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Preface

n 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 Burnyeat
(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.

—dJ.M.C.
Princeton, New Jersey
September 1989
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INT RODUCTION

The Theaetetus is almost alone among Plato's dialogues in
being fairly precisely datable. In the ""preface' which precedes the
dialogue proper Theaetetus is said to have just been brought back from
battle near Corinth, wounded and suffering from dysentery; it seems
clear that he is about to die. Euclides, who reports these facts to
Terpsion, is reminded of a conversation Socrates once had with Theae-
tetus when he was quite a young man, not long before Socrates' death.
On this occasion Socrates was much impressed with Theaetetus' mental
powers, and predicted for him the illustrious future he in fact turned
out to have. Itis this conversation which the main dialogue records.
The tributes to Theaetetus' prowess in the preface and in the dialogue
proper, where one of his main mathematical achievements is described
and celebrated (147d-148b), strongly suggest that Plato composed the
dialogue as a memorial to him. If so, the date of composition must fall
not long after the battle in which Theaetetus was fatally wounded. Now
there were only two battles of Corinth during Plato's lifetime, one in
394 and one in 369, 1 and the earlier date, though it has had some sup-
porters, notable among them Lewis Campbell, 2 is hardly acceptable if
the dialogue was composed shortly after Theaetetus' death, and has not
generally been adopted by scholars. The Theaetetus, then, seems
fairly firmly assignable to the early 360's.

This date makes the Theaetetus pretty certainly written after

the Republic, which is at the latest a composition of the 370's. 3 And



as the Theaetetus is the first of the series of dialogues--Theaetetus,

Sophist, Statesman, and Philebus--which Campbell liked to call "dia-

lectical' because of their more alert critical stance and their height-
ened interest in examining the first principles not only of Socratic but

also of pre-Socratic 1;hought,4r this date fixes also a terminus post quem

for the whole series of dialectical and critical dialogues. If we are
justified in thinking that the Parmenides as well, even if it antedates
the Theaetetus, 3 has close temporal affinities to the dialectical group,
then from about 370 onwards, or a little earlier, and certainly after
the completion of the Republic, a considerable portion of Plato's philo-
sophical work was devoted to the close and often abstruse and difficult
reasoning which characterizes these five dialogues. In fact, Plato's
whole literary output during the last twenty-odd years of his life prob-
ably includes, besides these works, only the Laws and, if now-tradi-
tional interpretations of the evidence concerning Plato's ''later style"

are accepted, the Timaeus and Critias. Thus Plato's last two decades

were occupied partly with the political and legal researches of the Laws,
and, so far as his more purely philosophical activity is concerned,
were either limited to the composition of the series of critical dia-

logues (if those are right who place the Timaeus and Critias before the

Pa.rmenides)6 or at any rate primarily devoted to them. The growing

interest of scholars and philosophers in the Parmenides and Theaetetus

and their successors is thus hardly surprising.
The interpretation of the dialectical dialogues, and perhaps

particularly of the Theaetetus, has inevitably been the center of



considerable controversy. Interpretations of these dialogues have in
general fallen into two rough categories. On the one hand, there are
scholars who, though differing widely from one another in other re-
spects, agree in finding the arguments and conclusions of the dialecti-
cal dialogues at variance in important respects with the central meta-
physical and epistemologicaldoctrines of the Republic and other middle
period writings. When such interpreters speak of the critical charac-
ter of these works they at least partly mean that they contain critical
reévaluations of the doctrines of middle period Platonism. On the
other side stand those who think that, in the main, the philosophical
conclusions of the Republic and allied dialogues are to be regarded as
constituting the permanent core of Plato's philosophy which, once he
adopted it, he firmly retained throughout the remainder of his philo-

sophical career. These interpreters allow the Parmenides and Theae-

tetus and their successors to contain elaborations and defenses, and in
some cases developments, but never revisions or rejections of the
earlier doctrines. With such writers the thesis that the aim of the
Theaetetus is to support by an indirect argument the Republic’s central
contentions about knowledge has been very popular, and this view is in
fact the main thesis of F. M. Cornford's analysis of the dialogue in his

well-known book, Plato's Theory of Knowledge.

I will be arguing below for interpretations of several particular
passages of the Theaetetus which will make their arguments and con-
clusions incompatible with doctrines maintained in the Republic and

other middle period dialogues. I therefore accept the view that the
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Theaetetus, at least, engages in reévaluation and criticism of some of
the doctrines of middle period Platonism, and is not restricted in its
aims to the reaffirmation of the Republic's theories about knowledge.
It must be admitted, however, that scholars falling into the general
category of those who find in the dialectical dialogues no important
revisions or criticisms of middle period doctrines, have up until now
generally carried the day. Their influence on the prevailing under-
standing of Plato's writings has been preponderant, and this is partic-
ularly true of the United States. For many people in this country it is
simply axiomatic that canonical Platonism is to be found in the Republic,
and that the dialogues which follow maintain, or at least do not destruc-
tively criticize or contradict, the main doctrines expounded there. And
to allege inconsistencies between what is said in later dialogues and the
doctrines of canonical Platonism is often taken as virtual proof of faulty
scholarship or a diseased critical sense. Now I think it is not an exag-
geration to say that this widespread attitude is to a great extent trace-
able, so far at least as Platonic studies in America are concerned, to
the influence, direct or indirect, of one man, Paul Shorey.

Shorey's war against the whole idea of revisions or develop-
ments in Plato's views is well-known; he rejected not only the thesis
that the dialectical dialogues criticize and reject some theories of
middle period Platonism but also any attempt to find in the dialogues
any significant development or alteration of view on any topic whatever,
whether before or after the Republic. It was Shorey's opinion that the

dialogues could be assumed to have been written in whatever order you



please without requiring any change in the interpretation of Plato's
philosophical views. 7 Now it is obvious that in denying development of
every sort Shorey puts himself into opposition to widely differing types
of interpretation representing quite different interests in and approaches
to Plato's writings. Thus one main object of his attack was the so-
called genetic school of interpretation which flourished in the latter
half of the last century, particularly in Germany. The concern of
these interpreters to find in the dialogues a beginning point and a defi-
nite development of the theory of Forms, the Platonic theory of the
soul, etc., led them to emphasize the manner in which a view is stated
or referred to, and to argue from the absence of a certain doctrine in,
say, the Phaedo to its not yet having been formulated then; and in gen-
eral every possible nuance of exposition was found by someone to be
fraught with meaning. Thus some writers, 8 in searching for the place
where the Forms are first introduced, hit upon the passage at the end
of the Cratzlus (439c) where Socrates, by a conceit, is presented as
having dreamed a theory of Forms; to them the talk of a dream in con-
nection with the Forms marked this reference to the doctrine as tenta-
tive and therefore earlier than places like the Phaedo where the doc-
trine is openly displayed. Shorey's exasperation with the methods and
results of such enquiries is easily understandable, and in the main his
complaints against the distortions which they produced are well-founded.
But though it was perhaps dissatisfaction with this style of crit-
icism which led him to formulate his thesis of the '"'unity of Plato's
thought, ' Shorey also rejected and attacked, wholesale, methods of

interpretation which represent quite different approaches to Plato's



writings. For example, the attempt of Henry Jackson9 to interpret
important and difficult arguments of the Philebus and other late dia-
logues as introducing a new, quasi-Hegelian conception of Forms, was
regarded by Shorey as just as unbalanced and just as much a tissue of
distortions as the genetic interpreters' views. But Jackson's effort to
interpret Plato's arguments and self-conscious statements of Plato's
philosophical conclusions is quite a different matter from the reliance
on such tenuous external indications as the manner of expression or
the completeness of exposition of some reference to a Platonic doctrine.
To refute an interpretation of an argument completely, one must pro-
vide a better interpretation of what the argument says. If Jackson's
interpretation of a certain argument construes Plato as having revised
certain of his earlier views, and someone thinks this an unlikely thing
for Plato to have done, then what he must do is try to understand the
argument as closely and carefully as possible and show that the alleged
conflict is not in fact to be found in it. But in the case of Jackson's
views, and in general where the interpretation of arguments in the
later dialogues is concerned, Shorey fails, and indeed refuses, to
meet his opponents on their own ground. Thus he simply denies that
the passage of the Philebus (23c ff.) on which Jackson bases his views
contains any argument at all bearing on general metaphysical ques-
tions, 10 and he therefore refuses to commit himself to any detailed
analysis of the passage. Similar tricks are played with the Sophist's
examination of Z)Iv and p\:\ 'olv, where Shorey takes Plato not to be dis-

) ’
cussing the philosophical question what oufi1& is (a question raised in



the Republic), but rather working out the solution to a question of
"practical logic,' namely how we can without contradicting ourselves
speak about m’)\'lla.ll Shorey has to bring in this dubious distinction

in order to prevent the otherwise natural inference from what accord-
ing to Plato cannot be thought without inconsistency, to what in his
view cannot be the case. These ruses must not, however, be toler-
ated, and the right to treat philosophy as philosophy and arguments as
arguments must be absolutely insisted upon. So far as the dialectical
dialogues are concerned, the important question is whether the argu-
ments found in them can be interpreted, in detail, so as to accord with
the thesis of the ''unity of Plato's thought,' and I think it must be
admitted that Shorey's discussion of them is too superficial to come
close to justifying the widespread conviction that canonical Platonism
is in no way threatened by arguments and conclusions of the Theaetetus
and its successors.

There are of course other sources of the present general alle-
giance to the view that the dialectical dialogues produce nothing funda-
mentally at variance with the doctrines of the middle period works.
Among other things, the fact that such important scholars as Cornford
and H. F. Cherniss have vigorously taken this line has no doubt had its
influence. In the course of my analysis I will have occasion to consider
in close detail the interpretations these writers have adopted of crucial
passages of the Theaetetus; and in general the result of such examina-
tions is not favorable to currently accepted views. My commentary on

the Theaetetus can, in fact, be regarded as in part a detailed attempt



to subject the thesis of the '"'unity of Plato's thought' to the one test
that matters--its ability to produce a sustained and detailed interpreta-
tion of the arguments Plato actually employs in a single dialogue. If a
careful interpretation of the Theaetetus, as a whole and argument by
argument, cannot be made in conformity with that thesis, then, what-
ever turns out to be the case for the other dialectical dialogues, it can
no longer be maintained that canonical Platonism was always accepted
by Plato.

