object
of philosophy is the logical clarification of thoutg. Philosophy is not a theory but an
activity. A philosophical work consists essentialbf elucidations. The result of
philosophy is not a number of ‘philosophical profioss,” but to make propositions
clear. Philosophy should make clear and delimitgligadhe thoughts which otherwise are,

as it were, opaque and blurred” (4.111 and 4.112).

In accordance with this principle the things thatd to be said in leading the reader to
understand Mr W’s theory are all of them things ebhthat theory itself condemns as
meaningless.

(Russell’s Introduction p.11)

After registering ‘this proviso’, Russell sets asidhe problem of the
self-destructive nature of the remarks (or the f@wbof inherent nonsensicality) in
the Tractatusand continues with his exposition of the varidusories and systems
that he finds in th@ractatus®*®

Russell cannot be completely unaware of Wittgen®eaim of elucidationn the
Tractatusbecause it is explicitly conveyed &t§6.54. In fact the two remarks that

Russell just quotedT(§4.111 and§4.112) clearly communicate Wittgenstein’s

399 Russell’s introduction is concerned to expoundtféitstein’s theory of symbolism, his theory of

molecular propositions, his theory of the constarcof truth-functions, and his theory of number.
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unconventional conceptions on philosophy and pbpbgcal work to which his aim
of elucidation in th@ractatusis only a corollary.

On my view,T §4.111 and§4.112 are indicative of Wittgenstein’s anti-docalin
aim in theTractatus If we read the two passages more seriously asdbeand,
then it is very unlikely that we could have failexlgrasp Wittgenstein’'s aim to do
away with philosophical theories or doctrines irs lact of philosophizing. |
reformulate  Wittgenstein’s anti-doctrinal conceptioon philosophy and

philosophical work conveyed &t §4.111 and§4.112 as follows.

i. Philosophy as the logical analysis of thoughts makepositions clear.

ii. Philosophy as an activity of elucidation does nesutt in philosophical

propositions.

And most importantly:

iii. A philosophical work consists of elucidations.

As a result, concerning tAeactatusit follows from (iii) that

iv. TheTractatusbeing a philosophical work consists of elucidagiof]

310 (iv) may not necessarily follow from (iii) becauieis possible that th@ractatusis actually a

theoretical work and thus not elucidatory. HoweV&8,54 comes to our aid as it unequivocally

communicates the author’s aim of elucidation.
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And concerning Wittgenstein’s own philosophicaliaty in the Tractatus it

follows from (i) and (ii) that

v. Wittgenstein’s activity of elucidation in thelractatus makes certain

propositions clear without resulting in any philphizal propositiong**

Surely this inference could not have escaped ttemtain of Russell the great
logician. It is very unlikely that Russell couldveafailed to notice Wittgenstein’s
obvious aim of elucidation in thEractatuswhen he quote$ §4.111 and§4.112 |
believe the real problem for Russell is that beeanfshis theoretical yearning and
preoccupations, he could not concur or duly idgntiith (a) Wittgenstein’s aim of
elucidation in theTractatus (b) Wittgenstein’s innovative conception of plsibphy
as the logical clarification of thoughts, and (c)tigénstein’s novel conception of
philosophy as an activity of elucidation. Whils) (a primarily concerned with the
Tractatus (b) and (c) would have more far-reaching implicas on the
methodology of philosophizing and philosoppgr se On my view, they are all
corollaries to Wittgenstein’s spirit of non-assemtiand if one can grasp them

altogether one is in touch with Wittgenstein’s &if non-assertiofi->

%11 Like (iv) this inference is contestable but, aga®6.54 comes to our aid. However, many
interpretations, including Russell’'s, prefer to dethe Tractatusby theoretical lights despite the
obvious aim of elucidation declared in §6.54. Amle suggested earlier in a way the whole issue of
interpreting theTractatusdepends on how one reads 86.54. Theoretical gadisually neglect or
play down its importance whilst the resolute regdirsuggest that the reader should take §6.54
resolutely and throw away the remarks in Tmactatusas nonsensical. | discuss resolute readings in
section 1.2.2.

312 | argue for my view in section 1.2.
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Obviously Wittgenstein’s innovative conceptions at@o foreign, if not
altogether absurd, to someone like Russell whah Wis theoretical yearning, is
already too deeply occupied with his own doctricahvictions and theoretical
pursuits in philosophy. Therefore it is no wondbeatt he insists on pressing a
theoretical reading of the remarks in theactatus despite his privilege to ‘a
previous explanation’ supplied by the author on erous occasions over the
yearst3

| shall now suggest as a result of his own thecaegiearning for and conviction
of a hierarchy of languages, Russell is mistrussfulVittgenstein’s declared aim of
elucidation in theTractatusand he finds the distinction of saying and showing
equally suspicious.

In his introduction Russell makes great effort ixplaining ‘the theory of
Symbolism’ which is also known as the picture tlyeconcerning the general form
of proposition. In pinpointing what he takes to ‘thee most fundamental thesis of
Mr Wittgenstein’s theory’ Russell states that itinsWittgenstein’'s ‘phraseology’

that logical structure can only be shown but nat sarepresented in languaifé.

33 That should include their meeting in The Haguel®19, Wittgenstein's viva in 1929 in
Cambridge and the exchanges in letter over thesyear

314 Russell’s account of the most fundamental thefsikeopicture theory is as follows.

Russell 1922, 8: ‘The essential business of langigmtp assert or deny facts.

In order that a certain sentence should assentairtdact there must, however the language may be
constructed, be something in common between thietate of the sentence and the structure of the
fact.

That which has to be in common between the sentamdé¢he fact cannot, so he contends, be itself in
turn said in language. It can, in his phraseolam}ly be shown, not said, for whatever we may say

will still need to have the same structure.’
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After explaining how the picture theory begins with§2.1 Russell gives a
preliminary general outline of the thedty. It is in the middle of this outline that
Russell brings up the paradox of fhectatus As we have seen, he sets it aside and
continues with his more technical exposition of Yagious theories that he finds in
the Tractatus However, Russell only temporarily passes overgamdox of the
Tractatus

Near the end of his introduction, he returns to dm&inction of saying and
showing and relates it to Wittgenstein’s idea dfe‘tright method of teaching
philosophy’(T §6.53). He deems that Wittgenstein uses ‘very pawenfguments’
to support the idea in theractatusand yet he admits that on his part he still has
hesitation in accepting this right method becauséthe fact that after all, Mr
Wittgenstein manages to say a good deal about edmatot be said, thus suggesting
to the sceptical reader that possibly there magdmee loophole through a hierarchy
of languages, or by some other efif’

Owing to his yearning for and conviction in an ideenguage Russell finds the

idea that logical structure cannot be said but shigwn unsettling. As he expresses

315 Russell accounts of the picture theory as follows:

Russell 1922, 10-11: ‘The fact that things haveedain relation to each other is represented by the
fact that in the picture its elements have a certgliation to one another.

A picture can correspond or not correspond withftioe and be accordingly true or false, but in both
cases it shares the logical form with the fact.

The proposition and the fact must exhibit the sdaggcal “manifold,” and this cannot be itself
represented since it has to be in common betweefatt and the picture.’

318 Russell fully spells out his reservation. (See RUs1922, 22: ‘The whole subject of ethics, for
example, is placed by Mr Wittgenstein in the myatianexpressible region. Nevertheless he is
capable of conveying his ethical opinions. His deewould be that what he calls the mystical can
be shown, although it cannot be said. It may be tihia defence is adequate, but, for my part, |

confess that it leaves me with a certain sensetefléctual discomfort.’
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his own thinking: ‘there may be another languagalidg with the structure of the
first language and having itself a new structuned d@hat to this hierarchy of
languages there may be no linfit” However he reckons that ‘Wittgenstein would
of course reply that his whole theory is applicalohehanged to the totality of such
languages.’ Thus it is obvious that actually Russeés for himself the theoretical
conviction in a hierarchy of languages is one @ phincipal fault lines separating

himself and Wittgenstein.

1.1.2 Kenny’'s Reading of thEractatus

Kenny also gives a doctrinal reading of thactatus On his view, Wittgenstein
pursues three important tasks in theactatus (i) to spell out the relationship
between an ideal language and ordinary languaggtd(indicate how everyday
propositions were to be analysed so as to remaieribn-pictorial appearance, and
(iii) to describe the structure of the world infao as the nature of language revealed
this as a precondition for the possibility of prejtions’3*®

Kenny suggests that in thEractatus Wittgenstein ‘prefaces his theory that a
proposition is a picture with some consideratioms tbe nature of pictures in
general!® According to Kenny these considerations form aegahntheory of

representation which Wittgenstein applies firstthoughts and then at a greater

length to propositions in order to develop his ymettheory of the proposition.

17 Russell 1922, 23.
%18 See Kenny 2006, especially 44-81.

319 Kenny 2006, 44.
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After giving a general exposition of some key nosidike picture relationship
(abbildende Beziezhupgictorial form Form der Abbilduny logical form and the
relevant remarks, Kenny assembles and then disswsght theses which, in his
view, make up Wittgenstein’s picture theory of fiteposition®*°

Kenny's approach is broadly similar to Russell'stat they both construe the
remarks in thélractatusastheoretical assertionsr stated principlegertaining to
Wittgenstein's theories on thessencesof representation and propositioft.
Kenny’s exposition is more sophisticated and wor&atin greater detail as he has
made great use of Wittgenstein’s other works lilseNotebooks 1914-191@nd the
Prototractatus

However Kenny’s interpretation suffers from somiéical problems. In ascribing
the picture theory of the proposition to WittgemsteKenny’s interpretation
attributes a fundamental inconsistency to Wittgeinsand a perplexing paradox to
the Tractatus Kenny’s interpretation violates a central idealaf Tractatus that is,
to say what cannot be said. If it is of the essefqgaropositions that they represent
contingent states of affairs, and all propositiars either true or false, then what is

necessary simply cannot be expressed in propaosittdowever, according to Kenny,

320 Kenny 2006, 50-57.

The eight theses are as follows.

1) A proposition is essentially composite. 2) Theneents which compose a proposition are
correlated by human decision with elements of tgalB) The combination of such correlated

elements into a proposition presents — withouhferhiuman intervention — a possible state of &fair

4) A proposition stands in an internal relationthe possible state of affairs which it presents. 5)
This internal relationship can only be shown, ihmat be informatively stated. 6) A proposition is

true or false in virtue of agreement or not withlitg. 7) A proposition must be independent of the
actual state of affairs which makes it true or miitalse. 8) No proposition ia priori true.

%21 Kenny also follows Russell in ascribing the metaital doctrine ‘logical atomism’ to

Wittgenstein, though he is aware of the differertmetsveen the thoughts of Russell and Wittgenstein.
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one of Wittgenstein’s important tasks in fiactatusis ‘to describe the structure of
the world in so far as the nature of language redethis as a precondition for the
possibility of propositions’. In claiming that Wigenstein offers his remarks in the
Tractatus as theoretical statements about the necessaryrdsabpf reality and
language, Kenny's interpretation attributes a fundatal inconsistency to
Wittgenstein and a perplexing paradox to Thactatus

Kenny’s approach results in another inconsistemcyis interpretation. In his
discussion of the last thesis (that is ‘No propositis a priori true.’) which, in his
view, makes up Wittgenstein’s picture theory of greposition, Kenny notes that
‘all genuine propositions are contingent propossioandlogical propositionsare
only ‘proposition’ by courtesy because they carséen to be true from the symbols
alone®?? |In addition strictly speakindpgical would-be propositionswhilst being
tautologies, are not pictures or propositions dmefefore they cannot be called

‘true’. 32 |t

is therefore puzzling to see how Kenny's intetption of
Wittgenstein’s picture theory of the propositionhieh states the essence of
propositions, can fit in with the conception thatproposition isa priori true which
he also ascribes to Wittgenstein.

Consequently it is incumbent on Kenny to look & skatus of the remarks in the
Tractatus Kenny notes that ‘the propositions of philoso@nd of theTractatus
itself fall under the axe which cuts off pseudogmsitions’ and the activity of

philosophical clarification applied to philosopHigaopositions, ‘it reveals them as

nonsensical®* Kenny notes that there is only one way in whigbraposition can

322 Kenny 2006, 54.
323 Kenny draws on theNotebooks 1914-1916NB 21), the Prototractatus 4.44602, and the
Tractatus6.1-6.11 to support his exposition.

324 Kenny 2006, 80.
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be meaningless, namely, when the speaker failsséorgeaning to a certain sign in
the proposition and this usually happens when pealser wants to say what can
only be shown. According to Kenny the propositiook the Tractatus are
meaningless because thaye Wittgenstein’s attempts to say what can only be
shown. However, Kenny believes that this does nakemthe meaningless
propositions of theTractatus useless because ‘their very failure, and the way i
which they break down, is instructive.’

Kenny unhesitatingly believes that the author oé ffractatus attempts to
communicate what can only be shown (in other wotds;onvey some ineffable
truths) though he himself also knows so well alibatcost involved in doing so: his
propositions will be meaningled® But clearly this assumption is dubious for two
reasons.

Given all the problems of inconsistency causedhiyy assumption, it seems that
the assumption itself should be subject to scrutinyother words, before one
proceeds to read any theories or doctrines intoTHaetatus one must consider
whether the author of thEractatusreally meant to advance theories or doctrines of
any sort at all.

On my view, Kenny’s doctrinal reading suffers fréhe critical problems that |
have discussed. The reason that these problenes iarisot because Kenny has
messed up with some details of the general thebrgpresentation or the picture
theory of the proposition. Rather it is because§gnapproach has been trying to

fit the Tractatusinto a conception of philosophy that is itselfjeopardy, if not

325 Hacker in his article ‘Was He Trying to Whistl€’iholds a similar assumption as he believes that
‘there are, according to the author of fractatus ineffable truths that can be apprehended’ (Hacker

2000, 368).
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completely rejected, in théractatus Therefore my reading suggests that we should
refrain from imposing a theoretical conception aflpsophy on theTractatusand

we should prioritise Wittgenstein’s anti-doctrinednceptions on philosophy and
philosophical work over the urge to read into ahgadries or doctrines in the

Tractatus

1.1.3 Fogelin’s Reading of tHeactatus

Fogelin’s approach to thd&ractatus is ‘chiefly indebted’ to Russell and
Ramsey?® However, Fogelin's theoretical reading is remat&atecause he also
argues that ‘Wittgenstein’s philosophy bears aelossemblance to Pyrrhonism’
despite the fact that ‘anti-scepticism seems ta persistent theme from his earliest
to his latest writings®*’ Instead of looking into Fogelin’s exposition oktharious
theories that he finds in th&ractatus | want to go straight to his view that

‘Wittgenstein’s philosophy bears a close resemtgandPyrrhonism?®?®

326 Fogelin 1987, xi.

So it is natural that Fogelin pursues a more & fesoretical reading of theractatus His exposition
shows how Wittgensteirelaboratesor unfolds his ontological atomism and then it takes on ‘the
picture theory’. However there are two dissimilast First unlike Russell, Fogelin argues in his
exposition that ‘the logic of th€ractatusis fundamentally flawed’ (See Fogelin 1987 Chaptky. |
discuss the second dissimilarity in the main text.

