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A Farst Assault

A Series of (Goods




Some Background 1heses 1

* The FOG is:
* A Form
* Necessarily co-extensive with Being
* Univocal
* A mind- and language-independent entity which has all of its intrinsic properties essentially:
* It is beyond or apart from (napd) sense particulars.
* Indeed, it is separate from them (ywoowotd) (Mez. 1078b16, 10862a25).
* A paradigm, in which non-paradigmatic instances can participate (it is peBexti); Mez. 1040a26—27)

* Something definitive; it provides (or 7s) the answer to a What-is-F-ness question for Goodness: it provides (or is)
an essence-specifying definition (0QLOMOC)

¥ Context-invariant

* A (formal) cause (aitiov) of the goodness of other good things (EN 1095a26-28).



dSome Background T'heses 11

* The FOG is non-indexed:

* ¢ is an indexed good it ¢ is essentially:
* (i) personal, as opposed to impersonal;
* or (ii) agent-relative as opposed to agent neutral;
* or (iii) sortal-dependent vs. sortal-independent;
* or (iv) kind-dependent vs. kind-independent;
* (v) functional vs. non-functional;
* or (vi) attributive vs. predictive.

* N.b. Fairly clearly some of these distinctions overlap, in the sense of being at least co-extensive, but
they might yet be differently explicated.

* Thus, for instance, if all kinds are functional kinds (iv) an (v) will be co-extensive; but we do not know;,
merely by drawing these distinctions, whether all kinds are functional kinds.



The FOG

* The FOG is a simple, univocal, non-natural (?),
indefinable, irreducible, non-indexed property:

* The FOG is goodness simpliciter.



Arnistotle’s Dominant

Objection

* According to Aristotle, ‘it is clear {goodness} could not
be something common, universal and single’ (EN
10962a28).

* ONAOV WS OV AV €N ®OLVOV TL ®O.OOAOV %Ol €V.

* How do we arrive there?



First Objection:
No Forms for Series

* “Those who introduced this view did not posit Ideas in cases in which they
recognized the prior and the posterior— this is the very reason they did not
establish an Idea of numbers; but something is called good both in [the category of}
what it is {sc/. substance, or ousia} and in that of quality and in that of relation, and
that which is per se, i.e. substance, is prior in nature to the relative (for the latter
seems like an offshoot co-incident with what is); so that there could not be some
common Idea set over all these goods.” (EN i 6, 1096a17-23)

* ol 01 noufoavtec TV dOEaV TadTNY 00X Emolovy EaC £V olc TO TEOTEQOV KAl
VOTEQOV EAEYOV, OLOTTEQ OVOE TMV ARLOUMV LOEaV nateoneoCoV: TO O’ AyaboV
AEYETOL ROL EV TO T{ E0TL 1AL EV TQ TOLD %OL EV TO 7TOOC TL, TO O 0O’ AUTO %Al N
ovota meoTEQOV Tf] GVOoEL TOD ROC TL (TAEAPVEOL YO.Q TODT €oLne nal
ovUPEPNHOTL TOD OVTOC): HOT’ 0V AV €1 ROLVT) TIC €l TOVTOLS LO€QL.



Closest Reconstruction

. Where things F,, F.. . .F;, are related as prior and

posterior (;100TEQOV 1Ol VOTEQOV), there is no
Form F-ness set over them.

. Good things are related as prior and posterior.

. So, there is no Form Goodness set over good

things.



Two Questions

* What can be said on behalf of (1)?

* And what can be said on behalf of (2)?



On behalf of (2)

* (Good things are related as prior and posterior.

I.

Z=

Beings in the category of substance (ovotaw) are called good.

Beings in the categories of (a) quality (mou6g) and (b) relative (roOg T1) are
called good.

Substances (oUolou) are prior in nature (;tpOTEQOV Tf] GPVOEY to qualities
and relatives.

If substances are prior to the other categories of being, and if ¢ is
predicated of substances and beings in the other categories of being, then
the ¢ substances are prior to the ¢ non-substances.

So, good things are related as prior and posterior (=2).



An Obwious Platonic
Rejoinder

* ¢-entities can be ordered as prior and posterior, without being prior and posterior gua .

* A human and a slave are prior and posterior (as an ovoia and a 1ROg TV); but they are
not therefore prior and posterior as white things—or good things.

* If so, they may yet be univocal gua .