There is one further matter which should be mentioned here,
even if only briefly. This is the question of the dating of the Timaeus
(and its companion-piece, the Critias). As is well known, the
Timaeus' cosmology is rather emphatically grounded on the canonical
theory of Forms, and maintains a number of metaphysical and episte-
mological theses associated with it. Since the evidence drawn from
considerations of style is usually taken to point to a date for the Tim-
aeus at least as late as any of the dialectical dialogues, the Timaeus
seems a powerful witness to the correctness of the prevailing view of
the relation of the dialectical dialogues to canonical Platonism. If the
Timaeus knows nothing of supposed revisions in central doctrines, so
the argument runs, it must be wrong to find dialogues written around
the same time or earlier arguing in favor of such changes. Now even
if the Timaeus were known to be later than the whole series of critical
works, it would obviously still be necessary to study the arguments of
the Theaetetus and its successors to see whether or not they were com-

patible with the Republic's and Timaeus' views. It must be insisted on



9

that in all such matters the interpretation of particular arguments must
have priority over any considerations of probability drawn from such
externals as relative dating. It may be improbable and unfortunate that

the Theaetetus and Sophist should argue against views accepted both in

the Republic and the Timaeus, but it is not impossible, and the only way
to find out whether they do is to study them carefully.

But in fact the evidence adduced to support the Timaeus' claim
to belong to the last twenty-odd years of Plato's life can be, and has
been, strongly questioned. 12 This is a very large and complicated
topic, and I shall mention here only one aspect of one issue, though a
very important one. The most imposing ground13 for assuming a late
date for the Timaeus is that it, in common with just five other dialogues

(Critias, Sophist, Statesman, Philebus, and Laws), shows such a

marked tendency to avoid illegitirnate hiatus that, as Cherniss and
others have emphasized, the decision to write in this way must have
been quite deliberate. Taylor justly remarks14 that in these dialogues
Plato attempts to ''adapt the style invented for the topical pamphlet by
Isocrates to the purposes of sustained philosophical and scientific expo-
sition . . .[with] . . . the general effect . . . that we no longer have
the approximation to the tone of well-bred conversation [characteristic
of the Republic, but instead] . . . are getting something much more
like a formal treatise or essay.'

Now it is usually assumed, and is roundly asserted by Cher-

15

niss, that the decision to avoid hiatus was made once and for all for

literary activity of all types, so that any work which avoids hiatus is
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later than any which does not. And this at once ranks the Timaeus as

later than the Theaetetus and Parmenides. But Il see absolutely no

reason to accept this unargued assumption. If the effect of the avoid-
ance of hiatus is, as Taylor says, to write in the style of a treatise or
essay, why should we not think that the decision to avoid hiatus in
works where the essay style was thought appropriate preceded the deci-
sion to avoid it generally? Why should not the tone of well-bred con-
versation have been desired in some works (say the Theaetetus) even
after essay style had been adopted for other purposes and in other
works (say the Timaeus)? Since Owen had already clearly enunciated
this alternative, 16 it is distressing to find that Cherniss has misun-
derstood the suggestion. 17 Cherniss thinks it follows from Owen's
emphasis on the fact that the Timaeus is, after all, an essay, to which
Plato might have thought an Isocratean essay style appropriate even
while not avoiding hiatus in conversational dialogues, that Plaio would
at any time in his life have avoided hiatus in writing it. And he then

goes on to point out that the Symposium and Menexenus, which though

not essays are at least like the Timaeus in being tours de force of
style, do not exhibit this feature. This is of course an ignoratio elen-
chi: the suggestion is that at some time Plato decided to adopt an
Isocratean essay style for treatises, not that he always had two styles,
one for essays (and other stylistic tours de force) and one for dialogue.
And Cherniss has not, in fact, rebutted this suggestion in any way. It
seems evident to me that, in the present state of our research into

questions of Plato's style, Owen's interpretation of the avoidance of
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hiatus in the Timaeus has at least as much plausibility as the orthodox
view. I do not, therefore, see any force at all in the claim that an in-
terpretation which attributes to the Theaetetus views which are incon-
sistent with those of the Republic flies in the face of very well estab-
lished facts about the order of Plato's dialogues.

In sum, there is, so far as I can see, no justified general pre-
sumption in favor of the prevalent thesis that the dialectical dialogues,
including the Theaetetus, must be interpreted as maintaining the doc-
trines of canonical Platonism. There is no even prima facie reason
not to turn to the examination of the Theaetetus with a willingness to
construe its arguments in whatever way seems most natural, given
their context within the dialogue itself, to an alert and sober philosoph-
ical reader. It is this effort that I undertake in the commentary which

follows.



CHAPTER]

THE AMALGAMATION OF THE THEORIES OF THEAETETUS,

PROTAGORAS, AND HERACLEITUS (151-161)

A. The Elements of Protagoreanism and Heracleiteanism (151-155)

The main dialogue of the Theaetetus, a conversation between
Socrates, the geometer Theodorus, and his pupil Theaetetus, begins
with a brief introductory discussion (143d 1-151d 6) in which Socrates
engages Theaetetus (146c) as his respondent in an investigation of the
question, What is knowledge? At first Theaetetus replies by citing
various sciences, arts, and crafts as ""knowledges" (é'ﬂ‘(\"Tz\ym(\‘ much
as under similar circumstances Meno thinks to say what virtue is by
explaining what the virtue of a man, a woman, and so on, consist in
(Meno 71e ff.). Socrates explains that he wants to know what knowledge
itself is and not how many varieties of it there may be, and after a
digression showing Theaetetus' geometrical prowess and explaining Soc-
rates' avocation as intellectual midwife, the discussion turns in earnest
to the attempt to define knowledge.

Once Theaetetus understands that in asking ‘(—rﬂr‘i»ﬂpﬂ 5’1’( rro'r\s
Tuyxo{vt-l v Socrates wishes to be given a general characterization of
all things that are called 'G'(T‘tc‘Tﬁ pac, he is pretty easily persuaded to
put aside his initial diffidence (148e) and propose a definition of knowl-
edge. The definition, that knowledge is nothing else than perception,

is no sooner announced than Socrates embarks on a lengthy development
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of the grounds which might lead one to accept this doctrine. He first
associates Theaetetus' thesis with the Protagorean doctrine that man
is the measure of all things and then contrives to make Protagoras'
theory itself a kind of epistemological offshoot of a Heracleitean theory
of reality. The views of Theaetetus, Protagoras, and Heracleitus are
said, as Socrates concludes his development and exposition of them, to
"come to the same thing' (160d), and Theaetetus is represented as
holding that if Heracleitus' and Protagoras' views are correct then per-
ception turns out to be knowledge (160e 1-2). l In the subsequent criti-
cism of the amalgamated doctrine these different elements are, in the
main, separately investigated and tested. First Protagoreanism
(160c-179c) and then Heracleiteanism (181b-183c) are examined and
found to be false doctrines and therefore not safe bases on which to
defend Theaetetus' definition of knowledge as perception. It is only at
this point in the argument (184b-186¢€) that Socrates and Theaetetus
confront directly the proposed definition, without reference either to
Protagorean or to Heracleitean doctrines; and, in fact, it does not
take Socrates very long to show that perception, correctly conceived,
is not only not identical with knowledge but never amounts to knowledge
at all.

The first large section of the dialogue (151d-161b), then, has
the purpose of constructing a two-sided philosophical underpinning for
Theaetetus' definition of knowledge as perception. Plato's interests in
the dialogue are, nonetheless, as much engaged by Protagoreanism and

Heracleiteanism on their own account as they are by these doctrines as
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supports for the sense-perception theory of knowledge. This is why
his subsequent criticism considers each strand in the philosophical
expansion of Theaetetus® theory in isolation from the other, as well as
in virtual independence of its role in the expansion and defense of
Theaetetus' definition.

There is little difficulty in understanding how the thesis comes
to be associated with Progagoras' doctrine that man is the measure of
all things. Protagoras, as Plato represents him, 2 holds what may be
called a relativist position about truth and existence: he believes that
it is incorrect ever to say that something is true, or is the case, or
that anything exists or is such-and-such, without saying to whom or for
whom these things are so. Later on (166-168) in response to criticism
Protagoras' theory will be explained more at large, but here (152) only
the fundamental doctrine is stated. And although Protagoras evidently
means to assert his thesis quite unrestrictedly and for judgments of all
types, it is here illustrated only by reference to judgments about the
qualities a thing is perceived to have. The correct thing to say about a
wind is that it is not in itself (&4’ €avTsJ 152b 5) either cold or not
cold: it is cold to a person who feels it so and not cold to one who feels
it not so. What any one feels or sees or otherwise perceives to be the
case is the case for him (c 2-3). Thus Protagoras' theory implies that
every perception is true (to him who has it) and that perception is al-
ways of something that exists or is the case (for himwho has it) (c 5-6).

In this way Protagoras' doctrine maintains the existence of the
qualities and objects which any one perceives. It is not however en-

tirely clear how he means to argue for this: he seems to be saying

(152a 6-8) that truth and existence, taken without explicit reference to
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the person to whom something is true or for whom it exists, are empty
concepts--that there isn't any truth or existence, but only truth-for-x
and existence-for-x. If, however, his intention is to do away with the
concepts of truth and existence and introduce instead his relative truth
and relative existence, it is not easy to see how he can argue that per-
ception is a case of knowledge. For ""The wind is cold to me' will then

' Thus, in

not differ materially from '"The wind appears cold to me."'
the first place the effect will be to reduce all thinking to the reporting
of appearances; and, in the second place, in these reports there will
be nothing true but, at best, true-for-the-reporter. But knowledge (as
Protagoras is represented as arguing, 152c 5-6) implies truth and the
existence of its object, not mere truth-for-x and existence-for-x (which
comes to no more than appearance). It seems then that if he wishes to
introduce these new concepts he ought to conclude that there is nothing
that exists and no knowledge, only appearances and reports of appear-
ances, rather than that perceiving is getting at what exists, and, there-
fore, amounts to knowleage. It seems possible, then, that what he
really wishes to argue for is not the abandonment of the concepts of
existence and truth, with their freedom from '"for-x" suffixes, but
rather an adjustment in the criteria for their application: a thing is hot
not if it so appears to the normal observer (or whatever) but if it so
appears to any one (and the paradox that then the same thing will have
contradictory predicates can be softened somewhat by pointing out that
if a thing is both hot and cold it is so for different observers).