327 Fogelin 1987 chapter XV.

328 1n his later work, Fogelin argues that given thiglences of conflicting strains of neo-Pyrrhonian
and non-Pyrrhonian commitments in Wittgensteint®rghilosophy, it is better to read his later
writings as ‘a constant battle between these twaeets of his thought’ or as ‘a conflict between
doing philosophy and doing away with it’ (See Fagélo94).

Fogelin is not alone in associating Wittgenstejofglosophy with Pyrrhonism. Following Fogelin,

David G. Stern also believes that the tension betmRyrrhonian and non-Pyrrhonian approaches to
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To begin with Fogelin notes that from the edrhactatusto his later workOn
Certainty Wittgenstein offers essentially the same respooszepticism and what
makes Wittgenstein’s philosophy an adequate resptmdhe sceptic’s challenge
can easily be seen within the Tractarian systencofling to ‘the principles of the

Tractatus:

Any question with a sense must have an answer whjch principle at least, determined
by an appeal to the contingent combination of thimgthe world. By its very intention,
however, the system of sceptical challenges is taominating, and thus, by the
principles of theTractatus must lack sense. General scepticism is nonsdntiea, just

e L . 9
because it is, in principle, invulnerabte

Fogelin notes that ‘within the context of tReactatusthis “refutation” has an
ambiguous status since, in being senseless, tipdicssajuestions are no worse off
than Wittgenstein’s own pronouncements’. This isduse it follows from ‘the
principles of theTractatus that Wittgenstein’s own pronouncements are nosisah
and so they are on a par with the sceptic’'s questio

Despite his remark to set aside the question afshatfluence of Pyrrhonism on

Wittgenstein, Fogelin suggests that Wittgenstedegence afl §6.54, that is, the

philosophy is at work in both thEractatusand thePhilosophical Investigationdoreover Stern puts
different interpretations of Wittgenstein into twgroups: Pyrrhonian Wittgensteinians and
non-Pyrrhonian interpreters. He identifies Diamon@onant, later Baker as Pyrrhonian
Wittgensteinians and Hacker, early Baker, Pearsptikkia and Hintikka, von Savigny as
non-Pyrrhonian interpreters. (See Stern 2004, @ndpwo.) | discuss Stern’s view when | conclude
this section.

329 Fogelin 1987, 229.

Wittgenstein’s treatment of sceptical doubts in later workOn Certaintyis similar. Accordingly
sceptical doubts cannot be answered because th&g m@ sense and hence the refutation or

dissolution of sceptical doubts involves exposimgnt as illusions. (Seé@n Certainty#3, 19, 481)
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Tractarian ladder is an allusion to both Sextus &gl response to peritropic
refutation of scepticisnt’

Fogelin suggests that Wittgenstein's argumentsnagiaceptical doubts do not
bear upon Pyrrhonian scepticism at all for the $mpeason that Pyrrhonian
scepticism was ‘a critique of philosophizing ané @mxieties it generates’ and the
Pyrrhonists did not raise hyperbolic doubts agaic@mon beliefs modestly
held®** Fogelin believes that what makes the similarityMeen the positions of the
Pyrrhonists and Wittgenstein evident is twenmon goabf eliminating philosophy
as traditionally practiced®® Fogelin suggests that ‘Wittgenstein agrees on the
central point of ancient scepticism: philosophynist possible as a theoretical,
discursive, or rational discipline.” Fogelin belesv that both ‘the sceptic’s
self-defeating claims’ and Wittgenstein’s ‘misfigirattempts to say things that can
only be shown’ attest to the futility of philosopal reflection in the sense that ‘The
truth of philosophical reflection, when carried ite limit, leads to paradox and

self-refutation

330 Fogelin further believes that in thEractatus Wittgenstein was half a sceptic and in his late
writing he completed the journey of becoming a sicep

Sluga believes that from the time of theactatus(§4.0031) Wittgenstein is familiar with the works
of Mauthner. According to Sluga, because of Mautlsneork Wittgenstein acquaints himself with
Pyrrhonism and he borrows the ladder motif from Maer who, in turn, has taken it from Sextus.
(See Sluga 1996. Sluga sketches his speculatigreater detail in Sluga 2004.)

%1 Fogelin 1987, 233.

332 Fogelin 1987, 233-234.

Bob Plant also wants to highlight the ‘common s$pimotivating and guiding Wittgenstein's
philosophy and Pyrrhonism. His view is that ‘thémmry concern of both Wittgenstein and the

Pyrrhonist is not philosophic#uth, but the relief of conceptualffering’ (See Plant 2004.)
191



Other than the common goal, Fogelin suggests thiaindamental difference
between Wittgenstein and the Pyrrhonist lies inrthethods®* On his view, the
Pyrrhonist’s method is external and incompletet @®és not deal with the source of
our deep anxieties which is also the source of drive to do philosophy?
However, by contrast Wittgenstein's critique of IpRophical problems is more
internal and complete as ‘Wittgenstein’s techniqumeeceed from a profound
understanding of the sources and character of g@pluical perplexity’. Fogelin

notes that Wittgenstein’s techniques can produce radical result.

By seeing that a philosophical problem is meansglee reach what might be called a
suspension of concern, surely a more radical pafger philosophical anxieties than the

suspension of belief.

Finally Fogelin concludes that regardless of howcmiVittgenstein actually
knew about Pyrrhonian scepticism and whether hivedvit or rediscovered it on
his own, his chief contribution to philosophy ‘@ free us to respond to the sceptical
challenge by endowing it with seriousness and hisig

| think Fogelin’s comparison of Wittgenstein an@ tRyrrhonist merits attention
because it brings to light their common therapegial of eliminating philosophy as
traditionally practiced and the anxieties it getesla However his claim that

Wittgenstein’s Tractarian ladder 86.54 is an allusion to both Sextus and his

333 Plant also suggests that we should not oversignptié methodological particularities of both
Wittgenstein and Pyrrhonism. (See Plant 2004.)

334 Fogelin 1987, 234: ‘The methods of the ancienpsce tended to be stereotyped, wooden, and
external. Even if the various modes designed tadedhe suspension of belief had this effect, they
gave no indication of the sources of our drive dopthilosophy nor did they give any explanation of

why this drive should lead to deep anxieties.’
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response to peritropic refutation of scepticisnksasubstance though it may sound
fascinating®™> If Fogelin is right to suggest that both Wittgezistand Sextus accept
the charge that their works are self-destroyinthink it is more instructive to see
why they do so. On my view, the problem of selftdedion causes no
embarrassment to Wittgenstein and Sextus becaegevibrks are non-assertoric,
that is, they do not articulate their positive thegizal positions or advance theories
or doctrines of any sort at all. The problem off-gelstruction of their works only
attests to the futility of the kinds of theorizirapnd system-building found in
metaphysical or traditional philosophy. Their na@sertoric discourses are
anti-doctrinal as they are opposed to the kindsas$ertoric theorizing and
system-building found in metaphysical or traditibménilosophy. Therefore the
charge that their works are self-destroying arephaced.

Regardless of how much Wittgenstein actually knalsut Pyrrhonism, it is
obvious that theTractatuss self-proclaimed nonsensicality is comparable to
Sextus’s Chronicler DisclaimePH 1 4) and also his allegories of ladder, fire and
cathartic drugsNl 8 480-1) which | discussed in Chapter Three. Iclateng his aim
of elucidation Wittgenstein uses the Tractariamd&dpassage to renounce having
constructed any theory in tAeactatus the reader should discard theactatusafter
using it as a ladder to ascend to the positionhickwhe can see the world rightly.
Sextus uses the Chronicler Disclaimer passagehandliegories of ladder, fire and
cathartic drugs to indicate that his arguments elathemselves and his entire work,
including his account of Pyrrhonism are nothing enttran a non-assertoric report of

what appears to him to be the case; the readetdshotitake it as conveying some

335 Sluga’s repeated attempts at establishing theidnfie of Pyrrhonism on Wittgenstein remain

speculative.
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stated principles or beliefs about Pyrrhonism grtlaing whatsoever. So instead of
making speculation on the actual influence of Rymitm on Wittgenstein, | want to
make a more modest claim. | think the passage efTitactarian ladder and the
Chronicler Disclaimer passage embody the spiritaf-assertion in each work, that
Is, the authorial intention of not advancing thesror doctrines of any sort at all in
their writings. In addition, the Tractarian laddand the Chronicler Disclaimer
passages are also illustrative of the textualesgsadf the works as they provide the
reader with some kind of reminder about their neseatoric mode of expression.

| agree with Fogelin’s suggestion that Wittgenstand Sextus have a common
therapeutic goal, and also his view that Wittgen&ecritique of philosophical
problems is more internal and complete than thehBwist's as far as the source of
our deep anxieties and our drive to do philosoptey @ncerned®® However, |
think the implication of this common therapeutiabs somehow misrepresented.
Following Fogelin, Stern discusses the PyrrhonisrtheTractatusand he suggests
that in eliminating philosophy as traditionally ptigsed, and the anxieties that it
generated, the critique of traditional philosopgWiittgenstein and Sextus leads us
not to a better philosophy but to stop philosoptgzt all*®’

Stern suggests that on the non-Pyrrhonian readingitbgenstein, theélractatus
offers ‘a logico-linguistic critique of past philoghy that makes a new philosophy
within the limits of language possiblé® Accordingly the non-Pyrrhonist

interpreters all agree that Wittgenstein aims fdage mistaken views with a quite

33 | give my view on the methodological particulaitiof Wittgenstein and Sextus in section 1.2.2.
337 Stern 2004, 34-46. Stern repeats his points im3e06.

338 Stern 2004, 35.
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specific positive philosophical position of his ovwnt the interpreters just do not
agree on the details of Wittgenstein’s positiveitms.

| think Stern’s characterisation of non-Pyrrhoniaterpretations of Wittgenstein
is right in principle. However, his account of timeplications of the Pyrrhonism in
the Tractatusis mistaken. Stern explains the Pyrrhonism in Thactatusin the

following way.

Pyrrhonian Wittgensteinians (e.g. Diamond, Condater Baker) see Wittgenstein's
contribution as therapeutic, a critique of all pedphy, including his own. According to
these interpreters, Wittgenstein aims to get ugite up all philosophical views, not to
provide a better philosophy. On this reading, Vittstein offers us a form of scepticism
that is aimed not at our everyday life, but at @dlphy itself, with the aim of putting an

end to philosophy and teaching us to get by witlorgplacemenit®

No doubt in theTractatusWittgenstein suggests that we should give uphal t

propositions and questions of traditional philosppbcause they are senseless.

Most propositions and questions, that have beettenrabout philosophical matters, are
not false, but senseless. We cannot, thereforayeanguestions of this kind at all, but
only state their senselessness. Most questionprapisitions of the philosophers result

from the fact that we do not understand the loficus language.T §4.003)

Obviously in giving up all the propositions and sgtiens of traditional

philosophy we put an end to traditional philosopBuyt this could never mean we

%39 Stern 2004, 35.

The contrast becomes less clear because, as 8tggasss on the next page: ‘most Wittgensteinians
oscillate, or vacillate, between these views. Aljio they would never admit it, they want both to be
uncompromisingly opposed to philosophical doctrirmed still to make some sense of the
non-Pyrrhonian view that giving up traditional misbphical theories can lead us to something

better.’
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end up with an impoverished philosophy or even with philosophy unless the
notion of philosophy and how different philosophiase evaluated must be
conceived in terms of philosophical theorizing aydtem-building. Surely this can
never be the case.

| think both Wittgenstein and Sextus objected tardatic or metaphysical
philosophy (and the kinds of assertoric theorisang system-building found in it).
But this does not mean that they are anti-philogofilfollows from Wittgenstein’s
anti-doctrinal conception of philosophy §4.111 and§4.112) that philosophy is an
activity of elucidation which does not result inilpBophical propositions and
philosophy as the logical clarification of thoughtsakes propositions clear.
Therefore, if we give up all the propositions angsfions of traditional philosophy,
because they are senseless, it can never meanwthadre doing away with
philosophyper se unless we assume that dogmatic or metaphysickdspphy is
the only legitimate form of philosophy. But suréhys can never be the case. What
we have given up is only traditional philosophy.

On my view Wittgenstein does not provide any pusitiheoretical position of
his own to replace the senseless propositionsadftional philosophy because ht
§6.54 he renounces having constructed any theadttyeifiractatus But on the other
hand, he does provide a replacement for traditigumlosophy, that is, the new
philosophy that he introduces and practises inTisetatus This new Tractarian
philosophy takes the form of an activity of elud¢ida and logical clarification of
thoughts. It is essentially anti-doctrinal and ddvof theories or doctrines of any
sort as it repudiates the kinds of theorizing agdtesn-building found in the

philosophical tradition.
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| think the new Tractarian philosophy can constitat better philosophy in
different ways. Firstly it can demonstrate the séssness of the propositions and
guestions of traditional philosophy. We no longeantv to say something
metaphysical after coming to see for ourselves thase utterances are actually
plain nonsense despite their deceptive appearahgarofundity. Secondly the
superiority of the new Tractarian philosophy casoabe seen in its philosophical
promise which Wittgenstein suggedtsat §4.111 and§4.112: that is, after logical
clarification our propositions are clear and ououghts no longer opaque and
blurred.

| think, therefore, contrary to the view of Fogetind Stern, that Wittgenstein’s
criticism of traditional philosophy does not leasito stop philosophizing. The result
of his criticism of traditional philosophy shouldther be this: we stop doing the
kinds of theorizing and system-building usuallyrdun the philosophical tradition;
we start doing philosophy as the logical clarificat of thoughts which makes
propositions and thoughts clear without generatieny philosophical propositions.

The goal of eliminating philosophy as traditiongtisactised and the anxieties it
generated is clearly represented in the works gfuUSe The Pyrrhonist does not aim
at bringing philosophy to an end; he is still invgating PH 1 4, 7). He only aims
at containing and, ideally, stopping dogmatizingimlosophy PH 1 12).

On my view, we need to give up not just the propmss and questions of
traditional philosophy in order to give up the thei@al conception of philosophy.
We also need to abandon the problematic assumiftairtheoretical philosophy is
the only legitimate form of philosophy. As | havegaed in my discussion of
Russell's reading of thdractatus unless we can abandon or at least detach
ourselves temporarily from the traditional concepti of philosophy as
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system-building and assertoric theorizing, we cawen appreciate or identify with
Wittgenstein’s novel conception of philosophy: algtophy that does not result in

doctrines.

1.2. The Spirit of Non-Assertion and the Textual Sategy of the Tractatus

Although the passage of the Tractarian laddell &6.54 provides a helpful
reminder of the elucidatory aim of thgactatusits importance has been played
down by many theoretical readings. However thingsted to change when some
interpreters, most notably Cora Diamond and Jamesaf, proposed that we
should take the elucidatory calling ©f§6.54 at face value. This particular line of
anti-doctrinal interpretation is marked by an umpdented emphasis on
Wittgenstein’s therapeutic aim in thEractatus A resolute way of reading the
Tractatus would require the reader to throw away its propmss as nonsense
because it follows fronT §6.54 that none of its propositions are meant tggareor
argue for any philosophical doctrines or theotf@sBefore | discuss the resolute
readings of Diamond and Conant as a possible wayntterstand the textual
strategy of theTractatusin section 1.2.2, | want to visit Frege’s readioigthe
Tractatusin order to illustrate how the spirit of non-asger is embodied in the

Tractatus

310 As we shall see in section 1.2.2 according to @bttds does not mean that all the propositions
are nonsense becaube}6.54 does not sagll the propositions in th&ractatusbear the elucidatory

burden and 4.112 does not say a philosophical work congstselyof elucidation.
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1.2.1 Frege’s reading of thi@actatus Form over Content?

| think in contrast with Russell Frege arguably bhaseast some faint awareness
of Wittgenstein’s spirit of non-assertion in theactatus Wittgenstein holds Frege
in high regard and he earnestly sends his manasrig-rege for his opinion.
However, Frege finds Wittgenstein’s work unclear hom and he makes the

following remark to Wittgenstein.