* ‘Or is nothing good in its own right beyond the Idea (id¢a) <of the Good>? If the
latter, the Form (eidoc) <of the Good> will be otiose. If the former, and these are
counted as among things good in their own right, then the account of goodness (tov
TdyaBoh Aoyov) in all of them will need to be shown to be the same, just as the
account of whiteness is the same in snow and in white lead.” (EN 1096b19-24)

* 1) 000’ dALo 0VdEV AT TR i0fag; hote pdtowov Eotal T eidog. el O nal TadT €0l
TOV %00’ aVTd, TOV TAYa00D AOYOV €V AoV QUTOLC TOV QVTOV EUdaivecBal
OENOEL, 0OATEQ €V YLOVL ROl PLUVOim TOV THG AEVHOTNTOC.



On behalt ot (1)

* First observation: the Platonists (reportedly) agree with
this claim. So, it is ad hominem.

* Second observation: the reason they refrain from
posting a Form in such cases is precisely the same reason
they refrain from positing a Form of number.

* So, what reason is that?



Lloyd

* ‘We might now ask what grounds were given by
Platonists for refusing an Idea to a P-series. About this
we have no direct evidence. Naturally it is quite possible
that they gave the same grounds as Aristotle would have
given for denying that the supposed genus could be
predicated un-equivocally of the series's terms. (His
silence both when stating their thesis and when
acknowledging it as his own is possibly to be explained
by saying that the argument was familiar in and from the

Academy.) —Lloyd (1962, 67)



Any sources?

* Aristotle’s point about Ideas over series is an occasional complaint

of his.
* He advances similar considerations regarding;
¥ the better and the worse (EN 1096a19-35; EE 1218a1-8);
* the capacities of the soul (DA 414b19-415a11);
* citizens and constitutions (Po/. 1275a34-38);

* and, in a passage to which he here draws our attention, to
numbers (Met. 999a6-10).



Priority in nature?

* “Those things are called prior in nature and substance whenever they can be without other things,
while the others cannot be without them—Plato used this distinction.” (Mez. 1019a-4)

* O LEV O1) OVTM AEYETOL TQOTEQA AL VOTEQA, TO O ®OTA GVOLV ROl OVOlAV, OO EVOEYETAL
elvor Avev AAV, exetva 0€ Avev Exelvav pi 1) olapéoel €xpnoato I aTwy.

* A thing is said to be prior to other things when, if it is not, the others will not be, whereas it can
be without the others (;p0TEQOV OV TE U OVTOC 0V E0TOU TAMAQL, EXELVO OE AVEL TV AAAWV);
and there is also priority in time and priority in substance (xrat” ovoiawv). (Phys. 260b17-19)

* X is prior in nature to y #ff (i) x can exist without y; and (ii) y cannot exist without x

* So, presumably; substances can exist without qualities and relatives; but qualities and relatives
cannot exist without substances.

* Call this the existential understanding of priority in nature.

* If so, (3)—on the condition that oUoia meet the relevant condition.



An Obwvious Platonic Rejoinder

* If we grant that substances are prior in nature to (say) relatives, then
it will follow that there might be substances without there being
relatives and vice versa.

* But if that suffices for making every instance of a property of
substance prior in nature to every instance of a property of a relative,
then every property will form a series—and we will never have
univocity.

* If not, then we are left wondering why goodness is special.

* So, either the argument proves too much or it proves much too little.



A Response to this Obvious Rejoinder

* The Platonists did—Dbut should not have—acceded to
this argument.

* That is, it is so obvious that in cannot have been the
argument agreed upon in the Academy.

* We should look harder.



Parallel Passage £/fi1 3

* Further, in things having an earlier and a later, there is no common element beyond, where this is separable
from them, for then there would be something prior to the first; for the common and separable element would
be prior, because with its destruction the first would be destroyed as well; e.g. if the double is the first of the
multiples, then the universal multiple cannot be separable, for it would be prior to the double . . . if the
common element turns out to be the Idea, as it would be if one made the common element separable: for if
justice is good, and so also is bravery, there is then, they say, a good per se— for which they add per se to the
general definition; but what could this mean except that it is eternal and separable? But what is white for many
days is no whiter than that which is white for a single day; so the good will not be more good by being eternal.
Hence the common good is not identical with the Idea, for the common good belongs to all (EE 1218a1-15).