But however exactly Protagoras wishes to explain and support
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his thesis (the alternatives will become important later on in connec-
tion with Plato's refutation of his doctrine), here at the beginning the
position is so briefly stated that all one has a right to conclude is that
Protagoras is appealing to the facts about perceptual relativity to sup-
port some doctrine to the effect that what one person experiences can-
not be allowed to discredit the judgments any one else makes on the
basis of his experience. The conclusion that perception is knowledge
is then brought in on the ground that no perceptual judgment can be
refuted. (Since there are other types of judgments besides perceptual
ones, and Protagoras' theory has the same implications for all judg-
ments, it does not imply that every case of knowledge is a case of per-
ception and therefore does not support Theaetetus® identification of
perception and knowledge. But a discreet silence is maintained here,
and indeed throughout the whole discussion, about this discrepancy
between Protagoras and Theaetetus.)

Having established this degree of harmony between the views of
Theaetetus and Protagoras, Plato goes right on (152d ff.), without
pause, to connect Protagoras with Heracleitus' doctrine of universal
Jlux. This he does by suggesting, facetiously, that the doctrine about
truth and existence just outlined was a mere popular version of the doc-
trine which Protagoras really meant to uphold and which he taught his
pupils in private. His private doctrine, we are given to understand,
coincided with that of Heracleitus. In attributing this view to Protag-
oras as his secret teaching Plato is no doubt giving a hint, if hint is

needed, that it is he and not Protagoras who first discovered the
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affinity between the two doctrines. 3

It is not easy to see at first how the two views can come to the
same, or how Protagoreanism can be construed as a consequence of
Heracleiteanism. Heracleitus' doctrine is a doctrine about change,
which is to say about the constant succession of qualities and other
properties, whereas Protagoras is evidently interested in the simulta-
neous predication of different and apparently conflicting qualities.
They do, indeed, share one feature, namely the denial that anything is
in itself (152b 5-6, d 2-3, 7-8) any given thing or of any particular
quality: but the Heracleiteans point to the fact that qualities come and
go, arising under certain circumstances and passing away or failing to
arise under others, whereas Protagoras' appeal would seem to be to
the fact that at one and the same time different perceivers see a thing
as (e.g.) blue and green. And to say that something is not in itself
green because it looks blue to some people at the same time as it looks
green to others, is at least apparently quite a separate point from the
Heracleitean view that you should not say a thing is in itself green
because before you know it it will have become blue. The one seems
to envisage lack of duration as the cause why nothing is anything or of
any quality, whereas the other is preoccupied with indeterminacy and
ambiguity at any single moment. There is, then, an initial doubt how
Plato thinks Protagoreanism reduces to Heracleiteanism.

Now Plato does provide an argument of sorts which is intended
to show how Protagoras' point is basically just the Heracleitean flux

story applied to perception: I take it that the discussion (154b-155¢€) of



18
the puzzles about size and number is supposed to provide the rationale
for the reduction of Protagoreanism to Heracleiteanism, and that the
theory of perception then outlined (156a-157c) is intended to carry
through the assimilation. But even before those arguments are pro-
duced the two theories are already quite abruptly associated. For in
the initial statement of Heracleiteanism (152d 2-e 1) itself it is appar-
ently the Protagorean type of relativity that is introduced as posing the
problem to which the Heracleitean doctrine of flux is the answer. The
passage reads:

Nothing is, taken by itself, one thing, nor could you rightly

call it just this thing or a thing of just this sort, but if you say
it is large it will appear small as well, and if heavy it will
appear light, and similarly for all predicates, since nothing

is one thing or just this thing or of just this sort. All the things
which we say, speaking not correctly, are, become as a result
of motion and change and mingling with one another: for nothing
ever is, but always becomes.

Now the first sentence of this statement relies in its examples
exclusively upon the kind of indeterminacy which is associated with the
behavior of predicates which have been conveniently dubbed "incomplete."4
None of these--ugly and beautiful, equal and unequal are other examples
dwelt upon in Plato's middle period dialogues--can be simply predicated
of any subject, at least not of anything in the ordinary world, but on each

"completed'" by means of a reference to

occasion the predicate must be
a person to whom the things are equal, or to things in comparison with
which a thing is beautiful, and so forth. Nothing is just beautiful, but,

as Plato says in the Hippias Major (289a-b), not even Helen is beautiful

whatever she is compared with (for example the gods): one ought to call

a woman beautiful with the qualification '"for a human being." And one
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seems to be invited to think of Protagoras' interest in perceptual pred-
icates as involving the view that they are all of them incomplete in just
the same way--one can never say a thing is just green without adding
(either explicitly or implicitly) to what observer it is so. The apparent
effect of Protagoras' denial that the wind is ever,@‘ éo\u‘ros cold, but
always only cold to the man who shivers (and not to him who does not
shiver), is to require a completion whenever any of these predicates
is applied to anything.

In the middle period dialogues, as here, it is argued that, be-
cause a thing that is heavy in one respect or in reference to one stand-
ard of measurement will equally turn out light in another respect or
reference, it must be wrong to say of any such thing that it is heavy:
only something which has the quality of heaviness however it measured
and in whatever respect can be truly said to be heavy. When this topic
is discussed in the Republic (479a-d) things other than Forms, which
alone bear the predicates in question without requiring qualification,
are said to waver between being and not-being, since one cannot be
satisfied to think either that they are (e.g.) heavy or that they are not,
nor that they are both, nor yet that they are neither. And neither in
this passage nor, I think, anywhere5 in the Republic is there any sug-
gestion that when a predicate is used in an incomplete application one
ought to say that the thing becomes (e.g.) heavy in comparison with so-
and-so, rather than that it is or appears heavy in one reference and
not in another.

In the Theaetetus, however, the reference to the behavior of
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incomplete predicates is followed up immediately with a statement that
we should never say that anything is (e g.) heavy but rather that in its
intermingling with other things it becomes so. We need to know how
the theory of becoming introduced here is to be applied to the incom-
plete predicates, among them the perceptual ones. It is in the analysis
of the puzzles about size and number that, as I have already said, Plato
indicates how the theory of becoming is supposed to account for the
behavior of incomplete predicates. But before considering that passage
we must have a more definite notion about what the theory of becoming
maintains.

The thesis that nothing is anything, but merely becomes this or
that, is variously given in the Theaetetus as holding that (156a 5) every-
thing is change and there is nothing besides change, and as proposing

' The inten-

(157b 1) to remove '"'is" everywhere in favor of ""becomes.'
tion of the theory, given these two claims, is to assert (181d 8-e 7)
that everything is constantly changing in every respect.

To find out more precisely what the theory of flux involves it is
necessary to recall the Timaeus. 6 The Timaeus begins its cosmology
(27d 6 £f.) with a division between -r;) }‘,v A(.(’, \lévemv G\ 0ok IS’)(OV and
o Y‘YV",M"V“V p\(.v ae{, v Se 00 §éweTe, and this second realm is
patently one in which the thesis of the Theaetetus, zﬂ( H\Qv ":‘f o::{(ﬁ‘tror\
o:)&:v, ('u-‘( (2. \,(yveru, applies with full rigor. Now when the Timaeus
says that all a'(telv\'ral, which make up the realm of \(u{\/o’r(.va) become

but never are, it has in mind a contrast between things that undergo

change and things (the Forms) that never change in any respect and
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cannot indeed ever have significantly tensed propositions asserted
about them (37e-38a). Perceptible things are created (28b), have a
career in time, and pass away. Existence or being so-and-so belongs
only to things which are eternal and have whatever properties they have
always and without change (28a 2, 38a 2-6). Other things both come
into being and come to be hot or a house, passing out of being later on
and losing whatever properties they may chance to have. These facts
are taken to show that being and existence do not belong to transient
things, and this makes it clear that being and existence are thought to
imply a duration and stability to which no \/«Yvo’pev ov can lay claim.
Thus the fact that the physical elements give place to one another in an
unending cycle, none of them retaining its own character, shows (49b-d)
that it cannot be right to say that anything in the world is fire: the most
one should say is that some part of the world' becomes fiery (51b 4-6).
The contrast between ‘{e{veﬂr and O)\)Tl/a is here a contrast between
change and permanence.

Now the Timaeus maintains not merely that physical, percepti-
ble objects undergo change, but also that, as \ll\IVOItJ\(‘VQ tlxel-/, they are
always changing and never at rest. The contrast of \{G,-vet‘l $ and
o::c(’a is therefore a contrast between what is always the same and
what never remains the same even for the shortest period of time.

This doctrine of Ye’veﬁ: is transferred into Whiteheadian terminol-
ogy by Taylor, who writes that® "'passage' is a fundamental character"

9

of the sensible universe and that’ the physical world consists of events

in which "objects' are ingredient. Everything in the physical world
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loses its characters as soon as it gets them and never has for any
stretch of time any character whatever; during any period, however
short, it takes on a succession of different characters. When there-
fore Timaeus denies o’th,o\ to a)lQ‘Q'V\TA/ he means to deny them
not only the absolute permanence of the Forms but also the lesser
stability that would be implied by the continued possession of some
property for any period of time.

This is so far intelligible enough: \(G,VGTIS' means change,
and constant \| élvefls altogether without O:N‘llm means constant
change without stable possession of any property. And this way of
understanding the theory fits nicely with what the Theaetetus says in
defense of the Heracleitean theory introduced there. Thus Socrates
points out that warmth, which creates and preserves life, is itself the
product of rubbing, which involves motion and change (153a); likewise,
it is activity which preserves a good condition of mind and body (153b),
so that motion and change for physical things means existence and lack
of it means their destruction. Hence Socrates paraphrases the flux
thesis by saying (156a) that the world is just change and besides change
there is nothing.

