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Preface

JLn 1965 when I began work on the Theaetetus for my 
dissertation not much was in print that discussed in a 
philosophically responsible and illuminating way either the 
progress of the dialogue as a whole or any of its more or less 
separate sections. My aim was to do whatever with my 
neophyte’s abilities and experience I could to bring our 
philosophical understanding of the dialogue up to the 
standards of clarity and penetration that my teacher G.E.L. 
Owen had established in his publications and (even more) in 
his lectures and seminars at Oxford on the pre-Socratics, 
Plato, and Aristotle.

Through the work of a number of excellent philosophers 
and scholars since the late 1960’s, the best of it inspired 
directly or indirectly by Owen’s example, if not also his 
teaching, our understanding of the Theaetetus has 
dramatically and, I hope, permanently improved. Anyone 
writing a dissertation on the Theaetetus in 1989 would have 
vastly improved resources to use in grappling with the 
interpretation of the dialogue, and the product would 
necessarily read very differently from my own 1967 effort. 
Obviously I cannot in the space available do justice to the 
philosophical and scholarly literature on the Theaetetus 
published over the past twenty-odd years in English and 
other European languages. I must, however, mention two 
papers that have significantly altered my own thinking.
These are: “Observations on Perception in Plato’s Later 
Dialogues” by Michael Frede (first published in his Essays on 
Ancient Philosophy (Minneapolis, 1987) but presented already 
at a Princeton Ancient Philosophy conference in 1973), and 
“Plato on the Grammar of Perceiving” by Myles Bumyeat 
(Classical Quarterly, N.S. 26 [1967]). Both authors address 
issues raised in a paper of mine, a reworking of material 
found in chapter IV of my dissertation, published in 
Phronesis XV (1970): “Plato on Sense-Perception and 
Knowledge: Theaetetus 184-187.” This was my only 
publication deriving from the dissertation.

—J.M.C. 
Princeton, New Jersey

September 1989

I



I

This page intentionally left blank



T A B L E  OF CONTENTS

C H A P T E R  P A G E

I N T R O D U C T I O N ....................................................................................................... 1

I. TH E  AM ALGAM ATION OF T H E  THEO RIES OF

T H E A E T E T U S , PRO TA G O RA S, AND H ER A C L E IT U S . 12

The E le m e n ts  of P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  and  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m

( 1 5 1 - 1 5 5 ) ........................................................................................  12

The H e r a c l e i t e a n  T h e o ry  of P e r c e p t io n  (156a-157b) . . 37

H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  and  the  T r u th  of P e r c e p t io n

(157e- I 6 0 d ) .............................................................................................46

II. T H E  R E FU T A T IO N  O F P R O T A G O R A S ........................................  59

I n t r o d u c t io n ............................................................................ ....... 59

T he  P r e l i m i n a r y  A rg u m e n ts  ( I 6 l c - l 6 5 e ) .............................  64

P r o t a g o r a s 1 D e fen se  ( 1 6 6 a - l 6 8 c ) ............................................  72

T he  R efu ta t io n  and  D ig r e s s io n  ( l 6 9 d - 1 7 9 c ) ........................  77

III. T H E  R E FU T A T IO N  O F H E R A C L E IT U S ........................................  88

The A rg u m e n t  A g a in s t  F lu x  in  th e  T h e a e te tu s  (181-183) 88

The F lu x  A rg u m e n t  in  the  C r a t y l u s .......................................  108

R e s u l t s .......................................................................................................  116

IV. T H E  R E FU T A T IO N  O F T H E  S E N S E -P E R C E P T IO N

THEORY OF K N O W L E D G E ........................................................... 118

V. F A L S E  B E L I E F ......................................................................................... 141

I n t r o d u c t io n .............................................................................................  141



C H A P T E R  P A G E

E u th y d em u s  and  S o p h i s t ...........................................................  151

C ra ty lu s  and  T h e a e t e t u s ...........................................................  179

R efu ta t io n  of th e  S econd  D ef in i t io n  of K now ledge

( 2 0 1 a - c ) ......................................................................................... 229

VI. K N O W L E D G E  AS T R U E  B E L IE F  PLU S LOGOS . . . .  234

I n t r o d u c t io n ......................................................................................... 234

T he  D r e a m  and I ts  R e fu ta t io n  ( 2 0 1 c - 2 0 6 b ) .................... 249

The  T h r e e  S u b se q u e n t  S e n s e s  of L ogos  (206c-210b)  . 268

F O O T N O T E S .   ..................................................................................................  280

B I B L I O G R A P H Y ..................................................................................................  3 0 9



INTRODUCTION

The T h e a e te tu s  is  a lm o s t  a lo n e  am ong  P l a t o 1 s d ia lo g u es  in 

being f a i r ly  p r e c i s e l y  d a ta b le .  In the ' ’p r e f a c e "  w h ich  p re c e d e s  the  

d ia logue  p r o p e r  T h e a e te tu s  is  sa id  to  have  ju s t  been  b ro u g h t  back  f ro m  

b a t t le  n e a r  C o r in th ,  w ounded  and  s u f fe r in g  f ro m  d y s e n te ry ;  i t  s e e m s  

c l e a r  th a t  he is  ab o u t  to  d ie . E u c l id e s ,  who r e p o r t s  th e s e  fa c ts  to 

T e rp s io n ,  is  r e m in d e d  of a c o n v e r s a t io n  S o c ra te s  once had w ith  T h e a e ­

te tu s  w hen he w as  q u i te  a young m an ,  not long b e fo re  S o c r a t e s 1 dea th .  

On th is  o c c a s io n  S o c r a t e s  w as  m u c h  i m p r e s s e d  w ith  T h e a e t e tu s 1 m e n ta l  

p o w e rs ,  and  p r e d i c t e d  fo r  h im  the  i l lu s t r io u s  fu tu re  he in  f a c t  tu rn e d  

out to have. It is  th is  c o n v e r s a t io n  w h ich  the  m a in  d ia logue  r e c o r d s .  

The t r i b u t e s  to  T h e a e t e tu s 1 p r o w e s s  in the  p re f a c e  and  in the d ia logue  

p r o p e r ,  w h e r e  one of h is  m a in  m a th e m a t ic a l  a c h ie v e m e n ts  is  d e s c r ib e d  

and c e l e b r a t e d  (147d -148b ) ,  s t ron g ly  sugges t  that P l a t o  co m p o s ed  the 

dia logue  a s  a m e m o r i a l  to h im . If so , the  d a te  of c o m p o s i t io n  m u s t  fa l l  

not long a f t e r  the  b a t t le  in  w h ich  T h e a e te tu s  w as  fa ta l ly  wounded. Now 

th e r e  w e r e  only two b a t t l e s  of C o r in th  d u r in g  P l a t o 1 s l i f e t im e ,  one in 

394 and one in 369, * and  the  e a r l i e r  d a te ,  though i t  has  had s o m e  s u p ­

p o r t e r s ,  no tab le  am o n g  th e m  L ew is  C a m p b e l l ,^  is  h a rd ly  a c c e p ta b le  if  

the  d ia logue  w as  c o m p o s e d  s h o r t ly  a f t e r  T h e a e t e tu s 1 dea th ,  and has  not 

g e n e ra l ly  been  ad o p ted  by s c h o la r s .  The  T h e a e t e tu s , then , s e e m s  

f a i r ly  f i r m ly  a s s ig n a b le  to the  e a r ly  360*s.

T h is  d a te  m a k e s  the  T h e a e te tu s  p re t ty  c e r t a in ly  w r i t t e n  a f t e r  

the  R e p u b l ic , w h ich  is  a t  the  l a t e s t  a c o m p o s i t io n  of the  370*s. And



as  the  T h e a e te tu s  is  the  f i r s t  of the  s e r i e s  of d ia lo g u e s  - - T h e a e t e t u s , 

S o p h i s t , S t a t e s m a n , and P h i le b u s  - -w h ic h  C am p b e l l  l iked  to  c a l l  “ d i a ­

l e c t i c a l "  b e c a u s e  of t h e i r  m o r e  a l e r t  c r i t i c a l  s ta n c e  and  t h e i r  h e ig h t ­

ened i n t e r e s t  in ex am in in g  the  f i r s t  p r in c ip le s  not only of S o c r a t i c  but
4

a l s o  of p r e - S o c r a t i c  thought, th is  da te  f ixes  a l s o  a t e r m in u s  p o s t  quern

fo r  the  w hole  s e r i e s  of d ia le c t i c a l  and c r i t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s .  If w e a r e

ju s t i f i e d  in th ink ing  th a t  th e  P a r m e n i d e s  a s  w e l l ,  even if it  a n te d a te s  
5

the  T h e a e t e t u s , has  c lo s e  t e m p o r a l  a f f in i t ie s  to the  d i a l e c t i c a l  g ro u p ,  

then  f r o m  abou t 370 o n w a rd s ,  o r  a  l i t t l e  e a r l i e r ,  and  c e r t a in ly  a f t e r  

the  c o m p le t io n  of the  R e p u b l ic , a c o n s id e r a b l e  p o r t io n  of P l a t o rs p h i lo ­

s o p h ic a l  w o rk  w as  dev o ted  to the  c lo s e  and often a b s t r u s e  and  d i f f ic u l t  

r e a s o n in g  w h ich  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  t h e s e  f ive d ia lo g u e s .  In fac t ,  P l a t o 1 s 

w hole  l i t e r a r y  output d u r in g  the  l a s t  tw e n ty -o d d  y e a r s  of h is  l i fe  p r o b ­

ab ly  in c lu d e s ,  b e s id e s  th e s e  w o r k s ,  only the  L aw s  and , if n o w - t r a d i ­

t io n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of the  ev id en ce  c o n c e rn in g  P l a t o ’ s " l a t e r  s ty le "  

a r e  a c c e p te d ,  the  T im a e u s  and  C r i t i a s . Thus P l a t o ’ s l a s t  two d e c a d e s  

w e r e  o c cu p ied  p a r t l y  w ith  the  p o l i t i c a l  and  l e g a l  r e s e a r c h e s  of the  L a w s ,  

and , so  f a r  a s  h is  m o r e  p u r e ly  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  a c t iv i ty  is  c o n c e rn e d ,  

w e r e  e i th e r  l im i te d  to the  c o m p o s i t io n  of the  s e r i e s  of c r i t i c a l  d i a ­

lo g u e s  (if th o se  a r e  r ig h t  who p la c e  the  T im a e u s  and  C r i t i a s  b e fo re  the  

P a r m e n i d e s )^ o r  a t  any  r a t e  p r i m a r i l y  dev o ted  to th em . T he  g row ing  

i n t e r e s t  of s c h o la r s  and  p h i lo s o p h e r s  in  th e  P a r m e n i d e s  and  T h e a e te tu s  

and  t h e i r  s u c c e s s o r s  is  thus  h a rd ly  s u r p r i s i n g .

The  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  d ia l e c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s ,  and  p e r h a p s  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  of the  T h e a e t e t u s , has  in e v i ta b ly  been  the c e n t e r  of

2



c o n s id e r a b le  c o n t r o v e r s y .  I n te r p r e t a t i o n s  of th e s e  d ia lo g u es  have in 

g e n e ra l  fa l len  into two ro u g h  c a te g o r i e s .  On th e  one hand, t h e r e  a r e  

s c h o la r s  who, though d i f f e r in g  w ide ly  f ro m  one a n o th e r  in o th e r  r e ­

s p e c ts ,  a g r e e  in f inding the  a r g u m e n ts  and co n c lu s io n s  of the d i a l e c t i ­

ca l  d ia lo g u es  a t  v a r i a n c e  in im p o r ta n t  r e s p e c t s  w ith  the  c e n t r a l  m e t a ­

p h y s ic a l  and e p i s t e m o lo g ic a ld o c t r in e s  of the R epub lic  and  o th e r  m id d le  

p e r io d  w r i t in g s .  When su ch  i n t e r p r e t e r s  sp eak  of the c r i t i c a l  c h a r a c ­

t e r  of th e s e  w o rk s  they a t  l e a s t  p a r t ly  m e a n  th a t  they co n ta in  c r i t i c a l  

r e e v a lu a t io n s  of the  d o c t r in e s  of m id d le  p e r io d  P la to n i s m .  On the  

o th e r  s id e  s tan d  th o se  who th ink  th a t ,  in the m a in ,  the p h i lo so p h ic a l  

c o n c lu s io n s  of the  R epub lic  and  a l l ie d  d ia lo g u es  a r e  to be r e g a r d e d  as  

c o n s t i tu t in g  the  p e r m a n e n t  c o r e  of P l a t o 1 s ph ilosophy  w hich , once  he 

adop ted  it ,  he f i r m ly  r e t a in e d  th ro u g h o u t  the  r e m a i n d e r  of his p h i lo ­

so p h ica l  c a r e e r .  T h e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  allow  the  P a r m e n id e s  and T h e a e ­

te tu s  and  th e i r  s u c c e s s o r s  to co n ta in  e la b o ra t io n s  and  d e fe n s e s ,  and  in 

so m e  c a s e s  d e v e lo p m e n ts ,  bu t n e v e r  r e v is io n s  o r  r e j e c t io n s  of the 

e a r l i e r  d o c t r in e s .  W ith  su ch  w r i t e r s  the  th e s i s  th a t  the  a im  of the  

T h e a e te tu s  is to su p p o r t  by an  i n d i r e c t  a r g u m e n t  the  R e p u b l ic ^  c e n t r a l  

con ten t io n s  about know ledge  has  b een  v e ry  p o p u la r ,  and th is  v iew  is  in 

fa c t  the  m a in  th e s i s  of F .  M. C o r n f o r d 's  a n a ly s i s  of the  d ia logue  in  h is  

w e l l -k n o w n  book, P l a t o 1 s T h e o ry  of K now led g e .

I w il l  be a rg u in g  below  fo r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of s e v e r a l  p a r t i c u l a r  

p a s s a g e s  of the  T h e a e te tu s  w h ic h  w i l l  m a k e  t h e i r  a rg u m e n ts  and c o n ­

c lu s io n s  in c o m p a t ib le  w i th  d o c t r in e s  m a in ta in e d  in the Republic  and 

o th e r  m id d le  p e r io d  d ia lo g u e s .  I t h e r e f o r e  a c c e p t  the  view th a t  the

3



T h e a e te tu s  j a t  l e a s t ,  en g ag es  in  r e e v a lu a t io n  and  c r i t i c i s m  of s o m e  of 

th e  d o c t r in e s  of m id d le  p e r io d  P l a to n i s m ,  and  is  not r e s t r i c t e d  in  i t s  

a im s  to  the  r e a f f i r m a t i o n  of the  R ep u b l ic 1 s t h e o r i e s  abou t k n o w led g e .

I t  m u s t  be a d m i t te d ,  h o w ev e r ,  th a t  s c h o la r s  fa l l in g  in to  th e  g e n e r a l  

c a te g o ry  of th o se  who find in  the  d i a le c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s  no im p o r t a n t  

r e v i s io n s  o r  c r i t i c i s m s  of m id d le  p e r io d  d o c t r i n e s ,  have  up u n t i l  now 

g e n e ra l ly  c a r r i e d  the  day . T h e i r  in f lu e n c e  on the  p r e v a i l in g  u n d e r ­

s tan d in g  of P l a t o ' s  w r i t in g s  h as  b een  p re p o n d e r a n t ,  and  th i s  i s  p a r t i c ­

u la r ly  t r u e  of the  U nited  S ta te s .  F o r  m an y  p eo p le  in  th is  c o u n t r y  i t  i s  

s im p ly  a x io m a t ic  th a t  c a n o n ic a l  P l a t o n i s m  is  to  be  found in  th e  R e p u b l ic , 

an d  th a t  the  d ia lo g u e s  w h ich  follow m a in ta in ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  do n o t  d e s t r u c ­

t iv e ly  c r i t i c i z e  o r  c o n t r a d ic t ,  th e  m a in  d o c t r in e s  expounded  t h e r e .  And 

to  a l le g e  in c o n s i s t e n c ie s  b e tw een  w h a t  is  s a id  in l a t e r  d ia lo g u e s  a n d  th e  

d o c t r in e s  of c a n o n ic a l  P l a to n i s m  is  often  tak en  a s  v i r t u a l  p r o o f  of fa u l ty  

s c h o la r s h ip  o r  a d i s e a s e d  c r i t i c a l  s e n s e .  Now I th ink  i t  is  no t a n  e x a g ­

g e r a t io n  to  say  th a t  th i s  w id e s p r e a d  a t t i tu d e  is  to  a  g r e a t  e x te n t  t r a c e ­

a b le ,  so  f a r  a t  l e a s t  a s  P la to n ic  s tu d ie s  in A m e r i c a  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  to  

the  in f lu en ce ,  d i r e c t  o r  in d i r e c t ,  of one m a n ,  P a u l  S h o re y .

S h o r e y 's  w a r  a g a in s t  th e  w ho le  id ea  of r e v i s io n s  o r  d e v e lo p ­

m e n ts  in  P l a t o ' s  v iew s  is  w e l l -k n o w n ; he r e j e c t e d  no t only th e  t h e s i s  

th a t  th e  d i a l e c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s  c r i t i c i z e  and  r e j e c t  s o m e  t h e o r i e s  of 

m id d le  p e r io d  P l a t o n i s m  but a l s o  any  a t t e m p t  to f ind  in  the  d ia lo g u e s  

any s ig n i f ic a n t  d e v e lo p m e n t  o r  a l t e r a t i o n  of v iew  on any  to p ic  w h a te v e r ,  

w h e th e r  b e fo re  o r  a f t e r  th e  R e p u b l ic . I t  w as  S h o r e y 's  op in ion  th a t  the  

d ia lo g u e s  cou ld  be  a s s u m e d  to h ave  b e e n  w r i t t e n  in  w h a te v e r  o r d e r  you

4



p le a s e  w ithout r e q u i r in g  any ch ange  in  the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of P l a t o 1 s 
7

p h ilo so p h ica l  v iew s .  Now it  is  obvious th a t  in denying d e v e lo p m e n t  of 

e v e ry  s o r t  S h o rey  pu ts  h im s e l f  in to  opp o s i t io n  to w ide ly  d i f fe r in g  types  

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r e p r e s e n t in g  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r e s t s  in and a p p ro a c h e s  

to P l a to 1 s w r i t in g s .  Thus one m a in  o b je c t  of h is  a t ta c k  w as  the so -  

ca l le d  g ene tic  sc h o o l  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w h ich  f lo u r i s h e d  in the l a t t e r  

ha lf  of the  l a s t  c e n tu ry ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in  G e rm a n y .  The c o n c e rn  of 

th e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  to  f ind  in the  d ia lo g u es  a beg inning  po in t and a d e f i ­

n ite  d ev e lo p m en t  of the  th e o ry  of F o r m s ,  the  P la to n ic  th e o ry  of the 

sou l,  e tc . , led  th e m  to e m p h a s iz e  the  m a n n e r  in w h ich  a view is  s ta te d  

o r  r e f e r r e d  to, and to a r g u e  f r o m  the  a b s e n c e  of a c e r t a i n  d o c t r in e  in, 

say , the  P h a e d o  to  i ts  not y e t  hav ing  been  fo r m u la te d  then; and in g e n ­

e r a l  ev e ry  p o s s ib le  n u an ce  of e x p o s i t io n  w a s  found by so m e o n e  to  be
g

f ra u g h t  w ith  m e a n in g .  Thus s o m e  w r i t e r s ,  in s e a r c h in g  fo r  the  p la c e  

w h e r e  the F o r m s  a r e  f i r s t  in t ro d u c e d ,  h i t  upon the  p a s s a g e  a t  the  end 

of the C ra ty lu s  (439c) w h e r e  S o c r a t e s ,  by a co n c e i t ,  i s  p r e s e n t e d  a s  

having d r e a m e d  a th e o ry  of F o r m s ;  to th e m  the  ta lk  of a d r e a m  in  c o n ­

n ec tion  w ith  the  F o r m s  m a r k e d  th is  r e f e r e n c e  to the d o c t r in e  a s  t e n t a ­

tive  and th e r e f o r e  e a r l i e r  than  p la c e s  l ik e  the  P h a e d o  w h e re  the d o c ­

t r i n e  is  openly d isp la y e d .  S h o re y 1 s e x a s p e r a t io n  w ith  the m e th o d s  and 

r e s u l t s  of su c h  e n q u i r ie s  is  e a s i ly  u n d e r s ta n d a b le ,  and  in the  m a in  h is  

c o m p la in ts  a g a in s t  the  d i s to r t i o n s  w h ic h  they  p ro d u c e d  a r e  w e l l - fo u n d ed .

But though i t  w a s  p e r h a p s  d i s s a t i s f a c t io n  w ith  th is  s ty le  of c r i t ­

i c i s m  w h ich  led  h im  to f o r m u la te  h is  t h e s i s  of the  "un ity  of P l a t o ' s  

th o u g h t ,"  S h o rey  a l s o  r e j e c t e d  and a t t a c k e d ,  w h o le s a le ,  m e th o d s  of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w h ich  r e p r e s e n t  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  a p p ro a c h e s  to P l a t o 's
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w r i t i n g s .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  the  a t t e m p t  of H en ry  J a c k s o n  to i n t e r p r e t  

i m p o r t a n t  and d if f icu l t  a r g u m e n t s  of the  P h i le b u s  and o th e r  l a t e  d i a ­

lo g u es  a s  in t ro d u c in g  a new, q u a s i - H e g e l i a n  co n cep t io n  of F o r m s ,  w as  

r e g a r d e d  by S h o re y  a s  j u s t  a s  u n b a la n c e d  and  ju s t  a s  m u c h  a  t i s s u e  of 

d i s to r t i o n s  a s  the  g e n e t ic  i n t e r p r e t e r s *  v ie w s .  But J a c k s o n 's  e f fo r t  to 

i n t e r p r e t  P l a t o ' s  a r g u m e n t s  and  s e l f - c o n s c io u s  s t a t e m e n t s  of P l a t o ' s  

p h i lo s o p h ic a l  c o n c lu s io n s  is  q u i te  a d i f f e r e n t  m a t t e r  f ro m  the  r e l i a n c e  

on su c h  tenuous  e x t e r n a l  ind ica tion  s a s  the  m a n n e r  of e x p r e s s io n  o r  

the  c o m p le te n e s s  of e x p o s i t io n  of s o m e  r e f e r e n c e  to a P la to n ic  d o c t r in e .  

To re fu te  an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of an  a r g u m e n t  c o m p le te ly ,  one m u s t  p r o ­

v ide  a  b e t t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of w h a t  th e  a r g u m e n t  s a y s .  If J a c k s o n ' s  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of a c e r t a i n  a r g u m e n t  c o n s t r u e s  P la to  a s  hav ing  r e v i s e d  

c e r t a i n  of h is  e a r l i e r  v ie w s ,  and  s o m e o n e  th inks  th is  an  u n l ik e ly  th ing  

f o r  P la to  to have  done , th en  w h a t  he m u s t  do is  t r y  to u n d e r s ta n d  the  

a r g u m e n t  a s  c lo s e ly  and  c a r e f u l ly  a s  p o s s ib le  and  show th a t  th e  a l le g e d  

co n f l ic t  i s  not in  f a c t  to  be  found in i t .  But in the  c a s e  of J a c k s o n 's  

v iew s ,  and  in  g e n e r a l  w h e r e  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of a r g u m e n t s  in  th e  

l a t e r  d ia lo g u e s  i s  c o n c e r n e d ,  S h o re y  f a i l s ,  and  in deed  r e f u s e s ,  to  

m e e t  h is  opponen ts  on t h e i r  own g round .  T hus  he s im p ly  d e n ie s  th a t  

the  p a s s a g e  of the  P h i l e b u s  (23c ff. ) on w h ic h  J a c k s o n  b a s e s  h is  v iew s  

c o n ta in s  any a r g u m e n t  a t  a l l  b e a r in g  on g e n e r a l  m e ta p h y s ic a l  q u e s ­

t io n s ,  ^  and  he t h e r e f o r e  r e f u s e s  to  c o m m i t  h im s e l f  to any  d e ta i le d

a n a ly s i s  of th e  p a s s a g e .  S i m i l a r  t r i c k s  a r e  p la y e d  w ith  th e  S o p h is t ' s  
>/ \ ./

ex a m in a t io n  of Ov and  ov, w h e r e  S h o rey  t a k e s  P la to  not to be d i s -
; /

c u s s in g  the  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  q u e s t io n  w h a t 0v/fi*. i s  (a q u e s t io n  r a i s e d  in
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the  R e p u b l ic ), but r a t h e r  w o rk in g  out the  so lu t io n  to a q u e s t io n  of 

" p r a c t i c a l  l o g i c , "  n a m e ly  how we can  w ithou t  c o n t ra d ic t in g  o u r s e lv e s  

sp e a k  abou t S h o rey  has to b r in g  in th is  dubious d is t in c t io n

in o r d e r  to p r e v e n t  the o th e rw is e  n a tu r a l  in f e r e n c e  f ro m  w hat a c c o r d ­

ing to P l a to  canno t be thought w ithou t in c o n s is te n c y ,  to w h a t  in his 

v iew c an n o t  be the  c a s e .  T h e s e  r u s e s  m u s t  not, h o w ev er ,  be t o l e r ­

a ted ,  and the  r ig h t  to t r e a t  ph ilo so p h y  as  p h i lo sophy  and a r g u m e n t s  a s  

a r g u m e n ts  m u s t  be a b s o lu te ly  i n s i s t e d  upon. So f a r  a s  the d ia le c t i c a l  

d ia lo g u e s  a r e  c o n c e rn e d ,  the  im p o r ta n t  q u e s t io n  is  w h e th e r  the  a r g u ­

m e n ts  found in  th e m  can  be i n t e r p r e t e d ,  in d e ta i l ,  so  a s  to a c c o r d  w ith  

the  t h e s i s  of the  "u n i ty  of P l a t o 1 s thought,  " and  I th ink  i t  m u s t  be 

a d m it te d  th a t  S h o re y 1 s d i s c u s s io n  of th e m  is  too s u p e r f i c i a l  to co m e  

c lo s e  to ju s t i fy in g  the  w id e s p r e a d  c o n v ic t io n  th a t  c a n o n ic a l  P l a to n i s m  

is  in  no way th r e a t e n e d  by a rg u m e n ts  and  c o n c lu s io n s  of the  T h e a e te tu s  

and i ts  s u c c e s s o r s .

T h e r e  a r e  of c o u r s e  o th e r  s o u r c e s  of the  p r e s e n t  g e n e ra l  a l l e ­

g iance  to the  v iew th a t  the  d ia le c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s  p ro d u c e  nothing fu n d a ­

m e n ta l ly  a t  v a r i a n c e  w ith  the  d o c t r in e s  of the  m id d le  p e r io d  w o rk s .  

Am ong o th e r  th in g s ,  the  f a c t  th a t  su ch  im p o r ta n t  s c h o la r s  a s  C o rn fo rd  

and  H. F .  C h e r n i s s  have  v ig o ro u s ly  tak en  th is  l in e  has  no doubt had i ts  

in f luence .  In the  c o u r s e  of m y  a n a ly s i s  I w i l l  have  o c c a s io n  to  c o n s id e r  

in c lo s e  d e ta i l  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  th e s e  w r i t e r s  have  adop ted  of c r u c ia l  

p a s s a g e s  of the T h e a e t e t u s ; and  in g e n e r a l  the  r e s u l t  of su c h  e x a m in a ­

tions is not f a v o ra b le  to  c u r r e n t l y  a c c e p te d  v iew s .  My c o m m e n ta r y  on 

the  T h e a e te tu s  can ,  in  fa c t ,  be r e g a r d e d  a s  in p a r t  a d e ta i le d  a t t e m p t
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to  su b je c t  the  t h e s i s  of the  "un ity  of P l a t o 1 s thought" to the one t e s t  

th a t  m a t t e r s - - i t s  a b i l i ty  to  p ro d u c e  a s u s ta in e d  and d e ta i le d  i n t e r p r e t a ­

t ion  of the a r g u m e n ts  P la to  a c tu a l ly  em p lo y s  in a s in g le  d ia logue .  If a 

c a r e f u l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  T h e a e t e tu s , a s  a w hole  and a r g u m e n t  by 

a r g u m e n t ,  c anno t be m a d e  in c o n fo rm i ty  w ith  th a t  th e s i s ,  then , w h a t ­

e v e r  tu r n s  out to be th e  c a s e  fo r  the  o th e r  d ia le c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s ,  i t  can  

no lo n g e r  be m a in ta in e d  th a t  c a n o n ic a l  P l a to n i s m  w as  a lw ay s  a c c e p te d  

by P la to .

T h e r e  is one f u r t h e r  m a t t e r  w h ich  should  be m e n t io n e d  h e r e ,  

even  if only b r ie f ly .  T h is  is  th e  q u e s t io n  of the  d a ting  of the  T im a e u s  

(and i ts  c o m p a n io n -p ie c e ,  the  C r i t i a s ). As is  w e l l  known, the  

T i m a e u s 1 co sm o lo g y  is  r a t h e r  e m p h a t ic a l ly  g ro u n d ed  on the  c a n o n ic a l  

th e o ry  of F o r m s ,  and  m a in ta in s  a n u m b e r  of m e ta p h y s ic a l  and  e p i s t e -  

m o lo g ic a l  t h e s e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  it. S ince  the  ev idence  d ra w n  f r o m  

c o n s id e r a t io n s  of s ty le  i s  u su a l ly  ta k e n  to  po in t to a d a te  fo r  the  T i m ­

a e u s  a t  l e a s t  a s  la te  a s  any of th e  d i a l e c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s ,  the  T im a e u s  

s e e m s  a p o w erfu l  w i tn e s s  to the  c o r r e c t n e s s  of the  p r e v a i l in g  v iew of 

the  r e la t io n  of the  d ia l e c t i c a l  d ia lo g u es  to  c a n o n ic a l  P la to n i s m .  If  the  

T im a e u s  knows noth ing  of s u p p o se d  r e v i s io n s  in  c e n t r a l  d o c t r i n e s ,  so  

the  a r g u m e n t  ru n s ,  i t  m u s t  be  w ro n g  to  f ind  d ia lo g u es  w r i t t e n  a ro u n d  

the  s a m e  t im e  o r  e a r l i e r  a rg u in g  in  f a v o r  of su ch  c h a n g e s .  Now even  

if  the  T im a e u s  w e r e  known to  be l a t e r  than  the  w hole  s e r i e s  of c r i t i c a l  

w o r k s ,  i t  w ou ld  obv io u s ly  s t i l l  be  n e c e s s a r y  to study  the  a r g u m e n t s  of 

the  T h e a e te tu s  and  i ts  s u c c e s s o r s  to s e e  w h e th e r  o r  not they  w e r e  c o m ­

p a t ib le  w ith  the  R e p u b l i c s and  T im a e u s * v iew s .  It m u s t  be i n s i s t e d  on
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tha t  in a l l  su ch  m a t t e r s  the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of p a r t i c u l a r  a rg u m e n ts  m u s t

have p r i o r i t y  o v e r  any c o n s id e ra t io n s  of p ro b a b i l i ty  d raw n  f r o m  such

e x te rn a ls  a s  r e l a t i v e  da ting . It m ay  be im p ro b a b le  and  u n fo r tu n a te  th a t

the  T h e a e te tu s  and  S o p h is t  should  a rg u e  a g a in s t  v iew s a c c e p te d  both in

the  Republic  and  the  T i m a e u s , but i t  is  not im p o s s ib le ,  and the  only way

to find out w h e th e r  they  do is to study  th e m  c a re fu l ly .

But in f a c t  the  ev idence  adduced  to su p p o r t  the  T im a e u s 1 c la im

to belong to the  l a s t  tw en ty -o d d  y e a r s  of P l a t o 1 s l i fe  ca n  be, and has

been , s t ro n g ly  q u e s t io n e d .  ^  T h is  is  a v e ry  l a r g e  and c o m p l ic a te d

top ic ,  and  I sh a l l  m e n t io n  h e r e  only one a s p e c t  of one i s s u e ,  though a

13v e ry  im p o r ta n t  one. The m o s t  im p o s in g  g round  fo r  a s s u m in g  a la te

da te  fo r  the T im a e u s  is  th a t  it ,  in co m m o n  w ith  j u s t  f ive o th e r  d ia lo g u es

(C r i t i a s , S o p h is t , S t a t e s m a n , P h i l e b u s , and L a w s ), show s su ch  a

m a r k e d  tendency  to avoid  i l l e g i t im a te  h ia tu s  tha t ,  a s  C h e rn is s  and

o th e r s  have e m p h a s iz e d ,  the  d e c is io n  to w r i t e  in th is  w ay m u s t  have
14been  q u ite  d e l ib e r a te .  T a y lo r  ju s t ly  r e m a r k s  th a t  in  th e s e  d ia lo g u es  

P la to  a t t e m p ts  to " a d a p t  the  s ty le  in v en ted  fo r  the  to p ic a l  p a m p h le t  by 

I s o c r a t e s  to the  p u rp o s e s  of su s ta in e d  p h i lo so p h ic a l  and sc ie n t i f ic  ex p o ­

s i t io n  . . . [withj . . . the  g e n e ra l  e ffec t . . . th a t  w e no lo n g e r  have

the  a p p ro x im a t io n  to  the tone  of w e l l - b r e d  c o n v e r s a t io n  [ c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

of the  R e p u b lic , but in s tead ]  . . . a r e  ge tt ing  so m e th in g  m u c h  m o r e

like  a f o r m a l  t r e a t i s e  o r  e s s a y .  "

Now i t  is  u su a l ly  a s s u m e d ,  and  is  round ly  a s s e r t e d  by C h e r -

15n i s s ,  th a t  the  d e c is io n  to  av o id  h ia tu s  w as  m a d e  once and  fo r  a l l  fo r  

l i t e r a r y  ac t iv i ty  of a l l  ty p e s ,  so  th a t  any w o rk  w h ich  avo ids  h ia tu s  is
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l a t e r  than  any w hich  does  not. And th is  a t  once ra n k s  the  T im a e u s  a s  

l a t e r  than  the  T h e a e te tu s  and P a r m e n i d e s . But I s e e  a b s o lu te ly  no 

r e a s o n  to a c c e p t  th is  u n a rg u e d  a s s u m p t io n .  If the  e f fec t  of th e  a v o id ­

a n c e  of h ia tu s  i s ,  a s  T a y lo r  s a y s ,  to w r i t e  in the s ty le  of a t r e a t i s e  o r  

e s s a y ,  why should  w e not th ink  th a t  the  d e c is io n  to  avo id  h ia tu s  in  

w o rk s  w h e re  the  e s s a y  s ty le  w as  thought a p p r o p r i a t e  p r e c e d e d  th e  d e c i ­

s io n  to avoid  i t  g e n e ra l ly ?  Why shou ld  no t the  tone  of w e l l - b r e d  c o n ­

v e r s a t i o n  have b een  d e s i r e d  in so m e  w o rk s  (say the  T h e a e t e t u s ) even  

a f t e r  e s s a y  s ty le  had been  adop ted  fo r  o th e r  p u r p o s e s  and  in o th e r  

w o rk s  (say  the  T i m a e u s )? S ince  Owen had  a l r e a d y  c l e a r l y  e n u n c ia te d

th is  a l t e r n a t iv e ,  ^  i t  is  d i s t r e s s i n g  to find th a t  C h e r n i s s  h a s  m i s u n -
17d e r s to o d  the  su g g es t io n .  C h e rn i s s  th inks  it fo llow s f r o m  Owen*s 

e m p h a s i s  on the  fac t  th a t  the  T im a e u s  i s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  an  e s s a y ,  to  w h ich  

P l a to  m ig h t  have thought an I s o c r a t e a n  e s s a y  s ty le  a p p r o p r i a t e  even  

w h ile  not avo id ing  h ia tu s  in c o n v e r s a t io n a l  d ia lo g u e s ,  th a t  P l a to  w ould  

a t  any t im e  in h is  l i fe  have  av o id ed  h ia tu s  in  w r i t in g  it .  And he th e n  

goes on to po in t out th a t  the  S y m p o s iu m  and  M e n e x e n u s , w h ic h  though  

not e s s a y s  a r e  a t  l e a s t  l ik e  the  T im a e u s  in being to u r s  de f o r c e  of 

s ty le ,  do not exh ib it  th is  f e a tu r e .  T h is  is  of c o u r s e  an  i g n o r a t io  e le n -  

c h i : the  s u g g e s t io n  is  th a t  a t  s o m e  t im e  P la to  d e c id e d  to  ad o p t  a n  

I s o c r a t e a n  e s s a y  s ty le  fo r  t r e a t i s e s ,  not th a t  he a lw ay s  had  two s ty l e s ,  

one fo r  e s s a y s  (and o th e r  s ty l i s t i c  to u r s  de f o r c e ) and  one fo r  d ia lo g u e .  

And C h e rn i s s  h a s  not, in  fa c t ,  r e b u t t e d  th is  su g g e s t io n  in  any  w ay. It  

s e e m s  ev id en t  to m e  th a t ,  in  the  p r e s e n t  s ta te  of o u r  r e s e a r c h  in to  

q u e s t io n s  of P l a t o 1 s s ty le ,  O w en 1 s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  a v o id a n c e  of
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hia tu s  in the T im a e u s  has  a t  l e a s t  as  m u c h  p la u s ib i l i ty  as  the or thodox  

view. I do not, t h e r e f o r e ,  s e e  any fo rc e  a t  a l l  in the  c la im  th a t  an in ­

t e r p r e t a t i o n  w h ich  a t t r i b u t e s  to the T h e a e te tu s  v iew s w h ich  a r e  in c o n ­

s i s t e n t  w ith  th o se  of the  R epublic  f l ie s  in the face  of v e ry  w e l l  e s t a b ­

l i sh e d  fac ts  abou t the  o r d e r  of P la to*s  d ia lo g u es .

In su m , t h e r e  i s ,  so  f a r  a s  I can  s e e ,  no ju s t i f ie d  g e n e ra l  p r e ­

su m ption  in fa v o r  of the  p r e v a le n t  t h e s i s  th a t  the  d ia le c t i c a l  d ia lo g u e s ,  

inc luding  the  T h e a e t e tu s , m u s t  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  m a in ta in in g  the d o c ­

t r i n e s  of c a n o n ica l  P la to n i s m .  T h e r e  is  no even p r im a  fa c ie  r e a s o n  

not to tu rn  to the  ex a m in a t io n  of the T h e a e te tu s  w ith  a w i l l in g n e s s  to 

c o n s t ru e  i ts  a r g u m e n ts  in w h a te v e r  w ay s e e m s  m o s t  n a tu ra l ,  g iven 

th e i r  co n tex t  w ith in  the d ia logue  i t s e l f ,  to  an  a l e r t  and s o b e r  p h i lo s o p h ­

ic a l  r e a d e r .  It is  th is  e f fo r t  th a t  I u n d e r ta k e  in  the  c o m m e n ta r y  w h ich  

fo l lo w s .
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C H A P T E R  I

T H E  AM ALGAM ATION O F T H E  TH EO RIES OF T H E A E T E T U S , 

PROTAGORAS, AND H E R A C L E IT U S (151-161)

A. The E le m e n ts  of P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  and  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  (151-155)

The  m a in  d ia lo g u e  of the  T h e a e t e t u s , a c o n v e r s a t io n  b e tw e e n  

S o c r a t e s ,  the  g e o m e te r  T h e o d o ru s ,  and  his  pupil T h e a e te tu s ,  b eg in s  

w i th  a b r i e f  in t r o d u c to r y  d i s c u s s io n  (143d 1 -151 d 6) in w h ich  S o c r a t e s  

en g ag es  T h e a e te tu s  (146c) a s  h is  r e s p o n d e n t  in an  in v e s t ig a t io n  of th e  

question , W hat i s  know ledge?  At f i r s t  T h e a e te tu s  r e p l i e s  by c i t in g  

v a r io u s  s c i e n c e s ,  a r t s ,  and  c r a f t s  a s  " k n o w le d g e s 1' ( f c ln c T ^ ^ A i^  m u c h  

a s  u n d e r  s i m i l a r  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  M eno th inks  to  say  w h a t  v i r t u e  is  by 

e x p la in ing  w hat the  v i r t u e  of a m a n ,  a w o m an , and  so on, c o n s i s t  in 

(M eno 71 e ff. ). S o c r a t e s  e x p la in s  th a t  he w a n ts  to  know w h a t  k n o w ledge  

i t s e l f  is  and  not how m a n y  v a r i e t i e s  of i t  t h e r e  m a y  be, and a f t e r  a 

d ig r e s s i o n  show ing  T h e a e t e tu s 1 g e o m e t r i c a l  p r o w e s s  and  exp la in in g  S o c ­

r a t e s 1 a v o c a t io n  as  in te l l e c tu a l  m id w ife ,  the  d i s c u s s io n  tu r n s  in  e a r n e s t  

to the  a t t e m p t  to  de f in e  know ledge .
* t U  N

O nce T h e a e te tu s  u n d e r s ta n d s  th a t  in  a sk in g  otc Trorf

ov S o c r a t e s  w is h e s  to be g iven  a g e n e r a l  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of 

a l l  th ings  th a t  a r e  c a l le d  , he i s  p r e t t y  e a s i ly  p e r s u a d e d  to

put a s id e  h is  in i t i a l  d if f id en ce  (148e) and  p r o p o s e  a d e f in i t io n  of k n o w l­

edge. The de f in i t io n ,  th a t  know ledge  is  no th ing  e l s e  than  p e r c e p t io n ,  

i s  no s o o n e r  ann o u n ced  th an  S o c r a t e s  e m b a r k s  on a leng thy  d e v e lo p m e n t



of the  g rounds  w h ich  m ig h t  le a d  one to a c c e p t  th is  d o c t r in e .  He f i r s t  

a s s o c i a t e s  T h e a e te tu s '  t h e s i s  w ith  the  P r o t a g o r e a n  d o c t r in e  th a t  m a n  

is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th ings  and then  c o n t r iv e s  to m a k e  P r o t a g o r a s 1 

th e o ry  i t s e l f  a kind of e p is te m o lo g ic a l  offshoot of a H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry  

of r e a l i ty .  The v iew s of T h e a e te tu s ,  P r o t a g o r a s ,  and H e ra c le i tu s  a r e  

sa id ,  a s  S o c r a te s  c o n c lu d e s  h is  d ev e lo p m en t  and exp o s i t io n  of th e m , to 

" c o m e  to the  s a m e  th ing" ( l60d) ,  and  T h e a e te tu s  is  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  

holding th a t  if H e r a c l e i t u s 1 and P r o t a g o r a s '  v iew s a r e  c o r r e c t  then  p e r ­

cep t io n  tu rn s  out to  be know ledge ( l6 0 e  1-2).  ̂ In the  su b se q u e n t  c r i t i ­

c i s m  of the  a m a lg a m a te d  d o c t r in e  th e s e  d i f f e r e n t  e le m e n ts  a r e ,  in  the  

m a in ,  s e p a r a te ly  in v e s t ig a te d  and  t e s te d .  F i r s t  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  

( I6 0 c -1 7 9 c )  and  then  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  (181b-183c) a r e  ex am in ed  and 

found to be f a l s e  d o c t r in e s  and th e r e f o r e  not sa fe  b a s e s  on w h ich  to  

defend  T h e a e t e tu s 1 de f in i t io n  of know ledge a s  p e rc e p t io n .  It is  only a t  

th is  po in t in  the  a r g u m e n t  (184b-186e) th a t  S o c r a te s  and T h e a e te tu s  

c o n fro n t  d i r e c t ly  the  p ro p o s e d  d e f in i t ion ,  w ithou t  r e f e r e n c e  e i th e r  to 

P r o t a g o r e a n  o r  to H e r a c le i t e a n  d o c t r in e s ;  and , in  fac t ,  i t  does not 

tak e  S o c ra te s  v e ry  long  to show th a t  p e rc e p t io n ,  c o r r e c t l y  conce ived ,  

is  not only not id e n t ic a l  w ith  know ledge but n e v e r  am o u n ts  to  know ledge 

a t  a l l .

The f i r s t  l a r g e  s e c t io n  of th e  d ia lo g u e  ( 1 5 1 d - l6 lb ) ,  then , has  

the p u rp o s e  of c o n s t ru c t in g  a tw o - s id e d  p h i lo so p h ic a l  u n d e rp inn ing  fo r  

T h e a e t e tu s 1 de f in i t io n  of know ledge a s  p e rc e p t io n .  P l a t o ' s  i n t e r e s t s  in 

the d ia logue  a r e ,  n o n e th e le s s ,  a s  m u c h  engaged  by P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  and 

H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  on th e i r  own ac c o u n t  a s  they  a r e  by th e s e  d o c t r in e s  a s
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s u p p o r t s  fo r  the  s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  th e o ry  of know ledge . T h is  i s  why 

h is  s u b s e q u e n t  c r i t i c i s m  c o n s id e r s  each  s t r a n d  in the  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  

ex p an s io n  of T h e a e t e tu s 1 th e o ry  in i s o la t io n  f r o m  the  o th e r ,  a s  w e l l  a s  

in  v i r t u a l  in d e p e n d e n c e  of i ts  ro le  in the  ex p an s io n  and  d e fe n s e  of 

T h e a e t e tu s 1 d e f in i t ion .

T h e r e  is  l i t t l e  d if f icu lty  in  u n d e r s ta n d in g  how th e  t h e s i s  c o m e s

to be a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  P ro g a g o ra s *  d o c t r in e  th a t  m a n  is  th e  m e a s u r e  of

a l l  th in g s .  P r o t a g o r a s ,  a s  P l a to  r e p r e s e n t s  h im , ^ ho lds  w h a t  m a y  be

c a l l e d  a  r e l a t i v i s t  p o s i t io n  ab o u t  t r u th  and e x is te n c e :  he b e l i e v e s  t h a t

it  i s  i n c o r r e c t  e v e r  to  say  th a t  so m e th in g  is  t r u e , o r  iŝ  th e  c a s e , o r

th a t  any th ing  e x is t s  o r  i£  s u c h - a n d - s u c h ,  w ithou t  say in g  to  w h o m  o r  fo r

w hom  th e s e  th ings  a r e  so .  L a t e r  on (1 6 6 - 1 6 8 ) in  r e s p o n s e  to  c r i t i c i s m

P ro ta g o ra s *  t h e o r y  w il l  be  ex p la in ed  m o r e  a t  l a r g e ,  bu t h e r e  (152) only

the  fu n d a m e n ta l  d o c t r in e  i s  s ta te d .  And a l th o u g h  P r o t a g o r a s  e v id e n t ly

m e a n s  to  a s s e r t  his t h e s i s  q u i te  u n r e s t r i c t e d l y  and  fo r  ju d g m e n ts  of a l l

ty p e s ,  i t  is  h e r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  only by r e f e r e n c e  to  ju d g m e n ts  ab o u t  th e

q u a l i t i e s  a th ing  is  p e r c e iv e d  to  have . T he  c o r r e c t  th in g  to  sa y  a b o u t  a
> ,  ̂ c

w ind  is  th a t  i t  i s  not in  i t s e l f  (^-q 152b 5) e i t h e r  co ld  o r  no t

cold: i t  i s  co ld  to  a  p e r s o n  who fe e ls  i t  so  and  no t co ld  to  one w ho f e e l s  

i t  not so. W hat any one fe e l s  o r  s e e s  o r  o th e r w is e  p e r c e i v e s  to  be  th e  

c a s e  is  the  c a s e  fo r  h im  (c 2 -3 ) .  Thus P r o t a g o r a s 1 t h e o r y  im p l ie s  th a t  

ev e ry  p e r c e p t io n  i s  t r u e  (to h im  who h as  it) an d  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  a l ­

w ays  of so m e th in g  th a t  e x is t s  o r  is  th e  c a s e  (for h im  who h as  i t)  (c 5 -6 ) .

In  th i s  w ay  P r o ta g o r a s *  d o c t r in e  m a in ta in s  th e  e x i s t e n c e  of th e  

q u a l i t i e s  and  o b je c ts  w h ic h  any  one p e r c e i v e s .  I t  i s  no t h o w e v e r  e n ­

t i r e l y  c l e a r  how he m e a n s  to  a r g u e  fo r  th i s :  he  s e e m s  to  be say in g

(152a 6 - 8 ) t h a t  t r u t h  and  e x i s t e n c e ,  ta k e n  w ith o u t  e x p l ic i t  r e f e r e n c e  to
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the p e r s o n  to w hom  so m e th in g  is  t r u e  o r  fo r  w hom  it  e x is t s ,  a r e  em pty  

concep ts  - - th a t  t h e r e  i s n !t any t r u th  o r  e x is te n c e ,  but only t r u t h - f o r - x  

and e x i s t e n c e - f o r - x . If, h o w ever ,  h is  in ten t io n  is to do aw ay w ith  the 

co n cep ts  of t r u th  and e x is te n c e  and in t ro d u c e  in s te a d  his  r e l a t iv e  t r u th  

and r e la t iv e  e x is te n c e ,  i t  is  not easy  to s e e  how he can  a r g u e  th a t  p e r ­

cep tion  is a c a s e  of know ledge. F o r  " T h e  w ind is  co ld  to m e M w ill  then  

not d if fe r  m a t e r i a l l y  f ro m  "T h e  wind a p p e a r s  co ld  to m e . "  T hus , in 

the f i r s t  p la c e  the  e ffec t w il l  be to r e d u c e  a l l  th ink ing  to the  r e p o r t in g  

of a p p e a r a n c e s ;  and, in  the  seco n d  p la c e ,  in  th e s e  r e p o r t s  t h e r e  w ill  

be nothing t r u e  but, a t  b e s t ,  t r u e - f o r - t h e - r e p o r t e r . But know ledge (as 

P r o t a g o r a s  is  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  a rg u in g ,  152c 5 -6)  im p l ie s  t r u th  and  the  

e x is te n c e  of i ts  ob jec t ,  not m e r e  t r u t h - f o r - x  and  e x i s t e n c e - f o r - x  (which 

co m e s  to no m o r e  than  a p p e a ra n c e ) .  I t  s e e m s  then  th a t  if he w is h e s  to 

in t ro d u c e  th e s e  new co n cep ts  he ought to co nc lude  th a t  th e r e  is  nothing 

tha t e x is ts  and no know ledge, only a p p e a r a n c e s  and r e p o r t s  of a p p e a r ­

a n c e s ,  r a t h e r  than  th a t  p e rc e iv in g  is  ge tt ing  a t  w h a t  e x is t s ,  and, t h e r e ­

fo re ,  a m o u n ts  to know ledge. I t  s e e m s  p o s s ib le ,  then , tha t  w hat he 

r e a l ly  w is h e s  to  a r g u e  fo r  is  not the  ab a n d o n m e n t  of the  con cep ts  of 

e x is te n c e  and  t ru th ,  w ith  t h e i r  f r e e d o m  f r o m  " f o r - x "  su ff ix es ,  but 

r a t h e r  an  a d ju s tm e n t  in the  c r i t e r i a  fo r  t h e i r  ap p l ic a t io n :  a th ing is  hot 

not if i t  so  a p p e a r s  to the  n o r m a l  o b s e r v e r  (o r  w h a te v e r )  but if i t  so 

a p p e a r s  to any one (and the p a ra d o x  th a t  th en  the  s a m e  thing w il l  have 

c o n t r a d ic to ry  p r e d ic a t e s  can  be so f ten ed  so m e w h a t  by pointing out th a t  

if a th ing is  both hot and  cold i t  is  so  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  o b s e r v e r s ) .

But h o w ev e r  ex ac t ly  P r o t a g o r a s  w is h e s  to exp la in  and su p p o r t
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h is  t h e s i s  (the a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  b e c o m e  im p o r t a n t  l a t e r  on in c o n n e c ­

tion  w ith  P l a t o 1 s r e fu ta t io n  of h is  d o c t r in e ) ,  h e r e  a t  the  beg inn ing  th e  

p o s i t io n  is  so  b r i e f ly  s t a t e d  th a t  a l l  one has  a r ig h t  to  co n c lu d e  is  th a t  

P r o t a g o r a s  is  a p p e a l in g  to  the  f a c t s  ab o u t  p e r c e p tu a l  r e l a t i v i t y  to  s u p ­

p o r t  s o m e  d o c t r in e  to the  e f fec t  th a t  w h a t  one p e r s o n  e x p e r i e n c e s  c a n ­

not be a l lo w ed  to  d i s c r e d i t  th e  ju d g m e n ts  any  one e l s e  m a k e s  on the  

b a s i s  of h is  e x p e r ie n c e .  T he  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge  

is  then  b ro u g h t  in on the  g ro u n d  th a t  no p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n t  can  be 

r e fu te d .  (Since t h e r e  a r e  o th e r  ty p e s  of ju d g m e n ts  b e s id e s  p e r c e p tu a l  

o n es ,  and  P ro ta g o ra s *  th e o r y  h as  th e  s a m e  im p l ic a t io n s  fo r  a l l  ju d g ­

m e n t s ,  i t  does  not im p ly  th a t  e v e ry  c a s e  of know ledge  is  a c a s e  of p e r ­

c e p t io n  and  t h e r e f o r e  d o e s  no t s u p p o r t  T h eae te tu s*  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of 

p e r c e p t io n  and know ledge . B u t a  d i s c r e e t  s i l e n c e  is  m a in ta in e d  h e r e ,  

and  in deed  th ro u g h o u t  th e  w ho le  d i s c u s s io n ,  ab o u t  th is  d i s c r e p a n c y  

b e tw een  P r o t a g o r a s  and  T h e a e t e tu s .  )

Having e s ta b l i s h e d  th i s  d e g r e e  of h a rm o n y  b e tw e e n  the  v iew s  of 

T h e a e te tu s  and  P r o t a g o r a s ,  P l a to  goes  r ig h t  on (152d ff. ), w i th o u t  

Dause, to  c o n n ec t  P r o t a g o r a s  w i th  H e ra c le i tu s*  d o c t r i n e  of u n i v e r s a l  

f lux. T h is  he does  by su g g e s t in g ,  f a c e t io u s ly ,  th a t  th e  d o c t r in e  ab ou t 

t r u th  an d  e x is te n c e  j u s t  o u t l in ed  w a s  a  m e r e  p o p u la r  v e r s i o n  of the  d o c ­

t r i n e  w h ich  P r o t a g o r a s  r e a l l y  m e a n t  to  upho ld  and  w h ic h  he ta u g h t  h is  

p u p i ls  in  p r iv a t e .  H is  p r i v a t e  d o c t r in e ,  w e  a r e  g iv en  to  u n d e r s ta n d ,  

c o in c id e d  w ith  th a t  of H e r a c l e i t u s .  In a t t r ib u t in g  th is  v iew  to P r o t a g ­

o r a s  a s  h is  s e c r e t  te a c h in g  P l a t o  is  no doubt g iv ing a  h in t,  if h in t  i s  

n eed ed ,  th a t  i t  is  he and  no t P r o t a g o r a s  who f i r s t  d i s c o v e r e d  the

16



aff in ity  be tw een  the  two d o c t r in e s .  ^

It is  not e a s y  to s e e  a t  f i r s t  how the  two v iew s can  co m e  to the  

s a m e ,  o r  how P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  can  be c o n s t ru e d  a s  a c o n se q u e n c e  of 

H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .  H e ra c le i tu s*  d o c t r in e  is a d o c t r in e  abou t change , 

w h ich  is  to  say  ab o u t  the  c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  of q u a l i t i e s  and  o th e r  

p r o p e r t i e s ,  w h e r e a s  P r o t a g o r a s  is  ev iden tly  i n t e r e s t e d  in the  s i m u l t a ­

neous  p r e d ic a t io n  of d i f f e r e n t  and  a p p a re n t ly  co n f l ic t ing  q u a l i t i e s .

They  do, in d eed ,  s h a r e  one f e a tu r e ,  n a m e ly  the  d e n ia l  th a t  any th ing  is 

in  i t s e l f  (152b 5 -6 ,  d 2 -3 ,  7 -8 )  any g iven  th ing o r  of any p a r t i c u l a r  

q u a l i ty :  bu t the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  p o in t  to  the  fa c t  th a t  q u a l i t i e s  c o m e  and  

go, a r i s i n g  u n d e r  c e r t a in  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  and p a s s in g  away o r  fa i l ing  to  

a r i s e  u n d e r  o t h e r s ,  w h e r e a s  P r o ta g o r a s *  ap p ea l  w ould s e e m  to be to 

the  fa c t  th a t  a t  one and  the  s a m e  t im e  d i f f e r e n t  p e r c e i v e r s  s e e  a th ing 

a s  (e. g. ) b lue  and  g re e n .  And to  say  th a t  so m e th in g  is not in i t s e l f  

g r e e n  b e c a u s e  it  looks  b lue  to  s o m e  p eo p le  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  a s  i t  looks 

g re e n  to  o th e r s ,  i s  a t  l e a s t  a p p a r e n t ly  qu i te  a s e p a r a t e  po in t  f ro m  the 

H e r a c l e i t e a n  view  th a t  you shou ld  not say  a th ing is  in i t s e l f  g r e e n  

b e c a u s e  b e fo re  you know i t  i t  w i l l  have  b e c o m e  blue . The one s e e m s  

to e n v isa g e  l a c k  of d u ra t io n  a s  the  c a u s e  why noth ing  i£  any th ing  o r  of 

any q u a l i ty ,  w h e r e a s  th e  o th e r  is  p r e o c c u p ie d  w ith  in d e te r m in a c y  and 

am b ig u i ty  a t  any s in g le  m o m e n t .  T h e r e  i s ,  then , an  in i t ia l  doubt how 

P la to  th in k s  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  r e d u c e s  to  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .

Now P la to  does  p ro v id e  an  a r g u m e n t  of s o r t s  w hich  is  in tended  

to show how P r o ta g o ra s *  po in t  is  b a s ic a l ly  j u s t  th e  H e r a c le i t e a n  flux 

s to r y  a p p l ie d  to  p e rc e p t io n :  I ta k e  i t  th a t  the  d i s c u s s io n  (154b-155e) of
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the  p u z z le s  ab ou t s i z e  and n u m b e r  is  su p p o sed  to p ro v id e  the  r a t i o n a l e  

fo r  the  r e d u c t io n  of P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  to  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  and  th a t  the  

th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  then  o u t l in ed  (156a-157c)  is  in tended  to c a r r y  

th ro u g h  th e  a s s im i l a t i o n .  But even  b e fo re  th o se  a r g u m e n ts  a r e  p r o ­

du ced  the  two th e o r i e s  a r e  a l r e a d y  q u i te  a b ru p t ly  a s s o c i a t e d .  F o r  in 

th e  in i t i a l  s t a t e m e n t  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  (152d 2 - e  1) i t s e l f  i t  i s  a p p a r ­

en tly  the  P r o t a g o r e a n  ty p e  of r e l a t i v i t y  th a t  is  in t ro d u c e d  a s  p o s in g  the  

p r o b le m  to w h ich  th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  d o c t r in e  of flux is th e  a n s w e r .  The 

p a s s a g e  r e a d s :

N othing i s ,  ta k e n  by i t s e l f ,  one th ing , n o r  could  you r ig h t ly  
c a l l  i t  j u s t  th is  th ing  o r  a  th ing  of j u s t  th is  s o r t ,  but if  you say  
i t  i s  l a r g e  i t  w il l  a p p e a r  s m a l l  a s  w e l l ,  and  if heavy  it  w il l  
a p p e a r  l ig h t ,  and  s i m i l a r l y  f o r  a l l  p r e d i c a t e s ,  s in c e  no th ing  
i s  one th ing  o r  j u s t  th is  th ing  o r  of j u s t  th is  s o r t .  A ll the  th in g s  
w h ich  w e say ,  sp e a k in g  not c o r r e c t l y ,  a r e , b e c o m e  a s  a r e s u l t  
of m o t io n  and chan g e  a n d  m in g l in g  w ith  one a n o th e r :  fo r  no th ing  
e v e r  i s ,  but a lw ay s  b e c o m e s .

Now the  f i r s t  s e n te n c e  of th is  s t a t e m e n t  r e l i e s  in  i t s  e x a m p le s  

e x c lu s iv e ly  upon the  k ind  of i n d e t e r m in a c y  w h ich  is  a s s o c i a t e d  w ith  th e
4

b e h a v io r  of p r e d i c a t e s  w h ic h  h av e  b e e n  con v en ien t ly  dubbed ' ' i n c o m p le t e .1' 

None of t h e s e - - u g l y  and  b e a u t i fu l ,  equa l  and  u nequa l  a r e  o th e r  e x a m p le s  

dw elt  upon in  P l a t o 1 s m id d le  p e r io d  d ia lo g u es  - - c a n  be  s im p ly  p r e d ic a t e d  

of any s u b je c t ,  a t  l e a s t  not of a n y th in g  in th e  o r d in a r y  w o r ld ,  bu t on each  

o c c a s io n  the  p r e d i c a t e  m u s t  be  " c o m p le te d "  by m e a n s  of a r e f e r e n c e  to 

a p e r s o n  to w hom  th e  th in g s  a r e  equa l ,  o r  to  th ings  in c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  

w h ic h  a th ing  is  b e a u t i fu l ,  and  so  fo r th .  N othing is  j u s t  b e a u t i fu l ,  but, 

a s  P la to  s a y s  in the  H ipp ias  M a jo r  (289a-b) ,  not even H e len  is  b eau t i fu l  

w h a te v e r  sh e  is  c o m p a r e d  w i th  (for  e x a m p le  the  gods): one ought to  c a l l  

a  w o m an  b e au t i fu l  w ith  th e  q u a l i f ic a t io n  " f o r  a h um an  b e in g ."  And one
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s e e m s  to  be inv ited  to th ink  of P r o t a g o r a s '  i n t e r e s t  in p e r c e p tu a l  p r e d ­

ic a te s  a s  involv ing  the  v iew tha t  they  a r e  a l l  of th em  in c o m p le te  in  j u s t  

the  s a m e  w a y - - o n e  can  n e v e r  say  a th ing is  j u s t  g r e e n  w ithou t  adding  

( e i th e r  ex p lic i t ly  o r  im p l ic i t ly )  to w hat o b s e r v e r  i t  is  so. The  a p p a r e n t  

effec t  of P r o t a g o r a s  den ia l  th a t  the  wind is  e v e r  taoToo co ld , but 

a lw ay s  only cold to  the  m a n  who s h iv e r s  (and not to h im  who does  not 

s h iv e r ) ,  is  to r e q u i r e  a co m p le t io n  w h e n e v e r  any of th e s e  p r e d ic a t e s  

is  a p p l ie d  to  any th ing .

In  the m id d le  p e r io d  d ia lo g u e s ,  a s  h e r e ,  i t  is  a rg u e d  th a t ,  b e ­

c a u s e  a th ing th a t  is  heavy  in one r e s p e c t  o r  in r e f e r e n c e  to one s t a n d ­

a r d  of m e a s u r e m e n t  w i l l  equally  t u r n  out l igh t  in a n o th e r  r e s p e c t  o r  

r e f e r e n c e ,  i t  m u s t  be w ro n g  to say  of any such  th ing tha t  i t  i^  heavy : 

only so m e th in g  w h ich  h as  the q u a li ty  of h e a v in e s s  h o w ev e r  i t  m e a s u r e d  

and  in w h a te v e r  r e s p e c t  can  be t ru ly  s a id  to b£ heavy . When th is  top ic  

is  d i s c u s s e d  in  the  R epub lic  (479a-d) th ings o th e r  than  F o r m s ,  w h ich  

a lo n e  b e a r  the p r e d i c a t e s  in q u e s t io n  w ithou t r e q u i r in g  q u a l i f ic a t io n ,  

a r e  s a id  to w a v e r  b e tw een  being and  n o t-b e in g ,  s in c e  one canno t be 

s a t i s f i e d  to th ink  e i t h e r  th a t  they  a r e  (e. g. ) heavy  o r  th a t  they  a r e  not,

no r  th a t  they  a r e  bo th , n o r  y e t  th a t  they  a r e  n e i th e r .  And n e i th e r  in
5

th is  p a s s a g e  n o r ,  I th ink , a n y w h e re  in the  Republic  is  t h e r e  any  s u g ­

g e s t io n  th a t  w hen  a  p r e d i c a t e  is  u s e d  in  an  in c o m p le te  a p p l ic a t io n  one 

ought to say  th a t  the  th ing  b e c o m e s  (e. g. ) heavy in  c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  so -  

a n d - s o ,  r a t h e r  th a n  th a t  i t  is  o r  a p p e a r s  heavy in one r e f e r e n c e  and  

not in  a n o th e r .

In the  T h e a e te tu s ,  h o w e v e r ,  the  r e f e r e n c e  to the  b e h a v io r  of
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in c o m p le te  p r e d i c a t e s  is fo llow ed  up im m e d ia te ly  w ith  a s t a t e m e n t  th a t  

w e  shou ld  n e v e r  say  th a t  an y th ing  is  (e g. ) heavy  but r a t h e r  th a t  in  i ts  

in te rm in g l in g  w i th  o th e r  th ings  it  b e c o m e s  so. We need  to know how 

th e  th e o ry  of b eco m in g  in t ro d u c e d  h e r e  i s  to  be ap p l ie d  to  th e  i n c o m ­

p le te  p r e d i c a t e s ,  am o n g  th e m  th e  p e r c e p tu a l  o n es .  It  is  in  th e  a n a ly s i s  

of the  p u z z le s  abou t s i z e  and n u m b e r  th a t ,  a s  I have  a l r e a d y  s a id ,  P l a to  

i n d ic a te s  how the  th e o ry  of b e c o m in g  is  su p p o se d  to  a c c o u n t  fo r  th e  

b e h a v io r  of in c o m p le te  p r e d i c a t e s .  But b e fo re  c o n s id e r in g  th a t  p a s s a g e  

w e  m u s t  have  a m o r e  d e f in i te  no tion  ab o u t  w h a t  th e  th e o r y  of b ec o m in g  

m a in ta in s .

T he  th e s i s  th a t  no th ing  i s  a n y th in g ,  but m e r e l y  b e c o m e s  th is  o r  

th a t ,  is  v a r io u s ly  g iven  in th e  T h e a e te tu s  a s  hold ing  th a t  (156a 5) e v e r y ­

th ing  i s  ch an g e  and  t h e r e  is  no th ing  b e s id e s  ch an g e ,  and  a s  p r o p o s in g  

(157b 1) to  r e m o v e  Mi s M e v e r y w h e r e  in  f a v o r  of " b e c o m e s .  " The i n t e n ­

t io n  of th e  th e o ry ,  g iven  th e s e  two c l a i m s ,  is to  a s s e r t  (181 d 8 - e  7 ) 

th a t  e v e ry th in g  is  c o n s ta n t ly  chang ing  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t .

To  f ind out m o r e  p r e c i s e l y  w h a t  th e  th e o ry  of flux in v o lv e s  i t  is  

n e c e s s a r y  to  r e c a l l  the  T i m a e u s . ^ T h e  T im a e u s  beg in s  i ts  c o s m o lo g y  

(27d 6 f. ) w i th  a d iv is io n  b e tw een  t o  ov yfv'e-Ctv C* Ook and

TO y cy vopifvov jjxfv ov f t  ou<feTr©Te; and  th is  s e c o n d  r e a l m  is
V \ v > s '  \p a te n t ly  one in  w h ich  th e  th e s i s  of the  T h e a e t e t u s , £fT< ^ fv  oooc-lror 

0\)Sivt ae< £*■ v/iyvtTViij a p p l ie s  w ith  fu l l  r i g o r .  Now w hen  th e  T im a e u s  

s a y s  th a t  a l l  atrG'vjTA, w h ich  m a k e  up th e  r e a l m  of \(tyVO|Jx(-v0̂  b e c o m e  

but n e v e r  a r e , i t  h a s  in  m in d  a c o n t r a s t  be tw een  th in g s  th a t  u n d e rg o  

chan g e  and  th in g s  (the F o r m s )  th a t  n e v e r  change  in  any  r e s p e c t  and
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canno t indeed  e v e r  have  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  te n se d  p r o p o s i t io n s  a s s e r t e d

abou t th e m  (37e-38a) .  P e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  a r e  c r e a t e d  (28b), have  a

c a r e e r  in t im e ,  and p a s s  aw ay . E x is te n c e  or being s o - a n d - s o  be longs

only to th ings  w h ich  a r e  e t e r n a l  and  have w h a te v e r  p r o p e r t i e s  they  have

a lw ay s  and w ithou t change  (28a 2, 38a 2 -6 ) .  O th e r  th ings both  c o m e

into being and c o m e  to be hot o r  a house ,  p a s s in g  out of being l a t e r  on

and lo s in g  w h a te v e r  p r o p e r t i e s  they m ay  ch an ce  to have. T h e s e  fa c ts

a r e  tak en  to show th a t  be ing  and  e x is te n c e  do not belong to t r a n s i e n t

th in g s ,  and th is  m a k e s  i t  c l e a r  th a t  being and e x is te n c e  a r e  thought to
t

im p ly  a d u ra t io n  and  s ta b i l i ty  to  w hich  no y ( y v 0 |a*v ov c an  lay  c la im .

Thus the  fa c t  th a t  the  p h y s ic a l  e le m e n ts  give p la c e  to  one a n o th e r  in  an

unending  c y c le ,  none of th e m  re ta in in g  i ts  own c h a r a c t e r ,  shows (49b-d)

th a t  it  canno t be r ig h t  to say  th a t  any th ing  in the  w o r ld  is_ f i r e : the  m o s t
7

one should  say  is  th a t  s o m e  p a r t  of the  w o r ld  b e c o m e s  f i e ry  (51b 4 -6 ) .
t > 1The c o n t r a s t  be tw een  and  is h e r e  a c o n t r a s t  be tw een

change  and p e r m a n e n c e .

Now the  T im a e u s  m a in ta in s  not m e r e l y  th a t  p h y s ic a l ,  p e r c e p t i -
/ / /

b le  o b jec ts  u n d e rg o  change , but a l s o  th a t ,  a s  cxet, they  a r e
/

a lw ays  chang ing  and  n e v e r  a t  r e s t .  The c o n t r a s t  of and
) /

O u n  <k is t h e r e f o r e  a c o n t r a s t  be tw een  w ha t is  a lw ay s  the s a m e  and  

w hat n e v e r  r e m a in s  the  s a m e  even  fo r  the  s h o r t e s t  p e r io d  of t im e .

T h is  d o c t r in e  of y e v e C i  j  is  t r a n s f e r r e d  into W h iteh ead ian  t e r m i n o l -
g

ogy by T a y lo r ,  who w r i t e s  th a t  " ‘p a s s a g e 1 is  a fu n d am en ta l  c h a r a c t e r "
9

of the  s e n s ib le  u n iv e r s e  and  th a t  the  p h y s ic a l  w o r ld  c o n s i s t s  of even ts  

in w h ich  " o b je c t s "  a r e  in g re d ie n t .  E v e ry th in g  in the p h y s ic a l  w o r ld
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l o s e s  i t s  c h a r a c t e r s  a s  soon  a s  i t  ge ts  th e m  and  n e v e r  has  fo r  any 

s t r e t c h  of t im e  any  c h a r a c t e r  w h a te v e r ;  d u r in g  any p e r io d ,  h o w e v e r  

s h o r t ,  i t  t a k e s  on a s u c c e s s io n  of d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r s .  W hen t h e r e -  

fo r e  T im a e u s  d e n ie s  to he m e a n s  to  deny  th e m

not only the  a b s o lu te  p e r m a n e n c e  of the  F o r m s  but a l s o  th e  l e s s e r  

s ta b i l i ty  th a t  w ould  be im p l ie d  by the  con tinued  p o s s e s s i o n  of s o m e  

p r o p e r t y  fo r  any  p e r io d  of t im e .
/

T h is  is  so  f a r  in te l l ig ib le  enough: m e a n s  ch an g e ,
/ > / 

and c o n s ta j i t  a l t o g e th e r  w ith o u t  Ovjqrtcv. m e a n s  c o n s ta n t

ch ange  w ith o u t  s ta b le  p o s s e s s i o n  of any p r o p e r ty .  And th i s  w ay  of

u n d e r s ta n d in g  th e  th e o ry  f i ts  n ic e ly  w ith  w h a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  s a y s  in

d e fe n s e  of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  in t ro d u c e d  t h e r e .  T hus  S o c r a t e s

po in ts  out th a t  w a r m th ,  w h ic h  c r e a t e s  and p r e s e r v e s  l i f e ,  i s  i t s e l f  the

p ro d u c t  of ru b b in g ,  w h ich  in v o lv es  m o t io n  and  chan g e  (153a); l ik e w is e ,

i t  is  a c t iv i ty  w h ich  p r e s e r v e s  a  good co n d i t io n  of m in d  and  body (153b),

so  th a t  m o t io n  and  ch ange  f o r  p h y s ic a l  th in g s  m e a n s  e x i s te n c e  and la c k

of i t  m e a n s  t h e i r  d e s t r u c t io n .  H en ce  S o c r a t e s  p a r a p h r a s e s  th e  flux

th e s i s  by say in g  (156a) th a t  the  w o r ld  i s  j u s t  ch ange  and  b e s id e s  ch a n g e

th e r e  is  no th ing .

On the  o th e r  hand , S o c r a t e s  a l s o  s a y s  th a t  th e  in te n t io n  and  

e f fec t  of th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o r y  i s  to r e m o v e  a l t o g e th e r  the  v e r b
o

f r o m  u s e  in c o n n e c t io n  w ith  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  (157a-b ) .  T h is  

of c o u r s e  m e a n s  th a t  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  m u s t  no t be im p l ie d  to  have  

s e t t l e d  p o s s e s s i o n  of any  c h a r a c t e r  f o r  any  p e r io d  of t im e ,  a s  th e  e m ­

p h a s i s  in  the  c o n te x t  on the  d e n ia l  of r e s t  a n d  s ta b i l i ty  (157b 5, 7)
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show s. But i t  a p p e a r s  tha t  the  th e o ry  a s  I have  so  f a r  b een  c o n s t ru in g
Z'?

i t  does not in f a c t  ban  e v e ry  u se  of fiv'A (, a s  the  th e o ry  l i t e r a l l y

in t e r p r e t e d  w is h e s  to  do. F o r  if the  th e o ry  holds tha t ,  fo r  ex a m p le ,  a

c h a i r  is  a lw ay s  chang ing  i t s  c o l o r - - t h e r e  is  a s u c c e s s io n  of sh a d e s  of

g re e n  fo llow ed w ithou t  in te r v a l  by a s u c c e s s io n  of sh a d e s  of blue, none

of w hich  r e m a in s  in  the  c h a i r  fo r  two m o m e n ts  t o g e t h e r - - i t  m u s t  a llow  
\

a m in im u m  u se  of <-(vac to e x p r e s s  the  p o s s e s s io n  of each  of the 

c h a r a c t e r s  fo r  the  m o m e n t  a t  w h ich  it  is  p r e s e n t .  If a t  m o m e n t  Jt_ the  

c h a i r  b e c o m e s  g re e n ,  then  a t  th a t  m o m e n t  i t  i_s g r e e n - - n o t  in any s e n s e  

w h ich  im p l ie s  the  con t in u ed  e x is te n c e  of th a t  c o lo r  but in the  m in im a l  

s e n s e  th a t  i t  i s  g r e e n  th a t  th en  c o m e s  to  bje. ^  It is  obvious to  us ,  b e ­

c a u s e  of the  s t r u c t u r e  of the  E n g l ish  w o rd  " b e c o m e s , "  th a t  th is  m i n i ­

m a l  " i s "  canno t be avo ided ; the  im p l ic a t io n  would not be so  obvious to 

a G re e k ,  w h o se  w o rd  fo r  " b e c o m e ” (y  <• y v^-<rt3a i  ̂ b e a r s  no ev ident
/ji

r e la t io n  to  the  v e r b  " to  be" ( £ < v a i  V  F o r  th is  r e a s o n  P la to 1 s 

H e r a c le i t e a n s  c a n  e x p r e s s  the  s u c c e s s iv e  m o m e n ta r y  p o s s e s s io n  of 

c h a r a c t e r s  by u se  only of " b e c o m e s "  lo c u t io n s ,  w ithou t  b r ing ing  in any 

o v e r t  u s e  of h o w ev e r  m in im a l :  they  can  say  " I t  b e c o m e s

g re e n ,  then  b lue , then  p u r p l e , "  and  a b s ta in  f ro m  say ing ,  w hat ev iden tly  

am o u n ts  to the s a m e ,  "Now it  i s  g r e e n ,  now b lue , now p u rp le .  " T h e r e  

w il l  in  any c a s e  be no h a r m  in su c h  u se  of w ha t one m ay  c a l l  m o m e n -
'i ?

t a r y -  6- ls /a t  ) s in c e  i t  is  ev id en t ly  only d u r a t io n -  ^ tha t  the

H e r a c le i t e a n s  w is h  to r e m o v e  a l to g e th e r .  Only d u ra t io n -  

invo lves  r e s t  and a b s te n t io n  f r o m  change ,  w h ich  it  is  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s 1 

p r i m a r y  a im  to  do aw ay  w ith .
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Now I th ink  i t  is  im p o r t a n t  to  n o t ic e  the  d is t in c t io n  b e tw e e n  

m o m e n t a r y -  and  d u r a t io n -  £■» and to o b s e r v e  th a t  the

H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  i s  a  th e o ry  of c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  and  t h e r e f o r e
i

d e n ie s  only the  a p p l ic a t io n  of d u r a t io n -  to p h y s ic a l  th in g s ,
»

be ing  c o n te n t  to  u se  m o m e n t a r y -  even  though w ithou t  avow ing

th e  fac t .  F o r  s o m e t im e s  c o m m e n ta to r s ,  p e r h a p s  h a l f - a w a r e  of th e  

a n o m a ly  of a th e o ry  w h ic h  ho lds  th a t  'To  Tr^vTa^O®fc-v
* < t '(157b 1 ) n e v e r t h e l e s s  a l low ing  a u s e  of fciv'ou, sp e a k

a s  if  they  though t th e  th e o r y  of flux in vo lved  the  s u b s t i tu t io n  of 
/  ^

y i y v t r v t i  f o r  in  a l l  c o n te x ts ,  inc lud ing  th o s e  w h e r e  only

m o m e n t a r y -  fcCV'Ac o c c u r s  and  not d u r a t io n -  £  I c • T hus  w h en

T a y lo r  s p e a k s ,  a s  he  o f ten  d o e s ,  of the  p h y s ic a l  u n iv e r s e  a s  a lw a y s  

" in  the m a k in g "  and  e s s e n t i a l l y  in c o m p le te ,  ^  he s o m e t im e s  s e e m s  to  

have  in m in d  not the  f a c t  th a t  n e i th e r  i t  n o r  any p a r t  of i t  e v e r  a c q u i r e s  

any c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  f o r  good o r  fo r  any le n g th  of t im e ,  but th a t  i t  n e v e r  

even  m o m e n ta r i l y  q u i te  e x e m p l i f ie s  any qua l i ty .  Thus he s o m e t im e s

i 7 > fi n t e r p r e t s  T im a e u s  c l a s s  of >y (y €-v<* a s  th in g s  w h ic h  a r e

a lw ay s  b eco m in g  s o m e th in g  but n e v e r  f in a l ly  a r e  th a t  s o m e th in g  (C o m ­

m e n t a r y , p. 128); a n d  th i s  is  in  t u r n  to  be exp la ined  (p. 348; cf  p. 63) 

by r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  r e m a r k  in  th e  P h a e d o  (75a 2) th a t  p h y s ic a l  e q u a ls  

" d e s i r e "  to  be su c h  a s  th e  F o r m  of the  equa l  but, fa l l in g  s h o r t  of t h i s ,  

they  m e r e l y  " te n d  to  be  s o m e th in g  to  w h ich  they  n e v e r  do m o r e  th a n  

a p p r o x im a te "  (p. 348). Now in  th e  P h a e d o  the  f a i l u r e  i s  not due  to  th e

fa c t  th a t  a  p h y s ic a l  eq u a l  d o e s n !t  r e m a i n  equal to  any th ing  fo r  any  p e r i -
12od of t im e  but c h a n g e s  to  b e c o m e  u n eq u a l  b e fo re  you know it; r a t h e r  

i t  is  th a t  a  p h y s ic a l  eq u a l  i s  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  unequal ,  e. g. , eq u a l  to  one
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th ing  and  not equal to a n o th e r .  The  th e s i s  i s ,  then ,  tha t  no p h y s ic a l  

equa l  is  r e a l ly  equal b e c a u se  i t  i s  n e v e r  a t  any g iven  m o m e n t  u n a m b ig ­

uou s ly  equal.  The su g g e s t io n  in  T ay lo r*s  r e f e r e n c e s  to i t  and h is  way
/

of connec ting  it  to the  th e o ry  of is  th a t  the  r e la t io n  be tw een

a p h y s ic a l  equa l and the Equal  i t s e l f  is  a t  any g iven  m o m e n t  one of i n ­

c o m p le te  o r  in c o m p le te  e x e m p l i f i c a t io n - - th e  p h y s ic a l  th ing

is  becom ing equal but d e s t in e d  n e v e r  to c o m p le te  the  p r o c e s s ;  it  w il l  

n e v e r  be equa l  even fo r  a m o m e n t .  But th is  s e n s e  of b ecom ing  is  qu i te  

a d i f fe re n t  one f ro m  tha t  w h ich  we have  s e e n  to  be in t ro d u c e d  and s u p ­

p o r te d  in  both T im a e u s  and  T h e a e te tu s  by r e f e r e n c e s  to change and 

m o tion .  F o r ,  to a l t e r  the  e x a m p le ,  if so m e th in g  is a ycy  v 0 |*6v ov 

in  the  s e n s e  th a t  i t  u n d e rg o e s  an  u n in te r ru p te d  s u c c e s s io n  of c o lo r s ,  no 

one of w h ich  i t  p o s s e s s e s  d u r in g  any p e r io d  of t im e ,  we sh a l l  not w an t 

to  say  th a t  no p r o c e s s  i t  u n d e rg o e s  is  e v e r  co m p le te d .  To be s u r e ,  w e 

w i l l  not say  th a t  any p r o p e r ty  b e c o m e s  i t s  la s t in g  p o s s e s s io n ,  but the  

p r o c e s s  of beco m in g  re d ,  e. g. , w il l  t e r m in a t e  in  the  m o m e n ta r y -  

of r e d  (even though th e r e  w i l l  be a  new p r o c e s s  im m e d ia te ly  u n d e rw a y ) ;  

and  t h e r e  i s  no in d ic a t io n  in  the  T im a e u s * a c c o u n t  of IS o r  the

T h e a e t e tu s 1 in t ro d u c t io n  of o V u  oo^VirOTe^

y ivj v O |A tv a  th a t  the  m o m e n ta r y  p o s s e s s i o n  of r e d n e s s  o r  equa li ty  o r  

w h a te v e r  is to  be d isa l lo w e d  on the  g round  th a t  a t  any g iven m o m e n t  

nothing exh ib its  th e s e  q u a l i t i e s  but a t  b e s t  tends  to  ex em plify  o r  is  in 

p r o c e s s  of b eco m in g  an  in s ta n c e  of th e m . The th e o ry ,  to

be in te l l ig ib le  a t  a l l ,  m u s t  be d is t in g u is h e d  f r o m  the  point,  w h a te v e r  

ex ac t ly  i t  i s ,  th a t  i s  be ing  a rg u e d  w hen  the  P h a e d o  sa y s  th a t  p h y s ic a l
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, / q r  * >/
e q u a ls  6-Tai . . • & i v a i  o<ov t o  iQ'OV' (75a 2). If w hen

s o m e th in g  is ,  a s  we sh ou ld  say ,  equal to  so m e th in g  e l s e  i t  i s  r e a l ly  

only s t r iv in g  a f t e r  e q u a l i ty  an d  in th a t  s e n s e  m e r e l y  b e c o m in g  equa l  but 

n e v e r  qu i te  f in ish in g  the  p r o c e s s ,  th is  is  q u ite  a d i f f e r e n t  u s e  of " b e ­

c o m e s 1' f r o m  th a t  w h ich  the  T im a e u s  in vokes  to  exp la in  how the  e l e ­

m e n ts  ( e a r th ,  f i r e ,  e tc . ) s u c c e e d  one a n o th e r  w ithou t  c e s s a t io n .  T he  

T i m a e u s 1 po in t w ould  be ru in e d  if one r e f u s e d  to say  w hen  p a r t  of th e  

R e c e p ta c le  b e c o m e s  f i e r y  th a t  i t  i s  a t  th a t  m o m e n t  f i e r y ,  and  r e c o m ­

m e n d e d  in s te a d  say in g  th a t  even  then  i t  i s  only in  p r o c e s s  of b e c o m in g  

14f ie ry .  F o r  th en  w e  w ould  have  no s u c c e s s io n  of p r o p e r t i e s  bu t a s u c ­

c e s s io n  of in c o m p le te  m o m e n ta r y  p r o c e s s e s ,  w h ich  if in te l l ig ib le  a t  a l l  

i n t r o d u c e s  two l e v e ls  of p r o c e s s e s  w h e r e  th e  th e o ry  of c o n s ta n t  chan g e  

ev id en t ly  only w a n ts  one.

I t  i s ,  then , im p o r t a n t  to  d i s t in g u is h  m o m e n ta r y  f r o m  d u ra t io n  

^ . i v a (  and  to  s e e  th a t  i t  i s  only the  l a t t e r  w h o se  u se  the  t h e o r y  of 

flux is  r e f u s in g  to  g ra n t .  In T h e a e te tu s  15 2 d -e ,  c o n se q u e n t ly ,  P l a to  is  

su g g e s t in g  th a t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew s  ab o u t  t r u t h  and e x is t e n c e  a m o u n t  to  

the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  th a t  e v e ry th in g  in  th e  w o r ld  i s  c o n s ta n t ly  tak in g  

on and  lo s in g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  an d  th a t  t h e r e  is  no th ing  th a t  h a s  any

c h a r a c t e r  fo r  any  d u ra t io n .  And th is  a c c o u n t  is  to  app ly  to  a l l  c h a r a c -
t / */ \

t e r s  (152d 5 -6 ,  (TOp.'TTa v U  T 6 O o f v o S ) ,  c o lo r s ,  w e ig h t ,  an d  s i z e

a s  w e l l  a s  p r o p e r t i e s  l ik e  f i e r i n e s s  and  be ing  a m a n .  T he  in c o m p le te

p r e d i c a t e s  " l a r g e , "  " s m a l l , "  " h e a v y , "  and  " l i g h t , "  m e n t io n e d  a t

152d 4 -5 ,  a r e  to be co n c e iv e d  a s  co m in g  to  be t r u e  of an  o b jec t  a t  a

c e r t a i n  m o m e n t ,  and  n e v e r  r e m a in in g  t r u e  of i t ,  j u s t  a s  " f i e r y "  in  the

26



T im a e u s  c o m e s  to  be t r u e  but does  not r e m a in  t r u e  of a p a r t  of the  

R e c e p ta c le  in the  u n c e a s in g  c y c le  of the  e le m e n ts .  As we s h a l l  s e e  in 

a m o m e n t ,  a c c o rd in g  to  H e r a c l e i t e a n  d o c t r in e s  a th ing  b e c o m e s  s m a l l  

w hen  b ro u g h t  in to  c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  one o b jec t  o r  g roup  of o b je c ts ,  and 

b e c o m e s  l a r g e  w hen c o m p a r e d  w ith  o th e r s .  And if the  s a m e  th ing m ay  

be both l a r g e  and s m a l l  a t  once (in d i f f e r e n t  co n n ec t io n s )  th is  w il l  be 

exp la ined  by say ing  th a t  a th ing  m ay  c o m e  in to  c o m p a r i s o n  a t  once  w ith  

two s e t s  of o b je c ts ,  and  so b e c o m e  a t  once  l a r g e  in one c o m p a r i s o n  and  

s m a l l  in the o th e r .  In  th is  w ay, a s  we sh a l l  s e e  m o r e  fu lly  j u s t  below , 

the H e r a c le i t e a n  flux s to r y ,  a s  im p ly ing  c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  of c h a r a c ­

t e r s ,  a l s o  does  duty f o r  the  k ind of s im u l ta n e o u s  in d e f in i te n e s s  w h ich  

is c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of the  in c o m p le te  p r e d i c a t e s  a t te n d e d  to in  the  R e p u b l ic .

The way in w h ich  a H e r a c l e i t e a n  a cco u n t  ca n  be m a d e  to  y ie ld  

b a s ic a l ly  the s a m e  r e s u l t  as  P ro ta g o ra s *  th e o ry  abou t p e r c e p tu a l  q u a l i ­

t i e s ,  but w ith  an  im p r o v e m e n t ,  is  i l l u s t r a t e d  a t  153d 8 -1 5 5 e  2 . S o c ­

r a t e s  beg ins  by s u g g e s t in g  on b eh a lf  of the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  (153d 8 - e  2 ) 

th a t  c o lo r s  (which do duty  p r e t ty  m u c h  th ro u g h o u t  fo r  p e r c e p tu a l  p r o p ­

e r t i e s  in g e n e ra l )  m u s t  no t be though t of a s  p o s s e s s io n s  of b od ies ;  

r a t h e r  they a r i s e  u n d e r  c e r t a in  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  w hen  bod ies  c o m e  in to  

co n tac t .  No body e v e r  is  r e d  (if th a t  im p l ie s  f ixed  p o s i t io n  and  r e s t ,  

e 1 - 2 ) but a t  m o s t  b e c o m e s  r e d  on s o m e  o c c a s io n  u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s .  T h is  f i r s t  ro u g h  s t a t e m e n t  of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  of s e n s e  

p e rc e p t io n  is  expanded  below (156 a-1 5 7 c) ,  but b e fo re  th a t  S o c r a te s  

p a u s e s  to  c o n s id e r  two p u z z le s  c o n c e rn in g  s iz e  and  n u m b e r  w h ich  a r e  

su p p o sed  to i l l u s t r a t e  the n e c e s s i t y  of adop ting  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry
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th a t  th in g s  only b e c o m e  l a r g e  o r  w h ite  o r  w a r m  (u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s )  and  n e v e r  a r e  any  of th e s e  th in g s .

T he  p u z z le s  t h e m s e lv e s  and  th e  l e s s o n  to  be d raw n  f r o m  th e m  

a r e  e x t r e m e ly  d if f icu l t  to c o n s t r u e .  They  a r e  in t ro d u c e d  a s  an  e x a m ­

p le  of the  c o n t r a d ic t io n s  w h ic h  a r i s e  if  w e sa y  th a t  the  th in g s  w e  p e r ­

c e iv e  a r e  w h i te  o r  hot o r  l a r g e ,  e tc .  T he  fa c ts  of p e r c e p t io n  s e e m  to  

show th a t  no p e r s o n  p e r c e i v e s  the  s a m e  th ing  in  c o n n e c t io n  w i th  an  o b ­

j e c t  a s  any o th e r  p e r s o n  ( s t i l l  m o r e  a s  any  dog); a  s in g le  g iven  m a n  

d o e s n ' t  even  have  th e  s a m e  e x p e r ie n c e s  on two d i f f e r e n t  o c c a s io n s ,  due  

to  the  fa c t  th a t  he  is  n e v e r  in  a  c o n s ta n t  s t a t e  (154a). And f r o m  th is  i t  

is  su p p o sed  to fo llow  (154b 1-6 )  th a t  one ought no t to say  th a t  e i th e r  

p e r c e iv e d  o b je c t  o r  p e r c i p i e n t  o rg a n  is  w h i te ,  w a r m ,  e tc .  Now P r o ­

ta g o r a s  has  a l r e a d y  b e e n  r e p r e s e n t e d  (152b) a s  hold ing  th a t  one sh o u ld  

n e v e r  say  th a t  a w ind  is  in  i t s e l f  cold , bu t he has  a l low ed  th e  u s e  of 

" i s , 11 so  long a s  one ad d s  to  o r  fo r  w hom  the  w ind  is  co ld .  But P r o t a g ­

o r a s  d id  not, in a l lo w in g  the  u s e  of " i s , "  t a k e  a c c o u n t  of the  f a c t ,  u r g e d  

by the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s ,  th a t  e v e ry th in g  is  c o n s ta n t ly  chang ing . I t  s e e m s  

th e r e f o r e  th a t  th e  a r g u m e n t  a t  154b sh ou ld  not be  m e r e l y  a r e p e t i t io n  

of P r o t a g o r a s '  p o in t  ab o u t  th e  t e m p e r a t u r e  of the  w ind , and  i t  s e e m s  

p o s s ib le  th a t  a c o r r e c t i o n  o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  in  P r o t a g o r a s '  t h e s i s  is  b e ing  

u rg e d .  F o r  if  h is  v iew  is  to  be  c o m p a t ib le  w i th  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s 1, h is  

u se  of " i s  co ld  to  m e "  m u s t  m e a n  no m o r e  th a n  " b e c o m e s  co ld  to  m e ,  " 

and  h en ce  m u s t  no t  be c o n s t r u e d  a s  in v o lv ing  a  u s e  of d u r a t i o n - " i s . " 

T h a t  i s  to  say ,  w h en  in  a c c o r d a n c e  w i th  P r o t a g o r a s '  v iew s s o m e o n e  

sa y s  the  w ind is  co ld  to  h im  he m u s t  no t be u n d e r s to o d  a s  im p ly in g  th a t
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i t  has  been  so  fo r  h im  fo r  s o m e  t im e  o r  th a t  i t  w il l  go on having  th a t  

p r o p e r ty  fo r  h im  fo r  any  p e r io d .  B e c a u s e  P r o t a g o r a s  w as  not c o n ­

c e r n e d  w ith  change  but w ith  s im u l ta n e o u s  o b s e r v e r - r e l a t i v i t y  he has  

le f t  i t  an  open q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  in say ing  the  c h a i r  is  g r e e n  to m e  I 

im p ly  the  con tinued  p o s s e s s i o n  of th is  c o lo r  (for  m e)  by the  c h a i r .  But 

in o r d e r  to r e d u c e  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  to H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  th is  im p l ic a t io n  

m u s t  be den ied . H ence  in  154b and the  d i s c u s s io n  w hich  fo llow s P r o ­

t a g o r a s 1 " i s  g r e e n  to  m e "  is  being r e p la c e d  by the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  " b e ­

c o m e s  g re e n  in co n n ec t io n  w ith  m e .  "

But if th is  is  w h a t  S o c r a te s  in ten d s  to  be a rg u in g  a t  1 54a-b  and 

r e in fo rc in g  by the  e x a m p le  w h ich  fo l lo w s ,  i t  m u s t  be a d m it te d  th a t  the  

po in t is  o b s c u re ly  b ro u g h t  out. He s a y s :  " T h e r e f o r e  if the  th ing  we 

m e a s u r e  o u r s e lv e s  a g a in s t  o r  touch  w e r e  l a r g e  o r  w h ite  o r  w a r m  

Lwhen we so p e r c e iv e  it] ,  i t  could  not e v e r  have  b e c o m e  d i f fe re n t  by 

en c o u n te r in g  so m e th in g  d i f fe re n t  Li- e. , by being  p e rc e iv e d  by so m e o n e  

e ls e ] ,  a t  any r a t e  if i t  does  not i t s e l f  c h a n g e . "  (154b 1-3). T h is  e v i ­

den tly  a s s u m e s  th a t  the  th e s i s  to be o v e r tu r n e d  ho lds  bo th  th a t  o b je c ts  

have con tinu ing  p r o p e r t i e s  and  th a t  one can  a t t r i b u t e  th e s e  to th e m  

w ithou t hav ing  to  m e n t io n  any p e r s o n  fo r  w h o m  the  p r o p e r ty  e x is t s .

And w h e r e a s  P ro ta g o ra s *  o r ig in a l  p o s i t io n  m ig h t  be c o n s t ru e d  a s  i n ­

clud ing  the  f i r s t  po in t i t  s e e m s  th a t  the  s e c o n d  is  exp l ic i t ly  den ied  by 

h im . On the  o th e r  hand, a s  w e  s h a l l  s e e  in  a m o m e n t ,  in  the  ex am p le  

w h ich  fo llow s S o c ra te s  r e f u s e s  to d ra w  a d is t in c t io n  be tw een  a th in g 's  

being l a r g e r  than  so m e th in g  e l s e  and  i t s  be ing  l a r g e r  s i m p l i c i t e r  (i. e. , 

than  i t  w as) ;  and  th is  s u g g e s t s  th a t  S o c r a t e s  is f o r  so m e  r e a s o n
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a s s u m in g  th a t  if s o m e o n e  s a y s  s o m e th in g  is  w a r m  to h im  or  l a r g e r  

th an  so m e th in g  e l s e , and  m e a n s  to  a t t r i b u t e  con tinu ing  p r o p e r t i e s  to 

the  th ing , he m u s t  a c c e p t  the  c o n s e q u e n c e  th a t  the  th ing  is  w a r m  o r  

l a r g e r  (s a n s  p h r a s e ). I m p la u s ib le  though  th is  a s s u m p t io n  i s ,  if S o c ­

r a t e s  is  a c c e p t in g  i t  th en  he m a y  th in k  th a t  by show ing d i f f ic u l t ie s  in  

the  co n t in u ed  p o s s e s s i o n  of p r o p e r t i e s  s a n s  p h r a s e  he can  show the  

n e c e s s i t y  of not a l low ing  any  l a s t i n g  p r o p e r t i e s  of any s o r t  fo r  any 

t im e .

In any c a s e  the  a r g u m e n t  p r e s e n t e d  in  c o n n e c t io n  w ith  the  p u z ­

z le s  abou t s i z e  and  n u m b e r  d o e s  r e l y  upon th is  a s s u m p t io n ,  in  o r d e r ,  

a p p a re n t ly ,  to  d ra w  the  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  one shou ld  n e v e r  sp e a k  of c h a r ­

a c t e r s  a s  p o s s e s s e d  by an y th in g  fo r  any d u ra t io n  but only fo r  an  in d i ­

v is ib le  m o m e n t  d u r in g  a p e r io d  of u n in t e r r u p te d  change .

The e x a m p le  S o c r a t e s  i n t r o d u c e s  in  o r d e r  to i l l u s t r a t e  th is  

po in t  c o n c e r n s ,  in  the  f i r s t  i n s t a n c e ,  s ix  d ice .  If we c o m p a r e  s ix  d ic e  

w i th  a n o th e r  g ro u p  of fo u r ,  w e  s h a l l  h ave  to say  th a t  the  six  a r e  m o r e  

th an  the  fo u r ;  and  l ik e w is e  in  c o m p a r in g  th e m  w ith  tw e lve  d ice  w e  h av e  

no a l t e r n a t iv e  bu t to  s a y  th ey  a r e  l e s s .  ( L a t e r  on [ l5 5 b  6 f f . ] a  p a r a l ­

l e l  c a s e  c o n c e rn in g  not n u m b e r  bu t s i z e  is  in t ro d u c e d :  S o c r a te s  is  a t  

one t im e  l a r g e r  th a n  T h e a e t e tu s ,  bu t l a t e r ,  due to T h e a e t e tu s 1 g row ing ,  

he is  s m a l l e r .  ) We m u s t  th e n ,  i t  s e e m s ,  s a y  of the  d ic e  th a t  they  a r e  

m o r e  and , ag a in ,  th a t  th ey  a r e  l e s s ,  and  s i m i l a r l y  of S o c ra te s  th a t  he 

is  l a r g e r  and , l a t e r ,  th a t  he i s  s m a l l e r .

But if  w e do say  th e s e  th in g s  w e a p p e a r  to  c o m e  in to  c o n f l ic t  

w i th  c e r t a i n  o th e r  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t s  w h ic h  w e  ca n n o t  he lp  a f f i rm in g .
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T h e s e  a r e :

(1) Nothing can  b e c o m e  g r e a t e r  o r  l e s s  in  s iz e  o r  n u m b e r  so 

long a s  i t  r e m a in s  the  s a m e  s i z e  a s  i t  w as  (lit. , " s o  long a s  i t  i s  equa l 

to  i t s e l f " )  (155a 3-5) .

(2) W hat has  not b een  added  to o r  ta k e n  aw ay f r o m  n e i th e r  

g ro w s  n o r  s h r in k s ,  bu t i s  a lw ay s  equa l to i t s e l f  (a 7 -9 ).

(3) W hat w as  not (i. e. , w hat  w as  not in  e x is te n c e  o r  w as  not 

the  c a s e )  a t  an  e a r l i e r  t im e  canno t be a t  a l a t e r  u n le s s  th e r e  i n te r v e n e s  

so m e  p r o c e s s  of ch an g e  (b 1 - 2 ).

T he co n f l ic t  a r i s e s  b e c a u s e  w e w ish  to say  a t  d i f fe re n t  t im e s  

th a t  the  d ice  a r e  m o r e  and  th a t  they  a r e  l e s s  and  th is  c o m m its  u s ,  by 

(3 ), to say ing  th a t  s o m e  p r o c e s s  of change  m u s t  in te rv e n e  b e tw een  the  

t im e  w hen  they a r e  m o r e  and the  t im e  w hen  they  a r e  l e s s .  But we do 

not th ink  the d ice  have b e e n  added  to o r  s u b t r a c te d  f ro m ,  so  th a t ,  by 

(2 ), they  do not (at any r a t e )  u n d e rg o  the  c h an g es  c a l le d  g ro w th  o r  

sh r in k in g ;  t h e r e  a r e  a lw a y s  ju s t  the  s a m e  n u m b e r  of th e m . But in  th a t  

c a s e ,  by (1 ), they  can n o t  be a t  one t im e  m o r e  and a t  a n o th e r  l e s s ,  b e ­

c a u s e  the  only p r o c e s s  of chan g e  th a t  could  b r in g  th is  abou t is  i n c r e a s e  

o r  d im in u t io n  of t h e i r  n u m b e r  (which we have  ru le d  out). H ence  if  we 

sa y  th a t  the  d ice  a r e  g r e a t e r  w hen c o m p a r e d  w ith  the  s m a l l e r  quan t i ty  

w e canno t a l s o  say  th a t  they  r e m a in  the  s a m e  in n u m b e r  a s  they  w e re ;  

and  c o n v e r s e ly  if  w e  say  they  r e m a in  the  s a m e  they  canno t be f i r s t  l e s s  

and then  m o r e  than  any th ing :  the  t h r e e  e n u m e r a te d  p r o p o s i t io n s  “ fight

a m o n g s t  t h e m s e l v e s 1' w h e n  w e say  the  th ings  w e have  dec id ed  we m u s t
15say  abou t the  d ice  (155b 4 -6 ) .
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Now it is  ev id en t  th a t  the  a i r  of p a ra d o x  h e r e  is  g e n e r a te d  by 

f i r s t  p e r m i t t i n g  the  i n f e r e n c e  f r o m  ju d g m e n ts  of the  type  of " T h e s e  

d ic e  a r e  m o r e  than  th o s e  d ic e "  to  " T h e s e  d ice  a r e  m o r e  (s i m p l i c i t e r )," 

and  th en  c o v e r t ly  in t e r p r e t in g  th e  l a t t e r  to  m e a n  " T h e s e  d ic e  a r e  m o r e  

than  they  w e r e .  " Thus the  w o rd  " m o r e "  is  being t r e a t e d  a s  if i t  had a 

r e l a t i v e  and  a n o n - r e l a t i v e  u se :  r e l a t i v e  w hen  a r e f e r e n c e  to  s o m e

se c o n d  th ing  is  in ten d ed ,  and n o n - r e l a t i v e  w hen  no e x te r n a l  r e f e r e n c e  

i s  in te n d e d  but, a t  m o s t ,  a r e f e r e n c e  to  the  f o r m e r  s t a t e  of th e  one 

th ing  being ta lk e d  abou t.  T he  p a ra d o x  thus a r i s e s  b e c a u s e  w e a r e  p e r ­

m i t t e d  to  go f r o m  the  one to  the  o th e r  of th e s e  u s e s  w ith o u t  no t ic in g  

th a t  they a r e  d i f fe re n t .  O bv io u s ly  no even  a p p a r e n t  c o n t ra d ic t io n  w ould  

a r i s e  if a t  e v e ry  po in t  in  the  a r g u m e n t  the  two u s e s  w e r e  c a r e f u l ly  kep t  

a p a r t  by adding  the  q ua lify ing  c la u s e s  w h e r e v e r  n e c e s s a r y .  T hus  t h e r e  

i s  no th ing  r e m o te ly  c o n t r a d i c to r y  abou t say in g  th a t  S o c r a te s  c o m e s  to 

be  s m a l l e r  th an  T h e a e te tu s  even  though  he r e m a in s  h is  s a m e  s i z e ,  b e ­

c a u s e  b eco m in g  s m a l l e r  th an  T h e a e te tu s  is  q u ite  a d i f f e r e n t  th ing  f r o m  

b e c o m in g  s m a l l e r  s i m p l i c i t e r . And th is  show s th a t  p ro p o s i t io n s  (1 ) 

and  (3) above  a r e  a c c e p ta b le  only if  q u a l i f ie d  so  a s  to d i s t in g u i s h  th e s e  

two th in g s .

But, though  P la to  does  no t e x p l ic i t ly  say  w h a t  m o r a l  he w is h e s  

to e l ic i t  f r o m  th e s e  p u z z le s ,  he  can n o t  be  r e c o m m e n d in g  th a t  w e  d i s ­

t in g u is h  r e l a t i v e  f r o m  n o n - r e l a t i v e  u s e s  of su c h  w o rd s  a s  " m o r e . "

The p u z z le s  t h e m s e lv e s  a r e  to  be r e s o lv e d  by fo llow ing  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

p r in c ip le s  a s  in t ro d u c e d  e a r l i e r  and a p p l ie d  in  the  s e q u e l  to the  c a s e  

of p e r c e p tu a l  p r o p e r t i e s  (cf. 155d 5 ff. }; h en ce  th e  d o c t r in e  of c o n s ta n t
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change  should  p ro v id e  the  so lu t io n  of the con f l ic t  w h ich  P la to  h e r e  c r e ­

a t e s .  If th is  is  so  then  th e  s o u r c e  of the  c o n t r a d ic t io n  a s  P la to  c o n ­

s t r u e s  i t  m u s t  be lo c a te d  in the  a t te m p t  to d e s c r ib e  the  d ice  a s  co n t in u ­

ing to be the s a m e  n u m b e r  and S o c r a te s  a s  continuing to m a in ta in  his 

s a m e  s iz e .  If no th ing  r e m a in s  the s a m e  and  nothing has the  s ta b le  

p o s s e s s io n  of any  f e a tu r e ,  then  it  m u s t  be wrong to sp eak  of S o c r a t e s 1 

s iz e  and the  n u m b e r  of th e  d ice  a s  e v e r  c o n s ta n t .  N u m b e r  and  s iz e  

a r e  th ings  w h ich  they a r e  c o n s ta n t ly  a c q u i r in g  and lo s in g ,  a s  they com e 

into c o n ta c t  w ith  o th e r  th in g s ;  th a t  being so , if S o c r a t e s 1 beco m in g  

s m a l l e r  than  T h e a e te tu s  in v o lv es  a change  in S o c r a te s  a s  w e l l  a s  in 

T h e a e te tu s  (as S o c r a te s  im p l ie s  th a t  i t  does) ,  th is  canno t c a u s e  d i f f i ­

cu lty ,  s in c e  p ro p o s i t io n s  (1 ) and  (2 ), w h ich  sp eak  of S o c r a t e s 1 s i z e  a s  

a con tinu ing  p o s s e s s io n ,  have  no a p p l ic a t io n  to anyth ing  in  a w o r ld  of 

c o n s ta n t  flux. If a change  in the  th ings  a g a in s t  w hich  you m e a s u r e  

s o m e th in g  im p l ie s  a  change  in  the  th ing m e a s u r e d ,  a s  S o c r a te s  has 

ev iden tly  been  a s s u m in g ,  th is  c o n se q u e n c e  can  be a c c e p te d  w ith  e q u a ­

n im i ty  by a H e r a c le i t e a n ,  s in c e  he th inks  ev e ry th in g  is  a lw ay s  changing  

in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t .  S o c r a t e s  a t  t im e  i s  b ro u g h t  in to  co n n ec tion  w ith  

T h e a e te tu s ,  and  in th is  K(*S(TiS Tr^o£  cxAAvyAfl. (152d 7) S o c ra te s  

b e c o m e s  s m a l l e r .  T aken  to g e th e r  w ith  o th e r  ob jec ts  a t  o th e r  t im e s  

o th e r  p r e d i c a t e s  c o m e  to be t r u e ,  m o m e n ta r i ly ,  of h im ; but a s  e v e ry  

p r e d ic a te  is  t r u e  only fo r  a  m o m e n t  and (at l e a s t  in  the  c a s e s  we have 

b een  co n s id e r in g )  only c o m e s  to app ly  w ith in  a c e r t a i n  co n f ig u ra t io n  of 

o b jec ts  a t  th a t  t im e ,  the  c o n t r a d ic t io n  a l le g e d  by S o c r a te s  canno t a r i s e .

T he u p sh o t  i s  th a t  in  a l le g in g  a d iff icu lty  w h ich  un w ary  non-
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H e r a c l e i t e a n s  f a l l  in to  w hen  they  t r y  to  ta lk  abou t d ice  o r  S o c r a t e s  

u n d e r  c e r t a in  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  P l a to  has  not given any good a r g u m e n t  

fo r  p r e f e r r i n g  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  to o rd in a r y  w ays  of sp eak in g .  If 

" l a r g e r 11 is t r e a t e d  a s  a r e a l  c o m p a r a t iv e ,  r e q u i r in g  c o m p le t io n  on 

e v e ry  o c c a s io n  of u s e ,  no c o n t r a d ic t io n  a r i s e s ,  and  a n o n - H e r a c l e i t e a n  

can  go on sp eak in g  of th ings  a s  e x is t in g  and being s o - a n d - s o  f o r  a p e r i ­

od of t im e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  b e c o m in g  s o - a n d - s o .  ^  The  e x a m p le s  c o n s i d ­

e r e d  do not r e a l l y  r e q u i r e ,  if t r e a t e d  in a n o n - H e r a c l e i t e a n  w ay ,  a 

ch an g e  w h e r e  t h e r e  is  no change .  S o c r a t e s ,  h o w ev e r ,  th inks  th a t  they  

do im p ly  th is  im p o s s ib i l i ty ,  and ev id en t ly  d ra w s  the  c o n s lu s io n  th a t  the  

H e r a c l e i t e a n  v iew  th a t  th e r e  is  a lw ay s  change  e v e ry w h e re  o f f e r s  the  

only w ay out.

But the  in t e r e s t i n g  po in t  in  the  p a s s a g e  is  th a t  by c o n s id e r in g  

w h a t  S o c r a t e s  ev id en t ly  r e c o m m e n d s  on beh a lf  of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  i t  

i s  p o s s ib l e  to  s e e  how P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  is be ing  re d u c e d  to  H e r a c l e i t e ­

a n i s m .  If the  m o r a l  e x t r a c te d  above  is  a p p l ie d  to the  c a s e  of p e r c e p ­

tu a l  q u a l i t i e s ,  a s  154b im p l ie s  i t  i s  m e a n t  to  be, th en  the  fo llow ing  

a c c o u n t  e m e r g e s .  One m u s t  ab an d o n  e v e ry  e f fo r t  to sp e a k  of any  c h a r ­

a c t e r i s t i c s  a s  be long ing  to an y th ing  fo r  any p e r io d  of t im e .  W hen one 

s a y s ,  " T h e  w ind  is  co ld  fo r  m e , "  th is  m u s t  be u n d e r s to o d  a s  th e  r e p o r t  

of a m o m e n ta r y  event,  and a c o m p le te ly  a c c u r a t e  w ay  of sp e a k in g  w ould  

be to  s a y  " T h e  w ind  b e c o m e s  co ld  fo r  m e  n o w ."  P e r c e p t u a l  p r e d i c a t e s ,  

l ik e  " l a r g e r "  and  " m o r e "  a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  in  the  p u z z le s ,  c o m e  to  apply  

to  a  th ing  only w ith in  a c o n f ig u ra t io n  of o b je c ts .  W hen so m e th in g  b e ­

c o m e s  g r e e n  i t  does  so in c o n n e c t io n  w ith  s o m e  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r c ip i e n t
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a t  so m e  d e f in ite  m o m e n t  of t im e ,  j u s t  a s  it  is  by tak ing  S o c r a te s  t o ­

g e th e r  w ith  T h e a e te tu s  a t  a c e r t a i n  t im e  th a t  one can  say  th a t  he b e ­

co m e s  s m a l l e r .  W hen tak en  to g e th e r  w ith  so m e th in g  e ls e  a t  a n o th e r  

t im e  o r  even a t  the  s a m e  t im e  S o c r a te s  m a y  w e ll  b eco m e  l a r g e r :  his 

p o s s e s s io n  of the  p r e d i c a t e  " l a r g e r "  is  a lw a y s  l im i te d  to a c e r t a in  

co n tex t  of o th e r  o b je c ts .  L ik e w is e  c o lo r s  a lw ay s  qualify  a th ing  in  a 

con tex t  involving a p e r c e i v e r  (as w e l l ,  no doubt, a s  o th e r  s u r ro u n d in g  

c i r c u m s ta n c e s ) ,  and if a th ing b e c o m e s  g re e n  in one co n tex t  it  m a y  

v e r y  w e l l  in  a n o th e r  co n tex t  l a t e r  on o r  a t  th e  s a m e  t im e  b e c o m e  blue.

T h is  c o n s id e r a t io n  su g g e s ts  an a n s w e r  to the q u e s t io n  w h ich  

a r o s e  a t  the  v e ry  beg inning  (p. 17 above) ,  abou t how P la to  th inks  P r o ­

tagoras*  po in t  abou t the  r e la t iv i ty  of p e r c e p tu a l  (and o th e r )  q u a l i t i e s  to 

the o b s e r v e r  can  be an  o ffshoot of a th e o ry  of co n s ta n t  change . F o r  

so m e  q u a l i t i e s ,  am ong  th e m  the  p e r c e p tu a l  ones ,  a r i s e  only w ith in  a 

c e r t a in  con tex t  o r  c o n f ig u ra t io n  of o b je c ts ,  and  if an  a l t e r a t i o n  of c o n ­

tex ts  can  b r in g  w ith  it  an  a l t e r a t i o n  of a th in g 's  q u a l i t i e s ,  then  w hen  a 

thing is  a t  once  p a r t  of s e v e r a l  c o n f ig u ra t io n s  i t  w il l  have a t  one and  

the  s a m e  t im e  a l l  the  d i f fe re n t  q u a l i t i e s  w h ich  it  w ould  a c q u i r e  in  s u c ­

c e s s io n  if i t  e n te re d  the  d i f f e r e n t  co n te x ts  one a f t e r  a n o th e r .  P e r c e p ­

tua l r e la t iv i ty  thus c o m e s  down to ch ange  of p e r c e p tu a l  con tex t ,  w ith  

i ts  co n se q u e n t  change  of p e r c e p tu a l  q u a l i ty .  A th ing can  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  

b eco m e  blue and  g re e n ,  b e c a u s e  it  b e longs  to two d i f f e re n t  p e r c e p tu a l  

co n tex ts .  In th is  way the  p r iv a te  d o c t r in e  a t t r ib u te d  to P r o t a g o r a s  s u b ­

s t i tu te s  fo r  h is  lo o s e  " i s  to m e "  the  c o m p le te ly  a c c u r a t e  " b e c o m e s  in 

co n nec tion  w ith  m e .  " P ro ta g o ra s *  "w h a t  a p p e a r s  to  each  is  fo r  h im "
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is  a c c e p ta b le  a s  an  in f o r m a l  and  p o p u la r  way of pu tt ing  the  r e a l  t r u th ,  

w h ich  is  th a t  w h a t  a p p e a r s  to  ea c h  in  p e r c e p t io n  b e c o m e s  in c o n n e c t io n  

w i t h h i m  and  s o m e  o b je c t .  A nd s in c e  th e s e  b e c o m in g s  a r e  a lw a y s  c o n ­

n e c te d  w i th  s o m e  p a r t i c u l a r  s u b je c t  i t  is  n e c e s s a r y ,  in o r d e r  to id en t i fy  

and c h a r a c t e r i z e  a  c o l o r - p r o c e s s ,  to r e f e r  to the  p e r s o n  fo r  w h o m  the

T h is  fa c t  a t  once  j u s t i f i e s  P r o t a g o r a s '  i n s i s t e n c e  th a t  e v e ry  p e r c e p t u a l  

p r e d i c a t e  shou ld  be q u a l i f ie d  by a r e f e r e n c e  to  s o m e  p e r s o n ,  and  e x ­

p la in s  how H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  ca n  s e e m  to  s u p p o r t  the  v iew th a t  p e r c e p ­

t io n  is  know ledge . F o r  a c c o r d in g  to th is  th e o ry  e v e ry  ju d g m e n t  a b o u t  

c o lo r ,  fo r  e x a m p le ,  w i l l  be  a  r e p o r t  of the  c o l o r - p r o c e s s  w h ic h  c o m e s  

in to  be ing  in  co n n e c t io n  w i th  th e  p e r s o n  m ak in g  th e  ju d g m e n t ,  and  m a t ­

t e r s  have  been  so  a r r a n g e d  th a t  he m u s t  a p p a re n t ly  be r ig h t  in h is  

r e p o r t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  even  th ough  one canno t say  ab o u t  h is  own o r  any  

one e l s e xs p e r c e p t io n s  th a t  th e y  r e p o r t  w h a t  e x is t s  o r  is; the  c a s e  fo r  

h im ,  i t  a p p e a r s  to be  enough  to  s a y  th a t  they  r e p o r t  in fa l l ib ly  w h a t  

c o m e s  to  be , o r  c o m e s  to be  th e  c a s e ,  f o r  h im . Even  in th is  l a t t e r  

c i r c u m s t a n c e  p e r c e p t io n  s e e m s  to  a m o u n t  to  know ledge .

how an  u n c r i t i c a l  P r o t a g o r e a n  th e o r y  ab ou t p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  is  to  

be r e f a s h io n e d  in to  a  c o m b in e d  H e r a c l e i t e a n - P r o t a g o r e a n  a c c o u n t .  I t  

i s  a r g u e d  th a t  c e r t a i n  p r e d i c a t e s - - " l a r g e r , 11 " m o r e " - - c a n n o t  w ith o u t  

g e n e ra t in g  d i f f ic u l t ie s  be a p p l ie d  so  long  a s  a t h e o r y  of c o n s ta n t  ch a n g e  

is  no t ad o p ted .  The  s a m e  a r g u m e n t  is  invoked  to  show th a t  d i f f ic u l t ie s  

a r i s e  w h en  one t r i e s  to  ap p ly  p e r c e p tu a l  p r e d i c a t e s .  The H e r a c l e i t e a n

p r o c e s s  h ap p en s  (154a 2

T h is  opening  e x p o s i t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n  d o c t r i n e s , then ,  show s



way of hand ling  su ch  p r e d ic a t e s  is  r e c o m m e n d e d  a s  the  r e m e d y  fo r  the 

e m b a r r a s s m e n t s  r e f e r r e d  to, and a b r i e f  in d ica t io n  (153d 8 -154a  2) is 

g iven  of how th is  m e th o d  w il l  t r e a t  p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts .  The d e ta i le d  

H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  is  expounded in  the  s e c t io n  i m m e d i ­

a te ly  fo llow ing.

B . T he  H e r a c l e i t e a n  T h e o ry  of P e r c e p t i o n  (156a- 1 57b)

T he  p u z z le s  abou t s i z e  and n u m b e r  and S ocra tes*  a p p a re n t  i n ­

f e r e n c e  f r o m  th e m  have  su g g e s te d  how the  P r o t a g o r e a n  th e o ry  of the  

r e la t iv i ty  of p e r c e p tu a l  q u a l i t i e s  is  to be r e d u c e d  to a H e r a c le i t e a n  

a c c o u n t  of r e a l i ty .  The p r o p e r  o b je c ts  of p e r c e p t i o n - - c o l o r s , t e m p e r ­

a t u r e s ,  t a s t e s ,  so u n d s ,  e tc . - - a r e  going to be r e g a r d e d  a s  a r i s in g  

m o m e n ta r i l y  in  a w o r ld  of to ta l  flux a s  a r e s u l t  of the  m u tu a l  in f lu en ce  

of p e r c e p tu a l  o rg a n s  and  e x te rn a l  o b je c ts .  The  e m p h a s is  on the c o n ­

tex t  in w h ich  they  a r i s e  w il l  e n s u r e  t h e i r  r e l a t iv i ty  to  o b s e r v e r s ,  and  

by t r e a t i n g  th e m  a s  m o m e n ta r y  b e c o m in g s  the  a c c o u n t  w il l  m a k e  th e m  

a m e n a b le  to  a  g e n e r a l  H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e ta p h y s ic s .  In the  im m e d ia te ly  

s u c c e e d in g  p a s s a g e  (156a 2 ff. ) a th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  is  p r e s e n te d  

w h ich  c la im s  to be a H e r a c l e i t e a n  a c c o u n t  and w h ich  in  i ts  b ro a d  o u t ­

l in e s  c l e a r l y  fo llow s the  p a t t e r n  j u s t  a d u m b ra te d .  On th e  b a s i s  of th is  

th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  i t  is  th en  a r g u e d  (1 5 7 e - l6 0 c )  th a t  each  man*s p e r ­

cep t io n s  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  t r u e  and , t h e r e f o r e ,  e a c h  m a n  has  a r ig h t  to 

c la im  know ledge abou t w h a t  he p e r c e i v e s .  The  u l t im a te  effect,  then , 

of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  is  to  v in d ic a te  P ro ta g o ra s*  

c la im  th a t  w ha t  a p p e a r s  to  each  m a n  is  th e  c a s e  fo r  h im , and th e r e f o r e
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to  s u p p o r t  T h eae te tu s*  d e f in i t io n  of know ledge  a s  p e rc e p t io n .

T he  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  i t s e l f  beg ins  by c i t in g  i ts  a l l e g ia n c e  to 

th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  p r in c ip le  th a t  To TT(*v k i V'Y^IS v̂\ v aAAo

T o Gt o  O o <$Vv (156a 5), and  co n c lu d es  w ith  the  a n n o u n c e m e n t  

th a t  a s  expounded  ju s t  b e fo re  i t  has  kep t  to  the  s t r i c t u r e  th a t  To 

<cl^cU TTcxvTa. ^ 0 (157b 1) and  th a t  one m u s t  n e v e r  

b r in g  an y th ing  to  r e s t  (b 7 -8 ) .  But if th e s e  s t r i c t u r e s  e x p r e s s  the  

id e a l s  d i r e c t in g  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of the  th e o ry ,  i t  can n o t  be d en ied  th a t  

the  e x p o s i t io n  i t s e l f  f a i l s  to  put th e m  in to  p r a c t i c e .  The  th e o ry  is  a t  

l e a s t  c a r e l e s s  in i ts  m a n n e r  of sp e a k in g  abou t the  e le m e n ts  of the  p e r ­

c e p tu a l  s i tu a t io n  w h ich  i t  i n t r o d u c e s ;  and  u l t im a te ly ,  a s  I s h a l l  show 

below , the  a c c o u n t  i t  g ives  i s  r e a l l y  in c o m p a t ib le  w ith  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .

T he  e x p o s i t io n  b eg ins  by d i s t in g u is h in g  two k inds  of ch an g e ,  

th o s e  w ith  an  “ a c t iv e  c a p a c i ty 1' and  th o s e  w ith  a " p a s s iv e  c a p a c i ty .  11 

T h is  d i s t in c t io n  is  a l le g e d  to be the  b a s i s  of th e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  

th in g s  c a p a b le  of be ing  p e r c e iv e d  (ag en ts )  and  o rg a n s  o r  p e r s o n s  c a p a ­

b le  of p e r c e iv in g  (p a t ien ts ) ;  but how w e a r e  to  u n d e r s ta n d  th e s e  d i f f e r ­

en c e s  a s  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  ty p e  of m o t io n  i s  n e i t h e r  in d ic a te d  n o r ,  p ro b a b ly ,  

w o r th  in q u ir in g  in to .  In any ev en t  i t  is  the  o th e r  b ro a d  d iv is io n  of k inds  

of m o t io n ,  the  d i s t in c t io n  w ith  r e s p e c t  to sp e e d  of change  (156c 6 ff. ), 

w h ich  is  m o s t  im p o r ta n t .  T he  a c t iv e  and  p a s s iv e  m o t io n s  j u s t  m e n ­

t ioned  a r e  s a id  to  g e n e r a t e ,  by co m in g  to g e th e r  and  in t e r f e r in g  w ith  

one a n o th e r ,  two o th e r  m o t io n s ,  c o r r e s p o n d in g  to a  p e r c e iv e d  q u a l i ty  

and  the  p e r c e iv in g  of it.  T h is  l a t t e r  p a i r  of m o t io n s  is  c o n t r a s t e d  w ith  

th e  f o r m e r  a s  be ing  v e r y  ra p id ,  in  c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  the  slow  r a t e  of
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change  c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  the  o th e r  p a i r .  A "s lo w  m o tio n "  is f u r t h e r

e x p la ined  by the r e m a r k  th a t  i t  " h a s  i ts  m o tion  in the  s a m e  p la c e  and

w ith  r e f e r e n c e  to th e  th in g s  th a t  co m e  w ith in  i ts  v ic in i ty "  (156c 9-f);

the  m o r e  ra p id  m o t io n s  a r e  exp l ic i t ly  sa id  to  be ch an g es  of p la c e ,  and

th e i r  g r e a t e r  r a p id i ty  is  su p p o sed  to be due to the fac t  th a t  lo c o m o t io n

is  t h e i r  m o d e  of change  (d 2 -3 ) .  T h is  su g g e s ts ,  though it does  not

q u i te  say ,  th a t  the  s low  m o tio n s  a r e  ch an g es  in  qu a l i ty  w h ile  the  r a p id

a r e  ch an g es  in p la c e ;  and , p e r  c o n t r a , a s  the  th ings th a t  u n d e rg o  q u a l -

* £\ /i t a t iv e  change  a r e  s a id  to have lo ca t io n ,  the  < j a n d  

(X i S , w h ic h  a r e  chang ing  p la c e ,  a r e  a p p a re n t ly  a t  r e s t  w ith

r e s p e c t  to  change  of q u a l i ty .

