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RORTY ON PLATO AS AN EDIFIER

l.Introduction

One of the most important works written by an American philosopher
in recent years has been Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature by Richard
Rorty'. It is a complex work that criticizes most of Western philosophy
from the time of Plato to the twentieth century, most notably because
of the correspondence theory of truth which dominated, whether explicitly
or implicitly, this long period. Dewey, Wittgenstein and Heidegger emerge
as the heroes of the book because of their edifying reactions against the
mirror imagery of the philosophic tradition. Curiously enough, however,
although «Plato», «Platonism», «Platonic» and the «Platonic urge» are con-
stantly used by Rorty as catchwords for what is to be denigrated in philoso-
phy, it is by no means clear in his book what sort of philosopher Plato himself
really was. Paradoxically, Plato may end up being one of the heroes of the
book, or at least should be one of the heroes of the book, which is what I will
try to show in this article.

I will first examine Rorty’s distaste for Plato’s philosophy; then I will
isolate those passages in Rorty which perhaps indicate Rorty’s admiration
for Plato as an edifying philosopher; and I will interpret Plato’s Sophist in a
Rorty-like way, for it is in this dialogue that Rorty implies we might see Plato
as an edifier. Finally, [ will try to put Rorty’s view of Plato in a larger per-
spective.

22 Rorty’s Criticisms of Plato

Not everything Rorty has to say about Plato is unique. One of his

I. Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1979). Numbers in parentheses refer to page numbers in this text. | have used
the Burnet edition of Plato, and the translation of the Sophist by Cornford, which relies on
Jowett, in Hamilton and Cairns, The Collected Dialogues of Plato (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1973).
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major criticisms of Plato has been made many times before, i.e., Plato’s
attempt to talk about adjectives as if they were nouns is muddled (33). He
offers this description of how a Platonic Form is constructed:

«...we simply lift off a single property from something (the pro-
perty of being red, or painful, or good) and then treat it as if it it-
self were a subject of predication, and perhaps also a locus of caus-
al efficacy. A Platonic Form is merely a property considered in iso-
lation and considered as capable of sustaining causal relations (32)».

Also, because of the inadequacy of Plato’s assimilation of ousta to idea (73).
there are few believers in Platonic Forms today (43)°.

For Rorty, Plato did not discover the distinction between two kinds of
entities, mner and outer. Rather, Rorty claims, relying on George Pitcher,
Plato was the first to articulate the «Platonic Principle» that «differences in
certainty must correspond to differences in the objects known» (156). This
principle is a natural consequence, Rorty thinks, of the attempt to model
knowledge on perception; if it is assumed that we need distinct faculties to
«grasp» bricks and numbers, then the discovery of geometry will seem to be
the discovery of a new faculty called nous®. Although Plato toyed with «inner
space» metaphors (e.g., as Rorty notes, the aviary image of the Theaetetus —
242-243), his thought was «essentially “realistic’» rather than introspective:

«The Platonic distinction to which mathematical truth gave rise
was metaphysical rather than epistemological — a distinction be-
tween the worlds of Being and Becoming. What corresponds to the
metaphysical distinctions on the “divided line” of Republic IV are
distinctions not between kinds of nonpropositional inner represen-
tations, but between grades of certainty attaching to propositions.

2. Rorty may be a bit too hasty here. Contemporary philosophy has shown a surprising
vitality regarding Plato’s Forms, or something like them. Although Whitehead's eternal
objects immediately come to mind, we should not forget that Husserl, Frege, and Russell
went through periods where they talked about non-material, non-subjective, universal objects
of thought (see, e.g., Russell’s The Problems of Philosophy). The later thought of Popper
has emphasized world 3, which has a Platonic character; and recently Jerrold Katz has de-
fended a Platonic theory in the philosophy of language in Language and Other Abstract
Objects (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Littlefield, 1981); et al.

3. See Katz, p. 201, where it is held that «Platonism» does not, of necessity, entail
«perceptually inspired accounts of intuition. I think that the traditional claim that knowledge
of abstract objects is knowledge by acquaintance cannot be reconciled with the nature of
these objects... being aspatial and atemporal, they cannot act on a knower through a causal
process to produce a representation of themselves in the manner of sense perception»,
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Plato did not focus on the idea of nonpropositional inner entities.
but rather on that of the various parts of the soul and of the body
being compelled in their respective ways by their respective objects»
(158).
These objects provided Plato with his «foundations of knowledge». Rorty’s
anti-foundationalism notices that even non-Platonists have traditionally fallen
victim to the Platonic Principle by trying to ground knowledge claims on some
incorrigible base like clear and distinct ideas, sense perceptions, a logical

use of language, etc. This is the danger that Plato poses, for if we think of
knowledge in this way:

«...we will want 10 get behind reasons to causes, beyond argu-
ment to compulsion from the object known, to a situation in which
argument would be not just silly but impossible, for anyone gripped
by the object in the required way will be unable to doubt or to see an
alternative... For Plato, that point was reached by escaping from the
senses and opening up the faculty of reason —the Eye of the Soul—
to the World of Being (159)... The urge to say that assertionsand
actions must not only cohere with other assertions and actions but
‘correspond” to something apart from what people are saying and
doing has some claim to be called the philosophical urge. It is the
urge which drove Plato to say that Socrates’ words and deeds, failing
as they did to cohere with current theory and practice, nonetheless

corresponded to something which the Athenians could barely
glimpsen (179).

There 1s hittle epistemology in Plato’s thought (222) because, although
he was one of the inventors of «idealism» (307), he had a fetish for corre-
spondence. For Rorty (and Kuhn), however, «objective» means «characterizing
the view which would be agreed upon as a result of argument undeflected by
irrelevant considerations». We have Plato to «thank» for an alternative mean-
ing: «representing things as they really are», and for the concomitant question:
«In just what sense is Goodness out there waiting to be represented accurately
as a result of rational argument on moral questions?» (333-334). For Rorty,
In no sense whatsoever.

The philosophic tradition since Plato, for Rorty, has assumed that the
algorithm - no algorithm distinction runs together with the reason - passion
distinction (339), such that, at least for Plato, the only way to be «edified» is
«to know what is out theren. For Rorty, however, the quest for truth is just
«one among many ways in which we might be edified» (360). Perhaps because
Plato thought otherwise, he defined the philosopher in opposition to the poet
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(370). Rorty's final judgement seems, therefore, given the aforementioned
evidence, to be that «the Platonic notion of Truth itself is absurd» (377) since
it condemns philosophers to a Sisyphean task:

«The dilemma created by this Platonic hypostatization is that,
on the one hand, the philosopher must attempt to find criteria for
picking out these unique referents, whereas, on the other hand, the
only hints he has about what these criteria could be are provided by
current practice (by, e.g., the best moral and scientific thought of
the day). Philosophers thus condemn themselves to a Sisyphean task»
(374).

3. Edifying Versus Systematic Philosophy

Rorty’s attitude toward Plato is by no means clear, however. Consider
the following quotation, which opposes the hermeneutical philosopher as
conversationalist (Socrates) with the epistemological (or better, in the case
of Plato, metaphysical) philosopher as king of culture:

«I think that the view that epistemology, or some suitable suc-
cessor - discipline, is necessary to culture confuses two roles which the
philosopher might play. The first is that of the informal dilettante,
the polypragmatic, Socratic intermediary between various discourses.
In his salon, so to speak, hermetic thinkers are charmed out of
their self-enclosed practices. Disagreements between disciplines and
discourses are compromised or transcended in the course of the
conversation. The second role is that of the cultural overseer who
knows everyone's common ground — the Platonic philosopher-
king who knows what everybody else is really doing whether they
know it or not, because he knows about the ultimate context (the
Forms, the Mind, the Language) within which they are doing it. The
first role is appropriate to hermeneutics, the second to epistemology»
(317-318).

This is the distinction between the edifying and the systematic philosopher,
respectively®. Since it is the first sort of philosopher that Rorty defends, it
would seem that Socrates receives a reprieve that is denied Plato. Rorty thus

4. By systematic philosophy Rorty means knowledge of «ultimate context», etc., not
a logical fabric of ideas laid out in one cloth, as in Spinoza’s EFthics. Plato could obviously
not be a systematic philosopher in this latter sense.

10 DIAOLZODIA 13-14 (1983 - 1984)
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assumes a solution to the «Socratic problem» both above and in the follow-
ing passage:

«It is so much a part of "thinking philosophically’ to be impress-
ed with the special character of mathematical truth that it is hard
to shake off the grip of the Platonic Principle. If, however, we think
of ‘rational certainty’ as a matter of victory in argument rather than
of relation to an object known, we shall look toward our interlocu-
tors rather than to our faculties for the explanation of the phenome-
nony» (156-157).

The latter sort of rational certainty seems to apply to Socrates and the sophists
who do not see a difference in kind, for Rorty, between «necessary» and «con-
tingent» truths; at most they (along with Rorty) see differences in degree of
ease in objecting to our beliefs (157) .