On the other hand, Socrates also says that the intention and
effect of the Heracleitean theory is to remove altogether the verb
G(’:V&‘ from use in connection with physical objects (157a-b). This
of course means that physical objects must not be implied to have
settled possession of any character for any period of time, as the em-

phasis in the context on the denial of rest and stability (157b 5, 7)
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shows. But it appears that the theory as I have so far been construing
it does not in fact ban every use of (:;« vat, as the theory literally
interpreted wishes to do. For if the theory holds that, for example, a
chair is always changing its color--there is a succession of shades of
green followed without interval by a succession of shades of blue, none
of which remains in the chair for two moments together--it must allow
a minimum use of (:\ZVA( to express the possession of each of the
characters for the moment at which it is present. If at moment t the
chair becomes green, then at that moment it is green--not in any sense
which implies the continued existence of that color but in the minimal
sense that it is green that then comes to be. 10 It is obvious to us, be-
cause of the structure of the English word '"becomes, " that this mini-

" cannot be avoided; the implication would not be so obvious to

mal "is
a Greek, whose word for "become’ (y ‘/Y veas®a ) bears no evident
relation to the verb ''to be" (G’f vat). For this reason Plato's
Heracleiteans can express the successive momentary possession of
characters by use only of ''becomes'' locutions, without bringing in any
overt use of e’i\/a() however minimal: they can say "It becomes
green, then blue, then purple,'' and abstain from saying, what evidently
amounts to the same, '"Now it is green, now blue, now purple.' There
will in any case be no harm in such use of what one may call momen-

3 D
tary- €lvat, since it is evidently only duration- €'Vat that the
-
’
Heracleiteans wish to remove altogether. Only duration- &tvac
involves rest and abstention from change, which it is the Heracleiteans'

primary aim to do away with.
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Now I think it is important to notice the distinction between
momentary- e/'t‘\/al and duration- f-’;' Vat and to observe that the
Heracleitean theory is a theory of constant succession and therefore

~

denies only the application of duration- C~’W4‘ to physical things,
being content to use momentary- e:';vau even though without avowing
the fact. For sometimes commentators, perhaps half-aware of the
anomaly of a theory which holds that 'Tt\> ej\/at ?Toqu)((;Q(-v
’egm()e'réov (157b 1) nevertheless allowing a use of GTVG( ) speak

as if they thought the theory of flux involved the substitution of

o
/ 1
\((YV(-G'Q(K( for €lvac in all contexts, including those where only

a

b}
momentary- €(VA( occurs and not duration-&\vVac. Thus when
Taylor speaks, as he often does, of the physical universe as always

. . 11 .
' and essentially incomplete, he sometimes seems to

"in the making'
have in mind not the fact that neither it nor any part of it ever acquires
any characteristic for good or for any length of time, but that it never
even momentarily quite exemplifies any quality. Thus he sometimes
interprets Timaeus' class of \,u(vo/‘u eva ael as things which are
always becoming something but never finally are that something (Com-
mentary, p. 128); and this is in turn to be explained (p. 348; cf p. 63)
by reference to the remark in the Phaedo (75a 2) that physical equals
""desire' to be such as the Form of the equal but, falling short of this,
they merely ""tend to be something to which they never do more than
approximate' (p. 348). Now in the Phaedo the failure is not due to the
fact that a physical equal doesn't remain equal to anything for any peri-
12

od of time but changes to become unequal before you know it; rather

it is that a physical equal is simultaneously unequal, e.g., equal to one
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thing and not equal to another. 13 The thesis is, then, that no physical

equal is really equal because it is never at any given moment unambig-
uously equal. The suggestion in Taylor's references to it and his way
of connecting it to the theory of \é/-vef(f is that the relation between
a physical equal and the Equal itself is at any given moment one of in-
complete \|@/V€-ﬂS or incomplete exemplification--the physical thing
is becoming equal but destined never to complete the process; it will
never be equal even for a moment. But this sense of becoming is quite
a different one from that which we have seen to be introduced and sup-

ported in both Timaeus and Theaetetus by references to change and

. s /
motion. For, to alter the example, if something is a ¥t YVOPGV ov
in the sense that it undergoes an uninterrupted succession of colors, no
one of which it possesses during any period of time, we shall not want
to say that no process it undergoes is ever completed. To be sure, we
will not say that any property becomes its lasting possession, but the
0
process of becoming red, e.g., will terminate in the momentary- ¢tva«
of red (even though there will be a new process immediately under way);
/

and there is no indication in the Timaeus' account of yeveas or the

[ . o \ \J / y \ \
Theaetetus' introduction of ovta r.hev ou{(-TWT(-‘ XS §e

( .

ytyvopmeva that the momentary possession of redness or equality or

whatever is to be disallowed on the ground that at any given moment

nothing exhibits these qualities but at best tends to exemplify or is in

/
process of becoming an instance of them. The ygveédis theory, to

be intelligible at all, must be distinguished from the point, whatever

exactly it is, that is being argued when the Phaedo says that physical
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equals 0\’6‘1 €TalL ... €elval 0(ov TO (STO0V (753 2). If when
something is, as we should say, equal to something else it is really
only striving after equality and in that sense merely becoming equal but
never quite finishing the process, this is quite a different use of "'be-
comes'' from that which the Timaeus invokes to explain how the ele-
ments (earth, fire, etc.) succeed one another without cessation. The
Timaeus' point would be ruined if one refused to say when part of the
Receptacle becomes fiery that it is at that moment fiery, and recom-
mended instead saying that even then it is only in process of becoming
fiery. 14 For then we would have no succession of properties but a suc-
cession of incomplete momentary processes, which if intelligible at all
introduces two levels of processes where the theory of constant change
evidently only wants one.

It is, then, important to distinguish momentary from duration
Q/iva( and to see that it is only the latter whose use the theory of
flux is refusing to grant. In Theaetetus 152d-e, consequently, Plato is
suggesting that Protagoras' views about truth and existence amount to
the Heracleitean theory that everything in the world is constantly taking
on and losing characteristics, and that there is nothing that has any
character for any duration. And this account is to apply to all charac-
ters (152d 5-6, G‘\IJ‘.A'TTGV'N( Te oblrwﬂ, colors, weight, and size
as well as properties like fieriness and being a man. The incomplete

" "small," "heavy,' and "light,' mentioned at

predicates ''large,
152d 4-5, are to be conceived as coming to be true of an object at a

certain moment, and never remaining true of it, just as ''fiery" in the



27

Timaeus comes to be true but does not remain true of a part of the
Receptacle in the unceasing cycle of the elements. As we shall see in
a moment, according to Heracleitean doctrines a thing becomes small
when brought into comparison with one object or group of objects, and
becomes large when compared with others. And if the same thing may
be both large and small at once (in different connections) this will be
explained by saying that a thing may come into comparison at once with
two sets of objects, and so become at once large in one comparison and
small in the other. In this way, as we shall see more fully just below,
the Heracleitean flux story, as implying constant succession of charac-
ters, also does duty for the kind of simultaneous indefiniteness which
is characteristic of the incomplete predicates attended to in the Republic.

The way in which a Heracleitean account can be made to yield
basically the same result as Protagoras' theory about perceptual quali-
ties, but with an improvement, is illustrated at 153d 8-155e 2. Soc-
rates begins by suggesting on behalf of the Heracleiteans (153d 8-e 2)
that colors (whici: do duty pretty much throughout for perceptual prop-
erties in general) must not be thought of as possessions of bodies;
rather they arise under certain circumstances when bodies come into
contact. No body ever is red (if that implies fixed position and rest,
e 1-2) but at most becomes red on some occasion under certain circum-
stances. This first rough statement of the Heracleitean theory of sense
perception is expanded below (156a-157c), but before that Socrates
pauses to consider two puzzles concerning size and number which are

supposed to illustrate the necessity of adopting the Heracleitean theory
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that things only become large or white or warm (under certain circum-
stances) and never are any of these things.

The puzzles themselves and the lesson to be drawn from them
are extremely difficult to construe. They are introduced as an exam-
ple of the contradictions which arise if we say that the things we per-
ceive are white or hot or large, etc. The facts of perception seem to
show that no person perceives the same thing in connection with an ob-
ject as any other person (still more as any dog); a single given man
doesn't even have the same experiences on two different occasions, due
to the fact that he is never in a constant state (154a). And from this it
is supposed to follow (154b 1-6) that one ought not to say that either
perceived object or percipient organ is white, warm, etc. Now Pro-
tagoras has already been represented (152b) as holding that one should
never say that a wind is in itself cold, but he has allowed the use of
"is," so long as one adds to or for whom the wind is cold. But Protag-
oras did not, in allowing the use of "is,' take account of the fact, urged
by the Heracleiteans, that everything is constantly changing. It seems
therefore that the argument at 154b should not be merely a repetition
of Protagoras' point about the temperature of the wind, and it seems
possible that a correction or clarification in Protagoras' thesis is being
urged. For if his view is to be compatible with the Heracleiteans', his
use of "is cold to me' must mean no more than ""becomes cold to me, "
and hence must not be construed as involving a use of duration-'"is."
That is to say, when in accordance with Protagoras' views someone

says the wind is cold to him he must not be understood as implying that
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it has been so for him for some time or that it will go on having that
property for him for any period. Because Protagoras was not con-
cerned with change but with simultaneous observer-relativity he has
left it an open question whether in saying the chair is green to me I
imply the continued possession of this color (for me) by the chair. But
in order to reduce Protagoreanism to Heracleiteanism this implication
must be denied. Hence in 154b and the discussion which follows Pro-
tagoras' "is green to me' is being replaced by the Heracleitean "'be-
comes green in connection with me."