The pleasure of reading your book can therefordonger be aroused by the content
which is already known, but only by the peculiamfiogiven to it by the author. The book
thereby becomes an artistic rather than a scierdgifhievement; what is said in it takes

second place to the way in which it is s&i.

In the foreword to th&ractatusWittgenstein declares that the object of his book
‘would be attained if it afforded pleasure to onkowread it with understanding’.
Before this he also announces that his work ‘wdlhaps only be understood by
those who have themselves already thought the tiswghich are expressed in it-
—or similar thoughts’ and so he announces thatwisk ‘is therefore not a
text-book’. | think the object of th@ractatus as declared in the foreword is
unequivocally descriptive of its spirit of non-asm.

| think with this objective th@ractatusclearly distinguishes itself as completely
different from the assertoric kinds of theorisimgdasystem-building usually found
in traditional philosophical discourse and | thihks is how Wittgenstein conceives
of his own work. For th@ractatusto be a non-assertoric discourse the pleasure of

reading it cannot be brought by the content (bexdlus reader has already thought

341 Monk 1991, 174.
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the thoughts which are expressed in it). Insteadotbasure of reading tAeactatus
as a non-assertoric discourse is brought by theea@tion of ‘the peculiar form
given to it by the author’.

Frege’s remark is obviously referring to the objetthe Tractatus namely to
afford pleasure to someone who reads it with utdedsing. He draws the
conclusion that th@ractatusbecomes an artistic achievement and what is said i
takes second place to the way in which it is &&id. think Frege’s conclusion
touches on an important upshot of ffractatuss spirit of non-assertion, namely the
important characteristic that its form precedesastent. Frege has a glimpse of the
significance of ‘the peculiar form’ of presentationthe Tractatusbut he finds it
rather unsatisfactory because after all, he is numecerned with content of
philosophical work. But at any rate, | think Fregands closer to understanding
Wittgenstein than he may himself be aware. But daf@tely, he could not align
his reading of thdractatuswith his recognition that th&€ractatuss form precedes
its content. Therefore, like Russell, he fails talerstand Wittgenstein and his work.

In an important sense, the foreword and the cormriusf theTractatusnot only
describe but actually contain its spirit of noneaien. We should recall the last
statement of th@ractatus ‘Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one mustlbatsi
(T §7) Other than the conclusion, this statement alspears in the foreword.
Wittgenstein explains to Ficker, his prospectivélier, that he may not be able to
understand his work because the content will bang& to him. However,
Wittgenstein assures Ficker that the foreword dreddonclusion of th&ractatus

are illuminative of the nature of his work and aball, the criterion for what it

312 Rozema 2002 argues that the writing of Tnactatuscan be legitimately called a kind of poetry

as it bears the essential feature of all poeticeimving to shape the passions through catharsis.
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would be for the general readers to understand wisk.*** The key that
Wittgenstein releases in his letter is the suggesdtnat the manuscript forms only
the written part of his work and there is a secpad which puts everything firmly
in place by being silent whilst many others ‘arstjoabbling’.

On my view, theTractatuss spirit of non-assertion is also embodied in its
‘peculiar form’ of presentation and its intendeaishess. Theélractatusgives the
appearance of a set of remarks organized by a nigidbering systerf* Ogden
calls this ‘the peculiar literary character’ in hisanslator's Note. However, for
Wittgenstein the function of the numbering systenmvery crucial as he explains
earlier to Ficker, ‘they alone give the book lutydand clarity and it would be an
incomprehensible jumble without ther{®

In his preparation for a bilingual publication dkfTractatus Ogden is hindered
by its obscurity despite Wittgenstein’s collabavati Knowing that Wittgenstein has
withheld some supplementary passages that woulek ek book more accessible,
he proposes to Wittgenstein that the supplemep@sgages should be published for

the convenience of the reader. But Wittgensteiactsjthis proposal. In his reply to

33 1n his letter to Ficker, Wittgenstein writes ‘Theok’s point is an ethical one. | once meant to
include in the foreword a sentence which is ndiait there now but which | will write out for you
here, because it will perhaps be a key to the arkou. What | meant to write, then, was this: My
work consists of two parts: the one presented plrgall that | have not written. And it is predise
this second part that is the important one. My bdidws limits to the sphere of the ethical from the
inside as it were, and | am convinced that thisié&sONLY rigorous way of drawing these limits. In
short, | believe that where many others today as¢ lpabbling, | have managed in my book to put
everything firmly in place by being silent about &nd for that reason, unless | am very much
mistaken, the book will say a great deal that yourgelf want to say. Only perhaps you won't see
that it is said in the book. For now, | would recoend to you to read the foreword and the
conclusion, because they contain the most dirgotession of the point of the book.’

34 On the significance of the numbering system inTtreetatussee Mayef990.

345 | etter to Ludwig von Ficker 97.
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Ogden, Wittgenstein explains that he does not viantnake up for the book’s
shortness as he thinks adding those supplementsl disuupt the spirit of the book.
In another letter to Ficker Wittgenstein explaihe teason for the shortness of his

work.

‘this presentation iextremelycompressed since | have only retained in it thiaickv

really occurred to me — and how it occurred to .’

So the shortness of thigactatusis indeed an intended merit for Wittgenstein
because it helps preserve the spirit in its pufesh. And this is crucial to the
elucidatory aim of th@ractatus According to his reply to Ogden’s request for the

supplements, adding those supplements would diineppirit of the work because

‘The supplements are exactly what muast be printed... THEY REALLY CONTAIN NO
ELUCIDATION AT ALL...’

Unfortunately whist for Wittgenstein the intenddwsness of th@ractatusis a
merit, those who prefer to read theactatusby theoretical lights see the shortness
as a weakness if not a vice of the work. In respaaghe shortness those who prefer
to read theTlractatusby theoretical lights usually attempt to reconstihe text into

various arguments for ‘the picture theory of thepgasitions’, or ‘the doctrine of

%% Monk 1991, 177.

We should recall here that when he introduces bikwo Russell, Wittgenstein announces that, ‘it's
written in quite short remarks’ and that unlespravious explanation’ is given Russell would not be
able to understand his work. Nonetheless Wittgémstelieves that his short remarks are ‘as clear as

crystal’.
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showing’ which are ascribed to Wittgensteltf. But | have argued that this
approach overlooks (a) Wittgenstein’s aim of elatiwh in theTractatus (b) his
innovative conception of philosophy as the logidakification of thoughts, and (c)
his novel conception of philosophy as an activifyetucidation, which are all
corollaries to Wittgenstein’s spirit of non-assentin theTractatus
To sum up, the urge to get rid of doctrines isradamental cause that shapes the

works of Wittgenstein and his conceptions of mettogy in philosophy. This
anti-doctrinal character while being an essentedtdre of his conception of
philosophy in theTractatusalso prevails in théhilosophical InvestigationsMy

discussion of this aspect of tR&@ilosophical Investigationis offered in section 2.

1.2.2 Resolute Readings of theactatus

My non-assertoric reading has much in common wiilinidnd’s proposal of a
resolute way of reading thigactatusas it holds on to Wittgenstein’s ‘insistence that
he is not putting forward philosophical doctringgsleeses’ and also ‘his suggestion

that it cannot be doné*® According to Diamond,

there is almost nothing in Wittgenstein which israfue and which can be grasped if it is

pulled away from that view of philosophy. But thaiew of philosophy is itself

347 This approach of reconstruction can easily leatthéofallacy of straw man in the interpretation of
Wittgenstein’s works. In this regard, Fogelin hagoad point to make. As he notes, ‘Wittgenstein’s
writing is often obscure and the text is surprigjrigcking in explicit arguments for one to evakiat
Therefore on his part, he has ‘resisted the temgotabf reconstructing the text into an
argument—especially when this is done as a preloddowing that the argument is no good.” See
Fogelin 1987, xi.

348 Diamond 1995, 179.
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something that has to be seen first in Thactatusif it is to be understood in its later

forms.

Following this conception, abandoning the Tractarisystem is the only
legitimate response for anyone who understandsuiteor of theTractatus®*® On
Diamond’s view, to read thEractatusas conveying the ineffable truth that there are
indeed some features of reality, like the logicahi of reality, the ethical, religious
or mystical, that cannot be expressed in wordschntbe shown is ‘chickening out’
because in holding on to this doctrinal reading rkeder has failed to follow the
instruction afl 86.54 and also failed ‘to take seriously what Wittgtein says about
philosophy itself3>°

Instead, the reader should throw away the notianttiere are features of reality
that cannot be put into words but show themseleesilise according to Diamond, it
is not Wittgenstein’s view>* His view is rather that the notion of somethingetof
reality but not sayably true may be useful as ‘& w&ld kind of figurative language’
employed during the activity of elucidation butigt to be used only with the
awareness that at the end of elucidation it itseldbngs to plain nonsense and should
thus be thrown away.

In addition, Conant also believes that the aimhefTiractatus‘is to show us that

beyond “the limits of language” lies, not ineffatitath, but rather (as the preface

%9 Diamond stresses on the point that at §6.54 Wittgen asks his reader to understand him as
opposed to understanding his propositions in ffractatus See Diamond 1995 and also
Diamond1991.

%% Diamond 1995, 181-182.

%1 Diamond believes that Wittgenstein himself doesamicken out in th&ractatus In other words

he does not advance the view that there are featineality that cannot be put into words but show

themselves.
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cautions)einfach Unsini®**? According to Conant, a resolute way of reading the
Tractatusdoes not give a unitary reading of the work becausesolute reading is
better thought of as program for reading and it does not compriseeading®>
Following this conception, a resolute reading, gsagram, leaves out the question
about how thé&ractatusought to be read in detail unanswered. Insteadlit gives

‘a certain programmatic conception of the linesglovhich those details are to be
worked out’.

Moreover according to Conant the elucidatory atstiof the Tractatuscan take
off because of its elucidatory strategy. For thadex to begin ascending the
Tractarian ladder he must yield to some of the temptationigssgbropositions in the
first place. Therefore many of its sentences are intended tettéhe reader to
accept them as ‘philosophical illuminating nonsén#ieat is, a special kind of
nonsense which can somehow convey insight by shpwinat cannot be safd’
But eventually at the end of elucidation the reaaterst throw away what once
appears to be illuminating nonsense as plain n@esedn Conant’s view, if the
Tractatus succeeds in its aim of elucidation, what is to geap in the reader’s

subjective experience is that:

%2 Conant 2002, 424.

In other words, no one, not even the author offifaetatuscan use language to get outside language.
%3 See Conant 2006 and also Conant and Diamond 2004.

%4 Conant 2002, 420-424.

According to Conant, in theTractatus Wittgenstein is opposed to the distinction between
philosophically illuminating nonsense and mislegdimonsense (or substantial nonsense and mere
nonsense) because for him there is only one kimtbo$ense which does not mean or show anything.
Given theTractatuss ‘austere conception of conception’, it can netber right for the standard
reading or the ineffability reading to support thdoctrinal reading of th&ractatus with this

distinction.
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First | grasp that there is something thatstbe; then | see that it cannot be said; then |
grasp that if it cannot be said it cannot be thougat the limits of language are the
limits of thought); and then, finally, when | reattte top of the ladder, | grasp that there
has been no “it” in my grasp all along (that thdtietr | cannot think | cannot “grasp”

either)3®°

But unfortunately, by contrast, the reader of staddr ineffability interpretation
holds on the distinction between illuminating namseand misleading nonsense and
goes on to communicate what cannot be said undeguise of only showing it.

Finally 1 want to discuss Wittgenstein’s elucidgtanse of language as an
instance of non-assertoric mode of expression awd this non-assertoric use of
language can serve the aim of elucidation inlitaetatus

According to Conant the early Wittgenstein alreaglyognizes that language can
be put to different kinds of use: constative and-nonstative”™® The first category
is also the assertoric employment of language iichvlanguage is used to state
what is the case. The second category is non-asseahd it consists of elucidatory
and ethical employments of langua(é.Strictly speaking, elucidatory uses of
language are not employments of langugge se but rather employments of
language-likestructures. In elucidatory uses of language, gra@mtly assertoric

use of language is revealed as illusory. Conangesstg that

%% Conant 2002, 422.

5 Conant suggests that to understand Thactatuswe need to ‘distinguish the different sorts of
things one can do with language over and abovénguittto the use of saying something.” (Conant
2002, 382 and 429 footnote 24.)

%7 Conant believes that a proper understanding oft wheprises an ethical use of language for
Wittgenstein is indispensable for understandingchagm that ‘the point of th&ractatusis ethical’.

(Conant 2002, 429 footnote 26)
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In order for a reader to pass through the firstr fetages of ascent up this Tractarian
ladder, he must take himself to be participatinthi traditional philosophical activity of

argument, to be inferring conclusions from premises

A reader of thélractatusonly ascends to the final rung of the ladder wherishable to
look back upon his progress upward and “recogrtizat he has only been going through
the motions of “inferring” (apparent) “conclusionsdm (apparent) “premises”. Thus the
elucidatory strategy of th€ractatusdepends on the reader’s provisionally taking hifsel
to be participating in the traditional philosopHhieativity of establishing theses through a
procedure of reasoned argument; but it only succétdhe reader fully comes to
understand what the work means to say about itgedh it says that philosophy, as this

work seeks to practice it, results not in doctiinein elucidationg>®

Conant also suggests that not all propositions hia Tractatus are to be
recognized as nonsensical becauseTilaetatus being a philosophical work, does
not have to consigntirely of elucidations and above all, the activity ofadlation
needs a certain framework to take pl&teTherefore some sentences serve as
elucidations and they should be recognizedrasnnat the end of elucidation. The
second category being ‘the frame of the work’ ‘affg instructions for how the
work is to be read’ should be recognizedismvoll Conant identifies the foreword,
84.112, 86.54 and a few others as belonging tae¢kend category. Moreover, it is a
function of how a sentence occurs in the work tlegermines whether it belongs to
the first category or the second category.

On my view, Wittgenstein’s propositions in tfieactatusconvey an illusion of

sense as they appear to be seemingly assertorioymgnt of language pertaining

358 Conant 2002, 424.

%9 According to Conant, ‘The aim of the passage [86.54] is (not to propose a single
all-encompassing category into which the diverséssaf propositions that comprise the work are all
to be shoehorned, but rather) to explicate howelp@ssages of the work that succeed in bearing its
elucidatory burden are meant to work their medi@nehe reader.’ (Conant 2002, 457-458 footnote
135)
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to philosophical theories on the essence of languélge form and even the tone of
his propositions are reminiscent of assertoric pumicement on the essence of
language. But near the end of theactatus §6.54 reveals to the reader its aim of
elucidation and that the mode of expression is algtunon-assertoric. This
non-assertoric use of language is very importargeirving the elucidatory strategy
and the aim of elucidation so that Wittgenstein i@rounce having advanced theses
or doctrines of any sort at all in tReactatus

| think Sextus’s writing is a parallel case to thectatusin that both comprise
the non-assertoric mode of expression. In Sexttese, he employs an apparently
descriptive use of language to say a lot of thimgsis writing but all his sentences
give only the illusory appearance of representisgain state of affairs. Conant
suggests that th€ractatusconsists of two categories of sentences; somee v
elucidations and some don'’t. | think Sextus’s secds, including the Chronicler
disclaimer passage, falls to one category only.yTdre all arguments that he can
use to bring about equipollence of arguments intdpe&s they concerned.