Since Plato is our major source of information on Socrates’ thought, he
might receive a vicarious reprieve as well. But the matter is more complicated
than this. In the following remark Rorty reveals an aperture that would grant
Plato himself, not just Socrates, the status of an edifying philosopher:

«The permanent fascination of the man who dreamed up the
whole idea of Western philosophy —Plato— i1s that we still do not
know which sort of philosopher he was. Even if the Seventh Letter
is set aside as spurious, the fact that after millenniums of commen-
tary nobody knows which passages in the dialogues are jokes keeps
the puzzle fresh» (369 n.).

In addition to having a sense of humor, what enables Plato to be possibly an
edifying philosopher is the fact that he started philosophy’s (written) conver-
sation, which in a free and leisured way allows the sparks of (Kuhnian) ab-
normal discourse to fly upward (389):

«The fact that we can continue the conservation Plato began with-
out discussing the topics Plato wanted discussed, illustrates the dif-
ference between treating philosophy as a voice in a conversation
and treating it as a subject, a Fach, a field of professional inquiry.
The conversation Plato began has been enlarged by more voices
than Plato would have dreamed pos.ible» (391).

What is unfortunate is that Rorty gives little indication of what possibly
edifying passages in Plato he has in mind. The Euthyphro, he tells us, is a
work of edifying pedagogy (307), but since this is generally seen as an early
dialogue, the edification contained in it might only be attributed to Socrates,
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not Plato, especially given Rorty’s apparent resolution of the Socratic prob-
lem. More helpful is Rorty's suggestion of a difference between the Republic
and the Sophist: the former is epistemologically (again, metaphysically) ori-
ented while the latter is concerned with «pure» philosophy of language, with-
out relevance to the traditional concerns of philosophy; nor, presumably, with
the major concerns of the Republic (257). It is Rorty’s tantalyzing mention of
the Sophist which inspires the next section of this article, in which I try to find
out what sense it makes, if any, to see Plato as an edifier.

4. Edification in the Sophist

The beginning of this dialogue finds Socrates and Theodorus agreeing
that there is something significant in philosophical discourse; it needs not be
mere verbal dispute (216 b). No doubt Rorty would agree. His suggestion that
this dialogue develops a different conception of the philosopher from that
found in the Republic receives initial support when the philosopher is di-
stinguished not only from the sophist, but from the statesman as well (217 a),
an un-Republic-like distinction. And the Sophist is indeed a dialogue (de-
spite the fact that Socrates fades out of the picture early on) in that the
major figure, the Eleatic Stranger, prefers dialectical exchanges to long
discourses (217 c-e).

Most of the dialogue concerns a hunt for the sophist, but not because
of his inaccurate imitation (or mirroring) of nature, as one might expect.
Only the end of the dialogue (266 a-268 c) is primarily concerned with the art
of imitation (mimetike — 219 b), or, if you will, the mirror of nature. The rest
of the piece deals with acquisitive arts, where one gains advantage over others,
particularly through words (219 ¢). The sophist is a hunter (or fisher) of men
who takes money for his supposed ability to educate (223 b); he isa trader in
virtue (224 ¢). But it is the way the sophist trades words that is bothersome to
the Stranger and his interlocutor, the young Theaetetus, not the fact that he
is a conversationalist.

The sophist fosters stupidity (amathia), which consists in supposing that
one knows when one does not (229 ¢). The instruction needed to get rid of this
stupidity is called education (paideta — 229 d), which i1s roughly synonymous
with what Rorty means by «edification», since Rorty’'s use of this term is
related to «education» or Gadamer's Bildung (358-360). The Stranger’s edu-
cation is not rough or dogmatic, but contains gentle advice (malthakoteros pa-
ramythoumenoi — 229 e-230 a). If one’s interlocutor is conceited, he must be
cross-examined through dialectic; from refutation one learns modesty (230 b-
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¢). Since this dialogue is placed after Socrates’ encounter with the older and
wiser Parmenides (217 c) in the Parmenides, one suspects that it is Plato’s
own new found modesty that is alluded to here, as Rorty suggests.

The philosopher’s refusal to engage in rough or dogmatic education dif-
ferentiates him from the philosopher of the Republic, yet this raises a prob-
lem. The persuasive devices which a philosopher now has to rely on make him
resemble a sophist, as a dog resembles a wolf (231 a). The questions that must
be answered are: how does the sophist foster stupidity, and how does the phi-
losopher educate? To answer the first question one must at least partially
rely on the sophist’s inability (or refusal) to create a proper likeness (eikon):
instead he makes an inadequate semblance (phantasma—236 b). But more im-
portantly, the sophist professes to know nothing of eye-sight, image-making,
or mirrors (!) at all, as he confines himself to what can be gathered from dis-
course (240 a). At this point the Stranger’s attempt to catch the sophist also
seems to be an attempt to catch Rorty. By denying mirror imagery the sophist
and Rorty must rely primarily, perhaps exclusively, on discourse. But Plato’s
own attempt to find out how one can speak falsely, or educate properly, hardly
returns unquestioningly to the mirror imagery of the Republic.