If th is  is  c o r r e c t ,  then  the  th e o ry  being  su g g e s te d  h e r e  a m o u n ts  

to  the  fo llowing. A s t i c k  o r  a s to n e  is  to be r e g a r d e d  a s  co n s ta n t ly  

lo s in g  and  gain ing  q u a l i t i e s .  E ach  qua li ty  i t  ga in s  c o m e s  in to  being 

to g e th e r  w ith  an  a w a r e n e s s  of i t  on the  p a r t  of so m ebody ,  and  though 

each  q u a li ty  m o v e s  in  p la c e  c o n s ta n t ly  so  long a s  i t  e x is t s ,  i t  i s  n e v e r ­

th e le s s  qu ite  f i r m ly  s o m e  one q u a l i t y - - s a y  w h i te n e s s  - - a n d  not any 

o th e r  d u r in g  the  t im e  i t  is  m ov ing  in  p la c e .  T h e r e f o r e  i t  is  de f in i te ly  

w h i te n e s s  th a t  c o m e s  to  be  and  e x is ts  d u r in g  the  t im e  it i s  p e rc e iv e d ;  

and  equa lly ,  the  s t i c k  r e a l ly  is  w h i te  a t  th a t  t im e ,  a t  l e a s t  fo r  the  p e r ­

c ip ie n t  in  q u e s t io n .  The q u a l i t i e s  w hich  a s  i t  w e r e  su c c e e d  one a n o th e r  

in the  s t ic k  do e x is t  a n d  a r e  w h a te v e r  they  a r e  d u r in g  the  t im e  they  a r e  

p e r c e iv e d .  Such a  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  w ould  r e s u l t  in  the  s t i c k 1 s b e ­

com ing  w h ite  to m e  fo r  a c e r t a i n  t im e  in  su c h  a s e n s e  th a t  d u r in g  th a t  

t im e  i t  i£  w hite  to  m e ;  in  s h o r t ,  the  s e n s e  of b eco m in g  such  a th e o ry
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w ould  em ploy  w ould  be one w h ich  w a s  not in c o m p a t ib le  w ith  e x i s t e n c e ,

but s t r i c t l y  im p l ie d  it .  T he  p r o c e s s  in q u e s t io n  w ould  t e r m i n a t e  in

f ixed  and  la s t in g  s t a t e s ,  and  fo r  the  d e s c r ip t io n  of th e s e  s t a t e s  not

but (J-tvai would  be the  c o r r e c t  locu tion .

B ut, a s  I have  a l r e a d y  r e m a r k e d ,  a l th o u g h  the  a c tu a l  a c c o u n t  of

p e r c e p t io n  thus  le a v e s  open, and  p e r h a p s  even  e n v is a g e s  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty
>

of r e q u i r i n g ,  s o m e  u s e s  of d u r a t io n -  £ lv < u  a f t e r  a l l ,  the  H e r a c l e i t -
T

ea n s  e x p r e s s ly  c la im  (157a 7 ff. ) fo r  th is  th e o r y  th a t  in  i t  is

TnxvT<x)tO©€-v P e r h a p s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  the  th e o ry  of p e r ­

c e p t io n  expounded in  156-157 shou ld  not be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a t t r ib u t in g  

only  one k ind  of change  to each  of th e  e le m e n ts  i t  i n t ro d u c e s  in  i t s  

a n a ly s i s  of the  p e r c e p tu a l  s i tu a t io n .  P o s s ib ly  i t  i s  only l o o s e n e s s  of 

e x p r e s s io n  w h ich  m a k e s  the  th e o ry  a p p e a r  to  condone  s o m e  u s e s  of

d u r a t io n -  Ql ^ a i ,  and in i n t e r p r e t i n g  it  w e shou ld  m a k e  ex p l ic i t  a l l
\

th a t  is  invo lved  in  th e  b a n is h m e n t  of e-l v a t ,  A c c o rd in g  to  su c h  a
» n t

m o r e  e x t r e m e  th e o ry  the  a  w h ic h  a r e  g e n e r a te d  by the  i n t e r ­

f e r e n c e  of p e r c e iv e d  o b jec t  w i th  s e n s e  o r g a n  w ould  not b^  w h i te n e s s  o r  

r e d n e s s ,  but w ould  b e c o m e  m o m e n t a r i l y  one o r  a n o th e r  of th e s e  th in g s  

w ith o u t  r e m a in in g  fo r  any p e r io d  of t im e .  On th is  th e o ry  a  s t ic k  o r  a 

s to n e  w i l l  be  though t of a s  e n d le s s ly  chang ing  i t s  p la c e  a s  w e l l  a s  a l l  

i t s  q u a l i t i e s ;  and  i t  w i l l  n e v e r  a c tu a l ly  ga in  and  have  any  q u a l i ty  w h a t ­

e v e r .  Sens e -q u a l i t i e s  and a w a r e n e s s e s  of th e m  w il l  c o m e  p a i r e d  

to g e th e r ,  but n e i th e r  a  s e n s e - q u a l i t y  n o r  an  a w a r e n e s s  is  f ixed  in  any  

w a y ,  e i t h e r  in  p la c e  o r  in  any  o th e r  r e s p e c t :  r e d n e s s  c o m e s  to be in  

th e  s p a c e  b e tw een  the  p e r c ip i e n t  and  th e  o b je c t ,  bu t im m e d ia te ly  not
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only changes  in p la c e  but a l s o  b e c o m e s  so m e  o th e r  c o lo r .  R e p o r t s  of 

p e rc e p t io n  a r e  thus of so m e th in g  a b so lu te ly  m o m e n ta ry .

Now e i th e r  of th e s e  th e o r i e s  of p e r c e p t io n  w ould s e r v e  s o m e  of 

the  p u rp o s e s  fo r  w h ich  a th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  is in t ro d u c e d  a t  th is  po in t  

in the  a rg u m e n t .  W h e th e r  p e r c e p tu a l  q u a l i t ie s  e x is t  when  they  a r e  p e r ­

c e iv ed  o r  m e r e ly  co m e  to be a t  th a t  t im e ,  ea c h  a ^ ^ T O v '  has  c o r ­

r e la te d  w ith  it  an  of the  a p p r o p r i a t e  s o r t .  Q u a li ty  and  p e r ­

cep tion  a r e ,  a s  the  th e o ry  sa y s  (156b 1), " tw in 11 o f f sp r in g  of o rg a n  and 

p e rc e iv e d  ob jec t .  The th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n ,  then , w h ic h e v e r  of the  two 

v e r s io n s  j u s t  o u tl ined  is  in tended ,  has  the  im p o r ta n t  c o n se q u e n c e  th a t  

t h e r e  is  n e v e r  a s e n s e - q u a l i ty  w h ich  be longs  to  no one; to  p ick  out a 

s e n s e - q u a l i ty  one m u s t  a lw ay s  r e f e r ,  even if only im p l ic i t ly ,  to  the  e x ­

p e r ie n c e  of so m e o n e  fo r  w hom  i t  e x is t s  (or  b e c o m e s) .  T h e r e f o r e  the  

th e o ry  su p p o r ts  P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew s  abou t the  r e la t iv i ty  of p e r c e p tu a l  

q u a l i t ie s  (as i t  c l a im s  to  do) by r e q u i r in g  e v e ry  p r e d ic a t io n  of a s e n s e -  

q u a li ty  to c a r r y  a r e f e r e n c e  to  the  su b je c t  fo r  w hom  i t  e x is ts  o r  b e ­

c o m e s .  I t  a l s o  s e e m s  su i ted ,  in  e i th e r  of the  two v e r s io n s ,  to  m a k e  a 

s t a r t ,  a t  l e a s t ,  to w a rd  ju s t i fy in g  P r o t a g o r a s 1 c la im  th a t  p e rc e p t io n  

a lw ays  y ie ld s  t ru th .  F o r  j u s t  a s  noth ing  e i th e r  is  o r  b e c o m e s  r e d  a l l  

by i t s e l f ,  so no one e i th e r  is  o r  b e c o m e s  p e r c i p i e n t - o f - r e d  by h im se l f :  

t h e r e  canno t be an  th a t  l a c k s  an And each

p e r c ip i e n t 1 s t i t l e  to f r e e d o m  of e r r o r  in h is  p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  is  

p ro te c te d  a t  l e a s t  f ro m  a t t a c k  by anyone  e l s e  on the  b a s i s  of h is  own 

e x p e r ie n c e s :  t h e r e  is  no c o n f l ic t  be tw een  w ha t any two p e r s o n s  p e r ­

c e iv e ,  b e c a u s e  the  q u a l i t i e s  in  q u e s t io n  a r e  s e p a ra te ly ,  g e n e ra te d  and  

s e p a r a te ly  e x p e r ie n c ed .
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On the  o th e r  hand  the  two t h e o r i e s  a r e  d i f fe re n t ,  and  if  w e a r e  

to have  a t r u ly  H e r a c l e i t e a n  a c c o u n t  of p e rc e p t io n  a t  th is  s t a g e  of the  

a r g u m e n t  we had b e t t e r  have  the  seco n d  and  not the  f i r s t  of the  two 

th e o r i e s  ou t l in ed  above . Only the  se c o n d ,  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  p r o v id e s  a 

r e p l a c e m e n t  and c la r i f i c a t i o n  of the  P r o t a g o r e a n  Mis fo r  X M l o c u t i o n - - 

and a s  I h ave  i n t e r p r e t e d  the  m o r a l  of the  p u z z le s  abou t s i z e  and  n u m ­

b e r ,  w h ic h  in t ro d u c e  the  a c c o u n t  of p e r c e p t io n ,  i t  is  j u s t  s u c h  a r e ­

p la c e m e n t  th a t  is  h e r e  to be s p e l le d  out. It has  to  be a d m i t t e d ,  how ­

e v e r ,  th a t  in th e  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  i t s e l f  P la to  m a k e s  no s e r i o u s  

a t t e m p t  to f o r m u la te  the  th o ro u g h -g o in g  H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o r y  th a t  th is  

w ould  r e q u i r e .  If n e v e r t h e l e s s  w e a r e  to  p r e f e r  th e  fu l l  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

ac c o u n t ,  w e m u s t  a t t e m p t  to f ind  s o m e  e x p lan a t io n  f o r  P l a t o 1 s not 

hav ing  s t a t e d  su ch  a th e o ry .

In p a r t ,  th is  f a i l u r e  can  be ex p la in ed  by the  c o n s id e r a t io n  th a t  

in  o r d e r  to r e c t i fy  i t  he w ould  have had to  d i s t in g u is h  b e tw een  lo c o m o ­

t ion  and  a l t e r a t i o n ,  a s  I have  done in  f o rm u la t in g  the  s e c o n d  v e r s i o n  of 

the  th e o r y  above , and  a t t r i b u t e  bo th  s o r t s  of change  to the  " s lo w "  m o ­

t io n s  a s  w e l l  a s  to  th e  " f a s t .  " But to  do th is  w ould  t ip  h is  hand  p r e m a -  

t u r e ly :  p r e c i s e l y  the  f a c t  th a t  a c c o r d in g  to  the  \S - d o c t r i n e  of

the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  e v e ry th in g  m u s t  have  e v e ry  s o r t  of ch an g e  is  m a d e
(

the  b a s i s  fo r  h is  own r e fu ta t io n  of th is  v iew  of l a t e r  on

(181-183).  H e re ,  he p u rp o s e ly  s l u r s  o v e r  the  d i s t in c t io n  b e tw een  k inds
17of m o t io n  in o r d e r ,  a s  C a m p b e l l  pu ts  i t ,  " th a t  i t  m a y  c o m e  in  a s  a 

f r e s h  po in t  a t  a l a t e r  s t a g e . "  H en ce ,  i t  m ig h t  be sa id ,  w e  h av e  s u f f i ­

c ie n t  g ro u n d  fo r  d isco u n t in g  the  f a c t  th a t  in  the  ex p o s i t io n  of the  th e o ry
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of p e rc e p t io n  ( M t Q ^ T d a r e  only g iven  and we shou ld  m e n ­

ta l ly  a l t e r  i t  to m a k e  th e m  c o n s ta n t ly  change  a l l  th e i r  q u a l i t i e s  a s  w ell .  

Indeed , it m ig h t  be added ,  th a t  it does  w ish  to get r id  of la s t in g  q u a l i ­

t ie s  is  shown by the  fa c t  th a t  even  in the  ex p o s i t io n  i t s e l f  the  th e o ry  

a d h e r e s  s t r i c t l y  to f o r m s  of 'j ( v / t  in d e ta i l in g  w hat happens  in 

p e rc e p t io n ,  a s  if th is  w e r e  r e q u i r e d  by the  fa c t  th a t  and

(X i a r e

T his  l in e  of r e a s o n in g  does  not h ow ever  r e a l ly  m a k e  the th e o ry  

as  a c tu a l ly  expounded any th e  m o r e  ea s i ly  u n d e r s ta n d a b le  a s  a s e r io u s  

H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry .  F o r  i t  a t t e m p ts  to show how a th e o ry  w h ich  d i s ­

t in g u ish e s  slow f r o m  f a s t  m o t io n s  can  be b ro u g h t  in to  l ine  w ith  H e r a ­

c le i te a n  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s ,  and to  exp la in  why it  w as  not exp lic i t ly  

b ro u g h t  in to  l in e  in the  f i r s t  p la c e .  But i t  is  easy  to s e e  th a t  if even 

r u d im e n ta ry  a t te n t io n  is  pa id  to  H e r a c le i t e a n  p r in c ip le s  the  d is t in c t io n  

be tw een  slow and  f a s t  m o t io n s  can n o t  be in t ro d u c e d  a t a ll .  The slow 

m o t io n s ,  o r  p h y s ic a l  o b je c t s ,  a r e  a p p a re n t ly  su p p o sed  to be i n c e s s a n t  

q u a l i ta t iv e  c h a n g e s .  A s t ic k  o r  a s t o n e - - a  slow m o t io n - - b e c o m e s  a 

s u c c e s s io n  of, f o r  e x am p le ,  c o lo r s  w ithou t  in te r ru p t io n .  As I s a id  

above, the  th e o ry  ought not to  g ive th e s e  m o tio n s  s ta b i l i ty  of p la c e ,  a s  

it does ;  but even if th is  is  a l lo w e d  to p a s s  the  th e o ry  obv iously  s t i l l  

c o n tra v e n e s  H e r a c le i t e a n  p r i n c ip l e s .  F o r  if the  c o lo r s  and o th e r  q u a l ­

i t ie s  th a t  a s t ic k  c o m e s  to  have a r e  to be u n d e rs to o d  in a c c o r d a n c e  

w ith  a th e o ry  even of c o n s ta n t  flux of q u a l i t i e s  they obviously  ought not 

to be g iven any d u ra t io n  a t  a l l .  T hus  in  the  p e r c e p tu a l  s i tu a t io n ,  a s  the  

th e o ry  s a y s ,  the  s t i c k  o r  the  s to n e  b e c o m e s  not w h i te n e s s  but w h ite
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(156e 5): but if so  th en  th e  w h i te n e s s  i t  c o m e s  to have had b e t t e r  not 

l a s t  fo r  any t im e .  If th e  s t i c k  b e c o m e s  w h ite  and s ta y s  w h ite  fo r  any 

p e r io d  of t im e  then  d u r in g  th a t  t im e  it w il l  be w h i te  and  r e s t  w i l l  have  

b een  in t ro d u c e d  in to  th e  w o r ld .  Why then  does the  q u e s t io n  e v e r  a r i s e  

w h a t  k ind of m o t io n  the  h ave?  H aving no d u ra t io n  they

ought not to h ave  any  m o t io n  of any  s o r t .  As soon , t h e r e f o r e ,  a s  the  

t h e o ry  d i s t in g u i s h e s  slow  f r o m  fa s t  m o t io n s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of w h a t  s o r t s  

of m o t io n  the  l a t t e r  have  and w h e th e r  the  f o r m e r  have e v e ry  ty p e  of 

m o t io n  o r  only s o m e ,  i t  h a s  c e a s e d  to be a s e r io u s  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry .  

A p a t e n t l y  m u s t  be m o m e n ta r y  b e c o m in g s ,  and  a s  soon  a s  the  

th e o ry  t r e a t s  th e m  a s  m o t io n s ,  w h ic h  m u s t  have  d u ra t io n ,  i t  not only 

b r in g s  1°  a s t a n d s t i l l ,  but a l s o  g ives  s t i c k s  and  s to n e s  l a s t ­

ing p r o p e r t i e s .  R e sc u e  o p e r a t io n s  m a y  o r  m ay  not s u c c e e d  in  i n t r o ­

duc ing  m o t io n s  of a l l  s o r t s  in to  e v e ry  e le m e n t  of the  th e o ry ,  a s  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n  m e ta p h y s i c s  r e q u i r e ,  but they  c an n o t  exp la in  aw ay the  f a c t  

th a t  in  even  e m b a rk in g  on a  th e o ry  of the  type  found a t  156-157 P la to  

can n o t  hav e  pa id  any  s e r i o u s  a t te n t io n  to  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  he c l a im s  

to  be fo llow ing .

If th e  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  is  only s u p e r f i c i a l ly  a  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

th e o ry ,  how a r e  w e  to  e x p la in  i t s  a p p e a r a n c e  h e r e  in  th e  T h e a e t e t u s ?

I th ink  the  a n s w e r  m u s t  be th a t  P l a to  is  a l r e a d y  p r e p a r in g  fo r  th e  r e f u ­

ta t io n  of th e  flux th e o ry  w h ic h  he  w il l  p ro d u c e  below (181-183): s in c e  

the  a r g u m e n t  he w i l l  p r e s s  a g a in s t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  m o r e  e f fe c t iv e ly  

d e p lo y a b le  a g a in s t  a  t h e o r y  w h ich  h a s  n a iv e ly  and h a l f - c o n s c io u s ly  been  

th ink ing  of a s  h av ing  d u ra t io n  (though i t  is  v a l id  a g a in s t  any
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th e o ry  w h ich  d en ie s  d u ra t io n  to ev e ry th in g ) ,  he h e r e  s e t s  the  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n s  up w i th  a th e o ry  th a t  is  r ip e  fo r  r e fu ta t io n .  P la to  w an ts  to 

a r g u e  in  h is  re fu ta t io n  th a t  the  d o c t r in e  of g e n e r a l  flux is not only f a l s e  

but even  unab le  to  su p p o r t  the  t h e s i s  th a t  w ha t  any one ju d g es  in p e r c e p ­

tion  is  t r u e .  T he  l a t t e r  po in t  goes h om e m o r e  im p r e s s iv e ly  a g a in s t  a 

th e o ry  w h ich  has  b een  th ink ing  of the  q u a l i t i e s  r e p o r t e d  in p e rc e p t io n  

as  hav ing  a d u ra t io n .  F o r  i t  c an  then  be po in ted  out th a t  if  w h a t  one 

p e r c e iv e s  has  a d u ra t io n  it  m u s t  have  a s u c c e s s io n  of q u a l i t i e s ,  so th a t  

one canno t say  th a t  w ha t  one p e r c e iv e s  is  (e. g. ) r e d  r a t h e r  than  any 

o th e r  c o lo r :  d u r in g  the  t im e  w hen one p e r c e iv e s  i t  i t  m u s t  b e c o m e  in 

s u c c e s s io n  a l l  the  o th e r  c o lo r s ,  so  th a t  i t  a d m i t s  no c o l o r - n a m e  in 

p r e f e r e n c e  to  any  o th e r .  The  r e s u l t  i s  th a t  no r e p o r t  of p e rc e p t io n  one 

m ig h t  m a k e  a t  any t im e  is  any t r u e r  th an  any o th e r  one m igh t have  

m a d e  th en ,  and p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  lo s e  a l l  c la im  to t ru th .  It  s e e m s  

th a t  h is  d e s i r e  to  show not m e r e l y  th a t  no ju d g m e n t  has  any c la im  to 

t r u th  in  a w o r ld  of flux but, e s p e c ia l ly ,  th a t  no p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n t  can  

be t r u e ,  has  led  P la to  to  g ive h is  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  a th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  

w h ich  r e a l l y  does  not f i t  t h e i r  p r in c ip le s  a t  a l l .

Now if th is  w ay of looking  a t  th e  t h e o r y  of p e rc e p t io n  is  c o r r e c t ,  

the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  and  the  reduc tion  of P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  to H e r a ­

c le i t e a n i s m  had b e t t e r  not be too  f i r m ly  w edded  to  th e  d e ta i l s  of the  

ac c o u n t  of p e r c e p t io n  g iven  in  156-157 . And in fa c t  the  d e fen se  of p e r ­

cep tion  a s  know ledge  w h ich  is  m a d e  in  1 5 7 e - l6 0 c ,  though  a t  v a r io u s  

p la c e s  in  i t  d e ta i l s  of the  p e rc e p t io n  th e o ry  a r e  r e c a l l e d  (e. g. , 159d, e), 

does  no t r e ly  heav i ly  on the  fa c t  th a t  have  d u ra t io n .  The
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e s s e n t i a l  po in t  is  th a t  p e r c e iv e d  q u a l i t i e s  a r e  th ings  w h ich  o b je c ts  c o m e  

to have a t  a c e r t a i n  m o m e n t  in  c o n n e c t io n  w ith  c e r t a in  o th e r  o b je c t s  a s  

they  a r e  a t  th a t  m o m e n t ;  and one need  not th ink  of th e m  a s  hav in g  any 

d u ra t io n  in  o r d e r  to follow the  su b s e q u e n t  a r g u m e n ta t io n .

C. H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  and  th e  T r u th  of P e r c e p t i o n  (1 5 7 e - l6 0 d )

One can  th in k  of the  b a s ic  p r in c ip l e s  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  a s  

a p p l ie d  to  p e r c e p t io n  in  153d-157d , a s  e f fec t iv e ly  re m o v in g  one p o te n ­

t ia l  s o u r c e  of o b je c t io n  to the  v iew  th a t  a l l  p e rc e p t io n s  a r e  t r u e .  B e ­

c a u s e  a p e r c e p tu a l  q u a l i ty  a lw a y s  a r i s e s  w ith in  a c e r t a i n  c o n f ig u ra t io n  

of o b je c t  and  p e r c ip i e n t ,  no c o lo r  o r  t a s t e  o r  s m e l l  can  be a t t r i b u t e d  to 

an  o b je c t  w ith o u t  r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  p e r c ip i e n t  in c o n n ec t io n  w ith  w h o m  it  

a r i s e s .  No o b je c t  h a s ,  a s  i t  i s  pu t below (160b 1 -3 , 10-c2) ,  any  q u a l i ty  

fo r  and  by i t s e l f .  H en ce  the  t r u t h  of o n e 's  p e r c e p t io n s  canno t be i m ­

pugned  by the  c la im  th a t  they  fa i l  to  c o r r e s p o n d  to the  qua l i ty  th e  o b je c t  

i t s e l f  a c tu a l ly  h as :  i t ,  by i t s e l f ,  h a s  no q u a l i t i e s  a t  a l l .

But th e r e  a r e  o th e r  t h r e a t s  to  th e  t r u t h  of e a c h  m a n ’s p e r c e p ­

t io n s .  T he  f a i l u r e  of o n e ’s p e r c e p t io n s  to  c o r r e s p o n d  w ith  th o s e  w h ic h  

o th e r  p eo p le  e x p e r ie n c e ,  o r  w h ic h  a  p e r s o n  in  n o r m a l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  

o r  h ea l th y  co n d i t io n  w ould  e x p e r ie n c e ,  m ig h t  a l s o  be a p p e a le d  to  a s  

g ro u n d s  fo r  r e j e c t in g  th e m  a s  f a l s e .  T hus  if a c e r t a i n  w ine  t a s t e s  b i t ­

t e r  to  m e  in  i l l - h e a l t h  but s w e e t  to  m e  and  o th e r s  u n d e r  n o r m a l  c o n d i ­

t io n s ,  one m ig h t  w e l l  a r g u e  th a t  though  I a m  c e r t a in ly  c o r r e c t  in  say in g  

th a t  b i t t e r n e s s  i s  w h a t  I now e x p e r ie n c e  m y  p e r c e p t io n  is  n e v e r th e l e s s  

f a l s e  b e c a u s e  th e  w ine  is  no t b i t t e r  bu t sw e e t  to  the  n o r m a l  p a la te .
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This  ob jec t io n  does not depend upon say in g  th a t  the  w ine  has  the  q u a l i ty  

of s w e e tn e s s  a l to g e th e r  in  in d ep en d en ce  of p e r c e i v e r s - - th i s  h a s  a l r e a d y  

been  ru le d  o u t - - b u t  only th a t  we shou ld  r e f u s e  to  say  th a t  w ha t s e e m s  to 

anyone is so u n le s s  he is  in n o r m a l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  h ea lthy  cond it ion ,  

e tc . The n o r m a l  p e r s o n ’s e x p e r ie n c e s  a r e  the  c r i t e r i o n  of w h a t  is  the  

c a s e ,  and not th o s e  of any i n d i s c r im in a t e  p e r s o n  in j u s t  any c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s .  S o m e t im e s  a p e r s o n 's  e x p e r ie n c e s  a r e  s i m i l a r  to th o s e  w h ich  

o th e r  peop le  do, o r  w ould , e x p e r ie n c e  in co n n ec t io n  w ith  a c e r t a i n  o b ­

j e c t ,  and  s o m e t im e s  they  v a ry  f r o m  th is  n o rm .  And w hen  they  v a r y  

they  m u s t  be p ro n o u n c e d  f a l s e ,  h o w ev e r  m u c h  they  m ay  be w hat r e a l ly  

a p p e a r s  to be the  c a s e  to  the  p e r s o n  in  q u e s t io n .

T h is  o b jec t io n  is  r a i s e d  by P la to  a t  1 57e-158a  and in o r d e r  to 

a n s w e r  i t  on b eha lf  of his P r o t a g o r e a n  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  he dev e lo p s  f r o m  

the  e le m e n ts  of H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e ta p h y s ic s  a m o r e  s t r in g e n t  r e l a t i v i s m  

than  has  ye t  a p p e a re d .  The e ffec t  of his r e p ly  is  to a rg u e  th a t  on H e r a ­

c le i te a n  a s s u m p t io n s  t h e r e  can  be no p la c e  fo r  the  co n cep t  of a n o r m a l  

o b s e r v e r .  Such a c o n cep t io n  r e q u i r e s ,  a t  a m in im u m ,  th a t  w e shou ld  

be ab le  to say  th a t  one p e r s o n 's  e x p e r ie n c e  is s i m i l a r  to a n o th e r* s ,  so 

th a t  the  e x p e r ie n c e s  of c e r t a in  p e r s o n s  can  be g rouped  to g e th e r  and  p r o ­

nounced " n o r m a l"  by c o n t r a s t  to the  d ev ian t  e x p e r ie n c e s  of the a b n o r ­

m a l .  But g iven  a H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry  of r e a l i t y ,  P la to  w il l  a rg u e ,  th is  

cond ition  fa i l s  of fu l f i l lm e n t .  The up sh o t  is  th a t  e ach  m a n  is  e n t i r e ly  

cu t off f ro m  e v e ry  o th e r  m a n  and  f r o m  h im s e l f  a t  e v e ry  o th e r  m o m e n t ,  

and his  e x p e r ie n c e s  have  no p o s s ib le  c o n n ec t io n  w ith  w hat anyone e ls e  

e x p e r ie n c e s  o r  w h a t  he h im s e l f  e x p e r ie n c e s  a t  any o th e r  m o m e n t .  E ach
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m a n fs p e r c e p t io n s  w il l  t u r n  out to  be  f r e e  f r o m  c r i t i c i s m  of any  and  

e v e r y  s o r t  b e c a u s e  they  have  b een  m a d e  in the  s t r o n g e s t  p o s s ib l e  s e n s e  

p r i v a t e  to  h im s e l f  a t  th e  t im e  he h as  th e m .

T he  nub of th is  f u r t h e r  d e v e lo p m e n t  c o n s i s t s  in  the  two a s s e r ­

t io n s  (1 ) th a t  no or i s e v e r  l ik e  any o th e r  and

(2 ) th a t  e a c h  p e r s o n  (and, of c o u r s e ,  though  th is  is  not e m p h a s iz e d  in

18th e  te x t  [but cf. 160c 4 -5 ] ,  e a c h  ob jec t)  is  r e a l ly  an  in f in i ty  of s u c ­

c e s s i v e  p e r s o n s ,  no one of w h ic h  is  e v e r  l ik e  a n o th e r .  T h e s e  two 

th e s e s  a r e  en u n c ia ted  a t  th e  v e r y  o u ts e t  of the  a c c o u n t  of p e r c e p t io n  on 

H e r a c l e i t e a n  a s s u m p t io n s  (154a 6 - 8 ), but the  m a t t e r  is  not p r e s s e d  

t h e r e .  I t  i s  only a f t e r  the  ex p o s i t io n  of th e  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n ,  and  

in a n s w e r  to  the  im a g in e d  o b je c t io n  ex p la in ed  ju s t  above ,  th a t  th is  

s t r o n g e r  s o r t  of r e l a t iv i ty  and  s u b je c t iv i s m  c o m e s  fo rc ib ly  to  th e  f o r e ­

f ro n t .  P la to  c o n s id e r s  two ty p e s  of c a s e ,  the  d i s c r e p a n c ie s  b e tw een  

w ak ing  and  d r e a m in g  e x p e r ie n c e  a n d  th o s e  be tw een  a  h ea lthy  and  a  

d i s e a s e d  p e r s o n f s p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts .  As fo r  w ak in g  and  d r e a m in g  

e x p e r ie n c e  (158b 5 -d  7), he c o n te n ts  h im s e l f  w ith  th e  r e m a r k  th a t  w hen  

one is in  e i t h e r  of the  two s t a t e s  he p la c e s  the  v e r y  s t r o n g e s t  c r e d e n c e  

in  th e  th ings  th a t  then  s e e m  to h im  to be t r u e ,  so  th a t ,  s in c e  th e  s a m e  

a m o u n t  of t im e  i s  sp e n t  d r e a m in g  a s  w ak ing ,  t h e r e  is  no g round  on 

w h ic h  to  a p p e a l  to  w h a t  s e e m s  t r u e  to  you in  th e  one co nd it ion  a s  r e f u t ­

ing  w h a t  s e e m s  t r u e  to  you in  the  o th e r .

In c o n s id e r in g  the  c o n t r a s t  b e tw e e n  h ea l th  and  s i c k n e s s  (158e 5- 

160c 1 0), h o w ev e r ,  P l a to  a t t e m p t s  to  c a r r y  th e  c o n se q u e n c e s  of H e r a ­

c l e i t e a n i s m  f u r th e r .  T he  a r g u m e n t  p r o c e e d s  by m e a n s  of the  fo l low ing  

t h r e e  a s s e r t i o n s :
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(1 ) A ’’p e r s o n "  is  r e a l ly  a s u c c e s s io n  of d i f f e re n t  p e r s o n s ,  

in a s m u c h  a s  he i s  co n s ta n t ly  chang ing . (159c 8-9)

(2) But w hat  a p p e a r s  and  is  to  one p e r s o n  a p p e a r s  and is d i f ­

f e r e n t  to a d i f f e re n t  p e r s o n .  (159c 8-9)

(3) T h e r e f o r e  not only i s  i t  the  c a s e  (as w as  a rg u e d  in the  

p re v io u s  a n a ly s i s  of p e rc e p t io n )  th a t  w h a t  I a t  any t im e  p e r c e iv e  r e a l ly  

is (b eco m es)  so  fo r  m e  then , but a l s o  nothing th a t  a p p e a r s  to  m e  a t  any 

t im e  is  l ike  w hat a p p e a r s  to  any one e ls e  o r  to  m e  a t  a n o th e r  t im e .

(159e 7 - 1 60a 2)

The  im p l ie d  c o n c lu s io n  is :

(4) T h e r e  can  be no g round  w h a t s o e v e r  fo r  c a l l in g  so m e  e x p e ­

r i e n c e s  t r u e  and o th e r s  f a l s e .  The i l lu s io n s  of d re a m in g  and m a d n e s s  

and the  " a b n o r m a l"  im p r e s s i o n s  due to i l ln e s s  a r e  " r e a l  to us a t  the

t im e  w hen we e x p e r ie n c e  th em ; w h ich  is  a l l  the  r e a l i ty  anyth ing  is  p e r -  

19m i t te d  to c l a i m . "  E ach  p e r c e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e  is  to ta l ly  un like  and 

unco n n ec ted  w ith  any o th e r  p e r c e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e .  T h e r e  is  no g round  

fo r  ap p e a l  to  any th ing  beyond the  m o m e n ta r y  e x p e r ie n c e  i t s e l f  a s  a 

c r i t e r i o n  of t ru th ,  s in c e  a l l  one finds e l s e w h e r e  is  a n  in f in i te  v a r i a t io n  

of d i f f e re n t  p e r s o n s 1 q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  and  m u tu a l ly  d i s s i m i l a r  and  u n c o n ­

n e c te d  p e rc e p t io n s .  E a c h  p e r s o n  is  to ta l ly  confined  w ith in  a m o m e n ta ry  

p r iv a te  w o r ld  and can  do no th ing  but r e p o r t  his  m o m e n ta r y  e x p e r ie n c e .  

In fa c t  (160b 5-c 10), p e r s o n ,  e x te rn a l  o b jec t ,  p e r c e iv e d  q u a li ty  and a c t  

of p e rc e iv in g  a r e  bound to g e th e r  in su ch  a way th a t  they  a l l  co m e  to be 

fo r  one a n o th e r  and  fo r  no th ing  e ls e .

W hat r e a s o n s  a r e  t h e r e  fo r  a c c e p t in g  (1 ) and  (2) ? N e i th e r  of
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th e m  s e e m s ,  a t  f i r s t  s ig h t ,  t r u e  a t  a l l :  even if a p e r s o n  is  c o n s ta n t ly

chang ing  i t  does  not follow th a t  he is c o n s ta n t ly  chang ing  h is  i d e n t i t y . 

One m ig h t ,  h o w e v e r ,  a l low  th is  to  p a s s  in view of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

d e n ia l  of d u r a t io n  in  e v e ry  r e g a r d .  The d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  (2) a r e  m o r e  

in t r a c t a b l e ;  even if  d i f f e r e n t  p eo p le  m ay  have  d i f f e re n t  e x p e r i e n c e s  in  

c o n n e c t io n  w i th  the  s a m e  o b jec t ,  th a t  is  no r e a s o n  to th ink  th a t  no two 

peop le  c a n  e v e r  have  the  s a m e  p e r c e p t io n s .  (G ran ted ,  one m ig h t  th ink  

th a t  two p e o p le  cou ld  no t h av e  the  s a m e  e x p e r ie n c e s ,  a s  Lit m ig h t  be 

sa id ]  one can n o t  have  anyone  e lse*s  s m i l e  o r  id e n t ic a l ly  th e  s a m e  

[ a b s t r a c t  p a r t i c u l a r ]  s a l lo w n e s s .  But P la to  is  c l e a r ly  s a y in g  th a t  d i f ­

f e r e n c e  of p e r s o n  m a k e s  e x p e r ie n c e  q u a l i ta t iv e ly ,  and no t m e r e l y  [if

t h e r e  cou ld  be su c h  a thing] n u m e r i c a l ly ,  d if fe re n t :  cf. 159e 7

> .  ̂ ^ \ 
e 8 O.X A oi ov/( 160a 2 i Oi DOjoV').

T h e  r e a s o n s  S o c r a t e s  a c tu a l ly  p ro p o s e s  to T h e a e te tu s  fo r  a c ­

c ep t in g  th e s e  p ro p o s i t io n s  s e e m  in a d e q u a te  on one of two g ro u n d s .

E i th e r  th e  log ic  by w h ic h  they  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  in v o lv es  a f a l la c io u s  
21p r in c ip l e  of r e a s o n in g  o r  t h e r e  i s  an  eq u iv o ca t io n  on a key t e r m  a p ­

p e a r in g  in  p r e m i s s  and  c o n c lu s io n .  S o c r a te s  b eg ins  by la y in g  i t  down
t(

th a t  so m e th in g  a l to g e th e r  ( 0 X ujSj 158e 1 0 ) d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  so m e th in g

e lse  ca n n o t  have  any c a p a c i ty  in  c o m m o n  w ith  th a t  o th e r  th ing ; and , he
> /

a d d « #, any th in g  th a t  is  e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  m u s t  be un like  (<XvO^a0 iOv, 

159a 3) th e  th ing  i t  is  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m .  But th en  he e n u n c ia te s  the  d u b i ­

ous p r o p o s i t io n  th a t  Mif any th ing  h ap p en s  to be l ik e  o r  un like  s o m e th in g  

( i t s e l f  o r  a n o th e r ) ,  we s h a l l  say  th a t  in  be ing  m a d e  l ik e ,  i t  b e c o m e s  

the  s a m e ,  and  in being  m a d e  un l ik e ,  d i f f e r e n t . "  (159a 6 - 8). Now th is
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m ig h t  be c o n s t ru e d  as  an in s ta n c e  of the  fa l la c y  of a f f i rm in g  the  c o n s e ­

quent:  if any th ing  is  d i f f e re n t ,  it is  u n like ,  h e r e  is so m e th in g  un like ,  

e rg o  it  is  d if f e re n t .  And th e r e  a r e  in d ic a t io n s  th a t  th is  is  j u s t  how 

S o c r a te s  in tends  to be r e a s o n in g .  F o r  in w hat fo llow s he e s ta b l i s h e s  

tha t  S o c r a t e s - i l l  is  un l ik e  S o c r a t e s - w e l l ,  d ra w s  the  i n f e r e n c e  th a t  

t h e r e f o r e  the  two S o c r a t e s e s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  f ro m  one a n o th e r  (159b 1 0 ), 

and  c o n s id e r s  h im s e l f  th e re b y  l i c e n s e d  to  apply  the  in i t ia l  p r e m i s s  

(tha t two d i f fe re n t  th in g s  do not s h a r e  any c ap ac i ty )  in o r d e r  to c o n ­

c lude  th a t  the  r e s p e c t i v e  S o c r a t e s e s  do not have  the  ca p a c i ty  to be s i m ­

i l a r ly  a f fec ted .  If th is  is  his a r g u m e n t ,  then  we have  q u ite  c e r t a in ly  

b een  given  no r e a s o n  (not even one w hich  a s s u m e s  the  t r u th  of H e r a ­

c le i t e a n i s m )  fo r  th ink ing  e i th e r  th a t  S o c r a t e s - w e l l  and  S o c r a t e s - i l l  a r e  

two d i f fe re n t  p e r s o n s ,  o r  fo r  a c c e p t in g  th a t  n e i th e r  they n o r  any o th e r  

p a i r  of d i f fe re n t  p e r s o n s  can  have  the  s a m e  e x p e r ie n c e s .

The a l t e r n a t iv e  to so c o n s t ru in g  the  a r g u m e n t  is  to tak e  159a 6-8 

not a s  c o m m it t in g  the  f a l la c y  of a f f i rm in g  the  co n se q u e n t  but r a t h e r  as  

en u n c ia t ing  an in d ep en d en t  a x io m  abou t th ings  th a t  a r e  l ik e  o r  un like  

one a n o th e r .  T h is  a x io m , e x p r e s s e d  in the  P a r m e n id e s  (139e-140a) ,  

holds  th a t  to say  th a t  so m e th in g  is  l ik e  so m e th in g  e l s e  i s  to say  th a t  

they  a r e  the  s a m e  in  s o m e  r e s p e c t  ( 7TOc>; P a r m . 139e 8) (and s i m i ­

l a r l y  fo r  u n l ik e n e s s ) .  But even if th is  is  w h a t  S o c r a te s  m e a n s  to be 

say in g  a t  159a 6- 8  w e a r e  s t i l l  not b ro u g h t  any c l o s e r  to a va lid  r e a s o n ,  

even  a s s u m in g  the  t r u t h  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  fo r  a c c e p t in g  (1) and (2) 

above . F o r  when S o c r a t e s  goes on to a r g u e  th a t  b e c a u s e  S o c r a t e s - i l l  

and S o c r a t e s - w e l l  a r e  unlike  th ey  m u s t  be d i f f e re n t ,  he is  e n t i t led  only
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to  co n c lu d e  th a t  they  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  m  s o m e  r e s p e c t . But, a s  he has
</

m a d e  q u i te  e x p l ic i t  j u s t  b e fo re ,  i t  is  only w hen two th ings  a r e  oAujS 

d i f f e r e n t  th a t  w e have  the  r ig h t  to co n c lu d e  tha t  they  do not s h a r e  any 

c a p a c i ty  (and so  do not have  the  c a p a c i ty  to be s i m i l a r l y  a f fe c te d  in  

s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n ) .  N oth ing  has  b een  s a id  to show th a t  two th in g s  in 

s o m e  r e s p e c t  d i f f e r e n t  c a n n o t  have  any c a p a c i ty  in  c o m m o n .  Only by 

an  e q u iv o ca t io n  on the  w o rd  " d i f f e r e n t 11 cou ld  S o c r a te s  p r e te n d  th a t  th is  

h as  b een  shown. In the  c o n c lu s io n ,  " d i f f e r e n c e "  m e a n s  " d i f f e r e n c e  in  

so m e  r e s p e c t , "  w h ile  in the  p r e m i s s  i t  m e a n s  " d i f f e r e n c e  in  e v e ry  

r e s p e c t .  " T h e r e  a r e  in d ic a t io n s  in  the  te x t  th a t  th is  is  how S o c r a t e s  

r e a c h e s  the  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  e a c h  t e m p o r a l  s ta g e  of a  " p e r s o n "  i s  a d i f ­

f e r e n t  p e r s o n  and  has  e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  e x p e r ie n c e s  f r o m  th o s e  of any 

o th e r  p e r s o n .  F o r  in e s t a b l i s h in g  th a t  S o c r a t e s - i l l  is  un like  S o c r a t e s - 

w e l l  P la to  has  T h e a e te tu s ,  to  S o c r a t e s 1 ev iden t  d e l igh t  (159b 8 ), s l ip  in  

r e f e r e n c e s  to  T o v  acr&GVOOVTa oAov ToOvO

(159b 6 ), su g g e s t in g  th a t  b e c a u s e  S o c r a t e s  a t  any g iven m o m e n t  is  oAov

("as  a w h o le , "  " ta k e n  a l l  to g e th e r " )  un like  h im s e l f  a t  any o th e r  m o m e n t
O x c/ vta k e n  a s  a w ho le ,  he  is  0 AvjJS fcTfc^OS (cf. 158e 10) and  OAu>£

(XVcfjaOiOS ( e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  and  un like) .  But he i s n l t, and  th is

a t t e m p t  to  c o v e r  up the  t r a n s i t i o n  f r o m  d i f fe re n c e  in  s o m e  r e s p e c t  to

d i f f e r e n c e  in e v e ry  r e s p e c t  i s  no t  v e r y  conv inc ing .

I t  t h e r e f o r e  a p p e a r s  th a t  th e  r e a s o n s  S o c r a te s  g ives  in  s u p p o r t  

of h is  tw o t h e s e s  (1 ) and  (2 ) ab o v e  a r e ,  h o w ev er  one i n t e r p r e t s  the  t r a i n  

of r e a s o n in g ,  in a d e q u a te  to  p e r m i t  th e m  to s e r v e  a s  p r e m i s s e s  to  h is  

d e s i r e d  c o n c lu s io n s  (3) and  (4). T hough  i t  m a y  be t r u e  th a t  e a c h  m a n
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is  c o n s ta n t ly  changing , i t  has  not b een  shown th a t  he is  a t  any two 

m o m e n ts  e n t i r e ly  un like ;  and  th is  is  w ha t  is  r e q u i r e d  in o r d e r  to a llow  

the in f e r e n c e s  in (3) and (4). It has not been  shown th a t  d i f f e re n t  t e m ­

p o r a l  p e r s o n - s t a g e s  m u s t  have  q u a l i ta t iv e ly  d i f f e re n t  p e rc e p t io n s .

F a c e d  w ith  th is  s i tu a t io n  i t  is  not e a sy  to d ec id e  w hat to say  It 

s e e m s  c e r t a i n  on c a r e f u l  e x a m in a t io n  of 158e-159c  th a t  one o r  the  o th e r  

of the  two fa l la c io u s  a rg u m e n ts  ou t l in ed  above  is  indeed  the so le  s u p ­

p o r t  g iven  a n y w h e re  in  the  tex t  fo r  the  v e r y  im p o r ta n t  th e s i s  th a t  no 

o n e 's  e x p e r ie n c e s  a r e  e v e r  l ik e  anyone  e l s e ' s .  Is t h e r e  any r e a s o n  to

th ink , in d ep en d en t ly  of th e  a r g u m e n t  in  the  tex t ,  th a t  on H e r a c le i t e a n

22p r in c ip le s  th e  th e s i s  m u s t  be t r u e ?  I t  has  been  a rg u e d  th a t  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n i s m  im p l ie s  no su c h  th ing , th a t  i t  only holds th a t  no qua li ty  

s u rv iv e s  fo r  any p e r io d  of t im e ,  and  does  not deny th a t  the  s a m e  q u a l ­

ity  m ig h t  r e c u r  a f t e r  an  in te r v a l  o r  c o m e  in to  being in two p la c e s  a t  

once. And i t  m u s t  be a d m i t te d  th a t  th is  is a v e r y  p la u s ib le  accoun t of 

the  t r u e  im p l ic a t io n s  of the  th e o ry .  T he  p o s s ib i l i ty  t h e r e f o r e  su g g e s ts  

i t s e l f  th a t  P la to  h a s ,  in  h is  d e s i r e  to m a k e  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  im p ly  P r o ­

t a g o r e a n i s m  and  su p p o r t  the  th e s i s  th a t  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n  is  a lw ays  t r u e ,  

s im p ly  f o r c e d  the  co n se q u e n c e  on the  th e o ry .  W ishing  to show th a t  if 

H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is t r u e  w h a t  anyone  p e r c e iv e s  to be the  c a s e  is  so ,  and 

see in g  th a t  to  th is  end he m u s t  d isa l lo w  a p p e a ls  to the  n o r m a l  o b s e r v e r  

a s  the  s t a n d a r d  of w ha t  is  so ,  he has  j u s t  m a d e  the  flux th e o ry  im ply  

the  to ta l  d i f f e r e n c e  of each  p e r s o n ' s  e x p e r ie n c e  f r o m  e v e ry  o th e r 's .

And i t  m ig h t  be s a id  th a t  the  con fus ion  o v e r  w h ich  of two fa l lac io u s  a r ­

g um ents  he u s e s  to p l a s t e r  o v e r  the  gap in  his r e a s o n in g  is  d e l ib e ra te ,  

o r  h a l f - d e l ib e r a t e ,  a u x i l ia ry  ob fu sca t io n .
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Now o r d in a r i ly  su c h  an  h y p o th e s is  w ould  be a c c e p ta b le  only in 

th e  l a s t  r e s o r t .  B e fo re  e m b r a c in g  i t  one shou ld  e x e r c i s e  a l l  h is  in g e n ­

u ity  in o r d e r  to  f ind  m o r e  th an  a p a lp a b le  fa l la c y  in su ch  a c r u c i a l  a r ­

gum en t,  o r ,  fa i l in g  th a t ,  one w ould  a t  l e a s t  a t t e m p t  to d e v is e  s o m e  

r e a s o n s  fo r  a c c e p t in g  the  c o n c lu s io n  a r g u e d  fo r .  But in the  p r e s e n t  

in s ta n c e  I not only doubt th a t  e x e r c i s e s  of ingenu ity  w ould  be of any 

a v a i l ,  but even  th in k  the  h y p o th e s is  can  be m a d e  p la u s ib le  on i ts  own 

acco u n t .

W hat r e a s o n s  a r e  t h e r e  fo r  th ink ing  th a t  the  a rg u m e n ts  ded u c in g  

f ro m  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  the  t r u t h  of p e r c e p t io n  m u s t  be a b le  to be r e p r e ­

s e n te d  a s  p la u s ib le  o r  c o r r e c t ?  P r e s u m a b l y  so m e th in g  l ik e  th e  fo l lo w ­

ing: P l a to  has  u n d e r ta k e n  to e x a m in e  the c la im  of p e rc e p t io n  to  be 

know ledge and  has  in t ro d u c e d  P r o t a g o r e a n  and  H e r a c le i t e a n  d o c t r in e s  

b e c a u s e  they  su p p o r t  th is  c l a im .  If a H e r a c l e i t e a n  could  not p la u s ib ly  

ap p e a l  to h is  b a s ic  p r in c ip l e s  in  s u p p o r t  of the  t r u th  of ev e ry  p e r c e p ­

tion , th e n  an  e s s e n t i a l  l ink  in  P l a t o 1 s a r g u m e n t  f a i l s .  At the  c o n c lu ­

s ion  of the  p a s s a g e  w e have j u s t  b een  c o n s id e r in g  S o c r a te s  s a y s  th a t  

the  t h r e e  v ie w s ,  th o s e  of T h e a e te tu s ,  P r o t a g o r a s ,  and  H e r a c l e i t u s ,  a l l  

c o m e  to the  s a m e ;  a l l  a m o u n t  to  th e  c la im  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge  

(I60d  5 -e  2). But if  the  v iew  e x p r e s s e d  above  is  c o r r e c t ,  th en  th ey  do 

not c o m e  to the  s a m e  th ing , n o r  d id  P l a to  r e a l ly  th ink  they did: he j u s t  

f ra u d u le n t ly  p a s te d  th e m  to g e th e r  a s  b e s t  he cou ld  w ithou t  c a r in g  w h e th e r  

they r e a l l y  did h a r m o n iz e .  And s u r e l y  th i s  w r e c k s  th e  w hole  l in e  of 

a rg u m e n t  w h ich  P la to  ha!s e v id en t ly  b een  m o un ting  f r o m  152 o n w a rd s .

B ut w h a t  ex ac t ly  i s  th is  l in e  of a r g u m e n t?  If one r e a d  no f u r t h e r
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than  l6 0 d - e  i t  would  be e a sy  to have the  i m p r e s s i o n  th a t  w h a t  P la to  

w ish e d  to do w as  to show how a l l  th e s e  d o c t r in e s  am o u n ted  to  the  s a m e  

th ing , so a s  to r e fu te  a l l  t h r e e  a t  o n c e - - f o r  e x a m p le ,  by show ing  th a t  

p e r c e p t io n  is  not know ledge he would  re fu te  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  and H e r a ­

c le i t e a n i s m ,  w h ich  im p ly  tha t  i t  i s .  In fa c t ,  h o w ev e r ,  he does  no th ing  

of the  s o r t .  I m m e d ia te ly  a f t e r  having re d u c e d  Theae t? tus*  and  P r o t a g ­

o r a s 1 d o c t r in e s  to H e r a c l e i t u s 1 he s e t s  abou t pulling  th em  a p a r t  a g a in .  

He f i r s t  c o n s id e r s  P r o t a g o r a s 1 d o c t r in e  th a t  m a n  is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  

th ings ( l 6 l c - 1 7 9 a ) ,  no lo n g e r  tak ing  i t  a s  m e r e ly  a th e o ry  abou t the  

t r u th  of p e rc e p t io n ,  but t r e a t in g  i t  in  i ts  fu ll  ex ten s io n  as  c o v e r in g  a l l  

ju d g m e n ts .  And though in  the  c o u r s e  of the  r e fu ta t io n  P r o t a g o r a s  is  

r e p r e s e n te d  a s  the  a u th o r  of T h e a e te tu s 1 c la im  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  and  

know ledge a r e  s im p ly  id e n t ic a l ,  and is  even  m a d e  to defend  i t  (163a ff. , 

166a-c ) ,  and though  he is  p e r m i t t e d  to m a k e  ap p e a l  to  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

p r in c ip le s  w hen they  help  in  tu rn in g  an  o b jec t io n  (166b, cf. a l s o  

168b 4 -5 ) ,  the  m a in  l in e s  of the d i s c u s s io n  and  the  even tua l  r e fu ta t io n  

a r e  c l e a r ly  d i r e c t e d  a g a in s t  P ro ta g o ra s *  v iew s w ithou t  any r e a l  c o n ­

c e r n  about t h e i r  co n n ec tion  w ith  th o se  of T h e a e te tu s  and  H e r a c l e i t u s .  

L ik e w ise  in  the  r e fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  w h ich  fo llow s (181c-  

183fc), even though the  p r e t e n s e  is  kep t  up th a t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew s  a r e  

being te s t e d  (cf. 183c 7), i t  is obvious th a t  the  flux d o c t r in e  i s  be ing  

d i r e c t ly  a s s a u l t e d  on i t s  own acco u n t .  It is  t r u e  th a t  the  flux d o c t r in e  

is  f o rm a l ly  r e j e c t e d  only b e c a u s e  i t  does  not he lp  T h e a e te tu s  in his 

c la im  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge (183e 6 -1 1 ,  183c 1-4), but th is  f a i l ­

u r e  i s ,  and is  p r e s e n t e d  a s ,  only the  s p e c ia l  c a s e  of a p e r f e c t ly  g e n e r a l
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in ad eq u acy  in  the  flux th e o ry  i t s e l f .  And, f in a l ly ,  the  r e fu ta t io n  of 

T h e a e t e tu s 1 o r ig in a l  d e f in i t io n  (184b-186e) ,  w hen  i t  is  a t  long l a s t  

a t te m p te d ,  t r e a t s  the  c la im  of p e r c e p t io n  to  be know ledge  a l to g e th e r  

indep en d en t ly  of any su p p o r t in g  h y p o th e s i s .  I t  t h e r e f o r e  a p p e a r s  th a t ,  

w h a te v e r  the  l in e  of a r g u m e n t  a p p a r e n t ly  be ing  p r e p a r e d  in 152 -160 , 

P la to*s  su b se q u e n t  a r g u m e n t  n o w h e re  d ep en d s  upon the  p la u s ib i l i ty  o r  

c o r r e c t n e s s  of h is  a m a lg a m a t io n  of th e  t h r e e  d o c t r in e s  he c o n s i d e r s .

I t  su g g e s t s  i t s e l f  th a t  th e  a m a lg a m a t io n  is  not m u c h  m o r e  th an  a m e a n s  

of ge tting  in to  a s in g le  d ia lo g u e  t h r e e  d o c t r in e s  w h ic h  he w is h e d  to  c o n ­

s id e r  and  r e fu te .  If so ,  th en  th e  q u a l i ty  of the  a r g u m e n t s  p ro d u c e d  in 

the  a m a lg a m a t io n  does  no t m a t t e r  to h is  r e a l  a i m s ,  and one is  f r e e  to

th ink  th a t  h e 'd id  not c a r e  w h e th e r  o r  not they  w e r e  e i t h e r  q u ite  p l a u s i -

23b le  o r  f ina l ly  conv inc ing .

In any c a s e  t h e r e  s e e m  to be only two a l t e r  .a t iv e s :  e i th e r  P l a to

did m e a n  the  a r g u m e n t  of 157-160  s e r io u s ly  (and then  one can  only
24p lead ,  w i th  C a m p b e l l ,  “ th e  im p e r f e c t  s t a t e  of lo g ic 11 in P la to*s  t im e ) ,  

o r  e l s e  he only p r e t e n d s  to  th ink  th a t  i t s  c o n c lu s io n  fo llow s f r o m  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n  p r in c ip le s  and  th a t  th e  a r g u m e n t  g iven  is  v a l id .  We s e e m  

f o r c e d  to  ch o o se  b e tw een  th e s e  two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  It shou ld  be e m ­

p h a s iz e d ,  h o w ev e r ,  th a t  w h ic h e v e r  of th e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  op ted  fo r ,  

the  in a d eq u acy  of th e  a r g u m e n t  does  no t a f fe c t  any th ing  s a id  l a t e r  cn, 

s in c e  f r o m  l6 0 e  o n w a rd s  the  t h r e e  t h e o r i e s  a r e  kep t  w e l l  a p a r t  f r o m  

one a n o th e r  and e x a m in e d  on t h e i r  own a c c o u n ts .

My own in c l in a t io n  i s  to  ta k e  th e  l a t t e r  a l t e r n a t iv e ,  and not be 

c o n c e rn e d  a t  th e  in a d e q u a c y  of the  a rg u m e n ta t io n  in  158-159 . I t  s e e m s
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d e s i r a b l e  not to  a t t r i b u t e  to  P la to  a bad a r g u m e n t ,  excep t  w hen  he is  

sp eak in g  half  in j e s t ,  and  the  fa c t  th a t  one need  not do so  h e r e  in o r d e r  

to  p r e s e r v e  in ta c t  the  cogency  of the  r e fu ta t io n s  w h ich  fo llow , w h e r e  

the  r e a l ly  s e r io u s  a r g u m e n t  o c c u r s ,  w e ig h s  h eav ily  w ith  m e .  The 

o th e r  a l t e r n a t iv e  i s  to  g ive h im  a bad  a r g u m e n t ,  s e r io u s ly  m e a n t ,  on 

w h ich  nothing of i m p o r t a n c e  h angs .  I t  s e e m s  to  m e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  av o id  

doing th i s ,  but I do not s e e  how to show th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  to  be w r o n g .

The c o n c lu s io n  P l a to  a im s  a t  in  the  p a s s a g e  is  in  any c a s e  

w o r th  e m p h a s iz in g .  I t  is  a l le g e d  th a t  in  a w o r ld  of to ta l  flux, in  w h ic h  

noth ing  h as  any d u ra t io n ,  no m o m e n ta r y  p e r s o n  in  any w ay r e s e m b l e s  

any o th e r ,  and  in  p a r t i c u l a r  no p e r s o n  has  a c a p a c i ty  fo r  s e n s o r y  a f f e c ­

tion  s i m i l a r  to  anyone  e l s e fs . H ence  no p e r c e iv e d  q u a l i ty  p ro d u c e d  in 

co n n ec t io n  w ith  one p e r s o n - s t a g e  has  any r e s e m b la n c e  to th a t  p ro d u c e d  

in  c o n n ec t io n  w ith  any o th e r  p e r s o n - s t a g e ;  and  s i m i l a r l y  fo r  o b jec ts  

and  t h e i r  c a p a c i ty  to  s e n s ib ly  a f fe c t  a p e r c ip ie n t .  E ach  p e r s o n  is  thus 

confined  w ith in  the  m o m e n t  w hen  he e x is t s  and r e s t r i c t e d  to the  r e g i s ­

te r in g  of the  s e n s e - q u a l i t y  th a t  c o m e s  to be then . B e c a u s e  of the  to ta l  

d i f f e r e n c e  of ea c h  p e r s o n  and  qua l i ty  f r o m  e v e ry  o th e r ,  t h e r e  is  no 

g round  fo r  a l le g in g  th a t  w h a t  c o m e s  to  be in p e r c e p t io n  fo r  any one is  

in  any w ay f a l s e  o r  m i s r e p r e s e n t s  any th ing .  No p e r c e p t io n  ca n  be 

im p u g n ed  e i th e r  by r e f e r e n c e  to w h a t  any o b jec t  is  r e a l ly  in  i t s e l f  l ik e ,  

o r  by ap p ea l  to  w h a t  n o r m a l  p e r s o n s  e x p e r ie n c e  in co n n ec t io n  w ith  it.

In  fo rm u la t in g  th e s e  c o n c lu s io n s  (159e 7 - l 6 0 c  10) P la to  a b ru p t ly  

r e in t r o d u c e s  the  u s e s  of f  l Vfli w h ich  i t  h a s  b een  the  p u rp o s e  of the  

re d u c t io n  of P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  to H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  to r e m o v e .  Thus
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1 6 0b 8 - 1 0 : " s o  th a t  w h e th e r  one s a y s  a th ing is  o r  th a t  i t  b e c o m e s ,  it 

m u s t  be  s a id  to  be o r  b e c o m e  fo r  so m e o n e  o r  s o m e o n e 's  o r  w ith  r e f e r ­

en ce  to  so m e th in g .  11 The fa c t  th a t  h e r e  a t  the  end of the  a m a lg a m a t io n  

of th e  two t h e o r i e s  P la to  is  s t i l l  a l low ing  P r o t a g o r a s  to say  th a t  w ha t  

one p e r c e i v e s  no t m e r e l y  b e c o m e s  but even  i£  fo r  s o m e o n e ,  is  f u r t h e r  

ev id e n c e  th a t  he has  not s e r io u s ly  w is h e d  to  r e p l a c e  the  P r o t a g o r e a n  

d o c t r in e  ab ou t 1 v'a l w ith  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  of c o n s ta n t  flux. 

We end, w h e r e  w e  s t a r t e d  (cf. 152c 5 -6 ) ,  w i th  P r o t a g o r a s  a s s e r t i n g  

th a t  ‘'T h e r e f o r e  fo r  m e  m y p e r c e p t io n  is  t r u e - - f o r  i t  i s  a lw a y s  of w h a t  

e x i s t s  fo r  m e  (>] ( I 6 0 c 7 - 8 ) . n On th is  g ro u n d ,  h e r e

(d 1 - 3 ) a s  e a r l i e r ,  r e s t s  the  c la im  th a t  p e r c e iv in g  is  knowing.
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C H A P T E R  II

T H E  R EFU TA TIO N  OF PROTAGORAS

A. In t ro d u c t io n

In the  ex p o s i t io n  of the  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  and the d i s c u s s io n s  

a s s o c i a t e d  w ith  i t  P ro ta g o ra s *  d o c t r in e  abou t t r u th  has been g rounded  

in the  flux th e o ry  so  f a r  a s  i t s  im p l ic a t io n s  fo r  T heaete tus*  v iew s on 

know ledge a r e  c o n c e rn e d .  H is  th e o ry  th a t  w hat s e e m s  to be the  c a s e  

( t o  ^ a t v o ^ v t v )  to each  p e r s o n  is  the  c a s e  fo r  h im  has been  

tak^.i (152c 1 - 3 ) to  im p ly  th a t  w h a t  a p p e a r s  to each  p e r s o n  in  p e r c e p t io n  

is  t r u e  fo r  h im  who p e r c e iv e s  i t ,  on the  g round  tha t  in the  c a s e  of p e r ­

cep tu a l  p r o p e r t i e s  s e e m in g  to  be, e. g. , r e d  am o u n ts  to being p e r c e iv e d  

a s  r e d  (152b 11). T he  flux th e o ry  w as  then b ro u g h t  in  and d eve loped  a s  

a m e a n s  of defending  h is  v iew in  i t s  a p p l ic a t io n  to p e rc e p t io n  and p e r ­

cep tu a l  ju d g m e n ts .  But of c o u r s e  P r o t a g o r a s  m e a n t  to be upholding a 

u n iv e r s a l  th e s i s  abou t t r u t h  and  w ish e d  to  a s s e r t  th a t  w h a te v e r  a p e r s o n  

m ig h t  m a k e  ( s in c e re ly )  an  a s s e r t i o n  abou t he n e c e s s a r i l y  sa id  so m e th in g  

t r u e  about i t - - a s  . ru e ,  th a t  i s ,  a s  any th ing  anyone could  ev e r  a s s e r t .  

W hen, t h e r e f o r e ,  S o c r a te s  beg in s  h is  c r i t i c i s m  of the th e o r ie s  he has 

j u s t  m a n a g e d  to a m a lg a m a te  in  h is  ac c o u n t  of p e rc e p t io n ,  he u n d e r ta k e s  

to t e s t  and re fu te  P ro ta g o ra s *  t h e s i s  u n d e rs to o d  in  i ts  l a r g e s t  s e n s e .

The e ffec t  of re fu t in g  i t  a s  a g e n e r a l  d o c t r in e  about t ru th ,  and not 

m e r e ly  one c o n c e rn in g  the  t r u th  of r e p o r t s  of p e rc e p t io n ,  w il l  be to 

take  one p ro p  out f r o m  u n d e r  T h e a e t e tu s 1 s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  th e o ry  of



know ledge . F o r  if P r o t a g o r a s 1 d o c t r in e  abou t t r u th  is f a l s e ,  in  g e n e r a l ,  

th en  the  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  it  is t r u e  w ith in  the l im i te d  f ie ld  of p e r c e p t io n  

w il l  h ave  tp be e x a m in e d  on i ts  own m e r i t s ;  one m u s t  not d e r iv e  any 

a s s u r a n c e  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  w i l l  tu r n  out to be t r u e  f ro m  a p re c o n c e iv e d  

fa i th  in  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m .   ̂ The  c r i t i c i s m  of P r o t a g o r a s ,  th en ,  a im s  to 

e l im in a te  h is  v iew s a s  an  in d e p e n d e n t  s o u r c e  of su p p o r t  fo r  T h e a e t e t u s 1 

d e f in i t io n  of know ledge.

P r o t a g o r a s 1 t h e o ry  c o n s i s t s  of two p a r t s .  The f i r s t ,  w i th  w h ic h  

the  e x p l ic i t  r e fu ta t io n s  of the  T h e a e te tu s  a r e  c o n c e rn e d ,  is  a d o c t r in e  

a b o u t  th e  t r u t h  of the  op in ions  of in d iv id u a l  m e n - - o p in io n s  abou t the  

q u a l i t i e s  th ey  p e r c e iv e  th in g s  to  have o r  o th e rw is e  ju dge  to  be p r e s e n t  

in  th e m . The  s e c o n d  p a r t  of the  th e o r y  c o n c e rn s  the  ju d g m e n ts  in  m a t ­

t e r s  of m o r a l i t y  and s o c ia l  c o n v en t io n  and  po licy  w h ich  w hole  c i t i e s  

m a k e :  t h e s e  too, i t  t u r n s  out (cf. 167c 4 -5 ,  172a), a r e  a l l  t r u e ,  b e ­

c a u s e  t r u e  fo r  any c i ty  so long  a s  i t  co n t in u es  to a c c e p t  th e m . T h is  

p a r t  of the  th e o ry  does no t f ig u r e  p ro m in e n t ly  in the  d i s c u s s io n s  of the  

T h e a e t e t u s , w h ich  is  c o n c e rn e d  th ro u g h o u t  w ith  in d iv idua l  m e n  and  

t h e i r  know ledge  o r  l a c k  of i t :  but even  p o l i t i c a l  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  is  

r e j e c t e d  (though not f o r m a l ly  re fu te d ) ,  a s  I s h a l l  show, in  an  a d m i t te d  

d i g r e s s i o n  (172c-177c)  i n t e r r u p t in g  the  re fu ta t io n  of P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew s 

abou t in d iv id u a l  m e n 's  ju d g m e n ts .

T h e r e  is  a c e r t a i n  d if f icu l ty ,  though  P la to  does not m e n t io n  it ,  

in u n d e r s ta n d in g  how P r o t a g o r a s  c o n c e iv e d  th e s e  two p a r t s  of h is  p h i ­

lo so p h y  to  be r e la te d .  He a p p e a r s  to  have  thought of the  p o l i t i c a l  c o m ­

p onen t a s  an  in d ep en d en t  th e o ry  a s s e r t i n g  the  v iew , co m m o n  a m o n g  the
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s o p h is t s ,  th a t  t h e r e  is  no t r u th  in m o r a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and  s o c ia l  m a t t e r s  

beyond w h a t  is  a c c e p te d  and a c te d  upon in  d i f fe re n t  n a t io n s  (c i t ie s ) :  so 

th a t  f o r  any g iven  m a n  the  t r u th  in th e s e  m a t t e r s  is w h a te v e r  the  peop le  

a ro u n d  h im  unquestion ing ly  a c c e p t  and a c t  upon. But it  is  h a rd  to s e e  

how th is  can  be p re v e n te d  f r o m  com ing  in to  c o n f l ic t  w ith  the  fu n d a m e n ta l  

d o c t r in e  about the  t r u th  of e ach  m a n 's  op in ions .  F o r  it  c e r t a in ly  h a p ­

pens  th a t  s o m e t im e s  s o m e  one in a s o c ia l  g roup  r e j e c t s  one o r  a n o th e r  

of the  opinions o r  p r a c t i c e s  w h ich  m e m b e r s  of the  g roup  o rd in a r i ly  a c ­

cep t  n a tu ra l ly  and u n ques tion ing ly .  And then  in o r d e r  not to o v e r r u l e  

h is  " m a n  the  m e a s u r e "  s lo g an ,  P r o t a g o r a s  w il l  have  to a f f i rm  the  t r u th  

of the  d i s s i d e n t s  opinion. In doing so , h o w ev e r ,  he m a k e s  the g e n e ra l  

o r  c a n o n ica l  opinion on the  m a t t e r  of m o r a l i t y  o r  s o c ia l  po licy  in q u e s ­

tion  not t r u e  fo r  the c ity  w h e re  i t  is  c a n o n ic a l ,  if  th a t  m e a n s  t r u e  fo r  a l l  

i ts  c i t i z e n s ,  but r a t h e r  t r u e  fo r  j u s t  th o se  c i t i z e n s  who a c c e p t  and fo l ­

low the  g e n e ra l  opinion. And in th a t  c a s e  the  a l le g e d  in d ep en d en ce  of 

p o l i t ic a l  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  is  an i l lu s io n :  i t  r e a l ly  s a y s  no m o r e  than  

th a t  e ach  m a n 's  ind iv idua l  view  on m o r a l  and s o c ia l  q u e s t io n s  is  c o r r e c t .  

The  fa c t  th a t  t h e r e  is  n o rm a l ly  s u b s ta n t ia l  a g r e e m e n t  in  any g ro u p  on 

so m e  su c h  q u e s t io n s  m a y  p e r m i t  u s e  of the  e x p r e s s io n  " t r u e  fo r  th is  

g r o u p , "  but th is  u sag e  can  a lw ay s  be c a s h e d  by say in g  fo r  p r e c i s e l y  

w hom  the  th ing in  q u e s t io n  is  t r u e .

W hat P r o t a g o r a s  w ould  r e p ly  to  th is  is  m a t t e r  fo r  c o n je c tu re .

The g e n e ra l  in ten tion  of h is  d o c t r in e s ,  h o w e v e r ,  both  in t h e i r  p o l i t ic a l  

and t h e i r  s p e c i f ic a l ly  e p is te m o lo g ic a l  b e a r in g ,  is  c l e a r .  The t h r u s t  of 

his  a r g u m e n t  is to deny th a t  t h e r e  is  any t r u t h  o r  e x is te n c e  o r  r e a l i ty
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excep t  w h a t  a p p e a r s  to a p e r s o n  to  be t r u e  o r  e x is te n t  o r  r e a l :  he

a t t e m p t s ,  a s  w e  have s e e n  (1 5 2 a -c ) ,  to  m a k e  e v e ry  a s s e r t i o n  t r u e  by 

denying  ev e ry th in g  th a t  m ig h t  be ta k e n  a s  a c r i t e r i o n  by w h ich  one 

p e r s o n  m ig h t  t e s t  and  p a s s  ju d g m e n t  upon anyone  e l s e !s s t a t e m e n t s .  

U l t im a te ly  the  only c r i t e r i o n  fo r  th e  t r u t h  of a n  a s s e r t i o n  i s  th a t  i t  is  

m a d e .  ^

Now, a s  I r e m a r k e d  above  (pp. 14-15  of C h a p te r  I), t h e r e  a r e  

two p o s s ib le  w ays  in  w h ich  P r o t a g o r a s  m ig h t  in ten d  th e s e  t h e s e s .  He 

m ig h t  m e a n  to  ban t r u t h  and  e x is te n c e  a s  im p ly in g  an  o b je c t iv i ty  w h ic h  

he r e f u s e s  to  t o l e r a t e ,  in t ro d u c in g  in  t h e i r  s te a d  new c o n c e p ts  " t r u t h -  

f o r - x M and  " e x i s t e n c e - f o r - x . "  In th a t  c a s e  a s s e r t i o n s  of the  f o r m  " I t  

is  t r u e  th a t  p"  and  " S u c h - a n d - s u c h  e x i s t s "  w ould  be i l l - f o r m e d ,  r e q u i r ­

ing c o m p le t io n  by th e  ad d i t io n  of a r e f e r e n c e  to  s o m e  p e r s o n  o r  p e r s o n s  

by w hom  (as w e  n o n - P r o t a g o r e a n s  sh o u ld  say) t h e s e  th ings  a r e  th ough t 

to be t r u e  o r  to  w h o m  they  a p p e a r  to e x is t .  T h is  i s ,  in  f a c t ,  the  w ay 

in w h ich  h is  d o c t r in e  i s  u su a l ly  i n t e r p r e t e d :  I have  m e n t io n e d  ab o v e  

s o m e  d if f ic u l t ie s  w h ich  a r i s e  if  th is  i s  P r o t a g o r a s 1 t e a c h in g ,  bu t i t  

m u s t  be a d m i t t e d  th a t  P la to  n o w h e re  q u i te  f i r m ly  e x p la in s  w h a t  he he ld ,  

and th a t  h is  h a b i t  of a lw ay s  add ing  " to  m e "  o r  i ts  e q u iv a le n ts  to  o c c u r ­

r e n c e s  of th e  key  t e r m s  " e x i s t s "  and  " t r u e " ^  s t ro n g ly  s u g g e s t s  th a t  a s  

P la to  u n d e r s to o d  i t  the  P r o t a g o r e a n  d o c t r in e  r e q u i r e d  th e  add it ion .  

C e r ta in ly  by th e  t im e  w hen  S o c r a t e s  b e g in s  h is  e x a m in a t io n  of P r o t a g ­

o r a s 1 v iew s in  l 6 l c  the  p r e s u m p t io n  i s  on the  s id e  of th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

One shou ld , h o w e v e r ,  in  r e a d in g  the  a r g u m e n t s  w h ich  fo llow  r e t a in  in 

m ind  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  the  t i t l e  of P r o ta g o r a s *  book, T r u t h , m e a n s
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th a t  in i t  he expounded a th e o ry  of t ru th ,  and did not m e r e ly  abandon  

t r u th  fo r  so m e th in g  e l s e .  T h is  th e o ry  w ould hold th a t  the  only c r i t e r i o n  

of s o m e th in g ^  be ing  t r u e  is  i ts  be ing  ( s in c e re ly )  be l iev ed  by so m e o n e  

to be t r u e ,  o r ,  in the  c a s e  of p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts ,  w h a te v e r  a p p e a r s  

in p e r c e p t io n  to be the  c a s e  to any one ijs the  c a s e .

The d o c t r in e  th e n  is  th a t  w h a te v e r  any one th inks  to  be the  c a s e  

is  the  c a s e ,  o r ,  a l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  is  the  c a s e  fo r  h im . It  is  a g a in s t  th is  

g e n e ra l  d o c t r in e  th a t  S o c r a te s  a r g u e s  beg inn ing  a t  161b. U l t im a te ly  

h is  r e fu ta t io n  c o n s i s t s  of two a t t e m p ts  ( l6 9 d -1 7 1 d ,  177c-179b) to d ra w  

out the  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of P r o t a g o r a s 1 p r o g r a m  su f f ic ien t ly  to r e d u c e  i t  

to  a b s u rd i ty ;  but b e fo re  do ing  th is  he m a k e s  s e v e r a l  b r i e f e r  c r i t i c i s m s  

( I 6 l c - l 6 5 e ) ,  one of w h ich  c o n ta in s  the  g e r m  of h is  l a t e r  re fu ta t io n  

w h ile  the  o th e r s  a r e  r a t h e r  c a rp in g  and in c o n c lu s iv e .  One m a in  p u r ­

p o se  of th e s e  a r g u m e n t s  s e e m s  to  be to p e r m i t  P r o t a g o r a s  to expand  

h is  th e o r ie s  in  v a r io u s  d i r e c t io n s  so  a s  to g ive S o c r a te s  e n t r e e  fo r  his 

r e d u c t io  a r g u m e n t s .  In  h is  own d e fe n se  P r o t a g o r a s  is  m a d e  (166a- 

168c) to  s k e tc h  a r e p ly  to the  o b jec t io n s  j u s t  b ro u g h t  a g a in s t  h im , and  

a t  th e  s a m e  t im e  to  su p p le m e n t  his th e o ry  a s  i t  has  a p p e a r e d  up un ti l  

then  by ex p l ic i t ly  adop ting  w h a t  I have  c a l le d  p o l i t i c a l  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  

and adding  an a c c o u n t  of w isd o m  w h ich  does not r e q u i r e  ab an d o n m en t  

of h is  p r in c ip le  th a t  no onefs op in ions a r e  f a l s e .

In o r d e r  to  g ive  a c o m p le te  s u m m a r y  of the  co n ten ts  of 161-179 , 

m e n t io n  m u s t  be m a d e  a l s o  of the  d ig r e s s io n ,  172-177, in  w h ich  p o l i t i ­

ca l  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  is  r a i l e d  a g a in s t ,  though  not re fu te d .
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B. T h e  P r e l i m i n a r y  A r g u m e n ts  (16 1 c - 16 5 e )

S o c r a t e s  b eg ins  by ta k in g  the  bull  d i r e c t ly  by the  h o r n s .  P r o ­

t a g o r a s  has  w is h e d  to  r id  us of e v e ry  p o s s ib le  m e a n s  of c r i t i c i z i n g  o r  

re fu t in g  one a n o th e r* s  ju d g m e n ts .  The only s o r t  of t r u t h  he t r u s t s  is  

the  k ind  w h ic h  e v e ry  op in ion  m u s t  p o s s e s s :  fo r  h im ,  a l l  one n e e d s  to  

do, and  a l l  one ca n  do, in  o r d e r  to  f ind  out w h e th e r  an opin ion  is  t r u e  

i s  to  d i s c o v e r  w h a t  the  op in ion  i s .  F in d in g  out the  c o n te n t  of a though t 

i s  f ind ing  out so m e th in g  t r u e .  To know w h a t  one th in k s  ab o u t  the  w o r ld  

i s  to  know w h a t  th e  w o r ld  i s  l ik e ,  in s o f a r  a s  the  w o r ld  h as  any c h a r a c ­

t e r  a t  a l l .  S o c r a te s  p o u n ces  d i r e c t l y  upon th is  and  po in ts  out th a t  i t  has  

the  c o n s e q u e n c e  ( I 6 ld  3 - e  3) th a t  no m a n  is  b e t t e r  in fo rm e d  th a n  any 

o th e r ,  n o r  i s  t h e r e  any p o s s ib i l i ty  of d i s c r im in a t in g  be tw een  m e n  w i th  

r e s p e c t  to  w is d o m  and  s tu p id i ty .  T h is  d e n ia l  th a t  any m a n  is  w i s e r  

th an  any o th e r ,  in  the  s e n s e  of knowing m o r e ,  i s  the  k e r n e l  f r o m  w h ic h  

P la to  w i l l  l a t e r  d ev e lo p  h is  r e f u ta t io n  of P r o t a g o r a s .  H e r e  in i t s  f i r s t  

a p p e a r a n c e  it  i s  v e r y  c lo s e ly  c o n n e c te d  w ith  two d i f f e r e n t  but r e l a t e d  

p o in ts ,  w h o se  in c lu s io n  p e r m i t s  P r o t a g o r a s  to  p o s tp o n e  h is  d e m is e  by 

a n s w e r in g  th e  o b je c t io n s  c o n ta in e d  in  th e m ,  a s  if  they  w e r e  the  w hole  

s u b s ta n c e  of the  c r i t i c i s m  S o c r a t e s  has  r a i s e d .  S o c r a t e s  a c q u ie s c e s  

in th is  m o v e ,  co n te n t  to  hav e  s t a r t e d  a h a r e  w h ich  he can  hunt down 

l a t e r ,  a f t e r  P r o t a g o r a s  in  h is  D e fe n se  ( I 66d 1 - I6 7 d  4) has  p ro m u lg a te d  

an  o f f ic ia l  te a c h in g  abou t w is d o m .

T he  two po in ts  j u s t  m e n t io n e d  a s  r e l a t e d  to  the  den ia l  th a t  m e n  

d i f f e r  in  w isd o m  a r e  th e s e :  (a) If w h a t  s e e m s  o r  a p p e a r s  to be the  c a s e



to each  m a n  is  the  c a s e  fo r  h im ,  p r e s u m a b ly  a l s o  e v e ry  a n im a l  w h ich  

has  the  p o w e r  of p e rc e p t io n  m u s t  be g ra n te d  a t  l e a s t  th is  m u c h  s h a r e  

in t r u th ,  th a t  w hat  i t  p e r c e iv e s  to be so  i£  so  fo r  it. And in th a t  c a s e ,  

one w o n d e r s  a t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 p r e f e r r i n g  to  beg in  h is  book by say ing  

"M an  is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  t h i n g s . "  Why not "p ig"  o r  "b ab o o n "?  No 

doubt m o r e  th ings  s e e m  o r  a p p e a r  to m e n  than  do to p ig s ,  s in c e  m e n  

can  th ink  w h e r e a s  p ig s  canno t;  but a t  any r a t e  th e r e  is nothing th a t  

a p p e a r s  to a pig th a t  i s  f a l s e , and to th is  ex ten t  a pig has  a s  m u c h  r ig h t  

to  be p ro n o u n c e d  th e  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th ings  a s  any m a n  d o e s .  No m a n  

is  the  m e a s u r e  of any th ing  ex cep t  fo r  h im s e l f ,  and any pig i s  to  p r e ­

c i s e ly  th e  s a m e  ex ten t  and  in  p r e c i s e l y  the  s a m e  w ay a m e a s u r e - - 

n a m e ly ,  a  m e a s u r e  fo r  i t s e l f .  So the  d i f fe re n c e  in n u m b e r  of th ings  

th a t  c a n  s e e m  to m e n  and  p ig s  i s  no g round  fo r  th inking  m e n  m e a s u r e s  

in p r e f e r e n c e  to  p i g s . ^  So P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew s have  the  b i z a r r e  r e s u l t  

th a t  P r o t a g o r a s  h i m s e l i  and  any  o th e r  lu m in a ry ,  is  no w i s e r  th an  a  pig!

(b) On the  o th e r  hand , of c o u r s e ,  any m a n  is  a s  w ise  a s  any 

god; be ing  the  only m e a s u r e  t h e r e  can  be fo r  h im ,  he knows e v e ry th in g  

th e r e  i s  to  know fo r  h im ,  and  no th ing  a god cou ld  know w ould  g ive h im  

the  ad v a n ta g e .  H e r e  too  th e r e  i s  a b s o lu te  p a r i ty .

T h e r e  is  obv ious ly  j u s t i c e  a s  w e l l  a s  h u m o r  in  th e s e  o b je c t io n s .  

But P r o t a g o r a s  is  p e r m i t t e d  to  fend  th e m  off ( I62d  5 - 1 63a 1 ). He 

o b s e r v e s  th a t  in  K s  w r i t in g s  he has  e x p l ic i t ly  r e f r a in e d  f r o m  e x p r e s s ­

ing e i th e r  b e l ie f  o r  d i s b e l ie f  in  gods, so  th a t  w h e th e r  they  a r e  m e a ­

s u r e s  of anyth ing  is  fo r  h im  an  open q u e s t io n .  H ence , he im p l ie s ,  no 

c o m p a r i s o n  be tw een  m e n  and  gods is  w a r r a n t e d  on h is  v iew s .  A s fo r
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p ig s ,  S o c r a t e s  has  u n fa i r ly  and  f r iv o lo u s ly  p layed  to  the  c ro w d  by p r e ­

tend ing  to  d ed u ce  th e  s p e c t a c u l a r  c o n se q u e n c e  th a t  p igs  a r e  a s  w is e  a s  

m e n :  bu t he has  g iven no v a l id  p ro o f  e i th e r  th a t  th is  does  follow o r  

th a t  it im p l ie s  a fau l t  in the  th e o ry  if  i t  d o es .  ( P r e s u m a b ly  P r o t a g o r a s  

has  p a r t l y  in m in d  th a t  S o c r a te s  has  a s s u m e d  th a t  the  only, o r  th e  c o r ­

r e c t ,  a c c o u n t  of w isd o m  w il l  m a k e  a c r e a t u r e  w i s e r  th an  a n o th e r  j u s t  

in c a s e  i t  b e l ie v e s  f e w e r  f a l s e h o o d s :  but, a s  P r o t a g o r a s  w il l  t r y  to 

a r g u e  below , th e  c o r r e c t  a c c o u n t  of w is d o m  m a k e s  s o m e  m e n  w i s e r  

th an  o th e r s  w ith o u t  m a k in g  any e x c e l  in  the  t r u t h  of t h e i r  b e l ie f s .  )

S o c r a t e s ,  c h a s te n e d  by P ro ta g o ra s *  a p p e a l  to f a i r n e s s  and  s e r i ­

o u s n e s s ,  t a k e s  a new ta c k ,  sh if t in g  h is  a t te n t io n  f ro m  P r o ta g o r a s *  g e n ­

e r a l  d o c t r in e  to  the  th e o ry  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  i s  know ledge , w h ich  th e  g e n ­

e r a l  d o c t r in e  is  in ten d ed  to  s u p p o r t  (163a). A g a in s t  th is  th e o r y  he 

r a i s e s  two o b je c t io n s ,  one of w h ic h  T h e a e te tu s  h im s e l f  im m e d ia te ly  

p a r r i e s ,  w h ile  the  o th e r  i s  d e c l a r e d  m e r e l y  co n te n t io u s ,  a s  invo lv ing  

the  th e o ry  in  a m e r e l y  v e r b a l  in c o n s i s t e n c y ,  and  le f t  to  P r o t a g o r a s  to  

r e b u t  in  h is  D e fe n se .  A th i r d  o b jec t io n ,  t o g e th e r  w i th  a  g ro u p  of 

s m a l l e r  c a v i l s ,  is  ad d ed  in  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of w h a t  a r e a l ly  c o n te n t io u s  

p e r s o n  cou ld  do in  a t ta c k in g  the  s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  th e o ry  of know ledge  

( I6 5 b -e ) ;  th is  one s e e m s  not to  be ta k e n  s e r io u s ly  and  d o e s ,  in d e e d ,  

r e s t  on an  obvious m i s u n d e r s t a n d in g  of the  t h e s i s  being ex am in ed .

W hat i s  the  p u r p o s e  of th is  s e t  of s m a l l  c r i t i c i s m s ?  As p r e v i ­

ously  no ted , they  a r e  a l l  d i r e c t e d  a g a in s t  the  equa tion  of s e n s e - p e r c e p -  

t ion  w ith  know ledge , and  though  P r o t a g o r a s  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  ho ld ing  

th is  th eo ry  (by im p l ic a t io n ) ,  i t  i s  and  r e m a in s  T heae te tus*  p e c u l i a r
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co n tr ib u t io n .  C o rn fo rd  t h e r e f o r e  thought th a t  th e s e  c r i t i c i s m s  a r e  

d i r e c te d  a g a in s t  a s im p le  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of p e rc e p t io n  and know ledge, 

and a r e  d es ig n ed  to f o rc e  T h e a e te tu s  to am en d  and extend his  th e o ry  in 

a couple  of w ays in o r d e r  to m a k e  it m o r e  s a t i s f a c to r y  w ithou t a t  the  

s a m e  t im e  giving up the  s p i r i t  of the  o r ig in a l  def in i t ion :^  the o b jec t io n s  

a r e  t h e r e f o r e  in his  view in s t r u c t io n a l  in in ten t .  On the  o th e r  hand 

C o rn fo rd  a lso  thought the  th i r d  o b jec t io n  a r e d u c t io  ad  a b s u rd u m  va l id  

a g a in s t  T h e a e t e tu s 1 pos i t io n ,  though not a g a in s t  P r o t a g o r a s ,  p r e s u m -
7

ably  s in c e  P r o t a g o r a s  did not r e s t r i c t  know ledge to s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n .  

And it is  not c l e a r  w hat  C o rn fo rd  th inks  T h e a e te tu s  should  do to  evade  

w hat he r e g a r d s  a s  th is  a r g u m e n t s  co n seq u en ce ;  though he a p p e a r s  to 

think th a t  a l l  t h r e e  o b jec t io n s  a r e  only va lid  a g a in s t  T h e a e t e tu s 1 d e f in i ­

t ion  c o n s t ru e d  m o r e  n a r r o w ly  th an  he in tended  it.

I a m  t h e r e f o r e  not c o n v in ced  th a t  th e s e  a rg u m e n ts  a r e  p o sed  

h e r e  in o r d e r  to  show T h e a e te tu s  w h a t  a pa in fu lly  l i t e r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of h is  th e s i s  w il l  c o m m it  h im  to and  th e re b y  poin t the  way to  a m o r e  

ad eq u a te  v e r s io n  of his b a s ic  d o c t r in e .  It is  c e r t a in ly  not t r u e  tha t  a l l  

t h r e e  have  th is  e ffec t,  and  it  m a y  be doubted  tha t  the  p a s s a g e  a s  a 

w hole  w as  in tended  to have it . F o r  one th ing n e i th e r  in the  re fu ta t io n  

of Theaete tus*  th e o ry  (184-186) n o r  b e fo re  th a t  (excep t h e re )  is  any 

a t te n t io n  pa id  to the  fac t  th a t  a c c o rd in g  to  h im  not only is  a l l  p e rc e p t io n  

know ledge but a l s o  a l l  know ledge  is  p e rc e p t io n :  the  r e fu ta t io n  is ab le  to 

show th a t  no p e rc e p t io n  is  know ledge , so i t  does not need  to p r e s s  T h e ­

a e te tu s  on the  o th e r  ha lf  of the  t h e s i s .  E m p h a s iz in g  th is  s id e  of the  

def in it ion  w ould  t h e r e f o r e  ten d  to  co n fu se  the  i s s u e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s in c e
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l a t e r  no d if f icu lty  is  p r e s s e d  upon it on th is  g ro u n d  an d  no d i f f ic u l ty  

r a i s e d  in th e s e  a r g u m e n t s  is  p e r m a n e n t ly  r e m e d ie d  in w h a t  fo l lo w s .

F o r  a n o th e r  th ing , a s  I s h a l l  show, only the se c o n d  o b je c t io n  c a n  be 

in t e r p r e t e d  a s  fo rc in g  an  e x te n s io n  of the  d e f in i t io n  to  in c lu d e  a k ind  of 

know ledge  th a t  is  u s u a l ly ,  a t  l e a s t ,  not thought of a s  p e r c e p t io n .

T h i rd ly ,  t h e r e  s e e m s  to  be no ex p lan a t io n  why P l a t o  sh o u ld  hav e  begun  

the  e x a m in a t io n  of P r o t a g o r a s 1 d ic tu m  and  then  d ro p p e d  P r o t a g o r a s  a l ­

to g e th e r  fo r  a few  p a g e s  m e r e l y  in o r d e r  to  a p p r i s e  T h e a e te tu s  of s o m e  

d a n g e r s  ly ing  in  w a i t  f o r  h is  t h e s i s  if  u n a m e n d e d  o r  ta k e n  q u i te  s t r i c t l y .

I t  s e e m s  to m e  th a t  th e  ch ie f  p u r p o s e s  of t h e s e  t h r e e  a r g u m e n t s  

a r e  two: to  p r o v id e  a m u s e m e n t  and  to  p r e p a r e  in  a s m o o th  and  n a t u r a l  

w ay  fo r  the  D efen se  w h ich  fo l lo w s ,  w h e r e ,  a s  I have  sa id ,  th e  g ro u n d s  

a r e  f in a l ly  la id  fo r  P r o t a g o r a s 1 u l t im a te  d e fe a t .  The s e c o n d  a r g u m e n t  

does  in d eed  f o r c e  an  e x te n s io n  of the  s im p le  th e o ry  a d o p te d  by T h e a e t e ­

tu s ,  and  th e r e  is  no r e a s o n  no t to  r e c o g n iz e  th is  a s  one a im  of th a t  a r ­

gum en t;  but, a t  the  s a m e  t im e ,  t h e r e  is  no r e a s o n  fo r  f o r c in g  a l l  t h r e e  

a r g u m e n t s  in to  th e  s a m e  m o ld .  The p a s s a g e  a s  a w h o le  ca n  h av e  th e  

p u r p o s e s  I have  s u g g e s te d ,  w h i le  th e  seco n d  h as  th e  a d d i t io n a l  a im  of 

show ing T h e a e te tu s  one of th e  e r r o r s  of h is  w a y s .

T h a t  th e  t h i r d  a r g u m e n t  i s  a joke  has  a l r e a d y  b e e n  r e m a r k e d  by 
8

R unc im an ; and  though  th e  k ind  of d i a l e c t i c a l  d i s p la y  S o c r a t e s  e n g a g e s

in  in  th is  and  the  o th e r  a r g u m e n t s  m a y  not s e e m  funny to  us  t h e r e  i s
9

a m p le  p ro o f  th a t  th e  a n c ie n t s  d e l ig h te d  in  i t .  T h e s e  few p a g e s  of w o r d ­

p lay  p ro v id e  j u s t  the  r ig h t  a m o u n t  of n eed l in g  to  p ro v o k e  P r o t a g o r a s  

in to  a f u l l - s c a l e  d e fe n se  of h is  d o c t r i n e s ,  and  it  is  in  th i s  th a t  1 b e l ie v e
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they  find t h e i r  d r a m a t i c  ju s t i f ic a t io n  and the  key to  t h e i r  in t e r p r e t a t i o n .

The a r g u m e n ts  run ,  in ou tl ine ,  a s  fo llow s:

(1 )’ (163b 1 -c  3) One m ay  se e  l e t t e r s  of the  a lp h a b e t  (or h e a r  

w o rd s  of a n o th e r  lan g u ag e  spoken),  ye t  fo r  a l l  th a t  not know the  l e t t e r s  

o r  w o rd s  in q u es t io n :  hence  we can  s e e  so m e th in g  and y e t  not know it. 

To th is  T h e a e te tu s  h im s e l f  g ives  e s s e n t i a l ly  the c o r r e c t  r e p ly :  th a t  

w h ich  the  m a n  s e e s  he know s, but you m u s t  j u s t  be c a r e f u l  how you d e ­

s c r i b e  th i s ,  W hat you m ig h t  s e e  a s  the  l e t t e r ^  he s e e s  a s  c o lo r s  and 

sh a p e s  of c e r t a in  s o r t s  in  a c e r t a i n  a r r a n g e m e n t ,  and the  th e o ry  only 

im p l ie s  th a t  he*s r ig h t  abou t t h e s e  th in g s .  ^  In  e f fec t ,  T h e a e te tu s  is  

po in ting  out the  in te n t io n a l i ty  of p e rc e p t io n ,  and  he is  r ig h t  to say  th a t  

a p p e a l  to  i t  en ab le s  h im  to  p r e s e r v e  h is  d e f in i t ion  a g a in s t  S ocra tes*  

th r u s t .

(2 ) (163c 4 - l6 4 b  12) A nyone who has  l e a r n e d  (o r  seen )  s o m e ­

th ing  and  r e ta in s  h is  m e m o r y  of i t  knows th a t  th ing , w hen  and  so long 

a s  he d oes  r e m e m b e r  it .  But a  p e r s o n  who has  looked  a t  a th ing  and 

th en  c lo se d  h is  eyes  m u s t ,  by T heae te tu s*  d e f in it ion ,  no t know th e  th ing 

a t  th e  t im e  w hen , h is  eyes  be ing  c lo s e d ,  he i s  not p e r c e iv in g  i t .  Yet 

s u r e ly  he m a y  r e t a in  a m e m o r y  of th e  ob jec t ,  and f ro m  o u r  in i t ia l  a d ­

m i s s i o n  it  fo llow s th a t  in  th a t  c a s e  he knows it .  We have thus  the  f o r ­

m a l  c o n t r a d ic t io n  th a t  the  s a m e  m a n  knows and does  no t know the  s a m e  

th ing a t  the  s a m e  t im e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  if  o u r  in i t ia l  a g r e e m e n t  abou t 

r e m e m b e r in g  is to be r e t a i n e d - - a n d  it  s e e m s  e n t i r e ly  u n o b je c t io n a b le - - 

we s h a l l  have to abandon T heae te tus*  de f in i t ion .

S o c r a te s  a t  f i r s t  (164c 1 - 2 ) fe igns  to  th ink  th a t  th is  a r g u m e n t
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has  by i t s e l f  r e fu te d  the  d e f in i t io n  and s t a r t s  a s  if to find a new one to  

t r y  out. But a t  th is  po in t  he s to p s  s h o r t ,  a c c u s in g  h im s e l f  of pay ing  

m o r e  a t te n t io n  to w o rd s  than  to the  t ru th ;  and  a s  an  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of how 

f a r  one can  go in p ro d u c in g  f r ig h te n in g  c o n s e q u e n c e s  by s e e k in g  a 

m e r e l y  v e r b a l  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n  he o f f e r s  the  t h i r d  a rg u m e n t .

(3} (165b 2 - d  1 ) The s a m e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n - - t h a t  the  s a m e  m a n  

knows and  does  not know the  s a m e  th ing  a t  the  s a m e  t i m e - - c a n  be even  

m o r e  n ea t ly  p ro d u c e d  f r o m  T h e a e t e tu s '  d e f in i t io n  than  the  p r e c e d in g  

a r g u m e n t  h a s  m a n a g e d  to  do. F o r  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to look  a t  a th ing  w i th  

one eye open and  th e  o th e r  c lo s e d ,  and  th e n  the  c o n t r a d ic t io n  fo l low s  

d i r e c t ly  f r o m  th e  d e f in i t io n  w ith o u t  a u x i l i a r y  p r e m i s s :  fo r  if p e r c e iv in g  

is  knowing, and  a m a n  in  th e  s i tu a t io n  d e s c r ib e d  both  s e e s  (with  h is  

open eye) and  does  not s e e  (with h is  c lo s e d  eye) the  s a m e  th ing , th e n  

he both  knows and  does  not know it .

The  e r r o r  in  th is  a r g u m e n t  is  e a sy  to  s e e .  In  def in ing  k n o w l­

edge a s  p e r c e p t io n  one m e a n s  ( s in c e  t h e r e  a r e  m o r e  th an  one s e n s e ,  

and m o r e  th an  one s e n s e  o rg an )  to ho ld  th a t  to  know so m e th in g  is  to  

p e r c e iv e  i t  by s o m e  s e n s e  o r  o th e r ,  s o m e  o rg a n  o r  o th e r ,  e tc .  To 

show th a t  so m e o n e  both  p e r c e i v e s  and  d o e s  not p e r c e iv e  (knows and  

does  not know) so m e th in g ,  and  f o r c e  a t r u e  c o n t ra d ic t io n ,  one m u s t  

show th a t  s o m e o n e  both  h a s  p e r c e p t io n ,  in th is  s e n s e ,  and  i t s  c o n t r a ­

d ic to ry .  Now the  c o n t r a d i c to r y  of " p e r c e i v e s  by s o m e  s e n s e ,  s o m e  

o rg a n s ,  e t c . "  is  " p e r c e i v e s  by no s e n s e ,  no o rg a n ,  e t c . "  S o c r a t e s  

does  not h o w e v e r  a d d u ce  a c a s e  w h e r e  a m a n  both  has  and  has  not p e r ­

cep tion  u n d e r s to o d  in  th is  w ay . T he  n e g a t iv e  p r e d ic a t e  he a p p l ie s  to
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the  m a n  in  the  d e s c r ib e d  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  is "d o e s  not p e r c e iv e  w ith  his 

r ig h t  eye" and th is  is  not the  s a m e  a s  "d o e s  not p e r c e iv e  by any s e n s e ,  

by any o rg a n ,  e tc . " H ence  t h e r e  is  no c o n t r a d ic t io n  in say ing  th a t  

so m e o n e  both  s e e s  (= p e r c e iv e s  by so m e  o rg a n  of s ig h t  o r  o th e r )  and 

does not s e e  (= does not p e r c e iv e  w ith  so m e  p a r t i c u l a r  o rg a n  of s igh t)  

the  s a m e  th ing; and t h e r e f o r e  T h e a e te tu s  has  no n eed  to  a c c e p t  the  

co n se q u e n c e  th a t  s o m e  one knows and doesn*t know the  s a m e  th ing. ^

(Of c o u r s e  he can  even  g ra n t  S o c r a te s  the  in f e r e n c e  f ro m  " s e e s  and 

does not s e e "  to  "know s and  does not know"; then  it  w il l  be n e c e s s a r y  

to a c c e p t  the  l e g i t im a c y  of su c h  odd lo cu t io n s  a s  "know s by s o m e  m e a n s  

of a c q u a in ta n ce "  and  " d o e s  not know by m e a n s  of h is  r ig h t  e y e . "  But by 

a c c e p t in g  th is  he w il l  be  a b le  to d i s p e l  the  a i r  of c o n t ra d ic t io n .  And 

th e r e  is no r e a s o n  why a d e te r m in e d  th e o r i s t  shou ld  r e fu s e  to sw allow  

th is ,  a long  w ith  "know s h a r p l y , "  "know d im ly , "  " f r o m  a d i s t a n c e , "  

e tc .  , w h ich  S o c r a te s  h im s e l f  m e n t io n s  [ l6 5 d  2-6l* Odd they  m a y  be, 

but if the  th e o ry  r e q u i r e s  th e m  d if f idence  on th e i r  a c co u n t  can  h a rd ly  

be p e r m i t t e d  to  w r e c k  an  o th e rw is e  a t t r a c t i v e  def in it ion . )

The a r g u m e n t  invo lv ing  m e m o r y  a d m i ts  of e s s e n t i a l ly  the  s a m e

12re p ly .  F o r  if  P r o t a g o r a s  is  w il l in g ,  a s  i t  a p p e a r s  he i s ,  to t r e a t  

r e m e m b e r in g  a s  a k ind of p e r c e i v i n g - - a  kind of q u a s i - s e n s o r y  a w a r e ­

n e s s  of s o m e  c o n te m p o r a r y  o b j e c t - - t h e n  w h a t  the  a r g u m e n t  show s i s  

th a t  one can  a t  th e  s a m e  t im e  be p e r c e iv in g  so m e th in g  by one s e n s e  o r  

m o d e  of p e rc e p t io n  and not by a n o th e r .  And th is  is  no m o r e  o b je c t io n ­

ab le  th an  se e in g  and not s e e in g  tu rn e d  out to be; r e m a r k s  can  be m a d e  

abou t p e rc e iv in g  (by m e m o r y )  and  not p e rc e iv in g  (by s igh t)  p a r a l l e l  to
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th o s e  m a d e  abou t se e in g  (with one eye) and not s e e in g  (with the  o th e r ) .

C. P r o t a g o r a s 1 D e fen se  ( 166a - 1 68c )

T h e s e  fina l two a r g u m e n t s  a r e  b r ie f ly  r e p l i e d  to by P r o t a g o r a s  

h im s e l f  a t  the  beg inn ing  of the  D e fe n se  of h is  v iew s  w h ich  S o c r a t e s  h i m ­

s e l f  is  f o r c e d ,  on a c c o u n t  of P r o t a g o r a s 1 a b s e n c e ,  to  p ro v id e .  The 

r e p ly  is  v e r y  b r ie f ly  s ta te d ,  a l to g e th e r  w ith o u t  e l a b o ra t io n  (166a 2 - c  2 ). 

But S o c r a t e s  s e e m s  to c o n te m p la te  t h r e e  a n s w e r s  on P r o t a g o r a s 1 

beha lf ,  e ach  invo lv ing  a  d i f f e r e n t  m e th o d  of d i s p e l l in g  th e  m e n a c e  in 

g ra n t in g  th a t  the  s a m e  m a n  bo th  knows and  does  no t know th e  s a m e  

th ing . T h e s e  m e th o d s  a r e  (1) to  deny th a t  th e  th ing  known is  r e a l ly  one 

and th e  s a m e  th ing  as  the  th ing  not known; (2 ) to q u e s t io n  d i r e c t l y  the  

id e a  th a t  knowing and  not knowing a r e  som eh o w  in c o m p a t ib le ;  (3 ) to 

deny th a t  i t  is  the  s a m e  p e r s o n  who knows and  d o es  no t know the  th ing . 

The f i r s t  r e p ly  in v o lv es  a d m it t in g ,  a s  I have  a d m i t t e d  above , m e m o r y  

a s  a  k ind of p e rc e p t io n .  But i t  tu r n s  upon t r e a t i n g  the  o b je c t  p e r c e iv e d  

in  m e m o r y  a s  the  c o n te m p o ra n e o u s  m e m o r y - i m a g e ,  and  no t the  o b jec t  

o nce  p e r c e iv e d  by s ig h t  (say). W hen a  p e r s o n  k’nows and  d o e s n ft know 

a th ing  b e c a u s e  he r e m e m b e r s  bu t does  no t s e e  i t ,  th e  th ing  w h ich  he 

d oes  no t s e e  (the h ouse  he saw  a m o m e n t  ago , say )  i s  a  d i f f e r e n t  th ing  

f r o m  the  th ing  w h ich  he r e m e m b e r s  (the m e m o r y - h o u s e ) ^  T he  se c o n d  

r e p ly  m a y  be m a k in g  the  po in t  m e n t io n e d  ab o v e ,  th a t  j u s t  to the  ex ten t  

th a t  t h e r e  is  no c o n t r a d ic t io n  in  s e e in g  (w ith one eye) and  not se e in g  

(with the  o th e r )  t h e r e  i s  no c o n t r a d ic t io n  in  know ing (with one o rg a n  o r  

by one m o d e  of a w a r e n e s s )  and  not knowing (by a n o th e r ) :  if one u n d e r -
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s ta n d s  w h a t  is  being sa id  and  w h y , t h e r e  is no in c o m p a t ib i l i ty  be tw een  

13the two s t a t e s .

T he  th i r d  re p ly  is  d if f icu l t  to c o n s t ru e :  i ts  ap p ea l  to the c o n ­

s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  of "p e rso n s '*  in  any s in g le  m a n  ev iden tly  only show s 

th a t  the  " s a m e "  p e r s o n  can  know and  not know a th ing  when the  t im e s  

of knowing a r e  d i f fe re n t ;  but both  of the  a r g u m e n ts  being re p l ie d  to 

a l le g e  th a t  a  p e r s o n  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  knows and  doesn*t know a thing. 

The in f in i te  s u c c e s s io n  of p e r s o n - s t a g e s  s e e m s  a t  f i r s t  s ig h t  not c a p a ­

b le  of r e d u c in g  th e  p a ra d o x  co n ta in e d  in the su g g e s t io n  th a t  a m a n  a t  

the  s a m e  t im e  r e m e m b e r s  (and so  know s) and  d o es  no t s e e  (and so  does  

not know) a  c e r t a i n  house .  But p e rh a p s  the in te n t io n  is  to s u g g e s t  th a t  

b e c a u s e  th e  m a n  who s e e s  th e  h o u se  and the  m a n  who l a t e r  r e m e m b e r s  

it  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n s  i t  is  w ro n g  to  t r e a t  m e m o r y  as  a s o u r c e  of 

know ledge of th e  s a m e  th ing  a s  one c a n  know by s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n .  The 

m a n  who p e r c e iv e s  a th ing  and  the  m a n  who r e m e m b e r s  it  a r e  not the  

s a m e  m a n ,  and  one can n o t  hold  th a t  the  v e ry  th ing  w h ich  one m a n  saw  

the  o th e r  r e m e m b e r s  s e e in g .  S ince  each  p e r s o n  is e n t i r e ly  m o m e n ta r y  

th e r e  is  no a l t e r n a t iv e  to  tak ing  the  o b jec t  of h is  m e m o r y  a s  so m e th in g  

co n te m p o ra n e o u s  and  no t p a s t .  If th is  is  w h a t  P r o t a g o r a s  has  in m ind ,  

then  the  t h i r d  re p ly  r e i n f o r c e s  the  f i r s t .

In any even t  P r o t a g o r a s  c o n s id e r s  the  a r g u m e n ts  so f a r  

ad v an ced  a g a in s t  T h e a e t e tu s 1 d e f in i t io n  to be in s in c e r e  and u rg e s  S o c ­

r a t e s  to  d i r e c t  h is  a t te n t io n  to  the  a c tu a l  th e o r i e s  th a t  have  been  

invoked and  not to th e  w o rd s  in w h ich  they  a r e  e x p r e s s e d :  once  he 

ex a m in e s  fu lly  and  f a i r l y  the  t h e s e s  th a t  e v e ry th in g  is  in  m o tio n  and

73



th a t  w h a t  a p p e a r s  to  each  m a n  is  so  fo r  him, he can  p ro c e e d  to  i n v e s t i ­

ga te  w h e th e r  th e  id en t i ty  of know ledge  and p e rc e p t io n  can  be m a in ta in e d  

on g ro u n d s  d ra w n  f r o m  th e s e  t h e o r i e s  (168b 2 - c  2). V e rb a l  p a ra d o x e s  

o r  a n o m o lo u s  m o d e s  of e x p r e s s io n  r e s u l t in g  f r o m  the  d e f in i t io n  can n o t  

be a l lo w ed  to  s ta n d  in the  way of th e  c o n c lu s io n ,  if i t  is  in  fa c t  d e f e n s i ­

b le  in  the  w ay  su g g e s te d .

As fo r  h is  own p e c u l i a r  c o n t r ib u t io n ,  P r o t a g o r a s  s e i z e s  the  

o p p o r tu n i ty  to expand h is  th e o r i e s  by adding  an a c c o u n t  of w is d o m  (in 

a n s w e r  to  th e  s t im u lu s  of S o c r a t e s 1 o r ig in a l  ob jec t ion )  and  e x p l ic i t ly  

in c lu d in g  s o v e r e ig n  s t a t e s  a s  am o n g  th o s e  who a r e  m e a s u r e s  of t h e i r  

own t r u th .  As f o r  w isd o m ,  P r o t a g o r a s 1 i n s i s t e n c e  th a t  no o n e 's  b e l ie f s  

a r e  f a l s e  d o es  no t p r e v e n t  h im , a s  S o c r a te s  im p l ie d  i t  did, f r o m  m a k ­

ing  a d i s t in c t io n  be tw een  w is e  m e n  and  o th e r s .  The  w is e  m a n  is  s im p ly  

( l 66d 6 - 8 ) the  m a n  who c a n  c h an g e  a n o t h e r ' s  p e rc e p t io n s  and  o p in io n s ,  

w h en  th ey  bo th  s e e m  and a r e  bad  o r  h a rm fu l  to h im  who h as  th e m :  

n e i th e r  b e f o r e  n o r  a f t e r  th e  chan g e  does  the  m a n  hold  f a l s e  b e l ie f s ;  

n e i t h e r  th e  m a n  who is  i l l  n o r  the  m a n  who is  w e l l  has  any b e l ie f s  o r  

e x p e r ie n c e s  th a t  a r e  f a l s e ,  though  th e  o n e 's  a r e  b e t t e r  than  th e  o t h e r ' s  

(167a 1 -3 ,  d 1 -3 ) .  W ise  m e n  e x c e l  only in t h e i r  a b i l i ty  to  r e p l a c e  a 

bad s e t  of p e r c e p t io n s  o r  b e l i e f s ,  o r  a bad co nd it ion  of body o r  sou l ,  

w i th  a b e t t e r .  T hus  d o c to r s  app ly  h e r b s  to  b r in g  abou t h e a l th ,  a n d  in  

doing so they  c a u s e  the  p a t i e n t 's  p e rc e p t io n s  to  ch an g e ,  so  th a t  w in e  

w h ich  a p p e a r e d  and  w as  b i t t e r  to  h im  b e c o m e s  sw e e t  fo r  h im : but they  

do not r e m o v e  f a l s e  b e l ie fs  fo r  t r u e  o n e s .  L ik e w is e  w is d o m  in  pub lic  

a f f a i r s  does  no t c o n s i s t  in  the  a b i l i ty  to  s u b s t i tu te  t r u e  law s  and
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r e g u la t io n s  fo r  f a ls e  ones - - w h a te v e r  law s and  r e g u la t io n s  a r e  a c c e p te d  

as  r ig h t  by a c ity  a r e  r ig h t  so  long a s  they a r e  a c c e p te d .  The w is e  m a n  

of pub lic  a f f a i r s  has r a t h e r  the  a b i l i ty  to change  fo r  the  b e t t e r  the  o p in ­

ions w hich  a s ta te  holds in m a t t e r s  of r ig h t  and  w rong .

Now it is  obvious th a t  by ad m it t in g  th a t  one m a n  can  be w i s e r  

than  a n o th e r ,  even in  the  a t te n u a te d  s e n s e  w h ich  he is  w il l ing  to g ra n t ,  

P r o t a g o r a s  has  p r a c t i c a l ly  r e s ig n e d  f r o m  the  a r g u m e n t .  F o r  though 

he does c la im  (167d 1-4) to be c o n s i s te n t ly  defending  his  th e s i s  th a t  no 

one holds any f a l s e  b e l ie f s ,  even  w h ile  g ra n t in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  in w isd o m , 

he r e a l ly  canno t do bo th  th in g s  a t  once . F o r  if  a d o c to r  is a w is e  m a n  

who can  change  p e o p le s 1 p e r c e p t io n s  fo r  the  b e t t e r ,  he m u s t  hold c e r ­

ta in  opin ions abou t w h a t  p e r c e p t io n s  w i l l  r e s u l t  f r o m  the  ap p l ic a t io n  of 

c e r t a in  h e r b s ,  e tc . , and he m u s t  be r ig h t  in  th ink ing  tha t  c e r t a i n  p r o ­

c e d u r e s  w il l  p ro d u c e  a b e t t e r  s t a t e  of the  p a t i e n t 1 s body. W hat then  

m u s t  one say  abou t a n o n -d o c to r ,  an  unw ise  m a n  who holds opinions 

on j u s t  the  s a m e  m a t t e r s  a s  th o se  w ith  w h ich  th e  doctor*s w isd o m  is  

c o n c e rn e d ?  S u re ly  P r o t a g o r a s  m u s t  say  th a t  the  unw ise  m a n  holds 

f a l s e  op in ions ,  and in th a t  even t ,  a s  I say ,  P r o t a g o r a s  has  in e ffec t 

r e s ig n e d  his  c a s e .  I t  a p p e a r s  on e x a m in a t io n  of the  te x t  th a t  he has 

been  a b le  to o v e r lo o k  the  fa c t  th a t  h is  d o c t r in e  abou t w isd o m  does c o n ­

t r a d i c t  h is  th e s i s  about t r u t h  only b e c a u s e  he n o w h ere  c le a r ly  f a c e s  

the q u es t io n  w h e th e r  h is  w is e  m e n  hold any  b e l ie fs  th a t  a r e  t r u e r  than  

th o se  he ld  by o th e r  peop le :  w hen  he r e a s s e r t s  h is  view th a t  ev e ry  

o n e 's  b e l ie fs  a r e  t r u e  ( I67d  1 -4 ,  cf. I 66e 4 - l 6 7 a  4, b 1-4), he ch ie fly  

has  in  m in d  the  hea l th y  a s  o pposed  to  the  s i c k  m a n  o r  the  c ity  w ith
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good, a s  a g a in s t  the  c i ty  w ith  bad , r e g u la t io n s  go v e rn in g  r ig h t  c o n d u c t .  

By r e a f f i r m in g  th a t  both  w e l l  and i l l  m e n  a r e  r ig h t  ab o u t  w h a t  they  e x ­

p e r i e n c e ,  he  th in k s  he r e t a i n s  h is  view  th a t  no one b e l ie v e s  a n y th in g  

f a l s e ;  but,  o b v ious ly ,  a l l  he n e e d s  to  do is  c o m p a re  h is  w is e  w i th  an  

u n w ise  m a n  in  o r d e r  to  s e e  th a t  he h as  in  fa c t  g iven it  up.

S o c r a t e s  h im s e l f  w i l l  p r e s s  j u s t  th is  ob jec t io n  upon P r o t a g o r a s ,  

an d  on th e  b a s i s  of i t  w i l l  p ro n o u n c e  (179a 10-b  5, c 1-2) h is  d o c t r in e  

th a t  e v e ry  m a n  is  i n d i s c r im in a t e ly  a m e a s u r e  of a l l  th ings  a c e r t a i n l y  

m i s t a k e n  t h e s i s .  Why th e n  d o es  P r o t a g o r a s  h e r e  so  r a s h l y  c o m m i t  

h i m s e l f  to  a  d o c t r in e  of w is d o m  fu n d a m e n ta l ly  a t  v a r i a n c e  w i th  h is  

b a s i c  c o n te n t io n s ?  One r e a s o n  is  the  t h r e a t  of an  in c o n s i s t e n c y  in  h is  

p e r s o n a l  b e h a v io r :  a s  S o c r a t e s  p o in ted  out in  h is  in i t i a l  o b je c t io n  

(1 6 ld  7 - e  3), if  P r o t a g o r a s  r e a l l y  b e l ie v e s  th a t  no o n e 1 s o p in ions  on 

any  m a t t e r  a r e  f a l s e ,  th e n  how does  he  exp la in  h is  s e t t in g  up a s  a

t e a c h e r  and  a  w is e  m a n  w h o se  i n s t r u c t i o n  is  w o r th  l a r g e  s u m s  of 
14m o n e y ?  E a r l i e r  P r o t a g o r a s  le f t  th e  q u e ry  u n a n s w e re d ,  but c l e a r l y  

enough  not only h is  devo tion  to  p e r s o n a l  i n s t r u c t io n  but a l s o  h is  having  

w r i t t e n  a  book im p ly  th a t  he has  so m e th in g  of w h ich  to  a p p r i s e  o th e r  

p e o p le .  T h e r e  i s ,  th en ,  i t  w ou ld  s e e m ,  so m e th in g  he knows th a t  they  

do no t know, and  any  of th e m  who th in k s  he does  know i t  i s  w ro n g .

A nd in  a n s w e r ,  a s  w e  have  s e e n ,  he c lu tc h e s  a t  the  s t r a w  of say in g  

th a t  he  and  any  o th e r  w is e  p e r s o n  d i f fe r  f r o m  o r d in a r y  p e o p le  only in 

the  a b i l i ty  to  b r in g  abou t in o th e r s  b e t t e r  e x p e r ie n c e s  and  op in ions  

th a n  th ey  e a r l i e r  p o s s e s s e d .
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D. The R efu ta tion  and D ig r e s s io n  (16 9 d - 17 9 c )

It  m a y  s e e m ,  in view of the  c o n s id e r a t io n s  j u s t  a d v an ced ,  tha t  

S o c r a te s  in the  D efen se  has  m e r e l y  s e t  up a s t r a w  m a n  in o r d e r  to have 

the  p l e a s u r e  of knocking h im  down. P e r h a p s  the l in e  tak en  by P r o t a g ­

o r a s  in the  D efen se  a s  a m e a n s  of r e ta in in g  so m e  s o r t  of d i f f e r e n c e  in

w isd o m  am ong  m en  is  not h is  m o s t  e f fec t iv e  re p ly ,  o r  the  one w h ich

15he w ould  h im s e l f  have  m a d e .  As if in a n t ic ip a t io n  of th is  o b jec tion ,  

S o c r a te s  opens h is  re fu ta t io n  of the  P r o t a g o r e a n  d ic tu m  by p ro p o s in g  

to p ro v e  (I69d  10-170a  1), by c o n s id e r in g  ju s t  the  d ic tu m  i t s e l f  and i ts  

co n s e q u e n c e s ,  th a t  (171 d 5-7) even  P r o t a g o r a s  m u s t  a d m i t  th a t  so m e  

m e n  a r e  w i s e r  than  o th e r s  and  th a t  (171b 11 -c  3) th is  d i f f e r e n c e  i n ­

vo lves  a d i f fe re n c e  in know ledge and  t r u t h  as  w e l l .  S o c r a t e s 1 f i r s t  

a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  P r o t a g o r a s  t h e r e f o r e  s e e k s  to  e s t a b l i s h  th a t  th e r e  

m u s t  be s o m e  f a l s e  b e l ie f s ,  even g ra n te d  P ro ta g o ra s *  d ic tu m ; in  his 

seco n d  a r g u m e n t  (177c 6 - 179b 9) he w i l l  sp ec ify  the  c l a s s  of ju d g m e n ts  

w h e re in  f a l s i ty  r e s i d e s ,  and th e s e  w il l  tu r n  out to in c lu d e  op in ions in 

the  m a t t e r s  to w h ich  P ro ta g o ra s *  D efen se  a p p e a le d  in  i ts  a c c o u n t  of 

w isd o m .

The  to ta l  e ffec t  of the  two a r g u m e n t s  w il l  t h e r e f o r e  be to  v in d i ­

c a te  S ocra tes*  a t t r ib u t io n  to P r o t a g o r a s  of the  d o c t r in e  of w isd o m  

e xp la ined  a b o v e - -w i th  the  im p o r ta n t  ad d i t io n  th a t  th is  d o c t r in e  c o m m its  

P r o t a g o r a s  to the  view th a t  s o m e  m e n  exce l  o th e r s  w ith  r e s p e c t  to 

a t ta in m e n t  of t ru th .  It  can n o t  be m a in ta in e d  th a t  e v e ry  ju d g m e n t  is  t r u e .

S ocra tes*  f i r s t  a r g u m e n t  h a s ,  a t  l e a s t  s in c e  Grote*s s p i r i t e d



a t t a c k ^  upon P l a t o 1 s a c c o u n t  and re fu ta t io n  of P r o ta g o r a s *  d ic tu m , 

been  g e n e ra l ly  thought to be f a l la c io u s .  W hat S o c r a te s  w is h e s  to show 

is  th a t  if  P r o t a g o r a s  a c c e p t s  h is  d ic tu m  and  a p p l ie s  it  c o n s i s t e n t ly  he 

w il l  have  to  a d m i t  the  t r u th  of th o s e  b e l ie f s  of o th e r s  w h ich  c o n t r a d i c t  

h is  own. In a s m u c h  a s  e v e ry  o r d in a r y  p e r s o n  th inks  th a t  not e v e ry  m a n  

is  the  m e a s u r e  of the  t ru th ,  P r o t a g o r a s  m u s t  hold  th a t  his d ic tu m  is  

f a l s e ,  if he is  to hold  i t  to be t r u e .  F o r  th is  r e a s o n  the  d ic tu m  is  

a l le g e d  to be *s e l f - r e fu t in g ,  and P r o t a g o r a s ,  a s  m u c h  a s  any one e l s e ,  

is m a d e  to g r a n t  the  f a l s i ty  of s o m e  people*s b e l ie f s .  Now G rote*s 

opinion th a t  th is  a r g u m e n t  is  f a l la c io u s  i s  founded upon the  p r e s u m p t io n  

tha t  P r o t a g o r a s  m e a n t  h is  m a n - t h e - m e a s u r e  d ic tu m  to r e q u i r e  th e  a d d i ­

tion  a f t e r  e v e ry  u s e  of the  w o rd s  " t r u e , "  " e x i s t s , "  e tc .  , of an  index  

e x p r e s s io n  sp ec ify in g  so m e  p e r s o n  fo r  w hom  w h a te v e r  i t  i s  is  t r u e  o r  

e x i s t s ,  e tc . And i t  is  t r u e  th a t  if P r o t a g o r a s  has  w ish e d ,  a s  I pu t it  

above  (C h a p te r  I, pp. 14-15), to r e p l a c e  th e  c o n cep t  of t r u th  by a c o n ­

cep t  t r u t h - f o r - x ,  S ocra tes*  a r g u m e n t  does  fa i l .  F o r  S ocra tes*  a r g u ­

m e n t  r e q u i r e s  to have  the  fo l low ing  fo r m :

S uppose  (1): M an is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th in g s ,  i. e. , e v e ry  

opinion any m a n  ho lds  is  t r u e .

But (2) s o m e  m e n  th ink  i t  i s  no t t r u e  th a t  m a n  is  th e  m e a s u r e  of 

a l l  th ings .

E rg o  (3) i t  is  not t r u e  th a t  m a n  is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th in g s ,  

i. e. , no t e v e ry  opin ion  is  t r u e .

But if one fo llow s P ro ta g o r a s *  s t ip u la t io n  abou t index e x p r e s ­

s io n s ,  th is  a r g u m e n t  m u s t  be r e c a s t  in  th e  fo llow ing n o n -o bnox ious  

fo rm .
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S uppose  ( la ) :  M an is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th in g s ,  i. e. , e v e ry  

opinion any m a n  holds is t r u e - f o r - h i m .

But (2a) s o m e  m e n  th ink  it is not t r u e - f o r - t h e m  th a t  m a n  is  the  

m e a s u r e  of a l l  th in g s .

E rg o  (3a) i t  is  not t r u e - f o r - t h e m  th a t  m a n  is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  

th ings ,  i. e. , s o m e  opin ions a r e  f a l s e - f o r - t h e m .

And t h e r e  is  ev iden tly  no in c o n s is te n c y  in P r o t a g o r a s 1 a c c e p t in g  

his d ic tu m  w h ile  m a in ta in in g  i ts  f a l s e h o o d - f o r - o t h e r s . So long a s  he 

does not hold i t  to  be both  t r u e  and  f a l s e  fo r  h im s e l f  he is in no lo g ic a l  

bind w h a t s o e v e r .

Of c o u r s e  even if th is  re p ly  w e r e  e n t i r e ly  ad e q u a te  one i m p o r ­

tan t  r e s u l t  would  s t i l l  have  been  a c h iev ed :  it would  have been  shown 

th a t  if t h e r e  is  no t ru th  but only t r u t h - f o r - m e ,  a s  P r o t a g o r a s  th in k s ,  

then his own d o c t r in e  has  no s p e c ia l  c l a im  to va l id i ty .  I t  is  j u s t  a b e ­

l ie f  l ik e  any o th e r  and canno t c la im  any t r u th  beyond th a t  w h ich  a c c r u e s  

to it  f r o m  being b e l iev ed .  It  i s  not t r u e , but m e r e l y  t r u e - f o r - P r o t a g -  

o r a s .  C onsequen tly  the  i m p r e s s i o n  th a t  he has  r e v e a le d  to us the  

n a tu re  of t r u th  and  r e a l i t y  is  n e c e s s a r i l y  i l lu s o r y .  As a p h i lo so p h ic a l  

in s ig h t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  the d o c t r in e  th a t  e ach  m a n  is the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  

th ings fo r  h im s e l f  fa i l s  to  be the  co m p e l l in g  and r e v o lu t io n a ry  t h e s i s  i t  

s e e m e d  to be: w h a te v e r  a t t i tu d e  any one ta k e s  to w a rd s  it  w il l  be the  

c o r r e c t  a t t i tu d e  fo r  h im  to tak e  and a l l  d i s c u s s io n  of i t  tu rn s  out to be 

o t io se .