Finally | want to discuss some methodological pattrities of Wittgenstein and
Sextus. As we have seen, Fogelin suggests thatamae the source of our deep
anxieties and our drive to do philosophy are camegrthe Pyrrhonist's method is
external and incomplete whereas Wittgenstein'sigeret is more internal and
complete.

On my view, Sextus’s therapeutic use of argumentaiao be characterised as
internal in the sense that he must attend to thermi@ antecedent beliefs and make
sure that his remedy can target these antecedieifistsn that his treatment of belief
can produce the ultimate effect of belief cancetatSextus’'s use aid hominem

argumentation is ideal in this regard because ming dogmatic positions or
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premises against themselves he can show that fguesgons or premises are not
trustworthy or even fallacious by their own stanigarSextus does not have to
advance his own premises and positions to arguesighe dogmatists and this can
save him from the rebuttal of self-refutation atansistency®°

If Sextus’sad hominemargumentation should succeed, the patients woald n
longer want to hold on to their dogmatic beliefhiefiefore, Sextus’s treatment of
belief is a process of belief cancellation from theide. However, there is the
danger of relapse into dogmatic beliefs. In viewtto§ danger, Sextus repeatedly
stresses the feature of self-cancellation in thegaties of ladder, fire and cathartic
drugs. The basic idea is that his arguments dbamselves what they do to others,
that is, they expel themselves after taking out dbgmatic arguments. This is a
good strategy because his therapeutic treatmenbetief only aims at the
cancellation of belief. So in undoing or deconding: dogmatic beliefs, Sextus’s
treatment of beliefs does not intend to provide plagients with a set of better
beliefs.

To conclude my discussion of tAeactatus | have argued that because of his
own theoretical yearning and preoccupations Russalhnot identify with
Wittgenstein’s aim of elucidation in th@ractatus Wittgenstein’'s anti-doctrinal
conceptions of philosophy and philosophical wor& also too remote to Russell. |
have argued that in ascribing theories on the essehlanguage to Wittgenstein
Kenny's interpretation suffers from critical proble and what must go is his
problematic assumption that Wittgenstein attemptsse language to communicate

what can only be shown. | have argued that Wittigam's critique of theoretical

30 Of course Sextus’s may misrepresent his dogmatimises and positions in hil hominem

argumentation. But in principal the styleaaf hominenmargumentation is internal.
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philosophy does not lead us to stop philosophibegause we are introduced to an
alternative, that is, the new Tractarian philosoptinat does not result in
philosophical assertions and system-building.

My non-assertoric reading can be regarded as dutesway of reading the
Tractatus as it accords mostly with other resolute readinfgst instance, my
non-assertoric reading places much emphasi$6ob4, 84.112, and the foreword in
discerning the spirit of non-assertion and the assertoric mode of expression in
the Tractatus.In Conant’s resolute reading, these passageshardérame of the
Tractatus making the elucidation possible.

Secondly like other resolute readings, my non-&sserreading also leaves the
guestion about how th€&ractatusought to be read in detail unanswered; hence it
does not comprise a reading of theactatus Instead of promising a coherent
overall reading my non-assertoric reading propasesterpretation of th€ractatus
in which the status of its statements is reveatedamn-assertoric though some of the
statements may appear to be philosophical pronoueees on the essence of
language. In Conant’s resolute reading, Wittgenstese of language is elucidatory,
a non-constative kind of use of language that epsplanguage-like structures to
create an illusion of sense.

Thirdly, like other resolute readings, my non-asger reading looks into how
the form is important to its aim, and also howeitsployment of language can serve
the aim of elucidation. The merit of my approacksliin holding on to
Wittgenstein’s anti-doctrinal conception of philpsy as a proper point of departure
in understanding th&ractatus As one way of approaching the ambiguous status of
its statements and the tension brought by its welflaimed nonsensicality my

non-assertoric reading of tA@actatusfares better than the theoretical readings that
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| have discussed. Finally | have argued that Séxtusn-assertoric discourse is a
parallel case to théractatusas they have much in common in the elimination of
philosophical theories and doctrines, and alsohirtdistinctive non-assertoric

employment of language to serve their therapeutis.a

2. THE PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Wittgenstein indicated his dislike for the Socrdyipe of dialogue ifCulture and
Value®! However it is a very widespread impression amoomroentators that
arguably many parts of thdhilosophical Investigationgre written as dialogue
between unnamed interlocutors. For instance Jara htges that the writing of
dialogues becomes a prominent feature of Wittgeristevriting especially in the
Philosophical Investigationsvhile occasional passage of dialogue can be fanind
his other later writing&®> Secondly referring to th@hilosophical Investigations
David G. Stern writes that ‘there certainly is goamghson to read the book as
belonging to the familiar philosophical genre oé tialogue3®® Stern notes that
the Philosophical Investigations ‘in large part made up of Socratic dialogues’ a
Wittgenstein ‘makes liberal use of both the basawicks of Socratic dialogue:
syncrisis — a debate between opposed viewpoings giken topic — and anacrisis —

forcing an interlocutor to express his opinion thaghly and subjecting it to critical

%1 cv 21: ‘Reading the Socratic dialogues, one has #edinigs: what a frightful waste of time!
What's the point of these arguments that proveingt& clarity nothing.’

%2 Heal 1995.

363 Stern 2004 (See especially 21-28).

As my discussion will show, Stern and Heal haveydfferent views on the nature of the dialogue

found in thePhilosophical Investigations
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appraisal *** Finally in his discussion of ‘the difficulty of \iting about philosophy
as practised by someone who uses the Socratic didtaok W. Rowe argues that
‘Wittgenstein was directly influenced by the literasolution Plato adopted®
Rowe’s conclusion is that ‘Plato decided that thédten dialogue was the best way
to convey Socrates’ philosophical spirit. And Wehgtein, under Plato’s influence,
decided it was the best way to convey his oWh.My following discussion will
first look at some difficulties and complexitiesncerning the extent and nature of
the dialogue form in th@hilosophical InvestigationdMy discussion will show that
because of ambiguity of voices some stretches xif ite the work can be read
simultaneouslyas external dialogue between different voices adl vas a

representation of Wittgenstein’s interior flow bfriking.

2.1.1Dialogue in thePhilosophical Investigations

On Heal’s reading th@hilosophical Investigations a special kind of dialogue
although its dialogue element is characterised b§goeness and ambiguit§’
These features reflect the fact that, unlike Ptapiilosophical dialogues, which are
like philosophical play scripts, Wittgenstein's iptr does not feature named
characters. Secondly, there is no uniform syntad@eice (such as dashes or

inverted commas) that signals the beginning andaérmhrts in the dialogue. Like

%4 Stern 2004, 24.

%% Rowe 2007.

3¢ Rowe also argues for a comparable pattern of gtylbical development and a shared conception
of philosophical method between Wittgenstein andr&es.

%7 Heal 1995.
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many readers, Heal has the strong impression thatthe Philosophical
Investigationsfrom time to time, a voice other than Wittgenstaipeaks, i.e. that
some thought other than one endorsed by Wittgenstemself is being
expressed>®® Since the Philosophical Investigationsis a dialogue between
Wittgenstein and his interlocutor, we need to dmtish the voice of Wittgenstein
from the voice of his interlocutor by attendingthe content and context of every
remark.

To validate her ideas Heal undertakes a textudysisaof three familiar passages
from thePhilosophical Investigation€® She first deals with the absence of named

characters.

146.a Suppose | ask: ‘Has he understood the system Wwheamwntinues the series to the
hundredth place?’ Or — if | should not speak ofderstanding’ in connection with our
primitive language game: Has he got the systerheitontinues the series correctly so
far? —b Perhaps you will say here: to have got the sygmmnagain, to understand it)
can’t consist in continuing the series uphis or thatnumberithatis only applying one’s
understanding. The understanding itself is a staieh is thesourceof the correct use.

¢ What is one really thinking of here? Isn't onenting of the derivation of a series from
its algebraic formula? Or at least of something@g@us? —-d But this is where we were
before. The point is we can think of more thare application of an algebraic formula;
and every type of application can in turn be foraed algebraically; but naturally this
does not get us any further. — The applicationilisascriterion of understanding.

147.e ‘But how can it be? Whehsay | understand the rule of a series, | am suvety
saying so because | hafmund outthat up to now | have applied the algebraic foaral
such-and-such a way! In my own case at all eventsure know that | mean

such-and-such a series; it doesn’t matter how f@ave actually developed it." —

%% Heal 1995, 68.
%9 As we shall see, Heal analyses a very small nurabspecimensR| §§146-147, 208-211, and
258; altogether 7 specimens). She anticipates tihhase who widely read in the corpus of

Wittgenstein will agree with her view despite thmaited specimens and lack of statistics.
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f Your idea, then, is that you know the applicatairthe rule of the series quite apart
from remembering actual applications to particmlambersg And you will perhaps say:
‘Of course! For the series is infinite and thedfitt that | can have developed finite.’

(Heal 1995, 64-65. Heal inserted the letters faeea# reference.)

Heals finds a central clue to help resolve the mts®f named characters in this
first specimen. She notes that§a46-7 Wittgenstein explicitly assigns two remarks,
namelyb andg, to his interlocutor who is addressed as ‘you’; #md interlocutor
speaks again in the protest put in quotation marksOn Heal’s view, the question
at a and the interrogative sentencecadre both overtly flagged as being uttered in
Wittgenstein’s own voice, and Wittgenstein himgakikes some move of his own,
atd, in response to his own questidfi. Finally atf Wittgenstein comments on his
interlocutor’s protest given at

Heal suggests that it would be a mistake to talkeube of interrogatives as
evidence of dialogue throughout the writit{§. The use of interrogatives can be part
of a dialogue (in which case the question is de@cit the interlocutor). But it could
also represent the flow of Wittgenstein’s own idéas a self-addressed question).
Hence Heal believes that the use of interrogatise®ot in itself any indication of
the presence of a real and independent interlocutor

In addition, Heal warns of the danger of takingrg\stretch of text to be either (a)
interior debate or (b) real external dialogue, bbseasome stretches can be read in
either way*’?> Moreover the thoughts that Wittgenstein puts ia thoice of his

interlocutor could equally have figured in an imerdebate in Wittgenstein’s own

370 Heal 1995, 68.
371 Heal 1995, 68-70.

372 |n section 2.2.1, | look into a particular stretifitext P1 §23) which can be read in either way as

interior debate and external dialogue.
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current thinking or a debate with his own thoughitsome earlier stage. As shown
in §146-7 even when Wittgenstein no longer found aagethought compelling, he
still often recognizes and is tempted by the imgulsat finds expression in such
thoughts. Therefore Heal concludes that we neddoloin every case and judge by
the context and the general feeling of the passagee whether it is the other or
Wittgenstein himself who poses the question orrefecertain answer, and in doing
so we can distinguish the voice of the interlocdtom the present or earlier voice
of Wittgenstein, despite the absence of named ctasa

In her second set of specimens, Heal considers diffieulties caused by

Wittgenstein’s inconsistent use of punctuation rark

208...

h We should distinguish between the ‘and so on’ Wh&; and the ‘and so on’ which is
not, an abbreviated notation. ‘And so on ad irgfnat such an abbreviation. The fact that
we cannot write down all the digits afis not a human shortcoming, as mathematicians
sometimes think.

Teaching which is not meant to apply to anything the examples given is different
from that which points beyondthem.

209.i ‘But then doesn’'t our understanding reach beydhtha examples?’ 4 A very
queer expression, and a quite natural one! —

k But is thatall? Isn’t there a deeper explanation: or mustn’east thaunderstandingpf

the explanation be deeperd Well, have | myself a deeper understanding? Haget|
more than | give in the explanation? — But thenemde the feeling that | have got more?
Is it like the case where | interpret what is riatited as a length that reaches beyond
every length?

210. m ‘But do you really explain to the other person wiau yourself understand?
Don'’t you get him taguessthe essential thing? You give him examples, —Haubas to
guess their drift, to guess your intentionh-Every explanation which | can give myself
| give to him too. — ‘He guesses what | intend’ Wbmean: various interpretations of my
explanation come to his mind, and he lights on @idem. So in this case he could ask;

and | could and should answer him.
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211. 0 How can he know how he is to continue a patternhbyself — whatever
instruction you give him? p Well, how do | know? — If that means ‘Have | reas® the
answer is: my reasons will soon give out. And thehall act, without reasons.

(Heal 1995, 65-66. Heal inserted the letters feeea# reference.)

Heal thinks that Wittgenstein speaks directly hatthe interlocutor raises a
question ati and Wittgenstein makes a brief commentj ah response to the
interlocutor’'s question’® But then the passageska@ndo pose some difficulties.
To judge by content, sindeis a counter question to it seems plausible to assign
both k ando to the interlocutor. But on the other hand, the aEquotation marks
seems to suggest otherwise. It is obvious thaintteelocutor speaks atandm and
they are both explicitly set off with quotation rkar There are no quotation marks
in k ando.

Heal believes that this difficulty can be resohessily. She notes that §146a
Wittgenstein poses his own questions first usingtaion marks and then simply a
colon. Therefore, Heal concludes that Wittgensteinse of punctuation is not
entirely consistent and thus it is plausible tags®othk ando to the interlocutor.
Heal’s textual analysis seems to show that oncenage can judge by the context
and general feeling of the passage to see whethés the interlocutor or
Wittgenstein himself who speaks.

Heal’s final specimen illustrates some furtheriguing possibilities.

258.q Let us imagine the following case. | want to keeghary about the recurrence of a
certain sensation. To this end | associate it whi sign ‘S’ and write this sign in a
calendar for every day on which | have the sensatiol will remark first of all that a

definition cannot be formulated. r But still | can give myself a kind of ostensive

definition. —s How? Can | point to the sensation®ot in the ordinary sense. But | speak,

373 Heal 1995, 70-71.
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or write the sign down, and at the same time | eatrate my attention on the sensation —
and so, as it were, point to it inwardlyu-But what is this ceremony for? for that is all it
seems to be. A definition surely serves to estaltie meaning of a sign.vWell, that is
done precisely by the concentration of my attentfonin this way | impress on myself
the connexion between the sign and the sensatianBudt ‘| impress it on myself’ can
only mean: this process brings it about that | raimer the connexioright in the future.
But in the present case | have no criterion ofe@xmess. One would like to say: whatever
is going to seem right to me is right. And thatyormeans that here we can't talk about
‘right’.

(Heal 1995, 66. Heal inserted the letters for ediseference.)

Heal notes that the natural impulse to assigrandv to the interlocutor does not
square with ‘the fact that ‘I' occurs throughout evéd ‘you’ would seem to be
required’ by such construdi* Another option is to construg258 as an instance of
internal dialogue so that it is Wittgenstein hiniseho speaks at, t andv. But Heal
believes that this is equally unconvincing. Thibé&cause such construal is at odds
with the denouement 0§258. Secondly throughout tihilosophical Investigations
Wittgenstein presents himself as having succeedetandoning the false pictures
which motivate the views expressed jri andv.