It is not just the sophist who bothers Plato; the Stranger makes it clear
that he is also irked by those who talk about the way things «really are» (hos
estin—243b). What does the word «realityn» mean? Theaetetus asks (243 d).
Neither the Stranger nor Theactetus show dogmatic confidence concerning
the foundations of knowledge (244 a). And Theaetetus quite openly confesses
that he is in a wilderness of doubt with respect to theories that claim to give
an exact account (diakribologoumenous) of what is real or unreal (245 e).

The naive foundationalism that the Stranger and Theaetetus oppose is
exhibited in a battle between the giants and the gods (246 a-249 d). The former
are the materialists who try to drag everything down from heaven to earth:
they affirm that real existence belongs only to that which can be handled:
reality is the same thing as body. Rorty’s claim that foundationalism aims to
get beyond argument to compulsion, to a situation where argument is not just
silly but impossible (159) is anticipated in the Stranger’s description of these
materialists: as soon as one of their opponents asserts that anything that is
not a body is real, they are utterly contemptuous and will not listen to another
word (246 b). It should be noted that for Rorty, too, empiricism can be a type
of foundationalism.

The «gods» defend their position somewhere in the heights of the unseen:
for them true reality consists in intelligible and bodiless forms: the materialists
only defend the moving process of becoming (246 b-c). This view is none other
than that defended in the Republic, which, although a view held by those who



Akadnuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

Rorty on Plato as an edifier 149

are more civilized (hemeroterot) than the giants, needs to be challenged as well
(246 c). Truth (or perhaps still, for Plato, the truth) lies outside these two views
(246 d).

Plato’s solution seems to be in the following statement by the Stranger:

«l suggest that anything has real being that is so constituted
as to possess any sort of power either to affect anythingelse or to
be affected, in however small a degree, by the most insignificant
agent, though it be only once. 1 am proposing as a mark to distin
guish real things that they are nothing but power» (dynamis — 247 e).

The battle (mache) between the giants and gods causes ennui; Plato now seems
content to say that anything which affects, or is affected by, another is real.
Like a child begging for both, the philosopher must declare that reality is both
at once: all that is unchangeable and all that is in change (249 c-d).

No doubt the giants and gods, and foundationalists in general, will find
Plato’s «solution» baffling, indeed the Stranger himself still admits that he is
«wholly in the dark» about reality. Yet nonetheless he fancies that he is talking
(legein) good sense (249 d-e; also 250e). It is no mere coincidence that the
analogy the Stranger uses to determine if, and how, reality combineswith other
reality is grammar (253 a). To say that there is no combination at all is self-
defeating, for to use the words «being», «apart», or «by itself» implies some
sort of connection among things; without such a background of combination
these words would not make sense (252 b-c). To say that all things combine
with all would also be self-defeating, since then one could say anything, even
that motion is rest, etc. (252 d). The only tenable position is that some things
blend, some do not (252e).

In the hunt for the sophist, Plato has stumbled on the job of the philo-
sopher, perhaps indicating what Plato’s missing (or never written) dialogue
the Patlosopher, which was to constitute a trilogy with the Sophist and States-
man, was to be about (217 a, 253 b-d). The philosopher still retains mirror
imaging tasks, like dividing according to natural kinds (253 ¢, 254 a), but more
importantly, he is supposed to act as a guide on the voyage of discourse, point-
ing out similarities in different positions, and alerting participants in dialectical
dispute of inconsistencies that creep into their arguments (253 b). This is how
he educates.

To illustrate this less exalted function for the philosopher, the Stranger
chooses to analyze some of the most, if not the most, important Forms (254 ¢).
Since we can affect the contents of our thoughts, and since they can affect us,
Forms are real on the criteria of the Sophist (248 d-249 a). The Forms ana-
lyzed are not, surprisingly, those of the Good, Beautiful, or the like. Rather,
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attention is paid to Motion, Rest, Existence, Sameness, Difference. The tech-
nical details of this dialectical analysis by the Stranger and Theaetetus are
not my concern. It should be noted, however, that if anyone mistrusts the Stran-
ger’s analysis he is encouraged to produce some better explanation (lekteon —
259 b); little attention is paid to what Rorty would call man’s glassy, mirroring
essence. In fact, the Stranger suggests that inadequate criticism usually comes
from those who have «a too recent contact with reality» (259 d).