T h is  is no m e a n  c o n se q u e n c e  to  have d e r iv e d .  But the  fa c t  w il l  

s t i l l  r e m a in  th a t  S o c r a t e s 1 a r g u m e n t  is  f a l la c io u s ,  s in c e  i t  m i s r e p r e s e n t s
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the  t h e s i s  he p re te n d s  to be a t ta c k in g .  The p o s s ib i l i ty  r e m a i n s ,  how ­

e v e r ,  th a t  i t  i s  not S o c r a te s  but m o d e r n  c o m m e n ta to r s  who m i s r e p r e ­

s e n t  th e  thfesis. F o r  if P r o t a g o r a s  m e a n t  not to r e p l a c e  t r u t h  w ith  

t r u t h - f o r - x ,  but to  o f fe r  a t h e s i s  ab o u t  w h a t  c r i t e r i a  a r e  p r o p e r l y  

invoked  in o r d e r  to  e s t a b l i s h  th a t  so m e th in g  is  t r u e ,  the  l in e  ta k e n  

above  a g a in s t  S o c r a t e s 1 a r g u m e n t  f a i l s .  F o r  then  P r o t a g o r a s  w i l l  

m e r e l y  be say in g  th a t  a l l  one h as  to  do in  o r d e r  to  d e t e r m i n e  w h e th e r  

so m e th in g  is  t r u e  is  to find out w h e th e r  any one b e l ie v e s  i t .  And if 

so m e o n e ,  fo r  e x a m p le ,  p e r c e iv e s  a th ing  a s  r e d  i t  w il l  be r e d  and  not 

m e r e l y  b e - t o - h i m  re d .  T h is  be ing  so , P r o t a g o r a s  in  a c c e p t in g  h is  

m a n - t h e - m e a s u r e  d ic tu m  a c c e p t s  th a t  w h a te v e r  any one b e l ie v e s  is  

t r u e ; and  if  s o m e o n e  th in k s  the  d ic tu m  f a l s e  then  P r o t a g o r a s  m u s t  

a c c e p t  th a t  i t  i £  f a l s e ,  s in c e  s o m e o n e  so  th in k s .  The  c o n s e q u e n c e  (3) 

does  unav o id ab ly  fo llow, and  i t  c an n o t  be c o n v e r te d  in to  (3a).

W hich  of the  two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of P r o t a g o r a s 1 d o c t r in e  is  c o r ­

r e c t ?  I h ave  a l r e a d y  r e m a r k e d  ((above , p. 62 and  n. 3) th a t  in  s ta t in g  

h is  t h e s i s  P l a to  r e g u la r ly  d oes  in t r o d u c e  the  e x p r e s s io n  " f o r  h im "  in  

the  w ay in  w h ic h  the  f i r s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w ould  r e q u i r e .  On th e  o th e r  

hand  P r o t a g o r a s  c e r t a in ly  w a n ts  to  say  (cf. I 6 l d  6 -7 ,  l6 7 d  2) th a t  

e v e r y o n e 's  b e l ie f s  a r e  t r u e  and  none f a l s e ,  in  su c h  a w ay th a t  he c a n  

defend  th e  c la im  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge , and  i t  s e e m s  th a t  in  o r ­

d e r  to  do th i s  he shou ld  be te l l in g  us  th a t  w h a t  any one p e r c e i v e s  is  

t r u e  (and not m e r e l y  t r u e - f o r - h i m ) .  P e r h a p s  i t  i s  not p o s s ib l e  to  be 

e n t i r e ly  s u r e  w h a t  he m e a n t ;  an d  p e r h a p s  h is  w a s  no t

m o r e  d e c i s iv e  one w ay o r  th e  o th e r  th a n  P l a t o ' s  t e s t im o n y  i s .  In  any
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event,  if  S o c r a t e s 1 a r g u m e n t  a t  169-171 is  to be any th ing  but a m e r e  

p e t i t io  p r in c ip i  then  w e m u s t  p r e s e r v e  a t  l e a s t  the  am b ig u i ty  in P r o t a g ­

o r a s 1 v iew s .  He m u s t  be not u n fa i r ly  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  re c o m m e n d in g  

not the  ab an d o n m en t  of th e  co n cep t  of t r u th  but an  a d ju s tm e n t  in the 

c r i t e r i a  fo r  i t s  ap p l ic a t io n .

By h is  f i r s t  a r g u m e n t ,  then , S o c r a te s  has  d ra w n  f ro m  P r o t a g ­

oras* own w o rd s  the  a d m is s io n  th a t  s o m e  m e n  hold f a l s e  op in ions; and  

the  D e fe n se  has not b een  u n fa i r  in g ra n t in g  fo r  P r o t a g o r a s  th a t  t h e r e  

a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  of w is d o m  a m o n g  m e n .  S ocra tes*  a r g u m e n t  h a s ,  i n ­

deed , show n th a t  the  d i f f e r e n c e  in  w is d o m  b r in g s  w ith  i t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  

a t ta in m e n t  to  t r u th  w h ic h  the  D efen se  a t te m p te d  to  deny o r  co n cea l .

But w ith  the  im p o r ta n t  e x cep t io n  of th is  one c la r i f i c a t i o n  S ocra tes*  a im  

has been  to  v in d ic a te  h is  a t t r ib u t io n  of a d o c t r in e  of w isd o m  to P r o t a g ­

o r a s ,  and  I th ink  he h as  a c h ie v e d  h is  p u rp o s e .

W hat then  a r e  th e  m a t t e r s  upon w h ich  m e n  m ay  d i f fe r  w ith  

r e s p e c t  to  w isd o m  and  a t t a in m e n t  of t r u th ?  S o c r a te s  w il l  a r g u e  in  his 

seco n d  re fu ta t io n  (178a 5 -179b  5) th a t  w h e r e v e r  p r e d ic t io n s  o r  f u tu r e -  

te n s e  ju d g m e n ts  of any k ind  a r e  invo lved  not e v e ry  p e r s o n  is  equally  a 

m e a s u r e  of the  t ru th .  F r o m  th is  he w il l  in f e r  th a t  d o c to r s ,  f a r m e r s ,  

and o th e r s  who have a s p e c ia l  c o m p e te n c e - - th o s e  w hom  the  D efense  

c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  w i s e - - a r e  m o r e  l ik e ly  to  be r ig h t  in  t h e i r  op in ions on 

m a t t e r s  w ith in  th e i r  own a r e a s  of c o m p e te n c e  than  any ch an ce  p e r s o n .  

He w il l  show, t h e r e f o r e ,  by an  in d ep en d en t  a r g u m e n t  th a t  the  l in e  

d raw n  in  the  D e fe n se  b e tw e e n  th e  a r e a  w h e r e  each  man*s opinions a r e  

t r u e  and th a t  in  w h ich  f a ls e h o o d  o c c u r s ,  is  c o r r e c t l y  d raw n . But
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b e fo re  beg inn ing  th is  l in e  of r e a s o n in g  he s t a t e s ,  by w ay of a n t ic ip a t io n ,  

the  c o n c lu s io n  to  w h ich  he w i l l  be tend ing .  The a r g u m e n t  j u s t  c o n c lu d ed  

has show n th a t  t h e r e  is  an  a r e a  w h e r e  fa ls e h o o d  ca n  o c c u r ,  and  i t  i s  

n a tu r a l  to  s u g g e s t  (171d 9 ff. ) th a t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 d i s t in c t io n  be tw een  

ju d g m e n ts  ab ou t how to ch ange  s o m e o n e 1 s e x p e r ie n c e  fo r  the  b e t t e r  

p o in ts  th e  w ay  to  th e  a r e a  of fa ls e h o o d .  A c c o rd in g  to  th is  d i s t in c t io n ,  

a s  S o c r a t e s  now s u m m a r i z e s  i t ,  in  m o s t  m a t t e r s  w h a t  s e e m s  so  to  e a c h  

m a n  i s  so ,  but no t in  su c h  m a t t e r s  a s  w h a t  is  h ea lth fu l  o r  nox ious;  and  

l ik e w is e  fo r  n a t io n s ,  e r r o r  n e v e r  o c c u r s  in  su ch  m a t t e r s  a s  w h a t  is  

r ig h t  o r  d i s g r a c e f u l ,  o r  p r o p e r  in  r e l ig io u s  o b s e r v a n c e s ,  but only w hen  

it  is  a  q u e s t io n  of w h a t  is  b e n e f ic ia l  to  th e  s t a t e .  H e r e ,  then , he s a y s ,  

w e m a y  hope to  r e s t  o u r  w ho le  d i s c u s s io n ,  and r e j e c t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 d i c ­

tum  a s  a  g e n e r a l  a c c o u n t  of t r u th .

A t  th is  po in t  S o c r a te s  i n t e r r u p t s  h im s e l f  and  b e g in s  a  long 

d i g r e s s i o n  (172c-177c)  c o n t r a s t i n g  th e  p h i lo s o p h e r  and  th e  m a n  of p u b ­

lic  a f f a i r s .  T h is  p a s s a g e  has  been  th e  s u b je c t  of th e  m o s t  e x t r a v a g a n t  

f l igh ts  of m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  C o rn fo rd  d i s c e r n e d  in i t  a l lu s io n s  to  the  

R epublic  w h ic h  h e  rou n d ly  p ro n o u n c e d  (P T K , p. 89) to be  " in te n d e d  to  

r e c a l l  the  w ho le  a r g u m e n t  of" th a t  d ia lo g u e ,  w i th  i t s  " in te l l ig ib le  

r e g io n  of F o r m s ,  th e  t r u e  o b je c ts  of k n o w le d g e ."  P l a t o 1 s p u rp o s e  

a c c o r d in g  to  C o rn fo rd  in  in s e r t i n g  the  p a s s a g e  w a s  to  r e m in d  us  of th e  

c o r r e c t  a n s w e r  to  th e  T h e a e t e tu s 1 q u e s t io n ,  W hat is  know ledge?  , w i t h ­

out a c tu a l ly  c o m in g  r ig h t  out and  a rg u in g  fo r  i t :  know ledge  is  a c q u a in t  - 

17an ce  w i th  F o r m s .  C o rn fo rd  ho lds  th a t  in  the  d ig r e s s i o n  P la to  is  

a t ta c k in g  a  v iew  w h ic h  som ehow  goes  beyond  P r o t a g o r a s  and  w h ich  he
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vague ly  and  pu zz l in g ly  a s s o c i a t e s  w ith  T h r a s y m a c h u s ;  in  fa c t ,  how ­

e v e r ,  th is  p a r t  of his  v iew  is  d e m o n s t r a b ly  a  t i s s u e  of m i s r e a d i n g s  of

18the p a s s a g e  w h ich  im m e d ia te ly  p r e c e d e s  th e  d ig r e s s io n  p r o p e r .  But 

even if  s o m e  u l t r a - P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  w e r e  the  t a r g e t  of the  d i s c u s s io n  it  

w ould  be to ta l ly  i m p e r m i s s i b l e  to  i n t e r p r e t  w h a te v e r  a l lu s io n s  to the  

cave  a l l e g o r y  th e r e  m ay  be in  th e  p a s s a g e  a s  im p ly in g  Mth e  w h o le  a r g u ­

m e n t  of th e  R ep u b lic 11 o r  the  d o c t r i n e  th a t  know ledge  in  ea c h  and  e v e ry  

c a s e  is  a c q u a in ta n c e  w ith  F o r m s .

T he  t r u e  im p a c t  of th e  d i g r e s s i o n  is  r e a l ly  ea sy  to s e e .  S o c r a ­

te s  has  j u s t  s u m m a r i z e d  P r o ta g o r a s *  v ie w s ,  a s  now e m en d ed  to a l low  

so m e  ju d g m e n ts  of in d iv id u a ls  and s t a t e s  to  be p o s s ib ly  f a l s e .  T h is  

e m e n d a t io n  he w i l l  a r g u e  fo r  below ; w h a t  he w il l  not e x a m in e  th en  is  

the  o th e r  c o n te n t io n s  th a t  no one ca n  be in  e r r o r  ab o u t  his im m e d ia t e  

e x p e r ie n c e  and th a t  no s t a t e  c a n  be in  e r r o r  so  f a r  a s  th e  r i g h tn e s s  of 

i ts  e s t a b l i s h e d  c u s to m s  and  p r a c t i c e s  i s  c o n c e rn e d .  I m m e d ia te  e x p e r i ­

ence  w i l l  h o w e v e r  be  e x a m in e d  in  c o n n e c t io n  w i th  th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  (181-183); th i s  l e a v e s  only the  P r o t a g o r e a n  d o c ­

t r i n e  ab o u t  r ig h tn e s s  an d  r e l ig io u s  p r o p r i e ty  u n touched ,  and , a s  c a n  

e a s i ly  be  s e e n  f r o m  c a r e f u l  r e a d in g  of the  te x t ,  i t  i s  to th is  and  th is  

a lone  th a t  the  d i g r e s s i o n  a d d r e s s e s  i t s e l f .

T h o se  who have  knocked  ab o u t  the  l a w - c o u r t s  f r o m  ch ildhood  up 

and  have  r e c e iv e d  t h e i r  t r a in in g  t h e r e ,  s a y s  S o c r a t e s ,  a r e  to  be  r e ­

g a rd e d  a s  h o u s e - s l a v e s  by c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  th e  t r u e  f r e e - m e n  ed u ca ted  

in ph i lo so p h y .  T h o se  who have  l e a r n e d  abou t r ig h t  and  w ro n g  in  the  

l a w - c o u r t s  have  n e c e s s a r i l y  d i r e c t e d  t h e i r  a t te n t io n  to the  m e a n s  of
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s u c c e s s fu l ly  avoid ing  p u n ish m e n t ;  fo r  them  i t  m a t t e r s  not w h e th e r  they

m u s t  c h e a t  o r  o th e rw is e  w ro n g  t h e i r  f e l lo w -c i t iz e n s  so long a s  w h a t

they do is  not judged  w ro n g  by the  c o u r t  and pu n ish ed .  The w hole  body

of le g a l  in s t i tu t io n s  and  r u l e s  is  r e g a r d e d  by th e m  a s  so m e th in g  to be

fended off, m a n ip u la te d ,  o r  a rg u e d  o v e r  in the  p u r s u i t  of t h e i r  own

gain. The p h i lo s o p h e r ,  by c o n t r a s t ,  knows nothing of the  p a r t i c u l a r

c u s to m s  and  p r a c t i c e s  of any c i ty ,  and does  not c o n c e rn  h im s e l f  w ith

r ig h t  and  w ro n g  a s  th e s e  a r e  con ce iv ed  in  any p a r t i c u l a r  p la c e .  In fa c t ,

S o c ra te s  s a y s ,  the  p h i lo s o p h e r 1 s body a lo n e  r e s i d e s  in h is  c i ty  w h ile

h is  m in d  is in  th e  u n iv e r s e  a t  l a r g e ,  spying in to  the  th ings  b e n e a th  the

e a r th  and  doing g e o m e t r y  on the  e a r t h 1 s e x p a n se s .  Such  a m a n  a s k s

not p a r t i c u l a r  q u e s t io n s  ab ou t w h e th e r  th is  o r  th a t  p e r s o n  has  w ro n g ed

the o t h e r - - t h e  s o r t  of q u e s t io n  the  l a w - c o u r t s  a r e  a lw ay s  c o n c e rn e d

w i th - - b u t  is  r a t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  in  w h a t  r ig h t  and w ro n g  th e m s e lv e s  a r e ,

19o r  w hat  in  g e n e ra l  h u m an  h a p p in e s s  c o n s i s t s  in.

The  fu n d a m e n ta l  m is t a k e  w h ich  the  m a n  of a f f a i r s  m a k e s  is  in  

being c o n c e rn e d  only w ith  w h a t  is  r e g a r d e d  a s  r ig h t  and w ro n g  in  h is  

s ta te  and not c a r in g  how m u c h  w ro n g  he does so  long a s  i t  i s  not so 

p ro n o u n ced  by h is  s t a t e 1 s in s t i tu t io n s :  in  th is  he show s h im s e l f  u n a ­

w a r e  of the r e a l  p e n a l t ie s  in s t o r e  fo r  r e a l ,  and  not m e r e l y  le g a l ,  

w ro n g .  H ap p in ess  c o n s i s t s  in  being a s  l ike  god a s  p o s s ib le ,  but god is  

in no way u n r ig h te o u s ,  so  th a t  to  b eco m e  l ik e  god is  to  b e c o m e  a s  

r ig h teo u s  a s  p o s s ib le .  H o w ev e r  ad ep t ,  th e r e f o r e ,  the  m a n  of p r a c t i c a l  

a f f a i r s  m ay  be a t  ob ta in ing  h is  ends by a t ten d in g  to and  m a n ip u la t in g  

the  a c c e p te d  s t a n d a rd s  of r ig h t  in h is  s ta te ,  he d i s p la y s  the  g r e a t e r
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folly  of lo s in g  s ig h t  of the  m o r e  im p o r t a n t  end of his own u l t im a te  h a p ­

p in e s s .  F o r  the  pen a l ty  fo r  going r e a l ly  w ro n g ,  and  not m e r e l y  w ro n g  

in  the  eyes  of the  law , i s  not the  p h y s ic a l  p a in  in f l ic te d  by the  law  but 

the  in e lu c ta b le  c o n d em n a tio n  to  a n  a f t e r - l i f e  of a s s o c i a t i o n  w ith  evil.  

F r e e d o m  f r o m  c o m e s  only to  th o s e  who have le d  l iv e s  a s  m u c h

as  p o s s ib le  l ik e  g o d 's ,  and  h en ce  only  to  th o se  who a r e  r e a l l y  j u s t  and  

r ig h te o u s .

P r o t a g o r a s ,  th en ,  i s  w ro n g  to  say  th a t  the  only c r i t e r i o n  of 

so m e th in g 's  r ig h tn e s s  o r  r e l ig io u s  p r o p r i e t y  is  s o m e  s t a t e ' s  op in ions  

and e n a c tm e n ts .  T h e r e  is  an  in d e p e n d e n t  s t a n d a r d  an d  th o s e  who i g ­

n o re  i t  do so a t  t h e i r  own p e r i l .  T h e  d i g r e s s i o n  m a k e s  th is  po in t ,  

n a tu ra l ly  enough, by invoking  s o m e  of th e  s a m e  im a g e s  a s  th o s e  e m ­

ployed  by th e  R epublic  fo r  i t s  s o m e w h a t  s i m i l a r  p u r p o s e s :  th e  n o tion  

of the  p h i lo s o p h e r  a s  o ccu p ied  w i th  g e n e r a l  q u e s t io n s ,  the  in v e s t ig a t io n  

of w h ich  ta k e s  h im  up out of the  l i m i t s  of e v e ry d a y  l i fe ,  and  the  id ea  of 

an  a f t e r - l i f e  w h o se  d e l ig h ts  a r e  s t r i c t l y  a p p o r t io n e d  a c c o r d in g  to  m e r i t .  

But the  po in t  be ing  m a d e  is  c l e a r l y  only one abou t th e  o b je c t iv i ty  of 

m o r a l  ju d g m e n ts ,  and  even th en  i t  i s  not s a id  o r  im p l ie d  th a t  th is  o b ­

je c t iv i ty  i s  g rounded  in t r a n s c e n d e n t  F o r m s  o r  th a t  to  know r ig h t  f r o m  

w ro n g  i s  to  be acq u a in ted  w i th  a  F o r m  of r i g h tn e s s .

Thus t h e r e  i s  n e i th e r  any  g e n e r a l  a p p e a l  to  F o r m s  a s  the  only 

o b jec ts  of know ledge on w h a te v e r  s u b je c t ,  n o r  even  a n  a p p e a l  to  F o r m s  

a s  w h a t  m a k e s  p o s s ib le  o b je c t iv e ly  v a l id  m o r a l  ju d g m e n ts .  T he  p a s ­

sa g e  m e r e l y ,  in  a  q u ite  g e n e r a l  w ay ,  a f f i r m s  a g a in s t  P r o t a g o r a s  and  

o th e r s  who s h a r e  h is  p o l i t i c a l  v iew s  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  s t a n d a r d s  of r ig h t
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and w ro n g  o th e r  th an  th o se  w h ich  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t e s  happen  to e n s h r in e  

in th e i r  l e g a l  and o th e r  in s t i tu t io n s .  Nothing m o r e  than  th is  can be 

found in the  p a s s a g e ;  i t  c e r t a in ly  r e q u i r e s  w re n c h in g  it  badly  out of 

con tex t  to find in i t  any h in ts  about w h a t  o b jec ts  know ledge in g e n e ra l  

m u s t  be d i r e c t e d  to w a rd .

A f te r  the  d ig r e s s io n  S o c r a te s  r e t u r n s  to  the  d i s c u s s io n  j u s t  

b ro a c h e d  b e fo re  the  d ig r e s s io n  i t s e l f  began . It  s e e m e d  l ik e ly ,  S o c r a ­

tes  w as  say ing , th a t  P r o t a g o r a s ,  having b een  d r iv e n  to  g ra n t  th a t  

so m e  b e l ie fs  of s o m e  peo p le  a r e  f a l s e ,  w ould  be w il l ing  to a c c e p t  the  

d is t in c t io n  be tw een  w isd o m  and  ig n o r a n c e  w h ic h  S o c r a te s  had s k e tc h e d  

in the D efen se ,  and  w ould g ra n t  th a t  w i th  r e s p e c t  to w hat is  b e t t e r  o r  

w o r s e  both  m e n  and s t a t e s  d i f fe r  in  d e g r e e  of a t ta in m e n t  to t ru th .  Now 

(178a 5 -179b  5) S o c r a te s  u n d e r ta k e s  to  show th a t  in  fac t  t h e r e  a r e  d i f ­

f e r e n c e s  in t r u th  am ong  ju d g m e n ts  of th is  l a t t e r  s o r t ,  w h ich  anyone 

m u s t  re c o g n iz e .  F o r  th e s e  ju d g m e n ts  a l l  have  r e f e r e n c e  to  w ha t  w il l  

tu rn  out to  be the  c a s e  in  the  fu tu re ,  an d  not a l l  ju d g m e n ts  abou t the  

fu tu re  can  be t ru e .

S o c r a te s  a t t e m p ts  to  p ro v e  th i s  by showing th a t  w hen a la y m a n  

and a d o c to r  d i s a g r e e  o v e r  w h e th e r  a  c e r t a i n  c o u r s e  of ac t io n  w il l  

r e s u l t  in  the la y m a n 's  ge tt ing  a f e v e r  one of th e m  (u sua lly  the  d o c to r)  

is r ig h t  and the o th e r  w ro n g .  E i th e r  he does  a c q u i r e  the  p re d ic te d  

b o d y - te m p e r a tu r e  o r  he does  no t, and  th e  ou tco m e  show s one ju d g m en t  

to have been  t r u e  and  the  o th e r  f a l s e .  P r o t a g o r a s  m ig h t  re p ly  tha t  

. th e re  is  no su ch  th ing as  th e  p r e d i c t e d  b o d y - t e m p e r a tu r e  j u s t  o c c u r r in g  

o r  not, but one m u s t  sa y  fo r  w hom  it  e x i s t s .  Why should  not both
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l a y m a n  and  d o c to r  be r i g h t - - t h e  f e v e r  co m in g  to  e x is t  f o r  the  one and  

fa i l in g  to  o c c u r  fo r  the  o th e r ?  In th a t  c a s e  both p r e d ic t io n s  cou ld  be 

a d m i t t e d  to  be t r u e .  T he  a n s w e r  to  th is  is  th a t  i t  doesn*t m a t t e r  who 

is  the  c r i t e r i o n  of th e  e x i s t e n c e  o r  not of the  f e v e r  w hen  the  t i m e  c o m e s  

so  long a s  w h a t  i s  ju d g e d  th en  is  ju d g e d  by r e f e r e n c e  to  s o m e  s t a n d a r d  

the  r e s u l t  w i l l  d e p e n d  upon the  a p p l ic a t io n  of the  s t a n d a r d  then ,  and  not 

upon w h a t  s o m e  one p r e d i c t s  th e  t e s t  w i l l  show. O nce th e  p r e d ic t i o n  is  

m a d e  t h e r e  is  no th ing  to do but w a i t  and  se e  how the  fa c t s  t u r n  out; 

h ence  w h en  a p e r s o n  ju d g e s  how he h im s e l f  w il l  fe e l ,  and  even  though  

he is  th e  s o le  ju d g e  of how he fe e l s  w hen  h e fs fee l in g  th a t  w ay , he 

m a k e s  a ju d g m e n t  th a t  can n o t  be s a id  to be t r u e  j u s t  b e c a u s e  he m a k e s  

it .  I f  i t  i s  t r u e  i t  w i l l  be so  b e c a u s e  of the  w ay he l a t e r  does  in  f a c t  

fee l ,  and  t h e r e  i s  no g u a r a n te e  th a t  th is  w il l  a c c o r d  w ith  h is  p r e d ic t io n .  

H ence  the  lo g ic  of th e  s i tu a t io n  is  not ch anged  by a s s u m in g ,  a s  S o c r a t e s  

d o es ,  th a t  in  th e  d i s p u te  b e tw e e n  the  d o c to r  and  th e  la y m a n  th e  f e v e r  

e i th e r  c o m e s  o r  d o e s n ft, w ith o u t  s a y in g  fo r  w hom  it e x is ts  o r  d o es  not 

ex is t .  T h is  po in t  i s  m a d e  ex p l ic i t  im m e d ia te ly  a f t e r w a r d s  (178d 4 -6 ) ,  

w h e r e  S o c r a t e s  c l in c h e s  h is  a r g u m e n t  by r e m a r k in g  th a t  w hen  it  is  a 

q u e s t io n  of s o m e th in g 1 s tu rn in g  out to  be in  tune  a g y m n a s t ic  t r a i n e r  

w il l  no t be  b e t t e r  th a n  a  m u s i c i a n  a t  judg ing  w h a t  w il l  t u r n  out even  to  

the  t r a i n e r  h im s e l f  to be in  tune .  F u t u r e - t e n s e  ju d g m e n ts  c a n n o t  be 

d e c l a r e d  t r u e  on p r in c ip l e ,  h o w e v e r  t r u e  on p r in c ip le  a l l  p r e s e n t - t e n s e  

ju d g m e n ts  a r e ,  b e c a u s e  they  n e c e s s a r i l y  find t h e i r  v a l id a t io n  in  s o m e  

p r e s e n t - t e n s e  ju d g m e n t  a t  a l a t e r  t im e  and  not in  any th ing  c o n te m p o r a -  

n eo us-w ith  th e m s e lv e s  o r  p r iv a t e  to  the  m a n  who m a k e s  th e m  a t  the  

t im e  w hen  he m a k e s  th em .



We have, then , found a c l a s s  of ju d g m e n ts  w h e re  e r r o r  m ay  

o c c u r ,  and s in c e  inc luded  am o n g  th e m  a r e  the ju d g m e n ts  by r e f e r e n c e  

to w h ich  P r o t a g o r a s  w as  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  in t ro d u c in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  am ong  

m en  w ith  r e s p e c t  to w isd o m , i t  has tu rn e d  out th a t  in  re c o g n iz in g  the  

e x is te n c e  of w isd o m  P r o t a g o r a s  has  in  f ac t  re fu te d  h is  own th eo ry ;  

but we have a l s o  s e e n  th a t  he has  no a l t e r n a t iv e  but to a c c e p t  so m e  

m en  a s  w i s e r  than  o th e r s  in  the  s e n s e  of hav ing  the  t r u th  in  a h ig h e r  

d e g r e e ,  and th a t  w isd o m  p r i m a r i l y  finds  i ts  e x p r e s s io n  in the  ab i l i ty  to 

m a k e  t r u e  p re d ic t io n s .  I t  has  t h e r e f o r e  e m e rg e d  th a t  no m a n  of s e n s e  

can  give c r e d e n c e  to  P ro ta g o ra s *  th e o ry  of t r u th ,  a s  a  g e n e ra l  p r o p o s i ­

tion; if  any p a r t  of i t - - e .  g. , the  t r u th  of a l l  ju d g m e n ts  of p e r c e p t io n - -  

is  to  be r e ta in e d  i t  w i l l  have  to be a rg u e d  in d ependen tly  of the  t h e s i s  

th a t  e ach  m a n  is  the  m e a s u r e  of a l l  th in g s .  S o c r a te s  t h e r e f o r e  c o n ­

c ludes  the  re fu ta t io n  of P r o t a g o r a s  (179c) by r e m a r k in g  th a t  w hat 

r e m a in s  is  to s e e  w h e th e r  each  m a n  is  a lw ay s  r ig h t  about To TTa^ov 

Q -aoT^ TTaSox s in c e  i t  is  h e r e  th a t  p e r c e p t io n 's  c l a im  to be k now l­

edge m u s t  e i th e r  s u c c e e d  o r  fa i l .  He t h e r e f o r e  tu rn s  in  the  next s e c ­

tion to the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  c o n s t r u c te d  above , and

te s t s  w h e th e r  i ts  fo u n d a t io n - -  t o  TTa.v ' 'W -----is  sound,

and w h e th e r  i t  can  s u p p o r t  T h e a e te tu s '  d e f in i t ion  of knowledge.
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C H A P T E R  III

T H E  R E FU T A T IO N  O F H E R A C LEITU S

A. The  A rg u m e n t  A g a in s t  F lu x  in the  T h e a e te tu s  (181 -1 8 3 )

P la to  has  now show n th a t  i n s o f a r  a s  T h e a e t e tu s 1 d e f in i t io n  of 

know ledge a s  p e r c e p t io n  c o in c id e s  w ith  and  d ra w s  s u p p o r t  f r o m  the  P r o ­

ta g o r e a n  d o c t r in e  of m a n  the  m e a s u r e ,  i t  i s  not a c c e p ta b le .  A s soon  a s  

P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  is  ex tended  beyond th e  ju d g m e n ts  w h ich  ea c h  m a n  

m a k e s  ab o u t  the  s e n s e - c o n te n t s  a c tu a l ly  p r e s e n t  to  h is  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

a t  the  t im e  of sp e a k in g  (179c 1 -4 ) ,  and  m a d e  to  app ly  to ju d g m e n ts  

about fu tu r e  e v e n ts ,  w h a t  is  a d v a n ta g e o u s ,  e tc .  , i t  i s  qu i te  c e r t a in ly  a 

f a l s e  d o c t r in e .  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m ,  a s  a d i s t in c t iv e  th e o ry ,  m u s t  be r e j e c t ­

ed. If any  p a r t  of i t  i s  to  be  r e t a in e d  i t  w i l l  be i t s  a p p l ic a t io n  to  ju d g ­

m e n ts  of im m e d ia t e  s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  (cf. 171e 1-3). But, now th a t  a s  

a g e n e r a l  d o c t r in e  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  h a s  b een  re fu te d ,  im m e d ia t e  s e n s e  

p e r c e p t io n  m u s t  be e x am in ed  on i t s  own g round  to  s e e  w h e th e r  i t  i s  

a lw ays  t r u e  and  w h e th e r  i t s  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  a lw ay s  known to  be  t r u e .  If 

i t  t u r n s  out th a t  they  a r e  known, th en  to  th is  e x ten t  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  w i l l  

have  b e e n  v in d ic a te d ;  but one can n o t  any  lo n g e r  r e a s o n  in  the  o th e r  

d i r e c t io n  an d  u s e  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  to v in d ic a te  s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n 1 s c l a im  

to be know ledge .

and  e x a m in e  w h e th e r  th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e ta p h y s ic s  of th e  k OTS (Jo I 

is  sound  o r  unsound . The H e r a c l e i t e a n  d o c t r in e  of r e a l i t y  w as  o s te n s ib ly

F o r  th is  r e a s o n  S o c r a t e s  an n o u n ces  (179d 1-5) th a t  i t  i s  now

tim e  to  a p p r o a c h  c l o s e r  to  T"/v\v / > 7 
T a . ^ T /v\v/ o o ^ i o i v
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in t ro d u c e d ,  a s  w e have seen ,  a s  a m e a n s  of su p p o r t in g  T h e a e t e tu s 1 

co n ten tion  th a t  abou t w hat a p p e a r s  to h im  a m a n  has  know ledge: fo r  if 

e v e ry th in g  is  in c o n s ta n t  flux th e r e  a r e  a t  m o s t  m o m e n ta r y  a p p e a r ­

a n c e s ,  abou t w h ich  no one but the  p e r s o n  to w hom  the  a p p e a r a n c e  a p ­

p e a r s  can  lo g ic a l ly  be in a p o s i t io n  to judge . S ince ,  a c c o rd in g  to  th is  

d o c t r in e  (152d 8 , 157b l ) , i t  i s  n e v e r  c o r r e c t  to u se  the  w o rd  " i s "  o r  

" e x i s t s "  of any th ing , i t  is  not p o s s ib le  to get to  know how any th ing  is  in  

i t s e l f  (152d 2 - 3 ) - -ab o u t  w hich  each  m a n  w ould  not be the  only ju d g e - -  

and  a p p e a r a n c e s  m u s t  be the m o s t  any one can  get to know. It  t h e r e ­

fo re  s e e m s  to follow f ro m  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  d o c t r in e  th a t  know ledge 

m u s t  be r e s t r i c t e d  to im m e d ia te  p e r c e p t io n  (cf. 151e 1 - 2 ).

W hat P la to  d o es ,  th e r e f o r e ,  beg inning  a t  181b 8 , is  to in q u i r e  

w h e th e r  know ledge can  be shown to be id e n t ic a l  w ith  p e rc e p t io n  by 

ap p ea l  to  the  d o c t r in e  th a t  ev e ry th in g  is  in c o n s ta n t  flux. T h e r e  a r e  

two w ays  in w h ich  he m ig h t  a rg u e  th a t  i t  canno t:  he m ig h t  show th a t  the  

co n se q u e n c e s  deduced  f ro m  the  d o c t r in e  of flux in  s u p p o r t  of the  equa tion  

of s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n  and  know ledge a r e  i n c o r r e c t l y  deduced; o r  he m ig h t  

a rg u e  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  a  f a l s e  d o c t r in e ,  so  th a t ,  w h a te v e r  i ts  

c o n se q u e n c e s ,  the  equa tion  canno t be su p p o r te d  by ap p ea l  to th e m . In 

fac t  I b e l ie v e  th a t  P la to  show s both of th e s e  th in g s :  H e r a c le i t e a n i s m  

is  not only f a l s e  but, even if t r u e ,  i t  w ould  not im p ly  th a t  a m a n  knows 

w hat a p p e a r s  to  h im  in im m e d ia te  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n .  The r e s u l t  of 

showing th is  w il l  be to d is e n g a g e  T h e a e te tu s 1 equ a t io n  of p e rc e p t io n  

with  know ledge f ro m  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  m e ta p h y s ic s  w h ich  w as  b rough t 

to i ts  su p p o r t ;  a t  th a t  point, w hen n e i th e r  P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  n o r
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H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  has  b een  found to " r i n g  t r u e "  (179d 3 -4 ) ,  T h e a e te tu s  

has  no a l t e r n a t iv e  but to p e r m i t  a f r o n ta l  a s s a u l t  on his  t h e s i s .  T h is  

a s s a u l t  is  m a d e  a t  184b-186e ,  w h e r e  i t  is  f in a l ly  p ro v e d  th a t  in i t s e l f  

p e rc e p t io n  does  not a m o u n t  to  know ledge .

But fo r  the m o m e n t  w e a r e  s t i l l  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  th e  H e r a c l e i t e ­

ans  and  w ith  s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  a s  c o n c e iv e d  by th e m . P l a to  b eg in s  h is  

e x a m in a t io n  by po in ting  out th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  lo g ic a l ly  in v o lv e s  no t 

only th a t  e v e ry th in g  is  in m o t io n  but even th a t  ev e ry th in g  is  in  m o t io n  

in e v e ry  r e s p e c t :  if a l l  s t a b i l i ty  of e v e ry  s o r t  is  to be d en ied  to r e a l i t y  

th en  of c o u r s e  e v e ry th in g  m u s t  be m o v in g  w i th  e v e ry  s o r t  of m o t io n  

(181e 9 f. ). T h a t  c o n s i s t e n t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  in v o lv es  the  a b s o lu te  

b a n is h m e n t  of " i s , "  " e x i s t s , "  " t h i s , "  " t h a t , "  and  any o th e r  w o rd  th a t  

would  in t ro d u c e  s ta b i l i ty  in to  the  w o r ld ,  h a s  a l r e a d y  been  show n 

(157a-b):  only v e r b s  of b e c o m in g  and  c h an g e ,  and w h a te v e r  i s  c o n s i s ­

te n t  w ith  th e s e ,  a r e  p e r m i s s i b l e  fo r  ta lk in g  abou t w h a t  is  in  c o n s ta n t  

flux. P la to  now goes one s te p  f u r t h e r  and  show s th a t  in  o r d e r  to  avo id  

in t ro d u c in g  s ta b i l i ty  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  to i n s i s t  upon each  th in g 's  b e c o m ­

ing and chang ing  c o n s ta n t ly  w i th  e v e ry  k ind  of change  and  b eco m in g .

In a c c o r d a n c e  w ith  the  e x t r e m e  econom y w ith  w h ic h  the  a r g u m e n t  of the  

whole  d ia lo g u e  is  c o n s t r u c te d ,  he a c tu a l ly  only m e n t io n s  two s o r t s  of 

change , lo c a l  m o tio n  and  c h an g e  of q u a l i ty  (181d 5-6). Though P la to  

e ls e w h e re ^  d iv id es  chan g e  in to  th e s e  two k in d s ,  h is  a r g u m e n t  does  not 

depend  on the  e x h a u s t iv e n e s s  of th e  d iv is io n .  In o r d e r  to  exp la in  h is  

co n ten tion  th a t  in  a  H e r a c l e i t e a n  w o r ld  c h an g e  of e v e ry th in g  in  e v e ry  

r e s p e c t  m u s t  be the  u n i v e r s a l  r u le  th e  d iv i s io n  of m o t io n  in to  two k inds
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is su f f ic ien t .  F o r  g r a n te d  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  j u s t  two k inds of m o tio n ,  a 

thing m u s t  be in  m o tio n  of both  s o r t s  in o r d e r  fo r  it  to be t r u e  th a t  it is 

in m o tio n  and not a l s o  a t  r e s t  (181e 5-7). In any c a s e ,  i t  is  c l e a r  th a t  

P la to  has  a f i r m  g r a s p  of the  g e n e r a l  p r in c ip le  th a t  m o tio n  of e v e ry  

s o r t  (how ever  m an y  s o r t s  t h e r e  m a y  be) is  im p l ie d  by the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

d o c t r in e :  fo r  he  ex p l ic i t ly  ta k e s  h is  d i s t in c t io n  of m o tio n  in to  two k inds 

to show th a t  in  a H e r a c l e i t e a n  w o r ld  ev e ry th in g  m u s t  be m ov ing  w ith  

e v e ry  s o r t  of m o t io n  (TrqCTcxv 182a 1 ), and  not m e r e l y

w ith  th e s e  two (if t h e r e  a r e  o th e r s ) .

Rely ing  on th e s e  c o n c lu s io n s ,  P la to  th en  has  no d iff icu lty  in 

showing th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  so  i n t e r p r e t e d ,  canno t be u se d  to s u p p o r t  

the d o c t r in e  th a t  know ledge an d  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n  a r e  id e n t ic a l .  He f i r s t  

(182a 2 -b  7) r e c a l l s  the  th e o ry  of s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  of the  k O |A tyoT ^o i 

(156c 6 - c  7), and d i s t in g u is h e s  the  t h r e e  p r o c e s s e s  of beco m in g  th a t  

o c c u r  in  the p e r c e p tu a l  s i tu a t io n :  the  s e n s e - q u a l i t y  (e. g. , w h i te n e s s  

o r  w a rm th )  c o m e s  to  be b e tw e e n  s e n s in g  su b je c t  and  p e r c e iv e d  ob jec t ;  

the  su b je c t  b e c o m e s  a p e r c e i v e r  ( aA<r v  IK O v \,  i . e . ,  c o m e s  to

have, and not to _be, a s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n ;  the  o b jec t  b e c o m e s  of a c e r ­

ta in  q u a li ty  (e. g. , w h ite  o r  hot) but does  no t c o m e  to b£ th a t  q ua li ty .

Both s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  and s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n s  co m e  to be be tw een  su b je c t  

and ob jec t ,  and a r e  the  o f fsp r in g  of t h e i r  in te r c o m m u n io n  (182b 4 -7 ) .  

What P la to  now show s is  th a t  if , a s  the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  say ,  ev e ry th in g  

is in c o n s ta n t  flux in e v e ry  r e s p e c t ,  th en  a f o r t i o r i  no s e n s e - q u a l i ty  

and no s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  " r e m a i n s  in i t s e l f "  (182e 1). The w h i te n e s s  

tha t  c o m e s  be tw een  su b je c t  and  o b je c t  m u s t  i t s e l f  be c o n s ta n t ly  changing
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and is  t h e r e f o r e  no m o r e  w h i te n e s s  th an  any o th e r  c o lo r  (182d 2 -5 ) .

S im i l a r ly ,  th e  c o r r e l a t e d  s e e in g  th a t  c o m e s  to be is  no m o r e  s e e in g

than  any o th e r  p e rc e p t io n ,  and  the  s a m e  is  t r u e  of the  o th e r  s o r t s  of
2

s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  a s  w e l l  (e 3 -5 ) .  T he  r e s u l t  is  th a t  no th ing  r e t a i n s
\  \  ^

i ts  f o rm ;  so  th a t  in  de f in ing  know ledge  a s  p e r c e p t io n  k (XT* T'vyv too

VrdvTCK |a*Go£~Ov w e h ave  unw itt ing ly  no t  s a id  a n y -
3

th ing m o r e  r e le v a n t  to  k now ledge  th a n  to  i t s  a b s e n c e  (e 1 0 - 1 1 ). We 

have ,  in  f a c t ,  not s a id  an y th ing  d e f in i te  and  so  have  m a d e  no p r o g r e s s  

to w a rd  de f in in g  know ledge . In  o r d e r  to de f in e  know ledge  a s  p e r c e p t io n ,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  w e  h ave  no a l t e r n a t i v e  bu t to  ab andon  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .

Now so  f a r ,  I th ink , t h e r e  is  no g ro u n d  on w h ich  an y o n e  co u ld  

d i s a g r e e  w i th  m y  a n a ly s i s .  I t  i s  a c c e p te d  on a l l  hands  th a t  P l a t o  show s 

in th is  p a s s a g e  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e ta p h y s i c s  is  a fau l ty  b a s i s  on w h ich  

to e r e c t  a  s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  th e o ry  of know ledge ;  it  is  in  f a c t  i n c o m p a t ­

ib le  w i th  th a t  th e o ry .  T he  d i s a g r e e m e n t  beg in s  w hen  i t  is  a s k e d  w h a t ,  

if  any th ing , m o r e  th an  th is  P l a t o  sh o w s .  A s I s a id  above ,  i t  is  m y  

view th a t  in  th e  c o u r s e  of h is  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  th a t  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  

th e o ry  ca n n o t  be u s e d  to s u p p o r t  T h e a e t e t u s 1 de f in i t io n ,  P l a to  show s 

th a t  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o r y  is  i t s e l f  an  i n te r n a l ly  fau l ty  m e t a p h y s i c s :  

it  is  not only a fau l ty  b a s i s  on w h ic h  to  a r g u e  the  id e n t i ty  of s e n s e -  

p e r c e p t io n  and  know ledge , but a l s o  no good fo r  do ing  a n y th in g .

Now even  h e r e  t h e r e  w ould  be  p r e t t y  g e n e r a l  a g r e e m e n t ;  bu t 

th e r e  is  a  s h a r p  d iv is io n  o v e r  the  s e n s e  of th is  f u r t h e r  c la im .  No one 

doubts th a t  the  c o n se q u e n c e  s t a te d  ab o v e  i s  a  s e r io u s  a t t a c k  on the  

th e o ry  i t s e l f  in  w h a te v e r  c o n n e c t io n  one in te n d s  to  u s e  i t .  In d eed ,
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P la to  not only p ro v e s  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  im p l ie s  the  a b ro g a t io n  of 

the law of n o n - c o n t r a d ic t io n  (s in ce  if e v e ry th in g  is  in c o n s ta n t  flux in 

ev e ry  r e s p e c t  no d e s c r ip t i o n  a p p l ie s  to a th ing in p r e f e r e n c e  to any 

o th e r) :  he goes f u r t h e r  and sa y s  (183a 9 -b  5) th a t  no u se  of language  

w h a ts o e v e r  is  p e r m i t t e d  if  e v e ry th in g  is  in  to ta l  f lux. He d o es ,  then , 

quite  c l e a r l y  r e j e c t  a t  once  the  flux m e ta p h y s ic s  and any ap p ea l  to it  a s  

a m e a n s  of su p p o r t in g  T h e a e t e tu s 1 de f in i t ion .

S om e, h o w e v e r ,  th ink  th a t  the  a t ta c k  on the  flux d o c t r in e  is 

a im e d  a t ,  and  v a l id  a g a in s t ,  only an  u n r e s t r i c t e d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  one 

w h ich  e m p h a s iz e s  th e  11 ev e ry th in g "  in  " e v e ry th in g  is  in  m o t io n ."  P la to  

is r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  a s  a rg u in g  the  im p o s s ib i l i ty  of a 

m e ta p h y s ic s  w h ich  r e c o g n iz e s  only th ings  w h ich  a r e  in  p e r p e tu a l  flux 

and does not a l s o  a d m i t  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  th ings  of w h ich  the  flux d o c t r in e  

is  an  i n c o r r e c t  a c c o u n t .  P r o v id e d  th a t  one goes a long  w ith  the  H e r a ­

c le i te a n s  only so f a r  a s  p h en o m en a  a r e  c o n c e rn e d ,  holding th a t  they  

a r e  su b je c t  to  e t e r n a l  flux in e v e ry  r e s p e c t  but m ak in g  ex p l ic i t  e x e m p ­

tion  in  f a v o r  of P la to n ic  F o r m s ,  P l a t o 1 s a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  the  flux d o c ­

t r in e  w i l l  p o se  no o b s ta c le  and  is  not in ten d ed  to do so . P la to  h im s e lf ,  

in th is  v iew , r e fu te s  u n r e s t r i c t e d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  a s  a m e a n s  of r e c o m ­

m ending  r e s t r i c t e d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  of j u s t  th is  s o r t .

Not e v e ry o n e ,  h o w ev e r ,  a c c e p t s  th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of P l a t o rs
4

a rg u m e n t .  R ecen tly  R ic h a rd  R obinson  and  G. E. L . Owen have a rg u e d  

that P la to  show s, and  in ten d s  to show, th a t  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  d o c t r in e  

about a n y th in g , w h e th e r  ph en o m en o n  o r  F o r m ,  i s  f a l s e .  He does  not 

m e r e ly  re fu te  the  flux d o c t r in e  in the  w eak  s e n s e  su p p o sed  by the
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i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  j u s t  m e n t io n e d - - b y  p ro v in g  the  t r u th  of i t s  lo g ic a l  c o n ­

t r a d i c t o r y ,  i. e. , by show ing  th a t  not e v e ry th in g  is  in c o n s ta n t  f lu x - -  

but p r o v e s  the  s t r o n g e r  co n ten t io n  th a t  nothing is  s u b je c t  to  flux of the  

s o r t  the  th e o ry  m u s t  have  in  m in d .  H ence , on th is  se c o n d  i n t e r p r e t a ­

tion, P l a to  show s th a t  n e i th e r  of F o r m s  n o r  of ph en o m en a  is  a H e r a ­

c le i t e a n  a c c o u n t  c o r r e c t ;  and  f r o m  th is  i t  m u s t  follow th a t ,  fo r  P la to  

a t  th is  t im e ,  w h a te v e r  im p o r t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h e r e  m a y  be b e tw e e n  

F o r m s  and  s e n s ib l e  th in g s ,  n e i th e r  c l a s s  of e n t i t ie s  is  chang ing  c o n ­

s tan t ly  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t .

In  i n t e r p r e t i n g  the  r e fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  in 1 81-183 ,  a s  

th e s e  b r i e f  r e m a r k s  in d ic a te ,  m a t t e r s  of th e  v e ry  f i r s t  i m p o r t a n c e  fo r  

the u n d e r s ta n d in g  of P l a t o 1 s ph ilo so p h y  a r e  a t  s tak e .  A s I s h a l l  t r y  to 

show, t h e r e  i s  r e a l l y  no r e a s o n a b le  g round  fo r  doubt th a t  s o m e  v e r s i o n  

of the s t r o n g e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  c o r r e c t .  The w e a k e r  has  r e a l ly ,  w hen  

b rough t in to  c lo s e  co n n e c t io n  w ith  the  a c tu a l  te x t  of the  p a s s a g e ,  no th ing  

to r e c o m m e n d  i t .  The only r e a s o n  fo r  a c c e p t in g  i t  i s  th a t  i t  h a s  b een  

a c c e p te d  in  the  p a s t ,  ^ and  s e e m s  the  only a l t e r n a t iv e  to f a r - r e a c h i n g  

r e v is io n s  in  the  c a n o n ic a l  u n d e r s ta n d in g  of P l a to 1 s p h i lo so p h ic a l  o p in ­

ions .  I t  i s  t im e ,  h o w e v e r ,  to  r e a l i z e  th a t  i t  i s  the  a r g u m e n t  w h ich  

m u s t  be i n t e r p r e t e d ,  and  if  the  a r g u m e n t  canno t be so  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  to 

fit w ith  c a n o n iz e d  v ie w s ,  th is  f a c t  had  b e t t e r  be cand id ly  a d m i t te d .  It 

is  no good to  be s u r e  th a t  P l a to  can n o t  have  a rg u e d  in  a  c e r t a i n  w ay u n ­

le s s  you can  show  th a t  s o m e  a l t e r n a t iv e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f i ts  h is  a c tu a l  

t e x t . A s I s h a l l  show, th e  v e r s io n s  of the  w eak  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  so  f a r  

p ro d u c e d  c e r t a in ly  do not f i t  w h a t  P l a to  a c tu a l ly  s a y s ;  n o r  do I th in k  

any a d e q u a te  v e r s i o n  e v e r  w il l  be p ro d u c e d .
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B e fo re  tu rn in g  to the  a n a ly s i s  of the re fu ta t io n  i t s e l f ,  h o w ev e r ,  

it  is  w o r th  pointing out one o b s ta c le  co n fron ting  the w e a k e r  i n t e r p r e t a ­

tion w hich  is p o sed  by the  a rg u m e n t  of the  pages  fo llow ing the r e f u t a ­

tion. In th is  l a t e r  p a s s a g e  P la to  is  a rg u in g  d i r e c t ly  th a t  p e rc e p t io n  

does not am o u n t  to know ledge. Now if the  t r a d i t io n a l  in te r p r e t a t i o n  of 

the re fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  c o r r e c t ,  P la to  no w h ere  b e fo re  the 

beginning of the f ina l a r g u m e n t  r e j e c t s  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  ac c o u n t  of p h e ­

nom ena  in  g e n e ra l  o r  the  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  of the  in

p a r t i c u l a r .  In fac t ,  in  the  re fu ta t io n  of the  flux d o c t r in e  P la to  c o m m its  

h im s e l f  to the  t r u th  of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  acco u n t  of p h en o m en a ,  and  a l ­

though th is  does not show th a t  he a c c e p te d  the th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  as  

w ell ,  C o rn fo rd ,  who a c c e p ts  the t r a d i t io n a l  v iew , th in k s^  tha t  he did 

a c c e p t  i t  and even th a t  i t  is  a s s u m e d  in the  fina l a r g u m e n t  d isp ro v in g  

the iden ti ty  of p e rc e p t io n  and know ledge. Thus th o se  who a c c e p t  the  

w e a k e r  i n te r p r e ta t io n  of the  re fu ta t io n  m u s t  i n t e r p r e t  w hat follows in 

such  a w ay th a t ,  even if the  fu ll  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  of the  «<0 |a\|)ot€^oi 

is  not being a c c e p te d ,  a t  any r a t e  no a s s u m p t io n s  a r e  m a d e  abou t p e r ­

cep tion  and i ts  o b jec ts  w h ich  a r e  in c o m p a t ib le  w i th  a H e r a c le i t e a n  

accoun t of the  p h en o m en a l  w o r ld .  In fac t ,  h o w ev e r ,  the  r e je c t io n  of 

the s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  th e o ry  of know ledge r e l i e s  upon an  a rg u m e n t  

which f la g ra n t ly  c o n t ra d ic t s  the  H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry .

An e s s e n t i a l  s te p  in  the  a r g u m e n t  t h e r e  is  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  of 

OvxriV to s e n s e  q u a l i t i e s  (185a 8 -9 :  we a r e  a b le  to th ink  about c o lo r  

and sound th a t  they both  e x i s t ). Now though i t  is  t r u e  th a t  P la to  a r g u e s  

h e re  th a t  i t  i s  not by s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  th a t  we c o m e  to know tha t  th e s e
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th ings  e x is t ,  th is  fa c t  does  no t in  the  l e a s t  d e t r a c t  f r o m  the  s ig n i f i -
u 7

can ce  of h is  a l low ing  th a t  of a s e n s e - q u a l i t y  one can  u s e  ^ < r r i .

F o r  the  e s s e n c e  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  a s  P la to  has expounded and  d e v e l ­

oped i t  in  th is  d ia lo g u e ,  is  the  r e f u s a l  to u s e  any s ta b i l i z in g  w o rd  (cf.
  W \ » » ✓—\ »/ u  c ^  \

157b 5, 0 \ ;  i t  cnAAo doAcW Ov/o^a(X OT i v of a n y ­

thing; and  the  p r i m a r y  c u lp r i t  in  th i s  r e g a r d  (152d 8 , 157b 1) i s  

T h e r e f o r e  if P l a to  only r e j e c t s  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  if  i t  im p l ie s  th a t  no th ing  

(including the  F o r m s )  is  e x e m p t  f r o m  flux, but not if i t  a s s e r t s  m e r e l y  

tha t  no phen o m en o n  h as  any s ta b i l i ty ,  he m u s t  ban v 'm  a l to g e th e r  

f ro m  any a p p l ic a t io n  to p h e n o m e n a .  But in  185a he does  app ly  

to a  and does  so not a s  any m e r e l y  c a r e l e s s  " ta lk in g  w ith

the v u l g a r , "  but w ith  fu ll  th e o r e t i c a l  a w a r e n e s s  of the  c o n s e q u e n c e s ,  

s in ce  on th is  a t t r ib u t io n  he b a s e s  h is  m o s t  c o m p le te  r e fu ta t io n  of the  

id en t i f ic a t io n  of know ledge and  p e rc e p t io n .  The in e s c a p a b le  c o n c lu s io n  

is  th a t  in  the  f ina l  a r g u m e n t  he r e t a i n s  noth ing  of the  H e r a c le i t e a n  t h e ­

s i s :  not i t s  th e o ry  of p h e n o m e n a ,  and no t i ts  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n .  If 

th is  is  so  one w il l  ex p ec t  to f ind  ly ing  beh ind  the  p ro o f  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e ­

a n ism  is  a  fau lty  b a s i s  on w h ich  to  a r g u e  th e  id en t i ty  of know ledge  and 

p e rc e p t io n  the  f u r t h e r  a w a r e n e s s  th a t  in i t s e l f ,  and  r e g a r d l e s s  of how 

fa r  one a l low s  i t  to  ex tend , H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  a f a l s e  d o c t r in e .  W hat 

cannot l ie  beh ind  th a t  p ro o f  is  th e  a c c e p ta n c e  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  a s  a 

s a t i s f a c to r y  b a s i s  fo r  a th e o ry  of p h e n o m e n a  and p e rc e p t io n .

The a r g u m e n t  of 182-183 is  e x t r e m e ly  c o n d en sed ,  but I th ink  

tha t  c lo s e  a t te n t io n  to the  d e ta i l  of w h a t  is  s a id  w il l  show p r e t ty  c o n c lu ­

s ively  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  be ing  r e j e c t e d  a l to g e th e r ,  and  not
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r e ta in e d  a s  the  c o r r e c t  a ccoun t of s e n s ib le  phen o m en a .  The f i r s t  po in t 

to i n s i s t  upon is  th a t  the  a r g u m e n t  n o w h ere  s a y s  o r  im p l ie s  th a t  p h e ­

nom ena ,  if su b je c t  to c o n s ta n t  flux in e v e ry  r e s p e c t ,  a r e  u n su i ta b le  

o b jec ts  of know ledge, on the  g round  th a t  o b jec ts  of know ledge m u s t  be 

s tab le .  W hat it s a y s ,  is  tha t  if e v e ry th in g  is  in  flux noth ing  can  even 

be t r u e ,  o r  p e r c e i v e d , o r  (one m a y  add, though P la to  does not) b e l iev ed  

(183a 4 -6 ) .  What*s w ro n g ,  th a t  is  to  say ,  w ith  th e  flux th e o ry  is  th a t  i t  

m a k e s  i t  im p o s s ib le  fo r  any th ing  to  be, o r  even  to  b e c o m e  (183a 6 -7 ) ,

X r a t h e r  than  n o t-X ,  and  thus by denying  the  law  of n o n -c o n t r a d ic t io n  

the flux d o c t r in e  r e n d e r s  d i s c o u r s e ,  and not m e r e l y  know ledge, 

im p o s s ib le .

Plat<5 ev iden tly  m e a n s  th is  to be a r e d u c t io  ad  a b s u r d u m  of H e r ­

a c le i te a n  m e ta p h y s ic s .  Now, the  a b s u r d  c o n se q u e n c e  P la to  d ed u ces  

f ro m  the  d o c t r in e  of flux is  th a t  nothing can  be 0£  b e c o m e  X r a t h e r  th an  

no t-X  (183a 4 -7 )  (and, a s  a r e s u l t ,  th a t  no u se  of la n g u ag e  is  p e r m i t t e d ,  

s in ce  w o rd s  have s ig n if ic a n c e  only w h e re  the  law  of n o n - c o n t r a d ic t io n  

holds) . W h a te v e r  a l t e r a t i o n  P l a to  h im s e l f  w ould  m a k e  in  the  H e r a c l e i ­

tean  d o c t r in e  m u s t  t h e r e f o r e  have  the c o n se q u e n c e  th a t  p h en o m en a  can  

be sa id  a t  l e a s t  to  b e c o m e  so  r a t h e r  than  not so; the  law  of c o n t r a d i c ­

tion m u s t  apply  to  p h e n o m e n a l  beco m in g  as  e l s e w h e r e ,  even  if i t  r e ­

m a in s  i l l e g i t im a te  to  say  any th ing  m o r e  s ta b i l i z in g  than  " b e c o m e s  so

and so" of p h en o m en a .  P h e n o m e n a  m u s t ,  in  s h o r t ,  be s u b je c t s  of 

8d is c o u r s e .

Now even th is  m u c h  is  enough to  r e fu te  w ha t  a p p e a r s  to  be 

C o rn fo rd rs v e r s i o n  of the  w eak  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  a rg u m e n t .
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C o rn fo rd  th inks  th a t  P l a t o 1 s p u r p o s e  is  " to  po in t  out th a t ,  if  the  o b je c ts  

of p e r c e p t io n  (to w h ic h  Lthe H e r a c l e i t e a n  d o c t r in e ]  d o e s ,  in  h is  op in ion , 

apply) a r e  ta k e n  to  be ‘a l l  th in g s ,  * t h e r e  c a n  be  no s u c h  th ing  a s  k n o w l­

edge a t  a l l ,  s in c e  no s t a t e m e n t  w e m a k e  ab ou t th e s e  p e r p e tu a l ly  c h a n g ­

ing th in g s  c a n  r e m a i n  t r u e  fo r  two m o m e n ts  t o g e th e r "  (p. 97). And he 

adds (p. 99) th a t  " th e  c o n c lu s io n  P la to  m e a n s  us  to  d ra w  is  th i s :  [we 

m ust]  . . . r e c o g n iz e  s o m e  c l a s s  of know ab le  e n t i t i e s  e x e m p t  f r o m  the

flux and so  c a p a b le  of s ta n d in g  a s  the  f ix ed  m e a n in g s  of w o r d s . "  Now 

if, a s  C o rn fo rd 1 s f u r t h e r  s i l e n c e  s e e m s  to a l low  us to  in f e r ,  th is  m e a n s  

tha t  p h e n o m e n a ,  s in c e  th ey  a r e  " p e r p e tu a l ly  chang ing  th in g s "  canno t 

have w o rd s  a p p l ie d  to  th e m ,  but th is  i s  p o s s ib l e  only fo r  the  o b je c ts  of 

know ledge, the  F o r m s ,  th en  C orn fo rd*s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f a i l s .  F o r ,  a s  

we have  s e e n ,  P l a to  im p l ie s  th a t  the  c o r r e c t  m e ta p h y s i c s  m u s t  m a k e  

p ro v is io n  fo r  t r u th s  ab o u t  p h e n o m e n a .  R e fe re n c e  to  th e  th e o ry  of 

F o r m s  h e r e  can  only be j u s t i f i e d  to  the  ex ten t  th a t  i t  p e r m i t s  P la to  to  

m a in ta in ,  w h a t  he show s the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  can n o t ,  th a t  the  law  of c o n ­

t r a d ic t io n  ho lds  fo r  p h e n o m e n a  (at l e a s t  in  th e  a t te n u a te d  f o r m  th a t  only 

one of " b e c o m e s  X" and  " b e c o m e s  n o t-X "  can  be  t r u e  of a  th ing  a t  a 

given t im e ) .

C hern iss*  in t e r p r e t a t i o n * ^  m a k e s  good th i s  d e f ic ie n c y  in  C o rn -  

ford*s r e a d in g  of the  p a s s a g e .  He a r g u e s  th a t  the  "o n to lo g ic a l  p ro o f"  

of the e x is te n c e  of F o r m s ,  of w h ic h  o u r  p a s s a g e  is  th e  m a in  r e p r e s e n t ­

a t ive ,  show s th a t  th e  c o n s ta n t  c h an g e  of p h e n o m e n a ,  w h ich  P la to  took  

for  an  ev id en t  d a tu m , can  only be  ex p la in e d  if t h e r e  a r e  e n t i t i e s  e x e m p t  

f ro m  th is  ch an g e .  He t h e r e f o r e  a g r e e s  w i th  C o rn fo rd  a n d  A r i s t o t l e  th a t
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P la to  a lw ay s  he ld  a H e r a c l e i t e a n  view of s e n s ib le  p h en o m en a  and 

ex em p ted  only the  F o r m s  (and h um an  s o u l s ? )  f ro m  co n s ta n t  flux; but 

unlike C o rn fo rd  he de f in i te ly  ta k e s  P la to  to be a rg u in g  th a t  F o r m s  a r e  

n e c e s s a r y  in o r d e r  to  m a k e  p h e n o m e n a l  flux in te l l ig ib le .  The a r g u ­

m en t,  a s  C h e rn i s s  r e a d s  it, " e x a m in e s  the h y p o th es is  tha t  r e a l i ty  c o n ­

s i s t s  in no th ing  but . . . p r o c e s s ,  th a t  a l l  th ings  a r e  co n s ta n t ly  c h a n g ­

ing, and show s th a t  . . . Lit] w ould  not only le a v e  no ro o m  fo r  f ixed

s ta te s  and  d e t e r m in a t e  p r o c e s s e s  but m u s t  a l s o  involve  the  d en ia l  of 

the law of c o n t r a d ic t io n .  In s h o r t  the  v e r y  p r o c e s s e s  in to  w h ich  a l l  

p h e n o m en a l  e x is te n c e  is  r e s o lv e d  by th is  h y p o th es is  im p ly  the  e x is te n c e  

of im m u ta b le ,  d e t e r m in a t e  e n t i t i e s . " * *  T he  r e s u l t  i s ,  a c c o rd in g  to 

C h e rn is s ,  th a t  P la to  re c o g n iz e d  h e r e  th a t  a cond it ion  of say ing  th a t  a l l

p henom ena  a r e  in  flux in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  a t  e v e ry  m o m e n t  is  th a t  one be
/  / 

ab le  to sa y  of any p a r t i c u l a r  w hat  \j i t  i s :  thus

s ince  " th e  s e n s ib le  p h e n o m en o n  is  not a de f in i te  o b jec t  (£■*.£■ i V o )  but

a lw ays  a d e g r e e  of a p p ro x im a t io n  ( T'O VOvjtOv o i 6 v £  K £ 1 v o )  the

t r a n s i e n t  p h en o m en a  t h e m s e lv e s  im p ly  a b s o lu te  and  im m u ta b le  en t i t ie s

12w hich a r e  the  s t a n d a r d s  and c a u s e s  of th e s e  a p p ro x im a t io n s .  "

Now C h e r n i s s 1 v e r s i o n  of the  a r g u m e n t  is  by no m e a n s  so e a s i ly  

u n d e rs to o d  a s  h is  f o r th r ig h t  and  v ig o ro u s  ex p o s i t io n  of i t  m ig h t  m a k e  

an in a t te n t iv e  r e a d e r  th ink . But a p p a re n t ly  the  idea  is  th is .  F lux  of 

every th in g  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  i s  a s e l f - r e f u t i n g  notion, s in c e  i t  m a k e s  i t  

im p o s s ib le  fo r  any s t a t e m e n t - - even  a s t a t e m e n t  no m o r e  d e f in i te  than

one em ploy ing  and  avo id ing  ---- to be t r u e .  T h e r e

m u s t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be s o m e  im m u ta b le  th in g s ,  n a m e ly  unchang ing  F o r m s
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o r  s t a n d a r d s  by r e f e r e n c e  to  w h ich  w e a r e  ab le  to d i s t in g u is h  one 
/

f r o m  a n o th e r ;  the  F o r m s  m a k e  th is  d i s c r im in a t io n  p o s s ib le
/

by, a s  i t  w e r e ,  fix ing  fo r  each  \{Q-vt<ri£ the  d i r e c t io n  of i ts  p r o g r e s s  

(thus one ph en o m en o n  is  an  “ a p p ro x im a t io n "  to one F o r m ,  a n o th e r  to 

a n o th e r ) .  And th is  func tion  of the  F o r m s  is  su p p o se d  to  be  c a r r i e d  out 

on a p h e n o m e n a l  w o r ld  w h ich ,  a s  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  m a in ta in e d ,  is  c o n ­

s tan t ly  chang ing  i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  e v e ry  m o m e n t  in  e v e ry  p la c e .

The e f fe c t  of the  a d d i t io n  of F o r m s  is  to en ab le  us to say  “ y t y 

X" r a t h e r  th an  no t-X :  i t  r e i n s t a t e s  the  law  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  fo r  p h e -  

n o m en a  w ith o u t  a l s o  fo rc in g  the  r e i m p o r t a t i o n  of T ivoli in to  s t a t e ­

m e n ts  ab o u t  th e m .

T h e r e  a r e  two d i f f ic u l t ie s  in  u n d e r s ta n d in g  and  a s s e s s i n g  th is  

view. (1) How in  g e n e r a l  is  the  fa c t  th a t  F o r m s  a r e  “ f ixed  s t a n d a r d s "  

to w h ich  p h e n o m e n a  a r e  “ a p p r o x im a t io n s "  to  be u n d e r s to o d  a s  an  a n ­

s w e r  to the  p r o b le m  of change  d i s c u s s e d  in the  T h e a e te tu s  ? How, in 

o th e r  w o r d s ,  does C h e r n i s s  th ink  th is  th e o ry  m e e t s  the  o b je c t io n  P la to  

r a i s e s  in  th e  T h e a e te tu s  a g a in s t  th e  id ea  of c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  a l t o ­

g e th e r  w ith o u t  d u ra t io n  of a n y th in g ?  And (2), m o r e  n a r r o w ly ,  w h e r e  

exac tly  in  the  te x t  of P l a t o 1 s a r g u m e n t  i s  th is  th e o ry  be ing  a r g u e d  fo r  

as  the  so lu t io n  to the  p r o b le m  p o se d  by P la to ?

T he  th e o ry  of flux e x a m in e d  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  a s s e r t s  the  c o n ­

s tan t  s u c c e s s io n  of q u a l i t i e s ,  and  P l a t o 1 s r e fu ta t io n  q u i te  ev id en t ly

(cf. a £ (  X c ^ o v T o s  (vj i CKT t  S+)
«■ /
(> 182d 7) tu rn s  on the  fa c t  th a t  on su c h  an  h y p o th e s is  noth ing

r e ta in s  any  c h a r a c t e r  fo r  any t im e .  He a p p e a r s  to be say in g  th a t
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nothing can  r e a l ly  b e c o m e  g re e n  if i t  has no so o n e r  done so than  it 

p a s s e s  on to a n o th e r  c o lo r ,  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  p a s s in g  on to d i f f e re n t  

p la c e s  and p r o p e r t i e s  of e v e ry  o th e r  s o r t  a s  w e l l .  U nder  th e s e  c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s ,  s in c e  it  n e v e r  r e m a in s  g re e n  fo r  any d u ra t io n  how ever  s h o r t ,  

i t  canno t any m o r e  r ig h t ly  be s a id  a t  any m o m e n t  to b ecom e g re e n  than  

red .  Now C hern iss*  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  in  o r d e r  to  m e e t  th is  c r i t i c i s m ,  

m u s t  be u n d e rs to o d  in  the  fo llow ing way: by in tro d u c in g  the F o r m s  as  

fixed  s t a n d a r d s  P la to  is  enab led , a s  he has  a rg u e d  the  flux th e o r i s t s  

a r e  not, to say  w hat a th ing  b e c o m e s  a t  a g iven  m o m e n t .  B e c a u se  he 

has the  F o r m s  to r e ly  on he can  say  th a t  a th ing  b e c o m e s  g re e n  (and 

not red )  a t  s o m e  m o m e n t .  But a c c o rd in g  to C h e rn is s  P la to  a c c e p ts  the  

"f lu x e rs* "  view tha t  nothing r e m a in s  g re e n  o r  any o th e r  c o lo r  fo r  any 

p e r io d .  And it  s e e m s  q u i te  c e r t a in  th a t  P la to  w as  say ing  a g a in s t  th e m  

th a t  th is  f ac t  d e p r iv e d  th e m  of the  c a p a c i ty  to  say  th a t  anyth ing  b e c o m e s  

g re e n  a t  a g iven m o m e n t .  How then  does he m a n a g e  to a c c e p t  the view 

w h ich  a c c o rd in g  to h im  m a d e  th e i r  th e o ry  in c o h e re n t ,  w hile  c la im in g  

th a t  u n d e r  h is  a e g is  th a t  view is  e n t i r e ly  h a r m l e s s ?  Evidently  C h e r n i s s  

m u s t  hold th a t  s in c e  P la to  has the  F o r m s  to a p p ea l  to a s  en t i t ie s  exem pt 

f ro m  flux, the  a rg u m e n t  a g a in s t  c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  is evaded. I do 

not m y s e l f  s e e  how th is  r e s u l t  is  to be e f fec ted ,  and C h e rn is s  has 

c e r t a in ly  not exp la ined  his  v iew su ff ic ien t ly  to s u g g e s t  how he would 

a t t e m p t  to a r g u e  the poin t.

In fac t ,  I th ink  he m a y  not have  s e e n  c le a r ly  tha t  w hat  P la to  is  

d i s c u s s in g  u n d e r  the  n a m e  of the  flux th e o ry  is  a d o c t r in e  of c o n s ta n t  

s u c c e s s io n ,  and tha t  P la to*s  a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  tu r n s
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on th e i r  a t te m p t in g  to say  w h a t  so m e th in g  b e c o m e s  w ithou t a l low ing

th a t  any th ing  p o s s e s s e s  any  c h a r a c t e r  fo r  any t im e .  C h e r n i s s 1 ta lk  of

p h e n o m e n a  a s  "a p p ro x im a t io n s '*  to F o r m s  s u g g e s t s  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t

13view of the  flux th e o ry  and  P l a t o 1 s o b jec t io n  to it. To say  th a t  on 

P la to*s  v iew  p h e n o m e n a  a r e  a p p ro x im a t io n s  to F o r m s  s e e m s  to a m o u n t  

to say in g  th a t  they  a r e  a lw a y s  only in p r o c e s s  of b eco m in g  F  w ith o u t  

e v e ry  be ing  F .  F o r m s  fix , a s  I pu t i t  above , the  d i r e c t io n  of any  p h e ­

n o m e n o n s  p r o g r e s s  a t  any  m o m e n t :  now it  is  on i ts  w ay to  be ing  g r e e n ,  

now to r e d ,  e tc .  , w ith o u t  c e a s e .  W hat the  flux t h e o r i s t s  l a c k ,  on th i s  

v iew , is  any  m e a n s  of say in g  a t  any given  m o m e n t  th a t  a  th ing  is  on i t s  

w ay  to  g r e e n  ( r a t h e r  th a n  r e d  o r  any o th e r  c o lo r) ;  s in c e  th ey  deny  th a t  

t h e r e  a r e  any  f ixed  s t a n d a r d s  they  c an n o t  d en o m in a te  any one s u c h  

m o m e n ta r y  p r o g r e s s  a p r o g r e s s  of th is  s o r t  r a t h e r  th an  of t h a t . P la to  

c a n  say  w h a t  a  th ing  is  in  p r o c e s s  of b eco m in g  a t  any m o m e n t ,  b e c a u s e  

he has  h is  F o r m s  to a p p e a l  to  a s  s t a n d a r d s  of a p p ro x im a t io n ;  but w i th ­

out th e m  n e i t h e r  he n o r  th e  flux t h e o r i s t s  could  d e s c r i b e  any th ing .

The  t r o u b le  w ith  th is  v iew  (which, a s  I say ,  s e e m s  to  be th e  one 

C h e r n i s s  r e a l l y  ho lds)  is  th a t  i t  s e e m s  not to c o n c e iv e  a t  a l l  r ig h t ly  the  

c r i t i c i s m  P la to  m a k e s  of th e  flux th e o ry .  F o r  t h e r e  i s ,  on th is  i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n ,  no th ing  s a id  abou t c o n s ta n t  s u c c e s s io n  a t  a l l ;  a t t e n t io n  i s
/

d i r e c t e d  in s te a d  to  a  k ind  of t  ve<Tis w h ich  a f fe c ts  a  th ing  w holly  a t  

one m o m e n t .  T he  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  a r e  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  w ish in g  to  hold , 

w i th  P la to ,  th a t  a  c h a i r  o r  a ta b le  a t  a  g iven  m o m e n t  is  in  p r o c e s s  of 

b ec o m in g  g r e e n  (o r  th a t  a t  th a t  m o m e n t  i t  i s  s t r iv in g  to  be su c h  a s  the  

F o r m  of G r e e n  i s ,  o r  th a t  i t  i s  an  a p p ro x im a t io n  to G re e n ) ,  bu t b e c a u s e
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they  deny th a t  any th ing  is  a t  r e s t ,  and t h e r e f o r e  r e j e c t  the  th e o ry  of 

F o r m s  a s  s t a n d a r d s ,  they  a r e  d e b a r r e d  f r o m  say in g  e v e r  th a t  a th ing 

is  b e c o m in g  F ,  r a t h e r  than  n o t - F .  But a s  I have  a l r e a d y  sa id  above , I 

do no t find any th ing  in  the  ex p o s i t io n  and c r i t i c i s m  of the  th e o ry  of flux 

to s u g g e s t  th a t  i t  is  a th e o ry  holding th a t  p h en o m en a  a r e  on t h e i r  way 

to w a rd  g r e e n  o r  r e d  o r  w h a te v e r ,  w ithou t e v e r  be ing  it; i t  i s ,  a s  

P l a t o 1 s re fu ta t io n  obv ious ly  ta k e s  i t ,  a th e o ry  abou t the  s u c c e s s io n  of 

g r e e n ,  r e d ,  and  the  r e s t .  W hat the  th e o ry  w is h e s  to  say  is  th a t  th ings  

b e c o m e  g r e e n , then  re d ,  and so on; not th a t  they a r e  in  p r o c e s s  of b e ­

co m in g  g r e e n , th en  in p r o c e s s  of b ecom ing  re d ,  and  so fo r th .  H ence  

C h e r n i s s 1 po in t abou t F o r m s  a s  p ro v id in g  fixed  d i r e c t io n s  of change 

s e e m s  to  be r e le v a n t  to  a d i f fe re n t  th e o ry  abou t ch an g e  f r o m  the  one 

P l a to  i s  d i s c u s s in g .

I t  s e e m s  to  m e ,  then , th a t  the  d o c t r in e  of F o r m s  a s  "f ixed  

s t a n d a r d s "  f i ts  v e r y  i l l  a s  an  a n s w e r  to the  o b jec t io n  P la to  r a i s e s  

a g a in s t  the  th e o ry  of flux in  the  T h e a e t e tu s . But even  if  i t  w e r e  a s a t ­

i s f a c to r y  g e n e r a l  po in t  fo r  P la to  to have  m a d e  a t  th is  ju n c tu r e  in  the 

a r g u m e n t ,  i t  w ould s t i l l  be in c u m b e n t  on C h e r n i s s  to show how P l a t o 1 s 

a c tu a l  w o rd s  can  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  a rg u in g  fo r  th is  v iew . I t  is  in  the

o th e r  ex p o s i t io n  of h is  in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  in  h is  a r t i c l e ,  " T h e  P h i lo s o p h i -

14ca l  E co n o m y  of the  T h e o ry  of I d e a s , "  th a t  he show s m o s t  c l e a r ly  how 

he  th in k s  the  te x t  ru n s .  He r ig h t ly  f inds th e  nub of the  a rg u m e n t  in the  

d i s t in c t io n  b e tw een  lo c a l  and q u a l i ta t iv e  change  and the  c o n se q u e n c e  

P la to  fo r c e s  on the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  fo r  a s s e r t i n g  c o n s ta n t  change  of 

e v e ry th in g  in  bo th  r e s p e c t s .  The a r g u m e n t ,  a s  he r e a d s  i t ,  " a t t e m p ts
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to  show th a t  the  c o n s ta n t  flux of phenom en; in vo lves  a l t e r a t i o n  a s  w e l l  

a s  lo c a l  m o tio n  but th a t  a l t e r a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  the p e r m a n e n t  s u b s i s t e n c e  

of im m u ta b le  a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t i e s .  A l i t t l e  f u r th e r  on th e s e  " a b s t r a c t

q u a l i t i e s "  b e c o m e  " im m u ta b le  and  i m m a t e r i a l  id e a s ,  so  th a t  i t  i s  

c l e a r  th a t  C h e rn is s  ta k e s  the  a r g u m e n t  of 182d 1-7 a s  show ing , not th a t  

so m e th in g  in  the  w o r ld  of b ec o m in g  m u s t  be a t  r e s t  in s o m e  r e s p e c t ,  

but th a t  so m e th in g  " i m m a t e r i a l "  and  a t  r e s t  is  r e q u i r e d  in  o r d e r  to 

defend  the  a s s e r t i o n  th a t  no th ing  in th e  w o r ld  of p h e n o m e n a l  b e c o m in g  

is  a t  r e s t  in  any r e s p e c t .  C h e r n i s s  t h e r e f o r e  r e p r e s e n t s  P la to  a s  a r ­

guing in 182d 1-7  th a t  the  a b s t r a c t  q u a l i ty  w h i te n e s s  m u s t  not be in  flux 

s in c e  if  i t  w e r e  in  flux one cou ld  no t s a y  of any change  th a t  i t  w a s  a 

w h iten in g  o r  of any " th in g "  th a t  i t  w as  on the  way to w hite ,  r a t h e r  than  

to any o th e r  c o lo r .

But i£  th is  w h a t  182d 1-7 s a y s ?  The f i r s t  th ing  to n o t ic e  is  th a t  

in  th is  co n tex t  A t o  KO'T'vjJ (d 3) is  not the  n a m e  of an  a b s t r a c t  q u a l i ty .  

T he  w h i te n e s s ,  w a r m th ,  e tc .  , w h ic h  P la to  h e r e  s a y s  to be c o n s ta n t ly  

chang ing , a c c o rd in g  to  th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n s 1 h y p o th e s i s ,  a r e ,  a s  182a 3 -8  

re m in d s  u s ,  the  o f f sp r in g  of ag e n t  and  p a t i e n t  in  the p e r c e p tu a l  s i tu a t io i  

They  a r e  (cf. 156a 3 -c  3) f le e t in g  in s ta n c e s  of w h i te n e s s ,  w a r m th ,  e tc .  

w h ic h  c o m e - t o - b e  in  b e tw een  a g e n t  and  p a t ie n t ;  they  a r e  p h e n o m e n a l  

and s e n s ib le  q u a l i t i e s ,  and no t a b s t r a c t  a t  a l l .  They  a r e  w h a t  one s e e s  

and  not w h a t  w h a t  one s e e s  is  an  in s ta n c e  of. They  c o r r e s p o n d  to 

m o m e n ta r y  s e n s e - d a t a  and  no t to  the  q u a l i t i e s  w h ich  the  s e n s e - d a t a  

exh ib it .  I t  i s  the  c o n s ta n t  flux of th e s e  c o l o r - i n s t a n c e s  w hich , a s  P l a to  

a r g u e s  in  182d 1 -7 ,  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  m u s t  in  c o n s is te n c y  m a in ta in .
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And his  po in t is  not th a t  the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  re fu te  th e m s e lv e s  b e c a u s e  

they m a in ta in  th a t  a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t i e s  l ike  w h i te n e s s  keep  chang ing  to  

o th e r  q u a l i t i e s ,  but b e c a u s e  on t h e i r  view no in s ta n c e  of w h i te n e s s  r e ­

m a in s  an  in s ta n c e  of w h i te n e s s  fo r  any  t im e .  P la to  n o w h ere  in his a r ­

gu m en t  m e n t io n s  a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t i e s  and  the  n e c e s s i ty  th a t  they  shou ld  be 

f ixed; w h a t  he does m e n t io n  a r e  c o n c r e te  a  and  the n e c e s s i t y

th a t  they  should  r e t a i n  t h e i r  f o rm  fo r  so m e  p e r io d  of t im e .  H ence  his 

co n c lu s io n  canno t be th a t  fo r  a change  to be d e f in i te ly  a change  to  w h i te  

th e r e  m u s t  be a f ixed  a b s t r a c t  F o r m  W hite , but m u s t  r a t h e r  be th a t  no 

ch ange  can  b e  a change  to w h ite  if  t h e r e  s u c c e e d s  a change to  ye llow  o r  

g r e e n  w ithou t the  w h i te n e s s  having l a s t e d  fo r  any  p e r io d  of t im e  how ­

e v e r  b r ie f .

T h e r e  is  not, th en ,  the  s l ig h te s t  r e a s o n  f o r  a c c e p t in g  C h e r n i s s 1 

view  th a t  P la to  r e j e c t s  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  b e c a u s e  i t  m a k e s  no p r o v is io n  

fo r  F o r m s  a s  f ixed  s t a n d a r d s .  It  is  p a te n t ly  f ix i ty  in  the  w o r ld  of p h e ­

no m en a  th a t  he a r g u e s  fo r ,  and the a r g u m e n t  canno t be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  

a rg u in g  fo r  f ix i ty  e l s e w h e r e .  The m e r e  in t ro d u c t io n  of a F o r m  of w h i t e ­

n e s s ,  in  fac t ,  w ould be no s o r t  of r e p ly  to the  o b jec t io n  P la to  m a k e s  to  

the  flux th e o ry :  if p h e n o m e n a  a r e  in flux, no m a t t e r  how im m u ta b le  the  

s t a n d a r d  you a r e  p ro v id e d  w ith ,  the  c o lo r  you s e e  w il l  not s ta n d  s t i l l  

long enough to be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  an  in s ta n c e  fa l l in g  u n d e r  one s ta n d a r d  

r a t h e r  than  a n o th e r .  I t  is  e x ac t ly  a s  P la to  h im s e l f  sa y s  (182d 3-5): 

"S in ce  t h e r e  is  a flux of th is  i t s e l f ,  the  w h i te n e s s  Lthe oii 

cf. 156b 7 -c  3, th a t  c o m e s  be tw een  ag e n t  and p a t ien t] ,  and a ch ange  to 

a n o th e r  c o lo r ,  in o r d e r  th a t  i t  not be caugh t r e s t i n g  in  th is  r e s p e c t ,  can
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one e v e r  c a l l  i t  any  c o lo r  and  be sp e a k in g  c o r r e c t l y ? "  T h e r e  m u s t  be 

r e s t  in  th e  w o r ld  of b e c o m in g  in  o r d e r  fo r  i t  to be ta lk e d  abou t a t  a l l .

T he  u p sh o t  i s  th a t  r e f e r e n c e  to the  F o r m s ,  even  in C h e r n i s s 1 

m o r e  s o p h i s t i c a te d  v e r s i o n  of the  t r a d i t i o n a l  v iew , i s  out of p la c e .

T he  e s s e n t i a l  th ing  be ing  a rg u e d  fo r ,  to r e p e a t ,  i s  th a t  t h e r e  m u s t  be 

s t a b i l i ty  in the  w o r ld  of b e c o m in g  in  o r d e r  fo r  i t ,  o r  any p a r t  of i t ,  to 

be a s u b je c t  of d i s c o u r s e .  H o w ev e r  chang ing  and  sh if t ing  i t  m a y  be i t  

c an n o t  be a t  e v e ry  po in t  chang ing  and  sh if t in g  in e v e ry  r e s p e c t .  T h e r e ­

f o r e ,  even  if  P l a to  though t th a t  t h e r e  had to  be F o r m s  and  th a t  they  

w e r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  e x e m p t  f r o m  flux , he is  c e r t a in ly  not a rg u in g  th a t

po in t  h e r e .  I t  i s  c o n s ta n t  flux of any th in g  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  th a t  he show s

18to  be a s e l f - r e f u t in g  no tion .

W hen, t h e r e f o r e ,  P l a to  s u m s  up h is  o b je c t io n  a g a in s t  H e r a ­

c l e i t e a n i s m  in 183a 2 -7  w e a r e  ju s t i f i e d  in  u n d e r s ta n d in g  h im  to m e a n  

not only th a t  no t e v e ry th in g  is  in  c o n s ta n t  flux but th a t  no th ing  i s .  He 

s a y s ,  " B u t ,  a s  i t  s e e m s ,  if  e v e ry th in g  is  in m o t io n  e v e ry  re p ly ,  w h a t ­

e v e r  any  one m ig h t  a n s w e r  a q u e s t io n  ab o u t ,  t u r n s  out to  be equa lly  

c o r r e c t - - b o t h  th a t  i t  i s  so  and  th a t  i t  i s  no t so ,  o r  r a t h e r ,  in  o r d e r  not 

to  b r in g  t h e s e  p e o p le  to  a  s t a n d s t i l l  by o u r  m o d e  of s p e a k in g ,  th a t  i t  

b e c o m e s  s o . "  T h is  does  no t m e a n ,  a s  i t  w ou ld  m e a n  if C h e r n i s s 1 

r e a d in g  of the  a r g u m e n t  w e r e  c o r r e c t ,  th a t  once  s o m e  th ings  w e r e  

a l lo w e d  to  be a t  r e s t  the  law of c o n t r a d ic t io n  w ould  be r e i n s t a t e d  fo r  

e v e r y th in g , but r a t h e r  th a t  the  law  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  can n o t  app ly  to  a 

th ing  so  long  a s  i t  i s  in  m o t io n  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t .

T h a t  th i s  is  so  is  in d ic a te d  no t only by the  p r e v io u s  a r g u m e n t
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but a l s o  by a p a s s a g e  of A r i s t o t l e  (M e t , f". 5. 1010a l -1 0 1 0 b  1) w h ich

d i s c u s s e s  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  in t e r m s  p a r a l l e l  a t  m an y  po in ts  to th is  d i s -

19c u s s io n  in the  T h e a e te tu s .  A r i s t o t l e ,  l ike  P la to ,  con n ec ts  H e r a c l e i ­

t e a n i s m  fo llow ed to i ts  lo g ic a l  e x t r e m e  w ith  the  d en ia l  of the  law of 
20c o n t r a d ic t io n .  In h is  s t a t e m e n t  of the  u l t im a te  co n se q u e n c e  of H e r a ­

c le i t e a n i s m  t h e r e  is  no e m p h a s is  on the  fa c t  th a t  one cannot say  a n y ­

th ing  d e f in i te  only if  e v e ry th in g  is  in flux: a s  he pu ts  i t ,  nof th a t  w h ich  

i s  chang ing  noth ing  is  t r u ly  a s s e r t e d ,  o r  a t  any r a t e  i t  i s  not p o s s ib le  

to m a k e  a  t r u e  a s s e r t i o n  ab ou t w h a t  is  e v e ry w h e re  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  

c h a n g in g ."  (1010a 8 -9 ) .  T he  c o n s e q u e n c e  of H e r a c le i t e a n i s m ,  then , 

a s  A r i s t o t l e  s e e s  i t ,  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  th e  s a m e  a s  w h a t  in  m y view  P la to

a l s o  ded u ced  f r o m  it :  th a t  of any th in g  tha t  is  in  co n s ta n t  flux nothing

21t r u e  can  be sa id .  I t  i s  t r u e  a s  C h e r n i s s  s a y s ,  th a t  one of the  r e f u t a ­

t ions  A r i s to t l e  goes on (1010a 32 -35 )  to  p ro p o s e  fo r  the  H e r a c le i t e a n s  

inv o lv es  p ro v in g  th a t  t h e r e  is  so m e th in g  ( x K i V ^ T o S .  But th is  can n o t  

be p a r a l l e l  to  w h a t  C h e r n i s s  th in k s  P la to  p ro v e s  in the  T h e a e te tu s  p a s ­

sa g e ,  s in c e  to  p ro v e  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  unm oved  m o v e r s  of the  s p h e r e s  

(which is w ha t A r i s t o t l e  s i v ^ r o 1 m u s t  r e f e r  to) does

not r e i n s t a t e  the  law of c o n t r a d ic t io n  fo r  ph en o m en a  a s  P la to*s in v o c a ­

tio n  of th e  F o r m s  in  C hern iss*  v iew  is  su p p o sed  to  do. A r i s t o t l e ' s  

ap p e a l  to  the  a x  i s  on a le v e l  w ith  h is  r e m a r k  (1 01 0a

25-32)  th a t  s in c e  only the  t iny  p a r t  of the  s e n s ib le  c o sm o s  n e a r e s t  to us 

i s  c o n s ta n t ly  c o m in g  in to  be ing  and p a s s in g  aw ay i t  w ould  be f a i r e r  to 

ac q u i t  o u r  p a r t  b e c a u s e  of th e  o th e r  than  to co ndem n  the  w hole  on a c ­

count of o u r  p a r t :  th e s e  a r e  b e s t  s e e n  a s  ty p ic a l ly  A r i s to t e l i a n  o v e rk i l l
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a r g u m e n t s .  In  any c a s e  he a l s o  s e e s  qu i te  c l e a r ly  th a t  to  ge t  a t  the  nub 

of the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s 1 d if f icu lty  m o r e  is  n eed ed  th an  th e s e  a r g u m e n t s :  

f o r  he po in ts  out th a t  t h e r e  a r e  good g ro u n d s  f o r  deny ing  of an y th in g  in  

m o t io n  th a t  i t  i s  in  m o t io n  in e v e ry  r e s p e c t  (1010a 15-25).  T hus  A r i ­

s to t le  s e e s  th a t  a c o n s i s t e n t  H e r a c l e i t e a n  m u s t  deny th a t  the  law  of 

c o n t r a d ic t io n  ho lds  of any th ing  th a t  is  in  m o t io n  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t ,  and  

he  s a y s  no th ing  to  s u g g e s t  th a t  th is  w a s  som ehow  not a c o r r e c t  i n f e r ­

en ce  f r o m  H e r a c l e i t e a n  p r e m i s s e s .  So th a t  if th is  w a s  s o m e th in g  he 

l e a r n e d  f r o m  P la to ,  P la to  a l s o  saw  th a t  to r e s o lv e  the  d iff icu l ty  the  

H e r a c l e i t e a n s  e m b r o i l  t h e m s e lv e s  in  i t  w a s  n e c e s s a r y  to  in t r o d u c e  s t a ­

b i l i ty  in to  th e  w o r ld  of change  i t s e l f ,  and  not enough m e r e l y  to  p o s i t  

th e  e x i s t e n c e  of s o m e  th ings  o u ts id e  of the  w o r ld  of b ec o m in g  an d  e x ­

e m p t  f r o m  flux.

C lo se  a n a ly s i s  of th e  a r g u m e n t  of 182-183 r e v e a l s ,  then ,  th a t  

P l a t o 1 s r e j e c t i o n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  a s  a b a s i s  on w h ich  to  c o n s t r u c t  a 

d e fe n s e  of th e  t h e s i s  th a t  know ledge  is  p e r c e p t io n  a l s o  in v o lv e s  th e  r e f ­

u ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i t s e l f .  T he  in f e r e n c e  to  th is  e f fe c t  d ra w n  

f r o m  c o n s id e r a t io n  of th e  f in a l  a r g u m e n t  of th is  s e c t io n  (184-186) h as  

t h e r e f o r e  b een  v in d ic a te d :  P l a to  im p l ie s  in  182-183 th a t  bo th  th e  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  a n d  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o r y  of p h e n o m e n a  

a r e  f a l s e .

B. T he  F lu x  A rg u m e n t  in th e  C ra ty lu s

In  o r d e r  to  c o n s o l id a te  th is  c o n c lu s io n  it  w il l  be u se fu l  to  c o n ­

s i d e r  a  p a s s a g e  f r o m  th e  end of the  C r a t y l u s . T he  a r g u m e n t  of th a t
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p a s s a g e  has  long been  r e c o g n iz e d  to be c lo s e ly  s i m i l a r  to the  p r e s e n t

a r g u m e n t  f ro m  the  T h e a e t e tu s , and i t  is  n e c e s s a r y  to show th a t  i t  c an

be i n t e r p r e t e d  in co n fo rm ity  w ith  the  g e n e ra l  c o n c lu s io n s  I w ish  to e l ic i t

f r o m  the  T h e a e te tu s 1 d i s c u s s io n .  The C r a ty lu s 1 a rg u m e n t  (439c 7 -4 4 0 d 6 ) ,

w h ich  is a l s o  and exp l ic i t ly  d i r e c t e d  a g a in s t  H e r a c le i t e a n i s m ,  tu rn s  upon

the  d en ia l  th a t  any m o d e  of d e s c r ip t i o n  ( *rT(J0 £ <• r r e  i v/, 439d 8 ) can  be
23c o r r e c t l y  ap p l ied  to  a th ing th a t  is  su b je c t  to  c o n s ta n t  flux. V a r io u s  

f e a tu r e s  of the  T h e a e te tu s 1 a r g u m e n t ,  h o w ev e r ,  a r e  m is s in g  in the  

C r a t y l u s 1 - -n o ta b ly  the  d is t in c t io n  b e tw een  lo c a l  and q u a l i ta t iv e  change  

and  the  c o n se q u e n t  sh a rp e n in g  of the  p a r a d o x ic a l  im p l ic a t io n s  of the  

flux th e o ry .  I t  is  by m a k in g  th is  d is t in c t io n ,  a s  I have  been  i n t e r p r e t i n g  

the  a r g u m e n t ,  th a t  P la to  is  ab le  to show the  a b s u r d i ty  of the  H e r a c l e i ­

te a n  a t te m p t  to b a n is h  f r o m  d i s c o u r s e  about ph en o m en a  both " i s 11 and 

e v e ry  a t t r ib u t iv e  e x p r e s s io n  excep t when exp l ic i t ly  p r e c e d e d  by a v e rb

of beco m in g .  The a r g u m e n t  in the  C ra ty lu s  does  not have  any of th is  
24d e ta i l ,  and  does  not d i r e c t ly  c o n f ro n t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  as  a d o c t r in e  

of p h en o m en a ,  w h ich  is  w hat  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  i t  is  tak en  to be. R a th e r ,  

w ithou t p ro v id in g  an e la b o ra te  and p r e c i s e  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  d o c ­

t r i n e ,  su c h  a s  the  th e o ry  of the  k o o in  the  T h e a e t e tu s , the

C ra ty lu s  p ro d u c e s  a b r i e f  a r g u m e n t  to show th a t  flux and c o n s ta n t
\ v m o t io n  a r e  not e s s e n t i a l  f e a tu r e s  of OvTA. (440 c 6 , e tc . , =

/ /
°* > 440d 1, and d 2). Two f e a tu r e s  of the

a r g u m e n t  s tan d  out: (1) P la to  le a v e s  on one s id e  s e n s ib le  p henom ena
'  x  V N  ^  v  v  c V  < /

and in t ro d u c e s  a O T o  k ^ X o v  ov  t<a<- t v  £ k ^ s t t o v '
a (/

T ujv o v t u )v OuT ^  (439c 8 -9 ,  cf. 440b 5 -6 ) ,  then  a rg u in g  th a t  th e s e
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th in g s  a r e  not l ik e  flow ing s t r e a m s ;  (2 ) e s s e n t i a l  to  the  a r g u m e n t  by

w h ic h  he show s th is  i s  the  po in t  f a m i l i a r  to  us f r o m  the  T h e a e t e t u s ,

th a t  a th ing  th a t  co n s ta n t ly  ch an g ed  could  not be d e s c r i b e d  o r  n a m e d

b e c a u s e  i t  w ould  b e c o m e  d i f f e r e n t  and  s l ip  aw ay even  w h ile  w e  w e r e

sp e a k in g  (439d 8 -12) .  T he  f a c t  th a t  th is  po in t i s  the  s a m e  a s  th a t  of

th e  T h e a e te tu s  (182d-183a)  but is  u se d  to  show only th a t  T o

et a l  a r e  e x e m p t  f r o m  flux, and  not th a t  p h en o m en a  l ik e  b ea u t i fu l  f a c e s

a r e  e x e m p t  a s  w e l l ,  h a s  b e e n  ta k e n  a s  p r a c t i c a l l y  c o n c lu s iv e  p ro o f  th a t

th e  in te n t io n  of the  T h e a e te tu s  i s  m e r e l y  to  show th a t  F o r m s  a r e  no t in
25flux , a n d  not th a t  p h e n o m e n a  a r e  not.

C lo se  a t te n t io n  to  th e  c o n te x t  of the  a r g u m e n t  and  to  the  d e ta i l  

of i ts  d e v e lo p m e n t ,  h o w e v e r ,  show th is  v iew  to  be m is ta k e n .  F i r s t  

one m u s t  ta k e  no te  of th e  r e la x e d  and  c o n s c io u s ly  u n d o g m atic  c h a r a c t e r  

of th e  C r a t y l u s . S o c r a t e s  th ro u g h o u t  the  d ia logue  is  th e  s a m e  s e l f - c o n ­

s c io u s ly  a g n o s t ic  i n q u i r e r  w h ic h  he i s ,  fo r  ex a m p le ,  in  th e  M e n o : even

w hen  g iving (as a t  4 3 4 c -4 3 5 c )  e x c e l le n t  a r g u m e n ts  a g a in s t  s o m e  p h i lo ­

s o p h ic a l  p r o p o s i t io n  he d r a w s  b a c k  f r o m  announcing  a  p o s i t iv e  r e s u l t  

(cf. 435c 6-d  1 ). So in  th e  f in a l  a r g u m e n t  of the  d ia lo g u e  w e  a r e  p r e ­

s e n te d  w i th  a  h y p o th e s is  (439c 6 -d  7) f r o m  w h ich  i t  fo l low s (e 3 -5 )  th a t  

s o m e  th in g s  n e v e r  chan g e  a t  a l l ;  and  o ff ic ia l ly  S o c r a t e s  goes  no f u r t h e r  

th a n  to  p o in t  out (440c 1 ff. , d 2 -6 )  th a t  if  th is  h y p o th e s is  i s  c o r r e c t  

th e n  i t  i s  no t  t r u e  th a t  e v e ry th in g  i s  l ik e  a  le ak in g  pot o r  a  m a n  w i th  a  

runny  n o s e ,  a s  th e  flux th e o r y  im p l i e s .  He d e l ib e r a te ly  av o id s  c o m ­

m i t t in g  h im s e l f  on th e  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  th e  h y p o th e s is  is  c o r r e c t  o r  

w h e th e r ,  p e r h a p s ,  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o r y  m a y  be  t r u e .  By th u s
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l im i t in g  the  q u e s t io n  to w h e th e r  the  F o r m s ,  if they  e x is t ,  a r e  e n t i t ie s  

tha t  change ,  S o c r a te s  is en ab led  to keep  up his  p r e t e n s e  of not hav ing  

o r  r e a c h in g  any p o s i t iv e  p h i lo so p h ic a l  c o n c lu s io n s  of h is  own. He 

could  not have done so had he u n d e r ta k e n  the  d i r e c t  co n f ro n ta t io n  of a 

c a r e fu l ly  e la b o ra te d  H e r a c le i t e a n  th e o ry ,  a s  he does  in  the T h e a e t e t u s , 

w h e r e ,  h o w ev e r  the  a r g u m e n t  is  i n t e r p r e t e d  in  d e ta i l ,  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  

is shown to be s e l f - r e f u t in g  and (183a-c)  a p o s i t iv e  r e s u l t  is  a t ta in e d  

and  announced .

The a r g u m e n t  of the  C ra ty lu s  beg ins  by a s s u m in g  (439c 7 -d  1 ) 

th a t  t h e r e  a r e  F o r m s - -  o lO to  t o  k ^ A o v  ky a& o V  and  the

r e s t .  About ea c h  of t h e s e  i t  is  f u r th e r  a s s u m e d  (d 5 -7 )  th a t  i t  is  

a lw ay s  su ch  a s  i t  i s  a t  any t im e ,  th a t  i s ,  th a t  w h a te v e r  c h a r a c t e r  i t  

ha s  a t  any t im e  be longs  to it  a t  e v e ry  t im e .  The  s u b se q u e n t  a rg u m e n t  

th en  c o n s i s t s  in show ing th a t  g iven  th is  l a t t e r  a s s u m p t io n  about the  

F o r m s  it c anno t be r ig h t  to  say  th a t  any F o r m  ch an g es  a t  a l l .  Though 

th is  m ig h t  be thought so  obvious a s  not to need  a r g u m e n t ,  S o c ra te s  

a c tu a l ly  does a r g u e  the poin t;  and  the  a r g u m e n t  he g ives  a c tu a l ly  

p ro v e s  m u c h  m o r e  than  he n e e d s .  In  fac t ,  he r e a l ly  p ro v e s  not only 

th a t  F o r m s  do not chan g e  a t  a l l  but th a t  no th ing  th a t  can  be a su b je c t  of 

s ig n i f ic a n t  d i s c o u r s e  can  ch ange  in e v e ry  r e s p e c t  a t  e v e ry  m o m e n t .

The f i r s t  and  m o s t  im p o r ta n t  po in t  e s t a b l i s h e d  is  th a t  if a th ing  

is  c o n s ta n t ly  chang ing  in  e v e ry  r e s p e c t  i t  i s  im p o s s ib l e  to  apply to i t  

any s u b s ta n t iv a l  o r  any a d je c t iv a l  e x p r e s s io n  (d 8 - 9 ): if  it i s  changing  

in  th is  w ay a t  the  t im e  w hen  we a s s e r t  th a t  i t  has  s u c h - a n d - s u c h  a 

c h a r a c t e r  i t  has  a l r e a d y  p a s s e d  on and  is  no lo n g e r  c o r r e c t l y  so
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c h a r a c t e r i z e d .  And n e v e r  hav ing  any d e f in i te  c h a r a c t e r  (e 1-2)  it  

could  not be any d e f in i te  th ing  (have any s u b s ta n t iv a l  e x p r e s s io n  c o r ­

r e c t l y  g iven  to i t)  e i th e r .  If, in  fa c t ,  a th ing  is  e v e r  in any d e f in i te  

s t a t e ,  and  can  be d e s c r ib e d  a s  " s u c h  and  s u c h , "  d u r in g  the  t im e  w hen  

i t  is  in th a t  s t a t e  it  c l e a r ly  d o es  not chan g e  (in th a t  r e s p e c t  a t  l e a s t )

(e 2 -3 ) .  We have , h o w e v e r ,  a s s u m e d  th a t  F o r m s c a n .  not only be d e ­

s c r ib e d  a s  " s u c h  and  s u c h , "  bu t even  th a t  e v e ry  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  they  

have  a t  any t im e  they  hav e  a t  e v e ry  t im e :  so  th a t ,  by the  fo re g o in g  

a r g u m e n t ,  F o r m s  m u s t  no t ch an g e  a t  a l l  (e 3 -5 ) .  A lw ays  be ing  in  the  

s a m e  s t a t e s  and  having  th e  s a m e  s u b s ta n t iv a l  e x p r e s s io n s  t r u ly  a p p l i ­

c a b le  to  th e m ,  they  n e v e r  c h an g e  in  any  r e s p e c t .
2 6T h is  a r g u m e n t  o b v io u s ly  h a s  the  c o n s e q u e n c e  th a t  any th in g  in  

to ta l  flux could  not be ta lk e d  abou t a t  a l l ,  and t h e r e f o r e  th a t  any th in g  

th a t  is  s a id  to  be in  m o t io n  m u s t  a l s o  be a t  r e s t  in  s o m e  r e s p e c t .  T h is  

f ac t  is  not the  l e s s  obv ious  b e c a u s e  th e  c o n s e q u e n c e  is  not ex p l ic i t ly  

d ra w n  and  u se d  a s  the  b a s i s  fo r  a d i r e c t  a s s a u l t  on H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e t a ­

p h y s ic s .  F o r  P l a to  c l e a r l y  does  no t th ink  th a t  i t  p ro v e s  only th a t  F o r m s  

m u s t  be ex e m p t  f r o m  flux: th e  F o r m s  a r e  in  the  c l e a r e s t  p o s s ib le  way 

in t ro d u c e d  a s  th e  e x t r e m e  s p e c ia l  c a s e  w h e r e  not only the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of 

id e n t i f ic a t io n  and  d e s c r ip t i o n  m u s t  be  r e t a in e d ,  w h a te v e r  th e  c o n s e ­

q u e n c e s ,  but even  th e  s a m e  n a m e s  an d  d e s c r ip t i o n s  m u s t  app ly  fo r  a l l  

t im e .  If, in  th e  s p e c ia l  c a s e  of the  F o r m s ,  a l l  m o t io n  w h a t s o e v e r  m u s t  

be d en ied ,  th is  is  only b e c a u s e  in  th e  g e n e r a l  c a s e  m o t io n  in  s o m e  r e ­

s p e c ts  and  a t  s o m e  t im e s  m u s t  be d e n ie d  if  d i s c o u r s e  is  to  be p o s s ib l e .  

The fa c t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  th a t  th i s  a r g u m e n t  i s  s p e c i f i c a l ly  ap p l ied  only to

112



the  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  F o r m s  can  be in  flux is  a b so lu te ly  no in d ic a t io n  

th a t  P l a to  thought th a t  i t  only had c o n se q u e n c e s  fo r  the F o r m s ;  any one 

who su p p o s e s  th a t  a th ing  in  m o tio n  can  be ta lk ed  about could  be shown 

on the  b a s i s  of w ha t  P l a to  sa y s  h e r e  th a t  i t  canno t be in m o tio n  in  e v e ry  

r e s p e c t .

In  the  s u b s e q u e n t  a r g u m e n t  of the C ra ty lu s  P l a to  goes on to  

a s s o c i a t e  know ledge  and  th e  F o r m s ,  and it  has  been  thought th a t  h is  

r e m a r k s  h e r e  show th a t  h is  fu n d a m e n ta l  a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  H e r a c l e i t e ­

a n i s m  is  th a t  it  d e s t r o y s  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of know ledge, b e c a u s e  k n o w l­

edge r e q u i r e s  a b s o lu te ly  u n chang ing  o b je c ts .  We have  a l r e a d y  s e e n  

th a t  in th e  T h e a e t e tu s 1 r e fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  w h e re  C o rn fo rd  

a t t e m p ts  to in t ro d u c e  th i s  v iew  in to  the  a rg u m e n t ,  no such  thought is  

e x p r e s s e d  by P la to :  i t  is  the  im p o s s ib i l i ty  of s ig n i f ic a n t  sp eech ,  d e f i ­

n i te  p e rc e p t io n ,  and  t r u e  b e l ie f ,  r a t h e r  than  the  im p o s s ib i l i ty  of k n o w l­

edge, th a t  he has  in  v iew  th e r e .  In the  C r a t y l u s , h o w e v e r ,  having 

a r g u e d  th a t  F o r m s  m u s t  be e x e m p t  f ro m  change  b e c a u s e  they  ca n  be 

ta lk e d  abou t,  he  goes on to  add  a su p p le m e n ta ry  a r g u m e n t  to  the  s a m e  

co n c lu s io n  d ra w n  f r o m  c o n s id e r a t io n s  abou t know ledge.

The  C ra ty lu s  m a k e s  two so m ew h a t  s e p a r a t e  a r g u m e n ts  abou t 

know ledge . The f i r s t  (439e 7 -a  5) fo llow s d i r e c t ly  on th e  a rg u m e n t  I 

have  ju s t  a n a ly z e d  and ,  l ik e  th a t  one, fo llow s out the  c o n se q u e n c e s  of

* K V v /the  h y p o th e s is  th a t  cW To To e t c . ,  e x is t .  Though it w as

not m e n t io n e d  w hen  the  F o r m s  w e r e  in t ro d u c e d  a t  4 3 9 c -d ,  P la to  is  

a s s u m in g  th a t  th e s e  e n t i t i e s  can  be known; and th is  f i r s t  a rg u m e n t  

show s th a t  if th is  is  so  th ey  can n o t  be in  p e r p e tu a l  flux. F o r ,  a s  the
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p r e v io u s  a r g u m e n t  has  shown, any th in g  in p e r p e tu a l  flux is  in  no d e t e r ­

m in a t e  s t a t e  a t  a l l ,  but a th ing  th a t  has  no d e f in i te  c h a r a c t e r  can  c e r ­

ta in ly  hot be known, s in c e  i t  f a l l s  aw ay an d  c h a n g e s  even  w h ile  one 

t r i e s  to  get to  know it. K now ledge  r e q u i r e s  th a t  th ings  " b e  so m eh o w . "

N othing so  f a r  s u g g e s t s  th a t  a th ing ,  in  o r d e r  to  be known, m u s t  be

27a lw a y s  a s  i t  i s ,  and  n e v e r  c h an g e  in  any  r e s p e c t :  h e r e ,  a s  in  the

p r e v io u s  a r g u m e n t ,  the  F o r m s  o v e r fu l f i l l  the  r e q u i r e m e n t .  A F o r m  

h a s  a lw a y s  the s a m e  p r o p e r t i e s  and  t h e r e f o r e ,  a f o r t i o r i , i t  i s  a t  any 

g iv en  t im e  in  a d e f in i te  s ta te ;  but i t  i s  th e  l a t t e r  fa c t ,  and  not the  f o r ­

m e r  th a t ,  a c c o r d in g  to  th is  a r g u m e n t ,  m a k e s  a F o r m  a p o s s ib le  o b je c t  

of k now ledge .

T he  o th e r  a r g u m e n t  (440a 6 - c  1) i s  th a t  if know ledge  e x is t s  i t  

c an n o t  be c o n s ta n t ly  chang ing ,  s in c e  i t  w ould  th e n  n e v e r  be know ledge  

bu t w ould  c o n s ta n t ly  be fa l l in g  aw ay  in to  s o m e  o th e r  s o r t  of th ing .

And s i m i l a r l y  fo r  knowing s u b je c t  and  th e  o b je c t  of know ledge . Now 

th i s  a r g u m e n t ,  l ik e  the  p r e v io u s  one, a p p e a r s  to be c o m p a t ib le  w i th  a 

v iew  w h ic h  m a k e s  know ledge  a t t a in a b le  of any th in g  p ro v id e d  only th a t  it  

i s  a t  r e s t  in  s o m e  r e s p e c t ;  i t  s e e m s  not to  r e q u i r e  th e  a b s o lu te  p e r m a ­

n e n c e  of w h a te v e r  is  known. On th e  o th e r  hand  P la to  does  im p ly  (cl€*^ 

b 5) th a t  k n o w e r s ,  and  p r e s u m a b ly  t h e r e f o r e  a l s o  known o b je c t s ,  e x is t  

f o r e v e r ,  and  th is  s u g g e s t s  th a t  in  f a c t  th e  v iew  he is  tak in g  of know ledge  

i s  th e  c a n o n ic a l  P la to n ic  d o c t r in e  th a t  know ledge  is  a m a t t e r  of e t e r n a l  

s o u ls  co m in g  in to  c o n ta c t  w i th  e t e r n a l  and  unchang ing  o b je c ts .  And if 

th i s  i s  so ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  to  a d ju s t  o n e l s u n d e r s ta n d in g  of the  two a r ­

g u m e n ts  ab o u t  know ledge . But i t  i s  im p o r ta n t  to  o b s e r v e  th a t  even  if
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P la to  h e r e  is  a rg u in g  th a t  t h e r e  can n o t  be know ledge ex cep t  of e n t i t ie s  

th a t  do not change  a t  a l l ,  th is  is  p e r f e c t ly  c o m p a t ib le  w ith  the  v iew th a t  

he a t  the  s a m e  t im e  a l lo w s  p h e n o m e n a  not to be in flux. T h e r e  is  no 

r e a s o n  why he c an n o t  r e t a i n  the  v iew  tha t  know ledge r e q u i r e s  a b so lu te ly  

unchang ing  o b je c ts  w h ile  r e c o g n iz in g  th a t  a p h enom enon  is a t  r e s t  in 

so m e  r e s p e c t s  a t  e ach  m o m e n t .

The u p sh o t  i s  th a t  the  flux a r g u m e n t  in the C ra ty lu s  in  no w ay 

c o n t r a d i c t s  the  a r g u m e n t  of the  T h e a e te tu s  a s  I have  i n t e r p r e t e d  it .

T he  fa c t  th a t  the  C ra ty lu s  m e n t io n s  only the  F o r m s  a s  th ings  e x em p t 

f r o m  flux does  not in  any  w ay show th a t  in  the  C ra ty lu s  and in  the  

T h e a e te tu s  P la to  m e a n s  to  r e fu te  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  by e m p h a s iz in g  the  

" a l l "  in  "A ll  th in g s  a r e  in  f lux" and  th e n  p ro v in g  th a t  t h e r e  e x is t  non- 

s e n s ib le ,  a b s o lu te ly  u nchang ing  e n t i t i e s .  In the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 r e fu ta t io n  

the  F o r m s  a r e  not even  a l lu d e d  to , and w e have  now se e n  th a t  the  

C r a ty lu s 1 u s e  of the  F o r m s  d o es  not su p p o r t  the  t r a d i t io n a l  i n t e r p r e t a ­

t ion . S o c r a te s  in t r o d u c e s  the  F o r m s  in  the  C ra ty lu s  a s  a h y p o th e s is ,  

and  the  s u b se q u e n t  a r g u m e n t  n e i th e r  p r o v e s ,  n o r  a t t e m p ts  to p ro v e ,  

th a t  the  F o r m s  m u s t  e x is t ,  by w ay of r e fu t in g  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .

R a th e r  it  p ro v id e s  r e a s o n s  fo r  say in g  th a t  if  the  F o r m s  ex is t ,  a r e  a l ­

w ay s  su c h  a s  th ey  a r e  a t  any t im e ,  and can  be known, th en  they  do not 

c h a n g e  a t  a l l  an d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  is  not t r u e .  S o c r a te s  r e f r a i n s  f ro m  

p ro v in g  th a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i£  f a l s e - - w h i c h  he m ig h t  have  done by 

p ro v in g  the  t r u th  of the  a n te c e d e n t  of the  h y p o th e t ica l  p ro p o s i t io n  ju s t  

c i te d ,  o r  by p ro v in g  d i r e c t l y  the  in c o h e re n c e  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i t s e l f .  

T h is  he avo ids  b e c a u s e  he w is h e s  to  m a in ta in  a d i s c r e e t l y  n e u t r a l  p o s i ­

tion . N e v e r th e l e s s ,  the  a r g u m e n t  by w h ich  he p ro v e s  the  hypo th e t ica l
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p r o p o s i t io n  does  c l e a r l y  show th a t  he h as  g ra s p e d  the  e s s e n t i a l  po in t  

w h ich  P la to  u s e s  in  th e  T h e a e te tu s  to  p ro v e  the  i n c o h e r e n c e  of a H e r a ­

c le i t e a n  ac c o u n t  of any th ing . H ence  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e tw een  th e  s t r u c ­

tu r e  and  d e v e lo p m e n t  of th e  a r g u m e n t  of the  C ra ty lu s  and  th a t  of th e  

T h e a e te tu s  can n o t  be  u se d  to a r g u e  th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  in ten d s  to  be 

show ing  not th a t  any  ch ang ing  p h en o m en o n  m u s t  be a t  r e s t  in s o m e  

r e s p e c t  bu t th a t ,  though  a l l  p h e n o m e n a  in c e s s a n t ly  change  in  e v e ry  

r e s p e c t ,  s o m e  n o n -p h e n o m e n a l  o b je c ts  e x is t  th a t  do not ch ange .

C. R e su l ts

W ith  th is  r e s u l t  now f i r m l y  a c h ie v e d  w e  can  r e t u r n  to  th e  T h e a e ­

te tu s  and  a s s e s s  th e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of the  r e fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  

p ro v id e d  th e r e .  A c c o rd in g  to  m y  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  P la to  show s th a t  if  

T h e a e te tu s  a c c e p t s  th e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  b a n is h m e n t  of f r o m  th e

w o r ld  of p h e n o m e n a  th en  he  canno t su p p o r t  h is  d e f in i t io n  of k now ledge  

a s  p e rc e p t io n ,  s in c e  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  im p l ie s  th a t  any th ing  you c a l l  

p e r c e p t io n  h as  a s  m u c h  r ig h t  to be c a l le d  n o t - p e r c e p t io n  a s  p e r c e p t io n ,  

so  th a t  by id en tify ing  knowing a s  p e r c e iv in g  T h e a e te tu s  has  not a d ­

v a n c e d  h is  c a s e  even  one s te p .  M o re  im p o r ta n t  th a n  th is  e m b a r r a s s ­

m e n t  to  T h e a e te tu s  i s  the  c o n s e q u e n c e  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  to  th e  H e r a ­

c le i t e a n s  th e m s e lv e s :  th ey  end up by deny ing  the  law  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  

an d  c a n n o t  even  p e r m i t  th e m s e lv e s  th e  " b o th  so  and  n o t - s o "  w h ic h  th a t

d e n ia l  w ou ld  s e e m  to  a llow  th e m .  In fa c t ,  no u s e  of la n g u ag e  is  l e f t  to 

28th e m  a t  a l l .  A s  I have  a rg u e d ,  P la to ,  in  show ing  h e r e  th a t  u n i v e r s a l  

flux i s  s e l f - r e f u t in g ,  m e a n s  to  be p ro v in g  th a t  of any th ing , p h e n o m e n a
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a s  w e l l  as  w h a te v e r  e l s e  t h e r e  m ig h t  be, one m u s t  be p r e p a r e d  to u se  

so m e  M V a i  d e s c r ip t io n :  one canno t r e s t r i c t  h im s e l f  e x c lu s iv e ly  to 

e x p r e s s io n s  in  d e s c r ib in g  anyth ing . In s h o r t ,  t h e r e  

m u s t  be o and  T T a V is  2R w o r ^  p h enom ena  and not

m e r e ly  o u ts id e  it .

Now in re a c h in g  th e s e  c o n c lu s io n s  P la to  de f in i t iv e ly  r e j e c t s  the 

H e ra c le i tea n s*  a t te m p t  to avo id  ev e ry  u s e  of and to l im i t  t h e m ­

s e lv e s  to  y  * y v ' C : i . But, a s  I show ed in d i s c u s s in g  the in t ro d u c t io n  

of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  (15 2 d - e \  th is  a t te m p t  w as  som eth ing  

P la to  h im s e l f  c o n te m p la te d  m a k in g :  th e  m e ta p h y s ic s  of the  T im a e u s  

r e s t s  e x p l ic i t ly  on the b a n is h m e n t  of f r o m  the  r e a l m  of

it  t h e r e f o r e  fo llow s f r o m  m y  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of the r e f u t a ­

t ion  of the  flux d o c t r in e  th a t  in  P la to*s  v iew th is  m e ta p h y s ic s  is  in c o ­

h e re n t .  As I have  a l r e a d y  in d ic a te d ,  the  fac t  th a t  P la to  goes on, in  the

su b se q u e n t  r e fu ta t io n  of T heae te tu s*  s e n s e - p e r c e p t io n  th e o ry  of know l-
* t

edge, to sp e a k  of s e n s e  q u a l i t i e s  a s  hav ing  Oo^Tio. shows th a t  he 

ev iden tly  d re w  th is  m o r a l  f r o m  h is  e a r l i e r  a rg u m e n t .  I sh a l l  not d i s ­

c u s s  the  p o s s ib le  w ays  in w h ich  th is  co n f l ic t  b e tw een  the T h e a e te tu s  and 

the  T im a e u s  m ig h t  be tak en  a c c o u n t  of, n o r  sh a l l  I a t t e m p t  to t r a c e  e v i ­

d en ces  in  l a t e r  d ia lo g u e s ,  su ch  a s  S o p h is t  and P h i l e b u s , of the  s a m e  

confl ic t .  I t  is  enough to  have  show n, a s  I th ink  I have  shown, th a t  th e  

co n f l ic t  is  r e a l ly  t h e r e  and  c an n o t  be w ish ed  away as  c u r r e n t ly  f a s h io n ­

a b le  in t e r p r e t a t i o n s  th ink  it  can .
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C H A P T E R  IV

T H E  R E F U T A T IO N  O F  T H E  S E N S E -P E R C E P T IO N  

THEORY O F K N O W LED G E (184b-186e)

H aving  shown th a t  the  eq u a t io n  of know ledge  w i th  p e r c e p t io n  c a n ­

not be de fen d ed  ^cxTcx t o o  'c ra v T a  kiv<>?<r6 m  ^e G o ^ T o v '

(183c 2 -3 ) ,  P la to  t u r n s  a t  l a s t  to  c o n s id e r  the  m e r i t s  of the  eq u a t io n  in 

i t s  p u r e  s t a t e ,  w ith o u t  a d m ix tu r e  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .  The c o n c lu s io n  

of h is  a r g u m e n t  (186e 9 - 1 0 ) l e a v e s  no doubt th a t  in  h is  v iew  p e r c e p t io n ,  

w ith  o r  w ithou t  the  a id  of H e r a c l e i t e a n  m e t a p h y s i c s ,  c a n n o t  be  e q u a ted  

w ith  know ledge .#  But in  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  a r g u m e n t  by w h ic h  he 

r e a c h e s  th is  c o n c lu s io n ,  a s  w e  have  s e e n  is  a l s o  the  c a s e  in  th e  i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n  of h is  r e fu ta t io n  of H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i t s e l f ,  t h e r e  a r e  e n o r ­

m o u s ly  w ide  d iv e r g e n c e s  of op in ion . *

S om e th ink  th a t  P l a to  in  e f fec t  a p p e a ls  to the  e x i s t e n c e  of c e r ­

ta in  th in g s  w h ich  a r e  not o b je c t s  of p e r c e p t io n  but w h ic h  w e  a r e  n e v e r ­

t h e l e s s  a c q u a in te d  w ith .  T h e s e  he c a l l s  o r  " c o m m o n  t e r m s , "

in s ta n c in g  e x i s te n c e ,  n o n - e x i s t e n c e ,  s i m i l a r i t y ,  d i s s i m i l a r i t y ,  s a m e ­

n e s s ,  d i f f e r e n c e ,  n u m b e r  (185c 9 ff. ), h o n o ra b le ,  d i s g r a c e f u l ,  good,

and  bad  (186a 8 ). A c c o rd in g  to  th e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  he th en  a r g u e s  th a t
2 > ^ 

the soul in and by i t s e l f  co n tem p la tes  ((5- Tr O TT̂  i 185e 2) th e se

o b je c ts ,  s in c e ,  be ing  c o m m o n  to a l l  th in g s ,  they  a r e  not the  o b je c ts  of

any of the  s p e c i a l  s e n s e s  of s ig h t ,  h e a r in g ,  and  the  l ik e .  E ach  of th e

s e n s e s  a c q u a in ts  us w ith  i t s  p r o p e r  o b je c ts  (the s o - c a l l e d  " i n t e r n a l



o b je c ts " ) ,  but w ith  noth ing  e l s e ,  and any th ing  w hich  we a r e  not acq u a in te d  

w ith  th ro u g h  s o m e  one of the  s p e c ia l  s e n s e s  does  not co m e  to us th ro u g h  

the  s e n s e s  a t  a l l .  Now, a s  one of the  co m m o n  o b je c ts  w hich  the  sou l 

c o n te m p la te s  a l l  by i t s e l f  and not th ro u g h  any of the  s e n s e s  is  Oo<rw\ 

( e x is te n c e ) ,  i t  fo llow s not only th a t  s o m e  th ings  w e  a r e  acq u a in ted  w ith  

a r e  not known by s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  but even th a t  none of w hat is  c o n ­

veyed  to  us  th ro u g h  the  s e n s e s  is in  i t s e l f  know ledge . F o r  (cf. 152c 5, 

186c 7 ff. ) t h e r e  c an n o t  be know ledge  o r  even  t r u t h  w h e r e  o 0 Cl'<k is  

not a t t a in e d  t o - -  0 6 x~((K be ing  now u n d e r s to o d  to m e a n  " p e r m a n e n t ,

p u re ,  r e a l ly  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e , "  and not j u s t  e x is te n c e .  But a s  P la to  has 
> /

shown O o <r ia  i s  not co n v ey ed  th ro u g h  any of the  s e n s e s  but is  r a t h e r  

g r a s p e d  by the  sou l  in  i ts  a c t iv i ty  in d ep en d en t  of the  body. T h e r e f o r e  

no s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  am o u n ts  to know ledge.

M uch in  th is  t r a i n  of r e a s o n in g  is  o b s c u r e  and could  be q u e s ­

tioned ; but a t  any  r a t e  the  o u tl ine  of the  a r g u m e n t  is  to le r a b ly  c l e a r .

A c c o rd in g  to  t h e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  P la to*s  a r g u m e n t  m o v e s  in  two s ta g e s .
f

(1 ) We a r e  a c q u a in te d  w ith  the  Roiv/fi. by s o m e  facu l ty  o th e r  than

s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n ;  but (2 ) s in c e  one of the  K o i s  o\)<r((k and  th e r e
> /

is  no know ledge  w h e r e  o u ^ k k  is  not a t ta in e d  to, i t  is  in the  e x e r c i s e  

of the  fa c u l ty  w h ich  a p p re h e n d s  and  c o n te m p la te s  the  KOi'JcC th a t  

know ledge  c o n s i s t s .

T h o se  who r e a d  the  a r g u m e n t  in  th is  way s o m e t im e s  go on to 

po in t out th a t  in conc lud ing  thus  th a t  no s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  conveys  kn o w l­

edge P l a to  is  a s s ig n in g  to the  s e n s e s  j u s t  the  s a m e  ro le  a s  th a t  w h ich  in 

the  R epub lic  (522e 5 -524d  6) they  p lay  in  the  p r o c e s s  of a c q u i r in g
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know ledge .  ̂ In the  R e p u b l ic , i t  w il l  be r e c a l l e d ,  P la to  d i s t in g u i s h e s  

b e tw een  th o s e  s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n s  th a t  do not c a l l  upon the  facu l ty  of 

in tu i t io n  ( 'Jo ^ T iS  ) to  in v e s t ig a te  th e m ,  s in c e  they  a r e  ju d g e d  a d e ­

q u a te ly  by the  s e n s e s ,  and  th o s e  w h ich  do c a l l  upon V o y\<r\S f o r  

in s p e c t io n  and  in v e s t ig a t io n ,  s in c e  the  s e n s e s  th e m s e lv e s  in t h e s e  

c a s e s  p ro d u c e  no th ing  t r u s tw o r th y .  The  unsound  p e r c e p t io n s  h e r e  in  

q u e s t io n  a r e  th o s e  w h ic h  even  w h i le  r e p o r t in g  one s e n s e  q u a l i ty  to  th e  

sou l  a t  th e  s a m e  t im e  r e p o r t  the  c o n t r a d i c to r y  s e n s a t io n  (523b 9 - c  4). 