Therefore Heal suggests that another possible waga&ing the relation of the
remarks is to construg258 as initiating a particular enterprise in whible reader
becomes the interlocutor, who expresseas taandv her views of how the project of
diary keeping would go in her own case, supposing were to undertake the
project. Heal believes that in thBhilosophical Investigationswittgenstein’'s

interlocutor ‘is whoever is addressed as ‘you’ athe other part of the ‘we”, and

374 Heal 1995, 71.
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this interlocutor is to be played the reader wheeeding the book and is willing to
enter the exchange with Wittgenst&in.

Heal's discussion helpfully draws out some diffited and complexities
concerning the extent and nature of the dialoguenfon the Philosophical
Investigations | completely agree with her analysis that althoubge dialogue
element in thePhilosophical Investigationss characterised by features that she
notes, of obliqueness and ambiguity, it is entieght to consider thehilosophical
Investigationsas a dialogue, albeit a very special kind of djak In general | also
agree with her views that Wittgenstein's particubamy of writing in the
Philosophical Investigations not ‘an unnecessary and regrettable obfuscediuh
that the dialogue form is wholly appropriate fortiyenstein.

But the agreement only makes it more urgent toifglawhat purpose
Wittgenstein’s particular way of using the dialogoem is intended to serve. Heal
believes that the dialogue form is appropriate\iéttgenstein as ‘his procedure is
designed to provide and does provide the readegigaly through the dialogue
form, with a rational route to an end point whishproperly thought of as a better
understanding or insight into how things at@.l do not share Heal's view. My
concern is that Heal's approach seems to encoueag#octrinal reading of
Wittgenstein’s reminders in th@hilosophical InvestigationsMy thesis is that

Wittgenstein’s reminders are non-assertoric; hesdu# offer them asheoretical

%7° Heal 1995, 72-3.

%7° Heal 1995, 63.

In the next section, 2.1.2, | present Heal's actaumd | will follow up Heal's vague talk of ‘an end
point which is properly thought of as a better ustinding or insight into how things are’. Heal's
discussion is full of such vague notions and plsasewill try to work out what they could have

meant.
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assertionson theessencesf language and meaning. Therefore it can neveighe

to turn his remarks into doctrines or theories afiguage and meaning. In the
preface to théPhilosophical Investigation§Vittgenstein explains that his work is
‘just an album’ of his ‘loosely connected remarkshich are only ‘half-way decent’
and being ‘sketches of landscapes’ the remindev® ‘the viewer an idea of the
landscape’. He does not say that his reminderspartect and give alefinitive
overview of the landscape. He makes it clear tleatvants his work ‘to bring light
into one brain or another’. But he does not mea We should take his ‘half-way
decent’ reminders as providing th#imate truth, theright stance to language or a
definitive picture of meaning like a philosophical thesis. ahmounces that he does
not want his writing ‘to spare other people theibie of thinking’; instead he hopes
that it should ‘stimulate someone to thoughts sfdwn’.

On Heal's view the dialogue form ‘is particularlg@opriate as a vehicle for the
intended content’, and we can ‘re-express ‘Wittgging arguments’ or
‘Wittgenstein’s views’ in a more standard academanner’” Heal's inkling of a
reconstruction of thePhilosophical Investigationsn terms of conventionally
organized argumentative solutions and conclusionshtlosophical problems raises
another issue. Such reconstruction seems to demerlde problematic assumption

that since the exchanges in tR&ilosophical Investigationsake the form of a

%" Heal further believes that ‘we need not be lockaetd an outlook which thinks that use of
conventional expository forms is betrayal of Witigtein, or a betrayal of lack of understanding of
him’ (Heal 1995, 63-64).

Reconstructing W’s views and arguments in a maadsrd academic manner would require one to
represent Wittgenstein’s viewgia a straight-forward exposition, stating his premi¢egng to make
explicit the false presuppositions of those hegtisas with, proceeding through matters in an oyderl
way and generally making everything as clear andasy to follow as the difficulty of the subject

matter admits’ (Heal 1995, 74).
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debate between two voices which speak of opposegsy once we can distinguish
the voice of the interlocutor we can simply extrixotn the other voice (that is the
narrator’s voice) Wittgenstein’s arguments and bissitive solutions to the
philosophical problems discussed in Btalosophical Investigations

Naturally 1 do not agree with Heal's exegetical uasption that the dialogue
found in the Philosophical Investigationsis simply a representation of
conversational exchanges between Wittgenstein anihterlocutor’’® My view is
that even if we can identify the interlocutor’s e®iin the way Heal suggests, we
still cannot assume that everything that is saidthe narrator's voice is a
straightforward statement of Wittgenstein’s philpisizal convictions. On my view,
to make such assumption is to take for grantedwWittgenstein’s statements in the
Philosophical Investigationshould be read implicitly or explicitly as propalimng
philosophical theses. | will argue that this asstiompmisconstrues the status of
Wittgenstein’s non-assertoric statements in ®i@losophical Investigationsas
providing discursive arguments for philosophicaédbs and theories that serve as
argumentative solutions or conclusions to philoscgdtproblems.

In opposition to the orthodox interpretation thatcribes to Wittgenstein the
thesis that language is a rule-governed practicgher theory that meaning is
rule-governed use, | argue that Wittgenstein's est@ints arenon-assertoric
remindersthat serve to release us from the grip of cetampelling but ultimately
incoherent philosophical conceptions. In other wwoMYittgenstein’s non-assertoric

reminders do not deliver any thesis or theory. Qia view, therefore, even if we

378 | argue in 2.2.1 that this assumption is madefupo supplementary assumptions and | shall call
them ‘the two-voice assumption’ and ‘the mouthpieagsumption’. | will argue that these

assumptions are not mandatory as some promineyplpahic interpretations resist them.
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find the narrator of th&hilosophical Investigationarguing for seemingly positive
philosophical theses or simply asserting theorktitaims, it does not mean that
Wittgenstein himself is advancing philosophicalsim® or theories as his definite
answers to philosophical problems. | spell out ngwin section 2.2 against the
backdrop of the shortcomings in Heal's approachuill show that her approach
plays down the significance of Wittgenstein’s itesice that he was not formulating
philosophical theses and the therapeutic natuteedPhilosophical Investigations
will also draw on the work of Kuusela to show tdatpite widespread doubt among
interpreters, we have some good reasons to balexadVittgenstein’'s disavowal of
having formulated philosophical theses and hisagbhilosophical practice in the

Philosophical Investigationsan be interpreted as constituting a coherentevhol

2.1.2Dialogue as a Vehicle and the ‘Intended UpshofReading the Philosophical

Investigations’

On Heal's view, while all philosophical expositiodemand active participation
by the reader, Wittgenstein’s particular use ofdl@ogue form can promote active

involvement by the reader in a very special WaySecondly, dialogue produces a

% Heal 1995, 76-80.

In Heal's own words, ‘Indeed, active engagememedgiired for any understanding at all; one cannot
understand without at least alert and attentive;gressp of any new idea is entirely passive and
effortless. And this is even more markedly trueRffilosophy than of other subjects, since in
Philosophy beliefs are not conveyed via some aaGsicean process (of taking someone else’s
intention that one should believe as a reasondbeWing) but are presented as needing to be adppte
if they are, not on authority but on the basistaf teader's own appreciation of their force’ (Heal

1995, 77).
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particular kind of engagement which can produceentban just understanding (in
the sense of ‘mere acceptance of a descriptiorcalme, in Heal's view too, the
‘intended upshot’ of reading thBhilosophical Investigationss to get the right
stance toward the philosophical understanding aimmg, and coming to have such
stance has theoretical as well as practical asp&ctdeal uses the following

example to illustrate her point.

Suppose that | have made offensive and hurtful resnto you, my friend. Reasoning
may show me that any apology is called for. Unlessknowledge the meanness and
repulsiveness of what | did, show that | care alibatdamage to our friendship, show
that | am willing to make myself vulnerable to tipain of having an attempt at
reconciliation rejected — in short unless | apdadegand thus throw myself on your
mercy — our friendship is doomed and we shall lim@tworse off. But to realize all this,
even to say it to you, is not to apologise. Unkbsstheoretical realization has its rational
and proper outcome in remorse and attempted attiisnnot have a right stance to the

world 38!

Heal believes that the dialogue is a particulaggrapriate form for Wittgenstein
not only because it is lively and thus can getrdader engaged. A more important
reason, in Heal's view, has to do with ‘somethibgat the content of ‘the message’
he is trying to get across, or, better somethinguaithe nature of the state which is
the hoped-for upshot of an attentive and sympattetiding®? According to Heal,

the dialogue form can enable the reader qua bemgchve participant of the

30 Heal repudiates the philosophical thesis that soleer line exists between the theoretical and
practical aspects. On her view, ‘rational enquéngiroute to both practical and theoretical pasitio
and ‘coming to have the right stance, even on sclssue as the philosophical understanding of
‘meaning’, is something which has a practical sathed which can be intelligibly actualized only in
the context of a dialogue’ (Heal 1995, 77).

%1 Heal 1995, 77-78.

382 Heal 1995, 78.
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conversational exchanges in tRkilosophical Investigation® have an appropriate
setting for taking up the right stance on the @ojahical understanding of meaning
after some attentive and sympathetic reading. lddalits that it is not possible to
canvass properly in her discussion the issue ot wieacontent of th@hilosophical
Investigationds. At any rate, she proposes ‘a brief and unsuibisted account’ of
the Philosophical Investigationgs one reading at least of part of ‘the message’
Wittgenstein is trying to get acro¥5. On Heal’s account, sections 1-242 of the
Philosophical Investigationdiave to do with the dismantling of a tempting but
ultimately incoherent picture of meaning. Heal sumsthis incoherent picture of

meaning as follows®**

The picture to be dismantled is one on which fansone to understand a word one way
rather than another is for him or her to have ketbe mind some item, for example an
image or formula. This item is to guide the appglma of the world and set the standard

for its correct use.

Heal believes that along with this original pictemeaning, sections 1-242 of
the Philosophical Investigationalso sketch and offer a different picture of magni

as the right stance on the philosophical understgnaf meaning.

The picture offered instead is one on which for sone to grasp the meaning of a word
is for him or her (as the result of training) tgpgpthe word with confidence but without
appealing to any further guidance. That we can ¢élkneaning and find that we share

understanding are, on this view, rooted in the édcthared spontaneous responses.

33 | follow up Heal's elusive talks of the ‘intendegpshot’ of reading thePhilosophical
Investigation, ‘getting a right stance to the world’ and ‘theessage’ Wittgenstein is trying to get
across in this section. | complete my discussiothe$e elusive terms in section 2.2.2.

384 Heal 1995, 79.
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As we have seen Heal believes that the ‘intendeshatp of reading the
Philosophical Investigationss to get the reader to adopt the right stancehen
philosophical understanding of meaning. Accordinghe reader is supposed to give
up on the original picture of meaning and take hg gecond picture of meaning as
theright stance after her reading of tRailosophical InvestigationgAt this point, |
think Heal's unspoken hypothesis appears more @kplhan ever. In Heal’s
discussion the ‘intended upshot’ of reading Rosophical Investigationis to get
the right stance on the philosophical understanding noéaning. For her
interpretation, the second picture of meaning siextcand offered in sections 1-242
of the Philosophical Investigationprovides just this right stance. We should recall
Heal's suggestion that with the aid of the dialggihe reader will come to ‘an end
point which is properly thought of as a better ustdnding or insight into how
things are’. It follows that according to Heal's spoken hypothesis the second
picture of meaning, while beindhe right stance toward the philosophical
understanding of meaning, represents ‘a better retateling’ of meaning and it
propounds Wittgenstein’s insight into how thingse awith respect to the
philosophical understanding of meaning. ObviousdaFs underlying assumption is
that the second picture of meaning constitutesgafitstein’s positive solution to the
philosophical problems of meaning and understandinghe end, although Heal
refrains from attributing a theory of meaning totiyenstein, she actually ascribes a

substantive view of meaning to tiRhilosophical Investigationand she disguises
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this philosophical understanding of meaning as ftlessage’ Wittgenstein tries to
get across®

Heal believes that coming to have the right staoce the philosophical
understanding of meaning produces understandingimathe sense of ‘mere
acceptance of a description’; it has practical &l as theoretical aspects. Heals
suggests that the practical aspect of getting ht rejance ‘can be intelligibly
actualized only in the context of a dialogue’. Mistview, the appropriateness of

dialogue form can be seen as follows

The difference between one who has read a theakation-dialogue version of the
thoughts and one who has pursued them via thegilialooute is closely analogous to the
difference between ‘one who realises ‘All humans aortal’ and one who realises ‘I,

like everyone else, am mortaf®

According to Heal, through the dialogue form, theestion ‘What is involved in
meaning?’ is presented as ‘What is it for me andyfiu to mean?’ Therefore if a
reader of thePhilosophical Investigationss drawn along to see that the original
picture of meaning is ultimately incoherent, shdl wome to acknowledge the
fantasy nature of this picture of meaning, withidigelf-application built in her
acknowledgement. In other words, she will realise tensions or preconceptions in
her own conceptual scheme and then she will giveéhepincoherent picture. By

contrast if someone has read a theoretical nowglig version of the thoughts of

35 | continue with the implications of Heal’s unspakeypothesis in section 2.2.2.

386 Heal 1995, 80.
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the Philosophical Investigationsshe may end up with a ‘mere acceptance of a

description’3®’

In section 2.2.2 | will argue that to ascribe thewe positive account (that is the
second picture of meaning) to Wittgenstein as oty of “meaning as use” runs
the risk of discounting, if not totally silencing very prominent voice in the
Philosophical Investigationsthe voice that thoroughly renounces the use of
philosophical theses in understanding the actuakiwgs of our language. | think
this voice speaks aloud of the anti-doctrinal cbieraand therapeutic nature of the

Philosophical Investigationsn several occasions. Some of the foremost example

are as follows.

§109 ...And we may not advance any kind of theory. réhmust not be anything
hypothetical in our considerations. We must do awsith all explanation, and
description alone must take its place. And thiscdpBon gets its light, that is to say its
purpose, from the philosophical problems. These @reourse, not empirical problems;
they are solved, rather, by looking into the wogsrof our language, and that in such a
way as to make us recognize those workings: initlespan urge to misunderstand them.
The problems are solved, not by giving new infoioratbut by arranging what we have
always known. Philosophy is a battle against theitcbment of our intelligence by

means of language.

%7 In addition, Heal suggests that approaching tlees of meaning, truth and fact in the
third-personal theoretical way can lead to varieusrs. According to Heal these errors may lead to
another unsatisfactory and paradoxical picture efamng. ‘For example, we may overrate the
individual's power to strike out with his or her njudgement or we may stress too much the grip on
us of intellectual tradition or we may underrate #ttual seriousness and commitment with which
we make at least some of our judgements. The upslagt be that we get swept away from the
original picture but end up with something jusuasatisfactory and paradoxical’ (Heal 1995, 81).
Heal believes that on the other hand, Wittgensteivdly of proceeding has its own pitfalls and it may
encourage some bad developments. For instanam lead to the adoption of a kind of bullying tone
and unnecessary vigilant attitude to frivolity, adthat and the ordinary superficial but friendly

exercises of social life. (See Heal 1995, 82-83)
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§116 When philosophers use a word—'knowledge’, ‘bgirobject’, ‘I, ‘proposition’,
‘name’—and try to grasp the essence of the thimg must always ask oneself: is the
word ever actually used in this way in the languggme which is its original home?—

What we do is to bring words back from their metggital to their everyday use.