Since the isolation of everything from everything else would mean the
abolition of all discourse, hence the abolition of philosophy, the philosopher
must learn how to weave these five central Forms together. The Stranger is
quite emphatic that to rob us of discourse is to rob us of philosophy (260 a).
One of the great achievements of this dialogue is that inadequate discourse
is traced not just to imperfect mirroring, to use Rorty’s term, but more im-
portantly to the use (or lack thereof) of the Form of Difference or Otherness.
The use of this Form not only allows us to talk about non-being (i.e., that
relative non-being that things possess with respect to other things), but also
about falsity. As long as the sophist can deny any sort of existence for non-
being, he can deny that he can ever say falsehoods, since falsity consists in
saying what is not is, or vice versa (260 c-d). In this manner he fosters stupi-
dity. When the sophist is shown that one can talk about non-being, without
thereby committing parracide on father Parmenides (241d), one is in a posi-
tion to begin an investigation of the nature of discourse (260 e-261 b); this
being claimed by the Stranger late in the dialogue, after the criticisms made
against the giants and gods.

The fact that Plato sometimes reverts back to the correspondence theory
of truth (263 b) would perhaps bother Rorty, but he would have to be encou-
raged by Plato’s attempt to explore the elementary conditions of philosophical
discourse. The results at first seem rather simple: a statement never consists
solely of names —lion stag horse— nor solely of verbs — walks runs sleeps
(262 a-b); there could not be a statement about (absolutely) nothing (263 c);
and the meaning of «it appears» would include a blend of perception and judg-
ment (264 b). But these small steps add up, and only after one is well versed

in what discussion itself is all about can one escape from simplemindedness
(268 a).

5..Some Preliminary Conclusions

Rorty is on weak ground at some points. For example: (a) when he
says (242-243) that Plato only toys around with inner space metaphors (see
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263¢); and (b) when he implies that for Plato and other foundationalists, if
we are without algorithms we are only left with passion (339) — but Plato’s
writings, even in the Republic, hardly ever exhibit algorithms, rather heuristic
devices like dialogues and myths.

From the above evidence in the Sophist, however, it can be seen that most
of Rorty's suggestions about Plato are useful ones indeed. That is, since edi-
fying philosophy is necessarily reactive (378), depending on systematic philo-
sophy for material to criticize, Plato’s status as an edifying philosopher de-
pends on his foundationalism in the Republic and else-where. Whereas Dewey,
Wittgenstein, and Heidegger primarily reacted against the foundational philo-
sophy of others, Plato had the harder task of reacting against his own founda-
tionalism. This is perhaps why the correspondence theory of truth appears
every once in a while even in the Sophist.

One project remains. Rorty’s notion of foundationalism encompasses
various positions which claim to have knowledge of «the ultimate context»,
whether that be the Forms, the mind, sense perception, or language (317-
318). What is needed is an explanation of why Plato adopted the particular
foundationalism that he did, so as to better understand his edifying rea-
ction.

6. Orality to Vision to Discourse

Greek philosophy grew out of an oral-aural culture in which the medium
of speech-hearing dominated the other senses. In pre-literate society truth
was found in the word, i.e., the spokenword of myth. Cultural memory was
preserved in the mnemonic devices incorporated into epic poetry. These
mnemonic devices made it possible for the Homeric bards to have «memo-
rized» all of the Iliad and Odyssey. These bards were not just poets or
performers, but also encyclopaedists preserving expertise in ruling, sailing,
religion, war, agriculture, morality, etc., as Plato’s fon indicates. The hy-
pnotic effect of the bard’s medium led to an approach to knowledge based
on formulae that precluded rational analysis. Just as we know the length
of the months through the saying «Thirty days hath September...» the pre-
literate Greek preserved all of his knowledge about the world in this fa-
shion.

After hundreds, perhaps thousands, of years of prehistoric, oral-aural
culture, a significant shift in the organization of the sensorium, or the sensory
apparatus of human beings, occurred. The written word gave prominence 1o
vision in that the word was no longer primarily spoken-heard, but seen on a
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page. Literacy was not just an aid in the recording of information. It also
caused a revolutionary shift in the sensorium. The key figures in this transition
from orality to vision were Homer and Plato. Although Homer’s myths were
written down, it is surprising how few people ever read themS5. It was the bard
who kept these stories alive for so many centuries.