One e x a m p le  P l a t o  g iv es  (524a 1 -4 )  is  th e  p e r c e p t io n  of h a r d n e s s ;  in 

th is  c a s e ,  he s a y s ,  th e  s e n s e  of to u c h  r e p o r t s  to  the  sou l  th a t  " th e  

s a m e  th ing  i s  bo th  h a r d  an d  so f t  w hen  i t  p e r c e i v e s  i t . "  P l a t o ' s  po in t  i s  

th a t  th e  s e n s e s  p lay  th e  r o l e  of s t im u la t in g ,  by t h e i r  c o n fu s io n  and  co n -  

t r a d i c t o r i n e s s ,  th e  facu l ty  of v o 'v ^ i s  in to  o p e ra t io n ;  and  w h a t  

d o e s  i s  to  t u r n  the  s o u l ' s  g aze  aw ay  f ro m  s e n s e - p a r t i c u l a r s , w h ich  a r e  

in a d e q u a te  and c o n fu se d  in s t a n c e s  of l a r g e n e s s  o r  s m a l l n e s s  o r  s o f t ­

n e s s  o r  o n e n e s s ,  and  to w a rd  ( in te l l ig ib le )  o b je c ts  w h ich  a r e  c l e a r  and  

a d e q u a te  i n s t a n c e s  of t h e s e  c o n c e p ts .  In tu rn in g  to w a rd  th e  in te l l ig ib le  

w o r ld  the  sou l  i s  th e n  en a b le d  to  g ive  an  a n s w e r  to  the  q u e s t io n  w h a t  is  

th e  l a r g e ,  the  h a r d ,  th e  so f t ,  e tc .  , w h ich  r e f l e c t io n  on o u r  s e n s e  p e r ­

c e p t io n s  n a tu r a l ly  m a k e s  us a s k ,  bu t  w h ich  w e a r e  un ab le  to  a n s w e r  so  

long a s  w e  r e ly  on th e  r e p o r t s  of s e n s e  a lo n e  (524c 10-11).  And in  th u s  

b e c o m in g  a c q u a in te d  w ith  in te l l ig ib le  o b je c ts  the  so u l  i s  e x e r c i s in g  i n t e l ­

l ig e n c e  and  fo r  th e  f i r s t  t im e  a c q u i r in g  know ledge . In  the  T h e a e t e t u s , i t  

i s  a l le g e d ,  the  s e n s e s  p e r f o r m  th is  s a m e  p r e l i m i n a r y  and  s t im u la t iv e  

func tion , w h i le  k n o w ledge  is  lo c a te d  e n t i r e ly  in  th e  c o n te m p la t io n  of
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i n te l l ig ib le  o b j e c t s - -  oO<3M s a m e n e s s ,  and  the  r e s t - - j u s t  a s  in the  

R epub lic  know ledge c o n s i s t s  in the  co n te m p la t io n  of the  in te l l ig ib le  i n ­

s t a n c e s  of l a r g e n e s s ,  s m a l l n e s s ,  o n e n e ss ,  and  o th e r  such  o b je c ts .

T h is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  f a v o re d  by C h e r n i s s  and C o rn fo rd ,  and 

in deed  m o s t  c o m m e n ta to r s ,  h a s ,  and is in tended  to have , the v i r t u e  of 

m a k in g  P l a t o 1 s o b je c t io n s  to  p e rc e p t io n  a s  a s o u r c e  of know ledge i s s u e ,  

a t  a l l  s t a g e s  of h is  m a t u r i t y ,  f r o m  a s in g le  h a rm o n io u s  th e o ry  of k n o w l­

edge. But w h a te v e r  th e  u l t im a te  t r u th  abou t P l a t o 1 s p h i lo so p h ic a l  d e ­

v e lo p m e n t  o r  la c k  of i t ,  I th ink  i t  can  be shown th a t  in t h e i r  z e a l  to 

p ro v e  the  c o n s i s t e n c y  of the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  s e n s e  p e r ­

cep t io n  w ith  th e  R e p u b l ic 1 s tw o -w o r ld  ontology and  e p is te m o lo g y , the  

i n t e r p r e t e r s  w h o se  v iew s  I have  j u s t  b een  expounding have fa i led  to 

u n d e r s ta n d  the  d i r e c t i o n  and  f o r c e  of the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 re fu ta t io n .  The 

a r g u m e n t  of the  T h e a e te tu s  i s  not a  r e - r u n  of Republic  VII: i t  does not 

a s s ig n  to  p e r c e p t io n  th e  s a m e  ro le  a s  the  R epub lic  does ,  and it  does  

not r e s t r i c t  know ledge  to  an  in te l l ig ib le  w o r ld  a s  the  Republic  (in the  

p a s s a g e  c o n s id e re d )  d o e s .  The  a s s e r t i o n  of the  T h e a e te tu s  th a t  s e n s e  

p e r c e p t io n  can n o t  be know ledge  b e c a u s e  i t  does  not a t ta in  to 0 

and  t r u th  is  not t a n ta m o u n t  to  say in g  th a t  the  o b je c ts  of s e n s e  p e r c e p ­

t io n  do not have  oo< riV  and  a r e  not "un ch an g in g ly  r e a l "  but a lw ays
4 tb e c o m in g  and  a lw a y s  chang ing . Even  if  the  K oi va. a r e  F o r m s ,  th is

a r g u m e n t  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  d o es  not r e s t r i c t  know ledge to the  c o n te m ­

p la t io n  of th e m  and  th in g s  l ik e  th e m .

B e fo re  beg inn ing  the  ex am in a t io n  of the T h e a e te tu s 1 a rg u m e n t ,  

h o w e v e r ,  i t  w i l l  be u se fu l  to  r e c a l l  th e  s t a t e  of the  a rg u m e n t  of the
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d ia lo g u e  a s  a w hole  a t  the  po in t  w h e re  the  f in a l  r e fu ta t io n  is  g iven . As 

I have  a r g u e d  above , P la to  has  a l r e a d y  re fu te d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  

w h e th e r  it  i s  ta k e n  in  an  u n r e s t r i c t e d  s e n s e ,  a s  deny ing  s ta b i l i ty  to 

an y th in g ,  o r  in  the  r e s t r i c t e d  v e r s i o n  w hich  ho lds  m e r e l y  th a t  no th ing  

in  the  w o r ld  of s e n s e  has  any s ta b i l i ty .  H ence  the  a r g u m e n t  of 184 -186  

is  to ta l ly  d is e n g a g e d  f r o m  the  flux th e o ry ,  and, in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  f r o m  the  

th e o r y  of p e r c e p t io n  a l le g e d ly  c o n s t r u c t e d  on H e r a c l e i t e a n  p r i n c i p l e s .  

We m a y  not a s s u m e  any p a r t i c u l a r  th e o ry  of p e r c e p t io n  a t  a l l ;  only 

w h a te v e r  i s  n eed ed  in o r d e r  to m a k e  T h e a e t e tu s 1 o r ig in a l  eq u a t io n  of 

s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n  w ith  know ledge  (151 e ) a p la u s ib le  d e f in i t io n  c a n  c o r ­

r e c t l y  be  even  p r o v is io n a l ly  a s s u m e d .  It  is  f a i r ,  th en ,  to  a s s u m e  two 

th in g s  ab o u t  p e rc e p t io n  and  p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts :  (1 ) ju d g m e n ts  of p e r ­

cep t io n  a r e  be ing  ta k e n  to be i r r e f u t a b l e  by a p p e a l  to any  o th e r  p e r s o n ' s  

e x p e r i e n c e s  o r  ju d g m e n ts ,  and  (2 ) a p e r c e p t io n  is  s o m e th in g  p r i v a t e  to  

a s in g le  p e r c ip ie n t .  T h e s e  c l a im s  have  u n d e r la in  the  w ho le  p re c e d in g  

d i s c u s s io n ,  and  to m a in ta in  th e m  i t  i s  not n e c e s s a r y  to  a c c e p t  e i th e r  

P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  o r  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .  E v id en t ly  in  m a in ta in in g  th a t  

p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge T h e a e te tu s  w ould  w ish  to  de fend  th e s e  two 

p r o p o s i t i o n s .  P l a t o ' s  r e fu ta t io n ,  a s  I c o n s t r u e  i t ,  g r a n t s  h im  t h e s e  

two c l a im s  but s t i l l  r e f u s e s  to  a l low  th a t  w h a t  one a p p re h e n d s  by m e a n s  

of p e r c e p t io n  a lone  is  e v e r  a c a s e  of know ledge , and even  goes  so  f a r  

a s  to  deny  th a t  p e r c e p t io n s  th e m s e lv e s  a r e  e v e r  t r u e .

He b eg ins  h is  a r g u m e n t  by in t ro d u c in g  the  no tion  of e l e m e n ta r y  

s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n .  If the  c l a im  of p e r c e p t io n  to  be know ledge  i s  to  be 

t e s t e d  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  to  have  a s  t e s t  c a s e s  i n s t a n c e s  of p u r e  p e r c e p t io n
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and  not h y b r id s  w h e r e  not only p e r c e p t io n  but a l s o  o th e r  fa c u l t ie s  of 

sou l  a r e  com bined .  To show th a t  su c h  a h y b r id  w as  o r  w as  not a c a s e  

of know ledge w ould  le a v e  in doubt the  fu n d a m e n ta l  q u e s t io n  abou t the  

s ta tu s  of p e rc e p t io n ,  ta k e n  in  i t s e l f .  T he  f i r s t  th ing  P la to  d o es ,  t h e r e ­

fo re ,  is  to in d ic a te  w h a t ,  sp eak in g  q u i te  s t r i c t l y ,  a r e  p u r e  r e p o r t s  of 

p e rc e p t io n  (184b 4 - 185a 3). He th en  c o n t r a s t s  c e r t a i n  types  of ju d g ­

m e n t  w hich , even though  they  a r e  ju d g m e n ts  abou t the o b jec ts  of p e r ­

cep tion , a r e  no t m a d e  m e r e l y  on the  b a s i s  of p e r c e p t io n  of th e m  

(185a 3 -e  2) and  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  no t p e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s .  A f te r  a b r i e f  

r e c a p i tu la t io n  (185e 3 - 186c 6) of the  d i s t in c t io n  and c o n t r a s t  w h ich  has  

ju s t  b een  d ra w n ,  he goes on to a r g u e  (186c 7 -e  10) th a t ,  s in c e  ju d g ­

m e n ts  w ie ld ing  the  c o n cep t  of e x is te n c e  ( judgm en ts  a s s e r t i n g  the  e x i s t ­

ence  o r  n o n -e x is te n c e  of som eth in g )  belong  to the second ,  and n e v e r  to  

the  f i r s t ,  g roup ,  and  s in c e  th e r e  can n o t  be know ledge o r  even t ru th  

w h e r e  t h e r e  is not e x is te n c e ,  ju d g m e n ts  of the seco n d  g roup  co n ta in  a l l  

ou r  know ledge, and p u re ly  p e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s  n e v e r  e x p r e s s  know ledge 

a t  a l l .

The  f i r s t  s ta g e  of the  a r g u m e n t  is  in t ro d u c e d  by the  p r e l i m i n a r y  

d i s t in c t io n  be tw een  the  sou l  and  i t s  s e n s e - f a c u l t i e s . The d is t in c t io n  

be tw een  the  o rg a n s  and f a c u l t ie s  of s e n s e  and the  m a n  o r  the sou l  w h ich  

h as  th e m  w as  not ta k e n  n o t ice  of e a r l i e r  in the  th e o ry  of p e rc e p t io n  

p ro p o u n d ed  by the  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  (156-157), and i ts  in t ro d u c t io n  h e r e  

m a k e s  p o s s ib le  th e  i s o la t io n  of p e r c e p t io n  f r o m  o th e r  func tions  of the  

sou l  w h ich  P la to  i s  anx ious  to  e ffec t .  The eyes  and e a r s  a r e  in  f a c t  the  

o rg a n s  th ro u g h  w h ich  p e r c e p t ib l e  th in g s  r e a c h  th e  soul; i t  i s  by m e a n s
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of the  sou l  th a t  m e n  a r e  a b le  to p e r c e iv e ,  and not, a s  i t  w e r e ,  d i r e c t l y  

by m e a n s  of the  o rg a n s  and  th e  in d iv id u a l  s e n s e  f a c u l t i e s .  O u r  p e r c e p ­

tio n s  a r e  a l l  r e p o r t e d ,  so to sp eak ,  to a s in g le  ag en cy  w h ich  ta k e s  c o g ­

n iz a n c e  not only of c o lo r s ,  but a l s o  of so u n d s ,  t a s t e s ,  s m e l l s ,  and  

t a c t i l e  s e n s a t io n s .  E a c h  s e n s e  facu l ty ,  h o w ev er ,  is  invo lved  in r e p o r t s  

of only one c l a s s  of p e r c e p t ib l e s :  c o lo r s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  by s ig h t ,  so u n d s

by h e a r in g ,  and  so  on. But abou t i ts  p e c u l i a r  o b je c ts  e a c h  s e n s e  is 

un ique ly  q u a l i f ied  to judge ;  w h a t  is  p e r c e iv e d  th ro u g h  s ig h t  c a n n o t  a l s o  

be p e r c e iv e d  th ro u g h  h e a r in g ,  fo r  e x am p le .  W h e n e v e r ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a  

s in g le  e le m e n ta r y  s e n s e  q u a l i ty  is  be ing  r e p o r t e d  to  the  sou l  th e  only 

facu l ty  of sou l  w h ich  is  em p lo y ed  is  the  one s e n s e  facu l ty  to  w h ic h  th e  

qua li ty  p e c u l i a r ly  b e lo n g s .  It  i s  only in  su c h  c a s e s  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  can  

be s e e n  in i s o la t io n  f r o m  o th e r  f a c u l t i e s  of sou l ,  and  a c c o rd in g ly  th e  

q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  p e r c e p t io n  is  know ledge r e d u c e s  to  the  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  

th e  s e n s in g  of p e c u l i a r  s e n s ib le s  is  a c a s e  of know ledge .

Now i t  fo llow s f r o m  th e  fa c t  th a t  e a c h  s e n s e  facu l ty  is  r e s t r i c t e d  

to r e p o r t in g  to the  so u l  s e n s e  q u a l i t i e s  p e c u l i a r  to i t  th a t  if  the  so u l  in  

a s in g le  a c t  e v e r  a d d r e s s e s  i t s e l f  to  o b je c ts  p e c u l i a r  to two s e n s e s  th e n  

i t  i s  engaged  not m e r e l y  in  p e r c e iv in g  th e m  but in  s o m e  f u r t h e r  m e n ta l  

o p e ra t io n .  F o r  if i t  w e r e  m e r e l y  p e r c e iv in g  i t  w ould  have  to  be  e m p lo y ­

ing s o m e  one s e n s e  facu l ty ;  but a s  w e have  s e e n  no s e n s e  fa c u l ty  h as  

any c a p a c i ty  to  r e p o r t  o b je c ts  of any o th e r  s e n s e .  H ence  o p e r a t io n s  

invo lv ing  a t  once  two d i s p a r a t e  s e n s e  o b je c ts  n e c e s s a r i l y  go beyond  

p u re  p e rc e p t io n .  P la to  g ives  the  e x a m p le  of the  so u l  th ink ing  s o m e ­

th ing  ab ou t two d i f f e r e n t  s e n s e  q u a l i t i e s  (185a): i t  can n o t  th e n  be m e r e ly
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p e r c e iv in g  so m e th in g  abou t th e m . And t h e r e  r e a l ly  a r e ,  T h e a e te tu s  

a g r e e s  (185a 1 0 ), a c t io n s  of the  soul in w h ich  it  does  c o n s id e r  to g e th e r  

two d i s p a r a t e  s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s ,  a s  w hen  i t  th inks  and  ju d g es  abou t sound

and  co lo r  th a t  they both  e x is t  ( O H  €-Q*ToV^. L ik e w is e

one ca n  th ink  th a t  sound  and c o lo r  a r e  d i f fe re n t  f r o m  one a n o th e r ,  th a t  

e a c h  of th e m  is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  i t s e l f ,  th a t  they  a r e  l ik e  o r  un like  one 

a n o th e r ,  th a t  to g e th e r  they  a r e  two and  s e p a r a t e ly  each  is  one: in a l l  

th e s e  c a s e s  the  so u l  c o n c e rn s  i t s e l f  a t  once  abou t o b je c ts  of two s e n s e s ,  

and  t h e r e f o r e  none of th e m  is  a p e rc e p tu a l  ju d g m en t .

They  a r e  a l l  in  fa c t ,  a s  P la to  goes on to  a r g u e  (185b 7 -186c  5), 

ju d g m e n ts  r e n d e r e d  by the  sou l  by h e r  own ag en cy  and w ithou t  the  m e d i ­

u m  of any s e n s e  facu l ty  o r  any  s p e c ia l  o rg a n .  In judg ing  th a t  so m e th in g  

e x is t s  o r  is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  i t s e l f ,  the  sou l  i s  not p e r c e iv in g  anyth ing  but 

r a t h e r  c o m p a r in g ,  r e a s o n in g ,  judg ing , and conc lud ing  so m e th in g  about 

w h a t  the  s e n s e s  have  r e p o r t e d .  Now it  is  im p o r ta n t  to s e e  th a t  th is  is_ 

w h a t  P la to  is  say ing  in  th is  p a s s a g e  abou t the  soul*s r e l a t io n  to the 

11 c o m m o n  t e r m s "  e x is te n c e ,  s a m e n e s s ,  d i f f e r e n c e ,  e tc . F o r  though 

h is  po in t  h e r e  c o n c e rn s  w hat  the  sou l  is  doing w hen i t  a p p l ie s  th e s e  

c o n c e p ts  to the  o b jec ts  of p e rc e p t io n ,  c o m m e n ta to r s  u su a l ly  tak e  the  

a r g u m e n t  to tu rn ,  r a t h e r ,  on how the  sou l  b e c o m e s  a c q u a in te d  w ith  the  

c o m m o n  n o tions .  A d e ta i le d  a n a ly s i s  of the  p a s s a g e  185b 7 - e  2 w il l  

show beyond q u e s t io n  th a t  th is  p o p u la r  c o n cep t io n  is  in e r r o r .

But b e fo re  tu rn in g  to th is  a n a ly s i s ,  i t  w il l  be u se fu l  to c o n s id e r  

m o r e  c lo se ly  w ha t  the  n a tu re  of the  d i s t in c t io n  is  w h ich  P la to  has  been  

d raw in g  be tw een  p e r c e p t io n  and  the  a c t iv i ty  of the  sou l in  w h ich  it
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r e a s o n s ,  by i t s e l f  and  not th ro u g h  the  m e d iu m  of a s e n s e ,  ab ou t the  

q u a l i t i e s  r e p o r t e d  to  i t  by the  s e n s e s .  T he  d is t in c t io n  is  s o m e t im e s  

tak en  to be s im p ly  th a t  b e tw een  s e n s a t io n  and ju d g m en t;  P la to  is  th ough t 

h e r e  to  have  r e s t r i c t e d  p e r c e p t io n ,  s t r i c t l y  c o n ce iv ed ,  to  s e n s a t io n  w i th ­

out ju d g m e n t .  ^ J u d g m e n t  is  th e  p ro v in c e  of the  sou l ,  the  c e n t r a l  f a c u l ty  

to  w h ich  s e n s o r y  r e p o r t s  a r e  m a d e ,  and though in  fo rm u la t in g  j u d g ­

m e n ts  th e  so u l  o p e r a t e s  upon th e  d a ta  of s e n s e  no ju d g m e n t  is  e v e r  

s im p ly  a  m a t t e r  of s e n s a t io n  (and t h e r e f o r e  of p e rc e p t io n ) .  Now th o u g h  

t h e r e  a r e  g ro u n d s  f o r  th ink ing  th a t  th is  i s  P l a t o 1 s m e a n in g ,  ^ I th in k  i t  i s  

doubtfu l w h e th e r  th is  is  th e  m a in  po in t  he has  in m in d .  T he  d i s t in c t io n  

be tw een  s e n s a t io n  and  ju d g m e n t  i s  p r e s u m a b ly  j u s t  th a t  the  f o r m e r  i s  

not r e s p o n s ib l e  fo r  the  f o r m u la t io n  of s t a t e m e n t s , but m e r e l y ,  a s  i t  

w e r e ,  p ro v id e s  ( so m e  of) the  ra w  m a t e r i a l  fo r  s t a t e m e n t s ,  w h ich  i t  is  

th e n  th e  t a s k  of th e  sou l  to  c o n s t r u c t  by o p e ra t in g  w ithou t th e  a id  of any  

o rg a n .  If so , then ,  a l th o u g h  P l a to  does  a p p a r e n t ly  d isq u a l i fy  p e r c e p t io n  

f r o m  m a k in g  ju d g m e n ts ,  th is  i s  no t h is  m a in  c o n c e rn .

P la to  s e e m s  w il l in g  to  g r a n t  th a t  e l e m e n ta r y  p e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s - -  

r e p o r t s  of s e n s a t io n s  of h ea t ,  p a r t i c u l a r  c o lo r s ,  so u n d s ,  and  th e  l i k e - -  

a r e  c a r r i e d  out w ith o u t  c a l l in g  in to  p lay  any h ig h e r  facu l ty  of th e  so u l  

than  s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  i t s e l f :  and  though  the  r e p o r t  of th e  p r e s e n c e  of a 

c e r t a i n  c o lo r ,  sa y  r e d ,  in  o n e fs v i s u a l  f ie ld  n eed  not tak e  the  f o r m  of a 

s t a t e m e n t ,  I th in k  the  c o n t r a s t  P l a to  m e a n s  to  be in d ic a t in g  b e tw e e n  p e r ­

cep t io n  and though t i s  not fu n d a m e n ta l ly  a f fe c te d  if one th inks  of p e r c e p ­

tu a l  r e p o r t s  a s  m in im a l  ju d g m e n ts .  He ev iden tly  does  not th ink  th a t  in
*7

o r d e r  to  app ly  a  p e r c e p tu a l  p r e d i c a t e  l ik e  " r e d "  to  s o m e  e x p e r ie n c e
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one r e q u i r e s  to engage  the  facu lty  of thought w h ich  is  c a l le d  in to  p lay  

w hen  one m a k e s  ju d g m e n ts  of e x is te n c e ,  d i f f e re n c e ,  s im i l a r i t y ,  and 

the  l ik e .  In nam in g  a s e n s e - c o n te n t  " r e d ,  " o r  a s s e r t i n g  "I  s e e m  to be 

se e in g  so m e th in g  r e d , "  though the  one is  a s t a t e m e n t  and  the  o th e r  is 

not,  P la to  s e e m s  co n ten t  to r e f e r  m e r e l y  to s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n .  The 

c o n t r a s t in g  c a s e ,  w h e r e  r e a s o n in g  and c o m p a r i s o n  of th ings  w ith  one 

a n o th e r  (186a 10 -b  1, b 8 , c 2 -3 )  a r e  invoked , c l e a r ly  does  not en v isa g e  

th e  facu l ty  of though t be ing  b ro u g h t  in to  p lay  in  o r d e r  to la b e l  s e n s e -  

co n te n ts  r e d  o r  h a r d  o r  loud. T hus  though i t  s e e m s  ev iden t  tha t  in  

app ly ing  any c o n c e p t - - r e d  no l e s s  th an  e x is te n c e  - -  su c h  fa c u l t ie s  a s  

m e m o r y ,  c o m p a r i s o n ,  a s s o c ia t io n ,  e tc . , a r e  invo lved , the  m o s t  i m ­

p o r ta n t  th ing  to  n o t ic e  abou t P l a t o ' s  a r g u m e n t  is  th a t  he g ra n t s  to s e n s e  

p e r c e p t io n  i t s e l f  the  a b i l i ty  to r e g i s t e r  and la b e l  e l e m e n ta r y  s e n s e  c o n ­

te n ts  (i. e , s in g le  c o lo r s ,  s m e l l s ,  sounds ,  t a s t e s  and  s e n s a t io n s  of 

w a r m t h  and r e s i s t a n c e ) .  P l a t o fs c o n t r a s t  s e e m s  t h e r e f o r e  to be a 

c o n t r a s t  be tw een  m in im a l ly  and p u re ly  p e rc e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts ,  on the  

one hand , and  ju d g m e n ts  of a n o th e r  s o r t ,  on the  o th e r ,  r a t h e r  than  

be tw een  s e n s a t io n  and  ju d g m e n ts  in g e n e ra l .

W hat then  does  the  c o n t r a s t  be tw een  p e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s  and 

ju d g m e n ts  of e x is te n c e ,  d i f f e r e n c e ,  and the  r e s t  c o m e  to?  F u r t h e r  

e x p lan a t io n  is  b e s t  pu t off un ti l  we have ex am in ed  the  p a s s a g e  w h e re  

P la to  a r g u e s  th a t  th e s e  o th e r  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  not and  canno t be m e r e  

p e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s .  He has  a l r e a d y  o b ta ined  T h e a e t e tu s 1 a d m is s io n  

th a t  we not only n o t ic e  c o lo r s  and  t a s t e s  and the  l ik e  but a l s o  m a k e  

ju d g m e n ts  abou t the  e x is te n c e  of sounds  and c o lo r s .  He nex t  (185b 7-
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186c 5) a s k s  how th e s e  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  m a d e .  S ince  they  do not l i e  

w ith in  the  p ro v in c e  of any of the  s p e c ia l  s e n s e s ,  th ro u g h  w h a t  fa c u l ty ,  

if any, a r e  they  m a d e ?  His a n s w e r ,  b r ie f ly  put, is  th a t  t h e r e  is  no 

s e n s e  facu l ty  and  no s p e c ia l  o rg a n  th ro u g h  w hich  we p e r c e iv e  th a t  a 

th ing is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  i t s e l f ,  o r  th a t  i t  e x i s t s ,  e tc . , but th e s e  ju d g m e n ts  

a r e  m a d e  by the  sou l  i t s e l f  w ith o u t  th e  m e d ia t io n  of any s e n s e .  It is  

v e r y  im p o r t a n t ,  h o w e v e r ,  to s e e  c l e a r l y  th a t  th is  and only th is  is  w h a t  

P la to  is  say in g  in  th is  p a s s a g e .  C o m m e n ta to r s ,  as  I have  a l r e a d y  

r e m a r k e d ,  m a k e  i t  a p p e a r  th a t  he is  d i s c u s s in g  the  m o d e  of o u r  a c q u i ­

s i t io n  of th e  c o n c e p ts  of e x is te n c e ,  id e n t i ty ,  e tc .  , and  of o u r  know ledge  

of the  e n t i t i e s  E x i s t e n c e  and  Id en t i ty ,  but they  a r e  ab le  to do so only by 

t r a n s l a t i n g  th e s e  c o n c e r n s  in to  P la to*s  te x t ,  w h e r e  they  d e m o n s t r a b ly  

do not be long .

T he  p a s s a g e  opens  a t  185b 7 w ith  the  q u e s t io n ,  " T h ro u g h  w h a t  

do you th in k  a l l  t h e s e  Li- e. , th e  s o - c a l l e d  c o m m o n  a t t r ib u te s ]  abou t 

th e m  Lviz. , abou t sound  and  c o l o r ] ? "  As he goes on to exp la in ,  he h as  

in  m in d  th a t  if  you p e r c e iv e  th a t  s o m e th in g  is  r e d ,  o r  s w e e t - f l a v o r e d ,  

you p e r c e iv e  t h e s e  th ings  th ro u g h  the  m e d iu m  of a s e n s e  and  a s e n s e -  

o rg a n ;  and  he w an ts  to  know w h e th e r  one p e r c e iv e s  som eth ing*s  e x i s t ­

ence  o r  s e l f - id e n t i ty  o r  un ity  th ro u g h  any ana logous  o rg a n .  At c 7 -8 ,

hav ing  p r o f f e r e d  th is  e x p la n a t io n  of h is  q u e s t io n  he r e p e a t s  it:
.  / / >! \ 7  ̂ J ^

o rg a n s  do you a s s ig n  fo r  a l l  of th e s e ,  th ro u g h  w h ich  o u r  s e n s e - p e r c e p -  

to ry  p a r t  p e r c e iv e s  t h e m ? " )  Now it  i s  h e r e  th a t  c o m m e n ta to r s  beg in



to t r a n s l a t e  and c o m m e n t  a s  if w hat w e r e  in q u es t io n  w a s ,  nHow do we

b e c o m e  a cq u a in ted  w ith  the  e n t i t ie s  E x is te n c e ,  Iden ti ty ,  Unity, e t c . ? "

But it  is  ev iden t  tha t  the  q u e s t io n  in P l a t o fs tex t  m e r e l y  r e s t a t e s  the

q u e s t io n  a t  b 7 and th a t  t h e r e f o r e  nothing is  sa id  about our  beco m in g

a cq u a in te d  w ith  E x is te n c e ,  but r a t h e r  about ou r  p e rc e iv in g  o r  judging

abou t the  e x is te n c e  of a th ing  o r  qua li ty .  T h is  is o v e r lo o k ed  only b e -
\ ,

c a u s e  the  r e s t a t e m e n t  o m its  the  p h r a s e  (Xofoi V w h ich  w ould

m a k e  i t  c l e a r  th a t  i t  i s  not a q u e s t io n  of b ecom ing  a cq u a in ted  w ith  the
g

m e a n in g s  of th e s e  c o m m o n  t e r m s ,  but r a t h e r  one of p e rc e iv in g  o r  

judging  th a t  they  do o r  do not apply  to so m e th in g .

T h a t  the  * c l a u s e  is  to be u n d e rs to o d  w ith  the  r e s t a t e m e n t

a t  c 7-8  is  m a d e  c e r t a in  by T h e a e t e tu s 1 rep ly :  he adds  in his a n s w e r  

the  "TT^i ^ T w V  (d 1) w h ich  w as  only im p l ic i t  in the  q u es t io n .  But 

he then  goes on to  o m it  the  p h r a s e ,  in the  s a m e  id io m a t ic  way, l a t e r  in 

h is  r e p ly  w hen  he in  t u r n  r e f o r m u la t e s  the  q u es t io n :  £ 1 1  t ( v Q S

TTorcr T oo T̂ Y\

(d 3 -4 ) .  And h e r e  ag a in  t r a n s l a t o r s  o m it  the  p h r a s e  and  m i s ­

u n d e r s ta n d  T h e a e te tu s  to  be a sk in g  h im s e l f  w h e th e r  we b eco m e  a c ­

q u a in te d  w ith  E x is te n c e  and  the  r e s t ,  in  t h e m s e lv e s ,  th ro u g h  any ag ency  

of th e  body. C o rn fo rd  com pounds  th is  e r r o r  by m is c o n s t r u in g  in  

T h e a e te tu s 1 su b se q u e n t  a n s w e r  (d 7 - e  2 ) the  f o rc e  of the  p h r a s e  TTfĉ 1 

TT(XVT^v w h ich  T h e a e te tu s  ag a in  r e i m p o r t s .  T h e a e te tu s  s a y s ,  " T h e  

sou l  i t s e l f  th ro u g h  i t s e l f ,  a s  i t  a p p e a r s  to m e ,  e x a m in e s  fo r  e v e ry  ob ­

j e c t  Lwhether i t  p o s s e s s e s ]  th e s e  c o m m o n  a t t r i b u t e s "  *
<• ~  1 I. v / '  V f  /  '  'a.u~/v^s T<* KOiVt\  ^ \o i  <^oA\/e-Tai T T ^ t  T r tw r^ J v
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£ Tr i <r K o irC: T \/). But C o rn fo rd  ta k e s  the  t r ^ t  Tra V T ^ v  w i th
 \ /
» ft KO \Vt\ j  and t r a n s l a t e s  " th e  c o m m o n  t e r m s  th a t  ap p ly  to  e v e r y -

if \  ̂ ^th ing , p r e s u m a b ly  th ink ing  the  p h r a s e  a v a r i a t i o n  of -po TTa<ri
/

fcoi \^Ov above (c 4-5 ) ;  but even  if  th is  is  p o s s ib le  G re e k ,  w h ich
\  /  > _ _  ^

s e e m s  doubtful,  i t  i s  obvious th a t  7 1  TTavToJx/ 6 »» ‘<r k 0 t tg  vv i s

g r a m m a t i c a l l y  p a r a l l e l  to TT£(>i ft^TOiv/ O i a V o ^  in  th e  o r ig in a l  

s t a t e m e n t  of the  q u e s t io n  (b 7). ^ O th e r  t r a n s l a t o r s  (e. g. , D ie s )  t a k e  

th e  TTav r w v  w ith  the  v e r b ,  a s  by p o s i t io n  i t  w ould  m o s t  n a t u ­

r a l l y  be c o n s t ru e d ,  but they  have  not, I th ink , s e e n  th e  c o n s e q u e n c e  of 

so  doing. The c o n se q u e n c e ,  to  r e p e a t ,  is  th a t  T h e a e te tu s  s a y s  no th ing  

abou t how w e b e c o m e  a c q u a in te d  w i th  E x is te n c e  and  S a m e n e s s ,  bu t r a t h e r  

t e l l s  us th a t  ju d g m e n ts  of the  e x is te n c e  and id e n t i ty  of a s e n s e - q u a l i t y  

a r e  no t m a d e  by the  ag ency  of any s e n s e  but by th e  so u l  w ith o u t  th e  a id  

of any o rg an .

Having r e a c h e d  th is  c o n c lu s io n  P la to  p a u s e s  to c o n s o l id a te  h is  

p o s i t io n  by runn ing  th ro u g h  th e  l i s t  of < 0  w/d and  ob ta in ing  T h e a e t e t u s 1 

a g r e e m e n t  th a t  the  sou l  by i t s e l f  m a k e s  ju d g m e n ts  ap p ly ing  e a c h  of 

th e s e  to  the  o b jec ts  of the  s e n s e s .  H e r e  a g a in  t r a n s l a t o r s  c o n fu se  the  

i s s u e  by tak ing  P la to  to  be d i s c u s s in g  how w e a r r i v e  a t  o u r  a c q u a in ta n c e  

w i th  th e s e  co m m o n  e n t i t i e s ;  and  a g a in  t h e r e  a r e  v e r y  c l e a r  s ig n s  th a t  

no th ing  of the  s o r t  is  in  q u e s t io n .  ^  T hus  w hen  S o c r a t e s  in q u i r e s  

w h e th e r  ov k c u  a v T ^ o v  kcu k ^ k o v '  a r e

a m o n g  the  K o i v d  ab o u t  w h ic h  th e  so u l  ju d g es  a l l  by i t s e l f ,  T h e a e te tu s  

r e p l i e s  in  th e  a f f i r m a t iv e  (186a 9 -b  1). But he goes on to  add  th a t  w hen  

the  so u l  ju d g es  abou t th e s e  th in g s  i t  c a lc u la te s  w ith in  i t s e l f  p a s t  a n d
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p r e s e n t  even ts  and th ings  a g a in s t  f u tu r e  o n es .  Now th is  is  a p r e t t y  

good b r i e f  acco u n t  of how one ju d g e s  w h e th e r  a p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n  o r  

a c t io n  o r  s i tu a t io n  is  good o r  bad o r  h o n o ra b le  o r  d i s g ra c e fu l :  one 

does have  to w eigh  p a s t  e x p e r ie n c e  and  p r e s e n t  c i r c u m s ta n c e s  in o r d e r  

to get a r e a s o n a b le  ju d g m e n t  a s  to  a p e r s o n ' s  f u tu re  b eh a v io r  o r  th e  

c o n se q u e n c e s  of an  a c t io n  and  so  on. But i t  is  s u r e ly  p r e c i s e ly  the  

w ro n g  s o r t  of th ing  to  do in o r d e r  to b e c o m e  a c q u a in te d  w ith  the  e x i s t ­

en ce  and  n a tu r e  of a P la to n ic  F o r m .  C o n s id e ra t io n  of ph en o m en a  and  

p h e n o m e n a l  even ts  is  n o to r io u s ly  the  m a in  o b s ta c le  to b e co m in g  a c ­

q u a in te d  w ith  th e s e .  I t  s e e m s  c l e a r ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  th a t  S o c r a te s  and T h e ­

a e te tu s  a r e  not d i s c u s s in g  the  q u e s t io n  how w e a r r i v e  a t  o u r  know ledge 

of the  F o r m s  H o n o ra b le n e s s ,  D is g r a c e f u ln e s s ,  and  the  l ike ;  they  a r e ,  

r a t h e r ,  in q u ir in g  how one goes abou t m a k in g  p a r t i c u l a r  ju d g m e n ts  abou t 

the goodness  o r  b a d n e s s ,  e tc . , of p a r t i c u l a r  th in g s .

T h a t  th is  is so i s  p ro v e d  by S o c r a t e s 1 f in a l  r e m a r k  in  the  d i s c u s ­

s ion  of the  k o i  v a  \ t h e r e  (186b 1 1 -c  5) he c o n t r a s t s  s im p le  p e r c e p tu a l  

ju d g m e n ts ,  w h ich  a c c o rd in g  to h im  any  one can  m a k e  f r o m  b i r th  on, 

w ith  re a s o n in g s  abou t the  o o n V  and  £ i * of th e s e  s e n s e - q u a l -

i t i e s .  The a b i l i ty  to  engage  in the  l a t t e r  a c t iv i ty  is  only a c q u i r e d  l a t e r  

and  w ith  d iff icu lty .  A gain  i t  is  only  too c l e a r  th a t  a c q u a in ta n c e  w ith  

th o u g h t - e n t i t i e s  is  not the  po in t a t  i s s u e .  The  c o n t r a s t  is  b e tw een  two 

s o r t s  of ju d g m e n ts  abou t s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  (and o th e r  s e n s e  o b je c ts ) ,  and  

not one s o r t  of ju d g m e n t  abou t s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  and  a n o th e r  s o r t  abou t 

so m e th in g  e ls e .  ^

W hat ex ac t ly  a r e  th e  two s o r t s  of ju d g m e n t  r e f e r r e d  to?  The
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p e r c e p tu a l  s id e  is  p e r h a p s  c l e a r  enough, but w h a t  does P la to  m e a n  by 

ju d g m e n ts  w h e r e  o ivaAo^ Tft a r e  invo lv ed ?  I th ink  the  c o n t r a s t

he has  in  m in d  is th a t  b e tw e e n  su b je c t iv e  r e p o r t s  of p u re ly  p r iv a t e  

e x p e r ie n c e s  and  o b je c t iv e ly  g ro u n d ed  a s s e r t i o n s  abou t the  e x i s t e n c e ,  

p ro b a b le  e f fe c ts ,  m o r a l  and  e s th e t ic  p r o p e r t i e s ,  and th e  l ik e ,  of th e  

q u a l i t i e s  p e r c e iv e d .  A ll  of th e s e  a r e  q u e s t io n s  w h e r e  not m e r e l y  the  

s u b je c t ' s  p r iv a t e  e x p e r ie n c e  is  in  q u e s t io n :  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  and  o p in ­

ions of o th e r s  a r e  a l s o  r e l e v a n t  to the  t r u th  of w h a t  is  a s s e r t e d .  T h a t  

th is  i s  the  c o n t r a s t  is  show n, I th ink , by the  ev id en t  r e f e r e n c e ^  in  

T h e a e t e t u s 1 r e p ly  a t  186a 9 -b  1 to the  r e fu ta t io n  of P r o t a g o r a s ,  and  in 

the  u s e  to  w h ic h  S o c r a t e s  pu ts  T h e a e t e tu s 1 r e m a r k .  We have  a l r e a d y  

se e n  how P r o t a g b r a s 1 c l a im  th a t  w h a te v e r  any  one th inks  is  t r u e  w a s  

re fu te d :  w h e n e v e r  w h a t  a m a n  th inks  in v o lv es  p re d ic t io n  o b je c t iv e  

s t a n d a r d s  a r e  in t r o d u c e d  w h ich  a r e  in c o m p a t ib le  w ith  the c la im  of u n i ­

v e r s a l  t r u t h  (178a-179b) .  H e r e  T h e a e te tu s  a n s w e r s  S o c r a t e s 1 q u e s t io n  

abou t how one ju d g e s  a b o u t  the  h o n o ra b le n e s s  o r  g o o d n ess  of so m e th in g  

by a g a in  a p p e a l in g  to  th e  f a c t  th a t  p r e d ic t io n ,  w h ich  is  in vo lved  h e r e ,  

r e q u i r e s  r e f l e c t io n  ab ou t w h a t  w i l l  in  fa c t  t u r n  out to be th e  c a s e ;  the  

soul*s a c t iv i ty  of r e f l e c t io n  by i t s e l f  and  w ith o u t  the  a id  of s e n s e  f a c u l ­

t i e s  i s  t h e r e f o r e  c o n n e c te d  in  th is  c a s e  w ith  o b je c t iv e  s t a n d a r d s  by 

r e f e r e n c e  to  w h ich  th e  ju d g m e n ts  i t  d e l i v e r s  a r e  to be a s s e s s e d .  S o c ­

r a t e s  t a k e s  up th is  p o in t  and  l in k s  t o g e th e r  ju d g m e n ts  of e x i s t e n c e  and  

u s e f u ln e s s ,  in  bo th  of w h ich  the  sou l  d e l iv e r s  ju d g m e n ts  in d ep e n d e n t ly  

of s e n s e  f a c u l t i e s  a n d  m a k e s  a s s e r t i o n s  invo lv ing  a r e f e r e n c e  to  o b j e c ­

t iv e  co n d i t io n s .  To p e r c e iv e  the  h a r d n e s s  of so m e th in g  h a rd ,  he s a y s ,
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invo lves  no m o r e  th a n  p e rc e p t io n ,  and is  t h e r e f o r e  m e r e ly  a s u b je c t iv e  

r e p o r t .  But to ju d g e  th a t  the  h a r d n e s s  e x i s t s , th a t  t h e r e  r e a l ly  is  

so m e th in g  h a rd  to  be p e r c e iv e d ,  r e q u i r e s  though t b e c a u s e  i t  r e q u i r e s  

p r e d ic t io n  and r e f e r e n c e  to the  b e h a v io r  of so m e th in g  in  an  ob jec t iv e  

w o r ld .  L ik e w ise  i t  is  an  o b je c t iv e  fac t ,  and  not a m a t t e r  of any one’ s 

i m p r e s s i o n s ,  th a t  h a r d  and  so f t  a r e  c o n t r a r i e s ,  o r  th a t  the  h a rd n e s s  

you p e r c e iv e  is  th e  c o n t r a r y  of the  s o f tn e s s  you  p e r c e iv e .  And so , in  

g e n e ra l ,  r e a s o n in g s  of the  sou l w ith  r e s p e c t  to o o C ia  and 

(186c 2 - 5 ) go beyond  s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  and invo lve  a r e f e r e n c e  to o b je c ­

t ive  c o n d i t io n s ,  and  th is  is  why e x p e r ie n c e  and  ed u ca tion  a r e  r e q u i r e d  

b e fo re  the  ab i l i ty  to  engage  in  th e m  is a c q u i r e d .

In sum , th en ,  P l a to  i s  a rg u in g  th a t  i t  is only in r e p o r t s  of the 

p r e s e n c e  of the  e l e m e n ta r y  s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  in o n e 's  p r iv a te  e x p e r ie n c e  

th a t  the  sou l  fun c t io n s  w ith  the  a id  of the s e n s e s  w ithou t any h ig h e r  

facu lty ;  and only h e r e  is  t r u e  su b je c t iv i ty  to be found. As soon as  one 

goes beyond th i s ,  and  in t r o d u c e s  co n cep ts  l ik e  go o d n ess ,  id en ti ty ,  d i f ­

f e r e n c e ,  and n u m b e r ,  o th e r  p o w e rs  of the  sou l  a r e  b ro u g h t  in, and 

w ith  th e m  c o m e s  r e a s o n in g  invo lv ing  a r e f e r e n c e  to o b jec t iv e  fa c t s ,  

s t a n d a r d s ,  and co n d i t io n s .  F o r e m o s t  a m o n g  the  co n cep ts  w h ich  the  

sou l  ap p l ie s  by th ink ing ,  and  not m e r e l y  by p e rc e iv in g ,  is  e x is te n c e ,  

and in  the  f in a l  s t a g e  of the  a r g u m e n t  re fu t in g  the  c la im  of s e n s e  p e r ­

c ep t io n  to be know ledge  th is  fa c t  is  c r u c i a l .  A s I r e m a r k e d  above,

P la to  a r g u e s  th a t  not only is  s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  not the  w hole  of know l­

edge, it  i s  not in  any  c a s e  know ledge  a t  a l l .

He a r g u e s  th is  (186c 7 - e  12) by r e a f f i r m in g  th a t  knowledge m u s t
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> /
have  oO<ri^ and  t r u th  a s  i t s  con ten t ,  and showing, on th e  b a s i s  of h is  

fo re g o in g  a n a ly s i s  of ju d g m e n ts  involv ing  th a t  s e n s e  p e r c e p ­

tion  does  not have  th e s e  f o r  i t s  con ten t .  To u n d e rs ta n d  h is  m e a n in g  a l l  

w e  n eed  do is  a t te n d  c a r e f u l ly  to  the  a n a ly s i s  j u s t  p ro d u c e d  of ju d g m e n ts  

of e x is te n c e .  W hen he s a y s  th a t  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n  p e r  s e  i s  unab le  to 

a r r i v e  a t  he  j u s t  m e a n s  th a t  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n ,  be ing  the  p u r e ly

p r iv a t e  r e c o r d in g  of p r iv a t e  and  f le e t in g  s e n s e - c o n te n t s ,  does  not ju d g e  

o r  a s s u m e  an y th ing  ab o u t  the  e x is te n c e  in  an  o b jec t iv e  w o r ld  of any of 

the  th in g s  i t  p e r c e i v e s .  By r e s t r i c t i n g  i t s e l f  to  ju d g m e n ts  of the  a p ­

p e a r a n c e s  a c tu a l ly  p r e s e n t  to  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t  d e c l a r e s  i t s e l f  i n c o m p e ­

te n t  to d e c id e  any  q u e s t io n  to  w h ic h  any one e l s e l s e x p e r ie n c e s  o r  o p in ­

ions have  any r e l e v a n c e .  But by so  doing it  n e c e s s a r i l y  fa i l s  to  m a k e  

any o b je c t iv e ly  v a l id  ju d g m e n ts .  K now ledge, h o w ev e r ,  is  a lw ay s  of 

w h a t  i£  the  c a s e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of who d i s c o v e r s  or  th inks  th a t  it i s  the  

c a s e .  T h e r e f o r e  p u r e ly  p r i v a t e  s e n s e  r e p o r t s ,  h o w e v e r  i r r e f u t a b l e ,  

do not c o n s t i tu te  know ledge  a t  a l l .

I t  is  i n t e r e s t i n g  to n o t ic e  th a t  P la to  sa y s  not only th a t  s e n s e  

r e p o r t s  fa i l  to  a t t a in  to oo<r / a  but even th a t  they  fa i l  to  a t t a in  to 

t r u th .  He does  not ex p la in  th i s  r e m a r k ,  but it  i s  p e r h a p s  not i m p o s s i ­

b le ,  in  l ig h t  of th e  a r g u m e n t  a s  I have  c o n s t ru e d  i t  so  f a r ,  to v e n tu r e  an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of h is  m e a n in g .  In a s m u c h  a s  he a s s o c i a t e s  t r u t h  and
j  /

0 0 <TI^( say in g  (186c 7) th a t  t h e r e  can  only b e  t r u th  w h e r e  t h e r e  i s

o u f  iV y it s e e m s  r e a s o n a b le  to  co n c lu d e  th a t  he is  r e s t r i c t i n g  the  

c o n cep t  of t r u th  to  a s s e r t i o n s  of o b je c t iv e  fac t .  He does  not m e a n  th a t  

a l l  p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  f a l s e ,  but r a t h e r  th a t  they  a r e  h a rd ly
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e i th e r  t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  s in c e  they  do not m a k e  any o b jec t iv e  a s s e r t i o n s .

S ince  e le m e n ta ry  s e n s e  r e p o r t s  canno t be w ro n g ,  i t  is  not c o r r e c t  to

say  th a t  they  a r e  a lw a y s  r ig h t ,  e i th e r .  Nothing can  be t r u e  w h ich

m ig h t  not a l s o  have  been  fa l s e .
13I s a id  above th a t  the  fac t  th a t  P la to  d en ie s  h e r e  th a t  in p e r ­

cep t io n  one can  “ g r a s p  t r u th "  is  s o m e  g round  fo r  tak ing  his  d i s t in c t io n  

b e tw een  p e rc e iv in g ,  on the  one hand, and re a s o n in g ,  c o m p a r in g ,  and 

th ink ing , on the  o th e r  hand, a s  a c o n t r a s t  be tw een  s e n s in g  and  judging . 

To be  s e n s ib ly  a f fe c ted  is not to a s s e r t  any th ing , hence  not to a t ta in  

the  l e v e l  of t r u th  and  fa lse h o o d  a t  a l l ;  t r u th  and fa lseh o o d  r e s i d e  in  the  

r e a s o n in g s  we do on the  b a s i s  of ou r  s e n s a t io n s .  This  w ould  im ply  th a t  

the  ju d g m e n t  th a t  so m e th in g  a p p e a r s  to  m e  now g re e n  in vo lves  r e a s o n ­

ing (c o m p a r in g  th is  s e n s o r y  im p r e s s i o n  w ith  o th e r s ,  fo r  exam ple ) ,  and 

I have  a l r e a d y  in d ic a te d  th a t  the  s o r t  of r e a s o n in g  to w hich  P la to  a p p e a ls  

a s  c o n t r a s t  to s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  s e e m s  to involve  m o r e  than  the  m in im u m  

re q u i r e d  fo r  judging . F o r  th is  r e a s o n  I have  not in te r p r e t e d  h is  a r g u ­

m e n t  a s  a im e d  p r i m a r i l y  a t  u s in g  the s e n s in g - ju d g in g  d is t in c t io n  to 

r e fu te  the  c la im  of p e rc e p t io n  to be know ledge. Now tha t  I have gone 

th ro u g h  P la to*s a r g u m e n t  a s  a w hole  th is  d e c is io n  can  be defended  by 

a p p e a l  to  a f u r t h e r  c o n s id e ra t io n .

If P la to*s r e je c t io n  of the  c la im  of p e r c e p t io n  to be know ledge 

w e r e  b a se d  on the  d is t in c t io n  be tw een  se n s in g  and judging  his a rg u m e n t  

would ru n  a s  fo llow s: P e r c e p t io n  canno t be know ledge b e c a u s e ,  p r o p ­

e r ly  c o n s t ru e d  and is o la te d  f ro m  f a c to r s  of the sou l  w h ich  a r e  not p a r t  

of p e rc e p t io n  i t s e l f ,  p e rc e iv in g  is  j u s t  the  having  of s e n s e - i m p r e s s i o n s ,
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and having  s e n s e - i m p r e s s i o n s  is  not even th ink ing  any th ing , m u c h  l e s s  

knowing any th ing . But h e r e  w e m u s t  a s k  o u r s e lv e s  w ha t h is  opponen t,  

h is  kn u ck le s  thus ra p p e d ,  w ould  be a b le  to r e p ly .  E v id en t ly  any one 

who c la im e d  th a t  p e rc e iv in g  w as  knowing w ould have in m in d ,  a s  T h e ­

a e te tu s  c l e a r l y  did (152b-c) ,  th a t  w h a t  a p p e a r s  to so m e  one in  p e r c e p ­

t ion  is t r u e  and  is  known by h im  to be t r u e :  in s h o r t ,  su ch  a t h e o r y  

ho lds  th a t  su c h  u t t e r a n c e s  a s  " I t  a p p e a r s  to  m e  now th a t  so m e th in g  

g r e e n  is  b e fo re  m e "  a r e  t r u e  if s i n c e r e ,  and  e x p r e s s  know ledge . But 

P l a t o ' s  re fu ta t io n ,  c o n s t r u e d  a s  im p o r t in g  the  s e n s in g - ju d g in g  d i s t i n c ­

t ion , not only does  not show th is  to  be f a l s e ,  but if any th ing  im p l ie s  

th a t  he w ould  a c c e p t  i t :  th e  e x a m p le  j u s t  c i te d  is  a c a s e  of ju d g m e n t ,  

and  i t  is  in  ju d g m e n t  by c o n t r a s t  to  s e n s a t io n  th a t  know ledge is  to  be 

found. A ll  h is  a r g u m e n t  show s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  is  th a t  any one who w is h e s  

to  m a in ta in  the  s u b s ta n c e  of the  t r a d i t i o n a l  c la im  th a t  p e r c e p t io n  is  

know ledge  w il l  have to a l t e r  his w ay  of sp eak in g  and  hold th a t  p e r c e p ­

tua l  ju d g m e n ts  e x p r e s s  know ledge. And th is  s e e m s  not a v e r y  happy 

c o n c lu s io n  to  le a v e  P l a to  w ith .

By c o n t r a s t ,  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  I have  adop ted ,  in  ad d i t io n  to 

g ra n t in g  to p e r c e p t io n  the  u s e  of the  p e r c e p tu a l  co n c e p ts  w h ich  P la to  

ev iden tly  a l low s  it ,  p ro v id e s  a s t r o n g e r  re fu ta t io n  of p e r c e p t i o n 's  

c la im  to be know ledge. F o r  on m y  view  i t  is p r e c i s e l y  the  m in im a l  

p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  r e c o r d in g  c o lo r s ,  t a s t e s ,  so u n d s ,  e tc .  , a s  o b ­

j e c t s  of im m e d ia te  p e r c e p t io n  w h ic h  a r e  den ied  to  be e x p r e s s in g  k n o w l­

edge. A r e p o r t  of im m e d ia t e  e x p e r ie n c e  does  no t  e x p r e s s  know ledge  

b e c a u s e  i t  s ay s  nothing ab o u t  any o b je c t iv e  fa c t s  and has  no im p l ic a t io n s
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c o n c e rn in g  w h a t  is  happen ing ,  o r  w il l  happen , o r  is  the  c a s e  in  the

w o r ld  a t  l a r g e .  As P la to  pu ts  i t  (186d 2 -5 )  in su m m in g  up the  r e s u l t s

of h is  a rg u m e n t  a g a in s t  s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n :  " T h e r e f o r e  know ledge is no t

to be found in s e n s o r y  e x p e r i e n c e s ,  but in  r e a s o n in g  abou t th em ; fo r ,

a s  it s e e m s ,  in  the l a t t e r  i t  is  p o s s ib le  to g r a s p  e x is te n c e  and t ru th ,
14but in  the  f o r m e r  th is  is  i m p o s s i b l e . "  We have now s e e n  th a t  the  

r e f e r e n c e  to e x is te n c e  and  t r u t h  is  not, as  C o rn fo rd  thought i t  w a s ,  an  

oblique  in d ica t io n  th a t  know ledge  r e q u i r e s  to  be abou t unchang ing ly  r e a l  

o b je c ts ,  the  F o r m s ;  if m y  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  c o r r e c t ,  the  r e f e r e n c e  is

15r a t h e r  to o b jec t iv i ty ,  w ithou t  p r e ju d ic e  to the kind of th ing  w h ich  has  it.

But if th is  is  so , w h a t  a r e  we to m a k e  of the  p a s s a g e  f ro m  the  

R epublic  (522e l -5 2 4 d )  so  of ten  c i te d  a s  p a r a l l e l  to th is  a r g u m e n t  of the  

T h e a e t e t u s ? S u re ly  the  r e s e m b l a n c e s  b e tw een  the  two show th a t  I have  

been  m is i n t e r p r e t i n g  the  T h e a e te tu s  p a s s a g e ?  To th is  I sh a l l  not have  

m u ch  to say ; d e ta i le d  c o m p a r i s o n  of the two p a s s a g e s ,  now th a t  I have 

exp la ined  w ha t  I ta k e  to  be the  t r u e  m ean in g  of the  a r g u m e n t  f r o m  the  

T h e a e t e t u s , can  be le f t  to any one in t e r e s t e d  in p u rs u in g  the q u es t io n .

A few r e m a r k s  m a y ,  h o w e v e r ,  s e r v e  to in d ic a te  w hat any one who u n d e r ­

tak es  the ta s k  w il l  find .

The f i r s t  th ing  to n o t ic e  abou t the Republic  p a s s a g e  is th a t  i t  

knows nothing of the s t r i c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  a c c o rd in g  

to  w hich , a s  we saw  the  T h e a e te tu s  ho lds ,  only s im p le  s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  

a r e  ob jec ts  of s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n .  The  R epublic  sp e a k s  in d i s c r im in a te ly  

of s e n s e  p e rc e p t io n  of a f in g e r  (523c 11 ff. ); of p e rc e p t io n  th a t  the  

s a m e  th ing is  both h a r d  and so f t  (524a 3), w h ich  s e e m s  to involve  a
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ju d g m e n t  of iden ti ty  and  so  is  not a p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n t  a t  a l l  in  the  

T h e a e t e tu s 1 u se  of th is  t e r m ;  of p e r c e p t io n  of s o m e th in g  a s  a un it  

(524d 9 - e  6), w h ich  a p p e a r s  to b r e a k  the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 c an o n  th a t  ju d g ­

m e n ts  of n u m b e r  a r e  a l t o g e th e r  beyond th e  s c o p e  of s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  

even to  a t t e m p t .  In fa c t ,  the  R epub lic  e n v is a g e s  (523a 10 -b  4) s e n s e  

p e r c e p t io n  a s  m a k in g  a p r a c t i c a l l y  u n l im i te d  r a n g e  of ju d g m e n ts ;  the  

d i s t in c t io n  i t  d ra w s  (523b 9 -c  4) is  b e tw een  th o s e  ju d g m e n ts  b a s e d  on 

p e r c e p t io n  w h ich  a r e  c l e a r  and s a t i s f a c to r y  and  th o s e  w h ic h  a r e  not 

c l e a r  but r a t h e r  co n fu sed  and  even  c o n t r a d ic to r y .  But the  T h e a e te tu s  

s a y s  no th ing  abou t the  s e n s e s  a t te m p t in g  to  m a k e  ju d g m e n ts  of e x i s t ­

ence  o r  id en t i ty  o r  n u m b e r  o r  u s e f u ln e s s ,  but n e c e s s a r i l y  fa i l in g ;  i t s  

p o in t  i s  not th a t  su ch  ju d g m e n ts ,  w hen  the  s e n s e s  m a k e  th e m ,  a r e  not 

t r u s tw o r th y ,  w h e r e a s  w hen  m a d e  by v o ^ c r i 5 and  a p p l ie d  to the  r ig h t  

k ind of o b je c ts  n u m e r i c a l  ju d g m e n ts ,  fo r  e x a m p le ,  a r e  c l e a r  and  even 

n e c e s s a r i l y  t r u e  (cf. 524e 6 -5 2 5 a  2).

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  the  T h e a e te tu s  p o s i t iv e ly  a t t r i b u t e s  to th e  sou l  in  

s e n s e  p e r c e p t io n  the  ab i l i ty  to  ju d g e  w ith o u t  r e c o u r s e  so  long a s  i t  l i m ­

i ts  i t s e l f  to  r e p o r t s  of i ts  p r o p e r  o b je c ts ;  but in  the  R e p u b l ic 1 s d i f f e r ­

ent s c h e m e  the  c o n t r a s t  be ing  p u r s u e d  d o es  no t a l low  to  p e r c e p t io n  

even  th i s .  F o r  am ong  the  p e r c e p tu a l  ju d g m e n ts  w h ich  in  th e  R ep u b lic

/ \ iP l a to  s a y s  c a l l  in to  p lay  a r e  th e  p e r c e p t io n  of To ov

and  th a t  of t o  (524a 8 ). T h e s e  p e r c e p t io n s ,  he m a in t a in s ,

a lw a y s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  to g e th e r  w i th  p e r c e p t io n s  of t h e i r  o p p o s i te s ;  in  

s e n s e - r e p o r t s  each  of a p a i r  of o p p o s i te s  c o m e s  <r\j^ v o V

(524c 3 -4 )  w i th  the  o th e r ,  and  th i s  m e a n s  th a t  the  s e n s e s  a r e  in c a p a b le
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of judging  ad e q u a te ly  of l ig h tn e s s  and  h e a v in e s s  and h a r d n e s s  and  s o f t ­

n e s s .  They s t r i c t l y  do not know w hat they  a r e  say ing  (524a 6 - 8 ) when 

they say  " H a r d n e s s  a p p e a r s  h e r e  n o w ."  If one w an ts  to know w hat 

h a r d n e s s  is  one w il l  have  to abandon  s e n s e - r e p o r t s  a l to g e th e r  and a t ­

te m p t  to s e p a r a t e  h a r d n e s s  f r o m  i ts  o p p o s i te ,  and d i s c o v e r  s o m e  i n t e l ­

l ig ib le  o b jec t  w h ich  ca n  s e r v e  a s  an  in s ta n c e  of h a rd n e s s  w hich  is not 

in  any r e s p e c t  e v e r  a l s o  so f t .  But, a s  a g a in s t  th is ,  the T h e a e te tu s  

(184e 4 - 6) happily  a l lo w s  the  s e n s e s  to r e p o r t  h a rd  th ings  and l ig h t  

th in g s ,  w ithou t  any h in t th a t  they  convey  nothing t r u s tw o r th y  in th is  

r e g a r d .  The T h e a e t e t u s ' c o n t r a s t  is  not d raw n  be tw een  t r u s tw o r th y  and 

u n t ru s tw o r th y  s e n s e  r e p o r t s ,  but be tw een  s e n s e  r e p o r t s ,  s t r i c t l y  c o n ­

ce iv ed ,  on the  one hand , and ju d g m e n ts  p a s s e d  by a l to g e th e r  a d i f fe re n t  

facu lty ,  on the  o th e r  hand.

T h e s e  few r e m a r k s  shou ld  be su f f ic ien t  to d i s s o c ia te  the  a r g u ­

m e n t  6f the  Republic  f r o m  th a t  of the  T h e a e t e t u s . The T h e a e te tu s 1 a r ­

g um en t is c e r t a in ly  no p a le  r e h a s h  of a rg u m e n ts  to be found in the  

R e p u b l ic . I t  m a r k s ,  in  fa c t ,  if  m y  c o n s t ru c t io n  is  c o r r e c t ,  the  e a r l i e s t  

e x p r e s s io n  of the  f a r  m o r e  im p o r t a n t  and f a r  m o r e  in te r e s t in g  po in t  th a t  

know ledge is  e s s e n t i a l ly  bound up w ith  o b je c t iv i ty .  P e r c e p tu a l  r e p o r t s  

m ay  be in fa l l ib le  but they  do not c o n s t i tu te  know ledge b e c a u se  they say 

nothing th a t  a p p e a l  to  th e  fa c t s  ab o u t  any th ing  in the  c o m m o n  w o r ld  

could  have any ten d en cy  to show to be f a l s e .  T h is  c o n c lu s io n ,  though 

not of c o u r s e  the  a r g u m e n t s  a d d u c e d  to p ro v e  it, b e a r s  a c e r t a in  o b v i­

ous s i m i l a r i t y  to  K a n t 's  and  W i t tg e n s te in 's  v iew s about su b je c t iv i ty  and 

know ledge , and  th is  a ff in i ty  s e e m s  to  m e  a f a r  m o r e  i n t e r e s t in g  ou tco m e
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of the  f in a l  a r g u m e n t  of the  f i r s t  p a r t  of the  T h e a e te tu s  th an  the  o r t h o ­

dox a t t e m p t  to m a k e  the  T h e a e te tu s  m e r e l y  r e p e a t  th ings s a id  a l r e a d y  

in the  R e p u b l i c .

140



C H A P T E R  V

F A L S E  B E L IE F

A. In t ro d u c t io n

In the c o u r s e  of h is  r e fu ta t io n  of T h e a e te tu s 1 f i r s t  a t t e m p t  a t  a 

def in i t io n  of know ledge , S o c r a te s  r e a c h e s  th e  co n c lu s io n  th a t  know ledge 

m u s t  r e s i d e  not in  m e r e  p e r c e p tu a l  a w a r e n e s s - - m e r e  TTCX ^

but in  the  r e a s o n in g  w e do on the  b a s i s  of o u r  e x p e r ie n c e  (186d 2 -5 ) .

A s I a rg u e d  above th is  in  fa c t  s u g g e s ts  an  a c c o u n t  of e m p i r i c a l  kn o w l­

edge w h ich  ta k e s  P la to  f a r  beyond the  old o v e r - s i m p l e  d ich o to m y , 

found in the R e p u b l ic , be tw een  know ledge c o n c e rn e d  w ith  the F o r m s  and  

(m e re )  b e l ie f  about e m p i r i c a l  m a t t e r s .  In the  se q u e l ,  h o w ev e r ,  we find 

P la to  d isap p o in t in g ly  not p u r s u in g  th is  su g g es t io n ;  in s te a d  T h e a e te tu s  

ta k e s  up a h in t p r e p a r e d  fo r  h im  by S o c r a te s  and p ro p o s e s  a s  a new 

def in i t io n  th a t  know ledge is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  t r u e  r e a s o n in g  o r  t r u e  b e l ie f  

(<k X*\ & T h is  def in i t io n  is  h a rd ly  m o r e  p r o m is in g  th an  the

one ju s t  d is p o s e d  of, and  in  f a c t  w hen S o c r a te s  a t  len g th  (201a-c )  u n d e r ­

ta k e s  to t e s t  i ts  a d eq u acy ,  he is  ab le  to r e fu te  it  w ith  a s  m u c h  e a s e  a s  

one would  expect:  o bv ious ly  s o m e  t r u e  ju d g m e n ts  a r e  m a d e  by luck  o r  

by g u e s s in g  o r  in so m e  o th e r  way fa i l  to d isp la y  know ledge of the  m a t ­

t e r s  a t  hand.

It  is  obv ious,  h o w e v e r - - a s  o u r  e x p e r ie n c e  in  the  f i r s t  p a r t  of 

the  d ia logue  has  a l r e a d y  f o re w a rn e d  u s - - t h a t  P l a t o 1 s i n t e r e s t s  in the  

T h e a e te tu s  a r e  h a rd ly  r e s t r i c t e d  to  the  c o n s id e r a t io n  and  r e je c t io n  of



v a r io u s  de f in i t io n s  of know led g e .  In  the  f i r s t  p a r t ,  in  f a c t ,  the  d e f in i ­

t ion  of know ledge a s  p e r c e p t io n  w as  only faced  a t  184-186 , w h e r e  i t  

w a s  o v e r tu r n e d  w ith  r e l a t i v e  e a s e :  the  o th e r  th i r ty  S tephanus  p a g e s  

w e r e  tak en  up w ith  the  f a r  m o r e  im p o r t a n t  t a s k s  of expounding and  r e ­

fu ting  the  P r o t a g o r e a n  th e o r y  of t r u th  and  the  H e r a c l e i t e a n  th e o r y  of 

r e a l i ty .  So h e r e  T h e a e te tu s  h as  h a rd ly  o f fe re d  h is  new d e f in i t io n  of 

know ledge b e fo re  S o c r a t e s  i n t r o d u c e s  (187c 7) a d i f f e re n t ,  though  no 

doubt r e l a t e d ,  q u e s t io n  f o r  d i s c u s s io n :  how is  f a l s e  b e l ie f  p o s s ib le ?  

W ith  the  ex cep t io n  of th e  v e r y  b r i e f  a r g u m e n t  a l r e a d y  a l lu d e d  to 

(2 0 1 a - c ) ,  th e  s e c o n d  p a r t  of the  d ia lo g u e  is  w holly  c o n c e rn e d  w i th  th is  

q u e s t io n  abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f .

The q u e s t io n  how f a l s e  b e l ie f  is  p o s s ib le  is  one w h ich  p la y s  a 

p r o m in e n t  p a r t  in  t h r e e  o th e r  d ia lo g u e s  of P la to :  E u th y d e m u s , C r a t y ­

lu s  , and  S o p h is t . A s I s h a l l  t r y  to  show, the  a rg u m e n ts  of the  T h e a e ­

te tu s  abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f  a r e  to  be  u n d e rs to o d  in  th e  c l o s e s t  p o s s ib le  

c o n n ec t io n  w ith  the  r e m a r k s  an d  th e o r i e s  abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f  in  th o s e  

o th e r  d ia lo g u e s .  In e f fec t ,  th e  T h e a e te tu s  show s th a t  on the  th e o ry  of 

m e a n in g  w h ich  d o m in a te s  the  d i s c u s s io n s  of the  E u th y d em u s  and  C r a t y ­

l u s , and  w h ic h  is  o th e r w is e  c e r t a in ly  not a w holly  u n n a tu ra l  th e o ry ,  

t h e r e  r e a l ly  canno t be  any b e l ie f s  th a t  a r e  not t r u e .  In the  t h i r d  p a r t  

of th e  T h e a e t e tu s , in  th e  g u ise  of a d r e a m ,  S o c r a te s  p ro d u c e s  (201 e -  

202b) a th e o ry  of log o s  (acco u n t ,  exp lana tion)  w h ich  s e e m s  to c o n ta in  

a l s o  a  p r e t t y  e x p l ic i t  v e r s i o n  of the  th e o ry  of m e a n in g  u n d e r ly in g  t h e s e  

d i s c u s s io n s ,  and  in  th e  s u b s e q u e n t  c r i t i c i s m  of i t  he pu ts  h is  f in g e r  

m o r e  o r  l e s s  e x p l ic i t ly  on th e  f e a t u r e  of the  th e o r y  w h ich  both  m a k e s  it
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a bad a c co u n t  of w ha t  a s e n te n c e  o r  c o m p le te  thought is  and c a u s e s  the  

d iff icu lty  in u n d e rs ta n d in g  how f a l s e  b e l ie f  o r  ju d g m en t  is  p o s s ib le .  It 

is  then  up to the S o p h is t  to  f o r m u la te  a new and b e t t e r  p o s i t iv e  a c c o u n t  

of w hat a c o m p le te  though t is  and how fa l s e  th inking  is p o s s ib le .  The  

d i s c u s s io n  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  and the  c r i t i c i s m  of the  

d r e a m  th e o ry ,  then ,  to g e th e r  b r in g  out q u i te  c l e a r ly  c e r t a in  b a s ic  i n ­

a d e q u a c ie s  of the th e o r y  of m e a n in g  in  q u e s t io n  and p r e p a r e  the w ay  fo r  

the  Soph ism s d i f f e r e n t  th e o ry .

To show in d e ta i l  how a l l  th is  is so , we w il l  have  f i r s t  of a l l  to 

c o n s id e r  b r ie f ly  the  s t a t e m e n t  of the  d iff icu lty  abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f  in the  

E u thydem us  and  the  u l t im a te  so lu t io n  p ro v id ed  by the  Soph ist:  to s e e  

the o r ig in  and so lu t io n  of the  p r o b le m  w ill  f a c i l i t a te  a ( re la t iv e ly )  

sm o o th  a n a ly s i s  of the  T h e a e t e tu s * d iff icu lt  a r g u m e n ts .  But b e fo re  b e ­

ginning the  a n a ly s i s  and  ex p o s i t io n  of th is  p a r t  of the  d ia logue  s o m e ­

thing shou ld  be s a id  to  f o r e s t a l l  two l ike ly  ob jec t io n s  a g a in s t  the  a t ­

te m p t  to c o n s t ru e  th e  T h e a e t e tu s 1 d i s c u s s io n  as  thus  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  

the  s a m e  p ro b le m  w h ic h  the  S op h is t  f ina l ly  so lv es  (to P lato*s s a t i s f a c ­

tion , a t  any ra te ) .

The p ro b le m  a b o u t  f a l s e  b e l ie f  w h ich  S o c ra te s  in t ro d u c e s  in  the  

T h e a e te tu s  invo lves  a d iff icu lty  in  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hat can  be going on 

in  so m e  one , s m in d  w hen  he a c c e p ts  a f a l s e  be lie f .  In e n te r ta in in g  a 

b e l ie f  he m u s t  have s o m e  o b je c ts  b e fo re  his m ind .  But a s  t h e r e  a r e  

only two c l a s s e s  of o b je c t s ,  th o se  he knows and th o se  he does not know, 

i t  is  im p o s s ib le  to  s e e  how he can  be b e liev ing  so m e th in g  w hich  ye t  is  

fa ls e :  fo r  th ings  he doesn*t know he canno t e n te r t a in  any thought abou t
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(i. e. , he canno t have  th e m  b e fo re  his m ind) ,  but s in c e  he knows a l l  the  

th ings  w h ich  he e v e r  has  b e fo re  h is  m in d  t h e r e  s e e m s  no ro o m  fo r  

e r r o r .  He c e r t a in ly  canno t,  if he r e a l ly  knows a th ing , co n fu se  i t  w ith  

o r  m i s t a k e  i t  fo r  so m e th in g  e l s e  w h ich  he a l s o  r e a l ly  knows; a n d  in 

th a t  c a s e  t h e r e  s e e m s  no ro o m  fo r  h im  to be doing any th ing  th a t  cou ld  

r e s u l t  in  f a l s e  be lie f .  Now, o b s c u r e  though th is  p u z z le  i s ,  i t  e v id e n t ly  

tu r n s  upon m ak in g  f a l s e  b e l ie f s  invo lve  the  a p p a r e n t  im p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  

one both know and  not know s o m e  o b je c t s .  And in the  s u b s e q u e n t  d i s ­

c u s s io n  S o c r a te s  and T h e a e te tu s  a c c e p t  the  t e r m s  of the  a r g u m e n t  a s  

la id  down h e r e ,  and d i r e c t  t h e i r  e f fo r ts  to w a rd  d i s c o v e r in g  s o m e  a c ­

ce p ta b le  s e n s e  in w h ich  a p e r s o n  ca n  in fac t  bo th  know and  not know the  

o b jec ts  b e fo re  h is  m in d  in b e l ie f ,  so  a s  to m a k e  b e l iev in g  f a l s e ly  a 

r e a l  p o s s ib i l i ty .

Now th e s e  fa c ts  m ig h t  be ta k e n  a s  showing th a t  the  p r o b le m  p u r ­

su ed  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  is  a p r o b le m  abou t the p sycho logy  of b e l ie f ,  and 

th a t  t h e r e f o r e  i t  is  not the  s a m e  p ro b le m  a s  the  one r a i s e d  and  so lv e d  

in the  S o p h i s t . T he  Sophist*s p r o b le m ,  in fac t ,  is  a l lu d e d  to  in  th e  T h e ­

a e te tu s ,  but only to be put a s id e  in fa v o r  of the  d iff icu lty  j u s t  r e f e r r e d  

to . The  two p r o b le m s  p r o c e e d  r e s p e c t iv e ly  K.<*Ta ? o
N  \  1  v * /  V  V  ^  \ /

ICOU €-l«f*va( and K a r a  To e i v a i  } and  a r e  o bv ious ly
\ v ? '  /

not f la t ly  id e n t ic a l .  T he  d iff icu l ty  TO K<\(

w h ich  the  S op h is t  t r e a t s ,  is  j u s t  a d e e p e r  v e r s io n  of the  f a m i l i a r  

s o p h i s t s 1 c o n u n d ru m  th a t  anyone  who r e a l ly  has  a b e l ie f  has  to  be  b e ­

l iev in g  s o m e th in g , w h ich  t h e r e f o r e  e x is t s ;  but if  w h a t  s o m e  one b e ­

l ie v e s  e x i s t s ,  h is  b e l ie f  is  t r u e .  F a l s e  b e l ie f  is  im p o s s ib le  b e c a u s e  a
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b e l ie f  th a t  w as not t r u e  w ould  be one th a t  had no con ten t:  a b e lie f ,  

thought, o r  s t a t e m e n t  is  t r u e  if s ig n if ican t ,  and the  f a l s e  is sw a llow ed  

up in the m e a n in g le s s .  In dea l in g  w ith  the d if f icu l t ie s  involving the 

o b jec ts  of f a l s e  b e l ie fs  the  S o p h is t  a p p a re n t ly  ig n o re s  the o th e r  s id e  of 

the  q u e s t io n ,  the  su b je c t iv e  o r  p sy ch o lo g ic a l  a s p e c t :  i. e. , the  p r o b le m  

how anyone c o m e s  to  m a k e  a  m is t a k e  in his th inking. T h e se  o th e r  d i f ­

f ic u l t ie s ,  then , a r e  in d ep en d en t  and r e q u i r e  an independen t t r e a tm e n t ;  

the  d i s c u s s io n s  of the  T h e a e t e t u s , w h ich  t r e a t  th is  top ic ,  should  t h e r e ­

fo re  be u n d e rs to o d  in d ep en d en t ly  of the S op h is t  and i ts  so lu tion  to i ts  

d i f f e r e n t  p ro b le m .

T his  a t t i tu d e  is  one w h ich  v a r io u s  w r i t e r s  have, m o r e  o r  l e s s  

im p l ic i t ly  and vague ly ,  b een  in c l in e d  to take .  * But w hile  i t  is  no doubt 

c o r r e c t  to say  th a t  two p r o b le m s  a r e  involved , and even th a t  one of 

th em  is in s o m e  s e n s e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l ,  the  o th e r  on to lo g ica l  and s e m a n ­

t ic a l ,  i t  is a m i s t a k e  to th ink  of th e m  as  in dependen t q u e s t io n s  r e q u i r ­

ing s e p a r a t e  t r e a t m e n t  and  so lu tion .  F o r ,  as  the obvious ex a m p le  of 

W it tg e n s te in  show s, p h i lo so p h ic a l  th e o r ie s  of m e a n in g  and p h i lo so p h ic a l  

th e o r i e s  of m e n ta l  o p e ra t io n s  a r e  often  m u tu a l ly  im p l ic a te d ,  so th a t  a 

th e o ry  of m e a n in g  and  a th e o r y  of th ink ing  fo rm  in r e a l i ty  a s in g le  p h i l ­

o so p h ic a l  d o c t r in e  s p r in g in g  f r o m  one and  the  s a m e  o r ig in a l  in s ig h t  o r  

b a s ic  idea . W h e n e v e r  th is  i s  so  w e m ay  expec t  w e a k n e s s e s  o r  d i f f i ­

c u l t ie s  in the two p a r t s  of the  th e o ry  to be in te r c o n n e c te d  in su ch  a way 

th a t  showing the  in a d eq u acy  of the  one a t  the  s a m e  t im e  c a s t s  doubt on 

the o th e r ;  and  to r e j e c t ,  s a y ,  th e  th e o ry  of m ean in g  in f a v o r  of a d i f ­

f e r e n t  a c co u n t  w il l  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  am o u n t  to the  r e je c t io n  of the
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a s s o c i a t e d  th e o ry  of th ink ing . T h a t  th is  is  the  s i tu a t io n  w ith  the  d i s ­

c u s s io n s  of th e  T h e a e te tu s  and  th e  S o p h is t  w il l  be shown in  d e ta i l  l a t e r  

on; but h e r e  one in d ic a t io n  ca n  p ro f i ta b ly  be b ro u g h t  f o rw a rd .

In  S o c r a t e s 1 ex p o s i t io n  of the  d iff icu lty  k<*T<x T o  Vai
v /

Ka i d i s c u s s e d  b r ie f ly  ab o v e ,  it  i s  s u g g e s te d  o r  a s s u m e d  th a t  a

f a l s e  b e l ie f  m u s t  invo lve  the  m i s id e n t i f i c a t io n  o r  co n fu s io n  to g e th e r  of 

c e r t a i n  th ings  known to the  b e l i e v e r :  the  w hole  s u b s e q u e n t  d i s c u s s io n  

t r e a t s  th is  a s  a f ixed  po in t and  a t t e m p ts  m e r e l y  to  p ro v id e  a m e a n s  of 

avo id in g  the  a p p a r e n t  c o n t r a d ic t io n  th a t  one shou ld  know a th ing  and  y e t  

fa i l  to  r e c o g n iz e  i t  fo r  i t s e l f .  But why shou ld  anyone  th ink  th a t  f a l s e  

b e l ie f s ,  a s  a g e n e r a l  th ing ,  m u s t  invo lve  su ch  m i s t a k e n  id e n t i f ic a t io n s ?  

F o r  e x a m p le ,  i f  I s u p p o se  w ro n g ly  th a t  P la to  w as  a w ily  R om an , i n ­

s t e a d  of a w ily  G re e k ,  w h a t  p o s s ib le  r e a s o n  is t h e r e  fo r  th ink ing  th a t  

w h a t  m u s t  be going on in  m y  m in d  is  the  con fus ion  of one th ing  w ith  

a n o th e r ?  W hat c a n  S o c r a te s  be th ink ing  th a t  m a k e s  h im  so s u r e  th a t  

th is  i s  w h a t  s o m e  one has  to do in  o r d e r  to  hold a f a l s e  b e l ie f?  O b v i­

o u s ly  th e  r a n g e  of th ings  th a t  a  p h i lo s o p h e r  can  r e c o g n iz e  a s  going 

w ro n g  in  su c h  a c a s e  is  d e p e n d e n t  a t  l e a s t  in  p a r t  upon the  c o n c e p t io n  

of th e  m e a n in g  of a  s e n te n c e  o r  s t a t e m e n t  w hich  he is  w o rk in g  w ith . 

S u p p o se ,  f o r  ex a m p le ,  th a t  in  a n a ly z in g  the s t a t e m e n t  g iven  above  you 

d i s t in g u i s h  a s u b j e c t - t e r m  w i th  c o r r e s p o n d in g  th ing  m e a n t ,  a  p r e d i c a t e -  

e x p r e s s io n  s tan d in g  fo r  an  a t t r i b u t e  (being a w ily  R om an) and  a r e l a t i o n  

b e tw e e n  th ing  and  a t t r i b u t e  in d ic a te d  by the  " w a s .  " T hen  you w il l  be 

l ik e ly  to  th ink  th a t  the  f a l s i ty  of the  b e l ie f  c o n s i s t s  in  g e tt ing  the  r e l a ­

t io n  be tw een  P la to  and  the  a t t r i b u t e  of being a w ily  R o m an  w ro n g :  and
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th is  m ay  have h appened  in v a r io u s  w a y s ,  and  not m e r e l y  on a cco u n t  of 

a m is ta k e n  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of s o m e  p e r s o n  o r  a t t r ib u te .  But su p p o se  

y o u r  th e o ry  of m e a n in g  m e n t io n s  only two th ings  in  i t s  a n a ly s i s  of the 

s ta te m e n t ,  leav in g  out the  r e la t io n .  T hen  th is  a cco u n t  w il l  be u n a v a i l ­

a b le  to you, and you w il l  have  to  s e a r c h  fo r  the  c a u s e  of the  f a ls i ty  in 

the  s u b j e c t - t e r m  and the  p r e d i c a t e - t e r m  and  t h e i r  r e l a t io n s  to t h e i r  

d e s ig n a ta .  W ithout going f u r t h e r ,  i t  shou ld  be obvious th a t  d i f fe re n t  

a n a ly s e s  of the  m e a n in g  of a s t a t e m e n t  p o se  d i f f e r e n t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on 

the  ra n g e  of th ings  th a t  c a n  go w ro n g  and r e s u l t  in a f a l s e  b e lie f .  And 

th is  is  enough to  s u g g e s t  th a t  w hen  S o c r a t e s  a s s u m e s  th a t  f a l s e  b e l ie f  

m u s t  involve  m i s t a k e n  id e n t i f ic a t io n  of so m e th in g  he is w ork in g  w ith  a 

th e o ry  of m e a n in g  w h ich  r e s t r i c t s ,  o r  s e e m s  to  r e s t r i c t ,  the  ra n g e  of 

p o s s ib le  s o u r c e s  of e r r o r  in j u s t  th is  way. If so, then  h ow ever  p s y c h o ­

lo g ic a l  the  t r e a t m e n t  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  in the  T h e a e te tu s  m ay  be, it m ay  

ye t  be p a r t  and p a r c e l  of the  p r o b le m s  of m e a n in g  involved  in the 

sophists*  c o n u n d ru m  and  P la to*s  a n a ly s i s  in  the  S o p h is t .

S im i l a r  c o n s id e r a t io n s  a n s w e r  the  seco n d  ob jec t io n  I p r o m is e d  

to  c o n s id e r .  N otic ing  the  T h e a e t e t u s * c o n c e rn  w ith  m is t a k e s  of id e n t i ­

f ica t io n ,  in the  p a s s a g e  a l r e a d y  c o n s id e r e d  and indeed  th ro u g h o u t  the  

d i s c u s s io n ,  one m ig h t  get the  idea  th a t  w h a t  is b o th e r in g  P la to  i s  not

so m e th in g  abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f s  in g e n e r a l ,  but only so m e th in g  about f a l s e  
2

iden t i ty  ju d g m e n ts .  To m a k e  su c h  a ju d g m e n t  a p p e a r s  to  involve 

knowing the  d e s ig n a ta  of bo th  t e r m s  of the  id en t i ty  (e ls e  the  s p e a k e r  

does  not know w h a t  he*s say in g ) ,  y e t  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  r e q u i r e s  not 

knowing the  d e s ig n a ta  ( s in ce  he fa i l s  to  r e c o g n iz e  and  iden tify  th e m
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p r o p e r ly ) .  C le a r ly  enough  the  d iff icu lty  h e r e  c o n c e rn s  the  no tion  of 

r e c o g n i t io n  and  the  c o n n e c t io n  be tw een  knowing so m e th in g  and  th e  a b i l ­

ity  to r e c o g n iz e  it; and  t h e r e  does  not s e e m  to be su ch  a l in k  be tw een  

th is  and the  p ro b le m  d i s c u s s e d  and so lved  in the  S oph is t  th a t  th e  p o s i ­

t ion  a t ta in e d  by P la to  in  the  l a t e r  d ia lo g u e  d i s s o lv e s  the  d i f f ic u l t i e s  of 

the  T h e a e t e t u s . T he  S o p h is t  p ro p o u n d s  a th e o ry  of p r e d i c a t iv e  j u d g ­

m e n t s ,  w h ich  d e fends  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  of f a l s e  p r e d ic a t io n s  a g a in s t  th e  

d i f f ic u l t i e s  r a i s e d  by th e  s o p h i s t s 1 c o n u n d ru m  about th inking  w h a t  is  

not; but s u r e ly  s o m e  one who saw  how it  is  p o s s ib le  to say  f a l s e ly  th a t  

T h e a e te tu s  i s  f ly ing  m ig h t  ba lk  o v e r  ’’T h e a e te tu s  is  T h e o d o r u s . "  He 

m ig h t ,  in  s h o r t ,  r a i s e  once  a g a in  the  d iff icu lty  c i te d  above  and go on to 

w o r r y ,  in  the  s a m e  v e in  a s  th e  m id d le  s e c t io n  of the  T h e a e t e t u s , ab ou t 

how know ing and  not knowing ca n  be c o m b in ed  in the  w ay they  s e e m  to 

be in f a l s e  id e n t i ty  ju d g m e n ts .  And if th a t  is  so then  the  T h e a e te tu s  

m u s t  s u r e l y  be r e a d  a s  a s e p a r a t e  d i s c u s s io n  of a s e p a r a t e  p r o b le m  

f r o m  the  p r o b le m  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  r a i s e d  e l s e w h e r e  in P la to*s  w r i t i n g s .

T he  id ea  th a t  th e  T h e a e te tu s  i s  c o n c e rn e d  only w ith  th e  a n a ly s i s  

of f a l s e  id e n t i ty  ju d g m e n ts  is  a v e r y  in t e r e s t i n g  way of a p p ro a c h in g  the  

a r g u m e n t  of th is  p a r t  of the  d ia logue ;  not the  l e a s t  of i ts  m e r i t s  in  

c o m p a r i s o n  w ith  o th e r  v iew s  o ften  ta k e n  is  th a t  i t  m a k e s  a s e r i o u s  

e f fo r t  to c o n s t r u e  th e  a r g u m e n t  a s  d i r e c t e d  a t  s o m e  r e c o g n iz a b le  and  

in t e r e s t i n g  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  n ex u s .  B ut two c o n s id e r a t io n s  show, I th ink ,  

q u i te  c o n c lu s iv e ly  th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  is  not r a i s in g  d if f ic u l t ie s  only 

ab ou t f a l s e  id e n t i ty  ju d g m e n ts .  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  is  the  fa c t  th a t  n o w h e re  in  

th e  d i s c u s s i o n  is  i t  in d ic a te d  in  any w ay  th a t  only s o m e  but no t a l l  f a l s e
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ju d g m e n ts  involve  the  d i f f ic u l t ie s  a l leg ed .  As w e have se e n ,  S o c r a te s  

beg ins  the  d i s c u s s io n  by, to a l l  a p p e a r a n c e s ,  a s s u m in g  tha t  f a l s e  b e l ie f  

in  g e n e r a l  r e q u i r e s  tak ing  one th ing fo r  a n o th e r .  And th is  im p r e s s io n  

is  r e in f o r c e d  a t  s e v e r a l  po in ts  in the  su b se q u e n t  d ev e lo p m en t:  thus a t  

189b 12 and 190e 1-3 " ta k in g  one th ing  fo r  a n o th e r "  is  given as  the 

de f in i t io n  of f a l s e  b e lie f .  And in  the  s a m e  con tex t  i t  is  ev iden t  th a t  not 

m e r e l y  f a l s e  ju d g m e n ts  of the  type  of " S o c r a te s  is  P la to "  a r e  being 

a n a ly z e d :  su ch  a s e n te n c e  a s  " T h e  Taj M ahal  is  ugly" is  a l s o  being 

thought of (189c 5-6 )  a s  invo lv ing  the  m is ta k e  of say in g  "ugly" w hen you 

shou ld  have  s a id  " b e a u t i f u l , "  and  th is  is  in t u r n  ev iden tly  (though o b ­

s c u r e ly )  co n ce iv ed  of (190b 2 -4 )  a s  involving the  e r r o n e o u s  id e n t i f i c a ­

tion  of the  ugly (i. e. , the  th ing  m e a n t  by "ug ly " )  w ith  the beau tifu l .  It 

t h e r e f o r e  a p p e a r s  th a t  a l l  f a l s e  ju d g m e n ts ,  p r e d ic a t iv e  as  w e l l  as  

o v e r t ly  iden tify ing  ju d g m e n ts ,  a r e  being thought of a s  a t  bo ttom  ju s t  

m i s t a k e n  id e n t i f ic a t io n s .  If so , then  the  p ro m in e n c e  of id en ti ty  ju d g ­

m e n ts  shou ld  not be tak en  to im p ly  th a t  P l a t o 1 s p r o b le m  in the T h e a e t e ­

tus  is  d i f f e re n t  f r o m  th a t  of the  S o p h is t : a s  I r e m a r k e d  above , the  id ea  

th a t  e v e ry  f a l s e  b e l ie f  m u s t  invo lve  a m is ta k e n  id e n t i f ic a t io n  is  l ik e ly  to 

be the  r e s u l t  of an  o v e r ly  r e s t r i c t i v e  th e o ry  of m e a n in g .  And the  S oph­

i s t , in  su b s t i tu t in g  a l e s s  r e s t r i c t i v e  ac c o u n t  of m e a n in g ,  m ay  v e ry  

w e l l  d e p r iv e  the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 p r o b le m s  abou t f a l s e  id en t i ty  ju d g m e n ts  of 

th e i r  i n t e r e s t  fo r  P la to .

Of c o u r s e ,  i t  m ig h t  be s a id ,  even if th is  is  so  the  S o ph is t  has  

not r e b u t te d  the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 a r g u m e n ts  a g a in s t  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of f a l s e  

id en t i f ic a t io n s :  though it r e d u c e s  the  a r e a  in  w h ich  th e s e  a r g u m e n ts
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can  c a u s e  t r o u b le ,  i t  d o es  no th ing  to  a l l e v ia te  the  fu n d a m e n ta l  d if f icu l ty  

o b s t ru c t in g  the  u n d e r s ta n d in g  of id en t i ty  ju d g m e n ts .  To th is  e x ten t ,  

then , i t  a p p e a r s  th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  is  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  a d i f f e r e n t  p h i lo ­

so p h ic a l  p ro b le m  f r o m  th a t  of the  S o p h is t , and one w h ich  i s  no t a f f e c te d  

by the  S o p h is t*s a c c o u n t  of p r e d i c a t iv e  ju d g m e n ts .  T h is  m a y  I th in k  be  

t r u e .  It  is  c e r t a in ly  t r u e  th a t  m u c h  of the  a r g u m e n t  of th is  p a r t  of the  

d ia logue  ta k e s  a s  e x a m p le s  s u c h  m i s t a k e s  a s  th ink ing  th a t  T h e o d o ru s  

is  T h e a e te tu s ,  and  if th e  d i s c u s s io n  r a i s e s  any s e r io u s  p r o b le m s  ab o u t  

th is  k ind  of m i s t a k e ,  th en  s u c h  p r o b le m s  w ould  r e m a in  fo r  an yone  who 

h as  the  S o p h is t1 s a c c o u n t  of p r e d i c a t iv e  ju d g m e n ts .  On the  o th e r  hand , 

i f  I a m  r ig h t  th a t  P la to*s  r e a l  i n t e r e s t  is  in  the  kind of m is t a k e n  id e n t i ty  

ju d g m e n t  w h ich  he t a k e s  to  be invo lved  in a c c e p t in g  su ch  a f a l s e  b e l ie f  

a s  th a t  the  P r u d e n t i a l  C e n te r  i s  b eau t i fu l ,  t h e r e  i s  no g u a r a n te e  th a t  

the  d i f f ic u l t ie s  one m ig h t  d i s c o v e r  in  the  m is id e n t i f ic a t io n  of p e r s o n s  

and  o r d in a r y  o b je c ts  a r e  th e  ones  he is  r e a l ly  c o n c e rn in g  h im s e l f  w ith .  

M is ta k in g  T h e a e te tu s  fo r  T h e o d o ru s  i s  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  kind of th ing  

f r o m  m is ta k in g  the  b eau t i fu l  fo r  the  ugly, and  the  d i f f ic u l t ie s  P l a to  has  

in  m in d  w hen  he t a lk s  ab o u t  knowing and  y e t  not knowing a th ing  m u s t  

be i n t e r p r e t e d  w ith  the  l a t t e r  m i s t a k e  p r i m a r i l y  in  m ind .  By fo llow ing  

a f t e r  the  m o r e  o r d in a r y  k ind of f a l s e  id en t i ty  ju d g m e n t  one m a y  w e l l  

m i s u n d e r s t a n d  w h a t  i s  r e a l l y  a t  i s s u e .  I t  m a y  tu r n  out th a t  t h e r e  is  

r e a l ly  no g e n e r a l  p r o b le m  ab o u t  f a l s e  iden t i ty  ju d g m e n ts  r a i s e d  a t  a l l ,  

but only one ab o u t  th e  s p e c ia l  k ind of m is id e n t i f i c a t io n  in v o lv ed  in 

m is ta k in g  the  b e a u t i fu l  fo r  th e  ugly , w h a te v e r  th a t  t u r n s  out to  be.

In any ev en t ,  n e i t h e r  the  c o n c e rn  w i th  a "p s y c h o lo g ic a l"
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diff icu lty  abou t knowing and not knowing n o r  the  i n t e r e s t  in f a l s e  id e n ­

t i ty  ju d g m e n ts  has any ten d en cy  to show th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s 1 w o r r i e s  

abou t f a l s e  b e l ie f  a r e  not bound up m o s t  in t im a te ly  w ith  th o se  of the  

S o p h is t . So f a r  I have  only g iven h in ts  a s  to  how the  a r g u m e n t  of the  

T h e a e te tu s  has  to  do w ith  p r o b le m s  abou t the  th e o ry  of m ean in g ;  now it 

is  t im e  to c o n s id e r  th is  q u e s t io n  m o r e  d i r e c t ly .

B. E u th y d em u s  and S op h is t

T he E u th y d e m u s , a s  I r e m a r k e d  above , is the  e a r l i e s t  of P la to*s

d ia lo g u es  in  w h ich  the  p r o b le m  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  a r i s e s .  The a r g u m e n t

E u thydem us  invokes  (283e 7 - a  8 ) to  p ro v e  th a t  fa lse h o o d  is  im p o s s ib l e  
4

can  be put a s  fo l low s:

P r e m i s s  (1): A nyone who sa y s  any th ing  say s  so m e  one d e f in i te

cX -  •/ _  \ th ing , one of the  th ings  th a t  a r e  ( S-v T v jv  ov  ) and  so m e th in g

d if fe re n t  f r o m  th e  o th e r  o v T (K . He To ov.
v / \  »/ \

P r e m i s s  (2): To sa y  w hat is  ( A t 'f  (> )>/ ° v '  i s  to

s p e a k  t ru ly .

The co n c lu s io n  fo llow s im m e d ia te ly :  to sp e a k  a t  a l l  (and not 

m e r e l y  r e m a i n  s i le n t  o r  e m i t  i n a r t i c u l a t e  n o is e s )  i s  to  sp e a k  the  t ru th .

Now a s  i t  s ta n d s  th is  a r g u m e n t  is  ev iden tly  in v a l id  b e c a u s e  i t  

invo lves  a fa l la c y  of equ ivoca tion .  In o r d e r  fo r  the  co n c lu s io n  to  follow 

th e  " s a y in g  w h a t  i s "  of the  f i r s t  p r e m i s s  m u s t  have  the  s a m e  m ean in g

a s  the  " s a y in g  w h a t  is "  of the  seco n d  p r e m i s s .  But th is  cond it ion  is

p a lpab ly  not m e t :  p r e m i s s  (2) em p loys  a s e n s e  of T o  o v  o r  TA OVid 

w h ich  m e a n s  "w ha t is  th e  c a s e ,  " w h ile  p r e m i s s  (1 ) ev iden tly  m e a n s  by
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T *0 OV “ so m e th in g  th a t  e x i s t s , "  “ so m e th in g  th a t  t h e r e  is  to s a y . "

T he  eq u iv o ca t io n  is  even m o r e  obvious w hen  the  a r g u m e n t  is  put n e g a ­

t iv e ly ,  w ith  the  co n c lu s io n  th a t  sp e a k in g  f a l s e ly  m u s t  r e a l ly  be e q u iv a ­

le n t  to no t sp eak in g  a t  a l l .  F o r  w hen  one d e f in es  f a l s e  sp e a k in g  as  

To Tfr oVTa the  m e a n in g  is “ say in g  w h a t  is  not the  c a s e , “

but th is  p h r a s e  h as  to  be ta k e n  to  m e a n  “ say in g  w h a t  doesn*t e x is t"  in  

o r d e r  to  m a k e  f a l s e  sp e a k in g  s e e m  the  s a m e  a s  say in g  noth ing .

It w as  p r e s u m a b ly  th is  c o n s id e r a t io n  w h ich  le d  S h o re y  to r e f e r

to  the  s o p h i s t 1 s a r g u m e n t ,  bo th  a s  i t  a p p e a r s  h e r e  and  as  P la to  dev el -
v

ops and  r e fu te s  i t  in l a t e r  d ia lo g u e s ,  inc lu d in g  the  S o p h i s t , a s  “ the  
>/ 5
O'/ qu ibb le .  “ But even  in  the  E u th y d em u s  t h e r e  a r e  s ig n s  th a t  su ch

a s im p le  re p ly  a s  the  one j u s t  g iven  is  not s a t i s f a c to r y .  F o r ,  obv ious ly
. /  \  >/

enough, the  d i s t in c t io n  b e tw een  two s e n s e s  of ov  w i l l

not d i s s o lv e  the  p a ra d o x  fo r  anyone  w h o se  view of w h a t  i t  is  to say

so m e th in g  m e a n in g fu l  c o m m i t s  h im  to ho ld ing  th a t  anyone  who sa y s
v V v >/

an y th ing ,  in  say in g  7 0  6V (= “w h a t  e x i s t s " ) ,  a l s o  m u s t  say  To GV

(= “w h a t  is the  c a s e " ) .  T hus  i t  m a y  be th a t  t h e r e  is  noth ing  m o r e  in

Euthydem us* a r g u m e n t  th an  the  m e r e  eq u iv o ca t io n ,  ^ w h ile  n e v e r th e l e s s
7

m u c h  m o r e  is  a t  s ta k e .  In D io n y s o d o ru s 1 a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  the  p o s s i ­

b i l i ty  of c o n t ra d ic t io n ,  w h ic h  fo l low s im m e d ia te ly  in  the  E u th y d em u s  

(285d 7 -286b  6), the  l a r g e r  t r o u b le  can  be s e e n  a r i s in g .

D io n y so d o ru s  a r g u e s  a s  fo l low s: C o n t ra d ic t io n  ev iden tly  

in v o lv es  m ak in g  two d i f f e r e n t  and co n f l ic t in g  s t a t e m e n t s  abou t one and  

the s a m e  thing. But th is  is  im p o s s ib le :  e i th e r  the  I a s s e r t
^  V /

e x p r e s s e s  the  s a m e  TTPĈ Y h** a s  Yo u r  Y 0 * > *n w *1*0 *1 c a s e  w e a r e
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r
say ing  the s a m e  thing; o r  e l s e  they  e x p r e s s  d i f f e re n t  TTQ Ay ; in

w h ich  c a s e ,  so f a r  f r o m  c o n t r a d ic t in g  m e  you have m e r e ly  changed  the 

su b jec t .  How could  I, who say a c e r t a i n  th ing, be c o n t r a d ic te d  by you
g

w hen you a r e  not say in g  th a t  th ing  a t  a l l?

Now i t  is  obvious th a t  h e r e ,  a s  e a r l i e r  (283e 9) a t  the  o u tse t  of
9

E u th y d e m u s 1 r e fu ta t io n  of fa ls e h o o d ,  the  thing th a t  a s t a te m e n t  is 

abou t is  being thought of a s  s p e c i f ie d  not by the s u b je c t - e x p r e s s i o n  

a lo n e  but r a t h e r  by the  s t a t e m e n t  a s  a w hole .  Thus " S o c r a te s  is s t a n d ­

ing" and  " S o c r a t e s  i s  not s tan d in g "  a r e  not about one and the  s a m e  

th ing, S o c r a t e s ,  and  do not say  d i f f e r e n t  th ings  abou t the s a m e  th ing . 

In a s m u c h  a s  " s ta n d in g "  and "n o t  s ta n d in g "  have  d i f f e re n t  m e a n in g s ,  

s tan d  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s ,  the  two A o y tf l  a r e  abou t d i f fe re n t  th in g s .  

S o c r a t e s - p lu s  - s tand ing  is  a d i f f e r e n t  th ing f ro m  S o c r a t e s - p l u s - n o t - 

s tand ing  o r  S o c r a t e s - p l u s  - s i t t in g ,  and th e r e f o r e  any two A o y o t  tha t  

d if fe r  in m ean in g  a r e  ab ou t d i f f e r e n t  th in g s ;  and s in c e  they a r e  about 

d i f f e re n t  th ings no two s t a t e m e n t s  e v e r  m e e t  each  o th e r  so as  to be 

co n f l ic t ing  o r  c o n t r a d ic to r y .  In th is  way D io n y so d o ru s  is confla t ing  

the th ing  a s t a t e m e n t  s a y s  w ith  the  th ing  i t  is  a b o u t .

Now le t  us go b a c k  to E u th y d e m u s 1 a r g u m e n t  about fa lseh o o d  

and c o n s id e r  it  ag a in ,  b e a r in g  in  m in d  the  c o n cep t io n  of A O y o f  w h ich  

e m e r g e s  in  D io n y s o d o ru s 1 d e n ia l  of c o n t ra d ic t io n .  Does th a t  a r g u m e n t  

c r u m b le  w hen the  d is t in c t io n  b e tw een  being  the c a s e  and being in e x i s t ­

ence  is  d ra w n ?  O bviously  not. Any Aoyo* w h ich  is  s ig n if ic a n t  (and 

so say s  " th in g s  th a t  e x is t " )  is  c o r r e l a t e d  w ith  a s p e c i f ie d  by

the  to ta l i ty  of the  m ea n in g fu l  p a r t s  of the  A o y o S  in qu es t io n ;  if,
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h o w e v e r ,  th is  is  so ,  any Aov^of m u s t  be t r u e  s in c e  t h e r e  i s  no t r u t h

ab o u t  j u s t  the  th ing  i t  e x p r e s s e s  w h ich  i t  c a n  c o n t r a d ic t .  And if it

d o e s n !t co n f l ic t  w i th  the  t r u th ,  i t  m u s t  be t r u e .  E v e ry  m e a n in g fu l

Aov/ 0* has  i t s  T T ^ Y  j a nd no A Oyo-J can  do any th ing  m o r e

th an  in d ic a te  i ts  own o b jec t ;  so  w h e r e  is  t h e r e  ro o m  fo r  fa ls e h o o d ,  
v /  v y f

even  g r a n te d  th a t  t o  ov is  an a m b ig u o u s  e x p r e s s io n ?
v

E v id en t ly  the  a m b ig u i ty  of T c  o v  is not the  r e a l  r o o t  of the  m o s t

s t r i n g e n t  d e n ia l  of the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of fa lseh o o d .

I t  m a y  be sa id  th a t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t h e r e  is  no th ing  m o r e  to  th e

a r g u m e n t  th an  a s u p e r f i c i a l  fa l la c y .  F o r  by ap p e a l in g  to  D io n y s o d o r u s 1

d e n ia l  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  I have  only r e t r e a t e d  f r o m  the  eq u iv o ca t io n  on 
V ' i f

T °  CV to  th e  f u r t h e r  p a lp a b le  con fu s io n  of th ink ing  th a t  the  th ing  a 

s t a t e m e n t  s a y s  is  w h a t  i t  i s  abou t.  F o r  i t  i s  only too  ev iden t  th a t  i t  is  

th e  s u b j e c t - e x p r e s s i o n  a lo n e  w h o se  r o le  in the  s e n te n c e  it  is  to p ick  out 

the  th ing  ta lk e d  about;  the  p r e d i c a t e - e x p r e s s i o n  does  the  ta lk in g ,  and 

d o es  no th ing  to  fix th e  su b je c t  of d i s c o u r s e .  Two s e n te n c e s  ca n  be 

c o n t r a d i c to r y  j u s t  b e c a u s e  th ey  can  have the  s a m e  s u b j e c t - e x p r e s s i o n s ,  

and  t h e i r  p r e d i c a t e s  can  be s u c h  th a t  no th ing  th a t  has  the  one c a n  have  

the  o th e r .  I t  is  only by ig n o r in g  t h e s e  obvious po in ts  and  co n f la t in g  the  

two " th in g s "  in  q u e s t io n  th a t  D io n y so d o ru s  is  ab le  to " p r o v e "  h is  po in t.

I t sh ou ld  be o b s e r v e d  th a t  th is  r e p ly  h a s  r e s o r t e d  to  a th u m b n a i l  

s k e tc h  of a t h e o r y  of s e n te n c e - m e a n in g  and  t ru th ,  r e p l e t e  w ith  d i s c r i m ­

in a t io n s  of r o l e  and  ta lk  of lo g ic a l  in c o m p a t ib i l i t i e s .  Any one w ho a t ­

t e m p ts  th is  r e p ly  m u s t  a d m i t  th a t  in  o r d e r  to  g ive a fu lly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

a n s w e r  to  th e  a r g u m e n t ,  t a k e n  to g e th e r  w ith  i t s  f a r t h e s t  r a m i f i c a t i o n s ,
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one m u s t  engage in p h i lo so p h ic a l  s e m a n t i c s .  It r e q u i r e s  an ex p l ic i t  

th e o ry  of s e n te n c e - m e a n in g  to get fully  c l e a r  of the  p ro b le m  of f a l s e ­

hood w h ich  the  s o p h is t s  have  r a i s e d .  T h is ,  of c o u r s e ,  is  ex ac t ly  w ha t  

P la to  f ina l ly  r e c o g n iz e d  in  the  S o p h is t , and  his own th e o ry  of m e a n in g  

th e r e  i s ,  as  we s h a l l  s e e  below, v e ry  s i m i l a r  in in ten t  and e ffec t  to the  

s k e tc h  g iven ju s t  above . T ha t  i t  w as  no p a lp ab le  confus ion  w hich  he had 

to  o v e rc o m e  is  t e s t i f i e d  to  by the  C r a ty lu s 1 and T h e a e t e tu s 1 e a r n e s t  and 

c o n c e n t r a te d  w r e s t l i n g s  w ith  the  old th e o ry  of m e a n in g  ly ing behind 

D io n y s o d o ru s 1 d e n ia l  of c o n t r a d ic t io n .  W hat th is  th e o ry  is  i t  is  now 

t im e  to in q u ire .

As we have s e e n ,  D io n y so d o ru s  th inks  th a t  a s e n te n c e  a s  a 

w hole ,  and not m e r e l y  i ts  s u b je c t ,  d e te r m in e s  w hat  thing o r  th ings  i t  is 

about. He is  ev iden tly  a s s ig n in g  to each  of the p a r t s  of a s e n te n c e  the  

s a m e  ro le  a s  th a t  w h ic h  is  in  fa c t  p e r f o r m e d  by the  su b jec t :  d e s ig n a t io n .  

It  t h e r e f o r e  s u g g e s t s  i t s e l f  th a t  beh ind  his a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  the  p o s s i b i l ­

ity  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  t h e r e  l i e s  a th e o ry  of the s e n te n c e  w hose  m a in  f e a ­

tu r e s  a r e  the  two a s s e r t i o n s :  (a) A se n te n c e  co n ta in s  a lo t of n a m e s

and (b) N a m e s  a r e  s im p ly  s t ru n g  to g e th e r  in  o r d e r  to m a k e  a s e n te n c e .  

Now, as  we s h a l l  s e e ,  th is  c o n c e p t io n  of w hat  it  is  to say  so m e th in g  

l ie s  beh ind  a n u m b e r  of p a s s a g e s  in  P l a t o l s d ia lo g u es ,  but t h e r e  is  only 

one p la c e  w h e re  it  i s  an y th ing  l ik e  ex p l ic i t ly  s ta te d .  T h is  is  in  S o c r a ­

t e s 1 d r e a m ,  w h ich  in t ro d u c e s  the  f in a l  s e c t io n  of the  T h e a e te tu s  (201 e 1- 

202b 5). The th e o ry  w h ich  S o c r a t e s  expounds as  so m e th in g  he has 

d r e a m e d  has  s o m e t im e s  b een  ta k e n  to be i t s e l f  a th e o ry  of logos 

(= s t a t e m e n t ) ^  w h ich  exh ib its  the  two f e a tu r e s  m e n tio n e d  ju s t  above .
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But i t  s e e m s ,  in fa c t ,  t h a t  i t  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a th e o ry  of logos  in th e  s e n s e  

of a c c o u n t  o r  ex p lan a t io n  and  not a th e o ry  of s t a t e m e n t  p e r  s e .  A ll  th e  

s a m e ,  w ith in  the  d r e a m  t h e r e  is  to be found not only the  id e a  th a t  n a m ­

ing is  the  fu n d a m e n ta l  l in g u i s t i c  o p e ra t io n  but a l s o  an  o v e r t  s t a t e m e n t  

th a t  a s e n te n c e  is  in e f fec t  j u s t  a c o l le c t io n  of n a m e s .

T he  d r e a m  t h e o r y  su p p o s e s  th a t  o r d in a r y  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  a r e  

c o l le c t io n s  of d i s c r e t e  p a r t s  and  th a t  the  s im p le  p a r t s  in to  w h ich  any 

s u c h  co m p lex  can  be a n a ly z e d  can  be n a m e d  but canno t be e x p r e s s e d  by 

any m o r e  c o m p le x  e x p r e s s io n .  I t  i s  p o s s ib le  to g ive a logos o r  a c c o u n t  

of a c o m p le x  th ing  by l i s t i n g  i t s  s im p le  p a r t s ,  but the  p a r t s  t h e m s e l v e s ,  

be ing  s im p le ,  have  no s u c h  lo g o s .  Now abou t the  s im p le  e le m e n ts  P l a to  

s a y s  not only th a t  th ey  ca n n o t  be a n a ly z e d  in to  s i m p l e r  p a r t s  but a l s o  

th a t  if  th ey  cou ld  be a n a ly z e d  th en  they  cou ld  not only be n a m e d  but a l s o  

s a id  (202a 6 -b  2). T h a t  i s ,  the  e x p lan a t io n  o r  a cco u n t  of a th ing  w h ich  

c o n s i s t s  in  l i s t in g  i ts  s m a l l e s t  p a r t s  by n a m e  is  being thought of a s  

s im u l ta n e o u s ly  ex p la in in g  the  th ing and  say in g  it :

•  •  •  o i k o v  (v o t o O  A o ' / o v j  r 2 v

CLjrJtv -pvaJ v (202a 6 -7 ) .  I t  a p p e a r s ,  then ,  th a t  th e  l i s t  of

n a m e s  c o n s t i tu t in g  the  ex p la n a t io n  o r  a c c o u n t  of a th ing  a l s o  m a k e s  up a

s t a t e m e n t  in  w h ich  the  th ing  is  s a id  (and not m e r e l y  n am ed) ;  and , in

f a c t ,  P l a to  goes on to avow th e  p r in c ip le  ly ing  behind  th is  v iew , n a m e ly
> /

th a t  to  pu t  t o g e th e r  s e v e r a l  n a m e s  is  to u t t e r  a  s t a t e m e n t  ( O V O ^  tv*jV 

0*0 {Alt Ko K'Xn/ $J\yfOL\ \ o v ( 0 0  0 u<ri(A^ 202b 4 -5 ) .  S ay ing  

so m e th in g  i s  h e r e  be ing  id e n t i f ie d  w i th  the  s u c c e s s iv e  n am in g  of s o m e  

th in g s ,  and  the  m e r e  f a c t  th a t  m o r e  th an  one n a m e  is  u t t e r e d  is
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a p p a re n t ly  being thought of a s  su f f ic ie n t  to m a k e  the  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  

a n a m e  and a s ta te m e n t .

Now it is  m o s t  im p o r ta n t  to o b s e r v e  w ha t is m e a n t  by "pu t t in g

to g e th e r "  in th is  con tex t .  The  a c tu a l  f o rm u la t io n  ( ju s t  quoted) of the

th e o ry  of s t a t e m e n t  held  by S o c r a t e s 1 d r e a m e d  p e r s o n a g e s  is  c lo se ly

s i m i l a r  to the f o rm  of w o rd s  w hich  e x p r e s s e s  P l a t o !s own l a t e r  th e o ry

in  the  Soph is t  (cf. S oph . 262d 2 -6 ,  263d 2 -3 ) .  The  S op h is t  does  in deed

m e n t io n  both n a m e s  and " s a y in g  p a r t s "  u su a l ly  t r a n s l a t e d

" v e r b s , "  but ev iden tly  in tended  to c o v e r  p r e d i c a t e s  in g e n e ra l* * ) ,

w h e r e a s  the  T h e a e te tu s  r e f e r s  only to n a m e s .  But th is  o m is s io n  i s ,  of

i t s e l f ,  of no c o n se q u e n c e :  even if the  T h e a e te tu s  had m e n t io n e d  both

p a r t s  of the s e n te n c e ,  a s  the  C ra ty lu s  s e e m s  to do in a s i m i l a r  con -  

1 2tex t ,  it would  not have  e ffec ted  any e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  in the  th e o ry .  

F o r  i t  i s  the  d i f f e re n t ia t io n  of func tion  th a t  is  im p o r ta n t ,  a s  we s h a l l  

s e e  in  c o n s id e r in g  the  S o p h is t , and the  c r u c i a l  fa c t  abou t the  T h e a e t e ­

t u s 1 t h e o ry  is  th a t  each  m e a n in g fu l  p a r t  of the  s e n te n c e  is  thought of as  

doing exac tly  the  s a m e  th in g - - d e s ig n a t in g  so m e th in g .  Z  ^  j^TT Ao 

h e r e  m e a n s  no m o r e  than  ju x ta p o s i t io n ,  adding  to g e th e r ,  w h e r e a s  in  

the  S oph is t  i t  m e a n s  r e a l l y  " in te rw e a v in g "  in  a v e r y  s t ro n g  s e n s e  i m ­

p l ied  by the  e x p l ic i t  d i f fe r e n t ia t io n  of func tion  in t ro d u c e d  there .

A cco rd in g  to th is  th e o ry ,  then , a s t a t e m e n t  is the  r e s u l t  of a d d ­

ing one n am e  to  a n o th e r ;  a c o m p le te  thought is  the  th ink ing  to g e th e r  of 

two (or m o r e )  o b je c ts .  T hus  the  thought th a t  A lb e r t in e  w as  a boy is  to 

be an a ly z e d  a s  the  com pound  thought A l b e r t i n e - b o y , the  su b s ta n t iv e  

w o rd s  of the  s e n te n c e  ea c h  be ing  tak en  a s  th e  n a m e  of s o m e  ob jec t .  To
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th ink  su c h  an  o b jec t  i s  to  u n d e r s ta n d  w h a t  th e  w o rd  in q u e s t io n  m e a n s ,  

and to th ink  to g e th e r  the  c l a s s  of o b je c ts  m e a n t  by the  w o rd s  of a g iven  

se n te n c e  is  to u n d e r s ta n d  the  s t a t e m e n t  e x p r e s s e d  by th a t  s e n te n c e .  

H e re ,  then , w e  find both  a th e o r y  of s e n te n c e  m e a n in g  and a th e o ry  of 

th inking  and u n d e rs ta n d in g  so  im p l ic a te d  w ith  each  o th e r  th a t  to  hold  the  

one is  t a n ta m o u n t  to  ho ld ing  the  o th e r .

T h is  th e o ry ,  s im p le  a s  i t  i s ,  c an  e a s i ly  be m a d e  v e ry  s e d u c t iv e .  

Suppose  you beg in  by a sk in g  w h a t  a r e  the  l ik e ly  c a u s e s  of s o m e  o n e 's  

m is u n d e r s ta n d in g  so m e th in g  you say .  If you say  " A lb e r t in e  w as  a b o y , "  

the  m o s t  l ik e ly  c a u s e  of m is u n d e r s t a n d in g  o r  f a i l u r e  of u n d e r s ta n d in g  

i s  y o u r  h e a re r* s  no t knowing w h a t  A lb e r t in e  is  be ing  r e f e r r e d  to. If 

th en  you exp la in  th a t  you m e a n  the  c h a r a c t e r  in  P r o u s t ,  and  g ive  y o u r  

in te r lo c u to r  the  n e c e s s a r y  p ag e  r e f e r e n c e s  in R e m e m b r a n c e  of T h ings  

P a s t  so th a t  he can  a c q u a in t  h im s e l f  w ith  A lb e r t in e ,  and  he does  so ,  he 

w il l  then  u n d e r s ta n d  the  n a m e  " A lb e r t in e .  " H is  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th is  

n a m e ,  one m ay  say ,  w i l l  a m o u n t  to  h is  ab i l i ty  to th ink  of j u s t  th a t  

c h a r a c t e r  in P r o u s t  w hen  you  say  " A lb e r t in e " :  in  th is  s e n s e ,  h is  u n ­

d e r s ta n d in g  a m o u n ts  to h is  hav ing  A lb e r t in e  b e fo re  h is  m in d fs eye  w hen  

you say  " A lb e r t in e .  "

But now su p p o s in g  he h as  u n d e r s to o d  " A lb e r t in e "  but s t i l l  d o es  

no t u n d e r s ta n d  w h a t  you have  s a id ,  w h a t  ca n  have  gone w ro n g ?  T h e  

only r e m a in in g  s o u r c e  of e r r o r  w ould  a p p e a r  to  be  f a i l u r e  to  u n d e r s t a n d  

"boy . " To te a c h  th e  m e a n in g  of the  w o rd  "boy" you th en  show h im  a 

s u c c e s s io n  of boys of a l l  v a r i e t i e s ,  p ro n o u n c in g  the  w o rd  on e a c h  o c c a ­

s ion . He w il l  c o m e  to u n d e r s ta n d  the  w o rd  w hen  he g r a s p s  the  c o m m o n
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p r o p e r ty  exh ib ited  in  a l l  th e s e  in s ta n c e s ;  and then his u n d e rs ta n d in g  of 

the  w o rd  w il l  be h is  a b i l i ty  to th ink  ju s t  th a t  p ro p e r ty  when the  w o rd  

‘'boy1' is  p ro n o u n ced .

Suppose  th en  he u n d e r s ta n d s  both s u b s ta n t iv e  p a r t s  of the  s e n ­

ten ce .  Can he now m i s u n d e r s t a n d  o r  fa i l  to u n d e rs ta n d ?  It s e e m s  not. 

To be s u r e ,  t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  "w as"  and " a " ;  but th e s e  a r e  v e ry  pa le  

th ings c o m p a re d  w i th  " A lb e r t in e "  and " b o y , "  and  even if one d o e s n ' t  

know about t e n s e s  and  a r t i c l e s  he w ill  s t i l l  ge t a long p re t ty  w ell .  P a r ­

t i c u l a r ly  w hen one has  p r i m a r i l y  in  m ind  the  s im p le s t  p r e d ic a t iv e  ju d g ­

m e n t s - - s t a t e m e n t s  of the  f o r m  "X  is A" o r  "X is an  A " - - t h e  im p o r ta n c e  

of the  "X" and th e  “ A" so  o v e rsh a d o w  e v e ry th in g  e ls e  th a t  m u c h  of the  

t im e  you could  a c tu a l ly  get a long  w ithou t  knowing any th ing  about the  

l i t t l e  w o rd s  th a t  c o m e  b e tw een . nA , 11 " i s , 11 e tc . , a r e  m o r e o v e r ,  a s
f

P la to  c a l l s  th em , TT^< t (J C ' ) ( o v r ^  (T h t . 202a 5) w h ich  a t ta c h  to 

ev e ry th in g ,  and the  fa c t  tha t  they  tu rn  up in connec tion  w ith  ev e ry th in g  

m ig h t  be taken , in  co n ju n c t io n  w ith  c u r r e n t ly  f a sh io n a b le  th e o r ie s  about 

m e a n in g ,  to show th a t  they  canno t be co n tr ib u t in g  anything to the  m e a n ­

ing of the  s e n te n c e .  If a w o rd  can  be a t ta c h e d  to any th ing , i t  m ig h t  be 

s a id ,  i t  cannot have  any d e f in i te  m e a n in g ,  s in c e  to m e a n  so m e th in g  

de f in i te  is  to ex c lu d e  a p p l ic a t io n  to s o m e  th in g s ,  as  m u c h  a s  i t  i s  to 

im p ly  a p p l ica t io n  to  o th e r s :  any th ing  th a t  a t ta c h e s  to e v e ry th in g  of 

e v e ry  v a r i e ty  m u s t  in d eed  be p a le  and c o n t e n t - l e s s . S o m e  su c h  i m p l i ­

c i t  view as  th is  m a y  p a r t l y  exp la in  the  n e g le c t  of the  c o n n e c to r  w o rd s  

and the  e x c lu s iv e  i n t e r e s t  in  the  su b s ta n t iv e  w o rd s  of a s e n te n c e .

N aive as  t h e s e  no tions  a r e ,  they  do have  a c e r t a i n  p lau s ib i l i ty ;
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and  in  any c a s e  once  a t te n t io n  is f o c u s s e d  too e x c lu s iv e ly  on the  m o r e  

s u b s ta n t iv e  w o rd s  of the  s e n te n c e ,  w h e th e r  by the  re a s o n in g  j u s t  given 

o r  by so m e  o th e r  m e a n s ,  the  th e o ry  of m e a n in g  found in the T h e a e t e tu s 1 

d r e a m  fo llow s n a tu r a l ly .  If u n d e r s ta n d in g  and m is u n d e r s ta n d in g  a s e n ­

te n c e  is  a m a t t e r  of knowing o r  not knowing the  ob jec ts  r e f e r r e d  to in  

i t ,  the  m e a n in g  of a s e n te n c e  (what i t  s a y s )  m u s t  ju s t  be the  s u m  of i ts  

r e f e r e n c e s .  And it is  e a sy  to  s e e  how th is  view of the s e n te n c e  could  

c a u s e  D io n y s o d o ru s 1 f a i l u r e  to u n d e r s ta n d  c o n tra d ic t io n .  F o r  s in c e  in 

th is  th e o ry  no d i s t in c t io n  is  m a r k e d  be tw een  su b je c t  and p r e d i c a t e  i t  is  

in e v i ta b le  th a t  chang ing  any ( s u b s ta n t iv e )  w o rd  in a s e n te n c e  shou ld  be 

r e g a r d e d  a s  chang ing  th e  s u b je c t  a l to g e th e r ,  and f ro m  th is  the  d en ia l  of 

c o n t r a d ic t io n  fo llow s .