§118 Where does our investigation get its importdnme, since it seems only to destroy
everything interesting, that is, all that is greatl important? (As it were all the buildings,
leaving behind only bits of stone and rubble.) What are destroying is nothing but

houses of cards and we are clearing up the groilashguage on which they stand.

§119 The results of philosophy are the uncoveringpé or another piece of plain
nonsense and of bumps that the understanding tids/ganning its head up against the

limits of language. These bumps make us see the wdlthe discovery.

§127 The work of the philosopher consists in assembieminders for a particular

purpose.

§133 There is not a philosophical method, thoughetlaee indeed methods, like different

therapies.

$§255 The philosopher's treatment of a questiorkesthie treatment of an illne¥¥.

2.2 The Anti-Doctrinal Character and Therapeutic Ndure of the

Philosophical Investigations

For a number of reasons | dispute Heal's suggestan the dialogue in the
Philosophical Investigationsis a vehicle for the ‘intended content (as

Wittgenstein’s theoretical assertions) and that omdd reconstruct this content ‘in

38 | discuss these remarks in reference to the amtirithal character and therapeutic methods of the

Philosophical Investigationis section 2.2.2.
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a more standard academic manner’. Firstly, as ¢ lsaid, such reconstruction seems
to proceed on the problematic assumption that #neator expresses Wittgenstein’s
philosophical convictions and hence that once tb&es in thePhilosophical
Investigationsare distinguished, the reader can simply takentreator’s points as
Wittgenstein’s own solutions to the problems diseas In the following discussion,

I will show that this assumption is problematic &ese of the ambiguity of the
voices in thePhilosophical InvestigationsHeal's approach conceives of the
exchanges in théhilosophical Investigationss a debate between two distinct
voices (that is the voices of the narrator/Wittdeims and his interlocutor) which
express opposing views. | will argue that a twoeeoreading is not mandatory,
because polyphonic readings of tRdilosophical Investigationsre legitimate
alternatives. Secondly, | am opposed to Heal’s mfegeconstructing ‘the intended
content’ of thePhilosophical Investigationsf that leads to ‘Wittgenstein’s theory of
meaning’ or ‘Wittgenstein’s thesis that meaningis®’. On my reading,
Wittgenstein’s statements in tihilosophical Investigationare non-assertoric and
they do not utter philosophical assertions. In isact2.2.2, | will argue that
approaching any train of thought in thHehilosophical Investigationsas if it
represents Wittgenstein’s attempt at philosophivabrising and system-building is
hard to reconcile with the voice that speaks of #imdi-doctrinal character and

therapeutic nature of tHehilosophical Investigations

2.2.1 The Two-Voice Assumption and the Mouthpissemption

Despite the ambiguity of voices in some sectioherd can be no denying that

some passages in tRailosophical Investigationdo give the strong impression that
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Wittgenstein’s own voice is somehow present ingkehange. For instance, 6

the narratorial voice announces that ‘Both Russéitidividuals’ and my ‘objects’
(Tractatus Logico-Philosophicyusvere such primary elements.’ Since the narrdtoria
voice speaks in the first person and Wittgensteithe author of th@ractatuswe
seem to have strong reasons to believe that theatoaal voice here is
Wittgenstein’s own voice.

In the preface to th&hilosophical InvestigationsWittgenstein said that he
wanted to publish his new work along with his firebok, the Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicusbecause he believed that his new thoughts cosldelen in
the right light only by contrast with and againsé tbackground of his old way of

thinking. At §23 the narratorial voice supplies a case of suahmpewison.

It is interesting to compare the multiplicity ofethools in language and of the ways they
are used, the multiplicity of kinds of word and e, with what logicians have said
about the structure of language. (Including the haut of the Tractatus

Logico-Philosophicu$

This passage reveals Wittgenstein’'s dissatisfaatibhis old way of thinking
concerning the structure of language. Given théshiere in§23 and in the preface
it seems that the reader is supposed to compargeafgtein’s new thought about
the multiplicity of language-games, with his old ywaf thinking, namely the
Tratatus’s ‘picture theory of language’, according to whichegy proposition is a
picture of a state of affairs with a definite trwthlue.

But notice that the narratorial voice ¢3 simply says ‘Including the author of
theTractatus Logico-PhilosophicudJnlike §46 it does not speak in the first person.

It merely identifies the author of thigactatusas one of those logicians who have
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misunderstood the structure of language. By spgaddrhimself in the third person,
Wittgenstein seems to open the way for doubtingtti@narrator’s voice is his own
voice.

Alternatively, can the reader infer that the namial voice here is Wittgenstein’s
own voice? Perhaps, we could justify such an imegeon the grounds that
Wittgenstein wants to contrast his new thoughts Wit old way of thinking, or that
he wants to emphasize the ‘grave mistakes’ inTitectatu® On this view, what
happens here could be a matter of taking distamee bneself in order to examine
one’s old way of thinking more objectively. Thidfsexamination may resemble an
external dialogue between interlocutors but in farst an interior flow of one’s own
thinking.

So this speaking of himself in the third persor§28 raises two possibilities. As
we have seen in Heal's discussion, the use ofrodatives by itself cannot be taken
as evidence of dialogue throughout the writing beeanterrogatives can be part of
a dialogue but it can also represent a flow of yéistein’'s own ideas. In my
opinion, this speaking of himself in the third persat §23 gives similar effect. It
can open the way for doubting that the narratooieer is Wittgenstein’'s own voice.
But it can also open the way for a representatiowittgenstein’s interior flow of
thinking.

| do not want to claim that Wittgenstein’s own wits never present in the
Philosophical Investigationd think §46 is among the very few passages where the
ambiguity of voices is less acute and hence wefiodra plausible and more or less
straightforward connection between the narrator@te and Wittgenstein’s own
voice. My real concern has to do with what | calltwo-level inference’, that is, the

first inference from the narratorial voice to Waétgstein’s own voice and then the

230



second inference from Wittgenstein’s voice to Wattgtein’s doctrines. On my view,
even if we can grant the first level inference frahe narratorial voice to
Wittgenstein’s own voice in passages lik#6, it still requires much speculative
reconstruction to make that connection support dbeond level inference from
Wittgenstein’s own voice to ‘Wittgenstein’s theameaning’ in thePhilosophical
Investigations®

Heal believes that it is possible to ‘re-expressittyénstein’s arguments’ or
‘Wittgenstein’s views’ in a more standard academignner’. Her textual analysis
finds several places where Wittgenstein supposspdbaks, comments and asks
questions in his own voice. | would dispute Healams that (i) the dialogue in the
Philosophical Investigations an exchange between two identifiable voices(@hd
the narratorial voice (which is also the leadingced represents Wittgenstein’s own
voice, hence expressing his philosophical standesl’s textual analysis depends
on (i) and (ii), but she never gives any reasosuport them. She only claims that
it is her ‘strong impression’ that ‘from time tomte, a voice other than

Wittgenstein’s speaks i.e. that some thought othean one endorsed by

%9 |In theTractatus the concept of an ‘object’ refers to a possildestituent of a state of affair$ (§
2.011). Among its other attributes, an object idl $a be ‘simple’ in that it cannot be compourid
2.02 — 2.021). The passag&gl6-48 in thePhilosophical Investigationargues, in opposition to the
Tractatus that the talk of such simple constitutes parteeafity makes no sense.

No doubt the idea that the talk of something alisbluand contextlessly simple makes no sense
constitutes part of théhilosophical Investigationscritique of a mistaken picture of language
(according to this mistaken view, ‘individual wordis language name objects — sentences are
combinations of such namedI(§1). Ultimately this critique will contribute to theéismantling of
the referentialist theory of meaning (that is, ‘Bvavord has a meaning. This meaning is correlated
with the object for which the word stands.). Howeuwhe attempt to reconstruct ‘Wittgenstein's
theory of meaning as use’ in tRfilosophical Investigationstill has a long way to go.

Another formidable obstacle to such reconstructeiams from the non-assertoric status of

Wittgenstein’s reminders on language.
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Wittgenstein himself is being expressed’. On mywieboth (i) and (i) are
questionable assumptions and neither of them igdatary. | call assumption (i) the
two-voice assumption. | call assumption (ii) theutigpiece assumption because it
suggests that one of the two opposing voice inRthi#gosophical Investigationss
Wittgenstein’s mouthpiece and that it spells ous discursive arguments for
philosophical theses and theories. Not all intdgiiens of thePhilosophical
Investigationstake these two assumptions for granted. | will nsketch two
prominent interpretations that eschew the assumgtio

Cavell's reading of thePhilosophical Investigationglenies the mouthpiece
assumption. IrThe Claim of ReasonCavell describes the two opposing voices in
the Philosophical Investigationsgs the ‘voice of temptation’ and the ‘voice of
correctness’ with neither voice being straightfomiga Wittgenstein's%® On
Cavell's reading, the voice of temptation attempis formulate philosophical
theories on language, meaning, understandingybtereas the voice of correctness,
resisting the philosophical theories set out bywvbiee of temptation, tries to remind
the reader what we ordinarily say and do in eveay.dCavell believes that
Wittgenstein is not advocating any systematic aotoof language, meaning,
understanding, etc. through the voice of correcnasd that we should approach
the Philosophical Investigationss a conflicted dialogue which shows the deep
difficulties in philosophizing.

Stern’s interpretation rejects both the two-voissuanption and the mouth-piece
assumptior’* Stern believes that while there is good reasoragproach the

Philosophical Investigationas belonging to the genre of philosophical diaggu

390 cavell 1979b.

391 Stern 2004 (See especially pp.21-28).
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Heal's reading is not the right way to approach dreogues in thd>hilosophical
Investigations However, he notes that many interpreters unfaittlg share Heal's
assumptiong??

Stern rejects the mouthpiece assumption for tweames Stern grants that ‘a
clear-cut set of answers to the paradoxes of dstgnsexplanation, and
rule-following’ is present in th@hilosophical InvestigationdHowever, he believes
that the connection between this train of thougitt Wittgenstein’s intentions is far
from clear. Stern notes that unfortunately mangrprtetations make the common
mistake of identifying the viewpoint defended imparticular strand of argument in
the Philosophical Investigationgs the view advocated by Wittgenstein. In these

mistaken interpretations,

The narrator is usually taken to be arguing fortiéihstein’s own philosophical position,
‘ordinary language philosophy’, while the interléou attacks our ordinary way of

speaking, arguing that it does not do justice gaiftuitions and his arguments.

Stern sketches a general view of these interposimtin terms of Kripke’'s

influential and widely discussed reading of Btalosophical Investigation¥*

%92 Stern 2004, 24-25.

On Stern’s view the dialogues in tBéue Bookand theBrown Bookdo set out views endorsed by
Wittgenstein, interspersed with occasional objedtiovhereas for th@hilosophical Investigations
matters are not that simply any more.

Stern believes that accepting the two assumptioosldvprevent the reader from ‘seeing how
Wittgenstein’s second masterpiece is not simplyresult of simply putting together what he had
already written’.

%% Stern 2004, 24.

394 See Kriple, 1982.
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If we take Wittgenstein’s narrator to be a behasigiy or an ordinary language
philosopher who maintains that the rules of ouglaage guarantee that we are mostly
right, then the sceptical paradox — namely, thegreson, explanation, and rule-following
can always be undermined by sceptical possibiliteseceive what Kripke calls a
‘straight’ solution: we really can provide a positianswer to the paradox, because the
expressions in question can be defined in termputfic behaviour, or the rules of

grammar that govern our use of language.

If, on the other hand, we follow Kripke in takingitfgenstein to be a sceptic who
endorses the paradoxes he has formulated, thempgpeal to what the community
ordinarily does in its use of these terms is onhegative answer to the sceptical problem
(Kripke calls this a ‘sceptical’ solution): recoginig that we cannot solve the problem,
we instead appeal to what we ordinarily do as a efagdicating the best reply available,

albeit one that does not really solve the paraddXes

However, Stern believes that the ‘straight’ and Sweptical’ solutions are all
misguided as they both identify the outlook of thethor with the strand of
argument associated with the leading narrator, hvisica mistaké®® According to
Stern, Wittgenstein actually provided neither aaigtit solution nor a sceptical
solution to the philosophical problems discusseth@Philosophical Investigations
because he aimed to dissolve the philosophicallgmud by means of a dialogue
between opposing voices. In other words, the ingtations that depend on the

mouthpiece assumption misunderstand the charactel methods of the

%% Stern 2004, 21-22.

Apparently Heal's reading of tHehilosophical Investigationgpts for the first case.

%% Stern 2004, 23.

In the ‘straight’ case the reasons given by Witkdeim's narrator for solving the problem of
rule-following are mistakenly identified as Wittggain’s own solution to the problem. In the
‘sceptical’ case, the narrator’s claims that theerilocutor faces the problem of rule-following are

mistakenly identified as Wittgenstein’s own conigatin the problem.
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Philosophical InvestigationsThis is the second reason why Stern rejects the
mouthpiece assumption.

Stern suggests that the reader should not assuahevhrything that is said in
opposition to the voice of temptation in tR&ilosophical Investigationsnust be
taken as a straightforward statement of Wittgen®ephilosophical stances. He
warns that ‘all this talk of Wittgenstein’s argunieand of the positions he opposes,

while unavoidable, is potentially deeply misleadibgcause such talk

makes it tempting to suppose that Wittgenstein&imlitive contribution to philosophy
turns on a clear distinction between unproblemé&tigeryday’ uses of language, and their
mirror image, the ‘metaphysical’ uses of languaus aire characteristic of traditional of

philosophy.

However, if Wittgenstein is correct, the accountfered by all the participants in his

dialogues are nonsense, and so cannot, in théertdje or false.

Ultimately, Wittgenstein’s view is that the protbimsophical accounts of meaning and

mind that his interlocutor proposes and his narrapposes cannot be understgod’

On Stern’s view, Wittgenstein’s idea is that where cays that a solution to the
sceptical paradoxes of ostension, explanation, rahetfollowing or of ‘private
language’ is possible, or when one says that duolys are impossible, one’s words
do no useful work at alf®® Therefore Stern believes that if we follow

Wittgenstein’'s advice, we should not endorse anyhef views that Wittgenstein

%7 Stern 2004, 25.

%% Stern 2004, 26.

Stern refers t®1 §254 ‘What we ‘are tempted to say’ in such a casefisourse, not philosophy; but
it is its raw material. Thus, for example, what athematician is inclined to say about the objettivi
and reality of mathematical facts is not a phildsopf mathematics, but something for philosophical

treatment And §255 ‘The philosopher treats a question; like an 8mé
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discusses in thePhilosophical InvestigationsAnd we should give up both
behaviourism and anti-behaviourism. According ter&t Wittgenstein’s discussion
of philosophical problems in thehilosophical Investigationshould produce this
result: ‘a combination of words is being excludedni the language, withdrawn
from circulation’ @1 $500).