Plato’s critique of Homer should be seen in this light, which Rorty, un-
fortunately, fails to do. Plato’s Forms were polar opposites to the oral-aural
life-world. Spoken words are events in time; specifically, present time. Their
transitoriness contrasts with Plato’s Forms, which are outside of time: not
heard, but «seen» by the mind’s eye. The Greek word idea itself means the
look of a thing; «phenomenon» also has a visual root. It was only an escape
from the constant oral recitation of the mythic stories that allowed science
and philosophy to be born in the light of a new day®. The separation from the
source of oral spontaneity makes possible the life giving properties of alien-
ation, Reading and writing allow one to keep life at arm’s length. Integral to
oral culture is the live interaction between speaker and audience. But reading
and writing are usually done (and best done) in the absence of others. Without
direct audience pressure it is possible for logic to flourish, as in Plato’s visually
oriented method of collection and division in the Sophist.

This shift to a visual domination of the sensorium was connected with,
perhaps accidentally, the notion that science, art, and philosophy should
offer what Rorty would call mirror imagery. When Rorty criticizes mirror
imagery, he should explore the extent to which the dominance of the visual
1s necessary for there to be philosophy at all. Rorty does rightly indicate but
through a glass darkly, that the transition from orality to literacy was not
complete in Plato. His teacher, Socrates, left nothing of his philosophy in
writing (although he must have read Homer). This is difficult to understand
from the perspective of a more literate culture, but which makes sense against
the oral background of ancient Greece’. Plato did write, but calculatingly in

5. On the relationship between orality and literacy in ancient Greece see M.I. Finley,
The Anecient Greeks: An Introduction to Their Life and Thought (N.Y.: Viking Press, 1963),
p. 76. Jack Goody and lan Watt,«The Consequences of Literacy», in Literacy in Traditional
Societies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968), p. 42. Alfred Burns, «Athznian
Literacy in the Fifth Century, B.C.», Journal of the History of Ideas 42 (1981); 371-387. Es-
pecially see the best work, Eric Havelock, Preface to Plato (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1963).

6. In addition to Havelock, see Walter Ong, T'he Presence of the Word (Naw Haven:
Yale University Press, 1967,) especially pp. 34-35.

7. See Ong, p. 55. Also Goody and Watt, pp. 51-53, where it is suggested that for Plato
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the dialogue style to preserve the cast of true dialectic, which is basically an
oral medium.

7.Conclusion

In short, one cannot react through edifying discourse (as an enlightened
type of orality) to mirror imaged, foundational philosophy until philosophy
itself’ escapes from primitive orality.

Plato’s dialogues are not merely stylistic devices. The Sophist, in parti-
cular, shows that Plato noticed the excesses of the giants (who identify the
real with what they see or, perhaps, feel) and the gods (who identify the real
with what can be «seen» by the mind’s eye). Through the Stranger’s concern
for discourse, and through his identification of the real with anything that
has dynamus, Plato has suggested that discourse is a necessary condition for
philosophy. The Stranger was quite clear about this: «to rob us of discourse
would be to rob us of philosophy» (260a). Rorty’s stronger claim seems to
be that discourse is a sufficient condition for philosophy, without any recourse
to mirror imagery at all. As he puts it:

«If we see knowing not as having an essence, to be described by
scientists or philosophers, but rather as a right, by current stan-
dards, to believe, then we are well on the way to seeing conversa-
tion as the ultimate context within which knowledge is to be under-
stood. Our focus shifts from the relation between human beings and
the objects of their inquiry to the relation between alternative stan-
dards of justification, and from there to the actual changes in those
standards which make up intellectual history» (389-390).

Of course we do not know what Plato would say about this position, but it
might signify for him a return to the persuasive, mesmerizing influence of
the bards, or at least to the persuasive relativism of the sophists.

words (spoken or written) seem inadequate to convey Forms. Although Plato criticizes the
written word (e.g., Phaedrus 274 or Seventh Letter 344), he must succumb to it in order to
criticize it. That is, there is a connection between writing, on the one hand, and logie and
criticism, on the other. The silence ushered in with the triumph of literacy enhances precision.
The oral performer fears having to pause while composing-reciting; the reader or writer
need not have such a fear. His alienation from the text, as opposed to the social bond created
in a mutually engaged in dialectic, allows him to attack his text, reread it, rewrite it, treat it
as an object external to himself with formal logical characieristics.
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KPITIKH TOY RORTY I'TA TON ITAATQONA QF IMAIAATQI'O

Mepiinyn

Lt0 Epyo tov DPulocopia zai ¢ xaboégryc Tijs pione & Rorty éEetd-
Cel xpLTikd peydho pépog tiic Avtikiis ®Aocopiag and tiv éroxn tob Iha-
tove pexpt tov 200 aibva pé otéyo tov TN Bswpia tiic dvrictoryiec tiic
arnferac.