It is  w o r th  n o t ic in g  h e r e  how c e r t a i n  of P l a to ’s own hab i ts  w ould  

m a k e  th is  th e o ry  bo th  i n t e r e s t i n g  and a t t r a c t i v e  to him . The two m o s t  

s t r ik in g  f e a tu r e s  of the  fo re g o in g  a n a ly s i s  a r e  found a l s o  in  m u c h  of 

P l a t o ’ s own p h i lo so p h iz in g  in  the  m id d le  p e r io d  d ia lo g u es .  T h e s e  a r e  

(a) an  e m p h a s is  on the  s u b s ta n t iv e  p a r t s  of the  s e n te n c e  to the  e x c lu ­

s io n  of the  o th e r s ,  and  (b) the  ten d en cy  to th ink  of u n d e rs ta n d in g  a 

w o rd ,  w h e th e r  v e rb ,  a d je c t iv e ,  p r o p e r  noun, o r  co m m o n  noun, a s  

d i r e c t in g  o n e’s thought to w a rd  s o m e  o b je c t . The th e o ry  of F o r m s  in 

th e  m id d le  p e r io d  d ia lo g u e s  ex h ib i ts  both th e s e  te n d e n c ie s  in  P l a t o 1 s 

th ink ing . I t  w as  the  p re o c c u p a t io n  w ith  a d je c t iv e s ,  v e r b s ,  and nouns 

w hich , a s  they  a p p e a r e d  in  t h e i r  o r d in a r y  co n tex ts  app l ied  to the  o r d i ­

n a ry  f u r n i tu r e  of th e  w o r ld ,  s e e m e d  to  be p r o b le m a t ic a l ,  tha t  le d  h im  

to f o r m u la te  the  th e o ry  of F o r m s .  T hus  in  the  p a s s a g e  f ro m  R epub lic
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VII a l r e a d y  r e f e r r e d  to (523a-524d)  su c h  a w o rd  as  " h a r d "  is  s a id  to  

tu r n  out to be u sed  in o r d in a r y  con tex ts  w ith  no c l e a r  m e a n in g ,  s in c e  

the  p e rc e p t io n  w h ich  r e p o r t s  so m e th in g  to be h a rd  a lso  r e p o r t s  the  s a m e  

th ing  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  to  be so ft  (524a 6 ff. ). In o r d e r  to find out w ha t  

the  s e n s e s  can  p o s s ib ly  be say in g  in  such  a c a s e  one has to c o n c e n t r a te  

on th is  w o rd  " h a r d "  and  a s k  w ha t i t  m e a n s - - a n d  not look c l o s e r  a t  w ha t  

the  s e n s e s  r e p o r t  to you a s  h a r d  To find out about h a rd  one r e q u i r e s  

to  get a t  i t  a l l  by i t s e l f ,  and the  t ro u b le  about th ings judged  by the 

s e n s e s  is  th a t  by th a t  r o u te  one a lw ay s  ge ts  a t  h a rd  and soft  a t  once , to 

th e  d e t r im e n t  of o n e 's  u n d e r s ta n d in g  of e i th e r .  In th is  way by c o n c e n ­

t r a t i n g  on so m e  su c h  s u b s ta n t iv e  w o rd s  one ends by s e a rc h in g  out s o m e  

o b jec t  to w hich  one can  d i r e c t  h is  a t te n t io n  in o r d e r  to s a t is fy  the  d e ­

s i r e  to i s o la te  h a rd  j u s t  by i t s e l f .  W h e th e r  or not P la to  in the m id d le

p e r io d  d ia lo g u es  had any f i r m  th e o ry  w hich  e r e c te d  F o r m s  fo r  ev e ry

13a d je c t iv e  and c o m m o n  noun, i t  is  only too obvious th a t  d if f icu l t ie s  

about the  m e a n in g s  of (at l e a s t  so m e)  su ch  w o rd s  occup ied  the  f o r e f r o n t  

of h is  p h i lo so p h ic a l  a c t iv i ty  a t th is  p e r io d ;  and it  is  no l e s s  obvious th a t  

he  found the  so lu t io n  to th e s e  p r o b le m s  by th inking of th e s e  w o rd s  a s  

deno ting  c e r t a i n  o b je c ts  su c h  th a t  to know th em  w as  to u n d e r s ta n d  the  

w o rd s  in  q u es t io n .

The th e o ry  of m e a n in g ,  then , w h ich  is p r e s e n t  in  Socra tes*  

d r e a m  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  has  c e r t a i n  e s s e n t i a l  f e a tu r e s  w h ich  w ould 

n e c e s s a r i l y  have s t r u c k  a s y m p a th e t ic  c o rd  in P la to  h im se l f ,  w h a te v e r  

i ts  a c tu a l  o r ig in .  And even  to o th e r  peop le  i t  can  p e rh a p s  be m a d e  to  

s e e m  n a tu ra l ,  by s o m e  su c h  r e a s o n in g  a s  the  one o f fe re d  two p a r a g r a p h s
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back . But c o n s id e r  w ha t  happens  w hen i t  is  p r e s s e d  in a co u p le  of 

p l a c e s .  T h e r e  a r e ,  f i r s t ,  a n u m b e r  of obvious d i f f ic u l t ie s  abou t s y n ­

tax .  T he  th e o ry  a p p a re n t ly  s a y s  th a t  a s e n te n c e  is  m e a n in g fu l  if  and  

only if i t  c o n s i s t s  of two o r  m o r e  m e a n in g fu l  " n a m e s .  " And th is  

c l e a r l y  fa i l s  to  d i s c r i m i n a t e  b e tw een  " S o c r a te s  is a p h i lo s o p h e r "  and 

" w a lk s  r i d e s , "  to  say  no th ing  of the  m o r e  su b t le  s e m a n t ic a l ly  odd but

n o t  u n g r a m m a t i c a l  w o r d - s t r i n g s  s u c h  a s  " C o lo r l e s s  g r e e n  id e a s  s l e e p  
14fu r io u s ly .  " One th ing  th a t  P l a to  does  in the  S op h is t  is  to  in t ro d u c e  a 

r u d im e n ta r y  s y n ta c t i c a l  th e o ry ,  involv ing  the  ex p l ic i t  r e c o g n i t io n  th a t  

a s e n te n c e  m u s t  c o n ta in  a t  l e a s t  one noun (or " n a m in g  p a r t " )  and  one 

v e r b  (or  " s a y in g  p a r t " ) :  two nouns o r  two v e r b s  do no t y e t  m a k e  a 

s e n te n c e  n o r  does  one in  p ro n o u n c in g  th e m  in s u c c e s s io n  s a y  an y th ing .  

We need  not, h o w e v e r ,  r e f u s e  to  g r a n t  the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  e x p la in ed  

ab o v e  s o m e  m e a s u r e  of r e c o g n i t io n  of su ch  s y n ta c t ic a l  e le m e n ts  in the  

m e a n in g  of a s t a t e m e n t .  We can  im a g in e ,  fo r  e x am p le ,  th a t  su c h  an  

a t o m is t i c  a c c o u n t  a p p l ie s  only w i th in  c e r t a i n  p r e v io u s ly  d e m a r c a t e d  

l i m i t s :  s y n ta c t i c a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  m u s t  be m e t  b e fo re  any s t r i n g  of

w o r d s  ca n  be  ad ju d g ed  to  h av e  a  m e a n in g ,  but once  th is  s t ip u la t io n  is  

fu lf i l led  the  m e a n in g  of a s t r i n g  of w o rd s  is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  the  c o m b in e d  

m e a n in g s  of th e  s u b s ta n t iv e  w o rd s  i t  co n ta in s .  Thus th e  c r u c i a l  po in t  

i s  th a t  the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  d o es  not s e e  any p h i lo so p h ic a l  im p o r ta n c e  

in  th e  f a c t  of s y n ta c t i c a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s ;  in  r e c o g n iz in g  th e m  a t  a l l  i t  

m u s t  r e g a r d  th e m  a s  a r b i t r a r y  and  u n in te r e s t in g  f r o m  th e  po in t  of v iew  

of p h i lo s o p h ic a l  s e m a n t ic s .

A s e c o n d  d iff icu lty  goes  d e e p e r .  In  c o n s id e r in g  th e  a r g u m e n t  of
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the  E u th y d em u s  denying  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of c o n t r a d ic t io n  I s a id  th a t ,  in  

e ffec t,  D io n y so d o ru s  w as  con fus ing  the  th ing a s t a t e m e n t  say s  w ith  the  

thing it  is  about. How, on the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  ju s t  expounded, can  th is  

con fus ion  be av o ided?  If the  th ing  d e s ig n a te d  by the  s u b j e c t - e x p r e s s i o n  

is  s in g led  out a s  w ha t  the  s e n te n c e  is  about,  it  m u s t  equally  be a d m i t te d  

th a t  the  p r e d i c a t e  has  b een  a s s ig n e d  the  func tion  of d e s ig n a t io n ;  h ence  

t h e r e  w ould  s e e m  to be no g round  fo r  say ing  tha t  " A lb e r t in e  w as  a boy" 

and " A lb e r t in e  w a s  a g i r l "  a r e  abou t the  s a m e  th ing th a t  is  not a l s o  a 

ground  fo r  say ing  the  s a m e  ab o u t  " G i r l s  a r e  n ice"  and  "B oys  a r e  n ice .  " 

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  the  a t o m is t i c  th e o ry  has in effec t  m a d e  the  s e n te n c e  a s  a 

w hole  a kind of n a m e ,  d e s ig n a t in g  the  com pound o b jec t  w h ich  has  a s  

p a r t s  th e  th ings  d e s ig n a te d  by the  ind iv idua l  w o rd s .  T h is  m e a n s  th a t  

the  s e n te n c e  a s  a w ho le  is  doing ex ac t ly  the  s a m e  th ing as  an  ind iv idua l  

p r o p e r  n am e;  and if the  c r i t e r i o n  of two s e n te n c e s  being about d i f fe re n t  

th ings is  tha t  d i f fe re n t  th ings  a r e  n a m e d  in th e m , then  any two non- 

id e n t ic a l  s e n te n c e s  a r e  abou t d i f f e r e n t  th in g s .  By th inking  of the  m e a n ­

ing of a w o rd  a s  the o b je c t  i t  d e s ig n a te s ,  and of the  m e a n in g  of a s e n ­

te n c e  a s  the  com b in ed  d e s ig n a t io n s  of i ts  w o rd s ,  th is  th e o ry  s e e m s  

f i r m ly  c o m m it te d  to p r e c i s e l y  the  con fus ion  w h ich  lay  a t  the  ro o t  of 

D ionysodorus*  a rg u m e n t .  W hat looks  l ik e  c o n t r a d ic t io n  is r e a l ly  a 

change  of su b jec t .

T h is  s a m e  d if f icu lty  can  obv ious ly  be c a r r i e d  f u r t h e r  to show 

th a t  a to m is m  th r e a t e n s  to  a b o l i s h  fa lseh o o d .  C le a r ly  if a s t a t e m e n t  is  

f a l s e  t h e r e  m u s t  be a n o th e r  s t a t e m e n t  w h ich  e x p r e s s e s  the  t r u th  about 

the m a t t e r  in  q u e s t io n  and w h ich  the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  c o n t r a d i c t s .  But
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as  on a to m is t i c  p r in c ip l e s  t h e r e  i s  no c o n t r a d ic t io n  t h e r e  i s  no f a l s e ­

hood e i th e r .  T he  s a m e  po in t  can  be m a d e  m o r e  d i r e c t ly .  S in ce  th e  

a to m is t i c  th e o ry  m a k e s  a l l  s e n te n c e s  in to  (com plex) n a m e s ,  and  a 

n a m e  s u c c e e d s  in  p e r f o r m in g  i t s  t a s k  if i t  m a n a g e s  to  r e f e r  to  s o m e ­

th ing , a l l  s ig n i f ic a n t  s e n te n c e s  m u s t  do s u c c e s s fu l ly  w h a t  th e y  a r e  

in ten d ed  to do: e v e ry  s ig n i f ic a n t  s e n te n c e  has  i t s  o b jec t ,  so  w h e r e in

l i e s  i t s  d e fe c t?  It  a p p e a r s  th a t  a l le g e d  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s ,  no l e s s  th a n  

t r u e ,  do d e s ig n a te  s o m e th in g  th a t  e x i s t s , and i t  is  not e a sy  to  s e e  w h a t  

m o r e  the  t r u e  ones do to  m e r i t  th a t  t i t l e .  Hence the  a to m is t i c  t h e o r y  

a p p e a r s  to  l e a v e  no ro o m  fo r  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n ts .

F a c e d  w ith  th is  d if f icu l ty  a conv inced  a to m is t  would  h av e  only 

one p la c e  to  look  to  find ro o m  in h is  th e o ry  fo r  fa lseh o o d .  F a l s e h o o d  

m u s t  so m eh o w  c o n s i s t  in  e r r o r  in s o m e  one o r  m o r e  of the  c o n s t i tu e n t  

n a m e s  of a s e n te n c e .  To have  a f a l s e  s e n te n c e  you m u s t  so m e h o w  have 

a f a l s e  n a m e - - a  n a m e  w h ic h  d e s ig n a te s  an o b jec t  but does  so  l e s s  w e l l  

( " f a l s e ly 11) th a n  a n o th e r  n a m e ,  w h ich , w e r e  it u se d  in s te a d ,  w ould  

m a k e  th e  s e n te n c e  t r u e .  Thus " A lb e r t in e  w as  a boy" so m eh o w  s a y s  

the  s a m e  th ing  a s  " A lb e r t i n e  w as  a g i r l "  (the s a m e  o b je c t ,  A l b e r t i n e - 

b o y , is  r e f e r r e d  to by both) but "boy"  is the t r u e  n a m e  fo r  boy w h i le  

" g i r l "  i s  f a l s e ,  so  th a t  the  f i r s t  s e n te n c e  e x p r e s s e s  a t r u th ,  w h e r e a s  

the  l a t t e r  is  f a l s e  S o m e  a t t e m p t  a long  th is  l in e  s e e m s  the  only p o s s i ­

b le  w ay  of avo id ing  the  u n to w a rd  c o n s e q u e n c e s  j u s t  e l ic i te d  f r o m  th e  

th e o ry .  If n a m in g  i s  th e  only o p e ra t io n  r e c o g n iz e d  by th e  th e o r y  s o m e  

ap p e a l  to f a l s e  n a m e s  m u s t  be m a d e  in o r d e r  to  a llow  f a l s e  say in g .

And th e  d if f icu l ty  ab o u t  c o n t r a d ic t io n  can  only be evaded  by hav ing  both
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s ta te m e n ts  som ehow  say  the  s a m e  th ing (one of th e m  w ell  o r  t r u ly ,  the  

o th e r  badly  o r  fa lse ly ) :  o th e rw is e  t h e r e  is  no avo id ing  the  c o n s e q u e n c e

th a t  s o - c a l l e d  c o n t r a d ic t io n  is j u s t  changing  the  su b je c t .

We sh a l l  see  in a m o m e n t  tha t  the  C r a ty lu s 1 c o n c e rn  w ith  the 

no tion  of a f a l s e  n am e  is  d i r e c t e d  p r e c i s e ly  a t  th is  p ro b le m :  the

C ra ty lu s  in tends  to d eve lop  a c l e a r  c o n cep t io n  of f a l s e  nam ing  in o r d e r  

to  invoke f a l s e  n a m e s  a s  the  g ro u n d w o rk  of a th e o ry  of f a l s e  a s s e r t i o n s .  

And the  T h e a e te tu s 1 idea  th a t  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n ts  m u s t  a l l  re d u c e  to f a l s e  

id en t i ty  ju d g m e n ts  is  j u s t  the  con v in ced  a t o m i s t !s a t te m p t  to sa v e  h is  

th e o ry  by appea l in g  to e r r o r  in  the  m o d e  of d e s ig n a t in g  so m e  p a r t  of 

the  s e n te n c e 's  m e a n in g - - th a t  i s ,  to  m i s - nam in g ,  o r  (what c o m e s  to the  

s a m e )  m is  re co g n i t io n .

It w il l  be u se fu l ,  h o w e v e r ,  b e fo re  tu rn in g  to th e s e  f u r th e r  d e v e l ­

o p m e n ts ,  to have in  view  the  th e o ry  of m e a n in g  p ro d u c e d  in the S o p h i s t , 

on the  b a s i s  of w h ich  P la to  f in a l ly  pu ts  f o r w a r d  an acco u n t  of fa lseh o o d  

th a t  has  so m e  ch an ce  of being a c c e p ta b le .  I have a t  v a r io u s  p la c e s  

above  r e f e r r e d  to  the m a in  f e a tu r e s  of the  new th e o ry  of m ean in g ,  but 

i t  w i l l  be u se fu l  to c o l le c t  th e m  h e r e  so  a s  to s e e  c l e a r ly  the  p la c e s  

w h e r e  the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  w as  f in a l ly  found d e f ic ien t .  The S oph is t  

has b een  m u ch  s tu d ie d  and c o m m e n te d  on, but, w h ile  a c u te ly  a w a r e  of 

the  v e ry  g r e a t  d i f f ic u l t ie s  in u n d e r s ta n d in g  w hat P la to  s a y s  th e r e ,  I 

th ink  c o m m e n ta to r s  have  not g e n e ra l ly  s e e n  the  im p o r ta n c e  of P l a t o 's  

re c o g n i t io n  of s y n ta c t ic a l  e le m e n ts  in  the  m e a n in g  of a s e n te n c e .  ^  It 

is  im p o r ta n t  to get th is  s t r a ig h t  in  o r d e r  to show the  b e a r in g  of the 

S o p h is t ' s  d i s c u s s io n  on th e  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  w hich , a s  I have  been

165



co n ten d in g ,  i s  th e  m a in  r e a s o n  fo r  P l a t o 1 s i n t e r e s t  in  the  s o p h i s t s 1 

a r g u m e n t  a g a in s t  f a l s e h o o d .

In th e  S o p h is t  (260b 10 -2 6 3 d  5), the  E le a t ic  S t r a n g e r ,  hav ing  

a r g u e d  a t  l e n g th  the  i n te r c o m m u n io n  of F o r m s  and the  co n se q u e n t  

e x i s t e n c e  of n o t -b e in g ,  a t  l e a s t  u n d e r  the  a s p e c t  of the  n o n - id e n t i ty  of 

any F o r m  w ith  any  o th e r ,  u n d e r t a k e s  to  show th a t  s t a t e m e n t  and  b e l ie f  

a r e  s u c h  a s  to  a d m i t  of n o t -b e in g  and  h ence  of fa lseh o o d .  A t th e  b e g in ­

ning of th e  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  p a r t  of th e  d ia lo g u e  (237a ff. ) he has  c o n fe s s e d  

the  n e c e s s i t y  of f ind ing  s o m e  a n a ly s i s  w h ich  w il l  p e r m i t  a log o s  to  say  

Tfl. o \ / T a  w i th o u t  im p ly in g  th a t  i t  s a y s  nothing a t  a l l :  th e  s o p h ­

i s t s ,  a s  w e  h a v e  s e e n  f r o m  th e  E u th y d e m u s , can  show th a t  f a l s e h o o d  is  

im p o s s ib l e  u n le s s  in  s a y in g  w h a t  i s  not a logos n e v e r th e l e s s  s a y s  s o m e ­

th ing  th a t  e x i s t s  ( tha t t h e r e  i s  to  say ) .  H e re  he t u r n s ,  a t  l a s t ,  to  th is  

t a s k .

I t  m a y  s e e m  p u z z l in g  th a t ,  hav ing  shown th e  e x is te n c e  of w h a t  

i s  no t in  a  s e n s e  t h a t  d o e s  no t  g ive  r i s e  to  any p a ra d o x ,  the  S t r a n g e r  

sh ou ld  th in k  h is  jo b  s t i l l  f a r  f r o m  c o m p le te .  But of c o u r s e  he  m u s t  no t 

only show th a t  "w h a t  i s  no t"  is  a m b ig u o u s ,  and  does  no t a lw a y s  m e a n  

(if i t  cou ld  m e a n  th i s  a t  a l l )  "w h a t  has  no being w h a t s o e v e r " :  he  m u s t  

show th a t  w h en  a  s t a t e m e n t  i s  s a id  to  be f a l s e ,  and to  s a y  "w h a t  is  

n o t , "  th e  s e n s e  of " w h a t  i s  no t"  i s  an  innocuous  one w h ich  does  not 

im p ly  th a t  say in g  n o th ing  is  say in g  so m e th in g .  T h e r e f o r e ,  a s  he s a y s  

(260a 7 -8 ) ,  he  a n d  T h e a e te tu s  m u s t  r e a c h  an  a g r e e m e n t  a s  to  w h a t  lo g o s  

i s  in  o r d e r  to  r e f u te  th e  s o p h i s t s  once  and  fo r  a l l .  O nce  the  n a tu r e  of 

logos  i s  u n d e r s to o d  th e  q u e s t io n  ca n  be  fa c e d  w h e th e r ,  and  if  so  how,
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logos  " h a s  a s h a r e  in  t o  " (260d 6 - 8 ).

The a r g u m e n t  t h e r e f o r e  p r o c e e d s  in  two s ta g e s :  f i r s t  th e  S t r a n g e r  

a s k s  the  q u e s t io n  w h a t  i t  i s  to  sa y  s o m e th in g , and th en  he show s how, 

g iven  th i s  a n a ly s i s  of s t a t e m e n t ,  i t  is  p o s s ib le  to  say  so m e th in g  f a l s e ,  

so m e th in g  th a t  " i s  not. " P u t  v e r y  rough ly ,  and  su b je c t  to f u r th e r  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  he  d ra w s  a  s h a r p  d is t in c t io n  b e tw een  n am ing  and say in g  

so m e th in g ,  and  e m p h a s i z e s  the  fa c t  th a t  in  a s t a t e m e n t  so m e th in g  ge ts  

a s s e r t e d  of s o m e th in g  e l s e ,  and  th a t  th is  is  not and  canno t be a m a t t e r  

of n am in g  m e r e l y .  And fa ls e h o o d  th en  e m e r g e s  a s  the  a s s e r t i o n  of one 

th ing  of a n o th e r ,  w h e r e  th e  th ing  a s s e r t e d  i£  no t (not in  the  s e n s e  of 

n o n -e x i s t e n c e ,  but in  the  s e n s e  of d i f f e re n c e )  any of the th ings to w h ich  

th e  s u b je c t  does  in f a c t  s ta n d  r e l a t e d  a s  the  s t a t e m e n t  r e p r e s e n t s  th e m .  

T h e r e  i s ,  n e i t h e r  in t r u e  n o r  in f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s ,  any th ing  n o n -e x is te n t  

be ing  ta lk e d  ab ou t o r  a s s e r t e d  of any th ing , s in c e  say ing  is  not j u s t  

n am ing ; each  p a r t  of th e  s e n te n c e ,  and  the  s e n te n c e  a s  a w hole , c a n  be 

m ean in g fu l  and  y e t  w h a t  is  s a id  m a y  be f a l s e .

The s t r a n g e r ' s  f i r s t  m o v e  i s ,  then ,  to  p ropound  a th e o ry  of 

lo g o s .  H e r e  h is  c r u c i a l  a d v a n c e  o v e r  the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  is  in  a l lo w ­

ing m o r e  to  be  a c c o m p l i s h e d  in  a s e n te n c e  th an  th e  d es ig n a t io n  of s o m e  

e x is te n t  th in g s .  ^  As 1 pu t  i t  above , s e n te n c e s  a l s o  a s s e r t  so m e th in g  

of so m e th in g .  How do they  m a n a g e  to  do th i s ?  The S t r a n g e r ' s  e x p o s i ­

t ion  of h is  th e o ry  is  v e r y  b r i e f ,  and i t  w il l  r e q u i r e  a  c e r t a in  am o u n t  of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  to  p ro d u c e  a  c l e a r  a n s w e r  to  the  q u es t io n .

The  S t r a n g e r  b eg in s  im m e d ia te ly  (26l c  ff. ) by su g g es t in g  th a t  

not e v e ry  m ea n in g fu l  w o rd  w i l l  f it  to g e th e r  in  a s e n te n c e  w ith  e v e ry
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o th e r  m e a n in g fu l  w o rd .  T h e r e  a r e ,  in  f a c i , two d is t in c t  k inds of

168

ingfu l any two in d iv id u a l  w o rd s  m a y  be they  do not when p ro n o u n c e d  in 

s u c c e s s io n  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n s t i tu te  a logos  th a t  i t s e l f  has any m e a n in g :  

a s u c c e s s io n  of nouns ,  f o r  e x a m p le ,  o r  a s u c c e s s io n  of v e r b s ,  though  

m e a n in g fu l  in  i ts  p a r t s ,  h a s  no m e a n in g  a s  a w h o le . Any m e a n in g fu l  

lo g o s  r e q u i r e s  (at l e a s t )  one n a m i n g - p a r t  and one d e s c r i b i n g - p a r t :  two 

s u c h  w o rd s  f i t  to g e th e r  (262c 5 -6 )  to  f o r m  a new en tity , the  lo g o s ,  

w h e r e a s  w o rd s  not c h o se n  a c c o r d in g  to  th is  ru le  fa il  to co m b in e  and  

r e m a i n  noth ing  m o r e  th a n  in d iv id u a l  n a m e s  (o r  o th e r  w o rd s )  w ith  no 

m o r e  m e a n in g  than  the  m e a n in g s  of each  in d iv idua l  w o rd .  A lo g o s ,  

h o w e v e r ,  b e c a u s e  of th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  c o n s i s t s  of d i s p a r a t e  p a r t s  p e r ­

f o rm in g  d i f fe re n t  fu n c t io n s  does  s u c c e e d  in  m e a n in g  m o r e  than  the  

m e a n in g s  of i ts  p a r t s :  anyone  who p ro n o u n c e s  in s u c c e s s io n  w o rd s  th a t  

f i t  t o g e th e r  in th is  w ay ' ' i n d i c a t e s  so m e th in g  about w hat  is  o r  c o m e s  to 

be  o r  c a m e  to  be o r  i s  ab ou t to  be, and  doesn*t m e r e l y  n a m e  s o m e th in g ,  

but ge ts  s o m e w h e re  by w eav in g  to g e th e r  d e s c r ip t io n s  w ith  n a m e s "

(262d 2 -4 ) .  The  e f fec t ,  th a t  is  to s a y ,  of nam ing  so m e o n e  and  th en  

p ro n o u n c in g  a w o rd  m e a n in g  an a c t io n  (262b 5-6) is  th a t  you a s s e r t  th a t  

j u s t  th a t  p e r s o n  is  p e r f o r m in g  j u s t  th a t  a c t ion :  th is  you cou ld  not have  

done if the  two w o rd s  w e r e  m e r e l y  ju x ta p o s e d  and not r e a l l y  f i t te d  

t o g e t h e r . The  s y n ta c t i c a l  r e q u i r e m e n t  abou t nouns and  v e r b s  ( d e s c r i p ­

t io n s ) ,  w h ich  en ab le s  th is  in te rw e a v in g  and  f i t t ing  to g e th e r ,  t u r n s  out 

not to  be the  a r b i t r a r y  and  u n in te r e s t in g  th ing  w h ich  the  a to m is t i c

w o r d s ,  ovO |^a  To. (or  n a m in g - w o r d s )  and * * ( l i t e r a l ly  " v e r b s "

17bu t p ro b a b ly  inc lud ing  d e s c r i b in g - w o r d s  g e n e ra l ly ) .  H o w ev e r  m e a n -



th e o ry  a s s u m e d  it  to  be ,  in s o f a r  a s  it  took no tice  of it a t  a l l .  F o r  b e ­

hind the  s y n ta c t ic a l  r e q u i r e m e n t  l i e s  the e s s e n c e  of the log o s ,  i t s  a b i l ­

ity  to  a s s e r t  so m e th in g ,  to  get s o m e w h e re  ( »  v T < ) and  do 

m o r e  th an  n a m e  so m e th in g .

How, then , a c c o rd in g  to th is  th e o ry ,  does a s e n te n c e  m a n a g e  to 

a s s e r t  so m e th in g ?  P la to  sa y s  th a t  the  s u c c e s s iv e  u t t e r a n c e  of w o rd s  

does  not in d ic a te  any  f a c t  o r  even t  un til  d e s c r ip t io n s  a r e  m in g led  w ith  

n a m e s ;  and the  ab i l i ty  of a s t r e a m  of w o rd s  of th is  s o r t  to say  s o m e ­

thing  is  put down to the  fa c t  th a t  noun and d e s c r ip t io n  fit  to g e th e r  

(262c 5). W hat does  th is  c o m e  to?  The  f i r s t  point to  n o tice  is  th a t  the  

d e s c r ip t io n s  in P l a t o ' s  e x a m p le s  ( tPl/ ^ e-», T f  K<X&6 uSV l)

a r e  a l l  f in i te  v e r b s ,  and  not fo r  e x a m p le  in f in i t iv es  o r  (if he w e r e  

s p eak in g  E ng lish )  g e ru n d s .  " T o  w a lk "  and ’'w a lk ing 11 a r e ,  a s  i t  w e r e ,  

n a m e s  of v e r b s ,  and  P la to  m ig h t  have  c o n s t ru c te d  his l i s t  of v e r b s  

w ith  in f in i t iv e s  o r  g e ru n d s :  w a lk ing ,  runn ing , and s leep in g ,  o r  to w alk ,  

to  run ,  to s le e p .  I th ink  i t  is  c r u c i a l  to the  th e o ry  he m e a n s  to adop t 

th a t  h is  d e s c r ip t io n s  a r e  a l l  f in i te  v e r b s  and  not in f in i t iv e s  o r  g e ru n d s .  

F o r  a l though  “ to w a lk ” is  a s  m u c h  a fe-TT* T“ai s 7T^a£6Tiv^

(262a 3) a s  " w a l k s , ” and  p e r h a p s  m o r e  so, only the  f in i te  v e r b  f o rm  

co m e s  w ith  i ts  func tion  in  the  s e n te n c e  a l r e a d y  c le a r ly  m a rk e d .

" W a lk s ” d e m a n d s  to be c o m p le te d  by the  add i t io n  of a n am e  b e fo re  it; 

i t s  d e s c r ib in g  ro le  i s  a l r e a d y  f ixed ,  w h e r e a s  an  in f in i t ive ,  though p e r ­

haps  a p u r e r  of an  a c t io n ,  is  fo r  th a t  v e ry  r e a s o n  not a good

c a n d id a te  fo r  the  m ix e d  ro le  th a t  d e s c r ip t io n s  p lay  in  s e n te n c e s .  L ik e  

" to  w a l k , ” " w a lk s ” e x p r e s s e s  th e  concep t  of w alk ing  (let us say ) ,  but
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u n lik e  th e  in f in i t iv e  the  f in i te  f o r m  is  a d a p te d  to  the  a d d i t io n a l  fu nc tion

of f i t t in g  to g e th e r  w ith  a noun so  a s  to  app ly  th a t  c o n cep t  to i t .  P l a t o 1 s

u s e  of f in i te  f o r m s  t h e r e f o r e  s u g g e s ts  th a t  th e  im p o r ta n t  p a r t  of h is
* ✓

th e o ry  is  th e  d e s c r i p t i v e  func tion  w h ic h  he a s s ig n s  to  j and

not the  f a c t  (262a 1-7) th a t  bo th  a  p e r s o n  and  an a c t io n  m u s t  a p p e a r  in  

any c o m p le te  s e n te n c e .  T he  i m p o r t a n t  po in t i s  the  f i t t in g  t o g e th e r  of 

n a m e  and  a c t io n - w o r d .

A s ta t e m e n t ,  th en ,  a s s e r t s  so m e th in g  (and does  no t m e r e l y  

n a m e  o r  in d ic a te  s o m e  th ings  th a t  ex is t )  b e c a u s e  i t  c o n ta in s  a  p a r t  

w h o s e  fu n c t io n  i t  i s  not only to  in d ic a te  s o m e  o b jec t  (say  w a lk in g ) bu t 

a l s o  to  d e s c r i b e  th e  o b je c t  n a m e d  by th e  su b je c t  of the  s e n te n c e  a s  p e r ­

fo rm in g  th e  a c t io n  in d ic a te d .  By c o n t r a s t  w ith  the  a to m is t i c  c o n c e p t io n  

s e t  out above ,  th i s  th e o ry  ex p l ic i t ly  o b s e r v e s  the  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  a 

n a m e  an d  a d e s c r ip t i o n  and  a s s ig n s  to  the  p a r t s  of a  s e n te n c e  two s e p ­

a r a t e  fu n c t io n s .  A se n te n c e  i s  to be r e g a r d e d  not a s  th e  s u m  of w o r d s  

w h ich ,  ta k e n  in  i s o la t io n ,  p e r f o r m  t h e i r  l in g u is t ic  r o le  j u s t  a s  fu lly  a s  

w hen  they  a r e  ta k e n  to g e th e r  in  a s e n te n c e .  By i t s e l f  11 T h e a e t e tu s 11 

n a m e s  T h e a e te tu s ,  but by i t s e l f  " w a l k s , ” though  p e r h a p s  i t  in d ic a te s  

w alk in g  and  so  h as  a  m e a n in g  in  i s o la t io n ,  does  not a c tu a l ly  p e r f o r m  

i ts  jo b  of d e s c r ib in g .  I t  is  only w i th in  the  s e n te n c e  th a t  a f in i te  v e r b  

a c c o m p l i s h e s  i t s  t a s k  of d e s c r ib in g  s o m e th in g ,  and  t h e r e f o r e  a  s e n ­

te n c e  can n o t  be  r e g a r d e d  (as th e  a t o m is t i c  th e o ry  r e g a r d e d  it)  a s  a n  

a g g r e g a te  of w o rd s  w h ic h  cou ld  fu n c t io n  j u s t  a s  e f fec t iv e ly  a l l  by t h e m ­

s e lv e s .  Though  i t  i s  " f l i e s "  in  " T h e a e t e tu s  f l i e s "  w h ic h  d e s c r i b e s  

T h e a e te tu s ,  " f l i e s "  ta k e n  by i t s e l f  d o es  not d e s c r ib e  any th ing .
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The S t r a n g e r s  th e o ry  of logos  t h e r e f o r e  r e j e c t s  the  two c e n t r a l  

f e a tu r e s  of the  a to m is t i c  ac c o u n t  of the  s e n te n c e .  T h e r e  a r e  o th e r  fu n ­

d a m e n ta l  L inguistic  o p e ra t io n s  than  n am in g ,  and a s e n te n c e  is  not 

m e r e l y  a c o l le c t io n  of w o rd s  func tion ing  in  c o m p le te  in d ep en d en ce  of 

one a n o th e r .  It is  o b v io u s ,  of c o u r s e ,  th a t  the  new th e o ry ,  a s  e x p la in ed  

by the  S t r a n g e r  and  expounded  ab o v e ,  is  in c o m p le te .  I t  t a k e s  no in g e n u ­

ity  to  th ink  up e x a m p le s  fo r  w h ich  i t  does  not w o rk .  W o r d - o r d e r  is  not 

m e n t io n e d ,  n o r  i s  any  a c c o u n t  ta k e n  of s e m a n t i c a l  s o u r c e s  of m e a n in g ­

l e s s n e s s .  But i t  does  a c c u r a t e l y  r e c o r d  the  e s s e n t i a l  fa c t  abou t a 

s t a t e m e n t ,  th a t  in  i t  an  a s s e r t i o n  is  m a d e .  The  im p o r t a n c e  of th is  

a c h ie v e m e n t  o v e r sh a d o w s  a l l  th e s e  o th e r  in a d e q u a c ie s :  f o r  P la to  w as  

th e  f i r s t  p e r s o n  to r e a c h  ex p l ic i t  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  a w a r e n e s s  of th is  a b s o ­

lu te ly  fu n d am en ta l  fa c t  abou t lan g u ag e  and  thought.  T h a t  c o m m e n ta to r s  

have  not g iven  h im  c r e d i t  fo r  th is  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  is  due to  the  fa c t  

th a t  they  have not a p p r e c i a t e d  r ig h t ly  the  n a tu r e  of the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  

w h ich  P la to  had to f ig h t  h is  w ay th ro u g h .

The new th e o ry  of logos  i s ,  h o w e v e r ,  only p a r t ,  though  the  

a b so lu te ly  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t ,  of the  S t ra n g e r* s  t a s k .  He m u s t  now show 

how, on th is  u n d e r s ta n d in g  of lo g o s ,  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n ts  a r e  p o s s ib le  in 

w h ich  h o w ev e r  t h e r e  is  no a t t e m p t  to  n a m e  o r  r e f e r  to  w h a t  is  no th ing  

a t  a l l .  The  s u b se q u e n t  e x p lan a t io n  of f a ls e h o o d  (262e-263d) is  e x t r e m e ly  

b r i e f  and  d if f icu l t  to  i n t e r p r e t  in  d e ta i l  w ith  any a s s u r a n c e .  W hat the  

S t r a n g e r  w an ts  to  show is  th a t  s e n te n c e s  ca n  convey  fa ls e h o o d s  even  

though they  m e e t  a l l  th e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of m e a n in g fu ln e s s ,  inc lu d in g  the  

r e q u i r e m e n t  th a t  no th ing  n o n - e x i s t e n t  be  m e n t io n e d .  He t h e r e f o r e
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p o in ts  out, tak in g  a s  e x a m p le s  " T h e a e t e tu s  s i t s  (is s i t t in g )"  and  " T h e ­

a e te tu s  is  f l y in g ,"  two f a c t s :  (1) ea c h  s e n te n c e  m e e t s  the  s y n ta c t i c a l

r e q u i r e m e n t  fo r  say in g  s o m e th in g  m e a n in g fu l ,  a s  la id  down ab o v e  

(262e 12-13),  and  (2) bo th  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  w o rd s  of ea c h  s e n te n c e  have  

in d iv id u a l ly  a m e a n in g ,  i. e. , th ey  in d ic a te  so m e th in g  th a t  e x i s t s  (263c 

7 -1 1 ,  b 11-12) T h e a e te tu s ,  f ly ing  and  s i t t in g  a r e  d e f in i te  s o m e th in g s ,  

and  not n o th in g s .  B oth  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  m e a n in g fu l ,  w h e th e r  by the  s t a n d ­

a r d s  of the  s o p h i s t s  o r  by th o s e  of th e  S t r a n g e r  h im s e l f .

B u t in  w h a t  c o n s i s t s  the  f a l s i ty  of " T h e a e te tu s  is  f ly in g "?  I t  is  

in  d e c id in g  w h a t  P l a t o 1 s a n s w e r  to  th is  q u e s t io n  is  th a t  d i f f ic u l t ie s  a r i s e .  

The  c r u c i a l  l in e s  (263b 4 -1 2 )  r e a d  (om it t in g  T h e a e t e tu s 1 r e s p o n s e s ) :

(1) The  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  s a y s  th in g s  th a t  a r e  a s  they  a r e  in  y o u r

c a s e .

(2) W hile ,  th en ,  the  f a l s e  s a y s  o th e r  th ings  than  the  th in g s  th a t

a r e

(3) So i t  s a y s  th in g s  th a t  a r e  not a s  if  they  w e r e .

(4) T h in g s  th a t  a r e ,  then ,  bu t th in g s  o th e r  th an  the  th in g s  th a t  

a r e  in  y o u r  c a s e .  F o r  w e  s a id  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  indeed  in the  c a s e  of ea c h  

th ing m a n y  th in g s  th a t  a r e ,  and  m a n y  th a t  a r e  not.

T h is  s p e c i f i c a t io n  of how fa ls e h o o d  c o m e s  ab ou t ev id en t ly  e m ­

p lo y s  th e  n o tion  of o t h e r n e s s  in  s o m e  w ay . The  u su a l  v iew  has  b e e n

th a t  P l a to  h e r e  ex p la in s  f a l s e h o o d  a s  p r e d ic a t in g  of a th ing  s o m e th in g
18th a t  is  no t id e n t ic a l  w i th  any of th e  th in g s  w h ich  i t  p a r t i c i p a t e s  in .

T he r e a s o n  f o r  th in k in g  th a t  th is  is  P l a t o 1 s v iew is  p r e s u m a b ly  to  be  

found in  (2), ta k e n  to g e th e r  w i th  th e  su p p o s i t io n  th a t  in  thus  a s s o c i a t i n g
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the  n o t -b e in g  of fa lseh o o d  w ith  o th e r n e s s  P la to  m e a n s  to  be ap p e a l in g  

to the  s e n s e  of n o t -b e in g  as  o t h e r n e s s  e s t a b l i s h e d  in the  d i s c u s s io n  of 

the  c o m m u n io n  of F o r m s  e a r l i e r  in  the  d ia logue  (252-259). And, 

though th a t  d i s c u s s io n  is  in p la c e s  q u i te  o b s c u re ,  t h e r e  a r e  g rounds  

fo r  th ink ing  th a t  the  only k ind of n o t -b e in g  w h ich  is  t h e r e  p ro v e d  to 

e x is t  is n o n - id e n t i ty .  H en ce ,  i t  i s  thought,  P la to  m u s t  be say ing  th a t  a 

f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  p r e d i c a t e s  s o m e th in g  th a t  is  not id e n t ic a l  w ith  any of 

the  th ings  th a t  the  th ing  in  q u e s t io n  does  in  fac t  p a r t i c ip a t e  in.

Now I th ink  m y s e l f  th a t  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  view is  v e r y  p ro b a b ly  

c o r r e c t ;  v e r y  l ik e ly ,  the  s e n s e  of o th e r n e s s  P la to  r e l i e s  on in e x p la in ­

ing how a f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  m ea n in g fu l  and y e t  s a y s  "w ha t is  not" is

the  s e n s e  of n o n - id e n t i ty .  I t  is  n e v e r t h e l e s s  t r u e ,  a s  M o ra v c s ik  has  

19a rg u e d ,  th a t  P la to*s d i s c u s s io n  of n eg a t io n  in  257 b -2 5 8 c ,  is  not

e a s i ly  u n d e r s ta n d a b le  a s  o p e ra t in g  w ith  a no tion  of n o n - id e n t i ty  ex c lu -
\ . /

s iv e ly ;  thus  P la to  sa y s  th a t  \ o KcxAov is o th e r  than  nothing e l s e

than  To Klokov (257d 10-11),  w h ile  n e v e r th e l e s s  r e c o g n iz in g  ( e . g . ,  

259b) th a t  ev e ry th in g  i s  o th e r  th an  (not id e n t ic a l  w ith)  ev e ry th in g  e l s e .

To go in to  the  a n a ly s i s  of th is  v e r y  d if f icu l t  p a s s a g e  of the  S oph is t  

w ould  ta k e  us too f a r  f r o m  o u r  m a in  c o n c e rn ,  w h ich  is  w ith  the  notions  

of say in g  and m e a n in g  and t h e i r  c o n n e c t io n  w ith  P l a t o 1 s p r o b le m  abou t 

fa lseh o o d .  N or  s h a l l  I d i s c u s s  the  v iew  ab ou t o th e r n e s s  w h ich  M o ra v c s ik  

a t t e m p ts  to  e x t r a c t  f r o m  the  p a s s a g e  and  app ly  to  the  a n a ly s i s  of f a l s e ­

hood in  262-263 . B u t w h a te v e r  s e n s e  of o th e r n e s s  257-258  o p e ra te s  

w ith ,  i t  i s  c e r t a i n  th a t  o th e r n e s s  a s  n o n - id e n t i ty  is  r e c o g n iz e d  by P la to ;  

and  I th ink  i t  can  be show n th a t  th is  co n cep t io n  is  a l l  one n eed s  in  o r d e r
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to  m a k e  P l a t o fs a n a ly s i s  of f a ls e h o o d  both  cogen t  in  i t s e l f  and  p e r s u a ­

s iv e  a g a in s t  the  s o p h is t s  w hom  his d i s c u s s io n  is  m a in ly  d e s ig n e d  to 

p la c a te .  To show th is  m u c h  is  enough fo r  m y  p u r p o s e s ,  s in c e  m y 

i n t e r e s t s  h e r e  l i e  m a in ly  in P l a t o 1 s th e o ry  of m e a n in g  and  s t a t e m e n t  

and  how th is  th e o ry  c o n t r ib u te s  to  the  so lu t io n  of the  p ro b le m  of f a l s e ­

hood, and  not in  the  d e ta i l  of th e  a n a ly s i s  of n eg a t io n  and  fa ls e h o o d  fo r  

t h e i r  own s a k e s .
20M o r a v c s ik  has  a rg u e d  th a t  the  a n a ly s i s  of fa ls e h o o d  in  t e r m s  

of n o n - id e n t i ty  is  a v e r y  fau lty  ex p lan a t io n .  F o r  if say in g  so m e th in g  

f a l s e  i s  say in g  so m e th in g  th a t  is  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  any of th e  th ings  th a t  

a r e  t r u e  in  the  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  in q u e s t io n ,  i t  fo l low s ,  he th in k s ,  th a t  

in  o r d e r  to  know th a t  w h a t  s o m e o n e  h as  sa id  is f a l s e  one m u s t  know 

th a t  th e  p r e d ic a t e  e x p r e s s e d  is  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  a l l  the  p r e d ic a t e s  the  

su b je c t  does  in  fa c t  b e a r .  And s u r e ly  th is  m e a n s  th a t  in  o r d e r  to know 

so m e th in g  to  be f a l s e  one m u s t  know a l l  the  t r u th s  t h e r e  a r e  to  know 

ab o u t  th e  th ing. But in  r e q u i r i n g  th a t  the  p r e d ic a t e  be n o n - id e n t ic a l  

w i th  any and  a l l  the  p r e d i c a t e s  w h ich  the  s u b je c t  a c tu a l ly  b e a r s  the  

p ro p o s e d  a n a ly s i s  a p p e a r s  to p la c e  an  a b s u r d ly  s e v e r e  r e s t r i c t i o n  on 

o u r  a b i l i ty  to  know any s t a t e m e n t  to  be fa l s e .

But does  the  a n a ly s i s  r e a l ly  r e q u i r e  th a t  f ind ing  out th a t  s o m e ­

th ing  i s  f a l s e  m u s t  e n ta i l  th is  H e r c u le a n  t a s k ?  M o rav cs ik * s  c r i t i c i s m  

s e e m s  to  invo lve  th e  no tion  th a t  in  an a ly z in g  a  c o n cep t  one is  p ro v id in g  

r u l e s  fo r  i t s  a p p l ic a t io n :  thus  if  f a ls e h o o d  is  a n a ly z e d  a s  say in g  s o m e ­

th ing  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  any th ing  th a t  i s  t r u e  of the  su b je c t ,  M o r a v c s ik  c o n ­

c lu d e s  th a t  on th is  a n a ly s i s  to  d e t e r m i n e  th a t  s o m e th in g  is  f a l s e  one
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m u s t  a c q u i r e  a l i s t  of a l l  the  th ings  th a t  a r e  t r u e  of the su b je c t  and th en  

e s ta b l i s h  tha t  none of th e m  is  id e n t ic a l  w ith  w hat w as  a s s e r t e d  of it .

But I th ink  th is  m is c o n c e iv e s  the  p u rp o s e  of p h i lo so p h ic a l  a n a ly s i s  in 

g e n e r a l  and  the  a im  of P l a t o ' s  a n a ly s i s  of fa lse h o o d  in p a r t i c u l a r .  An 

a n a ly s i s  of a c o n cep t  m u s t ,  in  g e n e ra l ,  a t  l e a s t  p ro v id e  fo r  the  e x te n -  

s io n a l  eq u iv a len ce  of a n a ly s a n s  and  a n a ly s a n d u m , and in  so m e  c a s e s  

p e r h a p s  id en t i ty  of in te n s io n  a s  w e ll ;  but in  no c a s e  m u s t  it  p ro v id e  

r u le s  fo r  the  a p p l ic a t io n  of a co ncep t.  P ro v id e d  th a t  the  m e a n in g  of a 

w o rd  is  not the  s a m e  a s  th e  m e th o d  of v e r i fy in g  th a t  it  a p p l ie s  to s o m e ­

th ing , then  to  a n a ly z e  a  c o n c e p t  even  in  the  s e n s e  of p ro v id in g  an  in te n -  

s io n a l  equ iv a len t  w il l  no t be the  s a m e  a s  giving r u le s  fo r  i t s  ap p l ic a t io n .  

W hat it  m e a n s  to say  th a t  a s e n te n c e  is  f a l s e  w il l  then  be d i s t in c t  f r o m  

how one show s i t  to be f a l s e ,  and t h e r e  is  no r e a s o n  to expect th a t  an  

a n a ly s i s  of f a lse h o o d  sh o u ld  have any th ing  sp e c ia l ly  to do w ith  m e th o d s  

of v e r i f ic a t io n .  The m e th o d s  fo r  t e s t in g  the  fa lse h o o d  of a s t a t e m e n t ,  

w h a te v e r  they  m a y  be, w il l  a l s o ,  g iven  the ev iden t  ex te n s io n a l  e q u iv a ­

l e n c e  of the  a n a ly s i s  in  t e r m s  of n o n - id e n t i ty ,  be m e th o d s  fo r  te s t in g  

w h e th e r  the  s t a t e m e n t  a s s e r t s  so m e th in g  d i f f e re n t  f r o m  any th ing  th a t  

is  the  c a s e .  H ence  th e  a n a ly s i s  does not r e s t r i c t  m e th o d s  of v e r i f i c a ­

t ion  in any w ay in  w h ic h  they  w e r e  not r e s t r i c t e d  b e fo re  the p r o v is io n  

of the  a n a ly s i s ,  and an y o n e  who a c c e p t s  it is  f r e e  to em ploy  any t e s t  of 

t r u th  and  fa lse h o o d  w h ic h  anyone  e l s e  m ig h t  u se .

It is  w o r th  b e a r in g  in  m in d  a l s o  th a t  p h i lo so p h ic a l  a n a ly s e s  a r e  

o f fe re d  in a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n te x t  and  fo r  a p a r t i c u l a r  p u rp o s e .  P l a t o ' s  

p u r p o s e  in  giving an  a n a ly s i s  of fa lse h o o d ,  i t  shou ld  be r e c a l l e d ,  is  to
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show how, in  the  fa c e  of the  s o p h i s t s 1 o b je c t io n s ,  a fa l s e  s t a t e m e n t  can  

be m e a n in g fu l .  F o r  th is  p u r p o s e  he n eed s  only invoke no tions  w h ich  

th e  s o p h is t s  have  no d iff icu l ty  u n d e r s ta n d in g  and show how they  a r e  

s u f f ic ie n t  b a s i s  fo r  v in d ic a t in g  th e  e x is te n c e  of m e a n in g fu l  fa lse h o o d .  

H ence  he need  not c l a im  th a t  MX is  f a l s e ” m e a n s  the  s a m e  a s  ” X 

a s s e r t s  so m e th in g  d i f f e r e n t  . . . , ” but only th a t  if the  so p h is t s  g r a n t

h im ,  a s  he  h a s  a r g u e d  they  m u s t ,  the  c o n cep t  of d i f fe re n c e ,  he can  

show th a t  m e a n in g fu l  f a ls e h o o d  e x i s t s .  F o r  th is  p u rp o s e  the  ex ten -  

s io n a l  e q u iv a le n c e  of f a ls e h o o d  and  h is  a n a ly s i s  in  t e r m s  of d i f f e r e n c e  

i s  su f f ic ie n t :  in  a l low ing  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of say in g  so m e th in g  m e a n in g fu l  

w h e r e  th e  p r e d ic a t e  e x p r e s s io n  in d ic a te s  so m e th in g  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  any 

of th e  th in g s  th a t  a r e  the  c a s e  fo r  a g iven  s u b je c t ,  the  s o p h is t s  a l s o  

a d m i t  fa lseh o o d .

It  s e e m s  to m e ,  then ,  th a t  the  a n a ly s i s  of fa ls e h o o d  in  t e r m s  of 

n o n - id e n t i ty  w h ich  P la to  is  u s u a l ly  though t to have p ro p o s e d  is  both 

co g en t  in  i t s e l f  and  w e l l - s u i t e d  to  h is  p a r t i c u l a r  p u r p o s e s .  H ence  a l ­

though  i t  is  p o s s ib le  th a t  2 5 7 -2 5 8  c o n ta in s  a d i f f e r e n t  s e n s e  of o th e r n e s s  

f r o m  th i s ,  and though  the  a n a ly s i s  of fa lse h o o d  m ay ,  on c lo s e  e x a m in a ­

t io n ,  t u r n  out to  em ploy  the  s e n s e  of o t h e r n e s s  found th e r e ,  P l a t o 1 s 

a r g u m e n t  can  be m a d e  in te l l ig ib le  and  sa t i s fy in g  on the  b a s i s  of the 

f u l ly - a c c r e d i t e d  s e n s e  of o th e r n e s s  a s  n o n - id e n t i ty .

If  th en  we a s s u m e  th a t  only the  notion  of n o n - id e n t i ty  is invoked , 

in  a d d i t io n  to  the  a c c o u n t  of s t a t e m e n t  a l r e a d y  ex p la ined ,  the  b r i e f  p a s ­

sa g e  (263b 4 -12 ) ,  t r a n s l a t e d  a b o v e ,  in  w h ich  the  th e o ry  of f a lse h o o d  is  

ex p la in ed  h a s  the  fo llow ing  i m p o r t .  (1) Both  t r u e  and f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s
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a s s e r t  so m e th in g  of a su b je c t .  The  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t ,  th a t  T h e a e te tu s  is  

s i t t in g ,  a s s e r t s  of T h e a e te tu s  th a t  he is  s i t t in g ,  and one of the  th ings  

th a t  is th6 c a s e  abou t T h e a e te tu s  is  th a t  he is s i t t in g .  T h e re  is  no th ing  

in  the  tex t  im p ly ing  any p a r t i c u l a r  a n a ly s i s  of the fac t  th a t  T h e a e te tu s  

i s  s i t t in g - - n o t ,  fo r  ex a m p le ,  an  a n a ly s i s  in  t e r m s  of p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  a 

F o r m  S itt ing , though I s e e  no h a r m  in th ink ing  of the  m a t t e r  in th is  w ay. 

W h e th e r  one th inks  of s i t t in g  a s  a F o r m  in w h ich  T h e a e te tu s  p a r t i c i ­

p a te s ,  o r  j u s t  a s  an a c t io n  he is  p e r f o r m in g ,  the  im p o r ta n t  point is  th a t  

the  F o r m  o r  the  a c t io n  is  not j u s t  in d ic a te d  by s o m e  w o rd  in the  s e n ­

te n c e ,  but is  a s s e r t e d  of the s u b je c t  by m e a n s  of the  f i t t ing  to g e th e r  of 

f in i te  v e r b  and n am e .  (2) The f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  l ik e w ise  a s s e r t s  s o m e ­

th ing , but w hat it a s s e r t s  is  not any of the  th ings  th a t  a r e  the  c a s e  

abou t T h e a e te tu s .  G iven  th a t  the  s o p h is t s  u n d e r s ta n d  w ha t  a s s e r t i o n  is  

and  w h a t  i t  is  fo r  so m e th in g  to be t r u e  of a su b je c t ,  and g iven th a t  they  

allow  a s s e r t i o n s  of n o n - id e n t i ty ,  they  have  no g round  fo r  ob jec t io n  to 

th i s .  (3-4) Hence f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s  say  " T h in g s  th a t  a r e  n o t , "  but a s  

w e have now se e n  t h e r e  is  no th ing  to be f e a r e d  in th i s .  The th ings  s a id  

a r e  not nothing, they  a r e  m e r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f ro m  s o m e  o th e r  th in g s ;  but 

b e c a u s e  th e s e  o th e r  th ings  a r e  a l l  the  t r u th s  abou t the  g iven  s u b je c t  we 

h av e  by th is  m e th o d  in t ro d u c e d  fa lse h o o d .

This  th e o ry  of t r u th  and  fa lse h o o d  i s ,  rough ly  sp eak in g ,  a th e o ry  

of c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  of s t a t e m e n t  to  fac t .  Thus we m ay  th ink  of the  t r u e  

s t a t e m e n t  a s  a s s e r t i n g  a r e l a t i o n  be tw een  T h e a e te tu s  and S it t ing  w h ich  

does in f ac t  ob ta in , and  the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  th en  a s s e r t s  a r e la t io n  b e ­

tw een  T h e a e te tu s  and  F ly in g  w h ich  d oes  not c o r r e s p o n d  to the  fa c t s .
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But i t  is  im p o r t a n t  to  n o t ic e  ex ac t ly  how the  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  o r  l a c k  of 

i t  is  c o n c e iv e d  of. W it tg e n s te in  in the  T r a c t a t u s , fo r  e x a m p le ,  tho u g h t  

th a t  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  (for e l e m e n ta r y  p r o p o s i t io n s )  w as  a m a t t e r  of s i m ­

i l a r i t y  of s t r u c t u r e  in fa c t  and  p ro p o s i t io n ;  the  n a m e s  in  the  p r o p o s i t i o n  

w e r e  in  a c e r t a i n  o r d e r  o r  a r r a n g e m e n t  and the  o b je c ts  n a m e d  w e r e  

s i m i l a r l y  r e l a t e d ,  so  th a t  in  e f fec t  the  p r o p o s i t io n  p ic tu r e d  th e  f a c t .  A 

f a l s e  p r o p o s i t io n  w as  a p ic tu r e  of a p o s s ib le  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  w h ic h  j u s t  

h a p p e n e d  no t to  ex is t .  Now it sh ou ld  be o b s e rv e d  th a t  a th e o ry  of th is  

ty p e ,  th ough  m o r e  s o p h i s t i c a te d  th an  the  type  of a to m is m  expounded  

ab o v e  ( s in c e  i t  i n t ro d u c e s  the  id e a  of s t r u c t u r e  o r  o r d e r in g  of e l e m e n ts ) ,  

fa i l s  to  get ro u n d  th e  soph is ts*  d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  fa lseh o o d .  F o r  if in  

g e n e r a l  a p r o p o s i t io n  h a s  t h r e e  p a r t s ,  two n a m e s  and  a r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n  

th e m ,  a n d  one th in k s  of fa ls e h o o d  a s  the  r e la t in g  of e le m e n ts  of la n g u a g e  

in  a w ay  in  w h ich  th e  c o r r e l a t e d  e le m e n ts  of r e a l i ty  a r e  not r e l a t e d ,  the  

so p h is t  s e e m s  f r e e  to  r a i s e  h is  old o b jec t io n  a g a in s t  the  p o s s ib i l i t y  of 

in d ic a t in g  so m e th in g  n o n - e x i s te n t .  F o r  though the  two n a m e s  m ig h t  

h av e  e x i s te n t  o b je c t s ,  the  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  th e m  w ould  have  no th ing  to 

c o r r e s p o n d  to  and  w ould  t h e r e f o r e  be in d ic a t in g  so m e th in g  n o n - e x i s t e n t .  

P l a t o ' s  th e o ry ,  a s  I have  i n t e r p r e t e d  i t ,  ev ad es  the  d iff icu l ty  b e c a u s e  i t  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  be tw een  the  fu n c t io n  of in d ica t in g  (s tand ing  fo r ,  r e f e r r i n g  

to) and  th e  fu n c t io n  of d e s c r ib in g ;  t h e r e  is  no th i r d  th ing  in  a s e n te n c e ,  

th e  r e l a t i o n  be tw een  the  e l e m e n ts ,  w h ich  e i th e r  c o r r e s p o n d s  o r  f a i l s  to  

c o r r e s p o n d  to a r e l a t io n  b e tw een  e le m e n ts  of r e a l i ty .  I t  is  th e  f in i te  

v e r b  i t s e l f ,  o r  in  g e n e r a l  the  p r e d ic a t e ,  w h ich , put to g e th e r  w i th  a 

n a m e ,  d o es  the  job  of a s s e r t i o n ,  and  a s s e r t i o n  is  not r e d u c e d  to  any
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kind of ind ica t ing  o r  s tan d in g  fo r .  H en ce  t h e r e  is  no ro o m  fo r  the  

so p h is t  to ob jec t  th a t  a f a l s e  s e n te n c e ,  o r  any p a r t  of i t ,  r e f e r s  to o r  

s ta n d s  fo r  o r  in d ic a te s  (or  p i c tu r e s )  s o m e th in g  n o n -e x is te n t .

P l a t o 1 s th e o ry  of m e a n in g  in  the  S o p h i s t , then , is  an  im p o r ta n t  

ad v an ce  o v e r  the  na iv e  th e o ry  ly ing  beh ind  the  s o p h i s t s 1 o b jec t io n s  to 

fa lseh o o d .  W ithout i t  the  s o p h i s t s 1 d e n ia l  of f a ls e h o o d  could not have 

b een  re b u t te d .  Not even  the  no tion  of n o t -b e in g  a s  n o n - id e n t i ty  w ould  

be of any u se  in the  a b s e n c e  of the  S t ra n g e r* s  th e o ry  of s ta t e m e n t .  It 

w ould  not he lp  to  be a b le  m e a n in g fu l ly  to  s a y  th a t  s i t t in g  is  not id e n t ic a l  

w ith  fly ing (et^al) if one did no t s e e  how 11 T h e a e te tu s  is  f ly ing" a f f i r m s  

so m e th in g  of T h e a e te tu s .  In  the  C ra ty lu s  and  T h e a e t e tu s , to w h ich  we 

m u s t  now tu rn ,  w e s h a l l  s e e  s o m e  of the  d i f f ic u l t ie s  w h ich  a r i s e  if one 

fa i l s  to see  th a t  a s s e r t i n g  is  a s  fu n d a m e n ta l  and n e c e s s a r y  a l in g u is t ic  

o p e ra t io n  as  nam in g .

C. C ra ty lu s  and  T h e a e te tu s

In the  C ra ty lu s  S o c r a t e s  is  c a l le d  upon to  a d ju d ic a te  the d isp u te  

w h ich  has  b ro k e n  out b e tw een  H e rm o g e n e s  and  C ra ty lu s  o v e r  the  q u e s ­

t ion  of the  o r ig in  of n a m e s .  Do w o rd s  c o m e  to have  t h e i r  m e a n in g s  by 

conven tion , a s  H e rm o g e n e s  h o lds ,  o r  do they  have  t h e i r  m e a n in g s ,  a s  

C ra ty lu s  b e l ie v e s ,  som ehow  by n a tu r e ,  by so m e  n a tu r a l  r e l a t io n  ( e . g . ,  

th a t  of r e s e m b la n c e )  to  the  th in g s  they  n a m e ?  In the c o u r s e  of th is

d is c u s s io n  m an y  d i f f e r e n t  p o in ts  a r e  m a d e  w h ic h  b e a r  on a n u m b e r  of

22d if f e r e n t  to p ics  in  w h ich  P la to  w as  i n t e r e s t e d .  One top ic  th a t  f ig u re s  

p ro m in e n t ly  is  the  r e l a t i o n  of n a m in g  to  say in g  and  the  p ro b le m  how 

fa lseh o o d  is  p o s s ib le .
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In the  c o u r s e  of the  d ia lo g u e  S o c r a t e s  m a n a g e s  to e m b r o i l  bo th  

H e rm o g e n e s  and C ra ty lu s  - - th e  f o r m e r  unw ill ing ly ,  the l a t t e r  w i l l i n g ly - -  

in the  d e n ia l  of fa lse h o o d .  In o r d e r  to do th is  he o b ta in s  t h e i r  a s s e n t  to 

a v e r s i o n  of the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  I have  expounded  above and r e p r e s e n t s  

th e m  a s  fa i l in g  to, o r  r e fu s in g  to , d i s t in g u i s h  be tw een  w hat a n a m e  

m e a n s  ( r e f e r s  to) and w h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  s p e a k e r  m ay  m e a n  ( r e f e r  to) by 

it .  The e ffec t  of th e  f a i l u r e  to m a k e  th is  d i s t in c t io n  is  to p r e v e n t  both  

n a t u r a l i s m  and  c o n v e n t io n a l i s m  f r o m  m a in ta in in g  the  e x is te n c e  of 

" f a l s e "  n a m e s  (n a m e s  w h ich  r e f e r  but do so  badly); and th is  r e s u l t ,  

cou p led  w ith  the  a t o m is t i c  c o n c e p t io n  of the  m e a n in g  of a s e n te n c e ,  e f ­

f e c t iv e ly  s to p s  e i t h e r  f r o m  g ra n t in g  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of fa lseh o o d .  S o c ­

r a t e s  h im s e l f  th en  b u ild s  upon C r a t y l u s 1 th e o ry  th a t  a n a m e  has m e a n ­

ing by som ehow  r e s e m b l in g  the  th ing  i t  n a m e s ,  in o r d e r  to d ra w  th e  

d is t in c t io n  b e tw een  w h a t  a n a m e  m e a n s  and  w hat a p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n  

m e a n s  by i t  (app lie s  i t  to); and hav ing  done th is  he p ro p o s e s  a  th e o ry  of 

f a ls e h o o d  w h ich  c o n t in u e s  to c o n s t r u e  a s e n te n c e  as  m e r e l y  a c o l le c t io n  

of n a m e s  but a t t e m p ts  to  p e r m i t  s o m e  n a m e s  to  be f a l s e  so th a t  logoi 

m ay  be f a l s e  a s  w e l l .  T hus  the  w h o le  d i s c u s s io n ,  inc lud ing  S o c ra te s*  

p o s i t iv e  c o n tr ib u t io n ,  o p e r a t e s  w ith in  the  f r a m e w o r k  of the  old th e o ry  

of m e a n in g ,  and  the  only a d v a n c e  S o c r a t e s  m a k e s  o v e r  H e rm o g e n e s  and  

C ra ty lu s  i s  in  h is  r e c o g n i t io n  of two fu n c t io n s  of a n a m e  w hen a c tu a l ly  

u se d  by so m eb o d y ,  a s  n a m in g  th e  th ing  the  p e r s o n  u s e s  i t  as  a n a m e  of 

and n am in g  the  th ing  i t  is  i t s e l f  a n a m e  of. One m a y  u se  a n a m e  a s  the  

n a m e  of so m e th in g  th a t  i t  does  not in  fa c t  n a m e ;  and fa lse h o o d  of a s e n ­

te n c e  is  c o n s t r u e d  a s  f a l s e h o o d  of th is  s o r t  in one o r  m o r e  of i t s  c o n ­

s t i tu e n t  n a m e s .
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H e rm o g e n e s  has  h a rd ly  enun c ia ted  his th e o ry  of c o n v e n t io n a l i s m  

b e fo re  S o c r a te s  f inds in it  a t h r e a t  to the  e x is te n c e  of fa lseh o o d .  H e r ­

m o g e n e s  has s a id  (384d 2 -4 )  th a t  any one can  e s ta b l i s h  any n a m e  he 

p le a s e s  a s  m e a n in g  any th ing  he w is h e s ,  and can change  his con v en t io n s  

w h e n e v e r  he is  so  in c l in ed ;  and it has  been  e m p h a s iz e d  (385a 4 -10)  th a t  

e a c h  p e r s o n  has the r ig h t  to w h a te v e r  u se  of w o rd s  he p le a s e s ,  w h e th e r  

o r  not it  a g r e e s  w ith  any one e lse*s .  T h is  is  tak en  to m e a n  th a t  "w h a t-
V \ 'j'

e v e r  n a m e  any one sa y s  a th ing  h a s"  (O a v  ovo^fl ,  C-v^ai)

r e a l ly  be longs  to i t  (385d 1-2), and th is  a l r e a d y  s u g g e s ts  th a t  no n a m e  

can  be f a l s e  F o r  if I u se  " h o r s e "  to  r e f e r  to an a n im a l  s tand ing  b e fo re  

m e ,  and  the  n a m e s  I u se  r e f e r  to w h a te v e r  I take  th e m  to, then  " h o r s e "  

i s  the  c o r r e c t  n a m e  (now, fo r  m e)  fo r  th is  a n im a l .  No one can  e v e r  

m i s u s e  a n a m e  b e c a u s e  to u se  it  a t  a l l  is to n a m e  so m e th in g  w ith  it, 

and H e r m o g e n e s 1 c o n v e n t io n a l i s t  v iew s c o m m it  h im  to the  t h e s i s  tha t  

w h a te v e r  any one d e c id e s  to  u se  a n a m e  as  the  n a m e  of is  c o r r e c t l y  

d e s ig n a te d  by tha t  n am e .

It is  im p o r ta n t  to r e a l i z e  th a t  H e rm o g e n e s  th inks  of a l l  w o rd s  as  

n a m e s ,  a s  e x p r e s s io n s  w h ich  deno te  o r  r e f e r  to so m e th in g ;  and his  e x ­

t r e m e  c o n v e n t io n a l ism  t h e r e f o r e  am o u n ts  to the t h e s i s  th a t  any one can 

r e f e r  to any th ing  he p le a s e s  by w h a te v e r  n a m e  he p le a s e s .  And f ro m  

th is  i t  is  a s h o r t  s te p  to the  d en ia l  of fa lse h o o d  (m is u s e  of n a m e s )  

w h ich  S o c r a te s  a t t e m p ts  to  f o r c e  on h im . H e rm o g e n e s  ought, of 

c o u r s e ,  to have  r e s i s t e d  the  i n f e r e n c e  by in s i s t in g  tha t  his c o n v e n t io n ­

a l i s m  is a th e o ry  e n t i r e ly  abou t how n a m e s  a r e  in t ro d u c e d  o r  co ined  a s  

n a m e s  of th in g s ;  and  s in c e  fa ls e h o o d  invo lves  the  m i s u s e  of a n a m e  once
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i t s  r e f e r e n c e  is  f ixed , w h ich  h is  th e o ry  d o es  nothing to d is a l lo w ,  he 

has  not s a id  any th in g  im p ly in g  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  no f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s .

T h is  r e p ly  i n s i s t s  m e r e l y  upon the  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  n a m in g  

so m e th in g  x (= b ap t iz in g  it) and  c a l l in g  so m e th in g  X ( r e f e r r i n g  to  i t  by 

X), and  H e rm o g e n e s  c e r t a in ly  in ten d s  to  be holding ju s t  the  th e o ry  th a t  

b a p t i s m s  a l l  ta k e  p la c e  by co n v en t io n  (385d 7 -9 ).  S o c r a te s  is  a b le  to 

b ro w b e a t  h im  in to  h a l f - a d m i t t in g  th a t  h is  th e o ry  d en ie s  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  

of fa ls e h o o d  b e c a u s e  both  b a p t iz in g  so m e th in g  and u s in g  a n a m e  to r e ­

f e r  to  a th ing  a r e  n am in g  it ;  th is  e n ab le s  S o c r a te s  to s l id e  f r o m  H e r ­

m o g e n e s 1 c la im  th a t  no b a p t i s m  is  t r u e r  o r  m o r e  c o r r e c t  th a n  any 

o th e r  to  the  c la im  th a t  no a p p l ic a t io n  of a n a m e  is m o r e  r ig h t  th an  any 

o th e r  Of c o u r s e ,  had H erm o g en es*  c o n v e n t io n a l ism  in c luded  a d i s ­

t in c t io n  be tw een  n am in g  and  d e s c r ib in g  th is  con fus ion  would  have  been  

m o r e  e a s i ly  p r e v e n te d .  F o r ,  to  ta k e  H erm ogenes*  e x a m p le s  of " h o r s e "  

and  " m a n ,  " w hen  I c a l l  s o m e th in g  a m a n  I a m  not n am in g  h im  a t  a l l ,  

but d e s c r ib in g  h im ; " m a n "  is  a n a m e  fo r  a s p e c ie s  o r  a c o n cep t  o r  

w h a te v e r ,  and  in g iv ing the  w o rd  a m e a n in g ,  on c o n v e n t io n a l i s t  a s s u m p ­

t io n s ,  one e s ta b l i s h e s  i t  a s  a n a m e  fo r  th a t  co n cep t  (say), w h ich  i t  then  

co n v en t io n a l ly  e x p r e s s e s .  And t h e r e a f t e r ,  on o c c a s io n s  w hen  i t  is  

u se d ,  i t  is  u s e d  to  d e s c r i b e  (etc. ), c o r r e c t l y  o r  i n c o r r e c t l y ,  the  th in g s  

to  w h ich  i t  is  ap p l ie d ,  and not to  n a m e  th e m . H ence  g iven  th e s e  d i s ­

t in c t io n s  H e rm o g e n e s  could  s t r a ig h tw a y  deny S o c r a te s  the  m e a n s  of 

c o l la p s in g  h is  c o n v e n t io n a l i s m  in to  a d e n ia l  of fa lseh o o d .

But H e rm o g e n e s  is  d e te r m in e d  to th ink  of a l l  u s e  of w o rd s ,  a s  

w e l l  a s  a l l  in t ro d u c t io n  of w o r d s ,  a s  s im p ly  nam in g  o r  r e f e r r i n g  to
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th in g s .  Even  so , h o w e v e r ,  he has  the  m e a n s  of a d m it t in g  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  

of a f a l s e  n a m e ,  p ro v id e d  th a t  he r e c o g n iz e s  the  d is t in c t io n  be tw een  

w hat a n a m e  n a m e s  (has b een  in t ro d u c e d  to n am e)  and w hat  a p e r s o n  on 

a p a r t i c u l a r  o c c a s io n  n a m e s  by it. T he  u n iv e r s a l  c o r r e c t n e s s  of the  

f o r m e r  s o r t  of nam in g  does  not im p ly  the  u n iv e r s a l  c o r r e c t n e s s  of the  

l a t t e r  s o r t .

H e rm o g e n e s  is  h o w ev e r  not p e r m i t t e d  even th is  d is t in c t io n :  

S o c r a te s  w il l  invoke i t  l a t e r  on his own acco u n t ,  but n e i th e r  H e rm o g e n e s  

n o r  C ra ty lu s  is  p e r m i t t e d  to  a p p r o p r i a t e  i t  to  his own u se .  H ence  H e r ­

m o g e n e s  is  s tu ck  w ith  the  c o n se q u e n c e  th a t  no n a m e  can  be fa l s e ,  th a t  

is  to  say ,  not the  n a m e  of th e  th ing the  s p e a k e r  u s e s  i t  to  r e f e r  to. If 

th is  is  so ,  S o c ra te s  a t  once  a r g u e s ,  then  no s t a t e m e n t  can  be fa ls e .

F o r  a t r u e  logos  is  one in  w h ich  a l l  the  c o n s t i tu e n t  n a m e s  a r e  t r u e  

(385c), and a f a l s e  logos has n e c e s s a r i l y  a f a l s e  e le m e n t .  But s in c e ,  

a s  H e r m o g e n e s 1 th e o r i e s  s e e m  to im p ly ,  no n am e  can  e v e r  be f a l s e ,  

no logos  can  e v e r  be f a l s e  e i th e r .  H ence  c o n v e n t io n a l ism  does  away 

w ith  fa lseh o o d  and m a k e s  e v e ry th in g  t r u e .

S o c r a te s  h e r e  m a n i f e s t ly  invokes  a th e o ry  of logos th a t  is  fu n ­

d a m e n ta l ly  the  s a m e  a s  th a t  w h ich  is  to be found in the  T h e a e te tu s  

(201-202). The T h e a e te tu s  has  a th e o ry  of s im p le  e le m e n ts  of r e a l i ty  

w ith  c o r r e s p o n d in g  s im p le  n a m e s  w h ich  is la ck in g  in the  C ra ty lu s  p a s ­

s a g e ,  but i t  a l s o  c o n ta in s  the  v iew , a s  we have  se e n ,  th a t  a s t a t e m e n t  

i s  a c o l le c t io n  of n a m e s  each  of w h ich  p e r f o r m s  the  s in g le  func tion  of 

d e s ig n a t io n ;  and  th is  th e o ry  p r e t ty  c l e a r ly  l i e s  behind S o c r a t e s 1 view  

abou t f a lse h o o d  in  the  C ra ty lu s  p a s s a g e .  F o r  if he th inks  th a t  the  only
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p o s s ib l e  s o u r c e  of fa ls e h o o d  in a logos  is  fa lse h o o d  in s o m e  one o r  

m o r e  of i ts  c o n s t i tu e n t  n a m e s ,  he ev iden tly  ig n o re s  o r  fa i l s  to  n o t ic e  

th e  c o n t r ib u t io n  m a d e  to the  s e n te n c e  by e v e ry th in g  o th e r  than  the  

n a m e s  i t  c o n ta in s ,  ta k e n  one by one. T h a t  th is  i s  w ha t  he has  in m in d  

b e c o m e s  e x p l ic i t  l a t e r  in  the  d ia lo g u e  in  h is  ex am in a t io n  of C r a t y l u s 1 

n a t u r a l i s t  d o c t r in e .

C ra ty lu s  holds the  v iew th a t  e a c h  w o rd  c o m e s  to  n a m e  a th ing  

by s o m e  n a tu r a l  p r o c e s s  and a l t o g e th e r  w ithou t any con v en t io n  o r  d e c i ­

s io n  on the  p a r t  of any m a n .  L ik e  H e rm o g e n e s  he r e g a r d s  h is  th e o r y  

p r i m a r i l y  a s  an  a c co u n t  of how w o rd s  c o m e  to have the  m e a n in g s  they  

do h av e ,  and th e r e f o r e  h is  m a in  c o n te n t io n  should  invo lve  so m e th in g  

ab o u t  how one w o rd  is  f i t  to e x p r e s s  a c e r t a i n  co n cep t  and  a n o th e r  

a n o th e r ,  o r  how one w o rd  is  a p p r o p r i a t e  to one type  of ob jec t .  But, 

a g a in  l ik e  H e rm o g e n e s ,  he fa i l s  to d ra w  the  d is t in c t io n s  n e c e s s a r y  to 

p e r m i t  h im  to s ta te  th is  d o c t r in e  c l e a r l y .  J u s t  a s  H e r m o g e n e s 1 c o n ­

v e n t io n a l i s m  tu rn s  out to p ro h ib i t  not only f a l s e  n a m e s  in the  s e n s e  of 

n a m e s  not su i ted  to e x p r e s s  the  m e a n in g s  they  do e x p r e s s ,  but a l s o  

f a l s e  n a m e s  in the s e n s e  of n a m e s  w ro n g ly  ap p l ied  to p a r t i c u l a r  th in g s ,  

so  n a t u r a l i s m  a s  uphe ld  by C ra ty lu s  m a k e s  i t  im p o s s ib le  fo r  a n a m e  to 

be f a l s e  in  e i th e r  of th e s e  w a y s .  If  a n a m e  has i ts  m e a n in g  by n a t u r e - -  

s a y  by r e s e m b l in g  the  th ing  it  n a m e s - - t h e n  i ts  m e a n in g  is  f ixed ;  no 

m a t t e r  w ha t u se  you m ay  t r y  to put i t  to i t  con t in u es  to  r e f e r  to w h a t ­

e v e r  i t  r e s e m b l e s .  H ence  " H e r m o g e n e s "  (m ean ing  " s p ru n g  f r o m  H e r ­

m e s " )  i s  not the  n a m e  of H e r m o g e n e s ,  who has  not the  c o r r e c t  c h a r a c ­

t e r ,  but of so m e o n e  e l s e  w hom  the  n a m e  f i ts  (429b 12-c  4). And if any
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one t r i e s  to r e f e r  by th is  n a m e  to s o m e o n e  to whom  it  does not by 

n a tu re  be long he w il l  s im p ly  not have  p e r f o r m e d  any l a n g u a g e - a c t  a t 

a l l :  it w il l  be a s  if he m a d e  an  em pty  m o t io n  l ik e  s t r ik in g  a gong

(430a 4 -5 ) .  All n a m e s ,  then ,  a c c o rd in g  to C ra ty lu s ,  w hich  a r e  r e a l ly  

(m ean ingfu l)  n a m e s , a r e  c o r r e c t  (429b 10-11). And th is  is  taken  to 

m e a n  th a t  e i th e r  a s p e a k e r  m e a n s  by a n a m e  w hat i t  m e a n s  o r  he m e a n s  

nothing: in a p p a re n t ly  n am in g  a donkey s tand ing  b e fo re  m e  a " h o r s e "  I

e i th e r  p e r f o r m  no s ig n i f ic a n t  a c t  of sp e e c h  o r  e ls e  I in fac t  r e f e r  to 

so m e th in g  e l s e ,  v i z . ,  w h a te v e r  " h o r s e "  c o r r e c t l y  n a m e s .  W h e re a s  

fo r  H e rm o g e n e s  a n a m e  a lw ay s  m e a n s  w hat I m e a n  by it ,  C r a ty lu s 1 

d o c t r in e  m a in ta in s  th a t  I a lw ay s  m e a n  (if anything) w hat  the nam e  I 

u t t e r  m e a n s .

S o c r a te s  is  qu ick  to s e e  tha t  C r a ty lu s 1 th e o ry  c o m m its  h im  to 

the  d en ia l  of fa lseh o o d .  C ra ty lu s  in  fac t  happily  a d m its  tha t  he th inks 

f a lse h o o d  im p o s s ib le  and  s u p p o r t s  th is  conv ic t ion  by d i r e c t  ap p ea l  to 

the  im p o s s ib i l i ty  of say in g  w hat is  not (429d 4 -6 ) .  But i t  is  ev iden t  th a t  

h is  v iew s c o m m it  h im  to the  d en ia l  m o r e  in d i r e c t ly  a s  w ell:  if as  S o c ­

r a t e s  has  a rg u e d  a f a l s e  logos  m u s t  c o n ta in  a f a l s e  n a m e  then  given 

C ratylus* view  th a t  a l l  n a m e s  a r e  c o r r e c t  a l l  logoi m u s t  be t r u e  (or 

e ls e  m e a n in g le s s ) .  The d en ia l  of the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of fa lseh o o d  t h e r e f o r e  

r e s u l t s  fo r  C ra ty lu s ,  a s  i t  r e s u l t e d  fo r  H e rm o g e n e s ,  f ro m  a c o m b in a ­

tion  of two th e s e s ,  o r  r a t h e r  one t h e s i s  and the  f a i lu r e  to d raw  a d i s ­

t inc t io n :  the  th e s i s  th a t  a logos  is  the  su m  of i ts  co n s t i tu e n t  n a m e s  and 

the  f a i lu r e  to  p e r m i t  th a t  w h ile  a n a m e  m ay  i t s e l f  n a m e  one thing a p e r ­

son m ay  r e f e r  by i t  to  a n o th e r .

185



In the  s e q u e l  (430a 6 -4 3 3 b  7) S o c r a t e s  r e a f f i r m s  the  th e o ry  of

log o s  w h ile  a t te m p t in g  to d ra w  upon the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of m i s - n a m i n g  to

show how f a l s e  logoi c a n  o c c u r .  He beg in s  by r e c a l l in g  the  th e o ry  he

h as  e a r l i e r  p ro p o s e d  (4 2 2 a -4 2 4 a ) ,  th a t  fu n d a m e n ta l ly  the  m e a n in g  of

w o rd s  is  due to t h e i r  be ing  c o p ie s  o r  im i ta t io n s  of the  th ings  they  m e a n .

C ra ty lu s  no t u n re a s o n a b ly  a c c e p t s  (430a 10-b  2) th is  th e o ry  a s  a p la u -
23s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of his own o th e r w is e  u n e x p la in ed  c o n ten t io n  th a t  

n a m e s  have  a m e a n in g  g ro u n d ed  in  n a tu re .  S o c r a te s  p r e s s e s  the  no tion  

of a copy to  show (430a-431b)  th a t ,  j u s t  a s  w hen one has  two p i c t u r e s  of 

d i f f e r e n t  p eo p le  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to ta k e  the  p ic tu r e  of A to be a p i c tu r e  of 

B, so  if  n a m e s  a r e  c o p ie s  of the  th ings  they  d e s ig n a te  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to 

m i s t a k e  the  n a m e  of one th ing  fo r  th a t  of a n o th e r ,  and  w hen th is  h ap p en s  

one ge ts  a f a l s e  n a m e .  T he  e f fec t  of S o c r a t e s 1 a r g u m e n t  h e r e  is  to  d i s ­

t in g u ish ,  a t  l a s t ,  b e tw een  w h a t  the  n a m e  a c tu a l ly  is the  n a m e  of and 

w h a t  so m e o n e  m a y  m is ta k e n ly  u s e  i t  to d e s ig n a te .  F o r  in tak in g  the  

n a m e  of A fo r  th a t  of B and  u s in g  the  n a m e  "A" to r e f e r  to  B, I m a k e  a 

m i s t a k e - - j u s t  a s  if s o m e o n e  shou ld  tak e  a p ic tu r e  of A and hold i t  up to 

B, th ink ing  it  a p i c tu r e  of h im  (430e 3 -4 3 1 a  5). In e i th e r  c a s e  a m i s ­

ta k e  is  m a d e ,  and  in  the  c a s e  of n a m e s  w e say  th a t  f a l s e  n am in g  has

o c c u r r e d ,  a s  w e l l  a s  m i s t a k e n  a t t r i b u t io n  (430d 2 -7 ) .

24P la to  is  o ften  ta k e n  to  have  g iven  in th is  c o m p a r i s o n  of a 

f a l s e  n a m e  w ith  a w ro n g  a t t r i b u t io n  of a p ic tu re ,  a b r i e f  but q u i te  a d e ­

q u a te  e x p lan a t io n  of f a ls e h o o d .  No doubt th e  g round  fo r  th ink ing  th is  is  

t h a t  S o c r a te s  s e e m s  to  say  th a t  fa ls e h o o d  r e s u l t s  w hen one m i s d e s c r i b e s  

a p e r s o n  a s  a m a n  o r  a w o m a n ,  j u s t  a s  i t  is  an e r r o r  to  ta k e  a p i c tu r e  of a
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m a n  a s  r e s e m b l in g  a w o m an . T h is  im p r e s s i o n  is  r e in fo rc e d  by the 

fa c t  th a t  a t  a c r u c i a l  po in t  in  the  p a s s a g e  (430e 9 -431a  5) S o c ra te s  

sh i f ts  f ro m  ta lk ing  abou t p i c tu r e s  and n a m e s  of ju s t  one ind iv idua l 

( p o r t r a i t s  and p r o p e r  n a m e s )  and ta lk s  in s te a d  a s  if the  m i s a p p r o p r i a ­

t ion  of n a m e s  invo lved  say ing  of a p a r t i c u l a r  m a n  th a t  he is a w om an. 

And th is  a p p e a r s  to show th a t  m i s d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  f a l s e  p re d ic a t io n  is 

w h a t  he has  in v iew . But the  v e r y  fa c t  th a t  he sh if ts  so f r e e ly  f ro m  

p r o p e r  n a m e s  and p o r t r a i t s  to g e n e r a l  t e r m s  is  p ro o f  th a t  he is th in k ­

ing  of the  g e n e ra l  t e r m  " m a n "  a s  being  a kind of p r o p e r  n am e  of a l l  the  

m e n ,  ta k e n  s e p a r a te ly ;  and  the  f a l s e  nam in g  he en v isa g e s  am o u n ts  to 

r e f e r r i n g  to so m e th in g  a s  a "w o m an "  w hich  y e t  is  not id e n t ic a l  w ith  

any of the  th ings  w h ich  "w o m an "  p r o p e r ly  n a m e s .  H ence  the fa l s e  

n a m in g  is not m i s d e s c r i b i n g  and the  view of the  fa lse h o o d  of a n am e  

w h ic h  S o c r a te s  r e c o m m e n d s  is  not so ad e q u a te  a s  i t  a t  f i r s t  m ig h t  

a p p e a r .

A t any r a t e  the  a c c o u n t  of s e n te n c e - f a l s e h o o d  S o c r a te s  goes on 

to  deve lop  on the  b a s i s  of m i s - n a m in g  has  nothing in  c o m m o n  w ith  the  

th e o ry  of fa lseh o o d  of the  S o p h i s t , in  w h ich  m i s d e s c r ib in g  is the  v e ry  

nub of the  exp lana tion .  F o r  he im m e d ia te ly  a r g u e s  th a t  if a n am e  can  

be m is a p p l i e d  in the  w ay  ex p la in ed  so  can  a He gives  no i l lu s -

t r a t i o n  of w hat he m e a n s  by |aa h e r e  o r  w ha t  he th inks  the  p a r a l l e l
t f

m i s ta k e  abou t ^ ( A & r a  would  be. But, even if one su p p o se s  h im  to

i i  n  c  ^  ^m e a n  v e r b  by the  m is t a k e  he has  in m in d  is  p re s u m a b ly

th a t  one could  u s e  " r i d i n g 11 to  s a y  w h a t  so m e o n e  is  doing w hen he is  in  

f a c t  w alk ing , and su ch  a m i s t a k e  would  am o u n t  to tak ing  w alk ing  fo r

187



r id in g .  In any c a s e  f r o m  the  fa c t  th a t  n a m e s  and " v e r b s "  can  be f a l s e  

he in f e r s  th a t  s t a t e m e n t s  a s  w e l l ,  s in c e  they  a r e  m e r e l y  c o l le c t io n s  of 

n a m e s  and  v e r b s ,  c a n  be f a l s e  (431b 5 -c  1). I t  is  obvious th a t  h e r e  

S o c r a te s  a s s u m e s  th a t  the  t r u t h  o r  fa lse h o o d  of a s t a t e m e n t  is  the  r e ­

su l t  of the  r i g h tn e s s  o r  w r o n g n e s s  of i ts  ind iv idua l  w o rd s  ta k e n  in  i s o ­

la t io n  f r o m  one a n o th e r  and f r o m  th e  lo g o s .  " M a n ,"  " w a l k s , "  e tc .  , 

e a c h  r e f e r  to  so m e th in g  (or s o m e  th in g s) ,  and  if a p e r s o n  u s e s  " m a n "  

to  r e f e r  to  th a t  th ing  (or one of th o se  th ings) ,  and l ik e w is e  u s e s  " w a lk s "  

c o r r e c t l y ,  and  so  on fo r  e a c h  w o rd  in  a g roup , th en  w hat he has  s a id  is  

t r u e ;  th e  only th ing  th a t  c an  m a k e  w h a t  he s a y s  f a l s e  is  the  m i s u s e  of 

so m e  one o r  m o r e  of the  in d iv id u a l  w o rd s .

T h is  a c c o u n t  of fa ls e h o o d  is  a m p l i f ie d  and f u r th e r  de fen d ed  in  

the  p a s s a g e  im m e d ia te ly  fo llow ing  (431c 4 -433b  5). S o c r a te s  beg in s  by 

d i s c u s s in g  a po in t  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  the  one he has  j u s t  b een  m a k in g ,  

and  the  r e l e v a n c e  of w hat he s a y s  to the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of f a l s e  n a m in g  a p ­

p e a le d  to  above  only e m e r g e s  to w a rd s  the  end of the  p a s s a g e .  A p o r ­

t r a i t  is  w e l l  m a d e ,  S o c r a te s  u r g e s ,  w hen  i t  co n ta in s  the  p r o p e r  c o lo r s  

and  s h a p e s ,  e tc .  ; but i t  does not c e a s e  to  be a p o r t r a i t  j u s t  a s  soon  a s  

a w ro n g  c o lo r  is  in t ro d u c e d .  It  is  s t i l l  a p o r t r a i t ,  only a bad one. 

L ik e w is e  fo r  n a m e s :  " H e r m o g e n e s "  is  j u s t  a fau lty  copy of H e r ­

m o g e n e s ,  i t  d o e s n !t fa i l  a l t o g e th e r  to  copy h im , o r  b e c o m e  a  copy of 

s o m e o n e  e l s e .  If  i t s  l e t t e r s  f a i l  to  c o r r e s p o n d  ex ac t ly  to H e r m o g e n e s 1 

b a s ic  c h a r a c t e r ,  th a t  does  not m a k e  i t  n o t 'H e rm o g en es*  n a m e ,  any 

m o r e  th an  a few i n c o r r e c t  c o lo r s  o r  l in e s  in  a p o r t r a i t  m a k e  it  c e a s e  

to be a p i c tu r e  of th e  p e r s o n  r e p r e s e n t e d .  In fac t ,  C ra ty lu s  is  q u i te
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w ro n g  to i n s i s t  tha t  e v e ry  n a m e  th a t  t ru ly  n a m e s  anyth ing  m u s t  be c o r ­

r e c t ,  b e c a u s e  s in ce  n a m e s  a r e  im i ta t io n s  of t h e i r  n o m in a ta  i t  m u s t  be

p o s s ib le  fo r  the  im i ta t io n  so m e o n e  p ro d u c e s  to be a bad one. It is  of 
y

the  e s s e n c e  of an o v o Jaa th a t  it should  be a copy and not an  exac t  

r e p l i c a ,  c o r r e s p o n d in g  in e v e ry  s in g le  d e ta i l  to i ts  o r ig in a l :  a "copy"

th a t  d i f f e re d  not a t  a l l  f r o m  i ts  o r ig in a l  would not be a copy a t  a l l ,  but 

a r e - c r e a t i o n  of it .  C ra ty lu s  and his  p ic tu r e  m u s t  be two d i f fe re n t  

th in g s ,  o r ig in a l  and copy, and  not two of the  s a m e  thing: one does not

w an t in  m ak in g  a p i c tu r e  o r  s ta tu e  of C ra ty lu s  to end up w ith  two 

C ra ty lu s e s  (432a 8 -c  5). H ence  a n am e ,  a s  copy, m u s t  fa l l  s h o r t  in a 

v a r i e ty  of w a y s ,  and in v a ry in g  d e g r e e s ,  of i ts  o r ig in a l .  The v e ry  

b a s i s  of the  th e o ry  of n a tu r a l  nam ing , th e r e f o r e ,  r e q u i r e s  th a t  t h e r e  

be ro o m  fo r  so m e  n a m e s  to be w e ll  m a d e  and o th e r s  badly m a d e ;  if to 

n a m e  so m e th in g  is  to im i ta te  it in l e t t e r s  and sy l la b le s  ( ^ \ 0c\i 

^ [ a a < T \  T €- KCU s t 423e 7-8) then  one can  p e r f o r m

th is  t a s k  w ith  v a ry in g  d e g r e e s  of c o m p e te n c e ,  and n a m e s  can  be both 

w e l l  and badly  m a d e

Now th is  f u r th e r  e la b o ra t io n  of the c o p y - th e o ry  of n a m e s  is  in 

the f i r s t  in s ta n c e  d i r e c te d  not to ou r  p ro b le m ,  the p o s s ib i l i ty  of u s ing  

a n a m e  on s o m e  o c c a s io n  to in d ic a te  so m e th in g  w h ich  the  n a m e  i t s e l f  

does not in d ic a te ,  but to the  qu ite  d i f f e re n t  q u e s t io n  w h e th e r  t h e r e  a r e  

g rounds  fo r  d is t in g u ish in g  b e tw een  a b e t t e r  and a w o r s e  e s ta b l i s h e d  

u s a g e . S o c r a t e s  h im s e l f  sp e a k s  of n/o^O & h-T<\\ h e r e ,  and  is  a t  l e a s t  

p a r t  of the  t im e  ta lk ing  abou t the  f o rm a t io n  of n a m e s  and  the  a s s ig n -
t f > / /

m en t  to th e m  of t h e i r  m e a n in g s  ( C V Vc 0 V 1, 431c 12).
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In the  p re c e d in g  d i s c u s s io n  of t r u e  and  f a l s e  n am in g  and t r u e  and  f a l s e  

s t a t e m e n t ,  he has  been  ta lk in g  not ab ou t the  m ak in g  of a n a m e  o r  a p ic -
3 /

t u r e  but of the  u s e  one m ay  m a k e  of t h e s e  o v t s  once  they  have
> (

been  c o n s t r u c te d .  H is  po in t  t h e r e  w as  th a t  one c a n  m i s u s e  an
* /

and thus  f a l s e ly  n a m e  so m e th in g ;  h e r e  he is  show ing  th a t  one 

can  be b e t t e r  than  a n o th e r  a t  im i ta t in g  i ts  o r ig in a l ,  and  y e t  both  a r e  

of the  s a m e  th ing . H ence  t h e r e  is  ro o m  fo r  bad o r  w ro n g  

n a m e s  in  two s e n s e s :  n a m e s  w h ic h  a r e  the  e s ta b l i s h e d  n a m e s  fo r  c e r ­

t a in  k inds of th ings  (or c e r t a i n  in d iv id u a l  th in g s )  but w h ich  a r e  T T O ^ - '
V »  /

^<kt t l K O v ^ s  of th e m ,  and n a m e s  w h ic h  a r e  on p a r t i c u l a r  o c c a s io n s
> /

u se d  a s  the  n a m e s  of c e r t a i n  th in g s  of w h ic h  they  a r e  not a t

a l l .  Both  n a m e - c r e a t o r s  and  n a m e - u s e r s  can  go w ro n g ,  in  t h e i r  d i f f e r ­

ent w ay s .

But though  th e  w ay s  in  w h ic h  they  e r r  a r e  d i f fe re n t ,  t h e r e  i s  a 

c lo se  ana lo g y  b e tw een  w ha t h ap p en s  in  the  two c a s e s ,  and  S o c r a t e s  

e m p h a s iz e s  (432d 11-433b  5) the  p a r a l l e l s  b e tw een  th e m . A n a m e  is  a 

c o l le c t io n  of l e t t e r s ,  j u s t  a s  a logos  is  a c o l le c t io n  of n a m e s .  W hat 

m a k e s  a n a m e  not a good n a m e ,  a s  w e  saw , is  i t s  co n ta in in g  s o m e  

w ro n g  l e t t e r s ,  i. e. , l e t t e r s  w h ich  do not c o r r e s p o n d  to  the  n a tu r e  of 

the  th ing  being  n a m e d .  L ik e w is e ,  S o c r a t e s  now te l l s  u s ,  a  logos  c a n  

have  s o m e  w ro n g  n a m e s  in  i t ,  i. e. , n a m e s  w h ich  do not c o r r e c t l y  

n a m e  the  th ing  to  w h ic h  they  a r e  r e f e r r e d .  But w e have  now s e e n  th a t  

even  w hen  a n a m e  i s  not the  b e s t  o r  fu lly  c o r r e c t  n a m e  fo r  a th ing  i t  

n e v e r th e l e s s  does  n a m e  it ,  if  i t  is  co p ie d  a f t e r  i t .  So a l s o  a logos  th a t  

c o n ta in s  f a l s e  n a m e s ,  and  is  t h e r e f o r e  f a l s e ,  d o es  no t f a i l  to  r e f e r  to  a
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th ing  o r  fac t  (in w h ich  c a s e  i t  w ould  be m e a n in g le s s )  o r  j u s t  have  a d i f ­

f e r e n t  su b je c t  m a t t e r  f r o m  the t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  w hich  it  is thought to 

c o n t r a d ic t :  it  s t a t e s  the  s a m e  th ings  a s  the  t r u e  s ta te m e n t ,  only not so 

w e l l ,  s in c e  so m e  p a r t  of the  th in g s  o r  fa c ts  r e p o r te d  a r e  m i s - n a m e d  

and  so badly r e f e r r e d  to. T hus  a s t a t e m e n t  w ith  w rong  n a m e s  in it 

does  have a m e a n in g  ( ju s t  a s  a bad  n a m e  is  no tw ith s tan d in g  a nam e) ,  

and  n e v e r th e l e s s  co n ta in in g  f a l s e  n a m e s  a s  i t  d o es ,  w hat it s a y s  is  

f a l s e .

It is im p o r ta n t  to s e e  ex ac t ly  w ha t  S o c r a te s  is  su g g e s t in g  h e r e .

H is  po in t can  be put in the  fo llow ing  w ay. Suppose  two se n te n c e s  w h ich

d i f fe r  only w ith  r e s p e c t  to s o m e  one w o rd :  e g , "T h e  ca t  is on the

m a t 11 and  " T h e  c a t  i s  on the  p illow  " V ery  l ik e ly  w hen th e s e  s e n te n c e s

a r e  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  a f f i rm e d  only one of th e m  w il l  be t r u e .  Now we

saw  in the E u thydem us  th a t  w hen , fo r  e x a m p le ,  the ca t  is in fac t  on the
 ̂ v ^

m a t ,  the  s t a te m e n t  a s s e r t i n g  th is  fa c t  is  t r u e ,  i t  A ^  e-i To TT^cMjfAa 

Ov) (\^ 0 AoyOi  (283e 9). And the  t ro u b le  then  a r o s e

w hat to do w ith  the  s t a t e m e n t  th a t  the  c a t  is  on the  p illow. It a p p e a re d  

th a t  j u s t  b e c a u s e  the  one s t a t e m e n t  s a id  "p il low " w h e re  the  o th e r  sa id  

" m a t , "  they  w e r e  s im p ly  ta lk in g  abou t d i f fe re n t  th in g s ,  s ta t in g  d i f f e r ­

ent f a c t s ,  not p o s s ib ly  i n c o m p a t ib le  (286b 3 -5 ).  The one s ta te d  the  

fa c t  th a t  the  c a t  is  on th e  m a t ,  the  o th e r  j u s t  d id n ' t  s ta te  tha t  f ac t  a t  a l l  

(b 5 -6);  h ence ,  so  f a r  a s  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e  goes both m ig h t  be t r u e .

H e re ,  in  the  C r a t y l u s , h o w e v e r ,  S o c r a te s  th inks  th is  view too s im p le .

It is  not t r u e  th a t  the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  d o e s n ' t  say  the  s a m e  l?pc£y£a (kT o< 

as  the  t r u e  one. B e c a u s e  we h av e  in t ro d u c e d  the  notion of fa l s e
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r e f e r e n c e  w e  a r e  in  a p o s i t io n  now to s e e  how the  two s t a t e m e n t s  can  

be bo th  s ta t in g ,  in a w ay , the  s a m e  f a c t s :  in the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  " p i l ­

low 11 does  not* n a m e  s o m e th in g  d i f f e r e n t  f ro m  w h a t  " m a t "  does  in the  

t r u e  one. They  n a m e  the  s a m e  th ing  (the m a t) ,  only one is  i ts  t r u e  

n a m e ,  the  o th e r  a f a l s e  one. H en ce  in  th e  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  

-^TTOV oVo(^fl^t-<r©CL( r o  (432e 5 -6 );

s in c e  the  s e n te n c e s  a r e  o th e r w is e  id e n t ic a l  they  a r e  s i m i l a r  enough to 

s t a t e  the  s a m e  g ro u p  of th in g s  ( ju s t  a s  two d i f f e r e n t  but s i m i l a r  n a m e s  

c a n  be a l lo w ed  to  n a m e  the  s a m e  th ing),  <W 0 TUTTos

T o o  }A(KT0S TTG-fl OO av/ O A o \o 5  ^  ( e 6 - 7 ) .  U n d e r
• / & ( v ^ ^

th e s e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  A y e -  TO but

(433a 5 -6 ) .  T hus  the  in t ro d u c t io n  of th e  no tion  of a f a l s e  n a m e  has  e n ­

a b le d  S o c r a t e s  to  ge t round  the  old o b je c t io n  to fa ls e h o o d  and  c o n t r a d i c ­

t io n  by m a k in g  bo th  t r u e  and  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s  s a y ,  in a w ay, the  s a m e  

th in g s .  F a l s e h o o d  is  due to  the  fa c t  th a t ,  though  a l l  the  th in g s  in  q u e s ­

tio n  a r e  s a id ,  one (at l e a s t )  is  g iven  a f a l s e  n a m e .  ^

The upsh o t ,  a s  S o c r a t e s  s a y s ,  is  th a t  so  long a s  C ra ty lu s  

a c c e p t s  the  th e o r y  of n a tu r a l  n am in g  he canno t c o n s i s t e n t ly  deny th a t  

fa ls e h o o d  is  p o s s ib l e  in  n a m e s  and logo i ,  n o r  can  he i n s i s t  th a t  e v e ry  

w o rd  e x p r e s s e s  p e r f e c t l y  w h a te v e r  m e a n in g  i t  h a s .  But S o c r a t e s  in  

w h a t  fo llow s a l s o  show s p r e t t y  c l e a r l y  th a t  no su ch  th e o ry  of n a tu r a l  

n am in g  as  the  one he has  e a r l i e r  c o n s t r u c t e d  w i th  an  eye to  C r a t y l u s 1 

th e s i s  can  be t r u e :  a s  th e  e x a m p le  of <T K A'HpoT'V) 9 ( " h a r d n e s s " )  

p r o v e s ,  th o s e  who so  p ro n o u n c e  the  w o rd  c e r t a in ly  do no t m e a n  the  

th ing  any l e s s  o r  m o r e  e f fe c t iv e ly  th an  the  E r e t r i a n s ,  who say
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CT K 0 ‘T'v{^— anc  ̂ d e s p i te  the  fac t  th a t  ^  and <T have by no 

m e a n s  the  s a m e  fo rc e  a c c o rd in g  to a n a t u r a l i s t  a cco u n t  (434c-435c) .

The ab i l i ty  of w o rd s  to do th e i r  jo b s  e f fec t iv e ly ,  o r  m o r e  and l e s s  

e ffec t iv e ly ,  is  c e r t a in ly  not a r e s u l t  of t h e i r  r e s e m b l in g  m o r e  o r  l e s s  

c lo se ly  the th ings m e a n t .  Does S o c r a t e s '  b e la te d  r e je c t io n  of his 

th e o ry  of n a tu r a l  n am in g  m e a n  th a t  the  a c c o u n t  of fa lseh o o d  ju s t  e x ­

p la in ed  goes by the  b o a rd  as  w e l l ,  a s  m e r e l y  the  b e s t  one can  do on a 

n a t u r a l i s t  b a s i s  and t h e r e f o r e  no th ing  S o c ra te s  is e i th e r  c o m m it te d  to 

o r  u l t im a te ly  a t t r a c t e d  by?

I have a l r e a d y  r e m a r k e d  th a t ,  a s id e  f ro m  d e ta i l s  d raw n  f ro m  

the  copy th e o ry ,  S o c r a t e s  r e l i e s  upon two th e s e s  in c o n s t ru c t in g  his 

th e o ry  of fa lseh o o d :  the  d i s t in c t io n  be tw een  w hat so m eo n e  u se s  a n am e  

to d e s ig n a te  and w h a t  the  n a m e  i t s e l f  n a m e s ,  and the  view th a t  the  m e a n ­

ing of a s e n te n c e  is  the  su m  of the  m e a n in g s  of i ts  c o n s t i tu e n t  w o rd s .

Now n e i th e r  of th e s e  two f e a tu r e s  of the  acco u n t  of fa lse h o o d  is in any 

w ay w ith d raw n  o r ,  in the  c a s e  of the  th e o ry  of lo g o s ,  even q u e s t io n e d  

a n y w h e re  in the  C r a t y l u s . O bv ious ly  they  a r e  a t  l e a s t  a s  m u c h  the 

p r o p e r ty  of S o c r a te s  a s  they  a r e  H e r m o g e n e s 1 o r  C r a ty lu s 1. If, t h e r e ­

fo re ,  only th is  d i s t in c t io n  and the  th e o ry  of logos f ig u re  e s s e n t i a l ly  in 

the  acco u n t  of fa ls e h o o d ,  t h e r e  is no r e a s o n  to conc lude  th a t  S o c ra te s  

in the end r e j e c t s  th a t  a c c o u n t  o r  th a t  he only in tended  it  a s  a th e o ry  

a p p r o p r ia te  to the  d o c t r in e  of n a tu r a l  nam in g .  And in f ac t  i t  is e a sy  to 

s e e  th a t  w hat  S o c r a t e s  s a y s  n o w h e re  depends  e s s e n t i a l ly  upon the  c o n ­

cep tion  of n a m e s  a s  co p ie s  of th in g s .  The p o s s ib i l i ty  of m is n a m in g  fo r  

w hich  he a rg u e s  a t  4 3 0 a -4 3 1 a  o b v ious ly  r e m a in s  a p o s s ib i l i ty  h o w ev er
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w o rd s  c o m e  to have e s ta b l i s h e d  m e a n in g s ,  w h e th e r  by n a tu r e  o r  by 

conv en t io n  o r  in any o th e r  way you l ik e .  So long a s  i t  is  l e g i t im a te  to 

a r g u e  th a t  though a n a m e  does in f ac t  n a m e  one th ing  it can  be m a d e  to 

r e f e r  to so m e th in g  e l s e ,  th is  p a r t  of the  th e o ry  r e m a in s  in ta c t .  T he  

c o p y - th e o ry  h e r e  only p r o v id e s  a c o n c r e te  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of the  g e n e r a l  

p o in t .  L ik e w is e ,  and  even  m o r e  o b v ious ly ,  the  th e o ry  of logos  w h ich  

m a k e s  a m i s t a k e  in  n a m in g  r e s u l t  in a m i s - s t a t e m e n t  is  e n t i r e ly  i n d e ­

p e n d e n t  of the  c o p y - th e o r y .

T h e r e  r e m a in s  only one p a r t  of the  acco u n t  w h e r e  s o m e  c lo s e  

r e l i a n c e  upon the c o p y - th e o ry  m a y  be looked  fo r .  T h is  is  the  c o m p a r i ­

son  of the  bad ly  m a d e  n a m e  and the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  F o r  h e r e  S o c r a t e s  

im p l ie s  th a t  w ha t en a b le s  a t r u e  and  a f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  to  c o n t r a d i c t  one 

a n o th e r  is  the  fac t  th a t  they  a r e  su f f ic ie n t ly  a l ik e  so th a t  e a c h  can  be 

r e f e r r e d  to the  s a m e  th ings  and  thus  both  can, in a w ay, be r e p o r t i n g  

the  s a m e  fa c ts  And he im p l ie s  th a t  w ha t  co n n ec ts  a s e n te n c e  a s  a 

w hole  w ith  the  s e t  of th ings  i t  m e a n s  o r  sa y s  is  i ts  r e s e m b l a n c e  to 

th e m , j u s t  a s  an  in d iv id u a l  n a m e  has  i ts  m ean in g  by r e s e m b la n c e .  A 

w ro n g  l e t t e r  h e r e  o r  th e r e  does  not do aw ay w ith  the o v e r a l l  r e s e m b l a n c e  

of n a m e  to  th ing , and s i m i l a r l y  a w ro n g  n a m e  o r  two in a s e n te n c e  

d o e s n ' t  p r e v e n t  i t  f r o m  be ing  a r e p o r t  of the  s a m e  fa c ts  o r  th in g s  a s  a 

s e n te n c e  w ith  no w ro n g  n a m e s  in  i t .  As he s a y s ,  even in  th e  f a l s e  

s t a t e m e n t  the  T  VTTOS of the  fa c t  r e f e r r e d  to r e m a in s  (432e 6), and th is  

is  a s  m u c h  a s  to  say  th a t  the  f a l s e  s e n te n c e  d o e s n ' t  a l t o g e th e r  fa i l  to 

r e s e m b l e  the f a c t s .  T he  no tion  of m e a n in g  and r e f e r e n c e  by im i ta t io n  

thus  p lays  an im p o r t a n t  p a r t  in  the  f in a l  s t a te m e n t  of the  th e o ry ;  i t  i s ,
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in fac t ,  invoked to exp la in  how fa l s e  and t r u e  s t a t e m e n ts  m a n a g e  to 

co m e  in to  co n f l ic t  by r e f e r r i n g  to o r  r e p o r t in g  the  s a m e  fac ts

It is  t r u e  th a t  fo r  any a to m is t i c  th e o ry  of m ean in g  and any 

a t te m p t  to exp la in  fa lseh o o d  as  m is n a m in g  t h e r e  m u s t  be a p ro b le m  in 

exp la in ing  how the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  m a n a g e s  to b eco m e  co nnec ted  w ith  

the  f ac ts  i t  r e p o r t s  badly  If th e  fac t  is  th a t  S o c r a te s  is  w alk ing  and I 

say  " S o c r a te s  is  r id in g ,  " then  fo r  w hat  I say  to be f a l s e  not only m u s t  

" r id in g "  be the  w ro n g  n a m e  fo r  w ha t  S o c r a te s  is  doing, but I m u s t  a lso  

be in tend ing  to n a m e  w hat he is  doing w hen  I say  " r id in g .  " My w o rd s  

have  to  be d i r e c t e d  a s  i t  w e r e ,  a t  j u s t  S o c r a te s  and the  w alk ing ; if, 

f o r  e x am p le ,  " S o c r a t e s "  is  d i r e c te d  a t  S o c r a te s  but " r id in g "  not a t  

S o c r a t e s 1 w a lk ing  but a t  so m e  r id in g  being done e l s e w h e re  in the  

v ic in i ty  then  d e s p i te  the  fac t  th a t  " r id in g "  is  a bad n am e  fo r  w alk ing , 

w h ich  S o c r a te s  is  doing, w hat  I have  sa id  w il l  not be fa l s e .  When he 

f i r s t  in t ro d u c e d  the  notion of a f a l s e  n a m e  in h is  e x am in a t io n  of C r a t y ­

lu s  (430a-431b), S o c r a te s  s e e m e d  to be th ink ing  th a t  the  r e f e r e n c e  of 

the  f a l s e  n am e  w as  m a d e  unam biguous  by so m e  kind of o s te n s io n - - h e  

th inks  of a s p e a k e r  ap p ro a c h in g  C ra ty lu s ,  poin ting  to h im , and say ing  

" Y o u r  n a m e  is 'm a n 1" (cf. 430e 9 ff. ). He is  en c o u ra g e d  in th is  by his 

ex am p le :  s in c e  "m a n "  in  the p r e d ic a t e  of su c h  a ju d g m en t  a s  " C ra ty lu s  

i s  a m a n "  is  thought of as  a n am e  of j u s t  the  s a m e  th ing as  the  su b je c t  

" C ra ty lu s "  n a m e s ,  t h e r e  is  no doubt w hat th ing  is  be ing  n a m e d  by the  

w o rd ,  once the  r e f e r e n c e  of " C ra ty lu s "  is  f ixed. But in m o r e  com plex  

ju d g m e n ts  w h e re  each  p a r t  n a m e s  a s e p a r a t e  e le m e n t  in the  s i tu a t io n  

(S o c ra te s ,  the  w alk ing)  p o s s ib i l i t i e s  of am b ig u i ty  obv iously  a r i s e .  It
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s e e m s  th a t  the  r e s e m b la n c e  of s t a t e m e n t  to fa c ts  is  in tended  to  c o v e r  

su c h  c a s e s :  b e c a u s e  m o s t  of the  n a m e s  a r e  c o r r e c t  the  s t a t e m e n t  a s  a

w hole  is  t ie d  by r e s e m b la n c e  to  a s e t  of fa c ts  and the  d ev ian t  n a m e  is 

th e r e b y  g iven  i ts  r e f e r e n c e .  " S o c r a t e s  is  s tan d in g  on the  c h a i r "  is 

r e f e r r e d  to S o c r a t e s 1 s tan d in g  on the  ta b le  by the g e n e ra l  r e s e m b l a n c e  

of s t a t e m e n t  and  fac t ,  and " c h a i r "  is  c l e a r ly  then  t ry in g  to  n a m e  the  

tab le .  The f a l s e  n a m e  is  r e f e r r e d ,  a s  i t  w e r e ,  to the  th ing  in the  f a c t  

w h ich  r e m a in s  u n n am ed  w hen  a l l  the  t r u e  n a m e s  a r e  c o r r e l a t e d  w ith  

t h e i r  o b je c ts .

Now th is  is  obv iously  v e r y  c ru d e ,  and, in  fac t ,  i t  is  j u s t  h e r e  

th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  p r e s s e s  the  id e a  th a t  fa lse h o o d  a m o u n ts  to m i s n a m ­

ing: the  no tion  of the  s p e a k e r ' s  in te n t io n  in  u s in g  his w o rd s  m u s t  be 

b ro u g h t  in  m o r e  e x p l ic i t ly ,  but w hen  i t  is  in t ro d u c e d  the  T h e a e te tu s  

has  d if f icu l ty  in u n d e r s ta n d in g  how a p e r s o n  can  in tend  to n a m e  (e. g. ) 

s o m e  w alk in g  and y e t  c a l l  i t  r id in g  in s te a d .  In the  C ra ty lu s  t h e s e  p r o b ­

l e m s  do not y e t  a r i s e ,  s in c e  the  p i c t u r e - t h e o r y  e f fec t iv e ly  s l u r s  th e m  

o v e r .  But i t  can  now be s e e n  th a t  the  p i c tu r e  th e o ry  is  not an  e s s e n t i a l  

p a r t  of S o c r a t e s '  view th a t  the  j.alse and the t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  both  r e p o r t  

the  s a m e  th ings  o r  f a c t s :  if one h as  in  r e s e r v e  so m e  such  no tion  as  

the  s p e a k e r ' s  in ten t io n s  then  no s p e c ia l  r e s e m b la n c e  a c c o u n t  w il l  be 

need ed  to  e n s u r e  th a t  the  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  is  t ry in g ,  but fa i l in g ,  to  n a m e  

c o r r e c t l y  the  s a m e  a s  t h e ' t r u e  one. No doubt the  c o n v e n ­

t io n a l i s t  th e s i s  w h ich  H e rm o g e n e s  shou ld  have defended  w ould  be a b le  

to  hold a th e o ry  of f a lse h o o d  in  a l l  e s s e n t i a l s  l ike  the  one S o c r a te s  

expounds in 432 e -4 3 3 a :  i t  n e e d s  only a s s u m e  th a t  a s p e a k e r  can  in tend

196



to be r e p o r t in g  a s e t  of th ings  and yet m i s n a m e  one o r  m o r e  of th em .

I t  a p p e a r s ,  th e r e f o r e ,  tha t  though the  th e o ry  of f a lse h o o d  S o c r a ­

te s  p ropounds  in 430-433  is  t a i lo r e d  fo r  the  sp e c i f ic  c o p y - th e o ry  c o n ­

s t r u c te d  by h im s e l f  e a r l i e r  and a c c e p te d  by C ra ty lu s ,  i ts  t r u th  is  n o ­

w h e re  m a d e  to depend  upon the  s p e c ia l  th e s i s  th a t  a s e n te n c e  ge ts  i ts  

r e f e r e n c e  by m e a n s  of r e s e m b la n c e .  H ence w hen S o c ra te s  r e j e c t s  the  

c o p y - th e o ry  fo r  the  r e a s o n s  g iven above, he does  not r e j e c t  the  th e o ry  

of fa lseh o o d .  G iven  his  con tinued  a c c e p ta n c e  of the  view of a s e n te n c e  

as  a co l le c t io n  of n a m e s  and his d o c t r in e  of f a l s e  nam in g ,  the  a cco u n t  

of f a l s e  s e n te n c e s  r e m a in s  untouched .

It  is  now t im e ,  a t  l a s t ,  to r .e turn  to the  T h e a e te tu s  i t s e l f  and 

ex am in e  the t r o u b le s  r a i s e d  and p u r s u e d  t h e r e  c o n c e rn in g  the  no tion  of 

f a l s e  ju d g m en t  o r  be l ie f .  If we b e a r  in m in d  the  th e o ry  of m e an in g  

ly ing behind the  d en ia l  of fa lseh o o d  in the  E u th y d em u s  and the  r e p ly  to 

the  E u th y d e m u s1 a r g u m e n ts  w hich  the  C ra ty lu s  c o n s t r u c t s  on the  b a s i s  

of the  s a m e  th e o ry ,  the  im m e d ia te  c o n c e rn s  of the  T h e a e te tu s  e a s i ly  

fa l l  in to  p lace .

F i r s t  of a l l ,  the  im m e d ia te  a s s u m p t io n s  of S o c r a t e s 1 a rg u m e n t  

in the  T h e a e te tu s  now have a c l e a r  enough s e n s e  and d i re c t io n .  F i r s t  

the a s s u m p t io n  th a t  f a l s e  b e l ie f  m u s t  a m o u n t  to the f a l s e  id e n t i f ic a t io n  

of one th ing w ith  a n o th e r  (188b). As w e have  now se e n ,  on the  th e o ry  

of m e a n in g  w ith  w h ich  P la to  has  been  o ccu p ied  e a r l i e r  t h e r e  is  h a rd ly  

ro o m  fo r  fa lse h o o d  of any o th e r  s o r t ;  and the  C ra ty lu s  has exp l ic i t ly  

t r a c e d  fa lseh o o d  in  s e n te n c e s  invo lv ing  p r e d ic a t io n  to th is  kind of e r r o r .  

S o c r a t e s 1 a s s u m p t io n  th a t  fa lse h o o d  m u s t  am o u n t  to m i s r e c o g n i t io n
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t h e r e f o r e  a l e r t s  us th a t  th e  old th e o ry  of m e a n in g  is s t i l l  on the  ag en d a  

in the  T h e a e t e t u s .

T he  o th e r  p u z z l in g  a s s u m p t io n  S o c r a t e s  in t ro d u c e s  ho lds  th a t  

f o r  o u r  p u rp o s e s  e v e ry th in g  f a l l s  in to  one of two d is jo in t  c l a s s e s  fo r  

any p e r s o n ,  the  th ings  he knows and  th o s e  he does  not know. T h is  does  

not m e a n  th a t  g iven  any t r u e  p r o p o s i t io n  a  m a n  a t  any g iven  m o m e n t  

e i th e r  knows i t  o r  d o e s n ft know i t ,  but is  r a t h e r  a d iv is io n  of o b je c ts  

(b ro ad ly  c o n c e iv e d  a s  inc lu d in g  both  p e r s o n s  and , a p p a r e n t ly ,  a t t r i b u t e s ) .  

And i t  v e r y  soon  e m e r g e s  (188b) th a t  if you don*t know a th ing  you can*t 

h ave  i t  in  y o u r  th o u g h ts ,  s o t h a t t o  be d i r e c t in g  y o u r  though t to  s o m e  

o b je c t  is  tak en  a s  r e q u i r in g  know ledge  of it. T h is  in t u r n  s e e m s  to 

im p ly  (188b 3-5 )  th a t  you c an n o t  be th ink ing  of a th ing  u n le s s  you r e c o g ­

n iz e  i t .  T he  d iv is io n  of th in g s  known and  th in g s  unknown th e r e f o r e  

a m o u n ts  to a d iv is io n  b e tw e e n  w h a t  anyone  h as  in  h is  th o u g h ts ,  r e c o g ­

n iz ing  i t  fo r  i t s e l f ,  and w h a t  he d oes  not have  in  h is  though ts  a t  a ll .  

C om bined  w ith  the  f i r s t  a s s u m p t io n  th is  d iv i s io n  p ro d u c e s  th e  p a ra d o x  

th a t  f a l s e  th ink ing  is  im p o s s ib l e ,  s in c e  t h e r e  c an n o t  be any though t of 

an  o b jec t  w h ich  y e t  m i s t a k e s  i t  fo r  so m e th in g  e l s e ,  and if  t h e r e  a r e  no 

m i s t a k e s  of th is  s o r t  t h e r e  a r e  no f a l s e  though ts  a t  a l l .

Why then  does  S o c r a t e s  a s s u m e  th a t  to  have an y th ing  in m in d  is  

n e c e s s a r i l y  to  r e c o g n iz e  i t  and  t h e r e f o r e  no t to  m a k e  a m i s t a k e  abou t 

i t?  T he  s o u r c e  of th is  a s s u m p t io n ,  l ik e  th a t  of the  o th e r  a s s u m p t io n  

m e n t io n e d  ab o v e ,  can  be found in  th e  t h e o r y  of fa ls e h o o d  S o c r a t e s  s e t s  

up in the  C r a t y l u s . In d i s c u s s in g  th is  th e o ry  above  I s a id  th a t  any 

a to m is t i c  th e o ry  of m e a n in g  w h ic h  m a k e s  fa ls e h o o d  a  m a t t e r  of m i s -



n am in g  so m e  p a r t  of the  th in g s  o r  fa c ts  r e p o r t e d  m u s t  exp la in  how the  

f a l s e  n a m e  c o m e s  to  be a p p l ie d  to the  th ing  it  is u se d  to n a m e .  In 

s o m e  c a s e s ,  of c o u r s e ,  a s  S o c r a t e s  in the C ra ty lu s  re c o g n iz e d ,  w h a t  

th ing is m e a n t  w il l  be obv ious  f ro m  the  c i r c u m s ta n c e s  - -one  po in ts  and 

s a y s  " h o r s e , "  o r  o th e r w is e  show s w h a t  th ing is  in tended .  But in  g e n e r ­

a l  su ch  e x te r n a l  a id s  a r e  not a v a i la b le ,  and so m e th in g  e l s e  m u s t  be 

b ro u g h t  in  and a p p e a le d  to  a s  e s ta b l i s h in g  the c o n n ec t io n  be tw een  n a m e  

and  th ing . C le a r ly  enough w hat is  r e q u i r e d  is  r e f e r e n c e  to w hat the  

s p e a k e r  in ten d ed  to  n a m e  by the w o rd :  even  w h e re  t h e r e  a r e  such

e x te r n a l  s ig n s  a s  po in t in g ,  i t  m ig h t  be sa id ,  no am o u n t  of g e s t ic u la t io n  

can  m a k e  the  w o rd  n a m e  the  th ing  u n le s s  the  s p e a k e r  is  d i r e c t in g  his  

thought to  the  s a m e  th ing  a s  he i s  po in ting  to. The T h e a e t e tu s , in 

sh if t ing  f r o m  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  to  f a l s e  th in k in g , tak es  a c c o u n t  of th is  

fac t .  A f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  r e q u i r e s  both  f a l s e  nam ing  and fa l s e  th inking; 

f a l s e  nam in g  in vo lves  d i r e c t in g  o n e 's  thought to w a rd  an o b jec t ,  having 

i t  b e fo re  o n e 's  m in d ,  an d  then  giving i t  a w ro n g  n am e . And ju s t  h e r e  

is  w h e r e  the  T h e a e t e tu s ' d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  fa lseh o o d  begin . If one has 

an  o b jec t  b e fo re  h is  m in d  how can  he m i s n a m e  it?  To m i s n a m e  i t  is  to  

fa i l  to  r e c o g n iz e  i t  fo r  w h a t  i t  i s ,  to con fuse  i t  w ith  so m e th in g  e l s e ,  

and th is  s e e m s  im p o s s ib le .  S uppose  fo r  ex a m p le  tha t  you have w alk ing  

b e fo re  y o u r  m in d  and  say  to  y o u r s e l f  " s i t t in g .  " You u n d e r s ta n d  w hat 

th is  w o rd  m e a n s ;  s i t t in g  is  s o m e th in g  you know. H ence  when you say  

" s i t t in g "  and  u n d e r s ta n d  w h a t  you a r e  say in g ,  you m u s t  have  s i t t in g  

b e fo re  y o u r  m in d  a s  w e l l .  T hen  to m i s n a m e  w alk ing  as  " s i t t in g "  is  to 

have two o b jec ts  b e fo re  y o u r  m in d ,  w a lk ing  and  s i t t in g ,  w h ile  th ink ing

199



they  a r e  one: w a lk ing  is  ta k e n  to be s i t t in g .  But th is  s e e m s  i m p o s s i ­

b le ,  b e c a u s e  in  hav ing  th e s e  two th ings  in m in d  you m u s t  know th a t  the  

one is  w a lk in g ,  th a t  th e  o th e r  is  s i t t in g ,  and t h e r e f o r e  th a t  they a r e  

two and  not one. If you do not know th a t  i t  is w alk in g  th a t  you have  in  

m in d ,  w h a t  j u s t i f i e s  any one in say in g  th a t  by " s i t t in g "  you r e f e r r e d  

f a l s e ly  to  w a lk in g ?  T he  r e q u i r e m e n t  th a t  you know both  w hat " s i t t in g "  

m e a n s  and  w h a t  th ing  you a r e  r e f e r r i n g  to by i t  s e e m s  to end by r e q u i r ­

ing th a t  you con fuse  two th ings  to g e th e r  w h ile  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  knowing 

th e m  to  be p e r f e c t ly  d i s t in c t .

T he  a s s u m p t io n  th a t  you m u s t  know any th ing  th a t  can  be an  

o b je c t  of y o u r  though t is  t h e r e f o r e  i n t im a te ly  r e l a t e d  to the  t h e o r i e s  of 

m e a n in g  and  fa ls e h o o d  S o c r a t e s  w as  w o rk in g  w ith  in the  C r a t y l u s .

T h o se  t h e o r i e s  have  r e q u i r e d  th a t  one have a th ing  in  m in d  and  y e t  not 

know i t  fo r  i t s e l f ;  and  the  T h e a e te tu s  beg ins  i t s  e x a m in a t io n  of f a l s e ­

hood by e x p r e s s in g  i t s  p u z z le m e n t  o v e r  how th e s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  can  be 

m e t .  And if  they  can n o t ,  a s  the  T h e a e te tu s  im m e d ia t e ly  s e e s ,  th e n  the  

p r o p o s e d  e x p la n a t io n  of fa ls e h o o d  fa l l s  to the  g round .