But if this is what Socrates intends to be arguing at 154a-b and
reinforcing by the example which follows, it must be admitted that the
point is obscurely brought out. He says:'Therefore if the thing we
measure ourselves against or touch were large or white or warm
|lwhen we so perceive it], it could not ever have become different by
encountering something different |i. e., by being perceived by someone
else], at any rate if it does not itself change.' (154b 1-3). This evi-
dently assumes that the thesis to be overturned holds both that objects
have continuing properties and that one can attribute these to them
without having to mention any person for whom the property exists.
And whereas Protagoras' original position might be construed as in-
cluding the first point it seems that the second is explicitly denied by
him. On the other hand, as we shall see in a moment, in the example
which follows Socrates refuses to draw a distinction between a thing's
being larger than something else and its being larger simpliciter (i.e.,

than it was); and this suggests that Socrates is for some reason
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assuming that if someone says something is warm to him or larger

than something else, and means to attribute continuing properties to

the thing, he must accept the consequence that the thing is warm or
larger (_sir_x_s_ Ehrase). Implausible though this assumption is, if Soc-
rates is accepting it then he may think that by showing difficulties in
the continued possession of properties sans phrase he can show the
necessity of not allowing any lasting properties of any sort for any
time.

In any case the argument presented in connection with the puz-
zles about size and number does rely upon this assumption, in order,
apparently, to draw the conclusion that one should never speak of char-
acters as possessed by anything for any duration but only for an indi-
visible moment during a period of uninterrupted change.

The example Socrates introduces in order to illustrate this
point concerns, in the first instance, six dice. If we compare six dice
with another group of four, we shall have to say that the six are more
than the four; and likewise in comparing them with twelve dice we have
no alternative but to say they are less. (Later on |155b 6 ff.] a paral-
lel case concerning not number but size is introduced: Socrates is at
one time larger than Theaetetus, but later, due to Theaetetus' growing,
he is smaller.) We must then, it seems, say of the dice that they are
more and, again, that they are less, and similarly of Socrates that he
is larger and, later, that he is smaller.

But if we do say these things we appear to come into conflict

with certain other true statements which we cannot help affirming.
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These are:

(1) Nothing can become greater or less in size or number so
long as it remains the same size as it was (lit., ''so long as it is equal
to itself'') (155a 3-5).

(2) What has not been added to or taken away from neither
grows nor shrinks, but is always equal to itself (a 7-9).

(3) What was not (i. e., what was not in existence or was not
the case) at an earlier time cannot be at a later unless there intervenes
some process of change (b 1-2).

The conflict arises because we wish to say at different times
that the dice are more and that they are less and this commits us, by
(3), to saying that some process of change must intervene between the
time when they are more and the time when they are less. But we do
not think the dice have been added to or subtracted from, so that, by
(2), they do not (at any rate) undergo the changes called growth or
shrinking; there are always just the same number of them. But in that
case, by (1), they cannot be at one time more and at another less, be-
cause the only process of change that could bring this about is increase
or diminution of their number (which we have ruled out). Hence if we
say that the dice are greater when compared with the smaller quantity
we cannot also say that they remain the same in number as they were;
and conversely if we say they remain the same they cannot be first less
and then more than anything: the three enumerated propositions "fight
amongst themselves' when we say the things we have decided we must

say about the dice (155b 4-6). 15
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Now it is evident that the air of paradox here is generated by
first permitting the inference from judgments of the type of "These
dice are more than those dice' to '"These dice are more (simpliciter),"
and then covertly interpreting the latter to mean "These dice are more
than they were.'" Thus the word "more' is being treated as if it had a
relative and a non-relative use: relative when a reference to some
second thing is intended, and non-relative when no external reference
is intended but, at most, a reference to the former state of the one
thing being talked about. The paradox thus arises because we are per-
mitted to go from the one to the other of these uses without noticing
that they are different. Obviously no even apparent contradiction would
arise if at every point in the argument the two uses were carefully kept
apart by adding the qualifying clauses wherever necessary. Thus there
is nothing remotely contradictory about saying that Socrates comes to
be smaller than Theaetetus even though he remains his same size, be-
cause becoming smaller than Theaetetus is quite a different thing from
becoming smaller simpliciter. And this shows that propositions (1)
and (3) above are acceptable only if qualified so as to distinguish these
two things.

But, though Plato does not explicitly say what moral he wishes
to elicit from these puzzles, he cannot be recommending that we dis-
tinguish relative from non-relative uses of such words as "'more."

The puzzles themselves are to be resolved by following Heracleitean
principles as introduced earlier and applied in the sequel to the case

of perceptual properties (cf. 155d 5 ff.}; hence the doctrine of constant
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change should provide the solution of the conflict which Plato here cre-
ates. If this is so then the source of the contradiction as Plato con-
strues it must be located in the attempt to describe the dice as continu-
ing to be the same number and Socrates as continuing to maintain his
same size. If nothing remains the same and nothing has the stable
possession of any feature, then it must be wrong to speak of Socrates'
size and the number of the dice as ever constant. Number and size
are things which they are constantly acquiring and losing, as they come
into contact with other things; that being so, if Socrates' becoming
smaller than Theaetetus involves a change in Socrates as well as in
Theaetetus (as Socrates implies that it does), this cannot cause diffi-
culty, since propositions (1) and (2), which speak of Socrates' size as
a continuing possession, have no application to anything in a world of
constant flux. If a change in the things against which you measure
something implies a change in the thing measured, as Socrates has
evidently been assuming, this consequence can be accepted with equa-
nimity by a Heracleitean, since he thinks everything is always changing
in every respect. Socrates at time t is brought into connection with
Theaetetus, and in this KQQG’!S ’TI‘Q<\>S :’L\'\‘V\’\A (152d 7) Socrates
becomes smaller. Taken together with other objects at other times
other predicates come to be true, momentarily, of him; but as every
predicate is true only for a moment and @t least in the cases we have
been considering) only comes to apply within a certain configuration of
objects at that time, the contradiction alleged by Socrates cannot arise.

The upshot is that in alleging a difficulty which unwary non-
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Heracleiteans fall into when they try to talk about dice or Socrates
under certain circumstances, Plato has not given any good argument
for preferring Heracleiteanism to ordinary ways of speaking. If
"larger' is treated as a real comparative, requiring completion on
every occasion of use, no contradiction arises, and a non-Heracleitean
can go on speaking of things as existing and being so-and-so for a peri-
od of time, as well as becoming so-and-so. 16 The examples consid-
ered do not really require, if treated in a non-Heracleitean way, a
change where there is no change. Socrates, however, thinks that they
do imply this impossibility, and evidently draws the conslusion that the
Heracleitean view that there is always change everywhere offers the
only way out.

But the interesting point in the passage is that by considering
what Socrates evidently recommends on behalf of the Heracleiteans it
is possible to see how Protagoreanism is being reduced to Heracleite-
anism. If the moral extracted above is applied to the case of percep-
tual qualities, as 154b implies it is meant to be, then the following
account emerges. One must abandon every effort to speak of any char-
acteristics as belonging to anything for any period of time. When one
says, ""The wind is cold for me,'" this must be understood as the report
of a momentary event, and a completely accurate way of speaking would

be to say '"The wind becomes cold for me now."

Perceptual predicates,
like "larger'" and "'more'' as illustrated in the puzzles, come to apply
to a thing only within a configuration of objects. When something be-

comes green it does so in connection with some particular percipient



at some definite moment of time, just as it is by taking Socrates to-
gether with Theaetetus at a certain time that one can say that he be-
comes smaller. When taken together with something else at another
time or even at the same time Socrates may well become larger: his
possession of the predicate ''larger'' is always limited to a certain
context of other objects. Likewise colors always qualify a thing in a
context involving a perceiver (as well, no doubt, as other surrounding
circumstances), and if a thing becomes green in one context it may
very well in another context later on or at the same time become blue.
This consideration suggests an answer to the question which
arose at the very beginning (p. 17 above), about how Plato thinks Pro-
tagoras' point about the relativity of perceptual (and other) qualities to
the observer can be an offshoot of a theory of constant change. For
some qualities, among them the perceptual ones, arise only within a
certain context or configuration of objects, and if an alteration of con-
texts can bring with it an alteration of a thing's qualities, then when a
thing is at once part of several configurations it will have at one and
the same time all the different qualities which it would acquire in suc-
cession if it entered the different contexts one after another. Percep-
tual relativity thus comes down to change of perceptual context, with
its consequent change of perceptual quality. A thing can simultaneously
become blue and green, because it belongs to two different perceptual
contexts. In this way the private doctrine attributed to Protagoras sub-

stitutes for his loose 'is to me'' the completely accurate ''becomes in

connection with me." Protagoras' '"what appears to each is for him"
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is acceptable as an informal and popular way of putting the real truth,
which is that what appears to each in perception becomes in connection
with'him and some object. And since these becomings are always con-
nected with some particular subject it is necessary, in order to identify
and characterize a color-process, to refer to the person for whom the

’ « / " ’
process happens (154a 2, p;‘ragv T ERATTW (Siov yeyovos).
This fact at once justifies Protagoras' insistence that every perceptual
predicate should be qualified by a reference to some person, and ex-
plains how Heracleiteanism can seem to support the view that percep-
tion is knowledge. For according to this theory every judgment about
color, for example, will be a report of the color-process which comes
into being in connection with the person making the judgment, and mat-
ters have been so arranged that he must apparently be right in his
report. Therefore, even though one cannot say about his own or any
one else's perceptions that they report what exists or is the case for
him, it appears to be enough to say that they report infallibly what
comes to be, or comes to be the case, for him. Even in this latter
circumstance perception seems to amount to knowledge.

This opening exposition of Heracleitean doctrines, then, shows
how an uncritical Protagorean theory about perceptual judgments is to
be refashioned into a combined Heracleitean-Protagorean account. It

" "more' --cannot without

is argued that certain predicates--'larger,
generating difficulties be applied so long as a theory of constant change
is not adopted. The same argument is invoked to show that difficulties

arise when one tries to apply perceptual predicates. The Heracleitean
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way of handling such predicates is recommended as the remedy for the
embarrassments referred to, and a brief indication (153d 8-154a 2) is
given of how this method will treat perceptual judgments. The detailed
Heracleitean theory of perception is expounded in the section immedi-

ately following.