270 Epyo Tov £Eaiper xvping toug Dewey, Wittgenstein xai Heidegger
Y1d TNV Tedayoyiki Toug avtidpacn Evaviia ot QLLoGoOIKY napadoon Tob
«xatontpiopodn. "Ocov agopi otov MMidtovae, T0 wpéPinua mol mpokHNTEL
elval wod akpipis Tov xatardooet 6 Rorty. Kai aitod yiati and 10 &va HEPOS
Goxel xpitikn &vaviia o dpropéves Bécelc Tov, &vd and to dALO TOV dva-
yvopilel 0¢ radayoyd - BeperioTi, Tpaype ol paivetal Kupims, KaTd TOV
Rorty, ano 16 dwahoyo tod IMidtwve Logrorijs.

‘H Kpitixi) o0 Rorty y1a tov IThdreve otpégetal katapyiv &vaviia
ot xpfion tob émbitov GG obolacTIKOD, TPdyHE TOL ExEl OC GUVETELD VL
peTayepiletal Kaveis pia idrotnte GG tmokeipevo xatnyopnons, ué aroté-
AEGPQ TN petatponi Thg idtotnTas avtii of I8éa. L1 cuvéyela, f aduvapia
tob IlAdtove va tavtioer v oleia pé v déa mapéyetl pid £ENynon tol
YEYOVOTOG yiati UmApyouvv ofApepa Aiyor povo omadoi tdv TIMhatovikdv
‘18edv.

[ati 6 ITAdrov, xata tov Rorty, dév Exave duakpion avapesa c& 810
ovrotntes, pua EEwtepiki) Kai pua écotepn, aila parlov unijpEe 0 mpdTOG
mov dwatvnwoe THY «lliatwvikn "Apyxiy, dni. &t «dragopés b mpog T Pe-
Parotnta (tolc avaPabuois Tiig yvieong) avrictotyoiv o Sapopic HECWO OT
1010 Ta avTikeipevan. ADTo dév eival mapa cuvénela Tiic tpoonadsiac vie Oe-
perlwbel | yvioon oty avtidnyn (perception). Tati mapa 16 yeyovog 611 6
ITLatov ypnoiponolsl «iowtepikic petagopésy (m.3. 610 Oeairyro), | GKEYN
TOL &ival Pacika pearloTikn Mapd EVSOGKOMIKY.

AUTO 0ONYNOE GLLVE GKOPE KAl GVTI-TAATOVIKOUS Vi EMLYELPHGOLY Va
Bepedrooovy 1 yvoon ot karnow «aravlustn Paony, dneg sivar ol «kada-
PES Kal EUKPIVeElg 10€egn, ol waichntnpuukés aviljyed, f| «hoyikn xLpion
TS YADOOoWS) KAT., mpdypa Spws mov évéxel Tov xivuvo va pag 6dnyiost
TEpa and kabe Emyeipnuaroroyia, ot Eva xdpo Smov 10 Emyeipnua dév O
Ntav povo G-vomto aiia xai adivvaro, yati, «depévory anod 1o avtikeipevo,
otv Ba propovoape vi appipaiovpe i va dolpe pia Evallaxtikn andvinon.

“Etot, Evd 6 ITAarov dvikel otolg mpdTovg 1deaitotés, 1| ELpovi] Tov
auTn OTNV «avriotolian TOV Qépvel 6& avtifeon pé v droyn mob éxtpo-
cwnobv A.x. ol Rorty kai Kuhn: dni., 10 «avtikeipeviko» yapaxtnpilet v
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dmoyn yii v omoia Dmapyst ovppovia. M coppovia dpuwg ToL EpyeTal
¢ Gmotélecua EMYEIpNHaTOrOYiaS.

"Exeivo mob mpaypatika deeirovps otov IMTadtova, cvveyiler 6 Rorty,
gival xupiog | datimoon g Epdtnons. Mé mowd axpipds Evvola A.y. 10
"Ayafo «Exet IMépa» mpoxertar va avarnapastadel axpipds g drotérecua
royiKoD Emuyelpipatos mave of noika EpoTipata:

I'é tov Rorty avtd dév Exer xavéva vonupa. I' avtov, 10 EpoTnua
yid v @Anfeie sival Evag povo amd tolg TOAAOLG TPOTOVG PE TOUG O-
noiovc Od pmopovoape vi paBovpe, £vd davrtifeta, TovAdyioTOV YA TOV
Miarove, 6 povog Tpomoc va pddovpe eivar va yvopicovpe «ti eivat "Exel
ITEpan.