B e f o r e  p u r s u in g  the  p r o b le m  f u r t h e r  th e  T h e a e te tu s  p a u s e s ,  a s

I have  a l r e a d y  r e m a r k e d ,  to c o n s id e r  b r ie f ly  the  p r o b le m  of fa ls e h o o d
\ v ^ ' (KATa *-\V(M K T he  b r i e f  r e h e a r s a l  of the  s o p h i s t s 1

p u z z le  ab ou t th ink in g  w h a t  is  f a l s e  en ta i l in g  not th ink ing  a t  a l l ,  is

l a r g e ly  ig n o re d  in w h a t  fo l low s: the  only im p o r t a n t  e f fec t  i t  has  on the

s u b s e q u e n t  a r g u m e n ta t io n  is in  the  a n a ly s i s  of f a l s e h o o d  a s  <xAXo<To£/i*

w h ic h  is  p ro d u c e d  in  th e  im m e d ia te ly  su c c e e d in g  p a s s a g e  (189b 10-

190e 4). T he  s o p h i s t s 1 a r g u m e n t  had a l le g e d  th a t  th ink ing  f a l s e ly  w as
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th ink ing  th ings  th a t  do not e x is t ,  and S o c r a te s  in supposing  th a t  e r r o r  

c o n s i s t s  in oiXAofo^ifc. e x p l ic i t ly  m e n t io n s  (189c 1-2) th a t  the  th ings  

w h ich  on th is  a c co u n t  a r e  o b je c ts  of though t in  f a l s e  be l ie f  a r e  a l l  of 

th e m  O v To\ .

F o r  the  r e s t ,  the  d e f in i t ion  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  a s  <^AAocTo^/a. s e e m s  

in tended  to b r in g  out m o r e  fu lly  and e x p l ic i t ly  the d if f ic u l t ie s  a l r e a d y  

h in ted  a t ,  so m ew h a t  o b s c u re ly ,  in the  in i t i a l  s t a t e m e n t  of the p ro b le m  

a t  187d-188c . A c c o rd in g  to th is  de f in i t ion ,  the  f i r s t  of t h r e e  p r o p o s a l s  

t r i e d  in  the c o u r s e  of the  d i s c u s s io n ,  w h e n e v e r  any one th inks so m e th in g  

f a l s e  he exchanges  in h is  thought one ex is t in g  th ing fo r  a n o th e r .  F a l s e  

th inking  is  j u s t  m is ta k in g  so m e th in g  fo r  so m e th in g  e ls e .

Now th is  def in i t io n  is m e a n t  to c o v e r  a l l  ty p es  of f a l s e  ju d g m e n t ,  

a s  indeed  any one shou ld  s e e  if  he b e a r s  in  m in d  w ha t is  sa id  in  the 

C r a t y l u s . T h is  is  m a d e  c l e a r  im m e d ia te ly  (189c 5-7) by T h e a e t e tu s 1 

r e m a r k  tha t  ju s t  the  kind of exchange  w h ich  S o c r a te s  has in m ind  does 

in fa c t  o c c u r  when so m e o n e  th inks  ugly in s te a d  of beau tifu l  o r  beau tifu l  

in s te a d  of ugly and th e re b y  th inks  so m e th in g  fa l s e .  T h e a e te tu s  m u s t  

h e r e  be th inking  of su ch  m i s t a k e s  a s  the  ju d g m e n t  th a t  the  P r u d e n t i a l  

C e n te r  is  beau tifu l:  he th inks  th a t  w hen  so m e o n e  fa l s e ly  b e l ie v e s  su ch  

a p ro p o s i t io n  he has in  h is  though ts  ( £o^at)G -i ) (the) beau tifu l  w hen  he 

should  have  had (the) ugly. And th is  is in  tu r n  being thought of as  

exchang ing  one th ing  fo r  a n o th e r  in  o n e 's  though ts .

It is  not c l e a r  f r o m  T h e a e t e tu s 1 r e m a r k  w h e th e r  he m e a n s  tha t  

the  p e r s o n  who ju d g es  w ro n g ly  has  both  the beau tifu l  and the  ugly in  m ind  

w hen he a s s e r t s  his  fa lseh o o d ,  a t  th a t  m o m e n t  m ix in g  th e m  up, o r
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w h e th e r  p e rh a p s  the only th ing  in  his m in d  w hen he m a k e s  h is  m i s t a k e  

is  th e  b eau t i fu l ,  the  th ing  he a c tu a l ly  n a m e s .  Thinking beau t i fu l  in s te a d  

of ugly ( o ^ T l  189c 6) r a t h e r  su g g e s t s  the  l a t t e r .  But i t

is  c l e a r  th a t  if he only has  in m in d  the  b eau tifu l  it  w il l  be im p o s s ib l e ,  

on the  th e o ry  ado p ted  by th e  C r a t y l u s , to c o n v ic t  him  of f a ls e h o o d .  F o r  

though  no doubt he  though t beau t i fu l  in s te a d  of ugly t h e r e  w ould  be no 

e r r o r  in  th a t  u n le s s  he had h im s e l f  w an ted  to  n a m e  ugly o r  had in ten d ed  

to  s t a t e  the  fa c t  w h ich  is  c o r r e c t l y  r e p o r t e d  by MThe P r u d e n t i a l  C e n te r  

is  ugly. n If he w a n te d  to s a y  an d  th ink  the  beau t i fu l ,  and no th ing  e l s e ,  

then  h is  though t w ould  a p p e a r  to  be e n t i r e ly  in o r d e r  and  the  s t a t e m e n t  

in  q u e s t io n  t r u e :  e a c h  p a r t  n a m e s  so m e th in g  c o r r e c t l y ,  so  the  w h o le  is  

t r u e .  E v e ry th in g  he has  though t is  an  0^ and he has  not ex changed  any 

O'/ f o r  s o m e  o th e r  o v .

S o c r a te s  in his  e x a m in a t io n  of f a ls e h o o d  a s  (<x. c o r ­

r e c t s  th is  o m is s io n  in T heae te tu s*  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of the  t h e s i s .  He po in ts  

out (190d 7-10)  th a t  if  a p e r s o n  has  in  m in d  only one of two th in g s  he c a n ­

not be tak in g  the  one fo r  the  o th e r ;  if he isn*t even  th ink ing  the  ugly in 

any w ay o r  to  any d e g r e e  ( l A v ^ a f A ^ ,  190d 8), but has  the  b eau t i fu l  in 

m in d  s im p ly  and  s t r a ig h t f o r w a r d ly ,  then  he c a n ' t  be con fus ing  the  two 

and  th ink ing  the  ugly is the  b e au t i fu l .  The  m is t a k e  r e q u i r e s  th a t  both  

be som eh o w  had  in  m ind .

Suppose , h o w e v e r ,  th a t  bo th  a r e  had in m ind .  T h en  w h a t  h a p ­

p en s  w hen  s o m e o n e  ju d g es  f a l s e ly  th a t  the  P r u d e n t i a l  C e n te r  is  b e a u t i ­

ful is  th a t  he th in k s  both  the  b eau t i fu l  and  the  ugly and ju d g e s  th a t  the  

ugly  i s  the  b eau t i fu l .  W hat d o e s  th is  ju d g m e n t  th a t  the  b eau t i fu l  i s  the
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ugly am o u n t  to?  Judg ing , S o c r a te s  s a y s ,  is  j u s t  i n te r n a l  say ing  

(189e 6 - 190a 6), so th a t  th ink ing  th a t  the  b eau tifu l  is  the  ugly is  r e a l ly  

say ing  to  y o u r s e l f  " T h e  beau tifu l  [w hich you have h e re  b e fo re  you r  

m ind] is the  ugly [which is t h e r e  b e fo re  y o u r  m ind] .  " But is th is  a 

p o s s ib le  m is t a k e ?  S o c ra te s  th inks  not: no one, even in his s le e p  o r  in 

a fit of m a d n e s s ,  has  e v e r  sa id  to h im s e l f  th a t  the  beau tifu l  is  the  ugly 

o r  the  w ro n g  the  r ig h t ,  o r  th a t  odd is  even o r  two is one. If you have 

two th in g s  b e fo re  you r  m in d  and a t t a c h  to  each  i t s  own n a m e  you canno t 

then  th ink  one is  the  o th e r ;  having th e m  in m in d  in  th is  way p r e c lu d e s ,  

a c c o rd in g  to S o c r a te s ,  the  kind of m is ta k in g  and m is  r e c o g n iz in g  w h ich  

a>AAo<To^!/A e n ta i l s .  H ence  (kkko canno t o c c u r  e i th e r  w hen

a m a n  has  j u s t  one of two th ings  in m in d  o r  w hen  he is  th inking  both; 

and w e have  not m a d e  any ad v an ce  to w a rd  u n d e rs ta n d in g  how fa l s e  

th inking  o c c u r s  (190d 11 -e  3).

Why does S o c r a te s  th ink  th a t  in  m is ta k in g  the ugly fo r  the  b e a u ­

tifu l,  in  the  p r o c e s s  of say ing  such  a th ing  as  " T h e  P r u d e n t i a l  C e n te r  

i s  b eau t i fu l"  in s te a d  of " T h e  P r u d e n t i a l  C e n te r  is  u g ly ,"  I m u s t  be 

say ing  to  m y s e l f  "T h e  beau tifu l  is  the  u g ly "?  L e t  us g r a n t  h im  th a t  i t  

is  im p o s s ib le  to  say  th is  to  o n ese lf ,  u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hat one is  say ing :  

th is  im p o s s ib i l i ty  r e s u l t s  f ro m  the  f a c t  (as I put i t  j u s t  above) th a t  to 

have the  beau tifu l  in m ind  and a t t a c h  to i t  i t s  own p r o p e r  n a m e  is  to 

d i s t in g u is h  i t  f ro m  any o th e r  th ing  s i m i l a r l y  had in  m ind  and re c o g n iz e d  

a s  i t s e l f .  Thus we m ay  g ra n t  th a t  i t  is  im p o s s ib le  e v e r  to say  fa ls e ly  

to  o n e s e l f  " M r .  Jo n es  is  M r .  S m ith ,  " s in c e  so  to n a m e  them  is  to m a r k  

th em  off f r o m  one a n o th e r ,  and one c an n o t  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  hold  th e m
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a p a r t  and  c o l la p s e  th e m  to g e th e r .  But th is  is not the  only w ay  in  

w h ich  I cou ld  m i s t a k e  M r.  Jo n e s  fo r  M r .  S m ith  in m y th o u g h ts :  I 

m ig h t  have  M r .  Jo n e s  in  m y though t not by way of his p r o p e r  n a m e  but 

by s o m e  de f in i te  d e s c r ip t i o n  (Mthe  b u tc h e r  a ro u n d  the  c o r n e r 11) and  th en  

ta k e  th is  p e r s o n ,  who is  in  f a c t  M r .  J o n e s ,  fo r  M r .  S m ith  (who is  p e r ­

haps  the  b a k e r ) .  In o r d e r  to m i s t a k e  M r .  J o n e s  fo r  M r .  S m ith  I n eed  

not say  to  m y s e l f  " M r .  Jo n e s  is M r .  S m ith 11: I m a y  say  in s te a d  MThe 

b u tc h e r  a ro u n d  the  c o r n e r  is  M r .  S m ith .  " And w h e r e a s  the  f o r m e r  

looks  v e r y  l ik e  so m e th in g  i t r s not p o s s ib le  to say  to  o n ese lf ,  the  l a t t e r  

d o e s n lt beg in  to look im p o s s ib le .  Is  S o c r a t e s ,  in  holding th a t  to th ink  

one th ing  is  a n o th e r  is  to  say  to  o n e s e l f  th a t  th e  one is the  o th e r ,  i g n o r ­

ing the  d i s t in c t io n  b e tw een  p r o p e r  n a m e s  and  d e f in i te  d e s c r ip t io n s  and  

in s i s t in g  th a t  to  say  to  o n e se l f  th a t  one th ing  is  a n o th e r  m u s t  be to 

r e f e r  to  two th ings  by n a m e  and  th en  c o n f la te  th e m ?

It is  im p o r ta n t  to n o t ic e ,  I th ink , th a t  th ro u g h o u t  the  d i s c u s s io n  

of olXXo S o c r a te s  has  in  m in d  the  k ind of m i s t a k e  w h ich  T h e ­

a e te tu s  h im s e l f  in t ro d u c e d  by h is  e x a m p le  of th ink ing  b eau tifu l  in s te a d  

of ugly. T h a t  is  to  say ,  he  has  in  m in d  p r i m a r i l y  not m i s t a k e s  of one 

p e r s o n  fo r  a n o th e r  but m i s t a k e s  invo lv ing  w h a t  fo r  la c k  of a b e t t e r  n o n ­

c o m m i t t a l  e x p r e s s io n  I sh a l l  c a l l  p r e d i c a t e - e n t i t i e s . And the  c o n d i t io n s  

u n d e r  w h ic h  su c h  m i s t a k e s  a r e  su p p o se d  to  a r i s e  a r e  given by the  th e o r y  

of m e a n in g  and  fa ls e h o o d  I have  expounded  above . A f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  is 

r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  say in g  badly a l l  the  s a m e  th ings  a s  so m e  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  

sa y s  w e l l ,  and  th ink ing  f a l s e ly  i s  th ink ing  of a l l  the  s a m e  th ings  a s  m a k e  

up s o m e  t r u e  though t but fa i l in g  to  r e c o g n iz e  one of th e m  fo r  i t s e l f .  Now
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t h e r e  is no doubt  th a t  S o c r a t e s  thinks  th i s  m i s t a k e  involves n a m in g  two 

d i f f e re n t  things  c o r r e c t l y  and yet  confus ing  the m;  but it is not c l e a r  

w h e t h e r  thi s  is due  to the  f a i l u r e  to d i s t i n g u i s h  p r o p e r  n a m e s  f r o m  

def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o r  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  is s o m e  f e a t u r e  of the  th e o r y  of 

fa l se ho od  which  m a k e s  i t  n e c e s s a r y  (or  s e e m  n e c e s s a r y )  tha t  the f a l s e  

t h i n k e r  have  in m in d  u n d e r  t h e i r . p r o p e r  n a m e s  a l l  the  things which  

m a k e  up the  t r u e  thought .  If so,  S o c r a t e s '  idea  th a t  in m a ki ng  such  

f a l s e  j u d g m e n ts  as  th a t  the  P r u d e n t i a l  is beaut i fu l  I m u s t  say  to m y s e l f  

" T h e  beauti ful  is  the  ugly" wi l l  show not  a confus ion  about  two d i f f e r e n t  

type s  of r e f e r r i n g  e x p r e s s i o n  but r a t h e r  a s e r i o u s  d if ficul ty in the t h e ­

o r y  of m e a n in g  and  fa l s e h o o d  being a c c e p t e d  in the whole  d i s c u s s io n .

If on thi s  t h e o r y  one i r r e t r i e v a b l y  m u s t  both c o r r e c t l y  n a m e  two ob je c ts  

and n e v e r t h e l e s s  c on fuse  t h e m ,  then the  t h e o r y  is s tuck  wi th the r u i n ­

ous co n se q u e n c e  th a t  fa l s eh o o d  m u s t  involve  say ing  to on ese l f  "A is  B" 

in so ma ny  w o r d s .

Now i t  does  s e e m  to m e  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  f a i r l y  p la u s i b le  r e a s o n s  

f o r  thinking tha t  the  th e o r y  of fa l s eh o o d  as  m i s n a m i n g  does r e q u i r e  tha t  

one be ab le  to co nf us e  two ob je c ts  w hi ch  one has  in  m in d  in the  s t r o n g  

s e n s e  tha t  e ach  is  g iven i ts  c o r r e c t  p r o p e r  n a m e .  A cco rd in g  to th is  

th eo ry ,  the f a l s e  t h i n k e r  has in mind ,  i s  d i r e c t i n g  h is  thought  to w ard ,  

the ob jec t  (say,  the  beaut i fu l)  w h ic h  the  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  n a m e s  c o r r e c t l y  

and  wh ic h  is one c o n s t i tu e n t  of the fac t  be ing  r e p o r t e d .  Can he have 

the beaut i ful  in m i n d  wi thout  knowing tha t  it  is the beaut iful  (and so  not  

the ugly)? Def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  not  so ea sy  to think of fo r  p r e d i -  

c a t e - e n t i t i e s  as  they  a r e  fo r  p e r s o n s ,  but  they  do ex is t .  F o r  ex a m p le
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" t h e  qua l i t y  m e n t i o n e d  s e c o n d  in the  t i t l e  of B u r k e ' s  book on a e s t h e t i c s "  

i s  a def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n  of th e  beau t i f u l ,  s in c e  the  t i t l e  in q u e s t i o n  is 

T r e a t i s e  on the  S u b l i m e  and  B e a u t i f u l . Su ppose  the n  a m a n  has  the  

beau t i f u l  in m i n d  u n d e r  th i s  d e s c r i p t i o n :  then  he need  not  know th a t  the  

o b j e c t  he ha s  in v iew b e a r s  the p r o p e r  n a m e  " t h e  beaut i fu l"  and  r o o m  

is  l e f t  f o r  h im  to t a k e  i t  fo r  the ugly.  But  does  he in th i s  c a s e  h av e  the  

be au t i f u l  in m i n d  in the  way  r e q u i r e d  by the  t h e o r y  of fa l s e h o o d ?  The  

fa c t  w h ic h  he is  s u p p o s e d  to be m i s r e p o r t i n g  i s  ( say)  the  f ac t  th a t  the  

Ta j  M a h a l  is beaut i fu l ,  and  he is s u p p o s e d  to ha ve  the  ob je c t s  Taj  

M a h a l  and  th e  be aut i fu l  in m in d  in o r d e r  to do th i s .  Is the f ac t  th a t  the 

Ta j  M a h a l  i s  b e aut i f u l  the  s a m e  f ac t  a s  the  f ac t  th a t  the  Ta j  M ah al  has  

th e  qu a l i t y  m e n t i o n e d  s e c o n d  in B u r k e ' s  t i t l e ?  I t  s e e m s  not.  One  could,  

to u s e  an  old id io m ,  m a k e  the  l a t t e r  f a c t  go out  of e x i s t e n c e  by a l t e r i n g  

e i t h e r  the  a p p e a r a n c e  of the  Ta j  M a h a l  o r  the  t i t l e  of B u r k e ' s  t r e a t i s e ,  

but  only the  f i r s t  of t h e s e  ch a n g e s  wou ld  ha ve  a s i m i l a r  d e l e t e r i o u s  

e f fec t  on the  f a c t  th a t  th e  Ta j  M a h a l  i s  beau t i fu l .  B e c a u s e  the  de f in i te  

d e s c r i p t i o n  in  q u e s t i o n  is  only c o n t in ge n t ly  r e l a t e d  to the  beaut i fu l ,  a 

p a i r  of p r o p o s i t i o n s  wh ic h  a r e  i d e n t i c a l  excep t  tha t  w h e r e  the  one  has  

"b e a u t i fu l"  the  o t h e r  has  a n o n - a n a l y t i c  de f in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n  of the  b e a u ­

t i ful  a r e  not  the  s a m e  p r o p o s i t i o n  and  do not  r e p o r t  the  s a m e  fac t .  If 

th i s  i s  so  (or  even  p la u s ib le ) ,  th e n  I th ink  the  t h e o r y  of f a l s e h o o d  as  

m i s n a m i n g  m a y  in th e  end r e q u i r e  (or  c o m e  c l o s e  to r e q u i r i n g )  th a t  

one m i s n a m e  s o m e t h i n g  he a t  the  s a m e  t i m e  n a m e s  c o r r e c t l y .  F o r  if 

the  fa c t  th a t  the  Ta j  M a h a l  i s  b e au t i f u l  is  a d i f f e r e n t  f a c t  f r o m  the  f ac t  

th a t  the  Ta j  M a h a l  h a s  the  qua l i ty  in  B u r k e ' s  t i t l e ,  and  the  f a l s e  t h i n k e r
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i s  e x p r e s s i n g  the f o r m e r  fac t ,  but  badly,  he m u s t  have  tha t  f ac t  in 

m in d .  And thi s  m e a n s  tha t  he m u s t  have  the beauti ful ,  c o r r e c t l y  

la b e l ed ,  b e fo re  his  m i n d  when he s a y s  o r  th inks  to h i m s e l f  " u g l y . "  

O t h e r w i s e  i t  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  fac t  he is  (badly) e x p r e s s i n g  and d i f f e re n t  

things  which  he is (badly) na m in g .

The  a r g u m e n t  j u s t  p r e s e n t e d  obvious ly  invokes the in ten t io na l i t y  

of th ink ing  and t u r n s  upon the f ac t  th a t  the  ob j ec t  of thought  i s  an i n t e n ­

t iona l  objec t .  It  m a y  be co n te nded  tha t  t h e s e  no t ions  a r e  too s o p h i s t i ­

c a te d  to have  l a in  behind  Pla to*s  idea  in the  T h e a e t e t u s  tha t  f a l s e  th i n k ­

ing m u s t  c o n s i s t  in tak ing  one thing ,  though c o r r e c t l y  n a m e d ,  f o r  a n ­

o th e r ,  a l s o  c o r r e c t l y  n a m e d .  It  is c e r t a i n l y  t r u e  tha t  no such  view is 

anyth ing l ike  expl i c i t  in  Plato* s t ex t ;  but the n  n e i t h e r  does  any o th e r  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  c o m e  c l o s e  to being  expl ic i t ly  w a r r a n t e d  by the  tex t  i t ­

se lf .  And the  f ac t  tha t  t h ro ughout  the  d i s c u s s i o n  in 189c-  190e it  is  the  

m i s t a k e  of one p r e d i c a t e - e n t i t y  for  a n o t h e r  tha t  is giving the  t r o u b l e  

m u s t  be som eho w ta k e n  a c c o u n t  of.

It  i s  h a r d ly  p o s s i b l e  to d e c id e  a t  thi s  point  why exac t ly  S o c r a t e s  

th inks  fa l s e  iden t i ty  j u d g m e n t s  a r e  of the type "A i s  B" w h e r e  “A" and 

"B "  a r e  n a m e s .  But  i t  is i m p o r t a n t  to have  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  c l e a r l y  in 

m in d  b e fo re  p ro c e e d i n g ,  so  tha t  the  s u b s e q u e n t  d i s c u s s i o n  can  be c o n ­

s i d e r e d  in the l igh t  of e a c h  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  hopeful ly  m a k in g  p o s s i b l e  a 

d e c i s i o n  be tw een  t h e m .  In e i t h e r  c a s e  the  dif f icul ty  about  iden t i ty  j u d g ­

m e n t s  a r i s e s  in the  contex t  of the  t h e o r y  of fa l s eh o o d  w h ic h  m a k e s  al l  

f a l s e  j u d g m e n t s ,  p r e d i c a t i v e  a s  w e l l  as  o t h e r s ,  the  r e s u l t  of m i s i d e n t i -  

f i ca t io ns .  But on th e  f i r s t  v iew d i s c u s s e d  the  p a r t i c u l a r  pu zz l e  about
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m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  w h i c h  P l a t o  r a i s e s  wi l l  be a d i f f icu lty  w h ich  m i g h t  

j u s t  as  we l l  have  a r i s e n  in dep en d en t ly  of the  t h e o r y  of fa l s eho od :  any

one who w a s  not  c l e a r  ab ou t  the  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  a n a m e  and  a d e ­

s c r i p t i o n  m ig h t  b e c o m e  p u z z l e d  about  how f a l s e  id e n t i f ic a t io ns  a r e  e v e r  

p o s s i b l e ,  s i n c e  any  f a l s e  iden t i ty  ju d g m e n t ,  if one i g n o r e s  the  d i f f e r ­

ence  b e tw e e n  n a m e s  and  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  could  be r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  having  

the  f o r m  of the  i m p o s s i b l e  j u d g m e n t  " J o n e s  is Sm i th .  " On the s e c o n d  

view i t  is  no g e n e r a l  t r o u b l e  abou t  f a l s e  iden t i ty  j u d g m e n t s  and  e s s e n ­

t i a l l y  no c onf us io n  about  n a m e s  and  d e s c r i p t i o n s  tha t  s t an d s  in P l a t o ' s  

way .  On th i s  v iew,  w he n  P l a t o  i m p l i e s  tha t  m a k i n g  a m i s t a k e  r e q u i r e s  

n a m i n g  a th ing  c o r r e c t l y  and  ye t  m i s n a m i n g  it he is not  s l id in g  f r o m  

" T h e  m a n  on th e  c o r n e r  Lwho is  in  f a c t  Jo ne s ]  is Smi th"  to " J o n e s  is 

Sm i t h ,  " but  t ak in g  no t ic e  of the  f ac t  th a t  on the a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  of 

m e a n i n g ,  to m a k e  a m i s t a k e  r e q u i r e s  ge t t ing  so m e th in g  into o n e ' s  

thoughts  by n a m e  and  y e t  m i s n a m i n g  it. In fac t ,  as  S o c r a t e s '  d i s c u s ­

s ion  of th e  w a x - t a b l e t  m o d e l  b r i n g s  out,  i t  is the  l a t t e r  view w h ic h  

s e e m s  to be the  c o r r e c t  one:  but  th i s  ca n  only be shown l a t e r  on.

B e f o r e  c o n s i d e r i n g  the next  s t a g e  of the  a r g u m e n t  in d e ta i l  it  

wi l l  be us e fu l  to have  in m i n d  the  c o u r s e  of d e v e l o p m e n t  of the  whole  

a r g u m e n t  f r o m  the  r e j e c t i o n  of <^X\o t<x a s  an  e xp l ic a t io n  of 

f a l s e h o o d  r i g h t  t h r o u g h  to the  a b a n d o n m e n t  of the  top ic  of f a l s e  be l ie f .

In w h a t  fo l lows  S o c r a t e s  a t t e m p t s  to th ro w  l ight  on the  a p p a r e n t l y  

i m p o s s i b l e  f a l s e  ide n t i ty  j u d g m e n t s  he has  u n c o v e re d ,  in the  hope th a t  

it m a y  y e t  t u r n  out  to be p o s s i b l e  to m i s t a k e  one th ing  fo r  a n o t h e r  w i t h ­

out hav ing  to r e c o g n i z e  bo th  of t h e m  in  the  p r o c e s s .  He s t a r t s  by
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p ro d u c in g  s o m e  c a s e s  w h e r e  one can  and does m i s t a k e  one p e r s o n  or  

thing fo r  a n o t h e r  without  n e c e s s a r i l y  a l s o  r e c o g n iz in g  th e m ,  and then  

c o n s t r u c t s  a m o d e l  of the m i n d ' s  o p e r a t i o n s  w hich  shows how t h e s e  

m i s t a k e s  can o c c u r .  Thi s  is the  s i m i l e  of the  wax ta b l e t .  But the 

c a s e s  he had s t a r t e d  wi th ,  f o r  w hic h  the  wax t a b le t  m o d e l  had been  

in t r o d u c e d ,  did not  in c lude  any m i s t a k e s  wh ich  w e r e  whol ly  in the  

mi nd ,  a s  the e x a m p le s  which  c a u s e d  the o r i g i n a l  t r o u b l e  w e r e .  In 

t h e s e  e x a m p l e s ,  and inde ed  in f a l s e  be l ie f  in g e n e r a l  a c c o r d i n g  to the 

th e o r y  be ing a c c e p t e d  th rou ghou t  the  d i s c u s s i o n ,  one t ake s  one thing 

he is  th ink ing of for  a n o t h e r  he i s think ing of, and the  m o d e l  of the 

wax ta b le t ,  as  S o c r a t e s  shows,  fa i l s  to p e r m i t  such  m i s t a k e s  as  th e s e .

He then  change s  m o d e l s ,  in t r o d u c in g  the  s i m i l e  of the a v i a r y  in 

the  p l a c e  of the  wax tab le t .  The  hope i s ,  ev ident ly ,  to put  to use  the 

l e s s o n s  l e a r n e d  f r o m  the  ex p lo ra t i o n  of the type of m i s t a k e  a ccount ed  

for  on the wax t a b le t  model .  T h e s e  m i s t a k e s  a l l  involved  the m is f i t t i n g ,  

as  S o c r a t e s  puts  i t  (193c),  of p e r c e p t i o n s  to the  m e m o r y - i m p r e s s i o n s  

whic h  a r e  the  ob je c t s  of thought .  The  thing p e r c e i v e d ,  about  wh ic h  the  

m i s t a k e  is m a d e ,  is  being r e f e r r e d  to and so,  in a way,  thought  about ,  

but  not  f o r  a l l  th a t  r e c o g n i z e d  for  wha t  i t  i s .  What the  a v i a r y  is 

e x p e c te d  to do (cf. 199b 1 -c  7 ) i s  to m a k e  r o o m  fo r  a s i m i l a r  d i s ­

ta nc ing ,  as  i t  w e r e ,  of the  ob jec t  about  whi ch  the  m i s t a k e  is m a d e  

f r o m  th e  ful l  r e c o g n i t io n  which  would  be en t a i led  by having i t  as  a 

s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  objec t  of thought a t  the t i m e  when the  m i s t a k e  is  m ade .  

J u s t  a s  the  p e r c e i v e d  objec t  is be ing r e f e r r e d  to and so in a way had in 

mi nd  (in p e r c e p t i o n ,  not  p u r e l y  in thought ),  so the  a v i a r y  p r o v i d e s  two
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m o d e s  in w h ic h  an  ob jec t  can  be  had in m in d:  when  one i s  a c t u a l l y  

th ink ing about  i t  he has  h is  knowledge  of i t  d i r e c t l y  b e f o r e  his  m i n d  and  

the n  knows i t  f o r  w h a t  i t  i s ,  but  he m a y  a l s o  have it in m in d  in the  

w e a k e r  s e n s e  th a t  he has  c o m e  to know it  and  t h e r e f o r e  has  an  a c q u i r e d  

ab i l i ty  to b r in g  i t  b e f o r e  his  m i n d  when he w i s h e s .  The  s u g g e s t i o n  is  

th a t  wh en  an  o b je c t  is  had in m i n d  in the  w e a k e r ,  but  not  in the s t r o n g e r ,  

s e n s e  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  c a n  o c c u r .  Thi s  su g g e s t i o n  is  a t  once r e j e c t e d  

(a ince(having  the  kind  of p o te n t i a l  knowledge  S o c r a t e s  has  in  m i n d  o b v i ­

ou s ly  does  not  by i t s e l f  enable  one to be  a c tu a l ly  th ink ing about  an  ob je c t ,  

but  a m i s t a k e  about  a th ing c ann ot  o c c u r  o th e rw is e ) ;  and  wi th  th a t  the  

w h o le  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  aband on ed .  T h e r e  s e e m s  no way,  g iven  the  v iew 

of fa l s e h o o d  a s  m i s n a m i n g ,  to avo id  the  c o n s e q u e n c e  tha t  in the  g e n e r a l  

c a s e  th inking f a l s e l y  r e q u i r e s  the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  tha t  one should both 

n a m e  two th ing s  c o r r e c t l y  and  y e t  t a k e  the  one for  the o the r .

The  two m o d e l s  of the  m i n d  h e r e  in t r o d u c e d  a r e ,  as  the  f o r e ­

going s u m m a r y  of the  a r g u m e n t  i n d i c a t e s ,  in te nded  to be g r a p h i c  i l l u s ­

t r a t i o n s  of the  p r o c e s s  of m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w h ic h  has  been  bedevi l l i ng  

the  d i s c u s s i o n  of t r u e  and f a l s e  be l ie f .  T h e i r  i n t e r e s t  is  p r e t t y  c l e a r l y  

r e s t r i c t e d  to t h e i r  u s e f u l n e s s  fo r  th i s  p u r p o s e .  Thus  wh en  the  wax 

ta b l e t  m o d e l  t u r n s  out  not  to p e r m i t  p u r e l y  m e n t a l  m i s t a k e s  S o c r a t e s  

bo th  r e j e c t s  ( 196c) the  def in i t io n  of e r r o r  founded  upon i t  (the m i s f i t t i n g  

of thought  to p e r c e p t i o n )  and,  a p p a r e n t l y ,  abandons  a l t o g e t h e r  the  m o d e l  

of m e m o r y  a s  i m p r e s s i o n s  in  a  w a x - b l o c k .  The  a v i a r y  m o d e l  s u p e r ­

s e d e s ,  and  does  not  m e r e l y  s u p p l e m e n t ,  the  wax block.  S o c r a t e s  is 

se ek i ng  an  ex p la na t io n  of f a l s e h o o d  as  involv ing m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w h ic h
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wil l  ac co u n t  a t  once  for  aU f a l s e  thinking;  and  the  wax b lock  is no t  

thought  of as  having s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  expla ined  s o m e  e r r o r s ,  l e av i ng  only 

c e r t a i n  o t h e r s  to be c a t e r e d  for  by s o m e  o t h e r  m o d e l .  N e i t h e r  s i m i l e  

is t r e a t e d  as  if i t  had anyth ing  m o r e  to r e c o m m e n d  it than  tha t  it  p e r ­

m i t s  o r  s e e m s  to p e r m i t  in a not  i m p l a u s i b l e  way the  o c c u r r e n c e  of 

m i s  iden t i f ica t ion .

Both m o d e l s  a r e  d e s c r i b e d  in such  a way tha t  a p p a r e n t l y  e v e r y ­

thing tha t  i s  in any o n e ' s  m in d  o r  whi ch  he ca n  b r in g  b e fo re  i t  has be en  

a c q u i r e d  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e  of " e x t e r n a l 11 o b j ec t s .  Does  th i s  f e a t u r e  of 

the  ac co u n t  d e s e r v e  s p e c i a l  e m p h a s i s ?  C o rn fo rd  th inks i t  does .  He 

th inks  tha t  th i s  fac t  about  the two s i m i l e s  is  i m p o r t a n t  as  showing the  

l i m i t s  of the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 d i s c u s s i o n :  the  a p p a r a t u s  w hi ch  is a v a i l a b l e  

in the  T h e a e t e t u s  f o r  the  so lu t ion  of the  p r o b l e m  of e r r o r  is  r e s t r i c t e d  

to j u s t  w h a t e v e r  an " e m p i r i c i s t "  could  in c o n s i s t e n c y  c la i m  for  his own. 

And in p a r t i c u l a r  the  F o r m s ,  in w hic h  P l a t o  h i m s e l f  be l ie ved  and  wh ich  

he thought  to be the  ba s i s  of the only a l t e r n a t i v e  e p is te m olo gy ,  a r e  

be ing exc luded.  Indeed ,  C or nf or d  th inks ,  the  f a i l u r e  to get  round  the 

Theae te tus*  t r o u b l e s  wi t h  f a l s e  be l i e f  i s  e n t i r e l y  due to the fac t  tha t  the  

whole  d i s c u s s i o n  w o r k s  wi th  the " e m p i r i c i s t  a s s u m p t i o n "  tha t  m in d s  

a r e  empty  a t  b i r t h  and  only " g r a d u a l l y  f i l l e d  wi th  co n ten ts  d e r i v e d  f r o m  

s e n s i b l e  e x p e r i e n c e  and  l e a r n i n g "  (PTK,  p. 136). When the  F o r m s  a r e  

brought  into view,  in the  S o p h i s t , C o r n f o r d  th in ks ,  the  T h e a e t e t u s ' p r o b ­

l e m s  can  be b r o k e n  throu gh ,  and a c o r r e c t  a n a l y s i s  of f a l s e  th ink ing can  

be pro vi ded .

This  is  a c o m p l e t e  r e d  h e r r i n g .  As we  have a l r e a d y  se en ,  it is
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not even  c l e a r  th a t  any F o r m s  a r e  i n t r o d u c e d  into the  S o p h i s t 1 s a n a l y s i s  

of fa l s eh o o d ,  and  even if t h e r e  a r e  the  so lu t io n  of the  p r o b l e m  e m p h a t i ­

c a l ly  does  not  t u r n  upon ta lk  about  F o r m s .  N o r  is i t  any  i n a d e q u a c y  of 

" e m p i r i c i s m "  th a t  c a u s e s  the T h e a e t e t u s 1 in ab i l i ty  to u n d e r s t a n d  f a l s e  

th ink ing .  One can s u p p o s e  th a t  o u r  a v i a r i e s  a r e  f i l l e d  up h o w e v e r  you 

l i k e - - b y  God a t  o r  b e f o r e  b i r th ,  by a c q u a i n t a n c e  wi th  F o r m s ,  by i n t u i ­

t ion  of t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  e n t i t i e s ,  o r  in any ott e r  n o n - e m p i r i c i s t  way  any 

one  should  p r o p o s e - - a n d  the  d i f f icu l ty  a l l e g e d  by the  T h e a e t e t u s  wil l  

not  be touched .  It  d o e s n ft m a t t e r  in the  s l i g h t e s t  how th ings  get  t h e r e ,  

so long  as  in m i s t a k i n g  one f o r  a n o t h e r  you ta k e  y o u r s e l f  to be n e v e r ­

t h e l e s s  n a m in g  and r e c o g n i z i n g  t h e m  for  w h a t  they  a r e .  And thi s  

a s s u m p t i o n  h a s ,  a s  shou ld  be obvious f r o m  m y  d i s c u s s i o n  so f a r ,  110 

e s s e n t i a l  con nec t ion  w h a t s o e v e r  w i th  " e m p i r i c i s m , "  w h a t e v e r  exa c t ly  

C o r n f o r d  m e a n s  by th a t  t e r m .

It i s ,  then ,  the t h e o r y  of m e a n i n g  and  not  (or  not  p r i m a r i l y )  

m e t a p h y s i c s  and  e p i s t e m o l o g y  to wh ic h  th e  T h e a e t e t u s 1 d i s c u s s i o n  of 

f a l s e  be l ie f  be lo ng s .  I t  do e s ,  in fac t ,  a p p e a r  th a t  bo th  wax b lock  and

a v i a r y  a r e  a s s u m e d  (191 d 7 ff. , 194d 6 -7 ,  197e) to be em pt y  a t  b i r t h

29and  f i l l e d  up by o r d i n a r y  p r o c e s s e s  of e x p e r i e n c e .  But th is  is an

in nocuous  a s s u m p t i o n  and noth ing of i m p o r t a n c e  t u r n s  on it. None of

the  d e t a i l s  of e i t h e r  s i m i l e  m a t t e r  to the  a r g u m e n t  e xcep t  i n s o f a r  as

they f o r m  p a r t  of an a c c o u n t  of the type  of m i s t a k e  w h ic h  S o c r a t e s  and

30T h e a e t e t u s  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  in.

The  wax t a b le t  m o d e l  i s ,  then ,  i n t r o d u c e d  b e c a u s e  it  p r o m i s e s  

to give a c lu e  to  the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and  m i s  re c o g n i t i o n .
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S o c r a t e s  begins  the  d i s c u s s i o n  by ind ica t ing  that  he and T h e a e t e t u s  

m u s t  give up one of the  a s s u m p t i o n s  they have m a d e  in t h e i r  p r i o r  

a r g u m e n t ;  only so can  they  avoi d  the c o n s e q u e n c e  to which  they have 

been  led.  They  have a c c e p t e d  tha t  one cannot  know a thing and ye t  not 

know and fai l  to r e c o g n i z e  it. Now (191a 8 -c  1 ) S o c r a t e s  is p r e p a r e d  

to deny th i s ,  by a l lowing  a g rou p  of excep t io ns .  It is s t i l l  f i r m l y  a c ­

cept ed  that  if one has  a thing in mind ,  giving i t  i ts  c o r r e c t  n a m e ,  one 

cannot  tak e  i t  fo r  any  o t h e r  th ing to whi ch  one g ives  i ts c o r r e c t  n a m e ,  

w h e t h e r  th i s  o th e r  th ing is had in m in d  o r  m e r e l y  p e r c e i v e d  (193a 1-3,  

d 10 -e  4). But  whe n  a thing is p e r c e i v e d  it  can  be taken, w r o n g l y , to 

be so m e th in g  w h ic h  one has  in m in d  u n d e r  i ts  c o r r e c t  nam e:  s ee in g

T h e o d o r u s ,  I think  S o c r a t e s  and say  w ron gl y  th a t  the m a n  I s ee  is S o c ­

r a t e s .  In thi s  way one ne ed  not  be ac tu a l l y  knowing both ob je c t s ,  and  

ro o m  is  lef t  fo r  e r r o r ;  so p e r h a p s  m e n t a l  e r r o r s  can  be expla ined  by 

a r r a n g i n g  fo r  a c t u a l  knowledge  of j u s t  one ob jec t ,  the o t h e r  be ing had 

in m ind  by s o m e  m e a n s  a n a lo go us  to p e r c e p t i o n  and not  r e q u i r i n g  tha t  

the c o r r e c t  n a m e  be ap p l i ed  to it .

S o c r a t e s  a c tu a l ly  m e n t i o n s  t h r e e  c a s e s  in w hic h  e r r o r  can  

o c c u r  (192c 9 -d  1): (1) one can  know both T h e o d o ru s  and  S o c r a t e s ,

s e e  one of th em  and  ta ke  h im to be the o the r ;  (2) one can  know S o c r a ­

t e s ,  s e e  a to ta l  s t r a n g e r  and take  h im  for  S o c r a t e s ;  (3) knowing 

T h e o d o ru s  and S o c r a t e s  and se e in g  t h e m  both,  one can  think T h e o d o r u s  

is  S o c r a t e s  and S o c r a t e s  T h e o d o r u s .  A c c o r d in g  to the  t e r m s  of the 

wax ta b le t  s i m i l e ,  knowing  S o c r a t e s  and T h e o d o r u s  is  c o n s t r u e d  as  

having an  i m p r i n t  of e a c h  on o n e ' s  wax block;  and the  m is i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s
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in q u e s t i o n  ta k e  p l a c e  wh en  one  has  a p e r c e p t i o n  of s o m e o n e  and  r e f e r s  

i t  to the  w r o n g  i m p r e s s i o n  in the  wax.  One,  a s  i t  w e r e ,  holds  the  i m ­

p r e s s i o n  up t o ' t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  and  th ink s  the y  f i t  t o g e t h e r  when  in f ac t  

they  do not .  ( C o m p a r e  C r a t . 43 0 d -4 3 1 a ,  and m y  d i s c u s s i o n  above ,  pp.

Though  S o c r a t e s  m e n t i o n s  t h e s e  t h r e e  c a s e s  and d e s c r i b e s  the  

k ind of e r r o r  and  f a l s e h o o d  p r o v i d e d  f o r  by the  wax b lock  m o d e l  as

dent ly  f i t s  a l l  t h r e e  e x a m p l e s ,  he  in f ac t  c o n c e n t r a t e s  a l l  his a t te n t i o n  

on the  f i r s t  an d  t h i r d .  Thus  he c h o o s e s  to i l l u s t r a t e  in de ta i l  only the  

two c a s e s  w h e r e  the  ob j e c t  p e r c e i v e d  i s s o m e t h i n g  a l s o  known,  and  the 

o t h e r  c a s e ,  in w h i c h  s o m e t h i n g  p e r c e i v e d  but  not known a t  a l l  i s  m i s ­

f i t t ed  in to  an  i m p r i n t  of s o m e t h i n g  known,  i s j u s t  f o r g o t t e n  abo ut  a l t o ­

g e t h e r .  T h i s  i s  a l l  the  m o r e  s t r i k i n g  when S o c r a t e s  g ives  his  f ina l  

r e s u m e  of the  m i s t a k e s  now shown to be p o s s i b l e ,  w h e r e  he t a k e s  a c ­

count  only of th e  two c a s e s  w h e r e  s o m e t h i n g  known and  p e r c e i v e d  is
\  v >/  _  ^  C \ - ____ S . *  C l -  \

F i r s t ,  S o c r a t e s  h i m s e l f  w h e n  in t r o d u c in g  the  ex cep t i o n a l  c a s e s  w h e r e  

knowing  and  not  knowing  both  t a k e  p la c e  s a y s  ( 191a  8 - b  1 } th a t  he and  

T h e a e t e t u s  w e r e  w r o n g  to a g r e e  tha t  no one  c a n  th ink  th ings  he knows 

to  be th in gs  he do es  no t  k n o w ; and  T h e a e t e t u s  i m m e d i a t e l y  expla ins  th i s  

by p ro d u c i n g  e x a c t l y  the  s e c o n d  c a s e  m e n t i o n e d  l a t e r  by S o c r a t e s :

186 ff. ).



" S o m e t i m e s  I, knowing S o c r a t e s  but  s e e in g  f r o m  a d i s t a n c e  s o m e o n e  

e l s e  w h o m  I do not  know, think  h im  to be S o c r a t e s  whom I do know" 

(191b 3-5) .  And for  a t i m e  S o c r a t e s  cont inues  to have this  type of 

c a s e  in mind  in his a c c o u n t  of the  wax b lock  and  the  m i s t a k e s  o c c u r r i n g  

in connec t ion  wi th  it  (cf. 191e 6-7 ,  192e 5-6) .  But  as  soon  as he begins  

to i l l u s t r a t e  the  m i s t a k e s  in de t a i l  the  o r i g i n a l  e x a m p le  is  qu ie t ly ,  but  

c o m p le t e ly ,  d r opp ed .

Secondly ,  the  type  of c a s e  i g n o r e d  is  in fac t  the  g e n e r a l  c a s e  of 

w h ic h  the o t h e r  two a r e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s ,  and,  wha t  is w o r s e ,  the  th i r d  is 

only a m o r e  co m p le x  v e r s i o n  of the  f i r s t  and  in no way ind ependent  of it. 

To know both T h e o d o r u s  and  S o c r a t e s  and p e r c e i v e  th e m  both, but get  

the  p e r c e p t i o n s  and  the  m e m o r y  i m p r e s s i o n s  m i s f i t t e d ,  t h e r e b y  taking  

S o c r a t e s  for  T h e o d o r u s  and T h e o d o r u s  fo r  S o c r a t e s ,  is obviously only 

to do twice  what  in the  f i r s t  type  of c a s e  happens  once:  for  in thi s  c a s e  

One s e e s  only T h e o d o r u s  but m i s f i t s  the  p e r c e p t i o n  of h im into the  i m ­

p r e s s i o n  of S o c r a t e s .  And the  f ac t  tha t  the  p e r s o n  ac tu a l ly  s e e n  is  a l s o  

s o m e o n e  you know is  a m e r e  m i n o r  v a r i a t i o n  of the  p a t t e r n .  Why then 

do es  S o c r a t e s  ig n o r e  the  g e n e r a l  c a s e ,  w h e r e  the  e s s e n t i a l  f e a t u r e s  of 

p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  m ig h t  be expec te d  to e m e r g e  m o s t  c l e a r l y ,  

in  f a v o r  of two s u b - c a s e s  w h ic h  not  only i n t r o d u c e  i r r e l e v a n c i e s  but  

a r e  not  even b a s i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  one a n o t h e r ?

The  a n s w e r  to th i s  q u e s t i o n ,  and  the exp lana t io n  of S o c r a t e s 1 

p e c u l i a r  t r e a t m e n t  of the  e x a m p l e s  he d i s c u s s e s ,  is  th a t  he is  not  i n t e r ­

e s t e d  in p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  in g e n e r a l ,  o r  indeed  in f a i l u r e s  

to re c o g n i z e  so m e th in g  as  a g e n e r a l  phenom enon.  He s t i l l  has in m in d
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the  f a l s e  be l ie f s  m e n t i o n e d  in the  d i s c u s s i o n  of a ^ i a. / w h e r e ,  

a s  we  have  se e n ,  i t  a p p e a r e d  to be r e q u i r e d  th a t  one know two ob je c t s  

and  ye t  m i x  th e m  up. So h e r e  s p e c i a l  and  expl i c i t  p r o v i s i o n  is  m a d e  

for  the  type  of p e r c e p t u a l  m i s t a k e  involv ing  two p e r c e p t i o n s  e a c h  b e l o n g ­

ing to a d i f f e r e n t  known p e r s o n .  And n a t u r a l l y  enough the  tak ing  of a 

s e e n  but  unknown p e r s o n  fo r  s o m e o n e  you know is  l a r g e l y  ig n o r e d ,  s i n c e  

i t  p r o v i d e s  no an a lo g u e  to anyth ing  th a t  c an  be going on in the  s e t  of 

c a s e s  in  w h ic h  S o c r a t e s  is  i n t e r e s t e d .  If you do not  have  any kno wledge  

of a p e r s o n  a t  a l l  you cannot  have  h im  in y o u r  thoughts ;  so the  type  of 

c a s e  w h ic h  T h e a e t e t u s  and  S o c r a t e s  f i r s t  m e n t i o n  as  a l lowing  both 

knowledge  and  n o t - k n o w le d g e  is  in f ac t  b e s i d e  the  po in t  in whi ch  they  

a r e  i n t e r e s t e d .  So i t  i s  not  s u r p r i s i n g  tha t  S o c r a t e s  c o n c e n t r a t e s  his  

a t t e n t i o n  on the  c a s e s  in w hi ch  the  p e r c e i v e d  ob jec t  is  a l s o  known,  but  

not  r e c o g n i z e d .

I t  m i g h t  be sa id ,  of c o u r s e ,  th a t  even so he ought  not  to have  so 

c o n c e n t r a t e d  his  i n t e r e s t :  if he had s t u c k  to his  in i t i a l  e x a m p l e  of m i s ­

tak ing  a p e r c e i v e d  s t r a n g e r  fo r  a p e r s o n  w ho m  you know, he would  have  

s tood  a b e t t e r  c h a n c e  of se e in g  th a t  w h a t  m a k e s  th i s  e r r o r  p o s s i b l e  a l s o  

m a k e s  p o s s i b l e  f a l s e  ide n t i ty  j u d g m e n t s  w h e r e  only m e n t a l l y  c o n c e iv e d  

o b je c t s  a r e  c o n c e r n e d .  F o r  in the  c a s e  of p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  

the  m i s t a k e  is n e v e r  of the  ex p l i c i t  f o r m  MX is  YM w h e r e  MXM and "Y"  

a r e  p r o p e r  n a m e s :  the  e x a m p l e  i t s e l f  s how s  tha t  only one n a m e  is  a v a i l ­

a b le ,  s i n c e  the  p e r s o n  p e r c e i v e d  i s  not  known by n a m e  a t  a l l .  In fac t ,  

as  r e f l e c t i o n  on th i s  e x a m p l e  m a k e s  c l e a r ,  the  p e r s o n  p e r c e i v e d  i s not  

n a m e d  but  ide n t i f i ed  by m e a n s  of a def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  t o g e t h e r  p e r h a p s
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with  o s te n s io n  and o t h e r  a id s .  This  shows th a t  t h e r e  is a c r u c i a l  d i f ­

f e r e n c e  be tween  n a m in g  s o m e th in g  and  pick ing i t  out by de f in i te  d e s c r i p ­

t ion,  and  tha t  it  i s  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of knowing one,  o r  a l i m i t e d  n u m b e r ,  
32of ind ividua t ing f ac t s  about  a p e r s o n  o r  thing wi thout  knowing o t h e r s  

and  w i thout  knowing i ts  n a m e ,  tha t  m a k e s  iden t i ty  ju d g m e n t s  both u se fu l  

on o c c a s io n  and l iab le  to in nocent  fa l se hood.  Thus  in the  p e r c e p t u a l  

s i t u a t i o n  envis aged  the  s p e a k e r  sa ys  " T h e  m a n  com in g  up the hi l l  is 

S o c r a t e s , "  and wha t  m a k e s  thi s  s t a t e m e n t  n e i t h e r  t r i v i a l l y  t r u e ,  if  t r u e  

a t  a l l ,  n o r  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y  if f a l s e ,  i s  the  f ac t  tha t  the  s u b je c t  ha s  

been  p ick ed  out  by m e a n s  of a def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n .  The  fac t  tha t  the  

d e s c r i p t i o n  s e r v e s  to p ick  h im  out in a p e r c e p t u a l  s i t u a t io n  is an  u n e s ­

se n t i a l  p a r t  of the ex am p le ,  and c a s e s  w h e r e  only th ink ing i s  involved  

should eas i ly  s u g g e s t  t h e m s e l v e s  once  the p e r c e p t u a l  e x a m p le  is s e e n  

in i ts  p r o p e r  l ight .  P la to ,  by abandoning  the  g e n e r a l  c a s e  in f a v o r  of 

the  m o r e  complex  and  confusing c a s e s  w h e r e  the  p e r s o n  s e e n  is  a l s o  

known, o b s c u r e s  the  i s s u e s  and  p r e v e n t s  h i m s e l f  f r o m  se e in g  his  own 

e x a m p le s  in t h e i r  p r o p e r  l ight .

Now this c r i t i c i s m  a s s u m e s  tha t  P l a t o ' s  d i f f icul ty  h e r e  and 

thro ug hou t  the  d i s c u s s i o n  is due to his  thinking (e. g. ) th a t  if the  p h i l b s -  

ophe r  who tu t o r e d  A l e x a n d e r  the  G r e a t  w a s  A r i s t o t l e ,  an d  I a m  think ing  

of th a t  p h i l o so p h e r ,  I m u s t  be th inking  of A r i s t o t l e :  the  d i ff icul ty  then  

a r i s e s  th a t  s in ce  I m u s t  know wha t  I ' m  th ink ing  I m u s t  know th a t  I ' m  

thinking of A r i s t o t l e ,  so tha t  any s t a t e m e n t  l ike  " T h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  who 

t u t o r e d  A l e x a n d e r  w as  P l a to "  m u s t  be un in te l l ig ib le ,  a s  involving the  

i m p o s s i b l e  thought  th a t  A r i s t o t l e  w a s  P l a to .  Tha t  is  to say ,  the
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c r i t i c i s m  a s s u m e s  th a t  P l a t o  is  d i s c u s s i n g  a p r o b l e m  about  id e n t i t y  

ju d g m e n t s  in g e n e r a l ;  and i t  is  t r u e  th a t  in o r d e r  to u n d e r s t a n d  t h e s e  

j u d g m e n t s  i t  is  n e c e s s a r y  to s e e  th a t  n a m e s  and  def in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

a r e  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  th ings  and th a t  (in ty p ic a l  c a s e s )  ide n t i ty  j u d g m e n t s  

involve  d e s c r i p t i o n s  as  wel l  a s ,  o r  i n s t e a d  of, n a m e s .  We have  now, 

ho w e v e r ,  a r r i v e d  a t  the  po in t  in P l a t o 1 s a r g u m e n t  w h e r e  i t  b e c o m e s  

c l e a r  th a t  th i s  l ine  of r e a s o n i n g ,  and  the  c r i t i c i s m  founded upon it ,  

m i s r e p r e s e n t s  the  p r o b l e m  P l a t o  i s  e x pl o r in g  in th i s  p a r t  of the  d i a logue .

At  195b 9 - 196c 9 S o c r a t e s ,  hav ing  a n a ly z e d  his two f a v o r e d  p e r ­

c ep t ua l  m i s t a k e s ,  po in t s  out  t h a t  nothing  in the  a p p a r a t u s  of the  wax  

ta b l e t  as  so f a r  ex p la in ed  o f f e r s  any opening f o r  the  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

of one thing m e r e l y  thought  of, as  so m e t h i n g  e l s e  a l s o  m e r e l y  thought  

of. I t  has been  p a r t  of the  a p p a r a t u s  of the wax b lock  th a t  so f a r  a s  the  

m e m o r y  i m p r e s s i o n s  in  the  b lock  a r e  c o n c e r n e d  no m i s t a k e  i s p o s s i b l e :  

e ac h  one c o m e s  la b e l l e d ,  as  i t  w e r e ,  w i th  i t s  na m e .  I t  w a s  b e c a u s e  

p e r c e p t i o n s  do not  c o m e  l a b e l l e d  w i t h  t h e i r  n a m e  th a t  e r r o r  w a s  p o s ­

s ib le .  But when  one m a k e s  a m i s t a k e  e n t i r e l y  in on e l s think ing  it  

a p p e a r s  th a t  one m u s t  be p r e c i s e l y  not  ge t t ing the n a m e  of one of the  

m e m o r y - i m p r e s s i o n s  r ig h t ,  and th i s  has  been  fo rb id d en  (192a 2 - 4 ,  e 8 - 

193a 3). But  t h e r e  c e r t a i n l y  a r e  m i s t a k e s  w hich  involve only th ink ing:  

e. g. , i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to m a k e  a m i s t a k e  in r e ckoni ng ,  and  think th a t  7 + 5 

is  11. This  f a l s e  be l ie f  a m o u n t s ,  S o c r a t e s  s a y s  (196b 4-6) ,  to th ink ing  

th a t  the  12 in y o u r  b lock  is  the  1 1 , and  th a t  s e e m s  not  a p o s s i b l e  m i s ­

ta ke  to m a k e .  So the  m o d e l  of the  wax  t a b l e t  has not  ye t  b rou gh t  us 

w i th in  s igh t  of the  so lu t ion  to th e  d i f f ic u l t i e s  about  f a l s e  think ing tha t  

have been  p laguin g  us .
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It  is v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  to s e e  c l e a r l y  j u s t  how S o c r a t e s  is h e r e  

thinking of the j u d g m e n t  tha t  7 + 5 is  11. Does he think of i t  as  i t s e l f  a 

f a l s e  iden t i ty  j u d g m e n t ,  o r  does  he think tha t  i t  m e r e l y  involves a m i s ­

id en t i f ica t io n  (much a s  “ The  P r u d e n t i a l  is beaut i fu l"  was  not o v e r t l y  an 

iden t i ty  ju d g m e n t  but  involved  one)?  If the f o r m e r ,  then  "7 + 5" is 

being r e g a r d e d  a s  n a m i n g  or  o t h e r w i s e  p ick ing  out the  n u m b e r  1 2 , so 

th a t  to have  the  s u m  of 7 + 5  in m i n d  is to have  12 in m in d  ( just  as  in 

m y f o r m e r  e x a m p le  to have  the p h i l o s o p h e r  who tu t o r e d  A l e x a n d e r  in 

m in d  w as  to be th inking of A r i s t o t l e ) ;  and the  a p p a r e n t l y  i m p o s s i b l e  

m i s t a k e  a r i s e s  b e c a u s e  one t a k e s  1 2 , w h ic h  one had in m ind  in having  

the  s u m  of 7 and 5 in m in d ,  to be 11 w hi ch  one n a m e s  and  thinks a f t e r  

the  " i s "  o r  " e q u a l s .  " This  i s  the  way one would expec t  the  dif f icul ty  

about  m i s t a k e s  in th ink ing  to a r i s e  aga in ,  if the  c r i t i c i s m  m a d e  above  

of P l a t o ' s  a n a l y s i s  of p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w e r e  c o r r e c t .  F o r  

he would then,  in e ffec t ,  have  e m plo ye d  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  n a m e s  

and d e s c r i p t i o n s  in the  co nt ex t  of p e r c e p t i o n  in o r d e r  to show m i s i d e n t i -  

f i c a t i ons  to be p o s s i b l e ,  but  would s t i l l  fai l  to s e e  how the  s a m e  d i s t i n c ­

t ion  ap pl ie s  in o th e r  cont ex ts .

Un fo r tu na t e ly  f o r  thi s  view,  h ow eve r ,  "7 + 5 = 12" is  not  t r e a t e d  

by S o c r a t e s  as  an ide n t i ty  ju d g m e n t  a t  a l l ,  and  "7 + 5" is  not  being 

thought of as  a n a m e  o r  d e s c r i p t i o n  of the  ob je c t  12. A c c o rd in g ly  the  

f a l s e  ju d g m e n t  "7 + 5 = 11" is  not  thought  to be i m p o s s i b l e  on the  

ground  tha t  to have  7 + 5 in m i n d  i s  to have  12 in mind;  the  p la c e  in the  

ju d g m e n t  w h e r e  12 i s  m i s t a k e n  fo r  11 c o m e s  a f t e r  the  " i s "  or  " e q u a l s . "  

The  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  "7 + 5 = 1 2 , " and  in sa y in g  to on e se l f  in s t e a d
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"7  + 5 = 11" one ge ts  e v e r y th in g  r i g h t  but  the  11111 *; the  p a r t  of the  t r u e  

s t a t e m e n t  w hi ch  the  " 1 1 " d i s p l a c e s  i s  " 1 2 , M e rg o  12 is  t ak en  for  1 1 . 

( C o m p a r e  " T h e  P r u d e n t i a l  i s  ugly" and  " T h e  P r u d e n t i a l  is beaut i fu l"  

and  S o c r a t e s 1 view' th a t  h e r e  the ugly and  the  beaut i fu l  a r e  con fu sed  

w i t h  one  a n o t h e r .  ) The  m i s t a k i n g  of 12 for  11 e n t e r s  the  a n a l y s i s  not 

b e c a u s e  the  r o l e  of de f in i te  d e s c r i p t i o n s  is not  u n d e r s t o o d  but b e c a u s e  

th e  t h e o r y  of m e a n i n g  be ing  a c c e p t e d  th ro u g h o u t  the  d i s c u s s i o n  s e e m s  

to  r e q u i r e  th a t  two th ings  be had  in m in d  by n a m e  and  ye t  m i s t a k e n  for  

one  a n o t h e r .

T h a t  th i s  i s  how the  e x a m p l e  i s  u n d e r s t o o d  i s c l e a r l y  in d i c a te d  

in the  tex t .  S o c r a t e s  s a y s  (196b 4-6)  th a t  whe n  any one th inks  th a t  7 + 5 

i s  11 he th ink s  th a t  the  12 in h i s  wax  b lock  is  11. But  he a l s o  sa ys  

(196a 2- 7 )  t h a t  w he n  s o m e o n e  w o n d e r s  how m u c h  5 and  7 a r e  he has  in 

m in d  the  5 in h is  b lock  and the  7 in h is  b lock,  and w a n ts  to know the  

a n s w e r  to the  q u e s t i o n  how m u c h  they add up to. Tha t  is to say ,  the  

thought  " 7  + 5 i s  1 2" co n ta in s  r e f e r e n c e s  to t h r e e  i m p r e s s i o n s  in the 

b lock,  7 , 5 , and  1 2 ; and  the  only p l a c e  w h e r e  12 i s  i n t r o d u c e d  into the  

thought  i s  w h e n  i t  i s  n a m e d .  What  the  p a r t  b e f o r e  the  " i s "  i n t r o d u c e s  

is  e x c lu s iv e ly  7 and  5. And to w o n d e r  how m u c h  7 and  5 a r e  i s  not  to 

w o n d e r  w h a t  ob je c t  one has  in  m i n d  a l r e a d y  in th ink ing  "7 + 5" but to 

i n q u i r e  w h a t  n u m b e r  m u s t  be n a m e d  (what i m p r e s s i o n  in the b lock m u s t  

be  thought  of) a f t e r  the  "7 + 5 , "  i f  one i s  to th ink  s o m e t h i n g  t r u e .  

T h e r e f o r e  w h e n  S o c r a t e s  s a y s  th a t  th ink ing  "7 + 5 = 11" i s  t ak ing  12 fo r  

11 he c anno t  m e a n  th a t  b e c a u s e  7 + 5 is  the  s a m e  a s  12 one can s u b s t i ­

tu te  "12 "  fo r  "7 + 5" in th e  f a l s e  j u d g m e n t  and get  "12 = 11" as  what  the
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m a n  w as  r e a l l y  thinking.  The  view tha t  the  a t o m i s t i c  th e o ry  of s e n ­

te n c e  m e a n in g  is wha t  is ca u s in g  the  t r o u b le  h e r e  f i ts  m u c h  b e t t e r  the 

d e s c r i p t i o n  S o c r a t e s  ac tu a l ly  g ives  of the  m i s t a k e  he has in mind .  F o r ,  

as  I have  a r g u e d  abov e ,  th i s  t h e o r y  of m e a n in g  in red uc in g  f a l s ehood  to 

m i s n a m i n g  does s e e m  to r e q u i r e  tha t  one know two en t i t i e s  by n a m e  

and ye t  u se  the  n a m e  of the  one to denote  the o t he r .

The upshot ,  then,  of th i s  a n a l y s i s  of S o c r a t e s 1 us e  of the wax 

t a b le t  m o d e l  is  tha t  he is r i g h t  to take  s p e c ia l  no t ice of the i n s t a n c e s  of 

p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w h e r e  the  thing p e r c e i v e d  is a l s o  known. 

S ince  he i s a t t e m p t i n g  to f ind r o o m  for  fa l seho od  wi th in  the  l i m i t s  p e r ­

m i t t e d  by the  a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  of m ean in g ,  he wi l l  have  to find s o m e  

way for  a thing in s o m e  s e n s e  had  in m in d  and known for  what  it  is to 

be m i s t a k e n  for  s o m e th in g  e l s e  s i m i l a r l y  had in m in d  and known. The  

fac t s  about p e r c e p t u a l  id en t i f i c a t i on  su g g es t  tha t  this  can  o c c u r  when  

the  thing is known by n a m e  but not  had in m ind  in the  d i r e c t  and s i m p l e  

way which  the d i s c u s s i o n  of supp ose d  and  wh ich  the wax

block s i m i l e  t u r n e d  out  not  to avoid in the c a s e  of p u r e l y  m e n t a l  m i s ­

t a k e s :  what  is ne eded  is a p u r e l y  m e n t a l  ana lo gue  of p e r c e p t i o n  so tha t  

a thing can be had in m in d  but  not  ac t ive ly  known for  i t se l f .

The  a na lo gue  s u g g e s t e d  is  not  r e a l l y  a v e r y  p r o m i s i n g  one 

(though, on the  o t h e r  hand,  i t  has to be a d m i t t e d  tha t  the  t a s k  S o c r a t e s  

se t s  h i m s e l f  looks  p r e t t y  n e a r l y  i m p o s s ib le ) .  S o c r a t e s  in t r o d u c e s  

(197a 8 -c  5) the d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  ac t iv e  and  la t e n t  knowledge or ,  as  

he pu ts  it,  be tween  p o s s e s s i n g  the  knowledge  of so m e th in g  and having 

it  (ac t ive ly  in mind) .  And though one cannot  m i s t a k e  12 fo r  anything

221



e l s e  wh en  one  has  the  knowledge  of i t  a c t i v e ly  in mi nd ,  i. e. , w he n  one 

i s  r e c o g n i z i n g  i t  and n a m i n g  it  c o r r e c t l y ,  nothing s e e m s  to p r e v e n t  a 

m i s t a k e  about  i t  so long a s  the  knowledge  is  m e r e l y  p o s s e s s e d  and  not  

be ing a c t u a l l y  c o n s u l te d ,  j u s t  a s  one fa i l s  to r e c o g n i z e  a p e r s o n  he 

s e e s  b e c a u s e  s e e in g  h im  i s  not  ye t  hav ing  the  knowledge  of h i m  a c t u a l l y  

in m in d .  The  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw e e n  p o s s e s s i n g  the  knowledge  of s o m e ­

thing  and  a c t u a l l y  having it  in m i n d ,  and  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  of m e n t a l  e r r o r  

th i s  s e e m s  to in t r o d u c e ,  a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  by the  s i m i l e  of the  a v i a r y .  

T h e r e  i s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  p o s s e s s i n g  a b i r d ,  tha t  i s  to sa y ,  hav ing 

i t  in y o u r  p o w e r  b e c a u s e  you have  lo c k e d  it  up in a c age ,  and  having  i t  

in  y o u r  hand  ( jus t  a s  t h e r e  is  a d i f f e r e n c e  b e twe en  owning a c o a t  and  

w e a r i n g  it).  S o c r a t e s  t h e r e f o r e  s u p p o s e s  tha t  t h e r e  is  a kind of b i r d ­

c a g e  in e v e r y  m i n d  in to  w h ic h  one puts  e v e r y  " b i r d "  he c a t c h e s ,  i. e. , 

the  kn owl ed ge  of e a c h  th ing  he  ge ts  to know. When,  t h e r e f o r e ,  one has  

go t te n  to know S o c r a t e s  one has a knowledge  of h im  in h i s  b i r d - c a g e ;  

but  to have  th i s  knowledge  in the  c a g e  i s not  to be a c t i v e ly  knowing S o c ­

r a t e s ,  th a t  i s  to say ,  th ink ing  of h im  and knowing tha t  i t  i s  S o c r a t e s  

one  i s  th i nk ing  of. To have  th i s  k ind  of knowledge  of S o c r a t e s  i s  l ike  

havin g  ta k e n  a  b i rd ,  w h ic h  w a s  f lying a r o u n d  y o u r  a v i a r y ,  a c tu a l l y  into 

y o u r  h a nds .

T h e  w a y  in  w h ic h  m i s t a k e s  c o m e  about  ca n  be i l l u s t r a t e d  by fol -  

33lowing up the  s i m i l e .  J u s t  a s  t h e r e  a r e  two p r o c e s s e s  t h a t  m i g h t  be 

c a l l e d  "h u n t i n g  b i r d s , "  th e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of b i r d s  fo r  the  c o l l e c t i o n  in 

o n e ' s  c ag e  an d  the  a t t e m p t  to get  hold of a b i r d  a l r e a d y  in the  a v i a r y ,  

so  t h e r e  a r e  two p r o c e s s e s  of ge t t ing  to know. One ge ts  to know a thing
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in the  f i r s t  i n s ta n c e  by a c q u i r i n g  knowledge  of i t  as  a p e r m a n e n t  p o s ­

s e s s i o n ,  and  then l a t e r  m a y  once aga in  get  to know this  s a m e  thing by 

br in g i ng  the  knowledge  f r o m  the  ba ck  of o n e ' s  m in d  to the s t ag e  of 

exp l ic i t  a w a r e n e s s .  This  double s e n s e  of hunt ing  and get ting to know 

s e e m s  to so lve  the  old p r o b l e m .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  I m a y  know al l  the  

n u m b e r s ,  and have t h e r e f o r e  the  knowledge  of each  of t h e m  in my a v i ­

a r y ,  but  I need  not  then  have  the  knowledge  of any of t h e m  i m m e d i a t e l y  

b e f o r e  m y  mind .  When th i s  is  m y  s i tu a t io n  I m ay  wel l  a s k  m y s e l f  how 

m u c h  7 and 5 m a k e ,  and  then,  in o r d e r  to c o m p l e t e  the ju d g m e n t  "7 + 5

is  . . . , 11 I r e a c h  in to  my a v i a r y  in tending  to lay  hold of m y knowledge

34of 12, but  i n s t e a d  c o m e  out w i th  m y  knowledge  of 11. Then,  in c o m ­

ple t ing  the  j u d g m e n t  "7 + 5 i s  11" I judge  fa l s e l y ,  having m i s t a k e n l y  

go t ten hold of m y knowledge  of 11 in p l a c e  of the  knowledge  of 12 w hic h  

I w a s  a f t e r .  I th ink w r o n g ly  tha t  11 i s  12 b e c a u s e  I t a ke  the knowledge

of 11 w hi ch  I get  hold of to be the  knowledge  of 12 wh ich  I was  t r y in g  to 
35g rab .  He nce  a l l  f a l s e  judging  in the  end c o m e s  down to the  i n t e r -  

change  of one knowledge  fo r  a n o t h e r  (p^Tt f -AAa^ 'A & 71"l<̂  T*|

199c 10).

I t  i s  pa t en t ,  of c o u r s e ,  as  soon  as  th i s  so lu t ion  is s t a t e d  tha t  it 

w o n ' t  in the  l e a s t  do, and S o c r a t e s  i m m e d i a t e l y  d e c l a r e s  i ts  inadequ acy  

(199d 1-5).  I t  m a y  v e r y  w e l l  be th a t  in r e a c h i n g  into the  a v i a r y  you 

e m e r g e  wi th  yo ur  knowledge  of 11 and not  w i th  your  knowledge  of 1 2 .

And no doubt,  s in ce  your  knowledge  of 12 r e m a i n s  f r e e l y  f l u t t e r in g  in 

the  c age ,  you a r e  not  d e b a r r e d  by the  f a c t  th a t  you know 12 f r o m  ma ki ng  

a m i s t a k e  about  it  (cf. 199c 5-7):  a f t e r  a l l  you don ' t  have  your  knowledge
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of 12 a t  hand ,  j u s t  as  in p e r c e p t u a l  m i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  you have  not  

b ro u g h t  y o u r  kno wl edge  into c o n n e c t i o n  wi th  the  thing p e r c e i v e d .  But  

wha t  you do have  the  kno wle dge  of d i r e c t l y  b e f o r e  y o u r  m in d  is 1_1_: how 

the n  can  you th ink  you have  the  knowledge  of 12 by you,  if i t f s the  

knowledge  of 11 s t a r i n g  you in the  f a c e ?  It*s no good t r y i n g  the  d i v e r ­

s i o n a r y  t a c t i c  of e m p h a s i z i n g  th a t  12 isn*t,  a f t e r  a l l ,  be ing  a c t i v e l y  

known,  s i n c e  to a c t i v e ly  know 11 i s  ips o  fac to  not  to co n fu se  i t  w i t h  any 

o t h e r  n u m b e r .  T hus  a l th ough  so  f a r  as  y o u r  knowing  12_ goes  no th ing  

in  the  s i t u a t i o n  a s  d e s c r i b e d  p r e v e n t s  you f r o m  m a k i n g  a m i s t a k e ,  

n e v e r t h e l e s s  the  fa c t  th a t  you know 11 in the  s t r o n g e r  of the  two s e n s e s  

d i s t i n g u i s h e d  i s su f f ic ie n t  to d i s a l l ow  the  m i s t a k e .

Wha t  th i s  a r g u m e n t  shows i s  t ha t  so long as  the  b lank  in M7 + 5 

is  . . . " i s  f i l l ed  w i th  a r e f e r e n c e  to so m e th in g  w hic h  the  s p e a k e r

knows by n a m e  and  w hic h  he knows he i s  r e f e r r i n g  to,  no m i s t a k e  c a n  

o c c u r .  ( T h e a e t e t u s  t r i e s  to evade  th i s  c o n s e q u e n c e ,  a s  w e  s h a l l  s e e  in 

a m o m e n t ,  by m a k i n g  nothing  in th e  s i t u a t i o n  a c t i v e ly  known.  ) T hu s  if 

I sa y  " 1 1 " and  u n d e r s t a n d  w h a t  I a m  say ing  then  I know I a m  r e f e r r i n g  

to l i t  11 is  b e f o r e  m y  m i n d  an d  I know i t  fo r  11. It  the n  a p p e a r s  th a t  

no e r r o r  has  o c c u r r e d  a n y w h e r e  in the  s e n te n c e :  7, 5, and  11 a r e  a l l

c o r r e c t l y  n a m e d  and  thought ,  and  t h e r e  i s  no o t h e r  p l a c e  w h e r e  th e  

s t a t e m e n t  cou ld  go w ro n g .  P e r h a p s  h o w e v e r  I had in te n d e d  to s a y  " 1 2" 

and  to ge t  12 in to m y  thoughts  so  a s  to c o m p l e t e  the  s e n t e n c e  c o r r e c t l y :  

then  I h ave  gone  w r o n g  in pu t t i ng  11 in i t s  p l ace ;  and i s  t h a t  not  to m i s ­

take  11 f o r  12? No, c o m e s  the  a n s w e r ,  f o r  a t  the  t i m e  when  I ge t  11 

into m y  thou gh ts  I c annot  think  t h a t  I ha ve  12 t h e r e .  So long a s  I know

224



tha t  11 is  wh a t  I a m  r e f e r r i n g  to,  then,  no m a t t e r  wha t  I had s t a r t e d  

out in s e a r c h  of, I cannot  a t  tha t  t i m e  think  I have s o m e th in g  in m i n d
l /  t yQ ) * . ^

w hich  I do not  have  in m in d  (cf. 199b 2 -4 ,  o^rav'  . . . <KV & <ri £ par

' T o r f  To* cP ^ cT^-kcx

> / ?  ': the  T^T(r is wr ong) .  And if  I do not  then  m a k e  any

m i s t a k e  I a m  not  then  in tending  to r e f e r  to 12 but in fac t  r e f e r r i n g  to

1 1 : I m u s t  be both in tending  to r e f e r  to 11 and in fac t  r e f e r r i n g  to it,

and then  no e r r o r  and no f a l s eho od  r e m a i n .  The  f ac t  th a t  I have  r e a c h e d

into m y  a v i a r y  intending  to say  and  think 12 does  not  b r in g  about  any

m i s t a k e  in w h a t  I do end up say in g  and th ink ing.  Th a t  could be m i s t a k e n

only if I s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  sa id  and m e a n t  " l l "  and  thought  I wa s  m e a n i n g

12. And if th i s  is  i m p o s s i b l e  the  a v i a r y  a p p a r a t u s  has  done noth ing  to

ge t round  it.

The  r e s u l t  i s  tha t  we  f ind o u r s e l v e s  in the v e r y  p os i t i on  we  w e r e  

in a f t e r  the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of fa l s eh o o d  as  s i m p l e  (A* had been

shown.  To th ink  fa l s e ly  tha t  the  Ta j Mahal  is  ugly s e e m e d  i m p o s s i b l e  

b e c a u s e  in o r d e r  to do s o 'y o u  had to have  both the  ugly and the  beaut i fu l  

in m in d ,  knowing each  by n a m e ,  and  ye t  th ink the  ugly w h e r e  you knew 

you ought  to th ink the  beaut i ful .  The  a v i a r y  s i m i l e  has  a t t e m p t e d  to 

l o o s e n  the  knot  by, in ef fect ,  hav ing  you in tend  to s ay  and  th ink  the 

beaut i fu l  w i thout  e v e r  get t ing i t  ful ly in m i n d  and t h e r e f o r e  w i thout  e v e r  

na m in g  i t  c o r r e c t l y :  but  you m u s t ,  even on the  a v i a r y  m o d e l ,  have  

fully in m in d  the  thing you f ina l ly  do say and  think.  And to have the  

ugly in m in d  and  know it f o r  i t s e l f  p r e c l u d e s  th inking to any ex ten t  o r  

in any way th a t  wha t  you have  in m i n d  i s  the  beaut i fu l .  It  a p p e a r s  then
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th a t  if f a l s e h o o d  is  to be exp la i ned  a s  involving the  m i s t a k e  of one thing 

f o r  a n o t h e r  the  m i s t a k e  m u s t  o c c u r  a t  the  v e r y  m o m e n t  when  the  ugly 

i s  had  in mi nd .  But  s i n c e  a t  tha t  m o m e n t ,  on the  a v i a r y  m o d e l ,  only 

one thing i s  had in m i n d  t h e r e  c an  be no m i s t a k i n g  going on: in o r d e r  

to m a k e  a m i s t a k e ,  then ,  one wou ld  have  to have two th ings  in mind;  

but  th i s  b r i n g s  the  old i m p o s s i b i l i t y  b a c k  upon us .  The  u psh ot  i s  th a t  

the  kind of m i s t a k e  r e q u i r e d  by the  a t o m i s t i c  th e o r y  of m e a n i n g ,  if 

fa l s e h o o d  is to be p o s s i b l e ,  cannot  happen .  No one can  say "u g ly "  and 

th ink  and  m e a n  the  ugly w h i l e  a l s o  p a r t l y  th ink ing  and m e a n i n g  the  b e a u ­

t iful ;  but,  on the  o t h e r  hand,  i f  he i s  no t  th ink ing  and  m e a n i n g  the b e a u ­

t iful  a t  a l l  then  t h e r e  h a s  b een  no m i s t a k e  and  t h e r e f o r e  ex h y po th es i  no 

f a l s ehoo d.  And th i s  e f fec t ive ly  r e d u c e s  to a b s u r d i t y  the a t o m i s t i c  t h e ­

or y  of m e a n i n g  w h ic h  h a s  t h e s e  u n a c c e p t a b l e  c o n s e q u e n c e s .  When P l a t o  

next  r a i s e s  the  top ic ,  in the  S o p h i s t , as  we  have se en ,  the  idea  tha t  

f a l s e h o o d  c o n s i s t s  in m i s n a m i n g  has  b een  aban don ed  c o m p l e t e l y .

Though the  T h e a e t e t u s  n e i t h e r  an n o u n c e s  th i s  as  i t s  a i m  no r  d e c l a r e s  i t  

as  the  o u t c o m e  of i t s  a r g u m e n t ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  th a t  i ts  d i s c u s s i o n  of f a l s e ­

hood does  show th a t  m i s n a m i n g  can n o t  be e s s e n t i a l l y  involved.

T h e a e t e t u s  m a k e s  one l a s t  e f for t  to evade  th i s  c o n s e q u e n c e  

(199e 1-6) .  If the  m i s t a k e  of 11 f o r  12 i s  p r e v e n t e d  by the  f ac t  t h a t  one 

m u s t  know 11 fo r  i t s e l f  a t  the  t i m e  w hen the  m i s t a k e ,  if t h e r e  is a m i s ­

take ,  m u s t  o c c u r ,  then  p e r h a p s  w e  can  m a k e  r o o m  fo r  i t  by having  ou r  

f a l s e - t h i n k e r  not  know 11 a t  the  c r u c i a l  m o m e n t .  P e r h a p s  w ha t  he ha s

ta k en  f r o m  his  a v i a r y  is  not  his  kn ow led ge  of 11 but  h is  i g n o r a n c e  of 

3 61 1 , and  in th a t  c a s e  nothing  p r e v e n t s  h i m  f r o m  taking  11 to be 1 2 :
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having an  ig n o r a n c e  of 11 b e f o r e  h im  he need  not know 11 fo r  i t s e l f ,  

though he is  in fac t  think ing  of it.

S o c r a t e s  has no t r o u b l e  r ebu t t i ng  th i s  f inal  p lea (199e 7-200 c  5). 

F o r  the  q u e s t i o n  in ev i ta b l y  a r i s e s  w h e t h e r  the p e r s o n  who lays  hold of 

h is  ig n o r a n c e  of 11 knows th a t  it  is  an  i g n o r a n c e  he has  got ten in hand.

I t  would s e e m  tha t  he m u s t  not know th is ,  s in ce  if he knows it  is  an 

i g n o r a n c e  he w i l l  not  t r u s t  any ju d g m e n t  he is  l ed  to m a k e  on the  b a s i s  

of it. But  if he do es  not  k n o w t h a t h i s  ig n o r a n c e  is an ig n o ra n c e ,  but  

th inks  i t  is  a knowledge ,  we m u s t  c o m p l i c a t e  the  m a c h i n e r y  of the  a v i ­

a r y  f u r t h e r  and  a l low not  only the  knowledge  of 11 and  the  i g n o r a n c e  of 

11 to be f lying a r o u n d  in the  m i n d ' s  c age ,  but  a l s o  the knowledge  of the  

i g n o r a n c e  of 11 and  the  i g n o r a n c e  of the i g n o r a n c e  of 11. Then ,  in 

e ffect ,  when  a m a n  m i s t a k e s  11 fo r  12 he gets  in hand h is  i g n o r a n c e  of 

hi s  i g n o r a n c e  of 11. But  obvious ly  t h e r e  is  no s topping h e r e ,  s in ce  if 

he knows thi s  i g n o r a n c e  for  an i g n o r a n c e  he wi l l  not  on the  b a s i s  of it  

judg e  11 to be 12; we  a r e  off on an in fin i te  r e g r e s s .  We can  do no 

b e t t e r  then  than  su p p o s e  an  a v i a r y  conta in ing  only knowledges ;  and  in 

t h a t  c a s e  t h e r e  s e e m s  no r o o m  for  the  kind of m i s t a k e  r e q u i r e d  by the  

t h e o r y  of f a l s e h o o d  a s  m i s n a m i n g .

With th i s  S o c r a t e s  c o n f e s s e s  h i m s e l f  s t y m i e d  fo r  f u r t h e r  ways  

of a t te m p t i n g  to s a l v a g e  f a l s e  be l ie f  f r o m  the ob jec t io n  th a t  has  been  

r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  i t .  He s u g g e s t s ,  in an a l l u s io n  to the  d i s t in c t i o n  d ra w n  

e a r l i e r  (197a-b)  b e twe en  having knowledge  (ac tua l ly  about  one) and 

m e r e l y  p o s s e s s i n g  knowledge ,  tha t  he has f a i l ed  b e c a u s e  he has  a t ­

t e m p t e d  to r e a c h  an  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of f a l s e  be l i e f  b e fo re  having u n d e r s t o o d
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w hat  knowledge  i s .  In o r d e r  to ge t  c l e a r  of the  d i f f icu l t i es  t ang l in g  up 

the  no t ion  of f a l s e  be l ie f  the c o r r e c t  o r d e r  of p r o c e d u r e  is  to expla in  

knowledge  f i r s t .  How exac t ly  S o c r a t e s  co n n ec t s  t h e s e  two th ing s  is by 

no m e a n s  c l e a r .  It is t r u e  th a t  t h rough ou t  the  d i s c u s s i o n ,  and  p a r t i c u -
* / * / r\l a r l y  t o w a r d s  the  end,  the  w o r d s  £Tt i vT'V||aY| and  I ; etc.  ,

a r e  u s e d  r e p e a t e d l y ,  and  t r u e  a l s o  th a t  the  f ina l  s h i p w r e c k  of the  a r g u ­

m e n t  i s  due  p a r t l y  to the  fa c t  th a t  in any th ink ing the  ob je c t s  of thought  

a r e  a s s u m e d  to be r e c o g n i z e d  as  i t  w e r e  by n a m e .  It  m a y  be th a t  S o c ­

r a t e s  h e r e  e n t e r t a i n s  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  the  g e n e r a l  l ine  of a r g u m e n t  

be ing  p u r s u e d  above  wi l l  f ina l ly  t u r n  out  wel l  if  only i t  can  be shown 

t h a t  the  knowledge  one i s  r e q u i r e d  to have of the ob je c t s  of o n e !s 

thoughts  is so m e h o w  c o m p a t i b l e  wi th  not  r e c o g n iz in g  t h e m  fo r  t h e m ­

s e l v e s  o r  by n a m e .  But  i t  is obvious th a t  su ch  a r e s u l t  would  only give 

t e m p o r a r y  r e l i e f  to a dying th e o r y ;  and w h a t e v e r  hope S o c r a t e s  h e r e  

e n t e r t a i n s  i t  is  c e r t a i n  th a t  P l a t o  h i m s e l f  in the  So ph is t  t a k e s  the  m o r e  

r a d i c a l  l in e  of r e j e c t i n g  a l t o g e t h e r  the  t h e o r y  of m e a n i n g  w h ic h  m a k e s  

t h e s e  hopes  s e e m  the  only way out.

In any event, S o c r a t e s 1 opinion th a t  the  f i r s t  o r d e r  of b u s i n e s s  

is  to f ind out  Tl  t r o T '  s e r v e s  the  p u r p o s e  of

r e m i n d i n g  T h e a e t e t u s  th a t  his  old de f in i t ion  s t i l l  r e m a i n s  on the  ag enda ,  

a nd  he c o n f e s s e s  h i m s e l f  s t i l l  s a t i s f i e d  wi th  the  s t a t e m e n t  th a t  t r u e  

be l i e f  is  knowledge  (200e 4-6).
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D. The  Refuta t ion  of the  Second Def ini t ion of Knowledge  (201a-c)

At thi s  poin t,  fo r  the  f i r s t  t i m e ,  S o c r a t e s  face s  T h e a e t e t u s 1 

second  def in i t ion,  re fu t ing  it a l m o s t  a t  a g lance  (201a-c).  If t r u e  be l ie f  

and knowledge  w e r e  i d en t ic a l  then  ev e ry  t i m e  a j u r y m a n  b e c o m e s  p e r ­

su ad ed  of the t r u t h  and m a k e s  his  d e c i s i o n  a c c or d in gl y ,  his j udgm ent  

would be the  r e s u l t  of knowledge .  But in fac t  t h e r e  a r e  m a n y  c a s e s  

w h e r e  the  t r u t h  of the  m a t t e r  can  only be known by so m e o n e  who has  

w i t n e s s e d  the  event ;  and when a j u r y m a n  b e c o m e s  convinced  of a w i t ­

n e s s 1 v e r a c i t y  and a c c e p t s  h is  acco u n t  of what  happened he judges  t r u ly  

indeed  but, s in ce  he w as  not  a w i t n e s s ,  he does not  have  the knowledge  

w hic h  the  w i t n e s s  p o s s e s s e s .

The  im p l i c a t i o n s  of th i s  a r g u m e n t  a r e  w o r t h  dwell ing on for  a

37m o m e n t .  As Ru nc im an  has c o r r e c t l y  o b s e r v e d ,  the va l id i ty  of the 

a r g u m e n t  depends  a b s o lu te ly  upon the  t r u t h  of the p r e m i s s  tha t  what  

the  e y e - w i t n e s s  has is r e a l l y  knowledge .  The  c o n t r a s t  be tween  j u r y ­

m a n  and w i t n e s s  would be whol ly  wi thout  the  d e s i r e d  e ffect  if n e i t h e r  

e v e r  has r e a l  knowledge .  Suppose ,  fo r  exam pl e ,  s o m e o n e  in the vein 

of Republic  477c -478a  m a i n t a i n s  th a t  s in ce  j u r y m a n  and w i t n e s s  m a k e  

s t a t e m e n t s  about  the  s a m e  m a t t e r s  they  m u s t  both,  w h a t e v e r  t h e i r  d i f ­

f e r e n c e s  f r o m  one a n o t h e r ,  be e x e r c i s i n g  the  s a m e  facul ty ,  tha t  of 

be l ief :  then  t r u e  be l i e f  w i l l  not  have  been  shown not to be id en t i ca l  wi th  

knowledge,  but,  at  be s t ,  one type  of t r u e  be l ie f  wil l  have  been  m a r k e d  

off f r o m  an o th e r .  As  R u n c im a n  s a y s ,  " i f  e y e - w i t n e s s  knowledge  is not  

knowledge  but k n o w l e d g e ,  1 then  the  a r g u m e n t  has only prov ed  tha t  t r u e



opin ion i s  not  fkno wledge .  111 E i t h e r ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  knowledge  h a s  not

be en  show n to be d i s t i n c t  f r o m  t r u e  be l ie f ,  o r  t h e r e  is s u c h  a th ing  as

3 8know ledge  of t e m p o r a l  ev en ts  and  s t a t e s  of a f f a i r s .

This  a r g u m e n t  should  t h e r e f o r e  give p a u s e  to t h o s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  

who think  th a t  the  p u r p o s e  of the  T h e a e t e t u s  as  a w hol e  i s  to show by 

i n d i r e c t  a r g u m e n t s  th a t  t h e r e  m u s t  be (old, m i d d l e - p e r i o d )  F o r m s ,  

s i n c e  knowl edge  c ann ot  be def ined  by any m e th o d  e xc ept  one w h ic h  

id en t i f ie s  the F o r m s  a s  i t s  o b j e c t s .  T h a t  i n t e r p r e t e r s  fai l  to s e e  th i s  

only shows how an  id ee  f ixe  c a n  c o m e  to occupy so m u c h  of a p e r s o n * s  

a t te n t i o n  t h a t  he s e e s  i t  a f f i r m e d  even  w h e r e  it  is  a l m o s t  e x p r e s s l y  

denied .  C o r n f o r d ' s  c o m m e n t  on th i s  p a s s a g e  i s  an  a m u s i n g  i n s t a n c e  of 

th i s  p h e n om eno n.  He s a y s  (p. 141, m y  i t a l i c s ) :  " Th is  a r g u m e n t  i s  

r e p e a t e d  in a l a t e r  d ia log ue ,  the  T i m a e u s  (51d), w h e r e  the  e x i s t e n c e  of 

the  F o r m s  i s  s a i d  to  fol low f r o m  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw e e n  kn ow ledge  or  

r a t i o n a l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  ( v o G s )  and  t r u e  be lie f .  " The  a r g u m e n t  of 

T h e a e t e t u s  2 0 1 a - c  i s  m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  not  r e p e a t e d  a n y w h e r e  in P l a t o .

What does  r e c u r  in  the  T i m a e u s  p a s s a g e  C o r n f o r d  r e f e r s  to i s  the  

ro u t i n e  po in t  th a t  t r u e  be l ie f  is a c q u i r e d  not  by i n s t r u c t i o n  but  by p e r ­

s u a s i o n  and  p l a u s i b l e  a r g u m e n t ;  and  even  if in the  T h e a e t e t u s  t he  f u r t h e r  

r o u t in e  point ,  found in the  T i m a e u s  p a s s a g e  and  e l s e w h e r e ,  th a t  k n o w l ­

edge  i m p l i e s  ab i l i t y  to g ive  an  a c c o u n t  and explana t i on ,  had b e e n  adde d ,  

th a t  would  not  have  m a d e  the  a r g u m e n t  any  the  m o r e  id e n t i c a l  w i t h  the  

T i m a e u s 1. C o r n f o r d fs id ee  f ixe p r e v e n t s  h im  f r o m  o b s e r v i n g  t h e s e  e l e ­

m e n t a r y  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  and  f o r c e s  h i m  to s e e  in the  a c t u a l  a r g u m e n t  of 

the  T h e a e t e t u s  a m e r e l y  " a n a lo g o u s  c o n t r a s t "  (p. 142) to th a t  b e tw e e n  

r e a l  knowledge  and  r e a l  t r u e  be lie f .
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O t h e r s  who a c c e p t  C o r n f o r d ' s  g e n e r a l  l ine of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

the a r g u m e n t  no t ice  the  e m b a r r a s s i n g  fac t  tha t  the  a r g u m e n t  r e a l l y  

im p l i e s  the  e x i s te n c e  of knowledge  tha t  is  not a w a r e n e s s  of a F o r m .

They evade  the  e m b a r r a s s m e n t  by f ind ing  h e r e ,  a s  S t oe l ze l  fo r  e x a m p le

39 iidoe s ,  a " k le in e  Ungenau igk e i t  im  B e w e i s e 11 o r  p e r h a p s  an "U nge -

s c h ic k l ic hk e i t .  n T h a t  i t  is  no s m a l l  i m p r e c i s i o n  m y a n a l y s i s  of the  

a r g u m e n t  above  shows.  S to e lz e l ,  and no doubt  C o rn f o r d  and C h e r n i s s  

as  wel l ,  fee l  conf ident  in not  a t t a c h in g  m u c h  i m p o r t a n c e  to the  r e a l  

a r g u m e n t  of the  p a s s a g e  b e c a u s e  they think th a t  e a r l i e r  in the T h e a e t e t u s  

P l a t o  has  a f f i r m e d  h is  old view th a t  knowledge  is  d i r e c t e d  exc lu s iv e l y  

t o w a r d  t r a n s c e n d e n t  en t i t i e s  w hich  can only be thought  and n e v e r  p e r ­

ce ived:  and,  it  m u s t  be  g r a n t e d ,  if th i s  w e r e  so one would  have  a 

s t r o n g  m o t i v e  fo r  f inding in the  a r g u m e n t  of 2 0 1 a - c  no m o r e  than a 

c a s e  of P l a t o  d o r m i e n s  (as S t oe lz e l  pu ts  it). But the  p a s s a g e  to whi ch  

S t oe lze l  r e f e r s  (184-186)  as  showing  Plato* s con t inue d  a c c e p t a n c e  of 

the old view is i t s e l f  a n o t h e r  c a s e  w h e r e  idee  f ixe has b l ank e te d  the 

text .  As I have  shown above ,  nothing in the  a r g u m e n t  of th a t  p a s s a g e  

s u p p o r t s  the  u su a l  v iew ( accep ted  by C h e r n i s s  and C o r n f o r d  as  w e l l  as  

S t oe lze l )  tha t  knowledge  i s being l o c a te d  as  the  ac t i v i t y  of the  soul  by 

wh ich  it  c o n t e m p l a t e s  t r a n s c e n d e n t  en t i t i e s  wi thout  r e l i a n c e  on the  ob ­

j e c t s  of s e n s e .  Though t h e r e  m a y  be t r a n s c e n d e n t  e n t i t i e s  in the  c o n ­

te x t  t h e i r  m o d e  of a c q u i s i t i o n  and the  a c t iv i ty  of i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e m  a r e  

found in the  tex t  only by m i s r e a d i n g  it. In fac t ,  knowledge  in tha t  p a s ­

sa g e  is  knowledge  about  o b je c t s  of p e r c e p t i o n .  The  a r g u m e n t  of 184- 

186, then,  when  c o r r e c t l y  i n t e r p r e t e d  p ro v i d e s  no r e a s o n  w h a t s o e v e r
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fo r  r e f u s i n g  to a c c e p t  the  a r g u m e n t  of 2 0 1 ; -c  at  face  va lue .  Q u i te  the  

c o n t r a r y :  bo th  the  a r g u m e n t  of 184-186 ,  w hic h  conc lud es  the  e x a m i n a ­

t ion of p e r c e p t i o n ,  and th a t  of 2 0 1 a - c ,  w h ic h  conc lude s  the  e x a m i n a t i o n  

of t r u e  be l ie f ,  a r e  in a g r e e m e n t  th a t  t h e r e  is  s u c h  a thing as  knowled ge  

of the  th ings  of s e n s e .  The  a r g u m e n t  of 184-186  t h e r e f o r e  r e i n f o r c e s  

the  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  a r g u m e n t  of 2 0 1 a - c  g iven  

above .  What  t h e s e  two a r g u m e n t s  show i s tha t  knowledge  is not  m e r e  

p e r c e p t i o n  and th a t  i t  is  not  m e r e  t r u e  be l ief .  T h e s e  c o n c lu s io n s  

e x p r e s s  t r u t h s ;  the a r g u m e n t s  w h ic h  l e a d  to th e m  a r e  good a r g u m e n t s .  

But  a s  they  a r e  good a r g u m e n t s  only if they  a r e  u n d e r s t o o d  to s t a r t  

f r o m  the  p r e m i s s  t h a t  t h e r e  is knowledge  of th ings in the  e m p i r i c a l  

w o r l d ,  sound  p r i n c i p l e s  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r e q u i r e  tha t  we  not  r u i n  the  

a r g u m e n t s  and  u n s e t t l e  the  c o n c l u s i o n s  by p re t e n d i n g  th a t  in P l a t o 1 s 

v iew t h e r e  w a s  no s u c h  th ing  as  kno wledge  of anything  in the  e m p i r i c a l  

w o r l d .

The  f inal  a r g u m e n t ,  then ,  of the  m i d d l e  s e c t io n  of the  d ia lo gue ,  

and  the  only r e f u t a t i o n  S o c r a t e s  a n y w h e r e  p r o v i d e s  of the  de f in i t i on  of 

knowledge  as  t r u e  be l ie f ,  c l e a r l y  i m p l i e s  P l a t o rs a c c e p t a n c e  of the  

c o m m o n - s e n s e  v iew tha t  s o m e t i m e s  a p e r s o n  knows,  and  s o m e t i m e s  

he does  not  know, but  only b e l i e v e s  r igh t ly ,  a m a t t e r  of e m p i r i c a l  fac t .  

It  should  not  be c a u s e  fo r  s u r p r i s e  t h a t  he a c c e p t s  th i s  view; th e  t e n ­

dency,  r a m p a n t  in t w e n t i e t h - c e n t u r y  s c h o l a r l y  w r i t i n g s  on P l a t o 1 s p h i ­

loso ph y ,  to deny  tha t  he does  a c c e p t  i t  i s  e n t i r e l y  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to a 

m i s g u i d e d  s e n s e  th a t  e ach  d i a lo g u e  P l a t o  w r o t e  f o r m s  p a r t  of a p r e ­

con c e iv e d  p la n  of p h i l o s o p h i c a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  A c c o r d i n g  to th i s  canon
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the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 v iews  about  knowledge  m u s t ,  a t  a l l  c o s t s ,  be m a d e  to 

be e l a b o r a t i o n s ,  d e f e n s e s ,  and r e p e t i t i o n s  of t h o s e  e x p r e s s e d  in the 

Republ ic  and T i m a e u s . We have  s e e n  a l r e a d y  tha t  one thing the  f i r s t  

p a r t  of the  T h e a e t e t u s  does i s  to re fu te  the  idea ,  expl ic i t  in the

T i m a e u s  and  n e a r l y  s ta t e d  in the  R e p u b l i c , tha t  the  w o r l d  of s e n s e  is
/  > (

a w o r l d  of 15 devoid of Ov/Cl* . And if, as  th i s  a r g u m e n t
> 1  f

i m p l i e s ,  the  ob je c t s  of p e r c e p t i o n  a r e  ov Ta  and not  m e r e l y  yvyVOjuS-VA

(in the  old s e n s e ) ,  one of the ch ie f  r e a s o n s  the Republ ic  gave for  holding 

(w ha te ve r  the  view w as  m e a n t  to c o m e  to) th a t  a r e  things

about  w h ic h  noth ing  ca n  e v e r  be known is e f fec t ive ly d i s a r m e d .  The  

d o c t r i n e  th a t  only ov  is (R e p . 478a -b )  now no lo n g e r

need  im p ly  tha t  only F o r m s  and not  ob jec t s  of s e n s e  ca n  be known about .  

A cc o r d in g ly  we  find T h e a e t e t u s  2 0 1 a - c  a f f i r m i n g  the  pos s i b i l i t y  of 

knowledge  of the  w o r l d  of s e n s e ;  thi s  is  j u s t  as  one would expec t ,  g iven 

the  m a n i f e s t  in ten t ions  of the a r g u m e n t s  of the  f i r s t  p a r t  of the  d ia logue  

m e n t i o n e d  above .
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C H A P T E R  VI

KNO W L E D G E  AS T R U E  B E L I E F  PL US LOGOS (201c-210b)

A. I n t ro d u c t i o n

The  l a s t  s e c t i o n  of the  T h e a e t e t u s  (201c 7-210b 3 ) e x a m i n e s  a 

f r e s h  de f in i t ion  of knowledge .  T h e  p r e c e d i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  has  shown tha t  

t r u e  j u d g m e n t  by i t s e l f  canno t  be knowledge ,  and  i t  o c c u r s  to T h e a e t e t u s  

th a t  the  old de f in i t ion  i s  not  so m u c h  w r o n g  as  o v e r - i n c l u s i v e :  k n o w l­

edge  m i g h t  be de f in ed  a s  t r u e  be l i e f  o r  j u d g m e n t  r e s t r i c t e d  in s o m e  

way.  He  r e m e m b e r s  having  h e a r d  i t  sa id  th a t  knowledge  is t r u e  be l ie f  

( judgment )  a c c o m p a n i e d  by A cfy ox  (account ,  explana t ion ,  e t c . ) ,  and  

th i s  def in i t i on  now s e e m s  to h im a p l a u s i b l e  su gg es t io n .  In o r d e r  to 

put  i t  to w o r k ,  h o w e v e r ,  one would  have  to know m o r e  about  what  m i g h t  

be m e a n t  by log os  in  th i s  contex t .  In the  s u b s e q u e n t  d i s c u s s i o n  and 

ex am in a t io n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  fo u r  e f fo r t s  a r e  m a d e  to give a p r e c i s e  s e n s e  

to th i s  not ion;  but  in  each  c a s e  the  c o n c r e t e  def in i t ion  w h ich  r e s u l t s  is  

r e j e c t e d .  H e r e  the  m a t t e r  i s  d ro pp ed :  t h e r e  s e e m s  to be nothing 

beyond th e  fo u r  e xpl ana t io ns  of logos  p r o p o s e d  by S o c r a t e s  w h ic h  the  

p e r s o n  w h o s e  t h e o r y  T h e a e t e t u s  has  ad op te d  m i g h t  have  m e a n t  by s a y ­

ing th a t  knowledge  i s  t r u e  be l i e f  p lus  logos .  The  d ia log ue  t h e r e u p o n  

c l o s e s  w i th  a d e c l a r a t i o n  of defea t :  kno wled ge  is n e i t h e r  p e r c e p t i o n  

n o r  t r u e  b e l i e f  n o r  the  l a t t e r  t o g e t h e r  w i th  lo gos ,  and no f u r t h e r  l i ke ly  

c a n d id a t e  s u g g e s t s  i t se l f .

T h e  b a r e  bones  of the  a r g u m e n t  thus  s e e m  p e r f e c t l y  s t r a i g h t -



f o r w a r d .  It  m i g h t  a p p e a r  f r o m  my s u m m a r y  tha t  the a r g u m e n t  c a r r i e s  

on f r o m  the  r e fu t a t i o n  of the p r e c e d i n g  def ini t ion,  a t te m p t i n g  to get  at  

the f e a t u r e  of the  e y e w i t n e s s 1 ju d g m e n t  or  opinion w hic h  d is t i n g u i s h e s  it 

f r o m  tha t  of the  j u r y m a n .  Nothing,  ho w eve r ,  in the who le  d i s c u s s i o n  of 

the  f inal  def ini t ion even  r e m o t e l y  a p p r o a c h e s  a s e n s e  of logos w hich  

m ig h t  be a p p r o p r i a t e  to th i s  c a s e .  And,  even w o r s e ,  fo r  m o s t  of the  

d i s c u s s i o n  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  i t s  c lo s in g  p a g e s ,  206 e -2 10 ) ,  the s e n s e  

of f o a n d  i s  c l e a r l y  not  the  s a m e  a s  tha t  wh ich  w as  in

p lay  th e r e :  both the  w i t n e s s  and  the judge hold an opinion o r  be l ie f  in 

the  s e n s e  th a t  t h e r e  i s  s o m e  p r o p o s i t i o n  which  they a c c e p t  o r  s o m e  

s t a t e m e n t  w h ich  they  m a k e ;  w ha t  they  say  o r  be l ie ve  is t r u e .  Hence  

aA'VtOvjS fo f a .  could  t h e r e  be t r a n s l a t e d  Mt r u e  ju dg m ent ,  " as  it  

could  be in the  p a s s a g e  (185a-186e)  a t  the  end of the  f i r s t  p a r t  of the  

d ia logue  w h ic h  s u g g e s t e d  as  a l ike ly  c a ndi da te  for

knowledge ,  and  w hi ch  w as  ful l  of r e f e r e n c e s  to the  thought tha t  two 

th ings  ex is t  (185a 9), th a t  s o m e t h i n g  is good o r  bad,  etc.  (186a). But 

t r u e  and f a l s e  a s  involv ing  a s s e r t i o n ,  a f f i r m a t i o n ,  s t a t e m e n t ,

etc.  , is p r e t t y  w e l l  l o s t  s ig h t  of a l t o g e t h e r  in the  f ina l  s e c t i o n  of the  

d ia logue ,  and  we find the  d i s c u s s i o n  c e n t e r i n g  in s t e a d  a r o u n d  o b j e c t s - -  

a  wagon,  the  sun,  T h e a e t e t u s ,  the  n a m e  " T h e a e t e t u s 11 - - and  c^k

of th e m .  H e r e  not  " t r u e  j udgm ent "  n o r  even " t r u e  be l ie f" i s  

anything l ike  a p p r o p r i a t e .  C o r n f o r d  t r a n s l a t e s  " t r u e  not ion,  " and 

" r i g h t  idea"  o r  " c o r r e c t i o n  con cept i on"  a r e  o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  To 

have  a r i g h t  idea  of a wagon o r  T h e a e t e t u s 1 n a m e  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  to be 

ab le  to r e c o g n i z e  t h e s e  i t e m s  upon s igh t  o r  h e a r i n g ,  o r ,  in g e n e r a l ,  to

235



ha ve  s o m e t h i n g  in o n e ' s  m in d  th a t  c o r r e c t l y  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e m ;  and  then  

the  d i s c u s s i o n  a p p a r e n t l y  ta k e s  as  i ts  t a s k  to say  what  m o r e  one n e e d s  

to have  in o r d e r  to be c o r r e c t l y  sa id  to know the  wagon o r  the n a m e .

The  s u g g e s t e d  def in i t io ns  of logos a r e  s u g g e s t i o n s  about  wha t  th i s  

so m e t h i n g  m o r e  could be.  Thus the  o r i g i n a l  s u g g e s t io n  th a t  kn ow le dg e  

w a s  to be found in th e  a r e a  of r e a s o n i n g  and  ju d g m e n t  c e r t a i n l y  e n v i s ­

ag e d  knowl edge  a s  a facu l ty  th a t  m a k e s  a s s e r t i o n s  about  th in gs ,  and  the  

r e f u t a t i o n  of the  s i m p l e  id en t i f i c a t i o n  of knowledge  and  t r u e  be l ie f  r e i n ­

f o r c e d  th i s  p r e s u m p t i o n ;  but in the  f ina l  p a r t  of the  d ia log ue  kn ow ledg e  

and  s e e m  not  to be f a c u l t i e s  of ju d g m e n t  so m u c h  as  a p p r e h e n ­

s ion  o r  in tu i t ion .

A n o t h e r  oddi ty tha t  b e a r s  m e n t i o n  h e r e  is the  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  

the  f i r s t  de f in i t i on  of logos  and  the  o t h e r  t h r e e .  In the  o t h e r s ,  logos  i s  

s o m e th in g  w h ic h  c an  be added  to the r ig h t  idea  of so m e th in g :  one ha s  

the  r i g h t  id ea  f i r s t ,  then  gives  i t  v e r b a l  e x p r e s s i o n  (206d 1 ), o r  adds  

an  expl ic i t  l i s t  of i t s  p a r t s  (207c 6 ), o r  g r a s p s  the  p e c u l i a r  f e a t u r e  of 

i t  w h ic h  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  it  f r o m  o t h e r s  (208c 7). T h e s e  s e n s e s  of logos  

a r e  p r o p o s e d  and  c r i t i c i z e d  a s  a n s w e r s  to the  ques t io n ,  What  m u s t  be 

had  in addi t io n  to a r i g h t  id ea  in o r d e r  to a t t a i n  know ledge ?  In s h o r t ,  

they a r e  p r o p o s e d  and  c r i t i c i z e d  a s  a t t e m p t s  to p r o v i d e  s uf f ic ie n t  c o n ­

d i t io ns  f o r  knowledge .  T h i s  is  j u s t  w h a t  one  i s  l e d  to expec t ,  g iven  

th a t  the  f ina l  s e c t i o n  a s  a who le  i s  i n t r o d u c e d  (2 0 1 c 8 -d  2 ) a s  an e x a m ­

in a t ion  of the  p r o p o s e d  de f in i t ion  of knowledge  a s  t r u e  b e l i e f  p lu s  lo go s .  

F o r  a s s u m i n g  th a t  one has  a t r u e  b e l i e f  (and t r u e  be l ie f  i s  th ro u g h o u t  

ta k en  as  u n p r o b l e m a t i c a l )  then  on th i s  de f in i t ion  having  logos  a s  we l l ,

236



237

w h a t e v e r  i t  t u r n s  out to be,  should be a s u f f ic ie nt s ign  of knowledge .

The  f i r s t  s e n s e  of log os ,  the one which  S o c r a t e s  expla ins  by 

expounding a d r e a m  he has  had (201d 8-202c  5), i s  not  so s t r a i g h t f o r ­

w a r d l y  c o m p r e h e n s i b l e .  It s e e m s  to be c o n c e r n e d  to a r g u e  both for  a 

suf f ic ien t  condi t ion  of knowledge  and a l s o  fo r  a n e c e s s a r y  condi t ion;  

and  S o c r a t e s 1 c r i t i c i s m  c o n c e r n s  i t s e l f  w i th  the  n e c e s s a r y  condi t ion  

(and m a t t e r s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  it) to the  to ta l  exc lus ion  of q u e s t i o n s  c o n ­

c e r n i n g  the  ad eq ua cy  of the  p r o p o s e d  su f f ic ien t  condi t ion  of knowledge .  

T he  suf f ic ien t  condi t ion  s e e m s  to be j u s t  tha t  any one who can  p r o d u c e  

a l i s t  of a l l  the  p a r t s  of a th ing  knows it .  This  idea  is  n e v e r  c l e a r l y  

s t a t e d  in the  d r e a m ,  but  i t  is im p l i c i t  in the  a ccou n t  of a complex  

obj ec t  as  a co l l ec t i o n  of s i m p l e  e l e m e n t s ,  and is no doubt  what  is  

a l lu ded  to a t  the  end of the d r e a m  w h e r e  S o c r a t e s  sa y s  tha t  b e s id e s  

having  a r ig h t  idea  of a co m p le x  thing one m u s t  a l s o  be ab le  to give i t s 

logos in o r d e r  to know it. * This  con cept i on  of logos  i s ,  indeed ,  b r ie f l y  

touc hed  upon in S o c r a t e s 1 c r i t i c i s m  of the  d r e a m  t h e o r y  (203a-b) ;  but  

i t  r e c u r s  l a t e r  (206e) a s  the  s e con d  of the  t h r e e  su b s e q u e n t  def in i t ions  

of logos ,  w h e r e  i t  i s  e x a m in e d  on i t s  own account ,  and does  not  f i g u re  

p ro m i n e n t l y  in e i t h e r  the  ex pos i t io n  o r  the  c r i t i c i s m  of the  d r e a m  t h e ­

o ry  i t se l f .  The  d r e a m  and  i t s  c r i t i c i s m  a r e  r a t h e r  m o r e  c o n c e r n e d  

wi th  the qu es t io n  w h e t h e r  only co m p le x  objec t s  c an  be known and wi th  

the q ues t io n  wha t  the  c o m p le x i ty  of a c om ple x  objec t  c o n s i s t s  in. The  

t h e o ry  of s i m p l e  e l e m e n t s  ) w h ic h  c an  be p e r c e i v e d  and

n a m e d  but not  known, though they  can  be co m b in ed  into c o m p l e x e s

wh ich ,  b e c a u s e  they a r e  com pl ex ,  c an  be known, s e e m s



p r i m a r i l y  in te nd ed  as  p r o p o s i n g  a  n e c e s s a r y  con di t io n  f o r  kno wled ge .

The  f i r s t  s e n s e  of lo g o s ,  then ,  i s  not  m e r e l y  c o n c e r n e d  to p r o ­

v ide  s o m e t h i n g  w hi ch  coul d  be added  to t r u e  be l i e f  so  a s  to m a k e  k n o w l ­

edge;  and  S oc ra tes *  i n t e r e s t  in and  c r i t i c i s m  of th i s  a c c o u n t  of log os  i s  

not  d i r e c t e d  a t  i t s  inab i l i ty  to p e r f o r m  th i s  r o l e  a d e q u a te ly .  The  d o c ­

t r i n e  th a t  knowing  r e q u i r e s  a c o m p l e x  ob je c t  and the  t h e o r y  of c o m p l e x ­

i ty w i th  w h ic h  the  d r e a m  o p e r a t e s  a r e  the  foci  of the  d i s c u s s i o n  and  

c r i t i c i s m  of the th e o r y .  Any s a t i s f a c t o r y  and  th o r o u g h - g o i n g  i n t e r p r e ­

ta t io n  of the  f ina l  a r g u m e n t s  of the  d i a lo gue  m u s t  expla in ,  so f a r  a s  

p o s s i b l e ,  how the  f i r s t  t h e o r y  of logos  and  i t s  r e f u ta t i o n  be long  t o g e t h e r  

w i t h  the  o t h e r  t h r e e ;  and  w e  m u s t  a l s o  expla in  why the  d i s c u s s i o n  in 

the  c lo s in g  p a g e s  f o c u s e s  on the  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  a  r i g h t  i d e a  of a 

thing  and  knowl edge  of it.

S o m e  hope  of s u c c e s s  is  e n c o u r a g e d  by the  o b s e r v a t i o n  th a t  bo th  

p a r t s  of the  d i s c u s s i o n  con t in ue  to a c c e p t  the  a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  of m e a n ­

ing w hi ch  l i e s  behind  the  d i f f i cu l t ie s  about  f a l s e  b e l i e f  a s  w e l l  a s  c e r t a i n

v ie ws  about  th inking and  r e f e r e n c e  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  it .  Thu s  the  d r e a m
2

th e o r y ,  in a  m o r e  o r  l e s s  ex p l i c i t  f o r m ,  co n ta in s  the  v ie w of s t a t e m e n t  

w h ic h  i s  a s s u m e d  in the  d i s c u s s i o n  of f a l s e  bel ie f :  a s e n t e n c e  i s  j u s t  a 

c o l le c t io n  of n a m e s ,  to m a k e  a  s t a t e m e n t  i s  j u s t  to think t o g e t h e r  a g r oup  

of o b j e c t s ,  and  the  only s o r t  of m e a n i n g  t h e r e  is  is  d e s i g n a t i o n . And i t  

i s  the  c o ncep t io n  of c o m p l e x i t y  w h ic h  is  h e r e  a s s u m e d - - c o m p l e x i t y  i s  

in e f fec t  no m o r e  t han  c o m p o s i t i o n ,  j u x t a p o s i t i o n - - t o  w h i c h  S o c r a t e s  

s u b s e q u e n t l y  d i r e c t s  h is  a t te n t io n .  A s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  th i s  a c c o u n t  of 

s t a t e m e n t  i s  th e  id ea  th a t  m e n t a l  o p e r a t i o n s  u l t i m a t e l y  r e d u c e  to  s i m p l y
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d i r e c t i n g  o n e !s thoughts  t o w a r d  an  ob jec t ,  having  i t  in m in d ,  and  l a b e l ­

l ing i t  wi th  i t s  p r o p e r  n a m e .  This  view w as  v e r y  m u c h  in p lay in the  

d i s c u s s i o n  of f a l s e  be l ie f ;  and  I b e l ie ve  it is  a l s o  o p e r a t i v e  in the  f ina l  

t h r e e  s e n s e s  of logos  of the l a s t  p a r t  of the  d ia logue .  Knowing s o m e ­

th ing is a m e n t a l  o p e r a t i o n ,  so tha t  if knowledge  i s to be exp la ine d  on 

the old t h e o r y  of m e a n i n g ,  i t  m u s t  be s o m e  s o r t  of a w a r e n e s s  of an  

ob jec t  o r  ob je c t s .  What  r o o m  can be m a d e ,  then,  fo r  a d i f f e r e n c e  

be tw een  m e r e  a w a r e n e s s  of a thing (a r ig h t  idea  of it) and the  m o r e  

th o ro u g h - g o in g  a w a r e n e s s  w h ic h  the  w o r d  "kn owl ed ge"  i m p l i e s ?  The  

f ina l  t h r e e  s e n s e s  of logos  p r o p o s e d  s e e m  to m e  to be a t t e m p t s  to d i s ­

c o v e r ,  wi t h in  the  conf ines  of the  old t h e o r y  and t h e r e f o r e  wi tho ut  i n ­

voking any m e n t a l  o p e r a t i o n  o th e r  than  s i m p l e  a w a r e n e s s  of a p r o p e r l y  

la b e l l e d  ob jec t ,  s o m e th in g  tha t  goes beyond the  m e r e  r e c o g n i t io n  

en ta i l ed  by the p o s s e s s i o n  of the  r i g h t  idea  of a thing.

In m y  v iew,  then,  the  l a s t  p a r t  of the  d ia l ogue  is  expla ining and

te s t i n g  f u r t h e r  the  t h e o r i e s  of th ink ing ,  m e a n in g ,  say ing ,  and  judging

which  the  m i d d l e  se c t i o n  w as  en t angle d  in. B e f o r e  p u r s u i n g  the  d e ta i l

of the  a r g u m e n t  wi th  th i s  t h e s i s  in m in d ,  h o w eve r ,  no t i ce  should  be
3

t a k en  of the  p r e v a l e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  w hi ch  a p p r o a c h e s  th i s  p a r t  of 

the  d ia logue  w i th  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of q u e s t i o n s  in m in d .  On th i s  

view,  w ha t  P l a t o  in t ends  to be showing  in the  f ina l  s e c t i o n  is  th a t  t h e r e  

cannot  be knowledge  about  p h e n o m e n a  b e c a u s e  the  only s e n s e  of logos 

in w hic h  the  ab i l i ty  to give logos  is  su f f ic ien t  in d i ca t io n  of the  p o s s e s ­

s io n  of knowledge  i s  one w h ic h  can  be app l ie d  to a F o r m  and to no th ing  

e l s e .  A c c o r d i n g  to th i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  P l a t o  r e g a r d s  the  no t ion th a t
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knowledge  a lw a y s  in vol ves  ab i l i ty  to give a logos  as  evident ly  c o r r e c t ,  

and  w h a t  the  d i s c u s s i o n  shows i s  th a t  no way in w hi ch  you m ig h t  t r y  to 

give the  logos  of a s e n s i b l e  ob je c t  ca n  s u c c e e d  in b e s t ow in g  knowl edge

of it. Know led ge  and  the  r i g h t  kind of logos can only be had fo r  F o r m s .
4

This  v iew h as  be en  e f fec t ive l y  u n d e r m i n e d  by Rob inson  and I s ha l l  not  

a t t e m p t  a f u l l - s c a l e  r e v ie w  and  c r i t i c i s m  of it.  But  i t  is  w o r t h  m e n ­

t ioning two poin t s  about  the  f o r m  of a r g u m e n t  w hich  th i s  view m u s t  

a t t r i b u t e  to P l a t o  in o r d e r  to e x t r a c t  f r o m  the  d i s c u s s i o n  the  c o n c l u ­

s io ns  i t  w i s h e s  to  find in it .

One  p r e l i m i n a r y  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  to be m a d e .  The  a s s o ­

c ia t i o n  of knowled ge  wi th  a b i l i ty  to g ive  a logos  and the  co n n ec t i o n  

be tw een  t h e s e  two and  the  t h e o r y  of F o r m s  a p p e a r  in  s e v e r a l  r a t h e r  

d i f f e r e n t  c on te x t s  in P la to*s  w r i t i n g s .  S o m e t i m e s  (as in Meno 85b -8 6a ,  

97 e -9 8 a )  i t  s e e m s  th a t  knowled ge  does  not  a lw ays  have  F o r m s  fo r  i ts  

o b je c t s ,  but  th a t  knowled ge  of anyth ing  r e q u i r e s  a g r a s p  and u n d e r s t a n d ­

ing of F o r m s ;  in th i s  c a s e  the  logos  w h ic h  knowledge  i m p l i e s  i s  an  

a c c o u n t  expla in ing  how and  why the  thing a l l e g e d  to be known i s  t r u e ,  

and  the  d o c t r i n e  is th a t  the  a b i l i ty  to do th i s  invo lves  a r e f e r e n c e  to 

F o r m s .  In t h e s e  c on te x t s  t r u e  be l ie fs  a r e  sa id  to b e c o m e  i n s t a n c e s  of 

knowledge  w h e n  the  e x p l a n a t o r y  a c c o u n t  has  be en  a c q u i r e d  in addi t ion .  

H e r e  the  s a m e  t r u t h s  c a n  be e i t h e r  b e l i e v e d  or  known,  and the  d i f f e r ­

ence  b e tw e e n  be l ie f  and  knowledg e  i s  not  th a t  kno wledge  is  c o n c e r n e d  

whol ly w i th  ob je c t s  of a d i f f e r e n t  r e a l m ,  but  th a t  i t  inv olves  a  r e f e r e n c e  

to s u c h  o b j e c t s .  On the  o t h e r  hand,  in o t h e r  p a s s a g e s  w h e r e  P l a t o  is 

p r e o c c u p i e d  w i th  r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  q u e s t i o n s  f r o m  t h e s e ,  he e s p o u s e s  the
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d o c t r i n e  th a t  knowledge  and  be l ie f  do not o v e r la p  one a n o t h e r  a t  a l l ,  

and  th a t  nothing tha t  can  be an  ob jec t  of be l ie f  can  be an ob jec t  of k now l ­

edge  (R e p . , 4'47a-d,  47 9d-e ) .  H e r e  t h e r e  is no qu e s t io n  of ac cep t in g  a 

t r u t h  and then  a c q u i r i n g  a logos of i t  so as to b e c o m e  p o s s e s s e d  of 

kn owledge  of the  v e r y  thing w h ic h  one e a r l i e r  only be l ie ved  t ru l y .  To 

obta in knowledge it  is  n e c e s s a r y  to t u r n  away f r o m  be l ie f  and i ts  o b ­

j e c t s  a l t o g e t h e r  (R e p . , 52 3a -c )  and d i r e c t  o n e ' s  a t t en t io n  to F o r m s  

exc l us ive ly ;  it  is the  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of F o r m s  tha t  co n s t i tu te s  kn owl­

edge . And in t h e s e  c on te x ts  (cf. T i m .  , 51d-e)  giving a logos  not m e r e l y  

in c ludes  r e f e r e n c e  to F o r m s  but  is  som ehow exc lu s iv e ly  c o n c e r n e d  wi th  

t he m .

Now though the  two v ie ws  about  knowledge and  logos j u s t  r e ­

f e r r e d  to m ig h t  be c o m b i n e d  so as  to m i n i m i z e  or  r e m o v e  t h e i r  d i f f e r ­

en c e s ,   ̂ they should  not  be fo r th wi th  conf la ted .  C o m m e n t a t o r s  who 

think  tha t  the  f inal  se c t i o n  of the  T heae te tu s  m ou nt s  an i n d i r e c t  a rgu m ent  

in s u p p o r t  of the v iew th a t  ph e n o m e n a  a r e  not  su i t ab le  ob jec t s  of kn ow l­

edge ,  though they tend  i n d i s c r i m i n a t e l y  to c i t e  p a s s a g e s  belonging  to 

both of the  two l i n e s  of thought  c i ted  above ,  ^ have  m a in ly  in m in d  the  

se co nd  s o r t  of expl ana t io n  of how knowledge  and  F o r m s  a r e  a s s o c i a t e d .  

In any c a s e  t h e i r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the c o u r s e  of the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 a r g u ­

m e n t  is m o r e  e a s i l y  d e f e n s i b l e  taken  in thi s  way:  the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 c o n ­

c e n t r a t i o n  on knowledge  and  be l i e f  of o b je c t s ,  and not  of t r u t h s  about  

th e m ,  f inds an ev ide nt  p a r a l l e l  in the p r e o c c u p a t i o n  of the  Republ ic  wi th  

F o r m s  as  the  only ob j ec t s  of y  >/ . In what  fol lows  I a s s u m e  tha t ,

a c c o r d i n g  to the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  being c o n s i d e r e d ,  it i s  the  Re pu bl ic 1 s

241



b i f u r c a t i o n  of knowledge  and  be l ie f  into fa c u l t ie s  d i r e c t e d  a t  d i f f e r e n t  

o b je c t s  th a t  is  being  i n d i r e c t l y  s u p p o r t e d  by the  d i s c u s s i o n  of logos  in  

the  T h e a e t e t u s .