B. The Heracleitean Theory of Perception (156a-157b)

The puzzles about size and number and Socrates' apparent in-
ference from them have suggested how the Protagorean theory of the
relativity of perceptual qualities is to be reduced to a Heracleitean
account of reality. The proper objects of perception--colors, temper-
atures, tastes, sounds, etc.--are going to be regarded as arising
momentarily in a world of total flux as a result of the mutual influence
of perceptual organs and external objects. The emphasis on the con-
text in which they arise will ensure their relativity to observers, and
by treating them as momentary becomings the account will make them
amenable to a general Heracleitean metaphysics. In the immediately
succeeding passage (156a 2 ff.) a theory of perception is presented
which claims to be a Heracleitean account and which in its broad out-
lines clearly follows the pattern just adumbrated. On the basis of this
theory of perception it is then argued (157e-160c) that each man's per-
ceptions are necessarily true and, therefore, each man has a right to
claim knowledge about what he perceives. The ultimate effect, then,
of the Heracleitean theory of perception is to vindicate Protagoras'

claim that what appears to each man is the case for him, and therefore
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to support Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as perception.

The theory of perception itself begins by citing its allegiance to
the Heracleitean principle that To Tav Kt/V'V\WIS 2\\, Kat AAdo
T‘“?; ToUTO 058§¢v  (156a 5), and concludes with the announcement
that as expounded just before it has kept to the stricture that 'r:)
(:‘I\fa( WQVTO\X(’)GQ_V )Q-ga«(verc’-ov (157b 1) and that one must never
bring anything to rest (b 7-8). But if these strictures express the
ideals directing the construction of the theory, it cannot be denied that
the exposition itself fails to put them into practice. The theory is at
least careless in its manner of speaking about the elements of the per-
ceptual situation which it introduces; and ultimately, as I shall show
below, the account it gives is really incompatible with Heracleiteanism.

The exposition begins by distinguishing two kinds of change,
those with an ''active capacity' and those with a ''passive capacity."
This distinction is alleged to be the basis of the difference between
things capable of being perceived (agents) and organs or persons capa-
ble of perceiving (patients); but how we are to understand these differ-
ences as differences in type of motion is neither indicated nor, probably,
worth inquiring into. In any event it is the other broad division of kinds
of motion, the distinction with respect to speed of change (156c 6 ff.),
which is most important. The active and passive motions just men-
tioned are said to generate, by coming together and interfering with
one another, two other motions, corresponding to a perceived quality
and the perceiving of it. This latter pair of motions is contrasted with

the former as being very rapid, in comparison with the slow rate of
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change characterizing the other pair. A ''slow motion" is further
explained by the remark that it "'has its motion in the same place and
with reference to the things that come within its vicinity" (156c 9-f);
the more rapid motions are explicitly said to be changes of place, and
their greater rapidity is supposed to be due to the fact that locomotion
is their mode of change (d 2-3). This suggests, though it does not
quite say, that the slow motions are changes in quality while the rapid
are changes in place; and, per contra, as the things that undergo qual-
itative change are said to have location, the a,\vedqro/» and
a’t \‘6'\4&‘@\ S, which are changing place, are apparently at rest with
respect to change of quality.

If this is correct, then the theory being suggested here amounts
to the following. A stick or a stone is to be regarded as constantly
losing and gaining qualities. Each quality it gains comes into being
together with an awareness of it on the part of somebody, and though
each quality moves in place constantly so long as it exists, it is never-
theless quite firmly some one quality--say whiteness--and not any
other during the time it is moving in place. Therefore it is definitely
whiteness that comes to be and exists during the time it is perceived;
and equally, the stick really is white at that time, at least for the per-
cipient in question. The qualities which as it were succeed one another
in the stick do exist and are whatever they are during the time they are
perceived. Such a theory of perception would result in the stick's be-
coming white to me for a certain time in such a sense that during that

time it is white to me; in short, the sense of becoming such a theory
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would employ would be one which was not incompatible with existence,
but strictly implied it. The process in question would terminate in
fixed and lasting states, and for the description of these states not
\‘l/\‘ vecea( but e":va( would be the correct locution.

But, as I have already remarked, although the actual account of
perception thus leaves open, and perhaps even envisages the possibility

~

of requiring, some uses of duration- C-'(vau after all, the Heracleit-
eans expressly claim (157a 7 ff.) for this theory that in it lem is
Trmv‘m)((;eev 'eim?eeév. Perhaps, therefore, the theory of per-
ception expounded in 156-157 should not be interpreted as attributing
only one kind of change to each of the elements it introduces in its
analysis of the perceptual situation. Possibly it is only looseness of
expression which makes the theory appear tocondone some uses of

~

duration- Q'( vat, and in interpreting it we should make explicit all
that is involved in the banishment of Q-q( vat, According to such a
more extreme theory the « 'L(‘Q'v]"ra'u which are generated by the inter-
ference of perceived object with sense organ would not be whiteness or
redness, but would become momentarily one or another of these things
without remaining for any period of time. On this theory a stick or a
stone will be thought of as endlessly changing its place as well as all
its qualities; and it will never actually gain and have any quality what-
ever. Sense-qualities and awarenesses of them will come paired
together, but neither a sense-quality nor an awareness is fixed in any

way, either in place or in any other respect: redness comes to be in

the space between the percipient and the object, but immediately not
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only changes in place but also becomes some other color. Reports of
perception are thus of something absolutely momentary.

Now either of these theories of perception would serve some of
the purposes for which a theory of perception is introduced at this point
in the argument. Whether perceptual qualities exist when they are per-
ceived or merely come to be at that time, each a,N‘e'V\TC’,V has cor-
related with it an a’x’Q‘GN\fU of the appropriate sort. Quality and per-
ception are, as the theory says (156b 1), ''twin' offspring of organ and
perceived object. The theory of perception, then, whichever of the two
versions just outlined is intended, has the important consequence that
there is never a sense-quality which belongs to no one; to pick out a
sense-quality one must always refer, even if only implicitly, to the ex-
perience of someone for whom it exists (or becomes). Therefore the
theory supports Protagoras' views about the relativity of perceptual
qualities (as it claims to do) by requiring every predication of a sense-
quality to carry a reference to the subject for whom it exists or be-
comes. It also seems suited, in either of the two versions, to make a
start, at least, toward justifying Protagoras' claim that perception
always yields truth. For just as nothing either is or becomes red all
by itself, so no one either is or becomes percipient-of-red by himself:
there caunot be an a’\l\”e'mﬂr that lacks an n’ﬂ\‘e"\TOIV« And each
percipient's title to freedom of error in his perceptual judgments is
protected at least from attack by anyone else on the basis of his own
experiences: there is no conflict between what any two persons per-
ceive, because the qualities in question are separately generated and

separately experienced.
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On the other hand the two theories are different, and if we are
to have a truly Heracleitean account of perception at this stage of the
argument we had better have the second and not the first of the two
theories outlined above. Only the second, furthermore, provides a
replacement and clarification of the Protagorean "is for X" locution--
and as I have interpreted the moral of the puzzles about size and num-
ber, which introduce the account of perception, it is just such a re-
placement that is here to be spelled out. It has to be admitted, how-
ever, that in the theory of perception itself Plato makes no serious
attempt to formulate the thorough-going Heracleitean theory that this
would require. If nevertheless we are to prefer the full Heracleitean
account, we must attempt to find some explanation for Plato's not
having stated such a theory.

In part, this failure can be explained by the consideration that
in order to rectify it he would have had to distinguish between locomo-
tion and alteration, as I have done in formulating the second version of

n

the theory above, and attribute both sorts of change to the ''slow' mo-

tions as well as to the '"fast.'" But to do this would tip his hand prema-
’
turely: precisely the fact that according to the \&v&TQ 1S -doctrine of

the Heracleiteans everything must have every sort of change is made
/
the basis for his own refutation of this view of y&¢vé&@1S later on

(181-183). Here, he purposely slurs over the distinction between kinds

17

of motion in order, as Campbell puts it, that it may come in as a

fresh point at a later stage.' Hence, it might be said, we have suffi-

cient ground for discounting the fact that in the exposition of the theory
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of perception a)(q‘efnTa‘ are only given (bocof, and we should men-
tally alter it to make them constantly change all their qualities as well.
Indeed, it might be added, that it does wish to get rid of lasting quali-
ties is shown by the fact that even in the exposition itself the theory
adheres strictly to forms of Y\ (,\{ vesBac in detailing what happens in
perception, as if this were required by the fact that a'lQ'e'V\ Tof and
a:¢e~(¢e|s are ¢DQA(’.

This line of reasoning does not however really make the theory
as actually expounded any the more easily understandable as a serious
Heracleitean theory. For it attempts to show how a theory which dis-
tinguishes slow from fast motions can be brought into line with Hera-
cleitean presuppositions, and to explain why it was not explicitly
brought into line in the first place. But it is easy to see that if even
rudimentary attention is paid to Heracleitean principles the distinction
between slow and fast motions cannot be introduced at all. The slow
motions, or physical objects, are apparently supposed to be incessant
qualitative changes. A stick or a stone--a slow motion--becomes a
succession of, for example, colors without interruption. As I said
above, the theory ought not to give these motions stability of place, as
it does; but even if this is allowed to pass the theory obviously still
contravenes Heracleitean principles. For if the colors and other qual-
ities that a stick comes to have are to be understood in accordance
with a theory even of constant flux of qualities they obviously ought not
to be given any duration at all. Thus in the perceptual situation, as the

theory says, the stick or the stone becomes not whiteness but white
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(156e 5): but if so then the whiteness it comes to have had better not
last for any time. If the stick becomes white and stays white for any
period of time then during that time it will be white and rest will have
been introduced into the world. Why then does the question ever arise
what kind of motion the a'm‘e'v\'rm’ have? Having no duration they
ought not to have any motion of any sort. As soon, therefore, as the
theory distinguishes slow from fast motions, regardless of what sorts
of motion the latter have and whether the former have every type of
motion or only some, it has ceased to be a serious Heracleitean theory.
A,lwe/vrra{ patently must be momentary becomings, and as soon as the
theory treats them as motions, which must have duration, it not only
brings a)(te'vﬂ—a’ to a standstill, but also gives sticks and stones last-
ing properties. Rescue operations may or may not succeed in intro-
ducing motions of all sorts into every element of the theory, as Hera-
cleitean metaphysics require, but they cannot explain away the fact
that in even embarking on a theory of the type found at 156-157 Plato
cannot have paid any serious attention to the Heracleiteanism he claims
to be following.