Stern notes that the two-voice assumption is uguaken for granted. As an
alternative to the two-voice reading, Stern propaséhree-voice reading that can do
justice to ‘the variety, diversity, and ambiguity the voices in theé”hilosophical
Investigations Stern’s suggestion is that instead of seeing alguments in the
Philosophical Investigationas exchanges between Wittgenstein and his intedgc
the reader should approach them as ‘an exchangee&eta number of different
voices, none of which can be unproblematically fifiel with the author’s.*® In
addition to the two opposing voices, Stern findshad voice, the voice of a
commentatof°

According to Stern, the commentator’'s voice is abtays clearly marked off
from the narratorial voice, and therefore most eeadreat them both as expressions

of Wittgenstein's views. As a result, the readeesdme ‘unable to reconcile the

trenchant and provocative theses advocated bydhator and the commentator’s

%% Stern 2004, 22-23.

Therefore Stern prefers to speak of the dialognethe Philosophical Investigationas dialogues
between Wittgenstein's narrator and an interlogutaice rather than between Wittgenstein and the
interlocutor.

4% stern notes that iRl §§39-142 while there are voices that express thetiposiset out in the
Tractatus the narratorial voice sets out the case agalmsset Tractarian convictions. Bl §§
140-693 while there is an anti-behaviourist voicat texpresses mentalist, verification-transcendent,
and essentialist intuitions and convictions, on thteer hand, the narratorial voice sets out

behaviourist, verificationist, and anti-essenttatisjections to traditional philosophical views.
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rejection of all philosophical these€™ On Stern’s view, the commentator’s voice
provides ironic commentary on the exchange betwkenwo opposing voices, by
raising objections to the assumptions of the twopaging voices. The

commentator’s voice also points out some platitualesut language and everyday

life that the two opposing voice have overlooR&d.

2.2.2 The Character and Methods of the Philosoghiogestigations

Heal’'s interpretation merits attention for its jcidus recognition that the
Philosophical Investigationss written as a dialogue, and that the dialoguenfcs
particularly appropriate for Wittgenstein. Heal re@fis from saying that
Wittgenstein advances a thesis or offers a thebmpeaning in thePhilosophical
Investigations She appears cautious, uses only some elusivensosuch as ‘the
intended content’, ‘Wittgenstein’s arguments’, ‘Wenstein’s views’, ‘the content

of the Investigations ‘the content of “the message®® She seems to substitute

401 | discuss these conflicting strands in Bfglosophical Investigationis 2.3.2.

402 stern believes that these three voices inRthibosophical Investigationplay roles quite similar

to Demea, Cleanthes, and Philo in Huni@lalogues Concerning Natural ReligiofSee Stern 2004,
22-23). According to Stern, the commentator conheset to expressing W'’s viewpoint than either of
his leading protagonists do.

Pichler 2004 also offers a polyphonic reading. Hggests that in the absence of the ultimate
authorial voice, there is an indefinite number ofces and théhilosophical Investigationdenies
dogmatism precisely through the multiplicity of ges.

03 Heal uses ‘the intended content’, ‘Wittgenstei@'guments’ and ‘Wittgenstein’s views’ on p.63.
She uses ‘the content of thevestigations ‘the content of “the message™ and ‘picture oéaming’

on p.78. She mentions ‘Wittgenstein’s sketch’ orfpl have already discussed other similar notions
like the ‘intended upshot’ of reading thevestigations ‘the message’ Wittgenstein is trying to get

across, ‘the right stance’, ‘a better understaricing ‘insight into how things are’ in section 21.
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‘picture’ and ‘sketch’ for ‘theory’ in her brief aount of ‘the content of the
Investigations Unfortunately Heal never seeks to clarify whabuhd distinguish
views, content, message, picture or sketch froras#s” and “theories”. As we have
seen, on Heal's approach, interpreting Wittgensteded not be fundamentally
different from interpreting other philosophers. \Wave also seen in section 2.1.2
that on her reading Wittgenstein attempts two thimg sections 1-242 of the
Philosophical Investigationsto dismantle a tempting but ultimately incoherent
picture of meaning; and secondly to sketch andr@ffbetter picture of meaning as
his positive views and thereby resolving the plufdscal problems of meaning and
understanding. It can be said that Heal conceifed/ittgenstein as engaging in
both a negative task and a positive task. The neg#ask is the dismantling of a
mistaken picture/theory of meaning and this negatask gives a negative result:
the idea of a private language is shown to be iaecmit. Now what is the positive
task and what does it give?

Accordingly, the positive task is to sketch andeofé& better picture/theory of
meaning to replace the mistaken one. But as we $eae, Heal refrains from saying
‘Wittgenstein’s theory’ and in her discussion tpesitive result’ (the second picture
of meaning) is disguised as just another pictureneéning, albeit a better one that
conveys ‘insight into how things are’. But againawhvould distinguish a picture

from a theory? And when compared with the origipiature, on what ground can

According to Heal ‘we should note that ttestigationss full of both assertions and arguments on
the subject matters of traditional Philosophy, niegntruth, fact etc. and that Wittgenstein is diga

at times engaging directly with the thoughts ofgereRussell, etc.” The point she wants to maké is *

is not wholly wrong to think of Wittgenstein as adssing the same puzzlements (about meaning etc.)
as previous philosophers and to think of him ashing to address them by discursive rational

means’ (Heal 1995, 76).
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the second picture of meaning be accepted as ghairfgetter understanding’ of
meaning?

In arguing for the appropriateness of the dialofyum, Heal imagines that after
some attentive and sympathetic reading the readeitimately ‘drawn along to
acknowledge the fantasy nature of the originalypeetand the truth of the reminders
that are assembled’ for the second picture of nmegifif So perhaps it can be said

that Heal’s interpretation actually entails thddaling ideas

(i) Wittgenstein’s new picture or theory of meaningsketched in some of the
reminders in sections 1-242 of tRhilosophical Investigations
(i) The reminders that Wittgenstein assembles for tuisi@ or theory of meaning
are true reminders in that they are insights intav hthings are so far as
philosophical understanding of meaning is conagrne
(i) The reader will take up Wittgenstein’s picture loedry of meaning ae right

stance after realizing the fantasy nature of tigiral picture and also (ii}*

Insofar as Heal’s interpretation proposes to tk@dtgenstein as articulating his
arguments in the form of philosophical reminderstgeing to a theoretical

overview of grammatical rules or as offeringdafinitive picture or theory of

%% Heal 1995, 80.

Referring to ‘the original picture of meaning’, &lesuggests that ‘the picture is part of a largerys
which (arguably) includes elements like a corresigmee theory of truth and the idea that a complete
natural science will reveal all the facts there.are
05| suspect that Heal’s interpretation is prone moeatra idea, that is, Wittgenstein’s picture of
meaning is part of a larger story which (arguabhgludes elements like a behaviourist theory of
language. But it is also fair to say that Heal'®ipretation has been trying to hold back from this

extra idea.
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meaning to replace the original one, Heal’s intetgtion risks importing substantive
views on language or a theory of meaning into Rhdosophical Investigationd
believe such an exegetical move violates Wittgemsténtention announced in the
preface and fails to do justice to the anti-doetricharacter and therapeutic nature of
thePhilosophical Investigations

| think that we can take Wittgenstein’s intentionma seriously and recognize the
non-assertoric status of his statements in Phdosophical InvestigationsThis
recognition can helpfully inform our understandiofythe anti-doctrinal character
and therapeutic nature of thPhilosophical Investigations| expound my

non-assertoric reading of Wittgenstein as foll§#s.

(i) The Philosophical Investigationsdelivers Wittgenstein’s reminders about
language and meaning as well as other subj&cts.

(i) The reminders about language and meaning areréménders in that they
simply make things ‘open to view’' by ‘assemblindpat we have long been
familiar with’ so that ‘seeing connexions’ becommsssible. In giving these
‘perspicuous representations’ the reminders skigfd bn our problem about
language by ‘clearing misunderstanding away’ withadding new knowledge

or information to ‘the ground of language’ thoughhew way to think about

4% 1n this synopsis | provide textual support for myn-assertoric reading. For further validation of
my non-assertoric reading, | will discuss in whahse Wittgenstein's statements do not constitute
philosophical theses.

07| shall not consider these other subjects (fotaimse, the concepts of logic, ‘the foundations of
mathematics’, and ‘states of consciousness’). Blelieve that the import of my proposal of
non-assertoric reading can be applied generally\ittgenstein’s reminders about these other

subjects.
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things is given to us. Our problems are thus soimegtlis manner.RI 8890, 109,

118, 119, 122, 124, 125, 126, 127, 129)

And most importantly:

(iif) The reminders about language and meaning may hiktosestablish ‘an order
in our knowledge of the use of language’ but itslaet givethe order Though
the reminders ‘are meant to throw light on spedéiatures of our language’,
they are not intended to pave the way to ‘a futegularization of language’P(
88130, 132, 133)

(iv) The reminders about language and meaning are wohderder theoretical
explanations or revelations giving thesencef language and meaning. In other
words, the reminders are not assertions of ruleswhach languagemust

correspond.RI 8890, 91, 92, 109, 120, 121, 124, 125, 131)

It follows from my non-assertoric reading that imsld be careful in ascribing a
picture of meaning to Wittgenstein. The talk of ¥y#nstein’s “picture” of meaning
can be misleading if it implies that Wittgensteinteinds to give us a replacement
picture of meaning which is more superior in tha@ssethat it isdefinitive and
exclusive(like a philosophical thesis establishitig orderin our knowledge of the
use of language). Heal’s interpretation is misgditdecause it seems to assume that
after dismantling the original picture of meaningtigénstein’s reminders offer a
definitive and exclusive picture of meaning whishcapable of giving the order in

our knowledge of the use of language.
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No doubt the original picture of meaning is disnheght However, it is not the
actual source of our problem but the mere symptbmt. @he real source of our
problem which is also the proper object of phildsgopl therapy is our urge to
misunderstand the workings of languad® 3109, 113, 125, 255). It is this
underlying urge that gives rise to or finds expi@ssn the original picture of
meaning. We are held captive by this picture of mmegawhich lies in languagd(
§115). Through his reminders Wittgenstein dismarnttés problematic picture. But
he never intends to give out an alternative pictfreneaning as if it captures the

ultimateorder in our knowledge of the use of language.

P1 8309 What is your aim in philosophy?—To show thetlfle way out of the fly-bottle.

A fly is held captive by a fly-bottle. What wouldendo if we want to show the
fly the way out of its predicament? We will notdethe fly to another fly-bottle, or
any other fly trap device in disguise. Instead wileset it free so that the fly will no
longer find itself entangled in any fly-bottle.

Wittgenstein’s reminders should produce the samm@ltteThey set us free so that
we are no longer held captive by our problematatyse of meaning. There can be
no denying that Wittgenstein’s reminders can belusegproduce a superior picture
of meaning, that is, the meaning-as-use picture.vilwat makes this replacement
picture of meaning superior should not be its piaéfor building up the ultimate
philosophical order of things; rather it should itee capacity to serve clarificatory

purpose’®® According to my non-assertoric reading (especiéity and (iv)) the

4% | will soon look at Kuusela’s suggestion that theaning-as-use picture is better construed as a

clarificatory model.
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reminders at best can only establish ‘an order un lmowledge of the use of
language’, nothe order This is because there are different therapieslififerent
illnesses PI §§133, 255) and the reminders are assembled fortecydar purpose
(Pl §127). In other words, the reminders assembled ie Rilosophical
Investigationsare useful for some targeted illnesses, that @nes particular
misunderstandings of the workings of language deépeénon referentialism.
Wittgenstein assembled these reminders for the gserpof dismantling the
referentialist picture of meaning. The reminderms particularly useful in clearing
away misunderstanding caused by referentialism. é¥ew being clarificatory
model the reminders are also applicable to othses®f misunderstanding of the
workings of language in other conteXs.

On this non-assertoric reading, any interpretatibat seeks to extract and
reconstruct ‘Wittgenstein’s thesis or theory of meg’ in the Philosophical
Investigationsor his definitive solution to the philosophicaloptems of meaning
and understanding is misguided. A major problenhwiterpretations of this kind is
that in trying to read Wittgenstein’s reminders iasplicit or explicit theses
propounding his final and complete solutions to fitelosophical problems of
meaning and understanding, these interpretations the risk of turning
Wittgenstein’s non-assertorgtatements into his discursive arguments pertaitong
a theory of meaning as his universal and conclusadation to the philosophical
problems of meaning and understanding. Many ingégtions go astray because

they misconstrue Wittgenstein’s non-assertostatements. However, some

%% In the Nachlass Wittgenstein is more explicit about the incomeleature of what he has said
about meaning. ‘The meaning of a word, | said,tgsuise. But an important supplement must be

added to this’lachlassl80).
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interpreters hold on to this approach even at thgehcost of attributing a
fundamental inconsistency to Wittgenstein.

Kripke’s controversial and widely discussed readiofy the Philosophical
Investigationsis an outstanding example in this regard. On Kaipkview,
Wittgenstein articulates a powerful case for anettheg sceptical paradox of
rule-following. Kripke believes that this parados ithe central problem of
Philosophical Investigationgnd it can be regarded as ‘a new form of phildscgl
scepticism™'® Kripke confesses that he has expressed ‘Wittgersteiew more
straightforwardly than he would ordinarily allownmself to do.” However, Kripke's
excuse is that, regardless of Wittgenstein's reggbatlisavowals of having
formulated philosophical theses or theories, Wittigein has actually formulated
some sceptical theses. And yet because of theenaturis theses, Wittgenstein has
to put them in disguis&?

A Kripke-style reconstruction may not give a desieareading of Wittgenstein.

At any rate, thePhilosophical investigationsrelation to theory and theses in

419 Kripke 1982, 7.

Commentators have widely disputed Kripke's readBaker and Hacker 1984 provides a judicious
retort.

“1 Kripke 1982, 69: ‘Wittgenstein's professed inafilito write a work with conventionally
organized arguments and conclusions stems at leagart, not from personal and stylistic
proclivities, but from the nature of his work. Haédttgenstein — contrary to his notorious and crypti
maxim in §128 — stated the outcomes of his conahssin the form of definite theses, it would have
been very difficult to avoid formulating his docteis in a form that consists in apparent sceptical
denials of our ordinary assertions.’

Referring to his reformulation of ‘Wittgenstein’sgaments’, Kripke declares that ‘Probably many of
my formulations and recastings of the argumentdarge in a way Wittgenstein would not himself
approve. So the present paper should be thoughd ekpounding neither ‘Wittgenstein’s’ argument
nor ‘Kripke’s’: rather Wittgenstein's argument astruck Kripke, as it presented a problem for him’

(Kripke 1982, 5).
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philosophy has become a watershed for the interives of Wittgensteifi*?
Pichler provides a survey of Wittgenstein intergtiein in which the interpretations

of thePhilosophical Investigationare divided by the ‘theory vs. therapy’ debdfe.

Whereas one group of scholars, though on diffelerdls and to varying degrees, sees
the Pl as a work advancing both philosophical thes®d theories, another sees it as a
work which aims to dissolve philosophical probletmough a number of not necessarily

systematically related therapies.

When defending a theses or a theory understanditigedl, one typically holds that the
Pl, in order tosolve philosophical problems, itself proposes philosophitheses and
arguments.

In contrast to this, defenders of a therapeuticeustdnding of the PI typically holds that
the Pldissolvesphilosophical problems by bringing to light thédiusory nature (i.e. by
showing the absence of any substantial claim ausl theory), rather than by developing
and putting forward new theses and arguments twembese problems.