Now P l a t o  m i g h t  have  a r g u e d  fo r  th i s  t h e s i s  d i r e c t l y  by showing ,  

a s  he a t t e m p t s  to do in the  R e p u b l i c , tha t  p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  a r e  too 

in de f in i te  to be known: t h e r e  is  no th ing  w hi ch  any su ch  thing i s ,  so 

t h e r e  is nothing  it  c a n  be known to be.  But ,  a c c o r d i n g  to t h e s e  i n t e r ­

p r e t e r s ,  in the  T h e a e t e t u s  he w i s h e s  to s u g g e s t  th is  c o n c lu s io n  i n d i ­

r e c t l y ,  by showing th a t  though knowledge  is a lw ays  a c c o m p a n i e d  by the  

ab i l i t y  to g ive  a  logos  o r  e x p l a n a t o r y  acc o u n t  of the  th ing known,  no 

s u c h  a c c o u n t  c a n  be g iven  of a p e r c e p t i b l e  thing.  One m i g h t  expec t ,  

n o n e t h e l e s s ,  th a t  the  u l t i m a t e  r e a s o n  why no a c c o u n t  c an  be g iven of a 

p e r c e p t i b l e  thing is th a t  it  is  ̂ ind ef in i te  in the  way P l a t o  a r g u e s  in the  

R e p u b l i c ; but  in f ac t  t h e r e  s e e m s  to be no such  thought  ly ing behind the  

c r i t i c i s m s  of the  v a r i o u s  s e n s e s  of logos  p r o p o s e d  in the  f inal  s e c t i o n  

of th e  d ia logue .  Nothing is  s a id  to s u g g e s t  th a t  " T h e a e t e t u s "  isn*t 

r e a l l y  j u s t  th a t  one n a m e  wh ich  we ta k e  it  to be,  o r  th a t  the  sun  isn*t 

r e a l l y  a s  u n a m b i g u o u s l y  as  p o s s i b l e  the  sun.  So, in any event ,  the  

ob j ec t i o n  to the h y p o th e s i s  th a t  the  r i g h t  kind of logos  c a n  be given  of a 

p e r c e p t i b l e  thing is  qu i te  a d i f f e r e n t  one f r o m  the  ob je c t io ns  r a i s e d  in

the  Republ i c  and  e l s e w h e r e  a g a i n s t  the  s u p p o s i t i o n  th a t  p e r c e p t i b l e  
7

th i ngs  c an  be known.

The  a r g u m e n t ,  as  C o r n f o r d  c o n s t r u e s  i t ,  a t t e m p t s  to show,  f o r  

a s e r i e s  of de f in i t ions  of log os ,  th a t  the  p o s s e s s i o n  of the  logos  of a 

p e r c e p t i b l e  th ing  in  any of t h o s e  s e n s e s  i s  no su f f ic ien t  s ign  th a t  the
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thing  i s  known; and  the  f a i l u r e  of t h e s e  def in i t ions  is in tended  to show 

tha t  t h e r e  is no s e n s e  of logos  in w h ich  to give the  logos  of a p e r c e p t i ­

b le  thing is  su f f ic ien t  to im p ly  the  p o s s e s s i o n  of knowledge .  To def ine 

knowledge  and logos one m u s t  l e a v e  p e r c e p t i b l e  things  to t h e i r  own 

de v ic e s  and a t te nd  to F o r m s .  T h e r e  a r e  two i m p o r t a n t  d if f icu l t ies  

wh ic h  th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f a c e s .

(1 ) F o r  C o r n f o r d !s r e d u c t io  a r g u m e n t  to be a t  a l l  convinc ing  

one would  have  to be co nv in ced  tha t  t h e r e  w e r e  no o th e r  defin i t ions  of 

logos  a pp l ic ab l e  to p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings tha n  the ones  w h o se  inad eq ua cy  

the  d i s c u s s i o n  a t t e m p t s  to p r o v e .  F o r  if t h e r e  w e r e  o t h e r s  P l a t o  could  

not  conc lude  tha t  p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  cannot  be known unt i l  he had shown 

th a t  t r u e  be l ie f  p lus  logos in t h e s e  f u r t h e r  s e n s e s  does not a m oun t  to 

knowledge .  Go rn fo rd  r e c o g n i z e s  th i s  and e x p r e s s e s  h i s 'b e l i e f  (p. 1 6 2 ) 

th a t  the  t h r e e  s e n s e s  of logos  c o n s i d e r e d  (the e x p r e s s i o n  of the thing in  

w o r d s ,  the e n u m e r a t i o n  of i ts  p a r t s ,  and the account  of how the  thing 

d i f fe r s  f r o m  anyth ing  e l s e )  ex h au s t  the  w ays  in w hic h  an  account  m ig h t  

be g iven of an  ind iv idua l  p e r c e p t i b l e  thing.  But why should one think 

th i s ?  S u re ly  o th e r  s e n s e s  would o c c u r  to any  s tu b b o r n  d e fe n d e r  of the 

view (wha tev er  exac t ly  i t  c o m e s  to) th a t  indiv idua l  p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  

can  be known. F o r  e x a m p le ,  t h e r e  m ig h t  be a L e i b n i z i a n  defini t ion  of 

logos  a s  the  conjun c t ion  of a l l  the  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t s  about  a given thing:  

though no doubt th i s  would  r e d u c e  the  n u m b e r  of ob j ec t s  anyone knows,  

and p e r h a p s  l e a v e  God a s  the  only ( r ea l )  knower ,  it a p p e a r s  to be d i f ­

f e r e n t  f r o m  any of the  t h r e e  P l a t o  g ive s .  The  a r g u m e n t  C or nf or d  c o n ­

s t r u c t s  is  thus va l id  only on the  v e r y  dubious  a s s u m p t i o n  that  t h e r e  a r e
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no o t h e r  ty pes  of a c c o u n t  of s e n s i b l e  th ings  than  the  ones  he m e n t i o n s .  

Can P l a t o  r e a l l y  have  in t ended  to r e s t  h is  c a s e  on such  a w e a k  r e e d ?

Again ,  if a s  C o rn fo rd  th inks  t h e r e  i s  a f o u r t h  s e n s e  of log os  

w h ic h  is the  s e n s e  in  wh ic h  it  n e c e s s a r i l y  a c c o m p a n i e s  k now le dge  and  

which ,  in P la to*s  v iew,  can  be g iven only of F o r m s ,  i t  is  odd t h a t  in  a 

r e d u c t i o  of the  id ea  th a t  th i s  logos  can  be  g iven  of s e n s i b l e  p a r t i c u l a r s ,
g

P l a t o  doesn*t  even  m e n t i o n  i t  (or  any ana lo g u e  of it).  If th i s  s e n s e  of 

logo s  is  s o m e t h i n g  tha t  one could a t t e m p t  to apply  to a p e r c e p t i b l e  th ing,  

th e n  P l a t o  shou ld  s u r e l y  (and would  s u r e l y )  have  s c r a p p e d  h is  o t h e r  

s e n s e s  and  p r o d u c e d  a  good r e d u c t i o  by showing  th a t  w h e n  one t r i e s  to 

app ly  logos  in th i s  s e n s e  to p h e n o m e n a  the  r e s u l t  is  not  kno wled ge .  On 

the  o t h e r  hand,  if in i t s  v e r y  n a t u r e  the  logos  w h ic h  a c c o m p a n i e s  k n o w l­

edge  ca nno t  be c l e a r l y  in d ic a te d  wi thout  r e f e r r i n g  to F o r m s ,  th i s  w a s  

h a r d l y  the  p l a c e  to a t t e m p t  an  i n d i r e c t  a r g u m e n t  a t  a l l .  E i t h e r  way ,  

the  a r g u m e n t  C o r n fo rd  a t t r i b u t e s  to P l a t o  is  an  a b o r t i o n .

(2) A c c o r d i n g  to the  u s u a l  v iew the  f a i l u r e  to d i s c o v e r  a s a t i s ­

f a c t o r y  s e n s e  of logos  fo r  p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  shows th a t  p h e n o m e n a  a r e  

the  w r o n g  s o r t  of ob j ec t s  fo r  kno wledge  to be of. P l a t o ,  h o w e v e r ,  in 

giving r e a s o n s  r e j e c t i n g  the  s e n s e s  of logos  p r o p o s e d  s e e m s  a c t u a l l y  

to  i m p l y  t h a t  t h e r e  i s s u c h  a thing a s  kno wledge  of p h e n o m e n a .  The  

m e t h o d  P l a t o  u s e s ,  a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of th e  t i m e ,  to show th a t  the  s e n s e s  of 

logos  p r o p o s e d  a r e  not  s a t i s f a c t o r y  s e e m s  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  the  c o n ­

c l u s i o n  of the  a r g u m e n t  a s  C o r n f o r d  i n t e r p r e t s  i t .

The  m e t h o d  I have  in m i n d  i s  a  m e t h o d  of c o u n t e r e x a m p l e :  

i t  invo lves  a p p e a l  to a p a r t i c u l a r  e x a m p l e  and  to w h a t  kno wled ge  of th a t
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e x a m p le  would ac tu a l ly  be.  H e r e  one a r g u e s  th a t  a c e r t a i n  de f in i t ion  

is u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  a r e  c a s e s  w h e r e  one has  to do m o r e  to 

a t ta in  knowledge  than  j u s t  have  a r i g h t  idea  plus  logos  in the  s e n s e  

def ined.  By us i ng  th i s  m e t h o d  one i m p l i e s  tha t  t h e r e  is  su ch  a th ing  as  

knowledge  in the  c a s e s  e nv is aged ,  but  the  def ini t ion  p ro p o s e d  f a i l s  to 

a ccou nt  for  it .  P l a t o  fol lows th i s  m e t h o d  in the  re fu t a t io n  of the  se co nd  

s e n s e  of logos  (207c 6-208b 1 0 ). H e r e  S o c r a t e s  ta kes  the  e x a m p l e  of 

the  n a m e  " T h e a e t e t u s , "  and i m p l i e s  tha t  the  p r o p o s e d  defin i t ion  of 

knowledge would have  the  c o n s e q u e n c e  tha t  s o m e o n e  knows th i s  n a m e  

even though h is  c o m m a n d  of the ind iv idua l  l e t t e r s  is so fau l ty  th a t  when  

he h e a r s  th  he s o m e t i m e s  th inks  he has  h e a r d  t_(though in th i s  c a s e  he 

has go t ten  it  r igh t ) .  But why should  th is  c o n s e q u e n c e  not  be a c c e p t e d ?  

Why should one not  say  tha t  anyone  who r e c o g n i z e s  the  n a m e  when he 

h e a r s  it ,  and  can  sp e l l  it c o r r e c t l y ,  knows i t?  B e c a u s e ,  S o c r a t e s  sa y s ,  

th a t  is  not,  as  a m a t t e r  of fac t ,  wha t  counts  as  knowledge  in s u c h  a 

c a s e :  it  is  j u s t  a f ac t  tha t  when  s o m e o n e  has  begun to l e a r n  his  l e t t e r s  

he  w i l l  f o r  a whi l e  get  th e m  r i g h t  s o m e  of the  t im e ,  but  on o t h e r  o c c a ­

s i ons  when  he is  c a l l e d  upon to sp e l l  the  s a m e  sy l l ab le  he w i l l  i n s e r t  a 

w r o n g  l e t t e r  o r  l e a v e  one out. When thi s  is  the  s i t u a t io n  we  do not  say  

he knows the l e t t e r s  and  sy l l a b l e s  in ques t io n ,  and so not  the  n a m e s  

e i t h e r .  He does  not  ye t  (208a 5, b 9) know the m;  he wi l l  know t h e m  

w hen he c e a s e s  to m a k e  l e a r n e r , s m i s t a k e s  of the s o r t  ind ic a te d .  Now 

i t  is  e s s e n t i a l  to no t ice  tha t  the  r e f u ta t i o n  S o c r a t e s  h e r e  c o n s t r u c t s  

would  fa i l  a l t o g e t h e r  if i t  w e r e  not  p o s s i b l e  to know l e t t e r s ,  sy l l a b l e s ,  

o r  n a m e s .  If the  f u r t h e r  a b i l i t i e s  S o c r a t e s  i m p l i e s  a m a n  m u s t  p o s s e s s
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in o r d e r  to know a n a m e  d id not  have  anyth ing  to do wi th  knowing  a n y ­

th ing ,  the n  the  a b s e n c e  of t h e m  cou ld  not  show the  a b s e n c e  of knowled ge .  

The  fa c t  i s  t h a t  S o c r a t e s ,  l ike  T h e a e t e t u s ,  n a t u r a l l y  a s s u m e s  t h a t  h i s  

t a s k  h e r e  i s  to expla in  w ha t  i t  i s  to know,  i n t e r  a l i a , p e r c e p t i b l e  th in g s ,  

and  he r e j e c t s  the  p r o p o s e d  e xp la na t i on  b e c a u s e  i t  does  not  f i t  ev i den t  

f a c t s  abou t  the  know ledge  of n a m e s .  He is not,  and canno t  be ,  a r g u i n g  

i n d i r e c t l y  t h a t  t h e r e  isn*t  any s u c h  thing  a s  knowledge  of n a m e s  o r  of 

p e r c e p t i b l e  th ing s  in g e n e r a l .

It  m i g h t  be r e p l i e d  to th i s  t h a t  S o c r a t e s  (P la to)  n e e d  not  a c c e p t  

the  ’’ev ide nt  f a c t s ” abou t  the  kno wle dge  of n a m e s ;  a l l  he r e q u i r e s  f o r  

the  v a l id i ty  of h is  a r g u m e n t  i s th a t  t h e s e  fa c t s  be such  th a t  a nyone  who 

th inks  (as P l a t o  do es  not)  th a t  t h e r e  is  su ch  a thing a s  kno wle dge  of 

p e r c e p t i b l e  th in gs  c ann o t  deny th e m .  T he n  any one who th ink s  t h a t  the 

n a m e  “ T h e a e t e t u s ” ca n  be known w i l l  have  to a d m i t  tha t  the  p r o p o s e d  

de f in i t ion  of logos  a s  a n a l y s i s  into e l e m e n t s  fa i l s  as  an a c c o u n t  of 

knowing  a n a m e ;  fo r  hie m u s t  g r a n t  th a t  one can  have  log os  in th i s  

s e n s e  and  not  have  w h a t  he c a l l s  ( though of c o u r s e  w r o n g ly )  kn ow ledge  

of “ T h e a e t e t u s .  ” So the  a r g u m e n t  wi l l  have  shown th a t  no one  who 

th ink s  t h e r e  i s  knowled ge  of p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  c an  a c c e p t  the  p r o p o s e d  

def in i t ion ,  and  th a t  i s  enough to r e f u t e  i t .

T h i s  d e f e n s e  is not  con vi nc ing .  By what  r i g h t  does  S o c r a t e s  

a s s u m e  t h a t  an yone  who  th inks  t h e r e  is  s u c h  a thing a s  kn owled ge  of a 

n a m e  w i l l  have  to a c c e p t  h i s  a p p e a l  to l e a r n e r ’s m i s t a k e s  a s  showing  

th a t  one  do es  not  exh ib i t  kn owl edg e  of a n a m e  m e r e l y  by sp e l l i n g  i t  

c o r r e c t l y ?  He  c e r t a i n l y  coul d  h av e  noth ing  to say  to a p e r s o n  who  j u s t
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d en ie d  th a t  one m u s t  do m o r e  tha n  sp e l l  the  w o r d  c o r r e c t l y  a t  s o m e  

t i m e  in o r d e r  to know it  a t  tha t  t i me :  S o c r a t e s  and s u c h  an  opponent  

would  be in a g r e e m e n t  th a t  f u r t h e r  a b i l i t i e s  ( c o r r e c t  spe l l in g  on o t h e r  

o c c a s i o n s )  have  no te ndency  to show knowledge  of anyth ing ,  so tha t  

S o c r a t e s ,  a t  any r a t e ,  would have nothing to w hi ch  to appea l  in o r d e r  to 

show the  m a n  th a t  hi s  a ccount  of knowledge  is  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The  a r ­

g u m e n t  to wh ic h  C o r n f o r d 1 s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  f ina l ly  re d u c e d  in the  c a s e  

of the s e cond  s e n s e  of logos is thus a t  b e s t  e n t i r e ly  ad h o m i n e m , and 

has  no e ffec t  a g a i n s t  any one who does  not  a c c e p t  the  d i s t in c t io n ,  to 

wh ic h  S o c r a t e s  a p p e a l s ,  b e tween  ge t t ing  a n a m e  r i g h t  on a s i ng l e  o c c a ­

s ion  and  knowing it. And S o c r a t e s ,  who,  on C o r n f o r d , s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  

does  not  a c c e p t  th i s  d i s t i n c t io n  h im se l f ,  cannot  i n s i s t  tha t  his opponent  

a c c e p t  it.

It s e e m s  to m e ,  then,  tha t  i n t e r p r e t e d  in the  m o s t  n a t u r a l  way  

P lato*s  r e f u t a t io n  of the  s e con d  s e n s e  of logos (206e ff. ) i m p l i e s  tha t  

he a c c e p t e d  tha t  knowledge  of p e r c e p t i b l e  th ings  i s  p o s s ib le .  So i n t e r ­

p r e t e d  the a r g u m e n t  is  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  and  cogent ,  r e j e c t i n g  the  d e f i ­

n i t ion  of knowl edge  a s  a r i g h t  idea  of a th ing p lus  an a n a l y s i s  of i t  into 

p a r t s  f o r  a  good r e a s o n :  t h e r e  a r e  c a s e s  w h e r e  the  condi t ions  of the  

de f in i t ion  a r e  m e t  w h i c h  a r e  undoubted ly  not  i n s t a n c e s  of knowledge .

But  i f  th i s  i s  P l a t o 1 s a r g u m e n t  h e r e ,  i t  c anno t  be his l o n g - r a n g e  o b j e c ­

t ive  to p r o v e  th a t  t h e r e  is no su ch  thing as  knowledge of the ob je c t s  of 

the  s e n s e s .  In o r d e r  to evade  th i s  c o n s e q u e n c e  and  p r o t e c t  the i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n  w h ic h  w ou ld  m a k e  thi s  P l a t o 1 s o v e r a l l  a i m  in th i s  p a r t  of the 

d ia logue ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  to p o s tu la te  a c o m p l i c a t e d  and  unconvinc ing
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ad  h o m i n e m  a r g u m e n t .  I s e e  no r e a s o n  to a t t r i b u t e  the  bad and g r a c e ­

l e s s  a r g u m e n t  to P l a t o ,  r a t h e r  th an  the  ne a t  and  e f fec t ive  one,  and 

a c c o r d i n g l y  I r e j e c t  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w hi ch  would  f o r c e  us to a t t r i b u t e  

the  bad  one to h im.

To s u m  up the  f o re g o in g  d i s c u s s i o n :  I f ind Corn fo rd*s  i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n  of the  l a s t  s e c t i o n  of the  T h e a e t e t u s  unconvinc ing  fo r  two r e a ­

s o n s .  It  a t t r i b u t e s  to P l a t o  a r e d u c t i o  a r g u m e n t  which  is  a w k w a r d  and 

in e f f ec t i ve ;  and  i t  r e q u i r e s  g r o t e s q u e  d i s t o r t i o n  of the  n a t u r a l  u n d e r ­

s t andi ng  of one p a r t  of the  p a s s a g e ,  and  even  then  p r o d u c e s  no v e r y  

con vinc ing  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of w h a t  i s  be ing a r g u e d  t h e r e .  T h e s e  s e e m  

to m e  good r e a s o n s  for  g iv ing up the  id e a  tha t  the  t h i r d  p a r t  of the  d i a ­

logu e  in t ends  to show th a t  knowledg e  has o t h e r  o b j ec t s  tha n  p e r c e p t i b l e  

t h i n g s .

Th is  n a t u r a l  c o n c l u s i o n  is  f u r t h e r  s u p p o r t e d  by the  c o n s i d e r a ­

t ion  th a t  the  c o r r e c t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the  a r g u m e n t  of the  e a r l i e r  p a r t s  

of the  T h e a e t e t u s  i t s e l f  p r o v i d e s  v e r y  we igh ty  r e a s o n s  fo r  not  expec t ing  

P l a t o  to have  any s u c h  in t en t i o n  in the  f ina l  se c t io n .  As  I r e m a r k e d  

abov e ,  the  ch ie f  r e a s o n  f o r  a c c e p t i n g  C o r n f o r d rs i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  o r  

s o m e t h i n g  l ike  i t ,  i s  the  be l ie f  th a t  a t  the  t i m e  he  w r o t e  the  T h e a e t e t u s  

P l a t o 1 s v iew about  knowledge  w a s  th a t  i t  n e c e s s a r i l y  w a s  d i r e c t e d  

t o w a r d  F o r m s ,  and  t h a t  kn ow ledge  could not  be had of p e r c e p t i b l e  

th in gs .  But  a s  I ha ve  a r g u e d  above ,  the  m a i n  g rou nd  on w h ic h  th i s  view 

w a s  a c c e p t e d  in the  Republ ic  - - t h a t  p h e n o m e n a l  ob je c t s  have  no e x i s t ­

ence  and  no s e t t l e d  c h a r a c t e r  a t  any m o m e n t  o r  fo r  any  p e r i o d  of t i m e - -  

i s  in  f a c t  o v e r t u r n e d  in th e  T h e a e t e t u s  i t s e l f .  The  su pp o s i t i o n  tha t
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t h e r e  a r e  two d i s t i n c t  w o r l d s ,  one of change  wi thout  p e r m a n e n c e  and  

be c o m in g  wi thout  any be ing a t  a l l ,  and the  o th e r  a w o r l d  of be ing w i t h ­

out  any kind of chan ge ,  has  been  shown to be a b s u r d .  The logic of the 

co ncep ts  of being  and  b e c o m in g  does not  in fact  s up por t  such  a d iv i s ion ,  

and P l a t o  p la inly  i m p l i e s  tha t  the  s e g r e g a t i o n  of the two m u s t  be a b a n ­

doned.  In the  s u b s e q u e n t  a r g u m e n t  he in fact  does abandon it  (184-186);  

and t h e r e f o r e  w h e n  in the  f inal  a r g u m e n t  of the second  s ec t io n  (2 0 1 a - c )  

he abandons  i t s  c o r o l l a r y ,  a l lowing knowledge of m a t t e r s  of e m p i r i c a l  

fac t ,  he is  only being c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  the  pa ten t  co nc l us io ns  of his own 

a r g u m e n t s .  Hence  the  f ac t  th a t  the  l a s t  p a r t  of the d ia logue  i s ,  judged  

i n t e r n a l l y ,  not  p l a u s ib ly  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  m a ki ng  a r e a r - g u a r d  a r g u m e n t  

fo r  the  old s e g r e g a t i o n  of knowledge  and be lief ,  is e n t i r e ly  what  one 

would expec t .  And,  of c o u r s e ,  th is  fac t  i t s e l f  gives f u r t h e r  s uppo r t ,  if 

s u p p o r t  is  needed ,  to the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of the e a r l i e r  a r g u m e n t s  which  

I have  defended.  The  up sh o t  is  that  the  us ua l  way of re ad in g  the f inal  

s e c t io n  of the  d ia logue  m u s t  be r e j e c t e d  as forc ing  c o n c e r n s  upon the 

a r g u m e n t  whi ch  i t  does  not  have;  and the  way is le ft  open for  an 

a t t e m p t  to i n t e r p r e t  i t  in a way w hic h  is  m o r e  fai thful  both to the  l a r g e r  

c o n c e r n s  of the d ia logue  and  to the  de ta i l  of i ts  own deve lo pmen t .

B . The  D r e a m  and  I t s  Refu ta t ion  (2 0 1 c - 2 0 6 b )

As I s a id  above ,  one m u s t  look to the  a t o m i s t i c  th e o ry  of m e a n ­

ing and the  t h e o r y  of m e n t a l  o p e r a t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  i t  in o r d e r  to 

deve lop  a m o r e  a d e q u a te  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  c los ing  pages  of the T h e ­

a e t e t u s .  In g e n e r a l ,  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  I s ha l l  adv anc e  in what  fol lows
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t r e a t s  the  d r e a m  and  i t s  c r i t i c i s m  as  s p e c ia l l y  c o n c e r n e d  w i th  t he  c e n ­

t r a l  a t o m i s t i c  concep t io n  of the  s e n t e n c e  as  a co l l ec t i o n  of n a m e s ;  and 

the  e x a m i n a t i o n  of the  s u b s e q u e n t  t h r e e  s e n s e s  of logos  the n  e x p l o r e s  

the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of f inding r o o m  wi t h in  the  a t o m i s t i c  s c h e m e  fo r  an  a d e ­

q u a te  co n cep t i o n  of knowledge.

I sa id  above  (pp. 236-2 38)  tha t  the  d r e a m  is  a t h e o r y  of l ogos  in 

the  s e n s e  of a c c o u n t  and th a t  it  s p e c i a l l y  e m p h a s i z e s  the  po in t  t h a t  a 

th ing ,  in o r d e r  to be s u b je c t  to logos  and henc e  to knowledge ,  m u s t  be 

c o m p l e x . How can  th is  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of the  d r e a m ,  w h ic h  ev iden t ly  

m a k e s  i t  p r i m a r i l y  a t h e o r y  about  knowledge ,  be s q u a r e d  w i t h  the  v iew 

th a t  the  d r e a m  and  i ts  c r i t i c i s m  a r e  s p e c ia l l y  c o n c e r n e d  w i th  a t o m i s t i c  

co n cep t i o n s  of the  s e n t e n c e ?  It is t r u e ,  of c o u r s e ,  tha t  the  s a m e  w o r d  

" lo g o s "  c o v e r s  both " s e n t e n c e "  (and " s t a t e m e n t " )  and  " a c c o u n t , "  but  by 

i t s e l f  th i s  f ac t  p r o v e s  nothing,  s i n c e  in contex t  the w o r d  can  ob vious ly  

b e a r  one m e a n i n g  to the  e x c lu s io n  of the  o th e r ,  and  in the  c o n te x t  of the  

f ina l  se c t i o n  of the  d ia logue  " a c c o u n t "  is c e r t a i n l y  a t  l e a s t  i ts  d o m i n a n t  

s e n s e .  W h e r e  in the  d r e a m  is any t h e o r y  about  s t a t e m e n t  to be found?

Ryle  a p p a r e n t l y  thought  th a t  in  the  d r e a m  logos  a c t u a l l y  m e a n t  
9

s t a t e m e n t  o r  s e n te n c e .  He took the  d r e a m ,  in say ing  th a t  know ledge  

m u s t  be of a c om pl ex  ob je c t  w h ic h  has a logo s ,  to be adopt in g  the  view 

t ha t  w h a t  is knowable  i s the  s a m e  thing  a s  wha t  i s  s t a ta b le .  A c c o r d i n g  

to Ryle,  P l a t o  i s  h e r e  no t ic ing  th a t  knowledge  r e q u i r e s  fo r  i t s  e x p r e s ­

s io n  a c o m p l e t e  s e n te n c e ,  w h ic h  is  a co m p le x  s t r u c t u r e  of e l e m e n t s  and  

not  the  s a m e  a s ,  o r  r e d u c i b l e  to,  a m e r e  n a m e .  Knowledge  is  of t r u t h s  

o r  f a c t s ,  w h ic h  a r e  c o m p le x ,  a nd  n e v e r  of s i ng le  ob je c t s ;  ob j e c t s  a r e
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n a m e d ,  fa c t s  a r e  s t a te d ,  and knowledge  is  in v a r ia b ly  of the  l a t t e r .

This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i n t e r e s t i n g  and s u g g e s t iv e  as  i t  i s ,  cannot ,  I think,  

be r i gh t .  F o r  the  g e n e r a l  t h e s i s  be ing in t r o d u c e d  by the  d r e a m  is 

qu i te  c l e a r l y  (cf. 202c 2-5)  the  view tha t  to know involv es  giving an 

e x p la n a t io n , and  though the  d r e a m  goes on to a s s e r t  tha t  nothing can  

have  an expla na t io n  g iven of i t  wh ic h  is not  co mp lex ,  i t  does not  say 

th a t  nothing can  be known except  t r u t h s  o r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  o r  s t a t e m e n t s .  

The im p l ic a t io n ,  in fac t ,  of the  t h e o r y  of e le m e n ts  and  c o m p l e x e s  i s  

th a t  o r d i n a r y  p h y s i c a l  ob je c t s  (e. g. , T h e a e t e t u s ,  a wagon)  a r e  the 

th ings  th a t  a r e  known (201 e 1 - 2 ), and though the  t h e o r y  w i s h e s  to think 

of t h e s e  as  c o m p le x ,  i t  does  not  s e e m  to hold tha t  knowing t h e m  is the  

s a m e  a s  knowing s o m e  f a c t . It  does not s e e m  p o s s i b l e ,  then,  to i n t e r ­

p r e t  the  d r e a m 1 s c e n t r a l  conte n t ion  as  the  g e n e r a l  d o c t r i n e  tha t  t r u t h s  

o r  f ac t s  a r e  the  ob je c t s  of knowledge;  and in a rg u in g  th a t  anything  know-  

ab le  m u s t  be co m p le x  b e c a u s e  i t  m u s t  have  a logos ,  the  d r e a m  is  not  

d i r e c t l y  expounding a d o c t r i n e  about  s t a t e m e n t s .

But  though the  d r e a m  t h e o r y  is not  as  a whole  a th e o r y  about  

s t a t e m e n t s ,  I th ink it  co nt a in s  one.  The  m a i n  t h e s i s  u r g e d  in the  

d r e a m ,  as  I have sa id ,  is  th a t  knowing involves  an a c c o u n t  and tha t ,  

s i n c e  giving an  acc o u n t  is  a c om plex  ac t iv i ty ,  nothing can  be known 

w hi ch  does  not  have  a c o r r e s p o n d i n g  comp lexi t y .  The  e f fec t  i s  to d ra w  

a s h a r p  l ine  b e tween  and knowledge ,  on the  ground

tha t  knowledge  involves  an  a r t i c u l a t i o n  whi ch  p l a c e s  i t  a t  an  e n t i r e l y  

d i f f e r e n t  l ev e l  f r o m  the  s i m p l e  " r i g h t  i dea"  which ,  a s  I have a l r e a d y  

r e m a r k e d ,  s e e m s  to a m o u n t  to no m o r e  tha n  the  abi l i ty  to r e c o g n i z e .
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T h e r e  i s ,  of c o u r s e ,  a s i m i l a r  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  a n a m e  and  a s e n ­

t e n c e  o r  p ro p o s i t i o n :  a s e n t e n c e ,  b e c a u s e  it  a s s e r t s  s o m e t h i n g ,  is  a 

co m p le x  e x p r e s s i o n ,  by c o n t r a s t  w i th  a s ing l e  n a m e ,  w hi ch  p e r f o r m s  a 

s i m p l e  d e s i g n a t i n g  func t ion .  I b e l i e v e  tha t  the  d r e a m  t h e o r y ,  a s  P l a t o  

s e t s  i t  out  in the  T h e a e t e t u s , t a k e s  no te  of th i s  p a r a l l e l  b e tw e e n  knowing  

and  say ing ,  on the  one  hand,  and  n a m in g  and re c o g n i z i n g  on th e  o th e r ;  

and  the  con c e p t io n  of c o m p l e x i t y  w h ich  the  d r e a m  o p e r a t e s  w i th ,  and  

w hi ch  a t t r a c t s  the  m a j o r  p o r t i o n  of P la to*s  i n t e r e s t  in the  w ho le  t h e o r y ,  

is  p r e c i s e l y  th e  not ion  of c o m p l e x i t y  involve d  in the  a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  

w hi ch  we  found b e d e v i l l in g  the  d i s c u s s i o n  of f a l s e  b e l i e f  e a r l i e r  in the  

d ia log ue .  T h e r e f o r e ,  in th e  s u b s e q u e n t  c r i t i c i s m  of the  d r e a m * s  c o n ­

c ept i on  of c o m p le x i t y ,  w h e r e  i t  i s  shown tha t  on a t o m i s t i c  a s s u m p t i o n s  

i t  cannot  be m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  only c o m p l e x e s  a r e  knowable ,  the c o r r e s ­

ponding t h e s i s  about  th e  c o m p l e x i t y  of s t a t e m e n t s  i s  a l s o  u n d e r  i m p l i c i t  

ex am in a t io n .  The  a c c o u n t  of the  c o m p le x i t y  of kno wledge  and  t h a t  of 

the  c o m p l e x i t y  of s t a t e m e n t  s ta nd  o r  fa l l  t o g e t h e r .

T h e  two t h e o r i e s  a r e  c o n n e c te d  in  the  d r e a m  by m e a n s  of the  

a m b i g u i t y  of the  key  w o r d  l o g o s , w h ic h  m e a n s  both  " s t a t e m e n t "  and  

" a c c o u n t , "  " e x p l a n a t i o n , "  " d e f i n i t i o n . "  The  p a s s a g e  expounding  th e  

d r e a m  r e a d s  a s  fo l lows (201 e 2 -2 0 2 b  5):

E a c h  [ s i m p l e  e l e m e n t ]  j u s t  by i t s e l f  it  is p o s s i b l e  only to n a m e ,  
a nd  i t  is no t  p o s s i b l e  to sa y  anyth ing  e l s e  about  i t ,  n e i t h e r  t h a t  it  
is  n o r  t h a t  i t  is_ n o t : f o r  th a t  wou ld  a l r e a d y  add  be ing  o r  not  be ing  
to i t  and  one  ought  no t  to b r i n g  in anyth ing  e x t r a ,  if  one i s  to sa y  
t h a t  one  i t s e l f  a lon e .  In de ed ,  one  ought  not  even  to b r i n g  in " t h a t  
one"  n o r  " i t s e l f "  n o r  " e a c h "  n o r  "a lo n e "  n o r  " th i s  one" n o r  m a n y  
o t h e r  s u c h  th in gs :  f o r  t h e s e  r u n  about  and  ge t  a p p l i e d  to e v e r y ­
th ing ,  and  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  th i ngs  f r o m ' t h o s e  to w h ic h  they a r e  a p ­
p l ied ,  but  [a s im p le ]  ought ,  i f  i t  w e r e  p o s s i b l e  f o r  i t  to be  s a i d
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( A G - ' j \) and  it  had  i ts  own p r o p e r  logo s ,  to be sa id  
( i) w i thout  a l l  the  o t h e r s .  But  in f a c t  it  is  i m p o s s i b l e
for  any of the  s i m p l e s  to be sa id  &*\\/c\ i ) wi th  a logos :  they 
can  only be n a m e d ,  for  they  have only a nam e .  But  as  for  the  c o m ­
p l e x e s  m a d e  up of t h e m ,  j u s t  as  they Lthe s im p le s ]  fit  t o g e t h e r  to 
f o r m  t h e m  [the c o m p l e x e s ] ,  so a l s o  t h e i r  n a m e s  jo i ned  t o g e t h e r  
c o n s t i t u t e  a logos :  f or  the jo ining  to g e th e r  of n a m e s  is j u s t  what  
a logos  i s .

Now m u c h  in  th i s  p a s s a g e  is  o b s c u r e .  But  i t  s e e m s  c l e a r  tha t

s o m e  th ings  a r e  s a i d  not  to be s u s c e p t i b l e  of any accoun t ,  on the  ground
> ^  \ tth a t  they  have  no p r o p e r  p a r t s .  An acco un t ,  o r  Aoyo* ,

ther\  co nt a in s  a r e f e r e n c e  to each  of the  p r o p e r  p a r t s  of a th ing,  and m e n ­

t ions  no th ing  o u ts id e  i t .  (It i s  u n c l e a r  h e r e ,  and,  indeed,  t h ro u g h  the 

who le  s u b s e q u e n t  d i s c u s s i o n ,  ^  wha t  f o r m  th is  logos ta k e s :  is  i t  " P  is  

Q, R, S, T"  o r  j u s t  MQ, R, S, T " ?  But tha t  the  p r o p e r  logos of a thing 

m e n t i o n s  e a c h  p a r t  is  c l e a r  enough.  ) The  t h e o ry  is  thus  tha t  one knows 

a thing w hen he c an  n a m e  i t s  s m a l l e s t  p a r t s ,  and  th a t  anything  wh ich  

la c k s  p a r t s  cannot  be known. Such  a s i m p l e  ob jec t  c an  be na m e d ,  but  

i t  is  not  s u b j e c t  to the kind of a r t i c u l a t i o n  wh ich  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  the  o b ­

j e c t s  of knowledge .  O th e r  o b j e c t s ,  the  c o m p l e x e s  o r

a r e  thought  to be knowable  j u s t  on the  gro un d th a t  they conta in  a p lu r a l i t y  

of s i m p l e  p a r t s .  S i m p l e s  and  c o m p l e x e s  d i f f e r  in only th i s  one r e s p e c t .
i  ^  ^  v  /But the  s o r t  of l i s t  w h ic h  c o n s t i tu te s  a thing s 0 IKQ.1OS 

is not  m e r e l y  an  a c c o u n t  o r  defini t ion ;  i t  is a l s o ,  as  the  l a s t  s e n t e n c e  

of the  p a s s a g e  j u s t  t r a n s l a t e d  i m p l i e s ,  a s t a t e m e n t .  F o r  the  defini t ion  

of  logos as  o-vjJla.IT A OKvy OVOja/tvOV' w h ic h  is  h e r e  a p p e a le d  to,  o c ­

c u r s  in a n u m b e r  of p l a c e s  in P la to ,  in w h ich  it  u n i f o r m l y  m e a n s  

" s t a t e m e n t . " ^  So h e r e  the  logos in w h ic h  a co m p le x  thing is  a n a ly zed ,  

and knowledge  of i t  d i s p l ay ed ,  is  a l s o  a s t a t e m e n t ,  s in c e  in i t  s e v e r a l
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n a m e s  a r e  jo in ed  t o g e t h e r  and  s t a t e m e n t  c o n s i s t s  p r e c i s e l y  in the  c o n ­

ju n c t i o n  of s e v e r a l  n a m e s .  It  m a y  be h a r d  to be l i e v e  tha t  P l a t o  should  

r e a l l y  in tend  in 202b 2 -5  to be sa y i ng  tha t  the l i s t  of the  p a r t s  of a thing  

c o n s t i t u t e s  a s t a t e m e n t ,  but ,  a s  I have  a r g u e d  above ,  bo th the  C r a t y l u s  

and  the  T h e a e t e t u s  i t s e l f ,  in the  d i s c u s s i o n  of f a l s e  be l ie f ,  do in f ac t  

r e g a r d  a s e n t e n c e  a s  no m o r e  than  a co l l ec t i o n  of n a m e s ;  and t h e r e f o r e  

to def ine  o r  g ive  an  a c c o u n t  of a thing by na m in g  i ts  p a r t s  in s u c c e s s i o n  

m e e t s  the  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  s t a t i n g  some th in g .

T ha t  the  a c c o u n t  of a c o m p le x  thing is  a s t a t e m e n t  is p e r h a p s  a l s o  

i m p l i e d  by w h a t  i s  s a id  e a r l i e r  in the  p a s s a g e .  F o r  a t  s e v e r a l  po in ts ,  

P l a t o  m e n t i o n s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o r  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  of " s a y i n g "  an ob je c t  in 

a  logos  (a 2, 7, 8 ; b 1), and  th i s  c u r i o u s  m o d e  of e x p r e s s i o n  m a y  r e f l e c t  

the  f ac t  th a t  the  d r e a m  t h e o r y  th ink s  of the  logos  o r  acco u n t  of a thing,  

w h ic h  is  the  p r i m a r y  top ic  of d i s c u s s i o n ,  a s  a l s o  a s t a t e m e n t .  F o r  if 

an  a c c o u n t  i s  a s t a t e m e n t ,  the  a c c o u n t  of a thing is  no t  u n n a t u r a l l y  

d e s c r i b e d  a s  " s a y i n g "  i t ,  w h i l e  a thing  w h ic h  has  no p a r t s  and  t h e r e f o r e  

l a c k s  an  a c c o u n t  i s  n a t u r a l l y  s a i d  to be only n a m a b l e  and  not  " s a y a b l e .  " 

Of c o u r s e ,  t h i s  u s e  of A c - ' ^ ' V  and  6- ^ i V  m i g h t  be due m e r e l y  to 

the  f a c t  th a t  i s  *he v e r b  co gn ate  to  A o ' j o S }  even  though in

c o m m o n  u s a g e  i t  c o r r e s p o n d s  to A ovjqS in the  s e n s e  of s t a t e m e n t ,  i t  

could  p r e s u m a b l y  be  u s e d  to m e a n  no m o r e  than  " g i v e  an  a c c o u n t  of" in  

a  c o n te x t  w h e r e  A o j  o$ m e a n t  a c c o u n t  only.  But  in v iew of the  i n t r o ­

duc t ion  of logos  in th e  s e n s e  of s t a t e m e n t  a t  b 2- 5  i t  s e e m s  r e a s o n a b l e

A I )

a n d above  in t h e i r  u s u a l  s e n s e ,  to

s a y  o r  s t a t e .  "
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It s e e m s  to m e ,  then,  tha t  the d r e a m  th eo ry ,  as  P l a t o  p r e s e n t s  

i t ,  does  co nt a in  not  only a th e o r y  of logos o r  account  but a l s o  a view of 

logos o r  s t a t e m e n t ;  fo r  i t  a s s u m e s  tha t  e ve ry  accoun t  is a s t a t e m e n t  on 

the  g ro und  tha t  an  a c c o u n t  c o n s i s t s  of a conjunc t ion of n a m e s .  It  should  

be o b s e r v e d  th a t  I have  not,  as  Co rn fo rd  does (P T K , p. 145), a s s e r t e d  

the  c o n v e r s e ,  n a m e l y ,  tha t  the  th e o ry  holds eve ry  s t a t e m e n t  to be an 

a c c o u n t  (or  p a r t  of an account )  in the s e n s e  in t r o d u c e d  in the d r e a m .  

W h e t h e r  the  d r e a m  adopts  the  view,  which  a p p e a r s  in the  P a r m e n i d e s  

(142b 5 -d  5), tha t  to d e s c r i b e  a thing is  to n a m e  s o m e  of i ts  p a r t s ,  

s e e m s  to m e  not  d e c i d a b l e  on the  b a s i s  of w ha t  P l a t o  te l l s  us about  the  

th e o r y .  Al l  one m a y  r e a s o n a b l y  a t t r i b u t e  to i t  is  the  concept ion  of a 

s t a t e m e n t  as  a c o m b i n a t i o n  of n a m e s  - -w h e th e r  the  n a m e s  n a m e  p a r t s  

of the  s a m e  thing o r  not .  F r o m  what  P l a to  sa y s ,  we a r e  ju s t i f ie d  in 

i n f e r r i n g  only th a t  t h o s e  s t a t e m e n t s  w hic h  a r e  a l s o  ac coun ts  r e s t r i c t  

t h e m s e l v e s  to n a m i n g  p a r t s  of a s ing le  thing.

But  that  the  d r e a m  a s s e r t s  even the  l e s s e r  t h e s i s  is  a v e r y  

i m p o r t a n t  fac t .  F o r  in holding tha t  ac cou nt s  a r e  s t a t e m e n t s  the  d r e a m  

t h e o r y  g ives to s t a t e m e n t s  co m pl exi ty  of j u s t  the  s a m e  type  a s  i t  a t t r i ­

b u t e s  to the  c o m p le x  o b je c ts  w h ic h  it holds  to be knowable ,  and to the  

a c c o u n ts  in w h ic h  s u c h  knowledge  is  exhibi ted .  As I have  a l r e a d y  sa id ,  

and  a s  S o c r a t e s 1 c r i t i c i s m  of the  d r e a m  b r in g s  out qu i te  c l e a r l y ,  the  

t h e o r y  of c o m p le x i ty  be ing a c c e p t e d  in the  d r e a m  is a t o m i s t i c  in c h a r ­

a c t e r ;  in  c r i t i c i z i n g  the  d r e a m ’s concept ion  of co m p le x i t y  S o c r a t e s  

s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  c r i t i c i z e s  the  a t o m i s t i c  view of s t a t e m e n t .  H e r e  l i e s  

the c o n ne c t io n  b e tw een  the  l a s t  p a r t  of the  d ia l ogue  and  the  d i s c u s s i o n  

of f a l s e  be l ie f .
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Soc ra tes *  c r i t i c i s m  po in ts  out  an  i n c o h e r e n c e  in the  t h e o r y  of 

th e  d r e a m .  The  d r e a m  has  w i s h e d  to i n s i s t  th a t  knowledge  m u s t  be 

c o m p le x ,  and  t h e r e f o r e  th a t  i t  m u s t  ha ve  a co m p le x  ob jec t .  But  the  

a c c o u n t  of c o m p le x i ty  to w hi ch  the  d r e a m  is c o m m i t t e d  p r e v e n t s  it ,  

S o c r a t e s  a r g u e s ,  f r o m  m a k i n g  out th i s  c l a i m .  E i t h e r  the  a c c o u n t  of 

s i m p l e s  and  c o m p l e x e s  m u s t  be m o d i f i e d ,  o r  e l s e  i t  m u s t  be g r a n t e d  

t h a t  s i m p l e s  a r e  knowable  even  though they  can  have  no a c c o u n t  g iven  

of t h e m .  L i k e w i s e ,  e i t h e r  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of s e n t e n c e s  to t h e i r  c o n ­

s t i t u e n t  w o r d s  m u s t  be co n c e iv e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  f r o m  th e  w a y  the  d r e a m  

c o n c e i v e s  t h e m ,  o r  e l s e  i t  c a n n o t  be m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  s e n t e n c e s ,  as  

c o m p le x  e n t i t i e s ,  a r e  on a b a s i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l  f r o m  s in g le  w o r d s .  

So c ra te s*  c r i t i c i s m  of the  d r e a m  t h e o r y  thus  p o s e s  a d i l e m m a  w h ic h  

goes  to the  v e r y  h e a r t  of the  d i f f i cu l t i es  fac ing  an a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  of 

l a ng uag e .

S o c r a t e s  h a s ,  in  fac t ,  two d i f f e r e n t  but  r e l a t e d  a r g u m e n t s  

a g a i n s t  the  d r e a m  th e o r y .  The  f i r s t ,  w h ic h  is  an n o u n c e d  a t  th e  v e r y  

o u t s e t  of h is  c r i t i c a l  e x a m i n a t i o n  (202e 3-20 3a  2) but  not  a c t u a l l y  p r o ­

duced  unt i l  a f t e r  the  s e c o n d  a r g u m e n t  i s  ful ly expounded  (206a-b) ,  

a r g u e s  th a t  the  v e r y  e x a m p le  of l e t t e r  and  sy l l a b le ,  in  t e r m s  of w h ic h  

the  d o c t r i n e  of s i m p l i c i t y  and c o m p le x i t y  w as  f r a m e d ,  show s  the  e r r o r  

of ho ld ing  c o m p l e x e s  to be,  but  s i m p l e s  not  to be,  knowable .  The  s e c ­

ond,  and  m o r e  a m b i t i o u s ,  a r g u m e n t  (203a -205e)  a t t e m p t s  to r e c o m ­

m e n d  th i s  s a m e  m o r a l  by po in t ing  out th e  i n s u f f ic ie n c y  of the  d r e a m * s  

co nc e p t i o n  of c o m p le x i t y  to s u p p o r t  any  d o c t r i n e  to the  e f fec t  tha t  

knowledge  is of c o m p l e x e s  e x c lu s iv e ly  and  not  a l s o  of s i m p l e  e l e m e n t s .
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T o g e t h e r  the  two a r g u m e n t s  show tha t  both S o c r a t e s  and the  i m a g in e d  

t h e o r i s t  of the  d r e a m  cont i nue  to a c c e p t  an  a t o m i s t i c  d o c t r i n e  of l a n ­

guage  and re a l i t y ,  and  m u s t  t h e r e f o r e  a c c e p t  the  c o ns eque n t  th e s i s  

tha t  t h e r e  i s knowledge  of s i m p l e  ob jec t s  w hic h  can  only be n a m e d  and 

r e f e r r e d  to. Knowledge  m u s t  u l t im a te ly ,  on th i s  t h e o r y ,  be a s p e c i e s  

of ge t t ing a thing into min d ,  of r e c o g n i t i o n  o r  c o r r e c t  m e n t a l  r e f e r e n c e .

The  l o n g e r  a r g u m e n t  p o s e s  a d i l e m m a ,  on n e i t h e r  ho rn  of whi ch  

ca n  the  d r e a m  t h e o r i s t  c o m e  c o m f o r t a b l y  to r e s t .  If the  complex  

((?\J is  j u s t  the s a m e  a s  a l l  i t s e l e m e n t s  (as we have s e e n  a

se n t e n c e  has  be en  t a k e n  to be a co l l e c t i o n  of n a m e s ) ,  then  knowing the  

c om pl ex  m u s t  be nothing m o r e  o r  l e s s  than  knowing a l l  i ts  e l e m e n t s .  

And to know al l  the m e m b e r s  of a c e r t a i n  group  is  the  s a m e  as  knowing 

e ach  s e v e r a l l y ,  so tha t  if a co m p le x  is a su m  of e l e m e n t s ,  knowledge  

of a co m ple x  r e q u i r e s  knowledge  of each  of the  e l e m e n t s  as  wel l .  On 

thi s  conce pt i on  of a c o m ple x ,  then ,  the  d r e a m  t h e o r i s t s  t h e s i s  cannot  

be defended.

the  s a m e  as  the  s u m  of i t s  e l e m e n t s  i t  m u s t  be s o m e t h i n g  e l s e ,  d i f f e r ­

ent  f r o m  the e l e m e n t s ,  w h ic h  c o m e s  into being when they a r e  co l le c te d  

to g e t h e r .  Thus ,  fo r  ex a m p le ,  if the  se n t e n c e  " S o c r a t e s  is  f lying" does

thought  of as  m e a n in g  s o m e th in g  e l s e - - n o t  S o c r a t e s  and flying or  t h e i r  

com bi na t io n ,  but so m e th in g  new and d i f fe re n t ,  not  m e a n t  by e i t h e r  o r  

both of th e s e .  The  m e a n in g  of a s e n te n c e ,  if i t  is not  iden t i ca l  wi th  the 

su m  of the  m e a n i n g s  of i t s  c o n s t i tu e n t  p a r t s ,  m u s t  be s om e th in g  qui te

But  if,  S o c r a t e s  con t inues

not  m e a n  w ha t  " S o c r a t e s "  and " f lying" t a k e n  t o g e t h e r  m e a n ,  it m u s t  be



u n r e l a t e d  to the  c o n s t i t u e n t  n a m e s  and t h e i r  m e a n i n g s ,  s o m e t h i n g  th a t  

c o m e s  to be in d ic a te d  whe n  the  n a m e s  a r e  co n jo in ed  but  not  by_ th e  c o n ­

jo i ned  n a m e s .  On th i s  v iew a < P o A X ^  h as  no p a r t s ;  the  th ing

d e s i g n a t e d  by the w o r d  " c o m p l e x "  is  so m e th in g  e l s e  th a n  the  e l e m e n t s ,

12w hic h  c o m e s  into be ing  w he n  they  a r e  pu t  t o g e t h e r .  But  if  the  c o m ­

plex  ha s  no p a r t s ,  i t  m u s t  be a s  s i m p l e  as  the  e l e m e n t s  w e  a r e  now 

fo rb id d e n  to sa y  it  c o n s i s t s  of. And if th i s  v iew of c o m p le x  and  e l e m e n t  

is  adop te d  it  t u r n s  out  s t r a i g h t w a y  th a t  in say i ng  tha t  a c o m p l e x  is  kn ow-  

a b le  the  d r e a m  t h e o r i s t  ha s  a s s e r t e d  tha t  s o m e th in g  s i m p l e  i s  knowab le ;  

c o m p l e x e s  end up be ing  r e a l l y  s i m p l e s .

Thus  in w h i c h e v e r  of t h e s e  two w ays  one th inks  of a c o m p l e x ,  

c o m p l e x e s  a r e  no m o r e  knowable  than  s i m p l e  e l e m e n t s ,  and  the  d r e a m  

t h e o r i s t* s  a t t e m p t  to a s s o c i a t e  knowledge  w i th  c o m p le x i t y  fa i l s .  In 

e f fec t  w ha t  S o c r a t e s  do es  in th i s  a r g u m e n t  i s  to p r e s e n t  a s  e x h a u s t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  two co n c e p t i o n s  of the  r e l a t i o n  of c o m p le x  to e l e m e n t  o r  

w ho le  to p a r t ,  showing th a t  on e i t h e r  view the  th e o r i s t* s  c o n te n t i o n  c a n ­

not  be  de fended .  Th e  two con c e p t i o n s  in q u e s t i o n  a r e  r e m i n i s c e n t  of an  

a r g u m e n t  in the  P a r m e n i d e s  (145a -e ) ,  w h e r e  the One,  w h i c h  has  b e e n  

shown to be in f in i te ly  p l u r a l  a s  w e l l  a s  s in g le ,  i s  d e c l a r e d  to be a  w h o le  

of p a r t s .  The  One i s ,  then ,  qua  p l u r a l ,  a lo t  of p a r t s ,  and  a l s o  a  w ho le  

of p a r t s .  But  a whole  i s  t h a t  w h ic h  co n ta in s  o r  e n c o m p a s s e s  a lo t  of 

p a r t s ,  so  th a t  qua  w ho le  the One  is  ou ts id e  a l l  the  p a r t s  and  e a c h  of 

th e m ;  and qua  a l l  the  p a r t s  the  One i s  c o n ta in e d  by the  who le .  H e n c e  i t  

i s  a g r e e d  t h a t  the  One i s  both in i t s e l f  and  in so m e th in g  e l s e ,  and  o t h e r  

c o n t r a d i c t o r y  c o n c lu s io n s  fol low.  It  a p p e a r s  th a t  the  r e f u t a t i o n  of the
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d r e a m  p r e s e n t s  th e s e  two co n cep t io n s  of the  r e la t io n  of a th ing to i t s  

p a r t s  a s  ex h au s t iv e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  a rg u in g  th a t  w h e th e r  a (T U A is

a l l  i ts  p a r t s  o r  so m e th in g  as  i t  w e r e  su r ro u n d in g  the p a r t s ,  i t  is  not in 

any c a s e  an e s s e n t i a l ly  d i f f e re n t  type  of th ing f ro m  the  p a r t s  t h e m s e lv e s .

But though the  T h e a e te tu s  does  s e e m  to be u s ing  the  P a r m e n i d e s 1 

two c o n c e p t io n s ,  i t  p r e s e n t s  th e m  r a t h e r  d i f fe re n t ly .  In the P a r m e n id e s  

the  w ho le  is  sa id  to be so m e th in g  e l s e  b e s id e s  the p a r t s ,  w hich  has 

p a r t s  by con ta in ing  o r  su r ro u n d in g  th em ; and a w ho le  is  not ex vi t e r m i n i  

id e n t ic a l  w ith  a l l  i ts  p a r t s .  Of c o u r s e  b e c a u s e  the  One is s u c c e s s iv e ly  

id e n t i f ie d  w ith  the  w hole  and  w ith  the  su m  of i ts  p a r t s ,  the  w hole  w il l  

t u r n  out id e n t ic a l  w ith ,  a s  w e ll  as  d i f fe re n t  f ro m ,  a l l  the  p a r t s .  But the  

two c o n c e p t io n s  of w ho le  and su m  of p a r t s  a r e  c a re fu l ly  kept d i s t in c t .

In the  T h e a e t e t u s , h o w e v e r ,  th is  d i s t in c t io n  is d e l ib e r a te ly  and f o r c e ­

fully  d isa l lo w e d .  S o c r a te s  a r g u e s  v e ry  h a r d  (204a 7 -2 0 5 a  7), o v e r  

T h e a e t e tu s 1 o b je c t io n s ,  th a t  w hole  of p a r t s  and su m  of p a r t s  a r e  the  

s a m e  th ing; and w h e r e a s  the P a r m e n i d e s  de f ines  a w hole  a s  w hat s u r ­

ro u n d s  and  co n ta in s  the  p a r t s ,  w hen the  T h e a e te tu s  p r e s s e s  the  c o n c e p ­

t ion  of Gvk\(\{t>sv\ a s  so m e th in g  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  the  p a r t s ,  i t  goes out of 

i t s  w ay  to deny th a t  su c h  a is  a w h o le . In o th e r  w o r d s ,

w h e r e  the  P a r m e n i d e s  u s e s  the w o rd  "w hole"  a s  the  n a m e  of the  a d d i ­

t io n a l  th ing  co n ta in ing  the  p a r t s ,  the  T h e a e te tu s  r e j e c t s  th is  u sag e ,  

su b s t i tu t in g  in s te a d  the  su m  of the  p a r t s  a s  w ha t  "w ho le"  n a m e s .  The 

fa c t  th a t  the  u sa g e  of the  w o rd  "w h o le "  is  thus  r e v e r s e d  in the  T h e a e t e ­

tu s  m ig h t  be ta k e n  to  th row  doubt on the  idea  th a t  the  T h e a e te tu s  has  

the  s a m e  con cep t io n  of the  r e la t io n  of a th ing  to  i t s  c o n s t i tu e n ts  a s  the  

P a r m e n i d e s  p a s s a g e  co n ta in s .
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In any even t the  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw een  the  two p a s s a g e s  does  not

a f fec t  one c h ie f  p o in t  of s i m i l a r i t y .  In both  p a s s a g e s  the  th ing  th a t  has

the  p a r t s - - t h e  One, a c o m p lex  ( A ) ----- can  be though t of in e i th e r

of two w a y s ,  a s  id e n t ic a l  w ith  a l l  the  p a r t s  o r  as  so m e th in g  e l s e  o u ts id e

13of and d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  the  p a r t s .  T he  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  the  two d i s ­

c u s s io n s  c o n c e r n s  only w h ic h  of th e s e  two co n cep t io n s  is the  c o n c e p t io n  

of th e  th ing  (<ToAAa (3/Vj the  One) a s  a w hole :  in the  P a r m e n i d e s  the  

w ho le  is  the  th ing  c o n c e iv e d  a s  o u ts id e  the  p a r t s ,  w h e r e a s  in th e  T h e a e ­

te tu s  the  w ho le  i s  th e  th ing  c o n c e iv e d  a s  id e n t ic a l  w ith  the  p a r t s .  A nd 

it  i s ,  in  fa c t ,  e a sy  to  s e e  why the  T h e a e te tu s  d e p a r t s  f ro m  the  P a r ­

m e n i d e s 1 u s a g e ,  w hen  one r e f l e c t s  th a t  in  the  T h e a e te tu s  the  ^ r u A M ^  

a s  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  th e  p a r t s  is  going to be found to be so m e th in g  p a r t -  

l e s s  and t h e r e f o r e  s im p le  (and in d e e d  m u s t  be so found if the  r e fu ta t io n  

of the  d r e a m  th e o r y  i s  to  be s u c c e s s fu l ) ;  fo r  to c a l l  the  <S'uAAc^/'Vj a s  

d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  th e  p a r t s  a w ho le  w ould  s im p ly  in v i te  the  o b je c t io n  th a t  a 

w hole  m u s t  be a w ho le  of p a r t s ,  so th a t  if the  a l t e r n a t iv e  to  th ink ing  of 

a c o m p lex  a s  a  s u m  of p a r t s  is  to th in k  of i t  a s  a w hole ,  th en  on the  

seco n d  co n c e p t io n  to  know a c o m p lex  is n e i th e r  the  s a m e  a s  knowing i ts  

s e v e r a l  s im p le  p a r t s  n o r  is  i t  to  know so m e th in g  in  i t s e l f  s im p le  and  

p a r t l e s s .  In v iew  of th e  a s s o c i a t i o n  of w ho le  and  p a r t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  S o c ­

r a t e s  m u s t  r e f u s e  to  d i s t in g u is h  w ho le  f r o m  su m , if he is  to s u c c e e d  in 

r e d u c in g  know ledge  of a c o m p le x  to  know ledge  of one o r  m o r e  s i m p le s .

But th o u g h  i t  is  e a sy  to u n d e r s t a n d  why S o c r a te s  shou ld  w a n t  to 

r e f u s e  to  d i s t in g u i s h  be tw een  a w h o le  and  a su m  of p a r t s ,  i t  is  q u e s t i o n ­

a b le  w h e th e r  the  r e f u s a l  can  be s u p p o r te d  by good r e a s o n s .  T he  a r g u m e n t
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S o c r a t e s  a c tu a l ly  g ives  is e x t r e m e ly  s i m p l e .  Taking  a s  h is  (not v e ry  

fe l ic i to u s )  ex am p le  the  n u m b e r  s ix ,  he a r g u e s  th a t  six is  the  su m  of i ts  

c o n s t i tu e n t  u n i ts ,  and  th a t  to ta lk  about a l l  the  un its  is  the  s a m e  th ing 

a s  ta lk ing  about the  su m  of six  i t s e l f .  H ence  the  sum  is  m a d e  up of i ts  

p a r t s  (204e 2 ). T h e r e f o r e  if, a s  T h e a e te tu s  has su g g e s te d  (204b 2 -3 ) ,  

a w hole  is  not j u s t  id e n t ic a l  w ith  the su m  of i ts  p a r t s ,  a w hole  m u s t  not 

be m a d e  up of i ts  p a r t s  a t  a l l .  But a p a r t  is a lw ays  p a r t  of a w ho le ,  so 

th a t  i t  s e e m s  im p o s s ib le  to deny th a t  a whole  is  m a d e  up of p a r t s ;  and, 

f u r t h e r m o r e ,  any th ing  th a t  lo s e s  one of i ts  p a r t s  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  c e a s e s  

to  be bo th  the  w h o le  th ing  it  w as  and the  sum  th a t  i t  w a s .  H ence  w hole  

and su m  s e e m  not to  be d i f f e r e n t  co n cep t io n s  a f t e r  a l l  (205a 7).

T h e s e  a r e ,  in  fa c t ,  not v e ry  good r e a s o n s  fo r  iden tify ing  the  

con cep t io n  of a w ho le  w ith  th a t  of a sum , and i t  is  easy  to s y m p a th iz e  

w ith  T h e a e t e tu s 1 in c l in a t io n  to balk  a t  the  confla t ion . I t  does  not follow 

th a t  any w hole  is  the  s a m e  a s  a m e r e  su m  ju s t  b e c a u s e  i t  is  (in a  way) 

m a d e  up of i t s  p a r t s .  F o r  in a su m  each  p a r t  c o n t r ib u te s  to th e  to ta l  

nothing m o r e  th an  w h a t  i t  in i s o la t io n  a l r e a d y  con ta ined ;  i ts  func tion  in  

the  to ta l  is  p r e c i s e l y  i ts  func tion  in iso la t io n .  But in  su ch  an  o r d e r e d  

w hole  a s  a s e n te n c e  o r  a s y l la b le ,  even though it  is  m a d e  up of i ts  e l e ­

m e n t s ,  the  e le m e n ts  do not j u s t  p e r f o r m  the  job  w h ich  they  p e r f o r m  

w hen  ta k e n  by th e m s e lv e s .  Thus if  " r u n s "  ta k e n  a lo n e  in d ic a te s  an  

ac t io n ,  the  s a m e  w o rd  in the  s e n te n c e  " J o n e s  r u n s "  does  not only in d i ­

c a te  an  ac t io n ;  i t  a l s o  d e s c r i b e s ,  o r  ap p l ie s  to , J o n e s .  H ence  even  

though the  w h o le  s e n te n c e  is  m a d e  up of two p a r t s ,  " J o n e s "  and  " r u n s ,  " 

and even though if one of th e s e  w e r e  tak en  aw ay th e r e  w ould no lo n g e r
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be th e  w hole  s e n te n c e ,  i t  s t i l l  does  not follow th a t  the  w ho le  i s  j u s t  the  

s u m  of i ts  p a r t s .

T h e a e te tu s  w a n t s , a s  I have  a l r e a d y  m e n t io n e d ,  to  m a in t a in  th a t  

a  w h o le  is  not id e n t ic a l  w i th  a s u m , bu t is  r a t h e r  so m e th in g  w h ich  

a r i s e s  w hen  the  p a r t s  a r e  pu t to g e th e r ,  and  w h ich  is n e i th e r  s im p ly  

r e d u c ib le  to  the  p a r t s  n o r  to ta l ly  s e p a r a t e  f ro m  th e m  (204a 8 -9 ) .

T h e r e  a r e  in d ic a t io n s ,  a s  w e  s h a l l  s e e  d i r e c t ly ,  th a t  the  v iew  T h e a e t e ­

tu s  is  in c l in ed  to  ta k e  is  a t h i r d  a l t e r n a t iv e ,  w h ich  P la to  h im s e l f  had  

a l r e a d y  en v is io n ed  in  one p la c e  in  the  P a r m e n i d e s ; and  th e  e m p h a s i s  

w i th  w h ich  S o c r a t e s  d e n ie s  th i s  t h i r d  c o n cep t io n  to  T h e a e te tu s  is  p e r ­

h a p s  a s ig n  th a t  in P la to*s  v iew  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  S o c r a te s  f o r c e s  on 

T h e a e te tu s  m u s t  be r e j e c t e d  in  fa v o r  of th is  o th e r  c o n c e p t io n  of w hole  

an d  p a r t .

But even  if th is  is  so ,  I th in k  i t  i s  c l e a r  th a t  the  a to m i s t i c  

t h e o r i e s  w ith in  w h ich  th e  w ho le  d i s c u s s io n  has  b e e n  m o v in g  h ave  not the  

m e a n s  to  r e s i s t  the  a s s i m i l a t i o n  of w ho le  to  su m . If th e  p a r t s  of a 

co m p lex  a r e  j u s t  ta k e n  in  s u c c e s s io n ,  s im p ly  ad d ed  to g e th e r ,  i t  is  i n ­

d eed  im p o s s ib le  to  s e e  how a w ho le  cou ld  be d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  a  su m . 

S o c ra te s*  a r g u m e n t  to  show th e  id en t i ty  of w ho le  and  su m  is  t h e r e f o r e  

r e a s o n a b le ,  g iven  th e  l im i t s  of the  d i s c u s s io n .  H en ce  w h en  he  t a k e s  

th e  s e c o n d  co n c e p t io n  of a u  AA } th e  one c o r r e s p o n d in g  to  th e  

P a r m e n i d e s * w h o l e - a s - c o n t a i n e r ,  and a r g u e s  th a t  on th is  v iew  a c o m ­

p lex  is  i t s e l f  p a r t l e s s  and  t h e r e f o r e  s im p le ,  he is  a rg u in g  p e r f e c t l y  

f a i r l y .  If the  m e a n in g  of a s e n te n c e  (for  e x am p le )  does  no t c o m e  p i e c e ­

m e a l ,  w o rd  by w o rd  (as th e  co n c e p t io n  of (TO A a s  a  su m  w ould
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im ply) ,  then  it  m u s t  co m e  a l l  a t  once  upon the  ju x ta p o s i t io n  of the  w o r d s .  

And in th a t  c a s e  the  com plex  w il l  be so m e th in g  u n i ta ry  and not r e l a t e d  

to the  s in g le  w o r d s  a s  w hole  to  p a r t s .

But the  p o s s ib i l i ty  s t i l l  r e m a in s  th a t  T heaete tus*  d is in c l in a t io n  

to a c c e p t  S ocra tes*  d icho tom y  show s a g r e a t e r  s h re w d n e s s  on h is  p a r t .  

P e r h a p s  P la to  is  h e r e  ind ica t in g  th a t ,  though the d r e a m  th e o ry  has  not 

the  m e a n s  of d i s t in g u ish in g  th e m ,  a w hole  and a su m  a r e  r e a l ly  d i f f e r ­

ent, and th a t  if  one a t te m p ts  to  s e e  how th is  is so he w il l  d i s c o v e r  j u s t  

w h e r e  a to m is m  goes  w ro n g .  T h is  p o s s ib i l i ty  is  enhanced  by a c o m p a r i ­

son  of S o c r a t e s 1 a r g u m e n t  in the  T h e a e te tu s  w ith  a seco n d  p a s s a g e  of 

the  P a r m e n i d e s  (157b-158b). In the  T h e a e te tu s  i t  is  su p p o sed  th a t  if a

(204a 1-2), and  a s  su ch  not a w hole  of p a r t s  but an  a l to g e th e r  new and

But the  P a r m e n i d e s  p a s s a g e ,  in lan g u ag e  a lm o s t  id e n t ic a l  to th a t  of the  

T h e a e t e tu s , su p p o se s  th a t  w hen  p a r t s  a r e  put to g e th e r  in to  a w hole  i t  i s  

the  w hole ,  w h ich  is  in  a w ay  the  m an y  p a r t s  (cf. 157e 4 -5 ) ,  w hich  is

y<c-'yov/OS (157d 8 - e  2). In o th e r  w o rd s ,  the  P a r m e n id e s  s e e m s  in 

th is  p a s s a g e  to  be r e c o g n iz in g  th a t  a w hole  is  p r e c i s e ly  not m e r e l y  the 

su m  of the  e le m e n ts ,  but a new unity  w h ich  is  not f la t ly  id e n t ic a l  w ith  

th e m  n o r  y e t  q u i te  s e p a r a t e  and  d i f f e re n t  f ro m  th e m , a s  the T h e a e te tu s

exp la in  how a w hole  is  su c h  a un ity ,  but the  b a r e  fa c t  th a t  it r e c o g n iz e s ,

u n i ta ry  ( ^ 0  VO C-iS~6- 1 T (  k a  I 205d 1 -2) e n t i ty .

I

had t r i e d  to  m a k e  th e  • Of c o u r s e  the P a r m e n id e s  does  not
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in  th is  p a s s a g e  a t  any r a t e ,  the  n e c e s s i ty  cf t r e a t in g  a w ho le  a s  n e i t h e r  

a su m  n o r  a s  so m e th in g  u n i ta ry  but s e p a r a t e  f ro m  the  p a r t s ,  s e e m s  to 

m e  to s u g g e s t  th a t  by denying  the  d r e a m  th e o ry  th is  p o s s ib i l i ty  P l a to  

m e a n s  to be po in ting  out the  d i r e c t io n  in w hich  one m u s t  beg in  to  th in k

m u s t  in fa c t  be an  o r d e r e d  w ho le  w h ich  is  both m a d e  up of i t s  p a r t s  and  

ye t  a new unity  not r e d u c ib le  to the  su m  of the  p a r t s  ta k e n  s e p a r a t e l y .  

Though P la to  does  not f i r m ly  a t ta in  any s a t i s f a c to r y  th e o ry  of c o m p le x ­

ity in  the  T h e a e te tu s  o r  P a r m e n i d e s , w hen  in the  S o p h is t  (252d-253a)  

he  does  f ina l ly  f o r m u la te  a b e t t e r  th e o ry  it  is  by tak ing  the  P a r m e n i d e s 1 

m id d le  w ay be tw een  the  T h e a e t e t u s 1 two a l t e r n a t iv e s .

The  P a r m e n i d e s , then , in one p la c e  s e e m s  to adop t a th e o r y  of 

the  r e l a t i o n  of w ho le  to p a r t  w h ich , if ap p l ied  to the  T h e a e t e t u s * q u e s ­

t io n  abou t <T*0 AAevj^ and <I~Tu I ^  and  m a d e  fu lly  e x p l ic i t ,  w ould

le a d  to r a d i c a l  a d ju s tm e n ts  in  the  a c c o u n t  of logos and  c o m p le x i ty  w ith  

w h ich  th e  T h e a e t e t u s 1 d r e a m  o p e r a t e s  And it a p p e a r s  th a t  in  p o in ted ly  

denying  the  d r e a m  th is  t h i r d  w ay  of co n ce iv in g  a <T °  A A ^ p ^  ; P la to  

m e a n s  to be in d ic a t in g  both th a t  it  is  not a v a i la b le  to  anyone  w ho th in k s  

of the  r e la t io n s  of p a r t  to w hole  and  S~Toi^(^?OV to (ToAAgvP'Vj a s  

no m o r e  th an  ad d i t iv e ,  and  th a t  th is  is  a fau l t  jn  the  d r e a m  th e o ry .  

H o w e v e r  th is  m a y  be, S o c r a te s  h im s e l f  in the  T h e a e te tu s  a c c e p t s  the  

s a m e  a s s u m p t io n  a s  the  d r e a m  t h e o r i s t ,  a s  I have  a l r e a d y  r e m a r k e d  

and  a s  h is  f u r t h e r  a r g u m e n t  (206 a - b )  a g a in s t  the  d r e a m  th e o r y  show s: 

i t  i s  not S o c r a t e s 1 p u rp o s e  to po in t th is  out a s  an  in a d e q u a c y  in the  

th e o ry .  He is ,  r a t h e r ,  a rg u in g  th a t  t h e r e  a r e  only two p o s s ib l e  w ays

in o r d e r  to a c h ie v e  a c o r r e c t  th e o ry  of c o m p le x i ty .  A



of conce iv ing  the  r e la t io n  of 0 * 0 t o c*TO i X ^ l t) and  th a t  on 

e i th e r  a l t e r n a t iv e  to know a C O  ^ (w h a tev e r  tha t  should  c o m e  to)

one m u s t  be a l s o  knowing one o r  m o r e  C T O  I f  t And w h e th e r  o r  

not P la to  m e a n s  us to s e e  th a t  the  two a l t e r n a t iv e s  do not in fac t  e x h au s t  

the  p o s s ib i l i t i e s ,  they  do ex h au s t  the  p o s s ib i l i t i e s  open to the d r e a m  

th e o ry ,  and t h e r e f o r e  S o c r a t e s 1 r e fu ta t io n  is  a f a i r  one.

Having a rg u e d  to th is  co n c lu s io n ,  S o c ra te s  c l in c h e s  his po in t by 

tak ing  up his p r o m i s e  to " t e s t  the  l e t t e r s  and s y l la b le s "  of w o rd s ,  to 

s e e  w h e th e r  o r  not l e a rn in g  o n e 's  l e t t e r s  c o m e s  about c o n s is te n t ly  w ith  

the  th e s i s  th a t  » in g e n e r a l  can  be known but not <TTo *^(6-1

If the  d r e a m  th e o ry  w e r e  c o r r e c t  we should  only be a b le  to know c o m b i ­

na tions  of l e t t e r s ,  and ou r  a p p re h e n s io n  of s in g le  l e t t e r s  shou ld  n e v e r  

am o u n t  to know ledge. But in fac t ,  S o c ra te s  a s s e r t s  (206a 5-8), in  

le a rn in g  to w r i t e  and  sp e l l ,  the  l e a rn e r* s  v e ry  o b jec t  is to b eco m e  

p ro f ic ie n t  a t  re c o g n iz in g  and d i s c r im in a t in g  by s igh t  and h e a r in g  each  

s in g le  l e t t e r  j u s t  by i t s e l f  ( OLOTO a U T o  Kcx<T T o v   ̂ s e p a ­

ra t in g  it  off f r o m  the  o th e r s  w ith  w hich  i t  a p p e a r s  in com bina tion . 

Knowing o n e 's  l e t t e r s  is p r e c i s e l y  knowing each  l e t t e r ;  and  knowing 

co m b in a t io n s  of l e t t e r s  is s im p ly  the  r e s u l t  of knowing the  ind iv id u a l  

l e t t e r s .  H ence  the  know ledge of l e t t e r s  is a m o r e  fu n d am en ta l  in s ta n c e  

of know ledge than  the  know ledge of the  s y l la b le s  c o n s t ru c te d  out of 

th em . To judge , then , f ro m  the  c a s e  of l e t t e r s  and s y l la b le s ,  i t  m u s t  

be m e r e  jok ing  p a ra d o x  to say  tha t  c o m p le x e s  a r e  know able  w h ile  s i m ­

p le  e le m e n ts  a r e  not.

H e re  S o c r a te s  is  u n m is ta k a b ly  en d o rs in g  the  view th a t  a co m p lex
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is  no m o r e  th a n  a c o l le c t io n  of in d ep en d en t  p a r t s ;  and a c c o r d in g ly  he 

m a k e s  know ledge  of the  p a r t  f u n d a m e n ta l  to  know ledge of th e  w h o le .  I t  

is  im p o r t a n t  to  s e e  th a t  by know ledge  of the  in d iv id u a l  l e t t e r  he h a s  in  

m in d  a s o r t  of a w a r e n e s s  w h ic h  in  no w ay depends  upon know ledge  of i t s  

r o le  in  c o m b in a t io n s :  know ledge  of c o m b in a t io n s ,  in  S o c r a t e s 1 v iew , is  

lo g ic a l ly  p o s t e r i o r  to  know ledge  of e le m e n ts  tak en  ju s t  by th e m s e l v e s .  

S ince  s y l la b le s  a r e  only c o l le c t io n s  of l e t t e r s ,  no l e t t e r  can  be doing 

any th ing  in  c o m b in a t io n  w h ic h  i t  does  no t a l s o  do in i ts  i s o la te d  s ta te ;  

h e n c e  know ledge  of one*s l e t t e r s  c a n  sa fe ly  be thought of a s  fu lly  i n d e ­

p en d en t  of know ledge  of s y l l a b le s .  N a tu ra l ly  enough S o c r a t e s  th in k s  of 

th is  know ledge  a s  b a s ic a l ly  a  m a t t e r  of re c o g n i t io n ,  of s in g l in g  out and  

c o r r e c t l y  n am in g  a sound  o r  w r i t t e n  sym bo l.

I t  is  w o r th  o b s e rv in g  h e r e  th a t  in l a t e r  d ia lo g u es  th is  s im p le  

v iew  of l e t t e r s  and  s y l la b le s  is  c o m p le te ly  abandoned . L e t t e r s  a r e  no 

lo n g e r  though t of a s  s im p le  e le m e n ts  of s y l la b le s ,  and know ledge  of 

l e t t e r s  is a c c o rd in g ly  not any k ind of s im p le  a w a r e n e s s  of i s o l a t e d  e l e ­

m e n ts  of lan g u ag e .  Thus in  the  P h i le b u s  (18c 7) P la to  a r g u e s  th a t  i t  is

not p o s s ib le  to  know any one l e t t e r  w ithou t  knowing th e m  a l l ,  and

14P o l i t i c u s  2 7 8 a -c ,  a s  i t s  c o n te x t  show s,  r e g a r d s  the  o c c u r r e n c e  of 

l e t t e r s  in  co m b in a t io n  not a s  an  u n fo r tu n a te  co n tingency  w h ich  m e r e l y  

m a k e s  the  t a s k  of i s o la t in g  e a c h  l e t t e r  and  ge tting  a c l e a r  v iew  of i t  

d if f icu l t  to  a c c o m p l i s h  (cf. T h t . , 206a  7), but a s  the  c r u c i a l  and  e s s e n ­

t ia l  f a c t  ab o u t  w h a t  each  l e t t e r  i£: to  l e a r n  a l e t t e r  is  to  know w h a t  

fu n c t io n s  i t  p e r f o r m s  in  s y l l a b le s  and w o r d s ,  and t h e r e  is  no g u a r a n te e  

th a t  knowing a l e t t e r  in i s o la t io n  w il l  invo lve  the  know ledge  of a l l  t h e s e
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fu n c t io n s .  Thus though l e t t e r s  a r e  the e le m e n ts  of s y l l a b le s ,  and  P la to  

co n t in u es  to  sp e a k  of knowing th e s e  e le m e n ts ,  they a r e  no lo n g e r  t r e a t e d  

a s  s im p le  e n t i t ie s  in  the  s e n s e  of the  T h e a e t e tu s , and know ledge of th e m  

is  not the  s im p le  type  of a w a r e n e s s  w h ich  the  T h e a e t e tu s 1 a c c o u n t  im p l ie s .

The  T h e a e te tu s  n o w h ere  e sp o u s e s  th is  l a t e r  v iew , but w o rk s  

e n t i r e ly  w ith in  the  con fines  of t h e o r i e s  bu ilt  on the  o p p o s i te  a s s u m p t io n  

th a t  l e t t e r s  (and o th e r  e le m e n ts )  a r e  a l to g e th e r  p r i o r  to the  s y l la b le s  

(and o th e r  c o m p le x e s )  w h ich  a r e  m a d e  up f r o m  th e m . H ence  it  i s  going 

too f a r  to say ,  a s  P r o f e s s o r  Ryle s e v e r a l  t im e s  has  co m e  c lo s e  to  s a y ­

ing, ^  th a t  in  the  d r e a m  and  i ts  r e fu ta t io n  P la to  d e f in i te ly  show s h i m ­

s e l f  a w a r e  th a t  know ledge  is  p ro p o s i t io n a l  o r  r e q u i r e s  a kind of c o m ­

p lex i ty  w h ich  a s im p le  o b jec t  tak en  in i so la t io n  does  not have . On the 

o th e r  hand  the  a s s u m p t io n s  and so m e  of the  u n p le a s a n t  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of 

the  a to m is t i c  t h e o r i e s  we have  been  co n fro n ted  w ith  in the  l a s t  ha lf  of 

the  d ia logue  a r e  so  c l e a r ly  s e t  out in the  d r e a m  and  i ts  re fu ta t io n  th a t  

i t  is  f a i r  to say  th a t  the  way is being p r e p a r e d  fo r  l a t e r  p o s i t iv e  d o c ­

t r i n e s  a long  the  l in e s  Ryle  has  ind ica ted .  But if the  d r e a m  and i ts  r e f u ­

ta t io n  p ro v id e  the  n e c e s s a r y  food fo r  thought w h ich  w il l ,  w hen  d ig e s te d ,  

r e s u l t  in  the e la b o ra t io n  of the  l a t e r  t h e o r i e s ,  th is  is  not the  s a m e  a s  

r e j e c t in g  old t h e o r i e s  in f a v o r  of new. And i t  does  s e e m  c l e a r  th a t  the  

m o s t  the  e x a m in a t io n  of the  d r e a m  does  is  to  w o rk  out the  c o n s e q u e n c e s  

of a to m is m ,  w ith o u t  m o r e  p o s i t iv e  c o n c lu s io n s .  ^

T he  u p sh o t  i s  th a t  the  d r e a m  th e o ry  c an n o t  ho ld  th a t  c o m p le x e s  

only can  be known. B e c a u s e  i t  th inks  of the  r e l a t i o n  of a w ho le  to i ts  

p a r t s  a s  m e r e l y  ad d i t iv e ,  i t  canno t m a r k  the  kind of d i f f e r e n c e  it
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r e q u i r e s  b e tw een  s im p le  and co m p lex  in  o r d e r  to m a in ta in  the  c o m p le x ­

ity  of knowing and  i ts  o b jec t .  T he  s a m e  a r g u m e n t  invoked  by S o c r a t e s  

a g a in s t  th is  e f fo r t  a l s o  show s th a t  on a s i m i l a r l y  ad d i t iv e  a to m is t i c  

co n c e p t io n  of s t a t e m e n t  and  lan g u ag e  in g e n e r a l ,  say ing  so m e th in g  is  

only a m a t t e r  of nam in g .  N e i th e r  can  know ledge  of co m p lex  d i f f e r  

e s s e n t i a l l y  f r o m  know ledge  of s im p le s ,  n o r  can a s t a t e m e n t  d i f f e r  f r o m  

a n a m e ,  if the  k ind of a t o m is m  w h ich  we saw  b e d e v i l l in g  the  d i s c u s s io n  

of f a l s e  b e l ie f  c o n t in u e s  to be a f f i r m e d .

C. The  T h r e e  S u b se q u e n t  S e n s e s  of L ogos  (2 0 6 c -2 1 0 b )

T he r e m a i n d e r  of the  T h e a e te tu s  does  not c a r r y  th is  r e a s o n in g  

fo r w a r d  to  any  m o r e  p o s i t iv e  c o n c lu s io n .  C ontinu ing  to  a c c e p t  the  

a s s u m p t io n s  w h ich  h av e  had th e s e  om in o u s  c o n s e q u e n c e s ,  S o c r a t e s  

goes on to  i n q u i r e  w h a t  know ledge  can  be, g iven  th e s e  a s s u m p t io n s  

and th e  r e s u l t s  a t ta in e d  so f a r .  The e ffec t  of h is  f u r t h e r  in v e s t ig a t io n  

is  to  t u r n  h is  a t te n t io n  f r o m  the  o b jec t  of know ledge  and  th e  q u e s t io n  of 

i t s  c o m p le x i ty ,  to  the  m e n ta l  o p e ra t io n  of knowing and  the  q u e s t io n  

w ha t ,  on a to m is t i c  a s s u m p t io n s ,  knowing ca n  be. As I have  a l r e a d y  

sa id ,  the  e f fec t  of a t o m i s m  i s  to  b r e a k  down the  d i s t in c t io n  b e tw een  

knowing so m e th in g  and  m e r e l y  ge tt ing  i t  in to  m in d ,  r e c o g n iz in g  i t  and  

nam in g  it:  in  m a k in g  know ledge  of c o m p le x e s  a m a t t e r  of know ledge  of 

s im p le s  i t  m a k e s  a l l  know ledge  a s p e c ie s  of m e n ta l  a t te n t io n  to  s im p le  

e le m e n ts .  The  su b s e q u e n t  a r g u m e n t  (206c l - 2 1 0 b  3) c o n s id e r s  the  

c o n s e q u e n c e s  of th i s .

In th is  p a s s a g e  S o c r a t e s  p r o p o s e s  t h r e e  s e n s e s  of logos  w h ich
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so m e o n e  m ig h t  invoke a s  w hat m u s t  be had in ad d it ion  to a r ig h t  id ea  in 

o r d e r  to p o s s e s s  know ledge. I po in ted  out above th a t  the  d r e a m  th e o ry  

is  no t c r i t i c i z e d  a s  a th e o ry  of logos  in the  s e n s e  in w hich  logos is 

so m e th in g  one g ives  of o r  fo r  so m e th in g  of w h ich  he has  a r ig h t  id ea .

I th ink  the  f i r s t  two of the  t h r e e  s u b se q u e n t  s e n s e s  of logos a r e  in fac t  

a p p l ic a t io n s  of the  d r e a m  th e o ry  w hich  m a k e  it  y ie ld  a s e n s e  of logos 

of the  s o r t  fo r  w h ich  S o c r a te s  and T h e a e te tu s  w e r e  seek in g .  Thus if, 

a c c o rd in g  to the  d r e a m  th e o ry ,  th ings  w h ich  can  be in d ic a te d  by a 

p lu r a l i ty  of n a m e s  s a id  in  s u c c e s s io n  have  logos ,  logos m ig h t  c o n s i s t  

j u s t  in  pu tt ing  s o m e  n a m e s  in to  co n ju n c t io n  in  sp eech .  T h en  to  have  

know ledge w ould  j u s t  be to have  so m e  o b jec ts  in m ind  and say th e i r  

n a m e s .  "G iv ing  lo g o s"  w ould  j u s t  be sp eak ing  the  n a m e s  of th ings  of 

w h ich  one had p r e v io u s ly  only a r ig h t  id ea .  But obv iously  m e r e ly  e x ­

p r e s s i n g  a r ig h t  id ea  in  sp e e c h  is  not su f f ic ien t  to show know ledge: 

anyone has  the  p o w er  of s p e e c h ,  so th a t  in  effec t  anyone w ith  a r ig h t  

idea  w ould a l s o  be a b le  to h ave  know ledge (206d 7 -e  2 ).

But if m e r e l y  e x p r e s s in g  o n e se l f  in  sp e e c h  w ould  not show 

know ledge, though th is  is  one obvious s e n s e  of logos su g g e s te d  by the  

acco u n t  of s im p le s  and c o m p le x e s  g iven  in the d r e a m ,  p e r h a p s  the  

d r e a m  th e o ry  can  be m a d e  to y ie ld  a d i f f e re n t  s e n s e  of logos. Giving 

logos  in  the  r e le v a n t  s e n s e  m ig h t  be not j u s t  speak ing  but say in g  in  

s u c c e s s io n  the  n a m e s  of a l l  th e  e le m e n ts  of a th ing: one m ig h t  have  

the  th ing in m ind  w ithou t having a l l  the  e le m e n ts  d i s c r im in a t e d  and 

ex p l ic i t ly  la b e l le d  and to th is  (a r ig h t  idea)  one m ig h t  add  e x p l ic i t  

a t te n t io n  to e a c h  of the e le m e n ts ,  thus  a c q u ir in g  know ledge in s te a d  of
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a m e r e  r ig h t  id e a .  On th is  su p p o s i t io n ,  know ledge w ould  a m o u n t  to  the  

ab i l i ty  to  a n a ly z e  an o b jec t  in to  i t s  c o n s t i tu e n t  s im p le  p a r t s ,  and  c o n ­

jo in in g  the  n a m e s  of the  e le m e n ts ,  i. e. , c o n s t ru c t in g  a lo g o s ,  w ou ld  be 

th e  e x p r e s s io n  of th e  know ledge of the  com plex  th ing . It w ould  a l s o ,  of 

c o u r s e ,  show know ledge  of the  e l e m e n ts ,  s in c e  a s  w e  have  s e e n  to know 

a co m p lex  j u s t  ijs to know i ts  p a r t s .

We h ave  s e e n  ab o v e ,  (p. 245 f. ) how S o c r a t e s  r e j e c t s  the  d e f in i ­

t ion  of know ledge a s  a r ig h t  idea  of a th ing p lus  an  a n a ly s i s  of i t  in to  

i t s  s im p le  e l e m e n ts .  It canno t be r ig h t  to say  th a t  a p e r s o n  knows the  

f i r s t  sy l lab le  of T h e a e t e tu s 1 n a m e  j u s t  b e c a u s e  he l i s t s  c o r r e c t l y  i ts  

s im p le  p a r t s  (208a 9 -b  2). Knowing the  s y l la b le  is  knowing th e  l e t t e r s ,  

but one s u c h  p e r f o r m a n c e  on one o c c a s io n  does  not show know ledge  of 

e i th e r  s y l la b le  o r  l e t t e r s  . A t the  v e r y  l e a s t  one m u s t  c o r r e c t l y  l i s t  

the  l e t t e r s  on o th e r  o c c a s io n s  w hen  the  s a m e  sy l la b le  t u r n s  up, in  o r d e r  

to  be r ig h t ly  s a id  to know the  l e t t e r  in  q u es t io n .  If you s o m e t im e s  

th ink  th a t  " T "  and  MEM a r e  the  p a r t s  of " T h e , 11 and  s o m e t im e s  " T H 11̂  

and  11E" th e n  you n e i th e r  know "T H "  n o r  the  s y l la b le  "T H E "  of w h ic h  it  

i s  a p a r t ,  e i th e r  on the  o c c a s io n  w hen  you get th e m  r ig h t  o r  w h en  you 

get th e m  w ro n g .  S ince  th is  is  so  the  a b i l i ty  to p ro v id e  an  a n a ly s i s  of a 

th ing  ca n n o t  be a  su f f ic ie n t  m a r k  of know ledge of it.

Now in  th i s  se c o n d  d e f in i t io n  of logos  S o c r a te s  h a s  a l lo w e d  the  

p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  one could  have  a  r ig h t  id ea  of an  o b je c t  w ith o u t  a l s o  

hav ing  in  m in d  and  re c o g n iz in g  i t s  p a r t s .  Thus he su p p o s e s  th a t  s o m e ­

one co u ld  have  the  n a m e  " T h e a e t e tu s "  in  m in d ,  w h ic h  w ould  p r e s u m a b ly  

invo lve  th e  ab i l i ty  to  r e c o g n iz e  i t  and p ro n o u n ce  i t  c o r r e c t l y ,  w ith o u t
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having in  m ind ,  a t  l e a s t  in  the  s a m e  w ay, the  l e t t e r s  of w h ich  the  n a m e  

is  m a d e  up. It is  by re ly in g  on th is  d i f f e re n c e  th a t  he in t ro d u c e s  a d i s ­

t in c t io n  b e tw een  know ledge of the  n am e  and i ts  l e t t e r s ,  and a m e r e  

r ig h t  id ea  of the  n am e . But i t  m ig h t  be sa id  tha t  s in c e  a c c o rd in g  to the  

d r e a m  th e o ry  of c o m p le x e s ,  w hich  S o c r a te s  a c c e p t s ,  a com plex  of 

p a r t s  is  j u s t  id e n t ic a l  w ith  i t s  p a r t s ,  to have  even so m u c h  as  a r ig h t  

idea  of a co m p lex  is  to have  a l s o  a r ig h t  idea  of i ts  p a r t s .  To have in 

m in d  and  re c o g n iz e  " T h e a e te tu s "  is  a t  the  s a m e  t im e  to have TH in 

m in d  re c o g n iz e d  fo r  i t s e l f ,  and so on th ro u g h  a l l  the  l e t t e r s  of the  

nam e . T h is  is  in  fa c t  the  p o s i t io n  tak en  in  the  th i r d  def in i t ion  and i ts  

c r i t i c i s m .  A c c o rd in g  to th is  defin i t ion , knowing a th ing  is  having a 

r ig h t  id ea  of i t ,  p lus  the  ab i l i ty  to e x p r e s s  i t s  d i f f e r e n tn e s s  f ro m  o th e r  

th ings  (208d 6 -7).  A c c o rd in g  to the t e r m s  of the  d r e a m  th e o ry ,  an

ob jec t  (e. g. , T h e a e te tu s )  is  taken  to be a com plex  m a d e  up of s im p le  
18e le m e n ts ;  and g ra s p in g  his d i f fe re n c e  am o u n ts  to ge tting  exp lic i t ly  

in to  one*s though ts  th a t  e le m e n t  o r  s e t  of e le m e n ts  w h ich  belong e x c lu ­

s iv e ly  to h im . The  c r i t i c i s m  of th is  th e o ry  tu r n s  on the  i n s i s t e n c e  th a t  

even in having a r ig h t  idea  of T h e a e te tu s  one m u s t  a l r e a d y  have a l l  his 

s im p le  p a r t s  p r e s e n t  to  the  m in d  and fully r e c o g n iz e d .

In exp la in ing  th is  th i r d  def in it ion  of logos S o c r a te s  a t  f i r s t  

em ploys  the  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of the  sun, w h ich  is  d is t in g u ish e d  f ro m  a l l  

o th e r  th ings  by the  fa c t  th a t  i t  is  the  b r ig h t e s t  body th a t  goes a ro u n d  

the  e a r th .  But he soon  sh if ts  to the  e x a m p le  of T h e a e te tu s ,  w h ich  he 

can  m o r e  e a s i ly  hand le  in a c c o r d a n c e  w ith  the  th e o ry  of c o m p lex i ty  

th a t  is  c e n t r a l  to th e  w hole  d i s c u s s io n .  To e x p r e s s  T h e a e te tu s 1

271



d i f f e r e n tn e s s  is  to have in  m in d ,  re c o g n iz e ,  and n a m e  his  p e c u l i a r  

s n u b n e ss  and  the  o th e r  e le m e n ts  p r o p e r  to h im . But h e r e  t h e r e  is  a 

d if f icu lty .  A c c o rd in g  to th is  a c c o u n t  we a r e  to have T h e a e te tu s  r ig h t ly  

in  m in d  and  then  add logos  of h im  in the  s e n s e  exp la ined . But w h a t  

does th is  r ig h t  id ea  c o n s i s t  in?  It a p p e a r s ,  in fac t ,  th a t  any one who 

h as  so m u c h  a s  a r ig h t  id ea  of T h e a e te tu s  m u s t  have a l s o  in  m in d  th o s e  

f e a tu r e s  of h im  w h ich  c o n s t i tu te  his d i f f e r e n tn e s s .  F o r  if only th o s e  

f e a tu r e s  w h ich  T h e a e te tu s  s h a r e s  w ith  o th e r s  a r e  p r e s e n t  in  the  id e a  

so m e o n e  has  in  m in d ,  it does  not s e e m  c o r r e c t  to say  th a t  he i s  t h in k ­

ing of T h e a e te tu s  a t  a l l ,  r a t h e r  th an  of any of the o th e r s  who h ave  j u s t  

th o se  s a m e  f e a t u r e s .  To be r e a l ly  having an idea  of T h e a e te tu s  one 

m u s t  have  in m in d  a l l  h is  e le m e n ts  - -h is  p e c u l ia r  sn u b n e s s ,  fo r  e x a m ­

p le ,  and h is  p e c u l i a r  p o p - e y e d n e s s .  In th a t  c a s e ,  in  having a r ig h t  

idea  of T h e a e te tu s  one n e c e s s a r i l y  a l s o  has  a r ig h t  id e a  of h is  d i f f e r ­

e n tn e s s ,  s in c e  having  h im  in  m in d  invo lves  having  a r ig h t  id ea  of a l l  

the  e le m e n ts  of w h ich  he c o n s i s t s .  W hat then  does the  th i r d  d e f in i t io n  

of logos  co m e  to?  S ince  in having  a r ig h t  idea  of a th ing  w e n e c e s s a r i l y  

a l s o  have a r ig h t  id e a  of i t s  d i f f e r e n tn e s s ,  i t  canno t m e a n  by the  a d d i ­

tion  of logos  the  a c q u is i t io n  of a r ig h t  id ea  of the  d i f f e r e n tn e s s .  We 

a l r e a d y  have th a t ,  and , in  any c a s e ,  having it ,  a s  we have s e e n ,  is  

c o m p a t ib le  w ith  hav ing  no m o r e  th an  a r ig h t  idea  of the  th ing . On th e  

o th e r  hand, if the  ad d i t io n  of logos  m e a n s  a c q u i r in g  know ledge of th e  

thing*s d is t in c t iv e  e le m e n ts ,  the  d e f in i t ion  of know ledge a s  r ig h t  id ea  

p lus  logos has  tu r n e d  out to be c i r c u l a r ,  Know ledge of the  th ing  

invo lves  know ledge of i t s  d i s t in c t iv e  e le m e n ts ,  but one canno t hope to
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c la r i fy  know ledge of the co m plex  by a p p ea l in g  b lankly  to know ledge  of 

the  p a r t s .  H ence  the th i r d  s e n s e  of logos canno t be e m p lo y ed  to c l a r i f y  

the  no tion  of know ledge.

How a r e  th e s e  f ina l  two def in i t io n s  and th e i r  re fu ta t io n s  to be 

c o n s t ru e d ?  As is  qu i te  c l e a r  f ro m  m y  ex p o s i t io n  of the  a r g u m e n t ,  they 

a r e  in t im a te ly  c o n n ec ted  w ith  the  th e o ry  of lan g u ag e ,  thought, and c o m ­

p lex ity  in g e n e r a l  w h ich  the  d r e a m  th e o ry  adop ts  and w h ich  S o c ra te s  

s h a r e s .  They t r e a t  a com plex  o b jec t  a s  the  su m  of i ts  p a r t s ,  and 

a s s u m e  th a t  knowing a co m plex  is  a l s o  knowing i ts  p a r t s .  And they  

show th a t ,  w h e th e r  o r  not having a r ig h t  idea  of a th ing  a l s o  invo lves  

hav ing  a r ig h t  id ea  of i ts  p a r t s ,  know ledge of the  th ing canno t be def ined  

by r e f e r e n c e  to o n e ’s s i tu a t io n  v i s - a - v i s  the  p a r t s .  T h e r e  is  a d i f f e r ­

ence  be tw een  having a r ig h t  idea  of the  p a r t s  and knowing th e m , though 

w hat the  d is t in c t io n  is  the th e o ry  canno t say; and  a p p e a l  to the  f o r m e r  

is  in su f f ic ie n t  w h ile  ap p ea l  to the l a t t e r ,  so long a s  i t  is  le f t  u n e x ­

p la in ed ,  invo lves a v ic io u s  c i r c l e .

To obta in  a f i r m e r  g r a s p  on the  a r g u m e n t  I th ink  it  w ill  be u s e ­

ful to c o n s id e r  a g a in  the  d if f icu l t ie s  th a t  a r o s e  in  the  d i s c u s s io n  of 

f a l s e  be lie f .  At the  o u ts e t  (188a-b) S o c r a te s  a s s u m e s  th a t  any th ing  

anyone can  have in  his thoughts  m u s t  be so m e th in g  he knows: if he 

doesn*t know, e. g. , S o c r a te s  a t  a l l  then  of c o u r s e  he c a n ’t e n te r t a in  

any thought of S o c r a t e s .  And we saw th a t  th is  a s s u m p t io n  w as  d e p e n ­

den t on the  idea  th a t  to have so m e th in g  in one’ s though ts  w as  to  have , 

a s  i t  w e r e ,  an  o b jec t  b e fo re  one’s m ind ,  c o r r e c t l y  r e c o g n iz e d  and 

la b e l le d .  The su b se q u e n t  d i s c u s s io n  a t te m p te d  v a r io u s  w ays  of
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lo o se n in g  the  con n ec t io n  be tw een  having  a th ing  in m in d  and  knowing i t ,  

but i t  w as  a c c e p te d  th ro u g h o u t  th a t  if one is  a c t iv e ly  engaged  in th ink ing  

of a th ing  then  one m u s t  know w h a t  th ing is  the  o b je c t  of h is  though t,  and 

th is  in v o lv es  n am in g  it  c o r r e c t l y  (and t h e r e f o r e  p re v e n t s  m is ta k in g  it  

fo r  an y th ing  e lse ) .  Knowing an  o b jec t  is  h e r e  thought of a s  a k ind of 

r e c o g n i t io n  o r  a c q u a in ta n c e  and t h e r e f o r e  a c t iv e ly  th ink ing  of any th ing  

is a l s o  knowing it.

i s ,  a s  I have  a rg u e d ,  the  v iew  th a t  sp eak in g  is  a t  b o ttom  no m o r e  th an  

n a m in g .  S ta t ing  a f a c t  is  though t of a s  n am in g  the  e le m e n ts  th a t  m a k e  

it  up; say in g  so m e th in g  abou t a th ing  is  c o n s t r u e d  a s  n a m in g  the  th ings  

in  q u e s t io n ,  and nothing m o r e .  H ence  th ink ing  abou t a th ing  o r  a fa c t  

i s  j u s t  d i r e c t in g  one*s though ts  to w a rd  s o m e  o b je c ts .  K now ledge  of 

f a c t s  thus  m u s t  r e d u c e  to know ledge of o b je c ts ,  and  th e r e  a p p e a r s  to  

be no ro o m  fo r  know ledge ex cep t  a s  re c o g n i t io n  o r  a c q u a in ta n c e ,  s in c e  

t h e r e  is  no ro o m  fo r  any o th e r  m e n ta l  o p e ra t io n  th an  r e c o g n iz in g .

H ence  in  the  d i s c u s s io n  of f a l s e  b e l ie f  even  th ink ing  of an  o b je c t  is  

knowing it .  In the  t h i r d  s e c t io n  of the  d ia lo g u e ,  h o w e v e r ,  th e  d i s t i n c ­

tion  be tw een  s im p le s  and  c o m p le x e s  is  in t ro d u c e d  and , a l th o u g h  th e r e  

is  s t i l l  fu n d a m e n ta l ly  no m e n ta l  o p e ra t io n  ex cep t  r e c o g n i t io n ,  l a b e l l in g ,

be p o s s ib le  to d is t in g u ish ,  a t  l e a s t  f o r  c o m p le x e s ,  b e tw een  m e r e  h av in g -  

in -m in d  and  knowing. F o r  if  a th ing  has p a r t s  i t  m a y  be p o s s ib le  to 

have  it  in  m in d ,  r e c o g n iz e d  and  l a b e l le d  c o r r e c t l y ,  w ithou t ,  h o w ev e r ,  

hav ing  e x p l ic i t  a w a r e n e s s  of i t s  p a r t s .

Now the  fu n d a m e n ta l  th e s i s  ly ing  beh ind  th is  w hole  d i s c u s s io n

a c q u a in ta n c e ,  and  c o n ta c t 190c 6 ), i t  a p p e a r s  to



I t  is  th is  h y p o th e s is  w h ich  the f ina l two de f in i t io n s  of logos  e x ­

p lo re .  I t  ta k e s  two f o r m s :  to know a thing is e i th e r  to have  it  in m in d  

and have a l s o  in m ind  a l l  i t s  s im p le  p a r t s ,  o r  to have it  in m in d  and  

have a l s o  in m in d  th a t  one s im p le  p a r t  o r  s e t  of s im p le  p a r t s  w h ich  is 

d i s t in c t iv e  of the th ing  in q u e s t io n .  The c r i t i c i s m  of the  two s u g g e s ­

t ions  show s (a) th a t  even  in  the  c a s e  of c o m p le x e s  know ledge r e q u i r e s  

knowing the  p a r t s  and  (b) th a t  knowing the  p a r t s  canno t s im p ly  be g e t ­

ting th e m  into  m in d  and  r e c o g n iz in g  th e m  (having a r ig h t  idea  of th em ).  

At the  v e r y  l e a s t ,  know ledge  of a s im p le  p a r t  (e. g. , a l e t t e r )  r e q u i r e s  

re c o g n i t io n  of i t  not only on one o c c a s io n  but a s  a r e g u la r  th ing. And 

though in  m ak in g  th is  po in t  (207d-208a) S o c ra te s  a p p e a r s  to th ink  of 

know ledge of a l e t t e r  a s  no m o r e  than  the ab i l i ty  to g r a s p  o r  r e c o g n iz e  

a d i s c r e t e  e le m e n t  (it does  no t invo lve  the m o r e  s o p h is t ic a te d  know ledge 

of fu n c t io n  a p p e a le d  to  in  the  P h i le b u s  and P o l i t i c u s ), he a t  l e a s t  show s 

th a t  know ledge  of a l e t t e r  c an n o t  be so m e th in g  exh ib ited  on a s in g le  

o c c a s io n  w ithou t  r e f e r e n c e  to  o th e r  p e r f o r m a n c e s  on o th e r  o c c a s io n s :  

a t  the  v e r y  l e a s t  know ledge  is  no t m e r e  g ra sp in g  o r  re c o g n i t io n  of a 

th ing o r  g roup  of th in g s .  T he  poin t is r e in f o r c e d  when  S o c r a t e s  u r g e s ,  

in h is  c r i t i c i s m  of the  t h i r d  de f in i t ion , tha t  even to have  a r ig h t  idea  of 

a co m p lex  is a l r e a d y  to have  a r ig h t  idea  of a l l  i ts  e le m e n ts .  F o r  in 

th a t  c a s e  one has  done a l l  the  g ra s p in g  and re c o g n iz in g  w h ich  th e r e  is  

ro o m  fo r  even b e fo re  t h e r e  is  any q u es t io n  of having a c q u i r e d  know ledge. 

Both the  co m plex  and a l l  i t s  e le m e n ts  have been  p ick ed  out and c o r r e c t l y  

r e c o g n iz e d  and  s t i l l  know ledge  has  not r e s u l te d .  W hat m o r e  is  t h e r e  

w hich  one could  do, on the  th e o ry  of lan guage  and th inking  being  a c c e p te d
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h e r e ,  to p e r m i t  know ledge w h e th e r  of co m p lex  o r  of s im p le ,  to tak e  

p la c e ?  I t  s e e m s  th a t  the  no tions  of re c o g n i t io n ,  m e n ta l  touch ing ,  and  

hav ing  s o m e th in g  in the  m in d  a r e  not su f f ic ie n t  a p p a r a tu s  fo r  u n d e r ­

s ta n d in g  know ledge , even  know ledge  of, as  opposed  to know ledge  abou t,  

an  o b je c t .  F o r  though g iven a to m is t i c  a s s u m p t io n s  t h e r e  m u s t  be 

k now ledge  of s im p le  o b je c ts  if t h e r e  is  know ledge of any th ing ,  the  b a t ­

t e r y  of c o n c e p ts  a d m i t te d  by a to m is m  p ro v e s  in s u f f ic ie n t  to d i s t in g u i s h  

b e tw e e n  a r ig h t  id ea  and know ledge  of s im p le  o b je c ts ;  but, a s  S o c r a t e s  

show s fo r  two f a v o re d  c a s e s ,  t h e r e  is  a d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  knowing a 

s im p le  o b je c t  and  m e r e l y  hav ing  a r ig h t  idea  of it .

Now I do not w is h  to say  th a t  the  a r g u m e n t  of the  c lo s in g  p a g e s  

of the  d ia lo g u e  r e f u te s  the  a to m is t i c  t h e o r i e s  of m e a n in g  and  th ink ing  

w h ic h  have  th e s e  u l t im a te  c o n s e q u e n c e s .  I have  a l r e a d y  sa id  th a t  I 

th ink  th e  t e n o r  of th e  a r g u m e n t  e x p lo ra to ry  r a t h e r  than  d e s t r u c t iv e .

But the  g ro u n d  is  la id  in the  f ina l  s e c t io n  of the  T h e a e te tu s  fo r  a 

d e s t r u c t i v e  c r i t i c i s m  of t h e s e  t h e o r i e s .  F o r  the  a n a ly s i s  is  c a r r i e d  to 

th e  p o in t  w h e r e  s o m e  ex p lan a t io n  of know ledge of a s im p le  o b je c t  m u s t  

be p ro v id e d .  And a s  th e  ex p lan a t io n  m u s t  s q u a r e  w i th  the  s im p l ic i ty  of 

the  o b je c t s  in  q u e s t io n ,  i t  m ay  w e ll  be doubted  w h e th e r  any su c h  e x p la ­

n a t io n  c a n  be f o r th c o m in g .  A s im p le  o b jec t  has  (201 e 3) only a n a m e ;  

i t  m u s t  be im m e d ia te ly  a p p re h e n d e d .  One m o d e  of im m e d ia t e  a p p r e h e n ­

s io n  is  the  in q u e s t io n  th ro u g h o u t  the  c lo s in g  p a g e s  of

the  d ia lo g u e ,  w h ich  in  th is  co n te x t  in v o lv es  re c o g n i t io n ,  c o r r e c t  n a m in g ,  

and s i m i l a r  c a p a c i t i e s .  W h e th e r  t h e r e  is  ro o m  fo r  two d i f f e r e n t  m o d e s  

of im m e d ia t e  m e n ta l  a w a r e n e s s  s e e m s  doubtfu l.  But to the  e x i s t e n c e  of
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s o m e  such  ad d i t io n a l  a w a r e n e s s ,  som ehow  d e e p e r  o r  c lo s e r  th an  a 

r ig h t  id ea ,  a to m is m  is c l e a r ly  c o m m it te d .

W h e th e r  a t  the  t im e  he w ro te  the T h e a e te tu s  P la to  saw the n e c ­

e s s i ty  of abandoning  the a to m is m  to w h ich  he had e a r l i e r  been a t t r a c t e d  

is  not e a s i ly  d ec id ab le .  I t  m a y  be th a t  having re a c h e d  the c o n c lu s io n s  

s e t  out j u s t  above r e f le c t io n  led  h im  to see  tha t  knowledge of e le m e n ts  

in g e n e ra l ,  l e t t e r s  a s  w e l l  a s  o th e r  types  of c o n s t i tu e n ts ,  is  in fac t  not 

ap tly  r e p r e s e n te d  on the  m o d e l  of being in co n tac t  w ith  som eth in g  o r  

r e c o g n iz in g  so m e th in g  fo r  i t s e l f .  It is  in any c a s e  c e r t a in  tha t  both in 

h is  u se  of the l e t t e r  s - s y l la b le s  analogy  in d ia lo g u es  c e r ta in ly  l a t e r  than  

the  T h e a e t e t u s , and in s u b se q u e n t  r e m a r k s  about knowing, he c le a r ly  

does not th ink  of l e t t e r s  o r  o th e r  e le m e n ts  a s  s im p le s  in  anyth ing  l ik e  

the  s e n s e  of the T h e a e t e tu s 1 d r e a m .  E le m e n ts ,  l ike  anything e ls e ,  a r e  

the  s u b je c ts  of ju d g m e n ts  and  not m e r e l y  of n a m e s ,  and a c c o rd in g ly  

knowing th e m  is not hav ing  any kind of s im p le  a w a r e n e s s  of an  ob jec t .

In the  p a s s a g e s  f ro m  the  P o l i t i c u s  and P h i le b u s  a l re a d y  c i ted  (pp. 266-

267) the  know ledge of l e t t e r s ,  w h e th e r  w r i t t e n  sy m b o ls  o r  u t t e r e d  

19sounds ,  is  not a re c o g n iz in g  and la b e l l in g  o p e ra t io n .  It is  know ledge 

abou t so m e th in g  re c o g n iz e d  and  n a m e d  c o r r e c t ly ,  knowledge th a t  i t  f i ts  

w ith  o th e r  l e t t e r s  in c e r t a in  w ays and  not in  o th e r s ;  th a t  it  be longs  to 

c e r t a in  su b g ro u p s  am ong  the  l e t t e r s  and not to o th e r s  (cf. P h i l e b u s ,

18b 8 -c  5, S o p h is t , 252e 9 -253a  7). Knowing about l e t t e r s  is  a t  the 

s a m e  t im e  knowing about s y l la b le s .

In c o n c e n t ra t in g  on the  a to m is t i c  t h e o r ie s  a t  w o rk  in the  d i s c u s ­

s ion  of know ledge in the  l a s t  p a r t  of the  T h e a e te tu s  I have had nothing

277



to  s a y  abou t the  th e o ry  of F o r m s  (excep t  in co n n ec tion  w ith  w h a t  I h av e  

ta k e n  to  be m i s t a k e n  in t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of the  a rg u m e n t ) .  T h is  w as  b e c a u s e  

th e  p r o b le m s  ab o u t  say in g ,  th ink ing , and knowing w h ich  occupy  P l a t o 1 s 

a t te n t io n  th ro u g h o u t  th e  d i s c u s s io n  a r e  m u c h  m o r e  fu n d a m e n ta l  ones  

th an  th o s e  w h ich  led  h im ,  in e a r l i e r  d ia lo g u e s ,  to hold  th a t  k n o w ledge  of 

F o r m s  is  e i th e r  the  only know ledge th e r e  i s ,  o r  is  th e  p r e e m in e n t  k ind , 

a s  be ing  im p l ie d  by know ledge of o th e r  ty p e s .  F o r  w h e th e r  th e  o b je c t s  

a p e r s o n  knows a r e  F o r m s  o r  s o m e  o th e r  kind of th ing , t h e r e  is  th e  f u r ­

t h e r  q u e s t io n  how to d e s c r i b e  the  m e n ta l  phen o m en o n  w h ich  is  the  k n o w l­

edge of t h e s e  o b je c ts .  And in  e a r l i e r  d ia lo g u es  P la to  e i th e r  n e g le c ts  

th is  q u e s t io n  o r  s u g g e s t s  th a t  knowing a th ing  is  a kind of m e n ta l  t o u c h ­

ing. In  th e  l a s t  ha lf  of the  T h e a e te tu s  th is  p r e v io u s ly  n e g le c te d  o r  i l l -  

c o n c e iv e d  q u e s t io n  is  b ro u g h t  to th e  fo re  and  v ig o ro u s ly  p u r s u e d ,  a s  w e  

have  s e e n .  I t  is  only n a tu r a l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  th a t  the  F o r m s  a r e  no t b ro u g h t  

in to  the  d is c u s s io n .  ^

T h is  does  no t, h o w ev e r ,  m e a n  th a t  the  d i s c u s s io n  d oes  no t hav e  

v e r y  im p o r t a n t  b e a r in g s  on th e  th e o ry  of F o r m s .  F o r  if know ledge  of 

an  o b jec t  is  not r e c o g n i t io n a l  but e s s e n t i a l ly  a m a t t e r  of knowing s o m e  

t r u th s  abou t i t ,  th e n  F o r m s ,  in  o r d e r  to  be known, m u s t  be th e  k ind  of 

th ing  ab o u t  w h ich  t h e r e  a r e  t r u th s .  J u s t  a s  l e t t e r s  c an n o t  be s im p le  

e le m e n ts  of la n g u a g e ,  so  F o r m s  canno t be s im p le  o b je c ts  of though t.

A nd the  sh if t  in  th e  co n cep t io n  of l e t t e r s  and  w hat i t  i s  to  know th e m  

b r in g s  w ith  it  a  c l a r i f i c a t io n ,  even  if not a r a d i c a l  c h an g e ,  in  th e  c o n c e p ­

t io n  of F o r m s  an d  w h a t  i t  i s  to  know th e m . Thus P l a to  in  the  P h i l e b u s  

( I 6d 5 - 7 ), in an  ev id en t  s e l f - c r i t i c i s m ,  r e m a r k s  th a t  i t  i s  not enough
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s im p ly  to d i s c e r n  a s in g le  F o r m  p r e s e n t  in m any  in d iv id u a ls ;  a l l  the  

d i s t in c t io n s  to be found w ith in  i t  m u s t  a l s o  be n o t iced  and  g iven th e i r  

p r o p e r  p la c e  in  the  s c h e m e  of F o r m s  m ak in g  up the  o r ig in a l  unity  d i s ­

c e rn e d ;  and  knowing th e s e  su b o rd in a te  F o r m s ,  a s  P l a t o ’s i l l u s t r a t i o n  

abou t know ledge of l e t t e r s  (17a 8 ff. ) show s, in v o lv es  the  d i s c e r n m e n t  

of s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  and  o th e r  in te r c o n n e c t io n s  am ong  F o r m s ,

a d i s c e r n m e n t  w h ich  is  not in  any c a s e  a m a t t e r  of fixing a t te n t io n  upon

21an  o b jec t  r e g a r d e d  a s  a s im p le  o b jec t  of a p p re h e n s io n .

In the  T h e a e t e tu s , h o w ev er ,  a s  I have  sa id ,  nothing of th e s e  

f u r t h e r  d e v e lo p m e n ts  a p p e a r s .  L e t t e r s  a r e  s im p le  c o n s t i tu e n ts  of s y l ­

la b le s ,  s y l la b le s  a r e  co l le c t io n s  of l e t t e r s .  Saying is n am in g  so m e  

o b jec ts  and th ink ing  is  having ob jec ts  b e fo re  the  m ind .  The  c o n s e ­

qu e n c e s  of th e s e  v iew s  a r e  fo llow ed up so f a r  a s  to show th a t  s im p le  

e le m e n ts  m u s t  be know able ,  and it  i s  then  shown th a t  knowing h e r e  

m u s t  c o n s i s t  in so m e th in g  m o r e  than  re c o g n i t io n  o r  ge t t ing  the th ing 

into m in d ,  d e sp i te  the  fa c t  th a t  any one who held  the  v iew s in q u e s t io n  

would  be h a r d - p r e s s e d  to say  w hat beyond th is  know ledge of a s im p le  

e le m e n t  could  be. W ith th is  S o c ra te s  and  T h e a e te tu s  abandon  the  

s e a r c h  fo r  a def in i t io n  of knowledge: b e fo re  the  d i s c u s s io n  can  be 

c a r r i e d  to a m o r e  s a t i s f a c to r y  co n c lus ion ,  the  a to m is t i c  th e o ry  of 

m ean in g  and  i t s  a s s o c i a t e d  th e o ry  of m e n ta l  o p e ra t io n s  m u s t  be d e f in i ­

t iv e ly  r e j e c t e d  in  fa v o r  of m o r e  c o r r e c t  w ay s  of th inking  abou t a s s e r ­

tion , be l ie f ,  and know ledge.
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FOOTNOTES

(F o r  c o m p le te  r e f e r e n c e s  and e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  a b b r e v i a t i o n s ,  
t h e  B i b l i o g r a p h y  s h o u ld  be c o n s u l t e d . )

NOTES TO INTRODUCTION

1. C f .  D i e s ,  N o t i c e  t o  Bude e d i t i o n  o f  T h t . ,  p .  120.

2 .  C f .  The T h e a e t e t u s  o f  P l a t o , p p .  l x i - l x i i .  (Camp­
b e l l ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h o u g h t  t h e  d i a l o g u e  was composed much l a t e r . )  
C am p b ell* s  r e a s o n s  f o r  r e j e c t i n g  t h e  369 d a t e  f o r  t h e  b a t t l e  
seem t o  me c u r i o u s l y  weak. T h a t  T e r p s io n  s h o u ld  hav e  w a i t e d  
30 y e a r s  t o  a s k  t o  s e e  E u c l i d e s 1 r e c o r d  o f  S o c r a t e s 1 c o n v e r ­
s a t i o n  w i t h  T h e a e t e t u s  ( l ^ 3 a  6 - 7 )  seems t o  me n o t  so much 
more u n u s u a l  t h a n  t h a t  he s h o u ld  h ave  w a i t e d  6 o r  7 ; and i t s  
i m p l a u s i b i l i t y  i s  f a r  l e s s  t h a n  t h e  i m p l a u s i b i l i t y  w h ich  ( i f  
I  am r i g h t  a b o u t  t h e  m e m o r ia l  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  d i a l o g u s )  
C am pbell  i s  l e f t  w i t h ,  g i v e n  h i s  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  d i a l o g u e  was 
w r i t t e n  much l a t e r  t h a n  39I4.. (C f .  a l s o  D i e s 1 r e m a r k s ,  o p .  c i t .
p p .  120- 121 . )

3 . C f.  S h o re y ,  I n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  Loeb R e p u b l i c , I ,  pp .  
x x i v - x x v ,  and R o ss ,  P l a t o ! s T h eo ry  o f  I d e a s , pp .  5 - 6 .

i f . .  C f. o p . c i t . ,  p p .  x x i i - x x i v .

5 .  As S o c r a t e s *  r e f e r e n c e  a t  T h t . l8 3 e  7 • t o  h i s  
y o u t h f u l  e n c o u n t e r  w i t h  P a rm e n id e s  seems good r e a s o n  t o  
t h i n k .

6 . C f .  G .E .L .  Owen, "The P la c e  o f  t h e  T im a e u s , M SPM 
pp . 3 1 3 -3 3 8 .  See a l s o  be low  p p .  9 f*

7 . C f .  The U n i t y  o f  P l a t o * s  T hough t and " R e c e n t  
P la t o n i s m  i n  E n g la n d ,  AJP 9 ( l t f 8d ) ,  27I4—309*

8 . C f .  L u t o s l a w s k i ,  O r i g i n  and Growth pp .  22ij.-5, and 
S u s e m ih l  G e n e t i s c h e  E n t w l c k e lu n g , I ,  p .  l 6 l .

9 .  See h i s  a r t i c l e s  on " P l a t o * s  L a t e r  T h e o ry  o f  I d e a s , "  
J o u r n a l  o f  P h i lo s o p h y  1 8 8 2 -1 8 8 8 ;  c f .  S h o re y * s  a t t a c k  on J a c k -  
s o n *s ( and A r c h e r - H i n d 1s ) v iew s  i n  h i s  "R e cen t  P l a t o n i s m " .

10. C f.  "R e cen t  P la t o n i s m "  p p .  2 7 9 -2 8 1 .

11. C f.  U n i ty  p p .  1+9 f f . ,  e s p e c i a l l y  p p .  5 5 -5 6 ;  c f .  f o r
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t h e  g e n e r a l  p o i n t  "R e cen t  P la to n i s m "  p p .  2 8 0 -2 8 1  ( i t  i s  
one m ain  t h e s i s  o f  h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  De P l a t o n i s  Id e a ru m  
D o c t r i n a ) .

12. By G .E .L .  Owen, "The P la c e  o f  t h e  T im a e u s ".

13. And t h e  one m ost c i t e d  a s  a b a s i s  f o r  s c e p t i c i s m
a b o u t  0w enf s " r e d a t i n g "  o f  t h e  T im a e u s : c f .  Runcim an,
" P l a t o 1 s 1 P a r m e n i d e s 1 , SPM p .  lf>2, and Skemp, P l a t o ' s  S t a t e s ­
man p .  238 .

H4.. A Commentary on P l a t o ' s  T im aeu s , p .  l\..

15. "The R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  T im aeus t o  P l a t o f s L a t e r  D ia ­
l o g u e s " ,  SPM p p .  31|4, 3I4.6 .

16. Op. c i t . ,  p p .  3 1 5 -3 1 6 .

17. Op. c i t . ,  p .  3ip5•

NOTES TO CHAPTER I

1. C f.  a l s o  168b 6 -7  and 183a 3- l |  where t h e  same r e l a ­
t i o n  i s  c l e a r l y  a s s e r t e d  t o  h o ld  b e tw e en  T h e a e t e tu s *  d e f i n i ­
t i o n  and t h e s e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  t h e o r i e s .

2 .  I  s h a l l  n e v e r  mean by " P r o t a g o r a s "  a n y t h i n g  b u t  t h e  
o p p o n e n t  P l a t o  p r e s e n t s  h i m s e l f  w i t h i n  t h i s  d i a l o g u e .  Such 
a t t e m p t s  a s  C o r n f o r d ' s  ( PTK, pp .  3 3 - 3 6 ) ,  b a s e d  on an a r t i c l e  
o f  B ro c h a rd  ( " P r o t a g o r e  e t  D e m o c r i t e " ,  E tu d e s  pp .  23 - 33 ) t o  
d e t e r m in e  w hat P r o t a g o r a s  r e a l l y  s a i d  may o r  may n o t  be o f  
i n t e r e s t  f rom  o t h e r  p o i n t s  o f  v iew , b u t  f o r  t h e  p u rp o s e  o f  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  P l a t o  t h e y  a r e  a t  b e s t  s u p e r f l u o u s .  ( C o r n f o r d f s 
e x c u r s u s  h e r e  a c t u a l l y  seems t o  m i s le a d  him i n t o  g r o s s l y  m i s ­
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  172a - b ;  s e e  my d i s c u s s i o n  below  (p p .  8 l  f f . ) .  
T h e re  i s  no d o u b t  t h a t  o f  t h e  two a l t e r n a t i v e s  C o rn fo rd  d i s ­
c u s s e s ,  i t  i s  t h e  s e c o n d  w h ich  P l a t o 1s P r o t a g o r a s  a d o p t s ;  so  
t h e  l e s s  s a i d  a b o u t  t h e  f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  w h ich  C o rn fo rd  
t h i n k s  P r o t a g o r a s  a c t u a l l y  h e l d ,  t h e  b e t t e r .

3 . The t h e o r y  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  o u t l i n e d  a t  156-157* w h ich
i s  p r e s e n t e d  a s  t h e  t ^ r T ^ f i a o f  c e r t a i n  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  t h i n k e r s ,  
i s  p r e t t y  c l e a r l y  l i k e w i s e  an e l a b o r a t i o n ,  o f  P l a t o ' s  own d e ­
v i s i n g ,  o f  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  d o c t r i n e s  o f  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m .  Thus 
b o th  t h e  a p p e a l  t o  t h e  f l u x  d o c t r i n e  a s  a g e n e r a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  
P r o t a g o r e a n i s m  and t h e  d e t a i l e d  e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  how t h e  d o c t r i n e
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a p p l i e s  t o  p e r c e p t i o n  and s u p p o r t s  a P r o t a g o r e a n  a c c o u n t  o f  
p e r c e p t u a l  ju d g e m e n t s ,  a r e  c l e a r l y  m arked a s  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  
o f  P l a t o ’ s own t o  t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  
and d o c t r i n e s  c o n c e r n e d .

ij.. Owen, " P r o o f " ,  SPM p .  305; c f .  w i t h  my re m a rk s  h e r e  
Owen’ s d i s c u s s i o n  o f  kckQ’a i ro ^  and vr(>o\ n  , pp .  3 0 2 -3 0 9 .

,  5- Not I n  su c h  p l a c e s  a s  5 l8 c  9 ,  525c 5 and 5 3 ^ a  I4. w here
o c c u r s  a s  a  s t a t u s  word d e s i g n a t i n g  t h e  r e a lm  o f  p e r -  

c e p t i b l e s .  Such  c a s u a l  u s e s  o f  t h e  te rm  c a n n o t  be made t o  
b e a r  any  h e a v y  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  w e ig h t  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  e x p l i c i t  
a rg u m e n ts  i n  f a v o r  o f  one t h e o r y  o r  a n o t h e r .