* £T1L €V 000LS VITAQYEL TO TQOTEQOV %OL VOTEQOV, OV E0TL XOLVOV TL JTALQA TADTA, XOL TOVTO YWELOTOV. €i1 YO
AV TL TOD TEMTOV TQOTEQOV: TEOTEQOV YAQ TO KOLVOV %O YMWELOTOV OLA TO GVALQOVUEVOU TOD HOLVOD
dvoetoOat TO TEMTOV. OOV €l TO SLITAUTODTOV TOV ToMaThaolwV, 0V% EvOéyeTton TO TOAATAEGLOV TO
%OLVT] XATNYOQOUVUEVOV EIVOL YMELOTOV- £0TOL YAQ TOD dumhaoiov mdTeQov. **. —** gi gupfaivel TO #OWVOV
elvor TNV €0y, olov €l wELoTOV TOLHoELE TIC TO ®OWOV. €1 Yo ot dtranoovny dyaddov, nai dvdpeia. ot
Tolvuv, paotv, avtd L (10) Ayadov. TO OVV 0DTO TEOOoKRELTOL TOOC TOV AOYOV TOV ®owvdv. ToDTo 88 Tl OV €l
ANV OTL ALOLOV %L YWELOTOV; AAN’ 0VOEV UAAAOV AEVROV TO TOALMAG NUEQOS AEVKOV TOD wav NUEQAY: MOT’
000¢ <TO AyaBoOv paAov ayabov T@ &idlov elvar 00dE> 81} TO ®oWOV Ayafov TavTo T 100 TAOoL YO
VITAQYEL <TO> HOLVOV.



Additional Data

* Here the Idea is described as (i) something common,
and (ii) as something beyond or beside, where (iii) this is
something separable (0Tl ®0LVOV TL TOLQA TODTA, RO
TODTO Y WELOTOV).

* Perhaps these features play a role?



Two Approaches

* Lloyd’s Take

* A Closing Conjecture



Lloyd

* The Eudemian Ethics too argues against an Idea of the good from the premiss that a P-
series has no universal separable from its terms. Here the premiss is asserted
categorically. The argument is not expressly ad hominem. It is radically elliptical since
it omits the whole step of asserting, let alone arguing, that the good forms a P-series.
(A previous argument had used a proof that the good falls under several categories
but not in connection with their being prior and posterior.) . . . Moreover we are
provided with what the ad hominem argument of the Nicomachean Ethics did not and
did not formally need to provide, a demonstration of the general premiss about P-
series. It is this. In such a series one of the terms is first in the order of priority (for
example, the double in a series of multiples); but if there were a separate Idea (say,
multiplicity) which embraced this series it would be prior to all the terms, so that
what had ex hypothesi been first would no longer be first. The simplicity of this
demonstration must not make us suspect it: it is perfectly valid, since according to
the theory of Ideas the Idea would have to rank as one of the terms of the series.



€9,

)
3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

But I do suspect it.

Ifa, b, c...n are arraigned as prior and posterior, then there is a ¢ set over them only if it is prior to
the entire series.

If ¢ is prior to the entire series, then it is also prior to each of its members.

If (2), then ¢ will be prior to «.

If ¢ is prior to 4, then « is not the first member of the series «, b, c. . . n.

So, if there is a Form ¢ over the series @, 4, c.. . n , a will and will not be the first item in that series.
So, there is no Form ¢ set over the series «, 4, c. . . .

The categories of being form a series arraigned as prior and posterior.

So, there is no Form ¢ set over the categories.

So, there is no single Form, Goodness, set over the series of goods predicted across he categories.



An Obwvious Platonic Rejoinder

* One might even say, again, a too obvious Platonic rejoinder:
* The argument equivocates on the notion of priority (;rQOTEQOV):

* The Idea, if there is an Idea, will be prior in being (xatd TV oVGLAV) Or
in nature (xatd GUOLV), or in account (RATA TOV AOYOV).

* If so, the first item in the series, like every item in the series, will be
posterior along one (or two or all) of these dimensions.

* It will not be prior to the Idea in any of these ways. So, it will not be
prior and posterior to the Idea in any objectionable way.

* In short, there will be nothing both prior and posterior to anything in the
same respect; hence, there will be no contradiction.



(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

6)
(7)
8
(9)

A Gonjecture: ASG

Ifa, b, c. .. n ¢p-things are arraigned as prior and posterior, then there is a ¢ set over them only if (a) it is prior
to the entire series and (b) it is itself ¢.

If ¢ is itself ¢, then ¢ is a member of the series of ¢-things.

So, if a, b, c. . . n p-things are arraigned as prior and posterior and there is a ¢ set over them, then ¢ is a
member of the series prior to the first member of the series.

OM.

So, if ¢ is a member of the series prior to the first member of the series, then there is a ¢* over the series ¢, 4,
e

If ¢* is itself ¢, then it is a member of the series ¢, @, b, c. . . n prior to the first member of the series.
By repeated application of (6), there is no first member of the series.
So, there is an Idea ¢ set over the series of ¢p-things only if there is no first member of the series.

Every series has a first member.

(10) The categories of being form a series of good things arraigned as prior and posterior.



Altogether then. . .

* Either (a) ASG yields an easily refuted argument or (b) it
yields an argument with a genuine Academic pedigree
but which invokes premisses the Academics will wisely
reject.

* If either case, then, ASG yields an argument whose work
is not yet done.