(Pichler’s discussion uses PI as an abbreviatiothfaPhilosophical Investigation)s

Pichlers notes that this ‘theory vs. therapy’ debattests to ‘a striking contrast’
between the way Wittgenstein wanted Btalosophical Investigationand himself
to be understood, and the way in which his integesewant to understand and

utilize the work itself'**

42 For a detailed account of the numerous exegetiggiroaches to Wittgenstein see the
‘Introduction’ in Kahane, Kanterian, and Kuusel@201-36.

*13 Pichler 2007, 123 — 124.

The theory vs. therapy debate is only one of theynmessible ways to characterise interpretations of
Wittgenstein. Another possible characterizatiorthis text-immanent vs. contextual debate. With
increasing number of Wittgenstein's texts (espécibils Nachlas}y becoming available to scholars,
the contextual standpoint has become the more pesthapproach.

414 Pichler 2007, 125.
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Kenny believes that a fundamental reason for thsrpretative dilemma has to
do with the fact that Wittgenstein seems to have tather different and also
conflicting views of philosophy: the overview thgoof philosophy and the
therapeutic theory of philosopAY’, Kenny himself is pessimistic as to whether it is
possible to reconcile Wittgenstein's account oflggophy with ‘the entirety of his
philosophical activity’ in thePhilosophy Investigatiorf&® Kenny believes that if
the reader is to give priority to Wittgenstein’scaant of philosophy, she will
conceive of the substantive theses ofRhdosophical Investigationas ‘momentary
yieldings to a form of philosophical expressionttidttgenstein had long rejected
in theory, and to a great extent, grown out of racfice’. Accordingly she will
excise all these substantive theses from the texeturn she will see a substantial
gain in consistency in the work. If on the othendhathe reader is to give priority to
Wittgenstein’s practice, she will judge Wittgenatsi account of the nature of
philosophy as an inadequate account even of hisphilnsophy. She will discard
this account as one of the weakest parts of hilgdphising. She will treat his
statements as perfectly genuine arguments, asrbezrgruth value. Finally Kenny
concludes that ‘We are forced in the end to maloha@ce between accepting his
theory and following his practice.’

An important merit of my non-assertoric approacthest Wittgenstein’'s remarks
on the therapeutic conception of philosophy aneé ‘émtirety of his philosophical

activity’ in the Philosophical Investigationgan constitute a coherent one. My

41> Kenny 1982, 1-26.

As Kenny sums up, ‘On the one hand, he often coegpphilosophy to a medical technique, to a
therapy, a method of healing. On the other handsdems to see philosophy as giving overall
understanding, a clear view of the world’ (Kenny292).

41% Kenny 2006, xix.
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non-assertoric approach sheds new light on theorthes. therapy’ dilemma by
suggesting a new option. According to my non-aeserapproach, Wittgenstein’'s
philosophical reminders are non-assertoric; theyndb advance any theoretical
assertions pertaining to the meaning as use tlmesget out rules to which our
language-use must conform. The reminders aim rathgive a therapeutic result:
releasing people from misunderstanding of the wami of language in a
referentialist context by making things ‘open tewi and ‘assembling what we
have long been familiar with’ so that ‘seeing caxinoes’ become possible. Those
who are released from such misunderstanding aengvbetter picture of meaning
but this better picture does not constitute a giidical thesis or theory of meaning.
This is a positive result in the sense that sommeealed nonsense is now exposed
and dispelled from our conceptual scheme. | wilvrdraw on the work of Kuusela
to show that Wittgenstein’s reminders not only pdevus with philosophical
therapy in this sense but at the same time they diédiver ‘a more nuanced
understanding of the concepts of language and mgant+ something that even a
theory would not be able to giV&’

On Heal's reading, Wittgenstein pursues the phpbsml problems of meaning
and understanding in sections 1-242 of Biglosophical Investigationsind like
other philosophers who would have conducted a amm#éndeavour in the

conventional way, Wittgenstein proceeds by firstigzing the original picture of

417 Kuusela 2008 (See especially chapter three ami. fou

To those interpretations that ascribe theories ttigdhstein, Kuusela raises an important question.
‘Now it might be, of course, that Wittgenstein'silpBophy is inconsistent. But this cannot be
accepted without further argument. That it is tangpto read Wittgenstein's statements as theses,
and that it may be hard to see how else to congitilera, does not mean that th&lyouldbe read as

theses — especially if this makes his philosopmtrealictory’ (Kuusela 2008, 6).
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meaning and then advancing his own picture of nmgpais a better solution. It

seems that a foremost direct expression of thiebakternative can be found §13

Pl 843 For alarge class of cases—though not for all—in which we egpthe word
“meaning” it can be defined thus: the meaning wfoad is its use in the language.

And themeaningof a name is sometimes explained by pointingstbearer

My previous discussion has suggested some stroagpme to repudiate the
connection between the train of thoughts expresbgdthe reminders and
Wittgenstein’s authorial intention. Now | will givenore support to my discussion
by showing in what sense Wittgenstein’s statemdatsot constitute philosophical
theses.

Some interpretations assign an almost boundlessrgiéy to the conception of
meaning as “rule-governed use” despite the explaservations stated g3 (that
is, ‘For a large class of cases—though not for all’). Baker and kéas
interpretation is one of these interpretatidfisAccordingly, Baker and Hacker
suggest that the conception of meaning as rulergedeuse holds necessarily for all
cases of word-meanirf¢? In this way, Baker and Hacker takd3 as conveying the
definition of the concept of word-meaning, whichaddishes a necessary condition

of word-meaning.

18 Baker and Hacker 1983, 250-251.

419 See Kuusela 2008, 153: ‘According to the intemien put forward by Baker and Hacker,
examples of the use of “meaning” that are excluglexicases such as “those clouds mean rain” and
“you mean so much to me,” but all cases of wordmmgaare included in Wittgenstein's statement

about meaning.’
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Kuusela believes that in turning the conceptiomefining as rule-governed use
into a philosophical thesis about the concept ofamey Baker and Hacker's

interpretation has induced the problem of dogmatksausela asks:

How can the philosopher be sure that in statingriler she is not overlooking cases that
do fall under our concept of word-meaning but dot rfit the criterion of

rule-governedness as a necessary condition of we@hing?

And what guarantees that her statement about weahimgmustbe is not yet another
example of a philosopher projecting a mode of pred®n (her definition of the concept

of meaning) onto reality?

Instead of reading43 as putting forward a philosophical thesis of nieg,
Kuusela proposes to approach the conception of imgas rule-governed use as a
clarificatory model, that is, ‘a model to be usexdam object of comparisonP( §
131)#* Kuusela believes that this clarificatory modepésticularly helpful in the
light of the manifoldness of the concept of mearangl the blurriness of language

use???

#29 Kuusela 2008, 154.

A fundamental problem with Baker and Hacker's iptetation is that since they make
Wittgenstein’s conception of meaning as constitubsd rules hold necessarily for all cases of
word-meaning they need to uphold its universalityabguing those who disagree with the conception
are either speaking nonsense or deviating from ablanguage use.

421 Kuusela believes that ‘To attribute to Wittgenstaithesis about what word-meanmgstbe on
the basis of 843 reads more into the text thaartsupport. Such a reading fails to take seriotsy
possibility that the statement is only meant tcsalige certain particular philosophical problerhs
(Kuusela 2008, 157).

422 Kuusela 2008, 155: ‘According to this interpretatirather than stating that the use of “meaning”
mustaccord with the model of meaning as rule-govemsel he is saying that one shoatimpare
the actual concept (or the actual use of the wtmeéaning”) with this model, notindpoth the

similarities and the dissimilarities between thedelaand actual use.’
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Abiding by the method of comparison, however, ogfeains from claiming that actual
language usenustfit the models one puts forward. In this sensehesés are advanced

about how things—including language use or coneeptsistbe.

Thus when used as an object of comparison, theepdion of meaning as constituted by

rules does not amount to a thesis about the essertise possibility of word-meaning.

Rather, it articulates a particular way of conasgviword-meaning, while leaving open

the possibility that there might be cases thataldinthis modef‘?®

A significant advantage of Kuusela's proposal iatttvhen the conception of
meaning as constituted by rules is made an obfembroparison it becomes a great
deal less controversial. For instance even those @dnot accept the view that
word-meaninglependson rules can now grasbmerole to rules in the constitution
of word-meaning on the premise that the concept@pturesat leasta particular
aspect of the concept of word-meaning. The secdrdrdage is that ‘the necessity
expressed by the rule is now treated as charaatesisthe model and not projected
onto the objects of description as a thesis abimit essence’. Kuusela believes that
in this way, Wittgenstein is principle safeguarded against dogmati&th.

Finally Kuusela believes that treating Wittgenstetonception as a clarificatory

model can lead to an increase in the flexibilitypbflosophical thought. For instance,

2% Kuusela 2008, 156.

424 Drawing on Wittgenstein's lectures of 1933-34, Kela provides more textual support for his
interpretation and he concludes that ‘it would lb@m®eous to maintain that Wittgenstein takes the
rule-governedness of words to be a necessary oomdif their meaningfulness.’ (See Kuusela 2008,
158-163)

Kuusela also argues that Wittgenstein's conceptmhknguage as a rule-governed practice and
language as a family-resemblance concept do natitae philosophical theses about the essence of

language because they are to be taken as centvasatfon. (See Kuusela 2008, chapter 4)
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because now we see that the conception of measingrestituted by rules is not put
forward as a philosophical thesis, we will be maexeptive to cases of
word-meaning in which the sound of words is reléVah And in fact in the

Philosophical InvestigationdVittgenstein himself too discusses such casashioh

the sounds used as expressions are not governaaylyles at allfl §§527-534).

Such ‘speaking with tongues’ cases would includeressing feelings and
sensations with sounds or conveying emotion withetoKuusela believes that
Wittgenstein’s purpose of including a discussiorspkaking with tongues’ cases in
the Philosophical Investigationsis ‘to foreground this “non-rule-governed”
dimension of meaning, in contrast to the conceptibmeaning as constituted by

rules.??®

% Kuusela 2008, 176-180.
426 Other than ‘speaking with tongues’ cases, Kuusilds two more examples: ‘the soulless

language’ in §530and the onomatopoeic worddachlass
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CONCLUSION

My discussion has proved that applying the ideami-assertoric discourse to
the writings of Plato, Sextus and Wittgenstein gaoduce some fruitful results.
Unlike dogmatic readings my proposal of non-assertceading can facilitate a
better position for us to deal with the philosopthiand interpretive challenges posed
by the distinctive language-uses, as well as thguenstyles and methods employed
in their writings. For instance, unlike the futégtempts of the readers of assertoric
reading to discern Plato’s metaphysical doctrimesthe basis of the Sun, Line and
Cave, or to harmonize the images into one holgidosophical interpretation, my
proposal of non-assertoric reading opens up a meevarding way of engaging with
the images and other aspects (like the use ofiarfad Socrates and othdramatis
personae and theelenctic mode of argumentation) of the dialogues. On my
non-assertoric reading, Plato uses the images ef Stin, Line and Cave to
recommend that, certain comparisons between tha Bbthe Good and the images
be followed up. But my non-assertoric reading doasassume that Plato uses the
images as a means of ascent to his metaphysictlresc My proposal casts a new
light on the role the images serve in Plato’s @ojgchical method and exposition.
Instead of beingoropaedeuticto Platonic doctrines, they araaieutic they are
invitations and provocations to explore likenessed comparisons in the search of
knowledge about the Good; and in considering thkenkss and comparisons
between the images and the Form of the Good tlierdeas accepted the invitation
(or the challenge) to do philosophy along with reading of the images and the

argumentative exchanges in the dialogues. My prpdsms yielded similar
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successful results in the writings of Wittgenstagiopposed to doctrinal readings.
Finally a major breakthrough of my proposal is timtecognizing Sextus’s speech
Is consistently non-assertoric, | have shown that ¢harge of self-contradiction
against his writing is misplaced because it arifesn misunderstanding the
non-assertoric nature of the Pyrrhonian discourbe&lwcomprises of avowal of
appearance, the interrogative, the imperative, #red argumentative mode of
non-assertion.

In so far as the case studies that | have exammehlis thesis avoid making
assertoric presentation of the authors’ own viesishaoretical doctrines, they can
be put together as presenting a special mode afyduhiilosophy that does not result
in theory or doctrine. Since each of my chosenqgsoibhers works deals with
different philosophical problems, in different tismand within different traditions
their methods are not all the same. In my discassibave highlighted the ways in
which the different kinds of non-assertoric modepbilosophy differ from each
other. Unlike Plato’s dramatised dialogues, Witgjem’s use of the dialogue form
in the Philosophical Investigationss extremely austere (or minimalist): he has
stripped his dialogue of essential dramatic elemdike stage settings and even
named characters as he allows only different voitceseature in his dialogue.
Secondly, whilst Plato’s dialogues give out manyidvimages which may serve
theoretical ends as they recommend certain likesessd comparisons be followed
up in the search for knowledge, Wittgenstein's alyale in thePhilosophical
Investigationsprovides us with images (like the fly in the flgtHe) and several
thought experiments (e.g. the famous beetle-inxa-{fd §293)) for therapeutic
purpose. On the other hand, insofar asTitaetatuss self-proclaimed nonsensicality

Is suggestive of its aim of elucidation, its textstaategy and non-assertoric mode of
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expression; it resembles SextusButlines of Pyrrhonismand its Chronicler
Disclaimer. In bringing to light their common thpeatic goal of eliminating
philosophy as traditionally practiced and the ategeit generated, Fogelin takes the
lead in comparing Wittgenstein with the Pyrrhonldawever, | have disputed his
view that both Wittgenstein and Sextus accept tharge that their works are
self-destroying. On my non-assertoric reading,rterks do not articulate their
positive theoretical positions or advance theooiedoctrines of any sort at all. As a
result, the problem of self-destruction causesmbarassment to them. Instead, the
charge of self-destroying only attests to the itytilof the kinds of dogmatic
theorising and system-building found in metaphysima traditional philosophy.
Sextus and Wittgenstein do not participate in ddgmaheorising and
system-building and they are fiercely opposed tthsendeavours in their works. In
addition, | have also disputed Stern’s view that ¢hitique of traditional philosophy
by Wittgenstein and Sextus leads us not to a bgitelosophy but to stop
philosophizing at all. The Pyrrhonists spent adlithime on contradictory arguments
but unlike the premature dialecticians or the nugwts who stopped investigation
thinking there was nothing sound or secure whatevarguments, the Pyrrhonists
did not fell under the spell of contradictory argemts. Their confrontational
dialectic can serve the pursuit of truth as it chack against dogmatizing and rash
assent with its arguing to equipollence.

To conclude, in distinguishing different modes ohrassertoric discourse in my
three case studies, the proposal of this thesis dissolved some prevailing
exegetical problems that confronted the readers prvactise doctrinal readings. My
proposal has also resolved the philosophical arlpretive challenges posed by the

distinctive language-uses, unique styles and mestlbthe great philosophers. This

254



thesis can contribute to the on-going interest emve@stigations on philosophical
writing, methods and styles by asserting itselftbe proposal and discussion it
offers. Hopefully it would be the greater succekth thesis if it does not come as
an end but rather as the beginning in reinstatimg non-assertoric modes of
discourse in Plato, Sextus, Wittgenstein, and othesat past or present

philosophers.
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