6 . My u s e  o f  t h e  T im , h e r e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  w ha t t h e s i s  i s  
a s s e r t e d  I n  t h e  T h t . d o e s  n o t  im p ly  any d e c i s i o n  on my p a r t  
on t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  c h r o n o lo g y  o f  T im , and T h t .
I  do I n  f a c t  t h i n k  I t  e x t r e m e l y  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  T im , p o s t ­
d a t e s  t h e  T h t . ( i n  v iew ,  f o r  e x a m p le ,  o f  P l a t o ’ s r e f u t a t i o n  
o f  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  f l u x  i n  l 8 l ~ l 8lp ) . But ev en  t h o s e  who 
t h i n k  t h a t  P l a t o  i n  t h e  T h t . a c c e p t s  a f l u x  d o c t r i n e  o f  s o r t s  
(one  r e s t r i c t e d ,  a s  t h e  T im . ’ s c l e a r l y  i s ,  t o  p e r c e p t i b l e  
t h i n g s ) ,  and  o n l y  r e j e c t s  a  s o - c a l l e d  " u n r e s t r i c t e d  H e ra -  
c l e i t e a n i s m "  w h ic h ,  l i k e  t h a t  an nounced  a t  T h t . I 5 2 d - e ,  
h o l d s  t h a t  n o t h i n g  anyw here  ( h e r e  below  o r  i n  a  su p p o s e d  
h i g h e r  r e a lm )  i s  s t a b l e  i n  any  r e s p e c t ,  w i l l  h av e  t o  g r a n t  
t h a t  t h e  f l u x  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  T im , c o i n c i d e s  w i t h  t h a t  o f  
t h e  T h t . f o r  t h e  a r e a  o f  t h e i r  o v e r l a p .  I  u s e  t h e  Tim. h e r e  
m e r e ly  b e c a u s e  t h e  d o c t r i n e  I s  more f u l l y  e l a b o r a t e d  t h e r e  
t h a n  i t  i s  i n  t h e  T h t .

7 .  S t r i c t l y  s p e a k in g ,  some p a r t  o f  t h e  r e c e p t a c l e  o f  
b eco m in g ;  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  d o e s  n o t  m a t t e r  f o r  my p u r p o s e s .

8 . Com mentary , p .  67; com pare C o rn fo rd  PC p .  25:
" i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  I n  su ch  ’becoming* s o m e th in g  new i s  a lw a y s  
a p p e a r i n g ,  s o m e th in g  o l d  p a s s i n g  away; b u t  t h e  p r o c e s s  i t ­
s e l f  ca n  be c o n c e iv e d  a s  g o in g  on p e r p e t u a l l y . "

9 .  Com mentary, p p .  7 1 - 2 .

1 0 . I  do n o t  w ish  t o  im p ly  t h a t  t h e  H e r a c l e i t e a n s  
h av e  a  r i g h t  t o  t h i s  u s e  o f  i f  t h e y  d en y  t h e m s e l v e s
t h e  o t h e r  ( i n d e e d  P l a t o  a r g u e s  i n  l 8 l - l 8[j. t h a t  t h e y  do n o t ) ,
b u t  o n l y  t h a t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  w hat t h e y  w ish  t o  m a i n t a i n  one m ust 
p e r m i t  them  t o  r e t a i n  i t  a t  l e a s t  p r o v i s i o n a l l y  w i t h o u t  t h e  
o t h e r  u s e .
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11. E .g .  Commentary pp . 3J4.8 , 3l|2, 122, 117*

12. , The s i m j l a p  a rg u m en t  p f  R e p u b l ic  52lj.d-e e x p l i c i t l y  
s a y s  t i  6^ara< <^vo,vt^^<k^ c f .  P hdo . 7k 'o -c .
The Phaedo now here  t h r o u g h  t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  even  s u g g e s t s  
t h a t  i t  i s  ch an g e  t h a t  makes p h y s i c a l  e q u a l s  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  
i n s t a n c e s  o f  e q u a l i t y .

13. Or, p o s s i b l y ,  e q u a l  t o  one o b s e r v e r tp.nd n o t  J:o 
sm o th e r  ( d e p e n d in g  on how one t a k e s  \<ra • - .
cP<^J 7[j.b 8 -9 :  c f .  Owen, " P r o o f " ,  SPM p‘. 306 n .  2 ) .

14. T h a t  i t  becom es f i e r y  a t  moment ;t i s  n o t  t h e  same 
t h i n g  a s  i t s  b e i n g  i n  p r o c e s s  o f  becom ing f i e r y  a t  moment 
_t. The fo r m e r  ( n o n - c o n t i n u o u s ) u s a g e  i s  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  
f l u x  t h e o r y ,  t h e  l a t t e r  ( c o n t i n u o u s )  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  r e q u i r e d  
by T a y l o r f s a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  f l u x  t h e o r y  t o  t h e  P h a e d o 1s 
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  e q u a l i t y .

1$. C f .  C am p b e ll  p .  53* A c t u a l l y  i t  i s  t h e  f i r s t  two 
w h ich  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  t h i r d .  T h ere  i s  no i n d i c a t i o n  h e r e  
( p ace  R o b in so n  "Forms and E r r o r " ,  p .  2 9 -3 0 ,  sec o n d ed  by 
Runciman PLE p .  17 n o t e )  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  
i n t e r n a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  o r  s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y ,  b u t  o n ly  t h a t  
t h e y  c a n n o t  a l l  be t r u e  i f  c e r t a i n  f u r t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  
a c c e p t e d :  c f .  a l s o  C h e r n i s s  AJP 68 ( 19I4.7 ) P* 138.

16. T h i s  b e in g  so I  d o u b t  t h a t  i t  i s  r i g h t  t o  s a y  t h a t  
t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  p u z z l e s  a b o u t  s i z e  and number r e p r e s e n t s  
an ad v an ce  on t h e  P h a e d o ' s c o n c e p t i o n  o f  r e l a t i o n s .  (C f .  
S o p h . 255c 12-d  1 , 256a  10-b  Ij.)

17. The T h e a e t e t u s  o f  P l a t o , p .  59 (ad  l5&c 9 ) .

18. So P r o t a g o r a s  i s  made t o  s a y  i n  h i s  r e p l y  (166b 8 ): 
i n  t h e  a c t u a l  e x p o s i t i o n  ( l 57e - l 60c )  t h i s  i s  n e v e r  s t a t e d  
b l u n t l y ,  th o u g h  i t  i s  c l e a r l y  i m p l i e d  by , e . g . ,  I 59e 8 f f .

19. C am p b e l l ,  p .  7ip (ad  l6 0 e  5)*

20 . C f.  C am p b e l l  p .  71 ( ad l5 9 e  7 ) :  MThe i n t e n t i o n  o f  
t h e s e  w ords  i s  t o  mark t h e  in co m m u n icab le  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  o f  
e v e r y  a c t  o f  s e n s e ;  i . e .  n o t  w ine o r  b i t t e r n e s s , b u t  t h e  
p e c u l i a r  b i t t e r n e s s  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  w ine t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  
p a l a t e  a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  m om ent."

2 1 .  So a p p a r e n t l y  C am p b e ll  (p .  68 , ad 159a 6 ) .
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2 2 .  By G u l l e y ,  P l a t o ! s T h eo ry  o f  Know ledge, p p .  78 - 8 0 .

2 3 . I t  s h o u ld  be o b s e r v e d  h e r e  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  o n l y  t h e  
a rg u m e n t  o f  157-160  w h ich  i s  i n c o n s e q u e n t ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  o f  
t h e  p u z z l e s  o f  s i z e  and num ber ( 15I4. - I 5 5 ) ;  and t h e  t h e o r y  o f  
p e r c e p t i o n ,  a s  I  h av e  a l r e a d y  r e m a rk e d ,  i s  h a r d l y  a  s e r i o u s  
H e r a c l e i t e a n  t h e o r y .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  o f  any  r e a l  
im p o r t a n c e  i n  t h e  w hole  c o u r s e  o f  t h e  am a lg a m a tio n  w h ich  i s  
w e l l  a r g u e d .

2I4.. The T h e a e t e t u s  o f  P l a t o , p .  6 8 .

NOTES TO CHAPTER I I

1 . So I  i n t e r p r e t  S o c r a t e s 1 c o n c lu d i n g  r e m a r k ,  17 9 c .

2 .  Or made s i n c e r e l y .  P re su m a b ly  P r o t a g o r a s  w ould  
n o t  w is h  t o  d en y  t h a t  a  mam m ig h t  l i e .  I n  t h i s  c a s e  one 
c a n  s a y  t h a t  P r o t a g o r a s 1 d i c tu m  d o e s  n o t  make t h e  l i a r f s 
s t a t e m e n t  t r u e ,  b e c a u s e  w hat  t h e  l i a r  s a y s  i s  n o t  w hat 
r e a l l y  seems t o  h im  t o  be t h e  c a s e :  P r o t a g o r a s 1 t h e o r y
c a r e f u l l y  m a i n t a i n s  o n l y  t h e  t r u t h  o f  a m anf s

3 .  C f .  e . g .  152a 6 - 8 , b 6 - 7 ,  c 3 , 158a 6 - 7 ,  e 5 - 6 ,
160c 7 - 8 , t o  m e n t io n  o n l y  r e l e v a n t  p a s s a g e s  o c c u r r i n g  b e ­
f o r e  l 6 l c .  T h e re  i s  a  t e n d e n c y  t o  d ro p  t h e  s u f f i x e s  o n l y  
when one a r g u e s  fro m  s o m e t h i n g fs b e in g  t r u e  t o  x  t o  i t s  
b e i n g  known by  him  (know ing  a t h i n g  b e in g  t h r o u g h o u t  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  o r  i t s  b e in g  t h e  c a s e ,  
s i m p l l c l t e r ):  c f .  152c 5 - 6 ,  158a 2 - 3 ,  160c 8 - 9 .

I4.. C o r n f o r d  a p p e a r s  t o  t h i n k  ( PTK p .  62) t h a t  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  men h av e  a  f a c u l t y  o f  t h o u g h t  a s  w e l l  a s  p e r ­
c e p t i o n  d o e s  make a d i f f e r e n c e ,  b u t  i t  o b v i o u s l y  d o e s  n o t .

5 .  P r o t a g o r a s  i s  h e r e  t r e a t e d  n o t  a s  t h e  m ere c u s t o ­
d i a n  o f  T h e a e t e t u s 1 t h e o r y ,  b u t  a s  i f  he w ish ed  t o  a r g u e  
T h e a e t e t u s 1 t h e o r y  on h i s  own a c c o u n t .  THis i s  one o f  t h e  
p l a c e s  w here  t h e  e a r l i e r  r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r i e s  t o  one 
a n o t h e r  i s  t r e a t e d  a s  e f f e c t e d  ( t h i s  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
i n  t h i s  p a s s a g e  T h e a e t e t u s  i s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t w i t t e d  f o r  c a r e ­
l e s s l y  i d e n t i f y i n g  p e r c e p t i o n  and know ledge :  l a t e r  on i n
t h e  r e f u t a t i o n  P r o t a g o r a s  h i m s e l f ^ i s  g i v e n  h i s  f u l l  v iew ,  
w h ich  d o e s  n o t  l i m i t  k n ow ledge  t o ^ s e n s e - p e r c e p t i o n ) .

6 . PTK p p .  6 2 - 3 .
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7 .  PTK p p .  67- 8 . How t h i s  r e s u l t  i s  su p p o sed  t o  

f o l l o w  I s  n o t  e a s y  t o  d i s c e r n .  C o rn fo rd  seems t o  make 
T h e a e t e t u s 1 a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h e  a c c o u n t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  g i v e n  
above t h e  c r u c i a l  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  v a l i d i t y .  B ut 
n o t h i n g  i n  t h e  a rgum en t ev en  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  s e e in g  i s  b e in g  
t h o u g h t  o f  a s  t h e  k in d  o f  p r o c e s s  t h e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  a c c o u n t  
makes i t ;  n o r  do I  see  how t h e  a rgum en t g a i n s  i n  co g en cy  
by so c o n s t r u i n g  i t .  As I  p o i n t  o u t  b e lo w , i t  i s  i n  f a c t  
n o t  a good a rg u m en t a t  a l l ,  n o r  do I  t h i n k  i t  v a l i d  a g a i n s t  
e i t h e r  T h e a e t e t u s  o r  P r o t a g o r a s .

8 . PLE p .  13 .

9 . Even s t e r n  P l a t o  w ro te  t h e  E u th y d em u s . Of c o u r s e  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a d i a l e c t i c a l  d i s p l a y  i s  p r i m a r i l y  m eant f o r  
amusement d o es  n o t  p r e v e n t  i t  from  r a i s i n g  some d i f f i c u l t i e s  
w h ich  would t r o u b l e  ev en  a p h i l o s o p h e r  I n  more s o b e r  mood.
T h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e  w i t h  some o f  t h e  E u th y d em u s1 a r g u m e n ts ,  as  
w e l l  a s  w i t h  t h e  seco n d  o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  a rg u m e n ts  o f  t h e  
T h e a e t e t u s .

10. C o rn fo rd  ( PTK p .  6 3 ) c a r e l e s s l y  s a y s  t h a t  what 
t h i s  a rg u m en t shows i s  t h a t  t h e r e  I s  a  s e n s e  o f  "know"
(w hich  o c c u r s  i n  " I  know F r e n c h ” ) w hich  c a n n o t  be r e d u c e d  
t o  knowing a s  p e r c e i v i n g .  But a s ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h i s  s e n s e  
o f  Mknow", I  can  know s o m e th in g  even  when I 'm  a s l e e p  and 
n o t  p e r c e i v i n g  a n y t h i n g ,  I t  i s  n o t  q u i t e  t h e  s e n s e  o f  f,knowM 
a t  I s s u e  In  t h e  a rg u m en t (how ever r e l a t e d  i t  may b e ) .  The 
c o r r e c t  " s e n s e ” o f  ”know” i s  t h e  one i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  t e x t — 
a c c o r d i n g  t o  w hich  I  know c e r t a i n  so u n d s  J u s t  i n  c a s e  I  am 
a c t u a l l y  p e r c e i v i n g  them and r e c o g n i z i n g  them  a s  t h o s e  s o u n d s .

11 . I  t h e r e f o r e  do n o t  see  how t h i s  a rg u m en t  h a s  w h a t ­
e v e r  v a l i d i t y  i t  d o es  have  o n ly  ( o r  p r i m a r i l y )  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  
w i th  some one who a c c e p t s  t h e  H e r a c l e i t e a n  t h e o r y  o f  p e r c e p ­
t i o n .  I t  m a n i f e s t l y  a p p l i e s  f o r  any one who g r a n t s  t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e  two o rg a n s  o f  s i g h t .

12 . 166b 1—ip: u n d e r g o in g  a memory e x p e r i e n c e  i s  h a v in g
an e x p e r i e n c e  o f  a d i f f e r e n t  s o r t  f rom  t h e  o r i g i n a l  p e r c e p t u a l  
one ( th o u g h  he d o es  n o t  q u i t e  say t h e  memory e x p e r i e n c e  I s  a 
k in d  o f  s e n s e  e x p e r i e n c e ) .  The e x t e n s i o n  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  t o  i n ­
c lu d e  su ch  modes o f  a w a re n e s s  a s  rem em bering  i s ,  a s  C o rn fo r d  
s a y s  ( PTK p . 6 5 ) ,  t h e  i m p o r t a n t  r e s u l t  f o r c e d  by t h e  seco n d  
a rgum en t upon T h e a e t e t u s 1 d e f i n i t i o n .

13. T h i s  r e p l y  seems t o  me d i r e c t e d  a s  much a g a i n s t  t h e  
s e e i n g - n o t  s e e in g  a rg u m en t a s  a g a i n s t  t h e  memory a rg u m e n t ,
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g i v e n  t h a t  t h e  " s e e i n g "  a rg u m e n t  i s  j u s t  a  more e x t r e m e  
v e r s i o n  o f  i t s  p r e d e c e s s o r .  I  a g r e e  w i th  Runciman ( PLE 
p p .  1 3 -1 4 )  t h a t  C o rn fo r d  (PTK p .  £9 ), i s  wrong t o  t a k e  i t  
a s  a r e p l y  o n l y  t o  t h e  <$VtVororov b u t  I  t h i n k
Runcim an h i m s e l f  wrong t o  t h i n k  t h a t  n e i t h e r  t h i s  n o r  t h e  
o t h e r  r e p l i e s  a n s w e rs  t h a t  o b j e c t i o n .

14. C f.  E u th y d . 287a w here  a s i m i l a r  v iew  o f  t h e  s o p h i s t s  
D io n y s o d o ru s  and E uthydem us ( th o u g h  b a s e d  on E l e a t i c  and n o t  
P r o t a g o r e a n  g r o u n d s )  i s  made t o  l e a d  t o  a s i m i l a r  p e r s o n a l  
e m b a r r a s s m e n t .  I t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  n o t e ,  h o w ev er ,  t h a t  P r o ­
t a g o r a s  t a k e s  t h e  e m b a r ra s s m e n t  s e r i o u s l y ,  w h e re a s  D io n y s o ­
d o r u s  d o e s  n o t :  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a l  movement had  n o t  t h e  u n i ­
f o r m i t y  o f t e n  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  i t .

l £ .  I  am u n im p r e s s e d  by C o r n f o r d f s a s s u r a n c e s  ( PTK p .  7 2 )  
t h a t  t h i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  D e fe n s e  r e p r e s e n t s  g e n u in e  P r o t a g o r e a n  
d o c t r i n e .  I f  P r o t a g o r a s  h i m s e l f  a c t u a l l y  h e l d  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  
wisdom a t t r i b u t e d  t o  him by P l a t o ,  I  s e e  no r e a s o n  f o r  S o c r a ­
t e s *  c a u t i o n  be low  ( l 69d - e ) ,  w here he f e e l s  t h e  n e e d  o f  p r o v ­
i n g  from  P r o t a g o r a s *  own w ords t h a t  he a c c e p t s  d i f f e r e n c e s  
o f  wisdom o f  t h e  s o r t  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  him i n  t h e  D e f e n s e .  
C o rn fo r d  i n  e f f e c t  l a t e r  g r a n t s  t h i s  (p .  77)> b u t  w i t h o u t  
f i n d i n g ,  any  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  D e fe n s e  
he e a r l i e r  a d o p t s .

16. G. G r o te ,  P l a t o  and t h e  O th e r  Companions o f  S o c r a t e s , 
v o l .  i i ,  c h .  x x v i  ( c f .  p p .  347-363  o f  t h e  2nd e d . } .

17. Runciman h o l d s  a  s i m i l a r  v iew  ( PLE p p .  2 6 - 2 9 ) .  B u t  
he  t h i n k s  t h a t  w ha t P l a t o  i s  o u t  t o  g e t  i n  t h e  d i g r e s s i o n  i s  
t h e  " p r a g m a t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  wisdom" w h ich  P r o t a g o r a s  h a s  
b ee n  u p h o l d i n g .  A g a in s t  t h i s  he f i n d s  P l a t o  s a y i n g  t h a t  w i s ­
dom c o n s i s t s  i n  kno w led g e  o f  c e r t a i n  " a b s o l u t e  s t a n d a r d s " .
B ut ( a )  now here  i n  t h e  d i g r e s s i o n  i s  any  e m p h a s is  p u t  upon  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  man o f  p u b l i c  a f f a i r s  i s  w is e  i n  P r o t a g o r a s *  
s e n s e :  he d o e s  n o t  ch an g e  any  law s o r  any  o n e * s  o p i n i o n s
by  " r e f e r e n c e  t o  c r i t e r i a  o f  e x p e d ie n c y " .  H is  f u n c t i o n  i s  
r a t h e r  t h a t  o f  m a n i p u l a t i n g  e x i s t i n g  law s t o  h i s  own b e s t  
a d v a n ta g e .  And (b )  t h e  p a s s a g e  w h ich  i s  su p p o s e d  t o  g i v e  
P l a t o ’ s a l t e r n a t i v e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  wisdom and k n o w led g e  d o e s  
n o t  s a v  w ha t  Runciman q u o t e s  i t  a s  s a y i n g .  The p a s s a g e  
(176b  o - c  5) s a y s :  "God i s  now here  and i n  no way u n r i g h t e o u s ,
b u t  a s  r i g h t e o u s  a s  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  b e ,  and n o t h i n g  i s  more 
l i k e  god t h a n  t h a t  man o f  u s  who becomes a s  r i g h t e o u s  a s
p o s s i b l e ........................The k n ow ledge  o f  t h i s  f a c t  i s  wisdom and
t r u e  v i r t u e . "  No r e f e r e n c e  h e r e  t o  " a b s o l u t e  s t a n d a r d s "  a s  
w ha t  one m ust g e t  i n  t o u c h  w i t h  i n  o r d e r  t o  h av e  k n o w le d g e .
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18. t/C o rn fo rd  t a k e s  172b 2 -6  t o  be s t a t i n g  a view  a b o u t  
cTtKaiA, o r i * i  e t c .  w hich  i s  a t  v a r i a n c e  w i th  P r o t a g o r a s 1 

and g o es  beyond i t  by d e n y in g  t h a t  any o f  t h e s e  h a s  any  
" o b j e c t i v e  b e in g "  (PTK p .  82) o f  i t s  own: J u s t i c e  and
r e l i g i o u s  p r o p r i e t y  a r e  mere c o n v e n t i o n s  and h av e  no
o'o<rt<k o f  t h e i r  own. I t  i s  n o t ,  how ev er ,  e a s y  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  

w hat t h e n  C o rn fo rd  b e l i e v e s  P r o t a g o r a s 1 view t o  b e ,  in asm u ch  
a s  he g r a n t s  t h a t  172a 1-1*. e x p r e s s e s  P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew , and 
can  h a r d l y  deny  t h a t  177c 8 -d  2 re su m es  t h a t  same v iew : t h e s e
p a s s a g e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  167c make i t  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  P r o ­
t a g o r a s  h e l d  t h a t  a l l  a  s t a t e  h a s  t o  do t o  make a n y t h i n g  r e a l l y  
r i g h t  f o r  i t  i s  t o  d e c r e e  t h a t  i t  i s  s o ,  and t h e  v iew  w hich
d e n i e s  6o<ria  to^ r *  <fn<cuc*, e t c . ,  i s  i t s e l f  g l o s s e d  a s
h o l d i n g  £h%jb T o >(k o i J fofav^ToO ro y ^ Y ^ tac TDTe,oTav
f o f y  a v  cTokv\ y ^ o v o \ / .  The two v iew s seem, t h e r e ­
f o r e ,  t o  c o i n c i d e ,  and C o rn fo rd  i s  a b l e  t o  p e r s u a d e  h i m s e l f
t h a t  t h e y  d i v e r g e  o n l y  b e c a u s e  he t h i n k s  ( c f .  n .  2 t o  c h .  I ,
p . 281 ab o v e )  t h a £  P r o t a g o r a s 1 v iew  a b o u t  s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  d o e s  
n o t  deny  t h e i r  ov/<su* i n  t h e  t h i n g  p e r c e i v e d  t o  hav e  them  b u t  
r a t h e r  a s s e r t s  t h e  co m p resen ce  o f  a l l  t h e  q u a l i t i e s  w h ich  any  
and e v e r y  one p e r c e i v e s .  T h is  i s ,  h ow ever ,  / l i g h l y  c o n j e c t u r a l ,  
and i n  any c a s e  t h e  d e n i a l  o f  0 0 ^ 1  a t o  Ty* <Tikcm« a t  172b d o e s  
n o t  i n t r o d u c e  an a n a lo g u e  o f  t h e  more ex t re m e  d o c t r i n e  a b o u t  
s e n s e - q u a l i t i e s  w h ich  C o rn fo rd  c a n v a s s e s  and r e j e c t s  ( p p .  3 2 -  
3 6 ) a s  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  P r o t a g o r a s 1 view a b o u t  th em . F u r ­
t h e r m o r e ,  t h e  Aovjoi o f  172b 8 q u i t e  c e r t a i n l y  ( c f .  d 5 - 6 )
means " lo n g e r  d i s c u s s i o n "  and n o t  "more i m p o r t a n t  t h e o r y " ,  a s  
C o rn fo rd  t a k e s ,  i t  / s o  a s  t p  s u p p o r t  h i s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  
d e n i a l  o f  oo<ri* t o  r *  S i * * 1* ) ( c f .  B i s c h o f f  Hermes 1939
p p .  101*.-108). T h i r d l y ,  a v  ( 172b 6 -7 )  s h o u ld  be
r e a d  and i n t e r p r e t e d  ( s o  D ie s  i n  t h e  Bude t r . )  t o  mean t h a t  
t h o s e  who do n o t  go a l l  t h e  way w i t h  P r o t a g o r a s  w i l l i n g l y  
ad m it  ( a s  P r o t a g o r a s  d o es  n o t )  t h a t  ju d g em en ts  a b o u t  w hat i s  
t o  t h e  a d v a n ta g e  o f  a  s t a t e  may be r i g h t  o r  w rong , b u t  a g r e e  
w i t h  P r o t a g o r a s  i n  h o l d i n g  t h a t  w h a te v e r  any  s t a t e  j u d g e s  t o  
be r i g h t  i s , r i g h t .  I  d o u b t  t h a t ,  ev en  w i t h  t h e  r e a d i n g  o T o(

• • • Ac-yow<n ( C o r n f o r d f s p r e f e r e n c e ) ,  any o t h e r  s e n s e  
c o u ld  n a t u r a l l y  be g o t t e n  from  th e  G reek: t o  s a y  t h a t  some
one d o es  n o t  a rg u e  TravT<iTra<ri t h e  same a s  someone e l s e  i s  t o  
im p ly  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some common g ro u n d  b e tw een  them , and  I f  
P r o t a g o r a s  and t h e s e  a l l e g e d  o t h e r  p e o p le  do n o t  a g r e e  a b o u t  
rA Sikcki*, i t  I s  n o t  c l e a r  w ha t th q y d o  a g r e e  a b o u t .

19 . 175c 1 -6 .  C o rn fo rd  s e e s  h e r e  a r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  
M o ra l  Forms o f  t h e  R e p u b l i c . B u t t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  h e r e  i n  
q u e s t i o n  i s  n o t  s p e c i a l l y  a  P l a t o n i s t ,  a s  173^ and e p ro v e ;  
no p a r t i c u l a r  t h e o r y  a b o u t  how t h e s e  l a r g e  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  a n ­
sw ered  s h o u ld  be r e a d  i n t o  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  them , A l l  t h a t
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i s  s a i d  i s  t h a t  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  r e c o g n i z e s  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  
i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h o s e  t h e  l e g a l - m i n d e d  p e r s o n  a s k s  h i m s e l f .  
(C f .  R o b in so n ,  "Forms and E r r o r " ,  p .  9 ) .

NOTES TO CHAPTER I I I

1 . Parm. 138b .

2v. 0 o £ e  Tiv* 0-AA^v (X«r0 'n<riv p^AAov o)| | >̂t m ust mean 
( s o  D i e s ,  c f .  C am p b e ll  ad l o c . )  " n o r  i s  any  o t h e r  s e n s e -  
p e r c e p t i o n  any  more t h a t  one t h a n  a n o t h e r " ,  and n o t  ( s o  
C o r n f o r d )  " n o r  i s  any  o t h e r  p e r c e p t i o n  e n t i t l e d  t o  be c a l l e d  
p e r c e p t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  n o t - p e r c e p t i o n " . U n d e r s t a n d i n g  P l a t o  
i n  C o r n f o r d 1s way h e r e  makes f o r  a s m o o th e r  i n f e r e n c e  i n  
e 1 0 -1 1  ( c f .  C h e r n i s s  " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  T im a e u s" ,  SPM p .  358: 
" s i n c e  s e n s a t i o n  i s  t h e n  no more s e n s a t i o n  t h a n  n o t  s e n s a t i o n  
and so no more k now ledge  t h a n  n o t  k n o w le d g e " ) ,  b u t  i s  q u i t e  , 
c e r t a i n l y  n o t  w ha t th e ^ G r e e k  s a y s :  Cornfojrd t r a n s l a t e s  OocTe
T i^1 ô AAvw <*\<r0'vvriv' n\ ^w\.

3 . I  b e l i e v e  e 10-11  c o n t a i n s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n f e r e n c e :  
( a )  Ex h y p o t h e s l  k now ledge  = p e r c e p t i o n  and ( t h e r e f o r e :  c f . 
161+b 1 - 2 ;  n o t -k n o w le d g e  = n o t - p e r c e p t i o n .  (b )  B u t  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  a s  we have  now s e e n ,  n o t h i n g  i s  any  more 
e n t i t l e d  t o  be c a l l e d  p e r c e p t i o n  t h a n  n o t - p e r c e p t i o n .  E r g o , 
we hav e  n o t  s a i d  a n y t h i n g  i n  ( a )  t h a t  i n  any  way d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
n o t -k n o w le d g e  from  k n o w led g e ;  a n y t h i n g  t h a t  i s  k n ow ledge  by 
t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n  t u r n s  o u t  t o  be a l s o  n o t - k n o w le d g e ,  so t h a t  
o u r  d e f i n i t i o n  f i t s  kno w led g e  no b e t t e r  t h a n  i t  d o e s  n o t -  
k n o w le d g e .

Ij.. R o b in s o n ,  "Forms and E r r o r , "  p p .  9 -1 0 ;  Owen,
" P la c e  o f  t h e  T im a e u s , " SPM p p .  323-321]..

5 .  The d o c t r i n e  i t  p r o v i d e s  f o r  P l a t o ,  t h a t  a i rO 'h 'p a  
a r e  i n  f l u x  b u t  t h e  Forms a r e  n o t ,  h a s  b ee n  t a k e n  a s  c a n o n ­
i c a l  P l a t o n i c  m e t a p h y s i c s  s i n c e  t h e  t im e  o f  A r i s t o t l e :  c f .
M e t . A. 6 . 9 8 7 a  3 2 -b  1. And a s  A r i s t o t l e  i m p l i e s  t h a t  P l a t o  
n e v e r  g ave  up  h i s  r e s t r i c t e d  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  so  i n t e r p r e t e r s  
o f t e n  t a k e  i t  f o r  g r a n t e d  t h a t  t h e  weak i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  m ust 
be t h e  c o r r e c t  o n e .

6 . PTK, p .  101.

7 .  C h e r n i s s ,  SPM p . ^ ^ n . ,  q u o t i n g  Owen, SPM p .  32if, 
s a y s ,  " i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  ou<ria i s  n o t  f a s c r i b e d  t o  t h e  o b j e c t s
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o f  p e r c e p t i o n 1 a s  su ch  b u t  i s  an ’o b j e c t  o f  t h o u g h t * . "
T h i s  shpws l g n o r a t l o  e l e n c h l :, o b j e c t  o f  t h o u g h t  o r  n o ,  
0U<re^r* a r e  s a i d  t o  h ave  o"ut<cl.

8 . G u l l e y ,  p p .  73> 81̂ . f f . ,  t h i n k s  t h a t  P l a t o ’ s a r g u ­
ment a t  182-3  d o es  im p ly  t h a t  n o t h i n g  can  be s a i d  o f  phenom­
e n a ,  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  a r e  no " d e t e r m i n a t e  s e n s i b l e  c h a r a c t e r i s ­
t i c s , "  and y e t  t h a t  he i n t e n d e d  t h i s  n o t  a s  a r e d u c t i o  o f  t h e  
f l u x  d o c t r i n e  o f  phenom ena b u t  a s  t h e  c o r r e c t  c o n se q u e n c e
o f  a t r u e  d o c t r i n e .  The n e c e s s i t y  he t h e n  f i n d s  h i m s e l f  i n  
(p p .  86 - 8 7 ) ^of, e x p l a i n i n g  away t h e  argum en t o f  l 8JLp- 6 and i t s  
a p p e a l  t o  o o c i ^  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  p r o o f  t h a t  G u l l e y  h a s  n o t  g o t  
l8 l- l8 1 j.  r i g h t  e i t h e r .

9 .  I t  s h o u ld  be f u r t h e r  o b s e r v e d  t h a t  C o rn fo rd  p e r ­
fo rm s  an a c t  o f  s u p e r e r o g a t i o n  i n  i n t r o d u c i n g  i n t o  h i s  a n a ­
l y s i s  o f  t h i s  p a s s a g e  a r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  Forms 
a r e  o b j e c t s  o f  k now ledge  and a r e  r e q u i r e d  i f  know ledge  i s
t o  be p o s s i b l e . A l l  t h a t  t h i s  a rgum en t s e t s  o u t  t o  show i s  
XT) t h a t  t h e  e q u a t i o n  o^f know ledge w i th  p e r c e p t i o n  c a n n o t  
be d e f e n d e d  Vc<xYa T^\v to o  traVT* k a n d  ( 2 ) 
t h a t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i s  f a l s e  ( e i t h e r  w h o l ly  o r  i n  p a r t ) .
To do t h e s e  t h i n g s  Forms a s  o b j e c t s  o f  know ledge a r e  i r ­
r e l e v a n t ;  a t  t h e  m ost i t  i s  p e r t i n e n t  t o  i n t r o d u c e  Forms 
a s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  e n t i t i e s  w hich  make p o s s i b l e  d i s c o u r s e  
a b o u t  phenom ena a s  a b o u t  o t h e r  t h i n g s .  I t  i s  o n ly  i n  t h e  
a rg u m en t o f  I 8I4. - I 86 , i f  an y w h ere ,  t h a t  Forms a s  o b j e c t s  o f  
k now ledge  become r e l e v a n t :  f o r  t h e r e ,  when P l a t o  a t t e m p t s  
t o  p ro v e  d i r e c t l y  t h a t  p e r c e p t i o n  i s  n o t  k n o w led g e ,  i t  i s  
a t  l e a s t  r e l e v a n t  t o  m e n t io n  t h a t  o b j e c t s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  
change  w h e re a s  know ledge  r e q u i r e s  u n c h a n g in g  o b j e c t s .  F o r  
t h i s  r e a s o n  H a c k f o r t h ’ s d e f e n s e  ( " P l a t .  Forms i n  t h e  T h t . "  
p p .  5 ^ -5 5 )  o f  C o rn fo rd  i n  t h e  f a c e  o f  R o b in s o n ’ s a t t a c k  
( F o r m s  and E r r o r "  p p .  9 -1 0 )  c a n n o t  h e l p  m a t t e r s :  t h e  c o r ­
r e c t  r e p l y  t o  R o b in so n  ( th o u g h  I  t h i n k  n o t  ev en  t h i s  c o u ld  
u l t i m a t e l y  be d e f e n d e d )  i s  t h a t  i t  ij> c o r r e c t  t o  i n f e r  
from  t h e  r e f u t a t i o n  o f  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  
Forms b e c a u s e  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  Forms a lo n e  p r e v e n t s  phenom­
e n a l  p r o c e s s e s  from  b e in g  n o t  am enab le  t o  t r u t h  and f a l s e ­
h ood .

10 . ACP p p .  2111.-218 ( c f .  315-316  and n o t e s  216 and 
2 1 7 ) ,  and " " P h i l o s o p h i c a l  Econom y," SPM p p . 9 -1 0 .

11 . ACP p .  21 7 .

12. I b i d . ,  p .  2 1 8 .
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13* The i d e a  seems t o  be t h e  same a s  t h a t  w h ich  I  s a i d  

above T a y l o r  so m etim e s  s l i p s  i n t o  a t t r i b u t i n g  t o  P l a t o  i n  
t h e  T im aeus  (S ee  p p .  2k, f f .  a b o v e ) .

14. AJP 1936 ( SPM p p .  1 - 1 2 ) ;  c f .  pp .  9 -1 1  f o r  t h e  a r g u ­
m en t .  T h a t  t h e  v e r s i o n  h e r e  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  be t h e  same a s  
t h a t  i n  ACP ex p o u n d ed  above i s  e v i d e n t  fro m , among o t h e r
t h i n g s ,  t h e  i d e n t i t y  o f  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n
and o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  l i n e  o f  a rg u m e n t .

15. P. 9 .

16. P. 10.

17. C f .  Parm. I6 0 e  1 -2  f o r  a somewhat s i m i l a r  u s e  o f  
an  a b s t r a c t  noun  f o r  s o m e th in g  n o t  an a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t y  i n  
t h e  r e q u i r e d  s e n s e .

18. T h i s  same p o i n t  r e f u t e s  S h o r e y f s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
( AJP v o l .  10 ( 1889 ) p .  6J4.) o f  t h i s  p a s s a g e .  S h o re y  s a y s  
t h a t ^ h e r e  and  In C r a t . l ;3 9 - l |4 0  P l a t o  a l l o w s  t o  h i m s e l f  
T o io ^ to v  i n  d e s c r i b i n g  a p henom ena l  o b j e c t ,  b u t  d e n i e s  ev en  
t h i s  much t o  H e r a c l e i t e a n s ;  and a c c o r d i n g  t o  S . he i s  n o t  
i n c o n s i s t e n t  i n  so  d o i n g ,  s i n c e  he h a s ,  w h i le  t h e  H e r a c l e i ­
t e a n s  do n o t ,  t h e  Forms t o  f a l l  b a c k ^ o n .  H av in g  th e ^ F o rm s  
i s  su p p o s e d  t o  p e r m i t  P l a t o  t o  s a y  0?^ oorr* tA
( l8 2 c  1 0 ) .  B u t  a s  we h av e  s e e n  P l a t o  a r g u e s  t h p t  t h e  c o n ­
d i t i o n  o f  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  s a y  t h i s  i s  t h a t  t h e s e  curra n o t  be 
i n  m o t io n  i n  e v e r y  r e s p e c t .  So ev en  i f  he h a s  t h e  Forms he 
i s  no more a b l e  t o  a l l o w  h i m s e l f  Toioor*v t h a n  t h e  H e r a c l e i ­
t e a n s  a r e ,  i f  he a g r e e s  w i t h  them  t h a t  no phenomenon i s  s t a ­
b l e  i n  any  r e s p e c t .

19« C h e r n i s s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  p a s s a g e  i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n s  
o f  t h e  T h t . a rg u m e n t  b o t h  i n  ACP (p .  217) and i n  "Economy"
( SPM p . 1 0 ) .  C o rn fo r d  ( PTK p . 99) ev en  q u o t e s  i t .  C f .  a l s o  
S t o e l z e l  p .  7 0 n .  F o r  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  A r i s t o t l e * s  
a rg u m en t  i n T . 5  a s  a w hole  and P l a t o * s  r e f u t a t i o n  o f  P r o t a g ­
o r e a n i s m  and H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  c f .  C h e r n i s s  ACP p .  2 1 7 .

2 0 .  I n d e e d ,  he l i m i t s  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  i t  t o  t h i s  p o i n t ,  
w h e re a s  a s  I  h av e  a l r e a d y  re m a rk ed  r l a t o  g o e s  f u r t h e r  ( 183a 8 -  
b 5 ) and p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  t h e o r y  d o e s  n o t  r e a l l y  im p ly  t h a t  
a n y t h i n g  i s  b o t h  l a r g e  and n o t - l a r g e  ( e . g . ) ,  b u t  i s  d e n i e d  
a l l  u s e  o f  l a n g u a g e ,  t h i s  one i n c l u d e d .

2 1 .  ACP p .  2 1 7 .
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2 2 .  Cf. C am pbell  p .  l £ l ,  e t c .

23 .  T hese  f a c t s ,  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  now here e l s e  i n  h i s  
e x t a n t  w r i t i n g s  d o e s  P l a t o  d i r e c t l y  c o n f r o n t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  
hav e  p l a u s i b l y  been  a rg u e d  t o  show t h e  c h r o n o l o g i c a l  a f f i n i t y  
o f  T h e a e t e t u s  and C r a t y l u s : C f .  W arburg , Zwel F ra g e n  zum 
K r a t y l o s , pp .  3 1 -6 1 ,  e s p e c i a l l y  pp .  55 f f .  C f .  a l s o  Owen, 
" P l a c e  o f  t h e  T im a e u s " SPM p .  323 n .  3 .

2I4.. C f .  [j.02a-c and lj_llb-c where t h e  d o c t r i n e s  o f  H e ra -  
c l e i t u s  and h i s  f o l l o w e r s  a r e  p u t  i n  te rm s  w h ich ,  i f  r e g a r d e d  
q u i t e  s t r i c t l y ,  do make t h e  t h e p r y  q u i t p  c l o s e  t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  
T h e a e t e t u s  ( c f .  e s p . ^ i i l l b  8, TTcwt^s^ c I4.

s i<aX v / £ v < £ < B u t  i n  t h e  e ty m o lo g ie s
w h ich  a r e  su p p o sed  t o  e x h i b i t  d ep e n d en ce  on t h i s  t h e o r y  i t  
i s  o n ly  t h e  i d e a  o f  m o t io n  t h a t  i s  r e t a i n e d ,  and n o t  t h a t  o f  
m o t io n  o f  a t h i n g  i n  e v e r y  r e s p e c t .  L ik ew ise  t h e  f i n a l  a r g u ­
m ent a g a i n s t  H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m ,  w h i le  o b v i o u s l y  aw are o f  t h e  
s e l f - r e f u t i n g  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  ( c f .  k-39^ 8 -e  3* k-39e 7 - 
LpLj-Oa ! | ) ,  d o e s  n o t  p r e s s  t h e  p o i n t  b u t  i n p t e a d  g o e s  on t o  t a l k  
a b o u t  ,some h y p o t h e s i z e d  ( c f .  l |39c 7 0 TtoAAc(kis
o>/tv^TTv^ i ^ o c  1- 3 , d 2 - 3 ) e n t i t i e s  t h a t  n e v e r  change  i n  any 

r e s p e c t .

25 .  C f. G u l le y  p p .  70-76* C h e r n i s s  " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  
T im a e u s " ,  SPM p .  356 . G u l l e y  a r g u e s ,  and C h e r n i s s  a s s e r t s ,  
t h a t  i n  t h e  C r a t y l u s  P l a t o  g r a n t s  t h a t  phenomena a r e  i n  
c o n s t a n t  f lu x ^  G u l l e y  b a s e s  t h i s  view  on two c o n s i d e r a t i o n s :
( l )  i n  lj-39^ k  t h e  c l a u s e  kcu 5 W * \ yT*Svx TravT* a p p e a r s
n o t  t o  mean ( c a r r y i n g  fo rw a rd  t h e  fc’ o f  d 3 ) "[we a r e  n o t  
e n q u i r i n g ]  w h e th e r  a l l  t h e s e  seem t o  be i n  f l u x " ,  b u t  r a t h e r  
( th o u g h  t h i s  i s  g r a m m a t i c a l l y  more d i f f i c u l t )  "and a l l  t h e s e  
do seem t o  be i n  f l u x . "  The l a t t e r  r e a d i n g ,  he t h i n k s  (p .  7 2 ) ,  
makes t h e  c l a u s e  a " s t a t e m e n t  by P l a t o  t h a t  he a c c e p t s  t h e  
d o c t r i n e  o f  f l u x  a s  t r u e  f o r  s e n s i b l e s " .  B ut t h i s  i s  s i l l y . .  
A l l  P l a t o  s a y s ,  ev e n  a ssu m in g  t h e  d o u b t f u l  r e a d i n g  G. w a n ts ,  
i s  t h a t  f a c e s  and o t h e r  su ch  t h i n g s ,  in asm u ch  a s  t h e y  o b v i o u s ­
l y  do c h a n g e ,  l e n d  p l a u s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  f l u x  d o c t r i n e ;  i t  i s  
n o t  s t r a i g h t  o f f  o b v i o u s l y  f a l s e  o r  a b s u r d  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e y  
a r e  i n  f l u x .  He d o e s  n o t  s a y  he a c c e p t s  t h e  f l u x  d o c t r i n e  
f o r  them , b u t  o n l y  t h a t  h e f s n o t  g o in g  t o  d i s c u s s  i t s  a d e ­
qu acy  a s  an  a c c o u n t  o f  them . (T h i s  i s  o n ly  p r u d e n t ,  i f  my 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  a rg u m e n ts  o f  C r a t . and T h t . i s  r i g h t ,  
s i n c e  i t  r e q u i r e s  more t h a n  one S te p h a n u s  page ( t h e  e x t e n t  
o f  t h e  C r a t y l u s 1 a rg u m e n t)  t o  show why H e r a c l e i t e a n i s m  i s  
n o t  t r u e  o f  phenomena ( t h e  T h e a e t e t u s  r e q u i r e s  m a jo r  p o r t i o n s  
o f  t h i r t y  p a c e s ,  l 52 - l o 3 , t o  p r e p a r e  f o r  and p r o v i d e  t h e  
p r o o f ) ) .  (2 )  I n  h i s  s u b s e q u e n t  a rg u m en t P l a t o  shows t h a t  
i f  t h e  f l u x  d o c t r i n e  i s  t r u e  t h e r e  can  be no s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i s c o u r s e  and no k n o w led g e .  B u t  he i s  n o t  s a t i s f i e d  w i th  
m aking  t h i s  p o i n t  a b s t r a c t l y :  he m e n t io n s  a s  o b j e c t s  o f
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k n o w led g e  t h e  F orm s, w h ich  he a r g u e s  m ust t h e r e f o r e  be a t  
r e s t .  S u r e l y  h i s  r e a s o n  f o r  d o in g  t h i s  i s  t h a t  he a c c e p t ­
ed t h a t  phenom ena a r e  i n  f l u x  and t h e r e f o r e  c o n s i d e r e d  
t h a t  i f  t h e r e  were n o t  some n o n - s e n s i b l e  e n t i t i e s  t h e r e  
w ould  i n  f a c t  be no k n o w le d g e .  T h i s  i s  a  n o n - s e q u i t u r .
Though i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  P l a t o  i m p l i e s  (IjlpOb lp-c l )  t h a t  k n o w led g e  
m ust be o f  a b s o l u t e l y  u n c h a n g in g  o b j e c t s ,  n o t h i n g  i n  t h e  
a rg u m e n t  r e q u i r e s  o r  ev e n  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  n o t h i n g  e l s e  t h a n  
t h e  Forms i s  u n c h a n g in g  i n  any  r e s p e c t  o r  f o r  any  t i m e .  
Phenomena may v e r y  w e l l  be  exem pt from  f l u x  w i t h o u t  y e t  b e ­
in g  s u i t a b l e  o b j e c t s  o f  k n o w led g e ;  t h i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  seems t o  
be t h e  p o s i t i o n  a t  w h ich  P l a t o  h a s  a r r i v e d  by  t h e  end o f  
t h e  C r a t y l u s . N e i t h e r  o f  G u l l e y ! s a l l e g a t i o n s ,  t h e n ,  c a n  
s t a n d  c r i t i c i s m :  P l a t o  d o e s  n o t  announce  h i s  a c c e p t a n c e
o f  t h e  f l u x  t h e o r y  f o r  phenom ena, and by m aking  Forms t h e  
o b j e c t s  o f  k n o w led g e  he d o e s  n o t  im p ly  t h a t  phenom ena a r e  
i n  t o t a l  f l u x .

2 6 .  I t  i s  o m i t t e d  a l t o g e t h e r  i n  C h e r n i s s ’ p a r a p h r a s e  
o f  t h e s e  c l o s i n g  p a g e s  o f  t h e  C r a t y l u s , " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  
T im a e u s " SPM p p .  3 5 6 -7 .  C. w is h e s  t o  s a y  t h a t  P l a t o  a r ­
g u e s  fro m  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  know ledge  t o  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  
Form s; e v e n  i f  t h i s  i s  w ha t i s  a rg u e d  a t  Ii39e 7 -IilpOc 1 , i t  
i s  p e r v e r s e  t o  s p e a k  a s  i f  t h a t ’ s a l l  t h e  p a s s a g e  a r g u e s .
I t  a l s o  a r g u e s  fro m  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  d i s c o u r s e , and n o t  
m e r e ly  o f  k n o w le d g e .

2 7 .  C f.  S o p h . 2i^9b, w h ich  l i k e w i s e  a s s e r t s  t h a t  t o  
know a n y t h i n g  i t  m ust be  a t  r e s t  i n  some r e s p e c t s ,  and 
d e n i e s  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  know ledge  i s  a l t o g e t h e r  unm oving 
( c f .  M o ra v c s ik ,  "B e in g  and M eaning i n  t h e  S o p h i s t " ,  p p .  3 9 -  
1 |0 ) .  A l t e r n a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  p a s s a g e ,  l i k e  
t h a t  w h ich  C h e r n i s s  a n n o u n c e s  w i th  su ch  e l a n ,  b u t  d o e s  n o t  
a rg u e  ( SPM p .  3 5 2 ) ,  f a i l  f o r ,  among o t h e r s ,  t h e  r e a s o n s  
c i t e d  by  M o ra v c s ik  a g a i n s t  R o ss .

2 8 .  U n le s s  e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  form  " n o t  ev e n  s u c h - a n d -  
s u c h " ,  u n d e r s t o o d  a s  ca n  be em ployed
( 183b lp - 5 ) . P r o f .  Owen h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t o  me (w hat C am pbell  
may be  h i n t i n g  a t ,  p .  2 7 2 )  t h a t  S o c r a t e s  may h e r e  hav e  i n  
mind p u r e l y  n e g a t i v e  u s e s  o f  l a n g u a g e ,  i . e .  o n e s  w h ich  a r e  
n o t  t a k e n  i n  any  way t o  d e l i m i t  o r  d e f i n e  i n  any  p o s i t i v e  
way a t  a l l  t h e  s u b j e c t  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n .
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1. Compare, e . g . ,  t h e  b r i e f  re m a rk s  o f  C am pbell  
(p p .  l i i i - l i v ) ,  R y le  ( " P l a t o ' s  P a rm e n id e s " ,  SPM p. 136 ) ,  
and Owen ( " P l a c e  o f  t h e  T im aeu s" ,  SPM p . 32J4. ) ,  w i t h  t h e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  C h e r n i s s  ( " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  T im aeu s" ,  
SPM p .  357 n . ,  and ACP pp .  2 3 5 -6 ,  n .  l i | l ) ,  C o rn fo rd  (PTK 
p .  108- 109 ) and S t o e l z e l  (p p .  7I4. -7 6 ) .

2 .  So C o r n f o r d ,  PTK p .  IOI4.; c f .  Runciman PLE p .  15
and my comments b e lo w ,  n o te  9 .

3 . So C h e r n i s s ,  " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  T im aeu s" ,  SPM p .
357 n . ;  c f .  S h o re y ,  U n i ty  pp . 33 -lj. ( 1 5 9 - 6 0 H

4 .  C o rn fo rd  PTK p .  109; c f .  a l s o  Runciman PLE p . 15 .

5 .  C f .  C o rn fo r d  PTK p p . 102, 105, 108.

6 . C h i e f l y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ( l 86e )  he r e s t r i c t s  t r u t h
t o  t h e  r e a lm  where  t h e  s o u l  o p e r a t e s  w i t h o u t  an o r g a n ,  t h u s  
d e n y in g  t h a t  s e n s e  p e r c e p t i o n s  a r e  t r u e .

7 .  T h ro u g h o u t  h e r e  I  make no e f f o r t  t o  f o r m u l a t e  my 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  P l a t o  w i th  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a l l  t h e  n i c e t i e s  
t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  r e q u i r e s  on i t s  own a c c o u n t .
P l a t o  o f  c o u r s e  w r i t e s  i n  a s i m i l a r l y  rough  and r e a d y  way.

8 . So C o r n f o r d ,  PTK p .  105.

9 . ’C t n c K O n e e d  n o t  mean " c o n te m p la t e "  ( s o  C o rn ­
f o r d ,  c f .  Runcim an, lo c  . c i t . ) :  c f .  <£-Tn<SKG-'Va<rOa w hich  i s  
t h e  a o r i s t  u s e d  t o  m eet t h e  d e f e c t  i n  ^iricTKOTT^v J u s t  ab o v e ,  
18 5b, 5 .  C f .  a l s o  l 6 ld  5j a 7 ,  where b o th  c-tt
and Q - X r komsIV a p p e a r  and n e i t h e r  means " c o n t e m p l a t e " .

10. O nly  l 86a ev en  r e m o te ly ,  im p o r t s  an  i n t e r e s t  i n  how 
we become a c q u a i n t e d  w i t h  t h e  K ow a, and i t s  im m e d ia te  s e ­
q u e l  i s  q u i t e  e v i d e n t l y ,  c o n c e rn e d  n o t  w i th  how t o  a c q u i r e  an 
a c q u a i n t a n c e  w i t h 4* 01v a / b u t  w i th  how t o  em ploy i t  i n  m aking 
Judgm en ts  a b o u t  <\\

11. T h i s  much h a s  b ee n  s e e n  by v a r i o u s  w r i t e r s :  t h u s  
Horn ( P l a t o n s t u d i e n ,  N . F . ,  pp .  2 3 7 -2 3 8 )  and T a y l o r  (PMW 
p. 339)7 B u t  t h e y  seem n o t  t o  have  f o l lo w e d  o u t  v e r y  f a r  
i t s  c o n s e q u e n c e s :  c f .  H o r n ' s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  
Form s, p .  239-



291+
12. C f.  C am p b e l l ,  p .  162, C o r n f o r d ,  PTK p .  107n.

13. C f.  p .  126 above  and n o t e  6 .

li+. We h av e  now s e e n  t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n i n g  h e r e  r e f e r r e d  
t o  i s  r e a s o n i n g  a b o u t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e ,  s i m i l a r i t y ,  u s e f u l n e s s ,  
e t c .  o f  o b j e c t s  o f  s e n s e : and n o t  ( a s  C h e r n i s s  w ould  hav e  
i t ,  " R e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  T im a e u s " ,  SPM p .  3 5 7 n . )  t h e  a p p r e h e n ­
s i o n  o f  E x i s t e n c e ,  e t c ”! "by  t h e  s o u l  f u n c t i o n i n g  w i t h o u t  any  
o rg a n  o f  s e n s e  and r e a s o n i n g  a b o u t  t h e

15. So , t h o u g h  C o rn fo r d  ( PTK p .  106) may be r i g h t  t o  
o b j e c t  t o  C a m p b e l l* s  c a l l i n g  t h e K o t v *  " n e c e s s a r y  fo rm s  o f  
t h o u g h t ,  w h ich  a r e  a s  i n s e p a r a b l e  from  p e r c e p t i o n  a s  from  
r e a s o n i n g "  (p .  l i i i ) ,  t h e  t h o u g h t  C am pbell  was e x p r e s s i n g  
t h e r e  comes much c l o s e r  t o  P l a t o * s  m ean ing  t h a n  d o e s  C o rn ­
f o r d  w i t h  h i s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  Kotv'* a r e

t h i s  f a c t ,  i f  i t  i s  a  f a c t ,  i s  n o t  t o  t h e  p o i n t  i n  
P l a t o  * s a r g u m e n t .

NOTES TO CHAPTER V

1. S h o re y  (U n i t y , p .  55) h o l d s  t h i s  v iew  i n  a q u i t e  
e x p l i c i t  fo rm . C o rn f o r d  s a y s  (PTK p .  113) t h a t  S o c r a t e s *  
a rg u m e n t  a t  l 87c - l 88c i s  " p s y c h o l o g i c a l  r a t h e r  t h a n  l o g i c a l .  
. . . L o g i c i a n s  m ig h t  m a i n t a i n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a f a l s e  p r o p o s i t i o n  
. . . w h i c h  h a s  a m e a n in g ,  th o u g h  I  c a n n o t  b e l i e v e  i t .  W ith  
t h a t  we a r e  n o t  c o n c e r n e d ,  b u t  o n ly  w i th  ju d g e m e n ts  and 
s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  c a n  be a c t u a l l y  made and b e l i e v e d  by  some 
r a t i o n a l  b e i n g . "  S in c e  t h e  w hole  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  t h e  T h e a e ­
t e t u s  d e v e lo p s  and a t t e m p t s  t o  an sw e r  t h e  a rg u m e n t  c i t e d ,  
C o rn f o r d  o u g h t  t o  h av e  c o n c lu d e d  f o r t h w i t h  t h a t  t h e  S o p h i s t  
i s  a l t o g e t h e r  a  d i f f e r e n t  m a t t e r .  I n  f a c t ,  h o w e v e r ,  he d o e s  
n o t  u n a m b ig u o u s ly  draw  t h i s  c o n s e q u e n c e :  s t i l l ,  p a r t  o f  t h e
t im e  he  d o e s  t h i n k  o f  t h e  T h t . a s  d e a l i n g  w i t h  a  p s y c h o ­
l o g i c a l  p ro b le m  (w h ic h  he t h i n k s  a r i s e s  f o r  anv  one who a c - / 
c e p t s  " e m p i r i c i s t "  a s s u m p t io n s  a b o u t  k n o w le d g e ) .  D ie s  (Bude 
e d i t i o n ,  p p .  31+0-11+2) f o l l o w s  B ro c h a rd  (De l * e r r e u r , p p .  16-
2 0 ) i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  s h a r p l y  b e tw e en  "d T F fT cu T tes  s u b j e c t i v e s "  
and  " o b j e c t i v e s " ,  and f i n d s  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  
t h e  fo r m e r  e x c l u s i v e l y :  i t  t r e a t s  " l a  d i f f i c u l t e  fa m e u se :
p e u t - o n  ne p a s  s a v o i r  ce qu*on s a l t ? "  (D ie s  p .  3 l+ 2n .) .  Now 
B r o c h a r d  ( c f .  p p .  1$,  20). a t  l e a s t  f i n d s  t h e  T h t . * s h a n d l i n g  
o f  t h i s  s o p h i s t i c a l  p u z z l e  a  p r e l i m i n a r y  s k i r m i s h  i n  t h e  
same w ar whose d e c i s i v e  b a t t l e  i s  fo u n d  i n  t h e  S o p h i s t ; b u t  
h i s  s u g g e s t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  co m p reeen ce  o f  su ch  c o n t r a r i e s  a s
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know ing and n o t  know ing i s  f i n a l l y  e x p l a i n e d  by t h e  S o p h i s t 1 s 
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  b e in g  and n o t - b e i n g ,  i s  c e r t a i n l y  o b s c u r e .  I n  
t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  any  e v i d e n t  c o n n e c t i o n  b e tw een  t h e  two one 
s h o u l d ,  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  c l a r i t y ,  s a y  r o u n d ly  t h a t  t h e  
p ro b le m s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  R o b in so n  ("Form s and E r r o r "  p .  26) 
f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  S o p h i s t  d o e s  n o t h i n g  t o  s o lv e  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s 1 
p ro b le m  b e c a u s e  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s  i s  c o n c e rn e d  w i t h  "how a 
f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  c a n  g a i n  an y b o d y 1s c r e d e n c e " .

2 .  T h i s  v iew  was u p h e ld  by J . L .  A c k r i l l  i n  a  p a p e r  
r e a d  i n  November 196ij. t o  t h e  H a rv a rd  P h i lo s o p h y  C lu b .  C f.  
a l s o  h i s  r e p l y  t o  Demos, J o u r n a l  o f  P h i lo s o p h y ,  f a l l  19614-.

3 . I  assume t h e  o r d e r  o f  c o m p o s i t io n  o f  t h e  w orks h e r e  
c o n c e rn e d  t o  be E u th y d em u s , C r a t y l u s , T h e a e t e t u s , and S o p h i s t . 
The o n ly  p r o b a b le  d i s a g r e e m e n t  any  one m ig h t  have  w i th  t h e  
o r d e r i n g  i s  o v e r  t h e  r e l a t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  o f  Euthydem us and 
C r a t y l u s . M. W arburg h a s  g i v e n  a number o f  a rg u m e n ts  (some 
g ood , some b a d )  f o r  m aking C r a t y l u s  c l o s e  i n  d a t e  t o  T h e a e t e ­
t u s . ( Zwei F ra g e n  zum K r a t y l o s , pp .  3 1 -6 1 ) :  and t h e  s t a t e
o f  t h e  p ro b le m  o f  f a l s e  b e l i e f  i n  t h e  two d i a l o g u e s ,  a s  w e l l  
a s  o t h e r  m a t t e r s ,  shows T h e a e t e t u s  t o  be l a t e r .

I4.. The same p o i n t  can  be p u t  n e g a t i v e l y  a s  w e l l  ( a s  
Euthydem us h i m s e l f  p u t s  i t  im m e d ia te ly  a f t e r w a r d ,  28I4I) 3 -c  6 ): 
t o  sp e a k  f a l s e l y  i s  t o  s ay  fcvTa, t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  n o t ;  b u t  
w hat i s  n o t  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t ,  and t o  what d o e s n ' t  e x i s t  you 
c a n ' t  do a n y t h i n g  a t  a l l ;  s p e a k in g  i s  d o in g  s o m e th in g ;  h en c e  
you c a n ' t  s a y  w h a t ' s  f a l s e .  The p o s i t i v e  a rgum en t i s  more 
u s e f u l  f o r  my p u r p o s e s .

5 . So S h o re y  r e g u l a r l y  c a l l s  i t ,  e . g .  U n i ty  p .  53- 
S h o r e y ' s  l a m e n ta b l e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  s e e  t h a t  b e h in d  t h i s  f a l ­
l a c y  l a y  a d ee p  and d i f f i c u l t  t h e o r y  o f  m ean in g ,  and t h a t  i t  
i s  t h i s  w h ich  t h e  S o p h i s t  f i n a l l y  o v e r t u r n s ,  l e d  him  t o  t h i n k  
t h a t ,  s i n c e  t h e  a rg u m en t  i s  a  p a l p a b l e  f a l l a c y ,  P l a t o  c o u ld  
a t  any t im e  i n  h i s  c a r e e r  h ave  ex p o se d  i t ,  by r e l y i n g  on t h e  
a rg u m e n ts  o f  t h e  S o p h i s t . (So a l s o  M rs. S p ra g u e ,  P l a t o 1s
Use o f  F a l l a c y  pp .  1^ and 17.), T h i s  view i n  t u r n  l e a d s  him
i n t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e v i d e n t  m i s t a k e s :  ( l )  P l a t o  l a u g h s  a t
t h e  a rg u m e n t  i n  t h e  E u th y d .  ( 286c - 2 8 7 c )  ( a s  a l s o  i n  t h e  C r a t .  
Ii29d J ) ,  w h ich  shows he was n o t  b a f f l e d  by i t  (p .  5 5 ) ;
(2 )  b e c a u s e  P l a t o  knows t h e r e  i s  a  f a l l a c y  i n  t h e  E u t h y d . ' s 
a rg u m en t he m ust hav e  a l r e a d y  known what t o  s a y  t o  r e f u t e
i t .  I n  f a c t  t h e  m ain  b r u n t  o f  S o c r a t e s '  humor i n  t h e  E u t h y d .
i s  n o t  t h e  a rg u m en t  a t  a l l ,  b u t  D io n y so d o ru s  who p ro p o u n d s  
i t :  D. p r e t e n d s  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  a r g u m e n t ' s  c o n c l u s i o n
i s  t r u e  b u t  d o e s  n o t  l i m i t  h i s  b e h a v i o r  i n  t h e  way he o u g h t



i f  h i s  v iew  w ere  c o r r e c t  ( c f .  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  t o  P r o t a g o r a s  i n  
T h t .  I 6 l d - e ) .  What he r i d i c u l e s  i s  l a c k  o f  s e r i o u s n e s s  and 
n o t  t h e  a rg u m e n t  i t s e l f .  And i f  t h i s  shows t h a t  P l a t o  knew 
t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  t o  be f a l s e  (one o u g h t  n o t  t o  hav e  t o  s a y )  
i t  d o e s n ft  f o l l o w  t h a t  he knew w hat e x a c t l y  was w rong w i t h  
t h e  a rg u m e n t .  And i t  c e r t a i n l y  d o e s n ft  f o l l o w  t h a t  he a l ­
r e a d y  h ad  f u l l y  I n  v iew  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  m ean ing  he l a t e r  r e ­
j e c t s  I n  t h e  S o p h i s t , l e t  a lo n e  t h a t  he had  a l r e a d y  w orked 
o u t  t h e  S o p h i s t r s new t h e o r y  o f  m e a n in g ’ O nly  a mode o f  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w h ic h ,  l i k e  S h o r e y ’ s ,  p ay s  more a t t e n t i o n  t o  
s u r f a c e  t h a n  t o  s u b s t a n c e  ( e . g .  i n f e r s  from  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  
c e r t a i n  e x p r e s s i o n s  t o  t h a t  o f  c e r t a i n  a rg u e d  d o c t r i n e s  and 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n s )  c o u ld  be c o n t e n t  t o  a rg u e  on t h i s  
s u b j e c t  a s  S h o re y  and h i s  f o l l o w e r s  d o .

6 . So M rs. S p ra g u e ,  p .  1$.

7 .  Hence T a y l o r ’ s d i s t i n c t i o n  ( PMW 85) b e tw e e n  ^
" m e re ly  v e r b a l "  a m b ig u i ty  b e tw e en  t h e  two s e n s e s  o f  e \va(  
c i t e d  a b o v e ,  and a " m e ta p h y s i c a l "  c o n f u s i o n  (w ha t  i s  n o t=  
" b la n k  n o t h i n g "  v s .  w ha t i s  " o t h e r  t h a n  a g i v e n  r e a l i t y " )  
i s  a s t e p  i n  t h e  r i g h t  d i r e c t i o n .  But T a y l o r  n e v e r  s u c ­
c e e d e d ,  i n  my o p i n i o n ,  i n  show ing  how t h e  m e t a p h y s i c a l  c o n ­
f u s i o n  i t s e l f  makes i t  seem i m p o s s i b l e  t o  s p e a k  f a l s e l y ;  n o r  
do I  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  c o n f u s i o n  i s  t h e  o n ly  t h i n g  p r e v e n t i n g
a (m ore)  c o r r e c t  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  m ean ing  and t r u t h ,  a s  T a y l o r  
seems t o  t h i n k  (o p .  c i t . p .  85* 389-391* P l a t o :  t h e  S o p h i s t
and t h e  S t a t e s m a n ,  p p .  66 - 6 9 ) .

8 . I n  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  p a r a p h r a s e  I  have  o m i t t e d  t h e  
f l o u r i s h  w h ich  some I n t e r p r e t e r s  t h i n k  D io n y s o d o ru s  a d d s  a t ,  
t h e  v e r y  e n d ,  w here  he a p p a r e n t l y  a t t e m p t s  t o  r e d u c e  ckvT
t o  n o t  s p e a k in g  a t  a l l .  (So R o u se ,  / S p ra g u e ,  J o w e t t ? ^  ajjid 
M e r i d i e r ,  who t a k e  286b 6 , o  Se ^  ^ Y 0VTv t t 2 s  cvv
c x v T ' t o  c o n t a i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n . )  I f  t h i s  i s  t h e  c o r r e c t  
r e a d i n g  o f  t h e  l a s t  s e n t e n c e  t h e n  D io n y s o d o ru s  p r o d u c e s  t h i s  
r e s u l t  by  means o f  t h e  f a l l a c y  o f  secundum q u id  ( i . e . ,  by  
d e d u c in g  "X I s  n o t  s p e a k i n g " ,  w i t h o u t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  f ro m  "X 
i s  n o t  s p e a k in g  a b o u t  Y " ) ;  I  h ave  o m i t t e d  t h i s  f i n a l  s t e p  In  
t h e  a rg u m e n t  s i n c e  i t  i s  e v i d e n t  t h a t  t h e  r e a l l y  dam ag ing  
c o n s e q u e n c e ,  a l s o  s t a t e d  by  D io n y s o d o ru s  (286b  3 -5 )*  i s  t h a t  
i n  s u p p o s e d  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  one a c t u a l l y  c h a n g e s  t h e  s u b j e c t .
The l a s t  s t e p ,  i f  I t  i s  r e a l l y  t h e r e  a t  a l l ,  i s  j u s t  a  d i a ­
l e c t i c a l  f l o u r i s h .  Ape I t ,  h o w e v e r ,  t a k e s  t h e  l a s t  s e n t e n c e  
i n  s u c h  a  way t h a t  t h i s  l a s t  s t e p  i s  a b s e n t  frc^m t h e  a rg u m e n t :  
he u n d e r s t a n d s  s o m e th in g  l i k e  t o  Tr^Yl** w i t h  ( e a s i l y
s u p p l i e d  f ro m  t h e  p r e c e d i n g  s e n t e n c e ) ,  and t h e r e b y  makes t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  a rg u m en t  c o r r e s p o n d  w i t h  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  a s
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I  have s t a t e d  i t  i n  t h e  t e x t .  However t h e  f i n a l  s e n t e n c e  i s  
t a k e n  th e  e s s e n c e  o f  t h e  a rg u m en t re m a in s  as  I  have g iv e n  
i t .

9 .  T h a t  i o\j o J \o \o r  h e r e  means ’’what ( h i s )  s e n ­
t e n c e  o r  s t a t e m e n t  i s  a b o u t ” and n o t  ’’o b j e c t  o f  d i s a g r e e ­
m e n t” ( s o ,  a p p a r e n t l y ,  R ouse) o r  " s u b j e c t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n ”
(Jso, a p p a r e n t l y ,  M e r i d i e r ' s  ”d o n t  i l  s fa g i t ” and A p e l t f s 
'v o n  d e r  d i e  Rede i s t ” ) seems t o  me shown by t h e  a p p e a r ­
ance  o f  t h e  i d e n t i c a l  e x p r e s s i o n  a t  C r a t . ij-32e 5 - 6 ,  w here 
t h i s  m eaning  i s  c e r t a i n l y  I n d i c a t e d  by t h e  ^ co n te x t ,  and by 
t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  <\ovo* ( s t a t e m e n t )  and TTpJwua j u s t  b e lo w , 
E u t h y d . 2 8 5 e -2 8 6 b .

10. Such a view seems t o  be i m p l i c i t  i n  v a r i o u s  o f  P r o ­
f e s s o r  R y l e f s w r i t i n g s  on P l a t o :  c f .  e . g .  " P l a t o f s Parm en­
i d e s " ,  SPM p p .  136 f f .  and R. C. C r o s s ! s r e f e r e n c e s  t o  an 
u n p u b l i s h e d  p a p e r  o f  h i s  i n  "Logos and Forms" pp .  Ip33 f f*

11. C f.  J .  M. E. M o ra v c s ik ,  "Meaning and B e in g "  p p . 62 -  
6I4, and S t e n z e l ,  P l a t o T s Method o f  D i a l e c t i c  p .  126.

12. C r a t y l u s  Lj.3lt> 2 -c  1. C om parison  o f  t h i s  p a s s a g e  
w i th  o t h e r  p l a c e s  i n  t h e  C r a t . where a r e  m en t io n ed  
( 399b ,  14.21b ,  e ,  1̂ 5a ,  lj.26e ) i n  f a c t  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  h e r e

d o es  n o t  mean " v e rb s "  b u t  r a t h e r  p h r a s e s , so t h a t  
C r a t .  l4-31b -c  would  n o t  be even  an a p p a r e h t  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  
S o p h i s t f s r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  a s e n t e n c e  have b o th  a name and 
a v e r b .  B ut ev en  i f  i t  d o es  h e r e  m e n t io n  b o th  names and 
v e r b s  a s  s e n t e n c e  p a r t s  i t  d o es  n o t  s h a r e  t h e  S o p h i s t 1s t h e ­
o r y  o f  l o g o s .  F o r  t h e  C r a t . , h a v in g  m en t io n ed  b o th  p a r t s  o f  
t h e  lo g o s  can  go on (l432e )  ~to g iv e  an a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  f a l s e ­
hood o f  a lo g o s  w h ich  u t i l i z e s  o n ly  ovo jaa t* :  o b v i o u s l y  no 
e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  r o l e s  h a s  y e t  b een  r e c o g n i z e d .
I t  would be i n c o n c e i v a b l e  f o r  P l a t o ,  a f t e r  t h e  e x p l i c i t  t h e ­
o r y  o f  S o p h . 2 6 l e - 2 6 2 d ,  t o  sp ea k  o f  a lo g o s  a s  i f  i t  c o n ­
t a i n e d  o n ly  nam es,  a s  C r a t .  3 8 5 c-d  and l4-32e d o ,  and th e  f u l l ­
e r  s t a t e m e n t s  o f  I4.2l4.e-i4.25a and l431b -c  do n o t h i n g  t o  m i t i g a t e  
t h e  o m is s io n  t h e r e .

13 . One s h o u ld  n o t  have t o  p o i n t  ®ut t h a t  a t  m ost one 
p a s s a g e  i n  t h e  m id d le  p e r i o d  d i a l o g u e s  c l e a r l y  s a y s  any su ch  
t h i n g  (R ep . 596a 6 - 7 ) ,  and i n  o n ly  one ( o r  p o s s i b l y  two) 
o t h e r  p l a c e s  a r e  Forms f o r  common nouns a s s e r t e d  a t  a l l  ( C r a t . 
^8Q and . some t h i n k ,  Phaedo 103c f f . ,  c f .  V l a s t o s ,  " P o s t ­
s c r i p t  t o  t h e  T h i r d  Man", SPM p . 2 9 0 n . ) .  B ut o ld  dogmas
d i e  h a r d .
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11+. The exam ple  I s  b o rro w ed  from  Chomsky, S y n t a c t i c  

S t r u c t u r e s , p .  15.

15. M o ra v c s ik  seems t o  be t h e  o n ly  p e r s o n  who h a s  s e e n  
t h e  p o i n t  a t  a l l  c l e a r l y :  c f .  h i s  "B e ing  and M eaning" p p .  
6 1 -6 5 .  H is  w hole  a c c o u n t  o f  m ean ing  and f a l s e h o o d  i n  t h e  
S o p h i s t  (p p .  5 ^ -7 7 )  i s  t h e  m ost i n t e r e s t i n g ,  and on t h e  
w hole  t h e  b e s t ,  a n a l y s i s  y e t  p r o v i d e d .

16. C om m enta to rs  h ave  how ever n o t  g iv e n  him c r e d i t  f o r  
ev e n  t h i s  a d v a n c e .  C o r n f o r d ,  f o r  ex a m p le ,  t h i n k s  t h a t  i t  i s  
o n ly  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  on h i s  v iew  e v e r y  s e p a r a t e  word i s  g i v e n  
a d e s i g n a t i o n  w hich  m arks h i s  ad v an ce  o v e r  t h e  s o p h i s t s .  C. 
t h i n k s  t h a t ,  a s  t h e  s o p h i s t s  had  th o u g h t  t h a t  a f a l s e  s t a t e ­
m ent n e c e s s a r i l y  had  t o  h ave  some m e a n in g le s s  p a r t ,  some 
p a r t  w h ich  named n o t h i n g ,  a l l  P l a t o  n e e d s  t o  do i n  o r d e r  t o  
r e f u t e  them  i s  t o  show how a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  s e n t e n c e s ,  ev en  
f a l s e  o n e s ,  h ave  m e a n i n g f u l  p a r t s .  He t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  s o p h ­
i s t  i s  w o r r i e d  a b o u t  t h e  a l l e g e d l y  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  " T h e a e ­
t e t u s  f l i e s "  b e c a u s e  th o u g h  he s e e s  how " T h e a e t e t u s "  h a s  a 
m ean in g  ( i t  r e f e r s  t o  T h e a e t e t u s ) ,  he d o es  n o t  se e  how 
" f l i e s  d o e s  ( s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no f l y i n g  g o in g  on f o r  i t  t o  
r e f e r  t o ) .  Hence he g i v e s  t o  P l a t o  a  t h e o r y  (p p .  3 1 3 -3 1 7 )  
w h ic h ,  w i t h o u t  r e  l y i n g  upon t h e  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o f  p a r t s  and 
f u n c t i o n s  i n  a. l o g o s  t o  w hich  t h e  S t r a n g e r  d e v o t e s  so  much 
a t t e n t i o n ,  p r o v i d e s  a m ean ing  ( r e f e r e n c e )  f o r  e a c h  word o f  
an y  s e n t e n c e ,  ev e n  a f a l s e  o n e .  T h i s  i s  a c h ie v e d  by i n t r o ­
d u c i n g  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Forms a s  t h e  m ean in g s  o f  t h e  c o n s t i t ­
u e n t  w ords  ( o r  p e r h a p s  o n l y  t h e  p r e d i c a t e - e x p r e s s i o n s )  o f  a 
s e n t e n c e .  (Hence h i s  o f t - r e p e a t e d  c l a im  t h a t  w hat i s  e s s e n ­
t i a l  t o  P l a t o ' s  s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  p ro b lem  o f  f a l s e h o o d  i s  h i s  
i n v o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  F o rm s .)  " T h e a e t e t u s  f l i e s "
t h u s  h a s  a  m ean in g :  " T h e a e t e t u s "  names T h e a e t e t u s  and " f l i e s "
r e f e r s  t o  t h e  Form o f  F l y i n g ,  so  t h e  s e n t e n c e  a s  a w hole 
h a s  a  m e a n in g .  T h i s  i s  s u p p o sed  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  s o p h i s t .
B u t  i t  o b v i o u s l y  d o e s n f t .  F o r  ev e n  s u p p o s in g  t h a t  f o r  t h e  
s o p h i s t  " f l i e s "  seemed t o  hav e  no m ean ing  u n l e s s  i t  r e f e r r e d  
t o  some c o n c r e t e  a c t  o f  f l y i n g ,  t h e  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  an  a b ­
s t r a c t  a c t  o f  f l y i n g ,  i n  g i v i n g  " f l y i n g "  a  m ean in g ,  a l s o  
makes t h e  s e n t e n c e  i n  q u e s t i o n  t r u e .  I f  e a c h  o f  t h e  p a r t s  
r e f e r s  t o  some t>v, t h e n  t h e  w hole s e n t e n c e  t o  ©* and
i s  t r u e .  The s o p h i s t  f s p ro b le m  i s  how t h e y  c a n  be m e a n in g ­
f u l  and y e t  |>n ovTK, and t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f
Forms t o  be t h e  m e a n in g s  o f  some o f  t h e  w ords o f  a s e n t e n c e  
g e t s  u s  n o w h e re .  I n  f a c t ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  t h e  r e a l  work o n ly  now 
b e g i n s :  we m ust show how t h e  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t  s a y s  so m e th in g  
m e a n i n g f u l  b u t  f a l s e .  C o rn f o r d  h i m s e l f  h a s  b e l a t e d l y  (p .  3 1 5 )
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t o  b r i n g  i n  su ch  an e x p l a n a t i o n  ( i n v o l v i n g  t h e  i d e a  o f  a 
r e l a t i o n  b e tw e en  e l e m e n ts  o f  r e a l i t y  r e f e r r e d  t o )  b u t  he 
d o e s  so  w i t h o u t  h a v in g  p r o v id e d  a p l a c e  f o r  i t  i n  h i s  f o r ­
m al a c c o u n t  and w i t h o u t  r e c o g n i z i n g  e i t h e r  i t s  c r u c i a l  im ­
p o r t a n c e  f o r  t h e  p ro b lem  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  o r  t h e  o b v i o u s l y  
e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  i n  h i s  own e x p l a n a t i o n  w hich  t h e  S t r a n g e r  
g i v e s  i t .  As we s h o u ld  e x p e c t ,  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  p a r t  i s  t h e  
p a r t  t h e  S t r a n g e r  e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e s  and t h e  u n e s s e n t i a l  
p a r t  i s  t h e  p a r t  w hich  C o rn fo r d  h a s  t o  i n v e n t  f o r  h im . 
T a y l o r 1s a c c o u n t  ( P l a t o :  t h e  S o p h i s t  and t h e  S t a t e s m a n ,
pp . 66 f f . )  l i k e  Cornford*~s d u t i f u l l y  r e c o r d s  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
o f  t h e  meaning o f  a s e n t e n c e  and t h e n  p r o c e e d s  t o  i g n o r e  i t .  
M o ra v c s ik  i s  t h e  o n l y  w r i t e r  known t o  me who h a s  f u l l y  see n  
t h e  p o i n t  o f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  (o p .  c i t . ,  pp . 62 - 61}., 73 - 7 7 )*

17. U s u a l l y  t r a n s l a t e d  "n o u n s"  and " v e r b s ” , a s  P l a t o * s  
ex a m p le s  ( 262b )  e n c o u ra g e  one t o  d o .  But t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
P l a t o  o n l y  m e n t io n s  nouns  and v e r b s  s h o u ld  n o t  be p e r m i t t e d  
t o  o b s c u r e  t h e  p o i n t  he i s  e v i d e n t l y  m aking: he c e r t a i n l y  
d i d  n o t  r e g a r d  " T h e a e t e t u s  i s  s n u b -n o s e d "  a s  m e a n i n g l e s s .
C f.  n .  11 ab o v e .

18. So C o rn fo r d  ( PTK, p .  2 1 6 ) ,  T a y l o r  ( P l a t o :  t h e  
S o p h i s t  and t h e  S t a t e s m a n , p .  67), Ross (p .  I I 6 ) .

19. "M eaning and B e in g " ,  p p .  66 f f .

20 .  Op. c i t . ,  p .  71|.

21 .  T h a t  t h e  "any* and a l l "  m ust be s t r o n g l y  empha­
s i z e d  i n  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by 
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  u s u a l  a n a l y s i s  ( T a y lo r ,  P l a t o : 
t h e  S o p h i s t  and t h e  S t a t e s m a n , p .  6 7 ) :  "Thus [ t h e  f a l s e
p r o p o s i t i o n T  a f f i r m s  a b o u t  him  *what i s  no t*  a s  th o u g h  i t  
w e re .  B u t  t h i s  o n ly  means t h a t  i t  a f f i r m s  o f  him 1 s o m e th in g  
t h a t  i s ,  b u t  i s  d i f f e r e n t *  from  w hat i s .  . . F l y i n g  i s  a 
g e n u in e  a c t i o n ;  t h e r e  a r e  c r e a t u r e s  w hich  f l y .  . . b u t  
[ f l y i n g ]  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f rom  t h e  a c t  w hich  he i s ,  ex  h y p o t h e s i , 
i n  f a c t  now p e r f o r m i n g .  And t h i s  i s  enough t o  make t h e  
a s s e r t i o n  f a l s e . "  B ut i t  i s n * t :  t w i d d l i n g  o n e* s  thum bs
i s  a  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i o n  fro m  s i t t i n g .  Does i t  f o l l o w  t h a t  
T h e a e t e t u s ,  who i s  s i t t i n g ,  i s  n o t  t w i d d l i n g  h i s  thum bs?
(The im p o r t a n c e  o f  t h e  a d d i t i o n  "any  and a l l ” , and t h e
f a c t  t h a t  n o t h i n g  i n  P l a t o ’ s a c c o u n t  c o r r e s p o n d s  t o  i t
m ig h t  i n  f a c t  l e a d  one t o  d o u b t  w h e th e r  we can  be e x p e c t e d  
t o  p r o v i d e  i t  and i n t e r p r e t  a s  t h e  u s u a l  v iew  d o e s . )

2 2 .  E .g .  t h e  f l u x  t h e o r y  o f  r e a l i t y ,  t h e  i d e a  t h a t
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i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n s  o f  w ords ca n  l e a d  t o  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  w hat t h e r e  i s ,  c o n v e n t i o n a l i s m  o f  v a r i o u s  
s o r t s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  p ro b le m s  o f  m ean ing  I  s h a l l  be 
d i s c u s s i n g .

23 . C f. H e rm o g e n e s ’ c o m p l a i n t s  on t h i s  s c o r e ,  383a 
38i^a 7 ,  lj.27d 3 - 7 .

21].. E .g .  by  S h o re y  ( U n i t y ,  pp .  5i]--55), M rs* S p ra g u e ,  p . 17 .

25 . I t  p r o b a b l y  o n l y  means " p h r a s e 11: c f .  n .  12 ab o v e .

2 6 . I  h ave  i n t e r p r e t e d  lj-32d 11—lp33t> 5 a s  s a y i n g  some­
t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  t r u t h  and f a l s e h o o d  o f  s t a t e m e n t s ;  i n  my 
v iew  f a l s e h o o d  o f  a l o g o s  i s  h e r e  c o n n e c t e d  w i th  t h e  f a l s e  
a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  names a r g u e d  f o r  above (lj.3O-l4.3 i )>  and an 
a n a lo g y  i s  d raw n b e tw e e n  a f a l s e  l o g o s ,  a s  a bad p i c t u r e  o f  
a f a c t ,  and a bad  name, a s  a f a u l t y  copy  o f  a t h i n g .  T h i s  
r e q u i r e s  t h e  a s s u m p t io n  t h a t  once  S o c r a t e s  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
b e tw e e n  i n t r o d u c i n g  a name and u s i n g  i t  (l4.3O-l4.3 i )  He k e e p s  
t h e  two t h i n g s  a p a r t ,  a t  l e a s t  t h r o u g h  ij.33b: f o r  a s  I  c o n ­
s t r u e  l4.32e-l4-33/a > when S o c r a t e s  s p e a k s  o f  a l o g o s  a s  s a y i n g  
s o m e th in g  kakCos he means t h a t  i t  s a y s  s o m e th in g  f a l s e ,  ^ n d  
when he s a y s  t h a t  a l o g o s  may c o n t a i n  jji'Yx
he means f a l s e  names i n  t h e  s e n s e  e x p l a i n e d  i n  lj.3O-l4.3 i> v i z .  
w ro n g ly  a p p l i e d  nam es.  B u t  o t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  
a d m i t t e d l y  o b s c u r e  r e m a rk s  a r e  p o s s i b l e .  Thus i t  m ig h t  be 
t h a t  a f t e r  I4.32C, w here  he t u r n s  t o  d i s c u s s  n o t  i n c o r r e c t  u s e  
b u t  i n c o r r e c t  f o r m a t i o n  o f  nam es,  S o c r a t e s  d o e s  n o t  r e t u r n  
a t  a l l  t o  t h e  t o p i c  o f  f a l s e h o o d .  I n  t h a t  c a s e  lj.32e-I|.33a 
w i l l  m e r e ly  be e x t e n d i n g  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  b a d l y  made nam es,  
r e m a rk in g  t h a t  i f  some l e t t e r s  o f  a name a r e  w rong , and i t  
n e v e r t h e l e s s  r e m a in s  a co p y  o f  t h e  t h i n g ,  t h e n  a f o r t i o r i  
a  lo g o s  t h a t  c o n t a i n s  a name t h a t  c o n t a i n s  some i n c o r r e c t  
l e t t e r s  w i l l  f a i l  t o  be a s  good a copy  a s  i t  m ig h t  h av e  
b e e n  o f  t h e  t h i n g s  i t  nam es: b u t  t h i s  w i l l  h av e  no more
t o  do w i t h  f a l s e  s t a t e m e n t s  t h a n  b a d l y  i n t r o d u c e d  names do 
w i t h  f a l s e  names a s  e x p l a i n e d  i n  l4.3O-l4.3 i .  A d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n  w o u ld ^ ta k e  S o c r a t e s  t o  mean by  s e n t e n c e s  w h ich  
s a y  t h i n g s  k<*kCJj s e n t e n c e s  w h ich  a r e  f a l s e ,  b u t  would t a k e  
him t o  be m aking  f a l s e h o o d  d e p e n d e n t  n o t  ( a s  i n  lj.3O-lj.3 i )  
on t h e  m i s a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a name w i t h  a  p r e v i o u s l y  f i x e d  
m ean ing  b u t  on t h e  b a r e  f a c t  th & t  i t  c o n t a i n s  a b a d l y  made 
name. On t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  S o c r a t e s  i s  s a y i n g  i n  lj-32e 
t h a t  b e c a u s e  names c a n  hav e  i n c b r r e c t  l e t t e r s  t h e  l o g o i  
i n  w hich  t h e y  o c c u r  c a n  h av e  i n c o r r e c t  names ( v i z .  any  name 
w i t h  any  i n c o r r e c t  l e t t e r s ) ;  b u t ,  f o r g e t t i n g  h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n
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b e tw e en  I n c o r r e c t  u s e  and I n c o r r e c t  f o r m a t i o n ,  he now means 
t o  make lo g o i  f a l s e  by m aking them c o n t a i n  an i n c o r r e c t l y  
form ed name. Thus i f  " h o r s e *  i s  a bad name f o r  h o r s e s ,  any 
s e n t e n c e  i n  w hich  " h o r s e "  i s  u sed  i n  t h e  o r d i n a r y  way w i l l  
c o n t a i n  a f a l s e  name and so w i l l  i t s e l f  be f a l s e .  Now i t  
seems t o  me t h a t  e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  v iew s i s  p o s s i b l e  (and th e  
l a t t e r  c o u ld  be e l a b o r a t e d  t o  make a r a t h e r  f u l l  t h e o r y  o f  
f a l s e h o o d ) .  B ut t h e y  s h a r e  one f e a t u r e  w hich  i n c l i n e s  me 
t o  p r e f e r  t h e  one I  have  a d o p te d  t o  e i t h e r  o f  them . In  l\.32e 
3-lj. S o c r a t e s  s a y s  t h a t  ( a s  he h a s  e x p l a i n e d )  a name may c o n ­
t a i n  y<v\ TT^C'v^kjwra , and s i m i l a r l y  a lo g o s  may c o n ­
t a i n  a |u^ TT̂ ojT'h kov ^ 0  <k . Now on e i t h e r  o f  t h e  two v iew s
m en t io n ed  a ^  'irfo^Kov ovop* i s  one w i th  some bad l e t t e r s ----
one w hich  k <m -tcu . And i t  seems d o u b t f u l  t o  me t h a t  i t
can  mean t h i s .  I t  i s  c e r t a i n l y  f a r  more l i k e l y  t h a t

ov/0|ji<rr<k h e r e  means what i t  d o es  a t  i |31b 2 - 5 ,  v i z . ,  
names ' ' w ro n g ly  a p p l i e d " .  And i n  t h a t  c a s e  one i s  j u s t i ­

f i e d  i n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  by "names which  do n o t  f i t " ,  names 
w h ich ,  a s  S o c r a t e s  h a s  e x p l a i n e d ,  a r e  a p p l i e d  ( l i k e  p i c t u r e s )  
t o  t h i n g s  t h e y  do n o t  r e s e m b le .

27 . I t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  o b s e r v e  t h a t  b o th  h e r e  and 
t h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  d i a l o g u e  i t  i s  know ledge  o f  
o b j e c t s , and n e v e r  o f  t r u t h s  w hich  i s  m ean t .  C o rn fo rd  
o c c a s i o n a l l y  s l i p s  i n t o  t a l k  o f  know ledge o f  t r u t h s  ( c f .
PTK, pp . 1 3 7 -8 ) ,  and ev en  comes c l o s e  t o  t r a n s l a t i n g  th e  
same c o n c e rn  i n t o  P l a t o ' s  t e x t  ( 198b l ) ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  c e r ­
t a i n l y  a m i s t a k e .

28 . Even t h i s  k in d  o f  m is ta k e  i s  i n  f a c t  p o s s i b l e .  Dr. 
J e k y l l  was Mr. Hyde, b u t  he need  n o t  have b ee n ;  i f  he were 
n o t ,  someone m ig h t  s t i l l  have  t h o u g h t  t o  h i m s e l f  t h e  v e r y  
w o rd s"D r.  J e k y l l  i s  Mr. Hyde .'" and b ee n  wrong b u t  n o t  u n i n ­
t e l l i g i b l e .  T h is  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  dufe, o f  c o u r s e ,  t o  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  th o u g h  a p r o p e r  name d e s i g n a t e s  an o b j e c t  i t  c a n  be i n ­
t r o d u c e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  some d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  s e t  o f  d e s c r i p ­
t i o n s .  Thus b e f o r e  I  d i s c o v e r  ( o r  t h i n k )  t h a t  D r. J e k y l l  and 
Mr. Hyde a r e  t h e  same p e r s o n ,  Mr. Hyde i s  f o r  me a man o f  a 
c e r t a i n  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  w i t h  c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o c c u p a t i o n s  
e t c .  L ik e w is e ,  m u t a t i s  m u ta n d i s ,  f o r  D r. J e k y l l .  What I  
d i s c o v e r  ( o r  t h i n k  I  d i s c o v e r )  i s  j u s t  t h a t  i t  i s  one and 
t h e  same man who m e e ts  b o t h  d e s c r i p t i o n s  and e n g a g e s  i n
b o t h  o c c u p a t i o n s .  So ev e n  when I  have  two men i n  mind and 
g iv e  them  t h e i r  own p r o p e r  names I  need  n o t  r e n d e r  m y s e l f  
u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  by  s a y i n g  t h a t  t h e  one i s  t h e  o t h e r .  B ut 
i n  g e n e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  p r o p e r  names name d i f f e r e n t  p e o p l e ,  
and i f  we assume t h a t  t h i s  i s  u n i v e r s a l l y  s o ,  t h e n  S o c r a t e s '  
p r i n c i p l e  i s  u n o b j e c t i o n a b l e .



) /
29* B ut n o t e  191d 5 ^vv /oV jT ^fv  w hich  d o e s  n o t  a p p e a r  

t o  s o r t  w e l l  w i t h  p e r c e p t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  t h e  s o l e  s o u r c e  
o f  t h e  i m p r i n t s  on t h e  wax: th o u g h  no d o u b t  someone c o u ld
o v e r - i n t e r p r e t  i t  so  a s  t o  make i t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h a t  
s u p p o s i t i o n .

30 . Hence n o t  much w e ig h t  s h o u ld  be a t t a c h e d  t o  S o c r a t e s '  
e x c u r s u s  ( l 9 k c l - 195b l )  on t h e  ways i n  w h ich  d i f f e r e n c e s
i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  a p e r s o n f s wax b l o c k  a f f e c t  h i s  i n t e l l i g e n c e  
and t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  he w i l l  make m i s t a k e s  and ju d g e  
f a l s e l y .  S i m i l a r l y  one n eed  n o t  be s u r p r i s e d  t h a t  t h e  r e ­
mark a t  197d 7 -8  a b o u t  t h e  v a r i e t i e s  o f  b i r d s  i n  o n e ! s 
a v i a r y  h a s  n o t  b e e n  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  c o n s t r u e d  a s  im p ly in g  
some c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  on P l a t o ' s  p a r t  o f  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  know­
le d g e  ( c f .  C am p b e l l ,  p .  199* C o rn fo rd  PTK, p . 1 3 2 n . ) ;  n o r  
ca n  t h e  re m a rk  ( 198a [}.-b 6 ) a b o u t  how one man t e a c h e s  a n ­
o t h e r  h i s  n u m b ers ,  t h e r e b y  s t o c k i n g  h i s  a v i a r y  w i t h  t h e  
k now ledge  o f  t h e  n u m b ers ,  b e a r  t h e  w e ig h t  w jiich C o rn fo r d  
(p .  135- 8 ) ,  m i s t r a n s l a t i n g  c\oi8 ^Qv ( 198b l ) ,
a t t a c h e s  t o  i t  ( c f .  a l s o  S t o e l z e l ,  pp . 111-113* f ro m  whom 
C o rn fo rd  seems t o  have  g o t t e n  t h e  i d e a ) .  A l l  t h e s e  p a s s a g e s  
a r e  e l a b o r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  m ode ls  f o r  t h e i r  own s a k e s  and do 
n o t  fo rm  any  p a r t  o f  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  p ro b le m  a b o u t
f a l s e  b e l i e f  w h ich  P l a t o  i n t r o d u c e s  t h e  s i m i l e s  t o  c l a r i f y
and s o l v e .

31 .  I t  i s  am us ing  t o  o b s e r v e  t h a t  C o rn fo r d  f i r s t  a n ­
n o u n c e s  (p .  121j.) t h a t  S o c r a t e s  i n  193b 9 f f *  I s g o in g  t o  
i l l u s t r a t e  " th e  t h r e e  c a s e s  i n  w h ich  m i s ta k e  i s  p o s s i b l e " ,  
and t h e n  (p .  125 )* h a v in g  t r a n s l a t e d  t h e  p a s s a g e  g i v i n g  t h e  
i l l u s t r a t i o n s ,  r e m a rk s  t h a t  S o c r a t e s  h a s  n o t  i l l u s t r a t e d  
one o f  t h e  t h r e e  c a s e s  and t h a t  he w i l l  go on i n  193d 10 f f -
t o  r e p e a t  h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  " th e  two c a s e s  he h a s  i l l u s t r a t e d "

32 . C f .  P .F .  S t r a w s o n  I n d i v i d u a l s  Ch. 1.

33- C f.  198d 1 -8 .

3k- C f .  199b 1 -5 .

35- I t  i s  w o r th  n o t i n g  t h a t  h e r e  a g a i n ,  a s  a t  196a - b ,  
one i s  n o t  su p p o se d  t o  h av e  12 i n  mind when he h a s  7+5 i n 
m ind; he  g o e s  i n  h u n t  oT 12 ( 199b 2 - 3 ) once  he a s k s  h i m s e l f  
how much 7 and~5  make.

3 6 . An ig n o r a n c e  o f  11, a s  t h e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  t h e  a r g u ­
m ent above show s, i s  s o m e th in g  by  h a v in g  w h ich  i n  a c t i v e  u s e  
one i s  i n  f a c t  t h i n k i n g  o f  11 b u t  n o t  know ing  i t  f o r  11 : an
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i g n o r a n c e  i s  j u s t  t h e  same a s  a know ledge e x c e p t  t h a t  i f  
one h a s  t h e  know ledge  o f  s o m e th in g  t o  hand  he knows v/hat 
t h i n g  he i s  t h i n k i n g  o f .  C o rn fo rd  i s  t h e r e f o r e  wrong t o  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  " p i e c e  o f  i g n o r a n c e "  one i s  su p p o sed  t o  
l a y  h o ld  o f  i s  t h e  " f a l s e  b e l i e f . .  . t h a t  £+7= 11" (p .  138 ) .  
C o rn fo rd  f a i l s  t o  o b s e r v e  t h a t  i t  i s  know ledge  o r  i g n o r a n c e  
o f  o b j e c t s  t h r o u g h o u t  h e r e  t h a t  i s  i n  q u e s t i o n ,  n o t  p r o p ­
o s i t i o n s .  B ut he i s  a t  l e a s t  c o n s i s t e n t ,  s i n c e  he t h i n k s  
t h e  e - T r i f f r ^ ^ h  no l e s s  t h a h  t h e  i<rr/v^o<r6 vcu, a r e  p r o p -
o s i t i o n a l  i n  form  (p .  135)* T h ere  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  no w a r r a n t  
f o r  t h i s  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  h o w ev er ,  th o u g h  C o rn fo rd  t r a n s l a t e s  
some w a r r a n t  i n t o  i t  a t  198b 1. (O ddly  enough  he t a k e s  
t o o  a o tc o  TT€f» 199e 5 w i t h  j when he m ig h t  h ave  eked
o u t  h i s  c a s e  by t a k i n g  i t ,  a s  D ie s  d o e s ,  w i t h  |*o-

t r a n s l a t i n g  "now g e t t i n g  a know ledge  and now an i g ­
n o ra n c e  a b o u t  t h e  same t h i n g " . ;  I t  i s  e a s y  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  
t h e  (r it * ja* i m ust be know ledge  o f  t r u t h s  a b o u t
t h e  n u m bers ;  b u t  once one s e e s  ( a s  C o rn fo r d  o f  c o u r s e  d o es  
n o t :  c f .  h i s  comments p p .  117-118  on t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  f a l s e ­
hood a s  ciAAoSof /<*) t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r y  o f  
m ean ing  b e i n g  p u r s u e d  h e r e  f a l s e h o o d  o f  w h a te v e r  s o r t  m ust 
r e d u c e  t o  m i s t a k i n g  one o b j e c t  f o r  a n o t h e r ,  t h e  e m p h a s is  on 
know ledge  o f  an  o b j e c t  w hich  d o e s  n o t  come down t o  a l o t  o f  
know ledge  o f  t r u t h s  a b o u t  i t  i s  s e e n  t o  be b o t h  a p p r o p r i a t e  
and n e c e s s a r y  t o  t h e  a rg u m e n t .

37 . PLE, p .  3 7 . C f .  a l s o  R o b in so n ,  "Forms and E r r o r "  
p .  5 , who s e e s  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  a rg u m en t  b u t  i s  w i l l ­
i n g  t o  b e l i e v e  i t  was a " s l i p "  on P l a t o f s p a r t .  The r e c o g ­
n i t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  a rg u m en t  s o r t s  i l l  w i th  t h e  o l d  k n o w le d g e - 
F o rm s /b e  l i e f - e m p i r i c a l  w o r ld  d ic h o to m y  g o es  b a c k  t o  t h e  
n i n e t e e n t h  c e n t u r y  a t  l e a s t :  S t o e l z e l  ( p .  1 1 3 n . )  m e n t io n s ,  
and a t t e m p t s  t o  r e b u t ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  t o  t h i s  e f f e c t  by 
S c h u b a r t  and von S t e i n .

3 8 . I t  i s  w o r th  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  f a c t  w re ck s  
C h e r n i s s 1 i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  seco n d  h a l f  o f  t h e  d i a l o g u e .  
He t h i n k s  ("Econom y", SPM pp .  £ - 6 ) t o  show t h e  a rg u m e n t  o f  
t h e  seco n d  h a l f  o f  t h e  d i a l o g u e  t o  be a c o h e r e n t  and w e l l -  
a r g u e d  d e f e n s e  o f  t h e  o ld  v iew , s u c c i n c t l y  a rg u e d  i n  T im . 
£ l d - e ,  t h a t  i f  know ledge  and t r u e  o p i n i o n  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  
t h e n  t h e r e  a r e  Forms ( t h e  o b j e c t s  w i t h  w h ich  know ledge  i s  
c o n c e r n e d ) .  The a rg u m e n ts  o f  T h e a e t e t u s  2 0 1 a -c  and 2 0 8 e -  
210a f i t  t o g e t h e r  t o  show t h a t  ( a ) know ledge  and t r u e  b e l i e f  
a r e  d i s t i n c t  and (b )  s i n c e  know ledge  i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  
t r u e  b e l i e f  t r u e  b e l i e f  c a n n o t  be an  " e s s e n t i a l  e l e m e n t"  o f  
know ledge  e i t h e r ,  so  t h a t  know ledge  m ust h av e  d i f f e r e n t  o b ­
j e c t s  from  t h e  o b j e c t s  o f  b e l i e f .  By so i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e



sec o n d  a rg u m en t  C h e r n i s s  makes i t s  c o n c l u s i o n  d e p e n d e n t  upon  
t h a t  o f  t h e  f i r s t ;  b u t  a s  we hav e  now s e e n  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  
o f  t h e  f i r s t  ( t h a t  kn o w led g e  i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  t r u e  b e ­
l i e f )  i s  d e p e n d e n t  upon  t h e  a s s u m p t io n  t h a t  n o t  a l l  o b j e c t s  
o f  know ledge  a r e  Fo rm s. N e i t h e r  a rg u m en t  n o r  t h e  sum o f  
t h e  two c a n ,  t h e n ,  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  show ing t h a t  t r u e  b e ­
l i e f  and k n ow ledge  m ust be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  i n  su ch  a way t h a t  
b e l i e f  and k n o w led g e  hav e  d i f f e r e n t  " o b j e c t s " .  Of c o u r s e  
t h i s  d o e s  n o t  show t h a t  P l a t o  d i d  n o t  I n t e n d  t o  be a r g u in g  
a s  C h e r n i s s  r e p r e s e n t s  h im ; b u t  s i n c e  one r e a s o n  f o r  a c c e p ­
t i n g  t h a t  he d i d  so  a r g u e  i s  ( a s  C h e r n i s s  o b v i o u s l y  b e l i e v e s )  
t h a t  t h e  a rg u m e n t  so  c o n s t r u e d  i s  a g o o d ,  c l e a r  and c o h e r e n t  
o n e ,  i t  i s  w o r th  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t .  The a rg u m en t  
o f  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s  m a n i f e s t l y  d o e s  n o t  p ro v e  t h e  " e p i s t e m o -  
l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  o f  t h e  I d e a s . "

39. p p . 1 1 3 - m .
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NOTES TO CHAPTER VI

1. R uncim an , PLE p p .  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e s e  c l o s i n g  
l i n e s  o f  S o c r a t e s *  e x p o s i t i o n  do n o t  fo rm  p a r t  o f  t h e  dream  
t h e o r y ,  and t h a t  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  d ream  now here  c o n t e m p l a t e s  
g i v i n g  an e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  l o g o s  a s  a s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d i t i o n  o f  
k n o w led g e .  B u t t h e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  t o  t a k e  t h i s  r a d i c a l  l i n e .  
The d ream  ca n  be p r o p o s i n g  a t h e o r y  o f  lo g o s  a s  so m e th in g
t o  be added t o  t r u e  b e l i e f  a s  w e l l  a s  e n u n c i a t i n g  a n e c e s ­
s a r y  c o n d i t i o n  o f  k n o w le d g e .  ( i t  s h o u ld  be o b s e r v e d  t h a t  
t h e  n e c e s s a r y  c o n d i t i o n  Runcim an t h i n k s  t h e  d ream  i s  p r o ­
d u c in g  [ t h a t  "a  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  names i s  a n e c e s s a r y  p r e ­
r e q u i s i t e  o f  s i m p le s  b eco m in g  e i t h e r  o p i n a b l e  o r  k n o w a b le " ,  
p .  ijii] i s  m i s g u id e d .  S im p le s  a r e  i n  t h e  c l e a r e s t  p o s s i b l e  
way ( 202b 5 - 6 ) s a i d  t o  be u n k n o w a b le ;  w ha t i s  known when 
t h e i r  names a r e  p u t  t o g e t h e r  i s  n o t  t h e  s i m p le s  t h e m s e l v e s  
b u t  t h e  co m p lex e s  t h e y  a r e  p a r t s  o f . )

2 .  One may g r a n t ,  a s  I  h av e  d o n e , i n  w hat p r e c e d e s ,  t h a t  
t h e  dream  i s  p a r t l y  (an d  p e r h a p s  by  i n t e n t i o n  p r i m a r i l y )  a 
t h e o r y  o f  e x p l a n a t i o n  and n o t  one o f  la n g u a g e  o r  s e m a n t i c s ;  
n e v e r t h e l e s s  i t  c o n t a i n s  t h e  two r o o t  i d e a s  o f  t h e  a t o m i s ­
t i c  t h e o r y ,  ( a )  d e s i g n a t i o n  a s  t h e  f u n d a m e n ta l  l i n g u i s t i c  
a c t  ( 201e 2 - 202a 2 ) ,  and (b )  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  t o  s a y  so m e th in g  
i s  t o  s t r i n g  names t o g e t h e r  (202b  2-5* 7> c f .  205d 8 ) .  On 
a l l  t h i s  s e e  b e lo w  p p .  251  f f .
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3 . E n d o rse d  by  C h e r n i s s ,  ’’P h i l o s o p h i c a l  Economy” , SPM 

p . 7 and a rg u e d  by  C o r n f o r d ,  PTK pp . Il\2 f f .

l±. "Forms and E r r o r ” , pp .  H4. - I 6 . R o b in s o n f s own p o s i ­
t i v e  v iew  ( t h a t  P l a t o  i n  t h e  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  shows t h a t  h i s  
v iew  t h a t  k n o w led g e  a lw a y s  i n v o l v e s  l o g o s ,  th o u g h  he c o n ­
t i n u e s  t o  a c c e p t  i t ,  i s  i n c o h e r e n t  so f a r  a s  he can  t e l l )  
seems t o  me n o t  v e r y  p r o m i s i n g .  The t h e o r y  o f  s im p le s  and 
c o m p lex e s  expounded  i n  t h e  dream  h a s  t o  be a t t r i b u t e d  f i r m ­
l y  t o  P l a t o  i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  have  any 
ch a n ce  o f  b e i n g  r i g h t  ( s i n c e  i t  m ust have  P l a t o  a r g u in g  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  some t h i n g s  o f  w hich  t h e r e  i s  know ledge b u t  
no l o g o s ) ;  and I  d o u b t  t h a t  P l a t o  can  h e r e  be f i r m l y  a d o p t ­
i n g  any t h e o r y  o f  l o g o s  o r  any t h e o r y  o f  c o m p le x e s .  C f. 
H a c k f o r th  " P l a t o n i c  Form s. . . ” , p .  57.

5 . D i^ s  o f f e r s  an a rg u m en t  a}ong t r a d i t i o n a l  l i n e s  t o  
show how t h i s  m ig h t  be done ( " L ’ ld e e  de l a  s c i e n c e  d an s  
P l a t o n " ,  A u to u r  de P l a t o n  I I .  lj.65-W>9. )

6 . C f.  C o rn fo r d  PTK pp . 1 6 2 -3 ,  a s  a g a i n s t  p . 158;
C h e r n i s s  " P h i l o s o p h i c a l  Economy” , SPM p . 7 .

7 .  Hence C o r n f o r d ’ s re m a rk s  a t  t h e  end o f  h i s  d i s c u s ­
s i o n  a r e  u n i n f o r m a t i v e  a t  b e s t ,  and o b f u s c a t o r y  a t  w o r s t .
He w r i t e s :  "The P l a t o n i s t  w i l l  d raw  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  I n f e r e n c e .
T ru e  know ledge  h a s  f o r  i t s  o b j e c t s  t h i n g s  o f  a d i f f e r e n t
o r d e r  n o t  s e n s i b l e  t h i n g s ,  b u t  i n t e l l i g i b l e  Form s. . . .
Such o b j e c t s  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  u n iq u e ;  t h e y  do n o t  become and 
p e r i s h  o r  ch an g e  i n  any  r e s p e c t .  But a s  n o t h i n g  In  t h e  
p r e c e d i n g  a r g u m e n ts ,  o r  C o r n f o r d 1s com m entary  on them , h a s  
s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  c h a n g in g n e s s  and t e m p o r a l i t y  o f  s e n s i b l e  
t h i n g s  c a u s e s  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  t h e  a t t e m p t  t o  d e f i n e  lo g o s  
f o r  them  so a s  t o  p e r m i t  know ledge  o f  them , t h e s e  f e a t u r e s  
o f  Form s, th o u g h  no d o u b t  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  
Forms I n  g e n e r a l ,  do n o t  t h e m s e lv e s  have any  r e l e v a n c e  t o  
t h e  I s s u e s  r a i s e d .  C o rn fo r d  s h o u ld  c e r t a i n l y  have e x p l a i n e d  
how t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  Form o f  J u s t i c e ,  s a y ,  I s  e t e r n a l  and 
u n c h a n g in g  p e r m i t s  one t o  g i v e  a lo g o s  o f  i t  w h ich  i s  n o t  
open  t o  t h e  k i n d s  o f  o b j e c t i o n s  r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  d e f i n i ­
t i o n s  o f  lo g o s  a c t u a l l y  p r o p o s e d .

8 . I  do n o t  c l a i m  ev en  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  a t  a l l  w e l l  t h e  
su p p o sed  f o u r t h  s e n s e .  At one p o i n t  ( p .  154-) i t  a p p e a r s  t o  
be  d e f i n i t i o n  t h r o u g h  h i g h e r  c o n c e p t s ,  a t  a n o t h e r  (p p .  llj.1- 
2) I t  a p p e a r s  t o  be s o m e th in g  n o t  g iv e n  o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  
( w h e th e r  t h i n g  o r  c o n c e p t )  b u t ,  r a t h e r ,  o f  a b e l i e f  o r  a 
ju d g e m e n t ,  th o u g h  t h e n  I t  i s  n o t  a s e n s e  w h ich  any one 
c o u ld  su p p o se  was a p p r o p r i a t e  e i t h e r  ( e . g . )  t o  t h e  sun  o r  
t o  t h e  J u s t  I t s e l f .  C f .  R o b in so n ,  "Forms and E r r o r " ,
p p .  1 ^ -1 5 .
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9. " P l a t o ' s  P a r m e n id e s " ,  SPM pp .  136 f f . ,  " L e t t e r s  

and S y l l a b l e s " ,  p .  L\4 3 .

10 . 207a 5 -7  and 208d 1-3  seem q u i t e  am b ig u o u s ,  and t h e  
e x a m p le s  o f  T h e a e t e t u s  and h i s  name, th o u g h  t h e y  seem t o  
l e a n  to w a r d s  lo g o s  a s  a s im p le  l i s t ,  a r e  h a r d l y  d e c i s i v e .

11. C f.  f o r  exam ple  C r a t .  14.25a 1- 3 , 14.31b 2 -c  2 (w h e re ,
I  h av e  a rg u e d  a b o v e ,  p .  187 and n .  25 , t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f

a s  w e l l  a s  ovo^aatx i s  i n c o n s e q u e n t i a l )  and Soph. 
263d 1—24- (w here  v i r t u a l l y  t h e  same fo r m u la  i s  u n d e r s to o d  
d i f f e r e n t l y ,  c f .  p p .  I 67 f f . ) .  I n  t h e s e ,  and o t h e r ,  p l a c e s ,  
i t  i s  a lw a y s  a s t a t e m e n t  w h ich  i s  s a i d  t o  be a c o m b in a t io n ,  
o r  an  i n t e r m i n g l i n g ,  e t c . ,  o f  names ( o r  names and v e r b s ) .

12. I t  s h o u ld  b^ c a r e f u l l y  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  second  c o n ­
c e p t i o n  o f  a t r e a t s  Lt a s  s o m e th in g  o v e r  and above
t h e  e l e m e n t s  and a s  i t s e l f  a p a r t  l e s s  s im p le  t h i n g .  The 
s u p p o s i t i o n  i s  n o t  ( a s  R y le ,  " P l a t o ' s  'P a r m e n i d e s ' " ,  SPM 
p p .  137- 138 , t h i n k s )  t h a t  a com plex  may c o n s i s t  o f  l e t t e r s  
p l u s  an  o r d e r  o f  a r r a n g e m e n t ,  w h ich  i s  t h e n  a s  much a s im -  
p l e  ( th o u g h  a s im p le  o f  a d i f f e r e n t  k in d )  a s  t h e  l e t t e r s .
The new s im p le  t h i n g  ^being  i n t r o d u c e d  on t h i s  seco n d  u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g  o f  a C T v X M ^  i s  n o t  so m e th in g  o f  w h ich  th e  s y l l a b l e  
c o n s i s t s ;  i t  i s  t h e  s y l l a b l e  i t s e l f  ( c f .  205c 1 - 2 ) .  T h e re  
i s  now here  i n  t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  any  a l l u s i o n ,  so  f a r  a s  I
c a n  s e e ,  t o  any  n o t i o n  o f  an " o r d e r  o f  a r r a n g e m e n t"  (Ryle) 
t h a t  h a s  t o  be added  i n  w i t h  t h e  l e t t e r s  t o  make a sylla­
b l e .  ( A r i s t o t l e ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  M e t . Z.10L|.lb 11-33  i s  t o  
be c o n t r a s t e d  w i th  t h e  T h t . ' s d i s c u s s i o n . )

13 . Of c o u r s e  t h e  P a rm e n id e s  t r e a t s  t h e  one a s  s i m u l ­
t a n e o u s l y  b o t h  o f  t h e s e ,  w h e re a s  i n  t h e  T h t . t h e  two c o n ­
c e p t i o n s  a r e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  B u t t h i s  d o e s  n o t  m a t t e r  f o r  
my p u r p o s e s .

H4. The u s e  o f  ex a m p le s  i n  t h e  l e a r n i n g  o f  l e t t e r s  a s  
an  exam ple  o f  Exam ple: t h e  i d e n t i t y  o f  l e t t e r s  i n  d i f f e r e n t
s y l l a b l e s  and a b i l i t y  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  i d e n t i t y  m ust be s e e n  
i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e s m a n  and t h e  , 
u s e  o f  w e av in g  a s  an e x a m p le .  W h a ts i s  i t  t o  r e c o g n i z e  
( i f ,  c f .  278e 9 ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  < tto i^^Tov w hich  i s  b e i n g  l e a r n e d )  
o r  <ruv( K£«hka{ and <A*kaiTik^ ( i f ,  c f .  282b ,  t h e s e  a r e  b e i n g  
l e a r n e d ) ,  f i r s t  i n  w e av in g  and t h e n  i n  s t a t e s m a n s h i p ?  In  
w ha t c o n s i s t s  the., i d e n t i t y  o f  ©■ £paTK-/a i n  t h e  two? L e t t e r s  
a r e  e v i d e n t l y  n o t  b e i n g  th o u g h t  o r  a s  s im p le  e l e m e n ts  i n  any 
s e n s e .



307
15. In  " P l a t o ’ s ’P a r m e n id e s ’ " SPM pp . 137-138* t h e  u n ­

p u b l i s h e d  p a p e r  r e f e r r e d  t o  by R.C. C ro s s  ("L ogos  and Forms 
i n  P l a t o " ,  pp .  Ij.3lj.-I4.35 ) ,  and " L e t t e r s  and S y l l a b l e s " ,  p .  ljlj-3.

16. Hence I  r e j e c t  Runciman* s i d e a  ( PLE p p . lj.7-ij.8) t h a t  
P l a t o  i s  a r g u in g  a g a i n s t  t h e  dream  t h e o r i s t  t o  t h e  p o s i t i v e  
c o n c l u s i o n  (w h ich  he t h e r e a f t e r  r e g a r d e d  a s  an  a c c o m p l is h e d  
d o c t r i n e )  t h a t  t h e r e  m ust be know ledge  o f  s i m p le s .  F o r  
t h i s  t o  f o l l o w  P l a t o  would have  h i m s e l f  t o  be f i r m l y  com­
m i t t e d  t o  t h e  d r e a m ’ s (and  S o c r a t e s ’ ) v iew  o f  s im p le s  and 
co m p le x e s .  And i t  i s  t o o  much t o  s a y  t h a t  he a c c e p t e d  t h i s  
v iew . I t  i s  c e r t a i n l y  t o o  much t o  s a y ,  a s  Runciman d o e s ,  
t h a t  b o th  T h e a e t e t u s  ,?.nd P h i l e b u s  r e g a r d  i t  a s  n e c e s s a r y  
t h a t  t h e r e  d iou ld  be know ledge  o f  s i m p le s ,  on t h e  g ro u n d  t h a t  
t h e y  b o th  ad m it  know ledge  o f  l e t t e r s  ( th o u g h  d i f f e r i n g  a s  t o  
w hat know ledge o f  su ch  a s im p le  comes t o ) .  F o r  a s  soon  a s  
t h e  P h i l e b u s  s e e s  t h a t  know ing  a l e t t e r  i n v o l v e s  knowing 
how i t  can  combine w i th  o t h e r s  i t  no l o n g e r  t r e a t s  l e t t e r s  
a s  s im p le s  i n  any s e n s e  i n  w hich  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s  a r g u e s  f o r  
know ledge o f  s i m p le s .

17. "TH" o f  c o u r s e  s t a n d s  f o r  t h e  s i n g l e  G reek  l e t t e r  
T h e ta .

18^ C f. 2£9c J: TfcAA* . .. <*£ Sv' 3  G'vJj w j^h  202e 1 -2 ,  
< n - o i ) ( S 3 o >  v io v  r ( j -  \< ft<  r o « A A f t -

19. R y le  h a s  made much o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw een  
l e t t e r s  a s  so u n d s  and l e t t e r s  a s  c h a r a c t e r s ,  a r g u in g  t h a t  
when P l a t o  u s e s  th e  l e t t e r s - s y l l a b l e s  a n a lo g y  he must have  
p r i m a r i l y  i n  mind l e t t e r s  a s  so u n d s  ( c f .  ’’L e t t e r s  and 
S y l l a b l e s " ) .  R y l e ’ s r e a s o n  f o r  t h i n k i n g  so  i s  J u s t  t h a t  
t h e  p o i n t  he t a k e s  P l a t o  t o  be m aking by t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  
a n a lo g y  i s  o n ly  c o r r e c t ,  o r  c o r r e c t  w i t h o u t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  
o f  spoken  l e t t e r s  and n o t  o f  w r i t t e n .  F o r  t h e  w r i t t e n  "T" 
i s  a d i s c r e t e  and s e p a r a b l e  p a r t  o f  t h e  w ords i n  w hich  i t  
a p p e a r s ,  r e c o g n i z a b l e  and t e a c h a b l e  on i t s  own; w h e rea s  
t h e  sound r e p r e s e n t e d  by ”T" d o es  n o t  t u r n  up on i t s  own 
and i s  n o t  a s e p a r a t e  and d i s c r e t e  p a r t  o f  t h e  spoken  word.
And a c c o r d i n g  t o  R y le ,  P l a t o ’ s p o i n t  i n  a p p e a l i n g  t o  t h e  
l e t t e r  and s y l l a b l e  a n a lo g y  " i n  e x p o u n d in g  h i s  l o g i c a l  o r  
s e m a n t ic  v i e w s " ( p .  ij.31 )* i s  t o  show t h e  " in d 6 p e n d e n t -  
v a r i a b i l i t y - w i t h o u t - s e p a r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  m ean in g s  o f  p a r t s  
o f  s e n t e n c e s "  ( p .  iq.5l)• w o rd s ,  s i n c e  t h e y  a r e  p a r t s  o f  
s e n t e n c e s ,  hav e  m ean ing  d e r i v a t i v e l y  from  t h e  m ean ings  o f  
t h e  s e n t e n c e s  i n  w hich  t h e y  o c c u r ,  and t h e r e f o r e  a s  m ean ing ­
f u l  e l e m e n ts  a r e  a s p e c t s  and n o t  p a r t s :  t h e y  a r e  " d i s t i n g u i s h -
a b l e s ,  n o t  d e t a c h a b l e s ;  a b s t r a c t a b l e s ,  n o t  e x t r a c t a b l e s "  ( p . k3&)
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And j u s t  a s  t h e  o n l y  I n d e p e n d e n t l y  e x i s t i n g  l i n g u i s t i c  u n i t s  
a r e  c o m p le te  s t a t e m e n t s ,  so  t h e  a n a lo g y  P l a t o  r e l i e s  upon 
t o  make t h i s  p o i n t  s h o u ld  t a k e  l e t t e r s  a s  s o u n d s ,  w here  t h e  
e l e m e n ts  h ave  no i n d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  a s  c h a r a c ­
t e r s ,  w here t h e y  o b v i o u s l y  do e x i s t  s e p a r a t e l y .  T h a t  P l a t o  
d o e s  n o t  h av e  l e t t e r s  a s  p h o n e t i c  e l e m e n ts  r a t h e r  t h a n  w r i t ­
t e n  c h a r a c t e r s  s p e c i a l l y  i n  mind i s  c l e a r  f rom  many p a s s a g e s  
( e . g . ,  T h t . 2 0 6 a )  and h a s  b ee n  shown by  G a l lo p  ( P h i l . R e v .
1963 pp .  36I4. - 36 9 ) .  a l s o  f a i l s  t o  n o t i c e  t h a t  P l a t o ' s
" l o g i c a l  and s e m a n t i c a l  v iew s"  were d i f f e r e n t  i n  C r a t y l u s  
and T h e a e t e t u s  from  S o p h i s t , P o l l t l c u s  and P h l l e b u s , so  t h a t  
t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  a n a lo g y  s h o u ld  n o t  i n  any c a s e  be u n i f o r m . )
The a b s e n c e  o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e tw e en  p h o n e t i c  e l e m e n t s  and 
w r i t t e n  c h a r a c t e r s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  R y l e ’ s e s t i m a t i o n  o f  t h e  
p o i n t  P l a t o  u s e s  t h e  a n a lo g y  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  i n  h i s  l a t e r  d i a ­
lo g u e s  i s  f a u l t y .  I  t h i n k  P l a t o  n e v e r  w is h e s  t o  d en y  t h a t
l e t t e r s  w h e th e r  p h o n e t i c  o r  w r i t t e n  c a n  be  met w i t h  on
t h e i r  own, n o r  t h a t  w ords  and t h e i r  m ean in g s  e x i s t  e x c e p t  
a s  p a r t s  o f  s e n t e n c e s  o r  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  H is  p o i n t  i s ,  r a t h e r ,  
t h a t  t o  know one o f  t h e s e  t h i n g s  i s  n o t  t o  know m e r e ly  w hat 
one m ig h t  l e a r n  by  lo o k i n g  v e r y  c l o s e l y  a t  i t  8ls i t  a p p e a r s  
i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  b u t  t o  know a b o u t  i t  w hat k i n d s  o f  f u n c t i o n s  
i t  p e r fo r m s  and how i t  d i f f e r s  f rom  o t h e r  s i m i l a r  t h i n g s
p e r f o r m in g  d i f f e r e n t  f u n c t i o n s .  W hereas R y le  t h i n k s  and
w is h e s  P l a t o  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  s y l l a b l e s  a s  i n d e p e n d e n t  e x i s ­
t e n c e s  a r e  p r i o r  t o  l e t t e r s ,  w h ich  n e v e r  o c c u r  e x c e p t  i n  
s y l l a b l e s ,  P l a t o  i n  f a c t  s e e s  them  a s  i n t e r c o n n e c t e d  and 
n e i t h e r  i n  R y l e ' s  way p r i o r  t o  t h e  o t h e r .

20 . C f .  R o b in s o n ,  "Forms and E r r o r " ,  p p .  1 7 -1 9  ( r e p l i e d  
t o  by H a c k f o r t h ,  " P l a t o n i c  F o rm s" ,  p .  5 8 ) .  B u t  n o t i c e  t h a t  
I  h ave  n o t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  Forms a r e  n o t  r e l e v a n t  t o  any  and 
a l l  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  w ha t know ledge  i s ,  b u t  o n l y  t h a t  t h e y  
a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  an  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n  r a i s e d  
by  t h e  T h e a e t e t u s .

21 . C f . w ha t t h e  P o l i t i c u s  s a y s  (2 7 7 a -2 8 7 a )  a b o u t -^
T'Sv (2 ? 8 d  1)': t h i s  p a s s a g e  d e s e r v e s  much
c l o s e r ^ a t t e n t i o n  t h a n  i t  u s u a l l y  r e c e i v e s .  One o f  t h e s e  
<rTo/X^K I s ( I  t h i n k ,  c f .  n o t e  llj. ab o v e )  w h ich
o c c u r s  b o t h  i n  w e av in g  and i n  s t a t e s m a n s h i p .  Knowing 
Xr (̂a a s  i t  o c c u r s  i n  w e a v in g  i s  no s im p le  o p e r a t i o n :  c f .
2 8 lb  7 -d  3 . L ik e w is e  h a v i n g  g o t t e n  t o  know i n
t h e  c a s e  o f  w eav in g  s e r v e s  a s  a g u id e  t o  g e t t i n g  t o  know

i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  s t a t e s m a n s h i p  ( c f .  287b f f . )  i n  
n o t h i n g  l i k e  t h e  way hav ing  p r a c t i s e d  p i c k i n g  o u t  a man 
from  a g ro u p  o f  t h r e e  o t h e r s  h e l p s  one t o  p i c k  him  o u t  
f rom  a g ro u p  o f  2 0 .
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