If the theory of perception is only superficially a Heracleitean
theory, how are we to explain its appearance here in the Theaetetus?
I think the answer must be that Plato is already preparing for the refu-
tation of the flux theory which he will produce below (181-183): since
the argument he will press against Heracleiteanism is more effectively
deployable against a theory which has naively and half-consciously been

thinking of a’wew\—n{ as having duration (though it is valid against any
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theory which denies duration to everything), he here sets the Hera-
cleiteans up with a the/c\)ry that is ripe for refutation. Plato wants to
argue in his refutation that the doctrine of general flux is not only false
but even unable to support the thesis that what any one judges in percep-
tion is true. The latter point goes home more impressively against a
theory which has been thinking of the qualities reported in perception
as having a duration. For it can then be pointed out that if what one
perceives has a duration it must have a succession of qualities, so that
one cannot say that what one perceives is (e. g.) red rather than any
other color: during the time when one perceives it it must become in
succession all the other colors, so that it admits no color-name in
preference to any other. The result is that no report of perception one
might make at any time is any truer than any other one might have
made then, and perceptual judgments lose all claim to truth. It seems
that his desire to show not merely that no judgment has any claim to
truth in a world of flux but, especially, that no perceptual judgment can
be true, has led Plato to give his Heracleiteans a theory of perception
which really does not fit their principles at all.

Now if this way of looking at the theory of perception is correct,
the Heracleitean theory and the reduction of Protagoreanism to Hera-
cleiteanism had better not be too firmly wedded to the details of the
account of perception given in 156-157. And in fact the defense of per-
ception as knowledge which is made in 157e-160c, though at various
places in it details of the perception theory are recalled (e.g., 1594, e),

does not rely heavily on the fact that aicBmTd have duration. The
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essential point is that perceived qualities are things which objects come
to have at a certain moment in connection with certain other objects as
they are at that moment; and one need not think of them as having any

duration in order to follow the subsequent argumentation.

C. Heracleiteanism and the Truth of Perception (157e-160d)

One can think of the basic principles of Heracleiteanism, as
applied to perception in 153d-157d, as effectively removing one poten-
tial source of objection to the view that all perceptions are true. Be-
cause a perceptual quality always arises within a certain configuration
of object and percipient, no color or taste or smell can be attributed to
an object without reference to the percipient in connection with whom it
arises. No object has, as it is put below (160b 1-3, 10-c2), any quality
for and by itself. Hence the truth of one's perceptions cannot be im-
pugned by the claim that they fail to correspond to the quality the object
itself actually has: it, by itself, has no qualities at all.

But there are other threats to the truth of each man's percep-
tions. The failure of one's perceptions to correspond with those which
other people experience, or which a person in normal circumstances
or healthy condition would experience, might also be appealed to as
grounds for rejecting them as false. Thus if a certain wine tastes bit-
ter to me in ill-health but sweet to me and others under normal condi-
tions, one might well argue that though I am certainly correct in saying
that bitterness is what I now experience my perception is nevertheless

false because the wine is not bitter but sweet to the normal palate.
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This objection does not depend upon saying that the wine has the quality
of sweetness altogether in independence of perceivers--this has already
been ruled out--but only that we should refuse to say that what seems to
anyone is so unless he is in normal circumstances, healthy condition,
etc. The normal person's experiences are the criterion of what is the
case, and not those of any indiscriminate person in just any circum-
stances. Sometimes a person's experiences are similar to those which
other people do, or would, experience in connection with a certain ob-
ject, and sometimes they vary from this norm. And when they vary
they must be pronounced false, however much they may be what really
appears to be the case to the person in question.

This objection is raised by Plato at 157e-158a and in order to
answer it on behalf of his Protagorean Heracleiteans he develops from
the elements of Heracleitean metaphysics a more stringent relativism
than has yet appeared. The effect of his reply is to argue that on Hera-
cleitean assumptions there can be no place for the concept of a normal
observer. Such a conception requires, at a minimum, that we should
be able to say that one person's experience is similar to another's, so
that the experiences of certain persons can be grouped together and pro-
nounced ''normal' by contrast to the deviant experiences of the abnor-
mal. But given a Heracleitean theory of reality, Plato will argue, this
condition fails of fulfillment. The upshot is that each man is entirely
cut off from every other man and from himself at every other moment,
and his experiences have no possible connection with what anyone else

experiences or what he himself experiences at any other moment. Each
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man's perceptions will turn out to be free from criticism of any and
every sort because they have been made in the strongest possible sense
private to himself at the time he has them.

The nub of this further development consists in the two asser-
tions (1) that no a’(«GMms or a’ws'ﬂ‘r ov is ever like any other and
(2) that each person (and, ©of course, though this is not emphasized in
the text [but cf. 160c 4-5], each object) is really an infinity18 of suc-
cessive persons, no one of which is ever like another. These two
theses are enunciated at the very outset of the account of perception on
Heracleitean assumptions (154a 6-8), but the matter is not pressed
there. It is only after the exposition of the theory of perception, and
in answer to the imagined objection explained just above, that this
stronger sort of relativity and subjectivism comes forcibly to the fore-
front. Plato considers two types of case, the discrepancies between
waking and dreaming experience and those between a healthy and a
diseased person's perceptual judgments. As for waking and dreaming
experience (158b 5-d 7), he contents himself with the remark that when
one is in either of the two states he places the very strongest credence
in the things that then seem to him to be true, so that, since the same
amount of time is spent dreaming as waking, there is no ground on
which to appeal to what seems true to you in the one condition as refut-
ing what seems true to you in the other.

In considering the contrast between health and sickness (158e 5-
160c 10), however, Plato attempts to carry the consequences of Hera-
cleiteanism further. The argument proceeds by means of the following

three assertions:
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(1) A "person'" is really a succession of different persons,
inasmuch as he is constantly changing. (159¢c 8-9)

(2) But what appears and is to one person appears and is dif-
ferent to a different person. (159c 8-9)

(3) Therefore not only is it the case (as was argued in the
previous analysis of perception) that what I at any time perceive really
is (becomes) so for me then, but also nothing that appears to me at any
time is like what appears to any one else or to me at another time.
(159e 7-160a 2)

The implied conclusion is:

(4) There can be no ground whatsoever for calling some expe-
riences true and others false. The illusions of dreaming and madness
and the ""abnormal’ impressions due to illness are ''real to us at the
time when we experience them; which is all the reality anything is per-

wl9

mitted to claim. Each perceptual experience is totally unlike and
unconnected with any other perceptual experience. There is no ground
for appeal to anything beyond the momentary experience itself as a
criterion of truth, since all one finds elsewhere is an infinite variation
of different persons’ quite different and mutually dissimilar and uncon-
nected perceptions. Each person is totally confined within a momentary
private world and can do nothing but report his momentary experience.
In fact (160b 5-c 10), person, external object, perceived quality and act
of perceiving are bound together in such a way that they all come to be

for one another and for nothing else.

What reasons are there for accepting (1) and (2)? Neither of
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them seems, at first sight, true at all: even if a person is constantly
changing it does not follow that he is constantly changing his identity.
One might, however, allow this to pass in view of the Heracleitean
denial of duration in every regard. The difficulties with (2) are more
intractable; even if different people may have different experiences in
connection with the same object, that is no reason to think that no two
people can ever have the same perceptions. (Granted, one might think
that two people could not have the same experiences, as lit might be
said] one cannot have anyone else's smile or identically the same
[abstract particular] sallowness. But Plato is clearly saying that dif-
ference of person makes experience qualitatively, and not merely [if
there could be such a thing] numerically, different: cf. 159e 7 O:JIT\»S'

) - ~ 20
e8 aMXotov, 160a2 TO¢ oo-rov).

The reasons Socrates actually proposes to Theaetetus for ac-
cepting these propositions seem inadequate on one of two grounds.
Either the logic by which they are established involves a fallacious
principle of reasoning21 or there is an equivocation on a key term ap-
pearing in premiss and conclusion. Socrates begins by laying it down
that something altogether (gst, 158e 10) different from something
else cannot have any capacity in common with that other thing; and, he
adde,, anything that is entirely different must be unlike (&vo’luol ov,
159a 3) the thing it is different from. DBut then he enunciates the dubi-
ous proposition that "if anything happens to be like or unlike something
(itself or another), we shall say that in being made like, it becomes

the same, and in being made unlike, different.' (159a 6-8). Now this
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might be construed as an instance of the fallacy of affirming the conse-
quent: if anything is different, it is unlike, here is something unlike,
ergo it is different. And there are indications that this is just how
Socrates intends to be reasoning. For in what follows he establishes
that Socrates-ill is unlike Socrates-well, draws the inference that
therefore the two Socrateses are different from one another (159b 10),
and considers himself thereby licensed to apply the initial premiss
(that two different things do not share any capacity) in order to con-
clude that the respective Socrateses do not have the capacity to be sim-
ilarly affected. If this is his argument, then we have quite certainly
been given no reason (not even one which assumes the truth of Hera-
cleiteanism) for thinking either that Socrates-well and Socrates-ill are
two different persons, or for accepting that neither they nor any other
pair of different persons can have the same experiences.