Map’ 6ha adta | otdon ol Rorty 6co agopd otov IThareva Sév elvarl
Eek@Bapn. ‘O Rorty dmootnpilet Ty nhevpa Tijg padnong - cuvopiiag, Evd
tov TMiatove tov tomobetei oTOUS CLOTNRATIKOUS PLLOGOPOVE —TO QLAD-
oo Paciiid— mov yvopilovv ta tavra. "Avrifeta, 6 Rorty gaivetal va to-
nofetel 10 Tokpatn oTHY TPDTN Katnyopia, ékeivav dni. mov Dewpolv T
«hoyixn PePatotnray, 8yt LRTnHe GYEoNg HE TO «avTikeipevon, GAAa Chnua
EmKpATINONS KAt T SlelexTIKl EMYEIPNUATOLOTid.

BéPate, 6nwg einape kai tponyovueva, dtv Aeimouvy 1@ oTolyEln EXElva
mov 0d propolicay vi yapakinpicovy kai tov id1o tov IMidtove GG Taidu-
Yoy0-0madd Tiic padnone. Kai npdra-tpdta, 10 yeyovds &1l altog EyKat-
viaoe 10 Qrhoco@ikd dtdhoyo mov Emitpénel 0TO Loyiopd vi dxorovBnoet
OLAPOPOLS OPOUOLE.

"Ouwg, 6nos mapatnpsl 6 Daniel A. Dombrowski, 6 Rorty 6év Edwoe
HeYGAN onpacic otd «radayoyikey yopie tob Midtevae. "Etol L.y. 6 Ev-
Obgowr, mob sivar xabupa madayoyiko Epyo, Onowg mapadéyetar 6 16104
6 Rorty, £netdn xatatdooetal 6Tovg TpGdIHovs Alahdyoug anodidetal Kuping
otov Tokpatn. Aév propolue dpums, émpéver 6 Dombrowski, va @yvoncovpe
tov Soquors) &g xabapi madayoyikd Epyo émiong. Epyo yid 1o dmoio O
Rorty taluvteietal apketd.

Kai &v deyfobpe 611 1) Tadaywyiki @lao0c001Kn Lapuktnpiletal avay-
KUGTIKG GmO kpiTikh dtdbeon xai £xel avaykn T CUCTNUATIKY QLA0COPIM
yidt DLkO Bote v 1O kpivel, | mhevpa éxeivn tob IMidtove O tudaywyob -
p1Locopov, EEaptitat axod T fepeiinon nou kaver oty [olireia xai arrob.
"Eto1, &vd oi Dewey, Wittgenstein kai Heidegger «avtédpacavy Evavia otn
fepeoTikn orhocopia @ilov, 6 IMidateov ftav Ketadikacpévos 610 EpYo
100 Tiovov. NMati and 16 éva pépos Seelie v Ppiokel KPLTNPLIA Y10 VA ATO-
KOLUTTEL TiG povadikes avtés avapopés, £vd and 10 dAro PEPOS N povn be-
pelioon mov Eiye Y1d Td KPITHPIE GOTA TPOEPYLOTAV GO THYV TPELOVCU TP®-
KTIKN, A.%. TN oUyzpovi] tov N0k i) EMoTNUOVIKY CKEY.
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"AALG Eva and ta mo coPapa onueio 6mov O@eiletal xata TOv Dom-
browski 1 apgrraiavrevon tod Rorty o€ 0,71 apopd 1ov IMhdtova, eival 1
ayvonon amo pépovg tov tol oynuaticpod Kai tijg wpoéieveng thg £AAn-
VIKTG 91Aoco0iag and TV Tpoopiky| tupddocn ol diatnondnke uéca oToOv
[Miatove 6yt @g ardo «oTLACTIKO elpnuan. "AAM®GS, adTO TOoL propel vi
«iomBei» tavtietar pé 10 wmpaypatikom. "Apa 6 IMhatev, xatelnyst me-
pirov 6 Dombrowski, pakpva and tol va Oewpnbel @7 OmoTiunTic TO
otaroyov, Ager kabapa pe ™ @paon tod Zévov «tod v otepnlolpe amo
10 dtdhoyo Ba frav cav va otepovpactav ano (tnv idwa) T riocopiay
(2601...).

‘EAinvikn Tlepiinyn: A. "Apafavtivod