The alternative to so construing the argument is to take 159a 6-8
not as committing the fallacy of affirming the consequent but rather as
enunciating an independent axiom about things that are like or unlike
one another. This axiom, expressed in the Parmenides (139e-140a),
holds that to say that something is like something else is to say that
they are the same in some respect (TTOV, Parm. 139e 8) (and simi-
larly for unlikeness). But even if this is what Socrates means to be
saying at 159a 6-8 we are still not brought any closer to a valid reason,
even assuming the truth of Heracleiteanism, for accepting (1) and (2)
above. For ‘when Socrates goes on to argue that because Socrates-ill

and Socrates-well are unlike they must be different, he is entitled only
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to conclude that they are different in some respect. But, as he has
made quite explicit just before, it is only when two things are g}\ws
different that we have the right to conclude that they do not share any
capacity (and so do not have the capacity to be similarly affected in
sense perception). Nothing has been said to show that two things in
some respect different cannot have any capacity in common. Only by
an equivocation on the word "different' could Socrates pretend that this
has been shown. In the conclusion, 'difference' means "difference in
some respect,' while in the premiss it means ''difference in every

" There are indications in the text that this is how Socrates

respect.
reaches the conclusion that each temporal stage of a ""person'' is a dif-
ferent person and has entirely different experiences from those of any
other person. For in establishing that Socrates-ill is unlike Socrates-
well Plato has Theaetetus, to Socrates® evident delight (159b 8), slip in
references to Tov agBevodvTa Zkaq,-rv\, Shov ToUTO

(159b 6), suggesting that because Socrates at any given moment is SAov

" "taken all together') unlike himself at any other moment

("as a whole,
! </ of

taken as a whole, he is 0AWS GTC—QOS (cf. 158e 10) and OAwg

/ : s .
&vopmos (entirely different and unlike). But he isn't, and this
attempt to cover up the transition from difference in some respect to
difference in every respect is not very convincing.

It therefore appears that the reasons Socrates gives in support

of his two theses (1) and (2) above are, however one interprets the train

of reasoning, inadequate to permit them to serve as premisses to his

desired conclusions (3) and (4). Though it may be true that each man
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is constantly changing, it has not been shown that he is at any two
moments entirely unlike; and this is what is required in order to allow
the inferences in (3) and (4). It has not been shown that different tem-
poral person-stages must have qualitatively different perceptions.
Faced with this situation it is not easy to decide what to say It
seems certain on careful examination of 158e-159c that one or the other
of the two fallacious arguments outlined above is indeed the sole sup-
port given anywhere in the text for the very important thesis that no
one's experiences are ever like anyone else's. Is there any reason to
think, independently of the argument in the text, that on Heracleitean
principles the thesis must be true? It has been argued22 that Hera-
cleiteanism implies no such thing, that it only holds that no quality
survives for any period of time, and does not deny that the same qual-
ity might recur after an interval or come into being in two places at
once. And it must be admitted that this is a very plausible account of
the true implications of the theory. The possibility therefore suggests
itself that Plato has, in his desire to make Heracleiteanism imply Pro-
tagoreanism and support the thesis that sense perception is always true,
simply forced the consequence on the theory. Wishing to show that if
Heracleiteanism is true what anyone perceives to be the case is so, and
seeing that to this end he must disallow appeals to the normal observer
as the standard of what is so, he has just made the flux theory imply
the total difference of each person's experience from every other's.
And it might be said that the confusion over which of two fallacious ar-
guments he uses to plaster over the gap in his reasoning is deliberate,

or half-deliberate, auxiliary obfuscation.
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Now ordinarily such an hypothesis would be acceptable only in
the last resort. Before embracing it one should exercise all his ingen-
uity in order to find more than a palpable fallacy in such a crucial ar-
gument, or, failing that, one would at least attempt to devise some
reasons for accepting the conclusion argued for. But in the present
instance I not only doubt that exercises of ingenuity would be of any
avail, but even think the hypothesis can be made plausible on its own
account.

What reasons are there for thinking that the arguments deducing
from Heracleiteanism the truth of perception must be able to be repre-
sented as plausible or correct? Presumably something like the follow-
ing: Plato has undertaken to examine the claim of perception to be
knowledge and has introduced Protagorean and Heracleitean doctrines
because they support this claim. If a Heracleitean could not plausibly
appeal to his basic principles in support of the truth of every percep-
tion, then an essential link in Plato's argument fails. At the conclu-
sion of the passage we have just been considering Socrates says that
the three views, those of Theaetetus, Protagoras, and Heracleitus, all
come to the same; all amount to the claim that perception is knowledge
(160d 5-e 2). But if the view expressed above is correct, then they do
not come to the same thing, nor did Plato really think they did: hc just
fraudulently pasted them together as best he could without caring whether
they really did harmonize. And surely this wrecks the whole line of
argument which Plato has evidently been mounting from 152 onwards.

But what exactly is this line of argument? If one read no further
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than 160d-e it would be easy to have the impression that what Plato
wished to do was to show how all these doctrines amounted to the same
thing, so as to refute all three at once--for example, by showing that
perception is not knowledge he would refute Protagoreanism and Hera-
cleiteanism, which imply that it is. In fact, however, he does nothing
of the sort. Immediately after having reduced Theaet>tus' and Protag-
oras’ doctrines to Heracleitus' he sets about pulling them apart again.
He first considers Protagoras' doctrine that man is the measure of all
things (161c-179a), no longer taking it as merely a theory about the
truth of perception, but treating it in its full extension as covering all
judgments. And though in the course of the refutation Protagoras is
represented as the author of Theaetetus' claim that perception and
knowledge are simply identical, and is even made to defend it (163a ff.,
166a-c), and though he is permitted to make appeal to Heracleitean
principles when they help in turning an objection (166b, cf. also
168b 4-5), the main lines of the discussion and the eventual refutation
are clearly directed against Protagoras' views without any real con-
cern about their connection with those of Theaetetus and Heracleitus.
Likewise in the refutation of Heracleiteanism which follows (181c-
183%), even though the pretense is kept up that Protagoras' views are
being tested (cf. 183c 7), it is obvious that the flux doctrine is being
directly assaulted on its own account. It is true that the flux doctrine
is formally rejected only because it does not help Theaetetus in his
claim that perception is knowledge (183e 6-11, 183¢c 1-4), but this fail-

ure is, and is presented as, only the special case of a perfectly general
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inadequacy in the flux theory itself. And, finally, the refutation of
Theaetetus' original definition (184b-186e), when it is at long last
attempted, treats the claim of perception to be knowledge altogether
independently of any supporting hypothesis. It therefore appears that,
whatever the line of argument apparently being prepared in 152-160,
Plato's subsequent argument nowhere depends upon the plausibility or
correctness of his amalgamation of the three doctrines he considers.

It suggests itself that the amalgamation is not much more than a means
of getting into a single dialogue three doctrines which he wished to con-
sider and refute. If so, then the quality of the arguments produced in
the amalgamation does not matter to his real aims, and one is free to
think that he’did not care whether or not they were either quite plausi-
ble or finally convincing.

In any case there seem to be only two alter .atives: either Plato
did mean the argument of 157-160 seriously (and then one can only
plead, with Campbell, 24 tthe imperfect state of logic' in Plato's time),
or else he only pretends to think that its conclusion follows from Hera-
cleitean principles and that the argument given is valid. We seem
forced to choose between these two interpretations. It should be em-
phasized, however, that whichever of these alternatives is opted for,
the inadequacy of the argument does not affect anything said later cn,
since from 160e onwards the three theories are kept well apart from
one another and examined on their own accounts.

My own inclination is to take the latter alternative, and not be

concerned at the inadequacy of the argumentation in 158-159. It seems
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desirable not to attribute to Plato a bad argument, except when he is
speaking half in jest, and the fact that one need not do so here in order
to preserve intact the cogency of the refutations which follow, where
the really serious argument occurs, weighs heavily with me. The
other alternativé is to give him a bad argument, seriously meant, on
which nothing of importance hangs. It seems to me preferable to avoid
doing this, but I do not see how to show this interpretation to be wrong.

The conclusion Plato aims at in the passage is in any case
worth emphasizing. It is alleged that in a world of total flux, in which
nothing has any duration, no momentary person in any way resembles
any other, and in particular no person has a capacity for sensory affec-
tion similar to anyone else's. Hence no perceived quality produced in
connection with one person-stage has any resemblance to that produced
in connection with any other person-stage; and similarly for objects
and their capacity to sensibly affect a percipient. Each person is thus
confined within the moment when he exists and restricted to the regis-
tering of the sense-quality that comes to be then. Because of the total
difference of each person and quality from every other, there is no
ground for alleging that what comes to be in perception for any one is
in any way false or misrepresents anything. No perception can be
impugned either by reference to what any object is really in itself like,
or by appeal to what normal persons experience in connection with it.

In formulating these conclusions (159e 7-160c 10) Plato abruptly
reintroduces the uses of G—r,; vat which it has been the purpose of the

reduction of Protagoreanism to Heracleiteanism to remove. Thus
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160b 8-10: '"'so that whether one says a thing is or that it becomes, it
must be said to be or become for someone or someone's or with refer-

ence to something."

The fact that here at the end of the amalgamation
of the two theories Plato is still allowing Protagoras to say that what
one perceives not merely becomes but even is for someone, is further
evidence that he has not seriously wished to replace the Protagorean
doctrine about (-/'l‘\/a( with the Heracleitean theory of constant flux.
We end, where we started (cf. 152c 5-6), with Protagoras asserting
that ""Therefore for me my perception is true--for it is always of what

) \ /
exists for me ('\:| eMm 0\))‘!‘(&) (160c 7-8)." On this ground, here

(d 1-3) as earlier, rests the claim that perceiving is knowing.



CHAPTER 11

THE REFU fATION OF PROTAGORAS

A. Introduction

In the exposition of the theory of perception and the discussions
associated with it Protagoras' doctrine about truth has been grounded
in the flux theory so far as its implications for Theaetetus' views on
knowledge are concerned. His theory that what seems to be the case
(-rc\) vaol[uévov) to each person is the case for him has been
take. (152c 1-3) to imply that what appears to each person in perception
is true for him who perceives it, on the ground that in the case of per-
ceptual properties seeming to be, e.g., red amounts to being perceived
as red (152b 11). The flux theory was then brought in and developed as
a means of defending his view in its application to perception and per-
ceptual judgments. But of course Protagoras meant to be upholding a
universal thesis about truth and wished to assert that whatever a person
might make (sincerely) an assertion about he necessarily said something
true about it--as .rue, that is, as anything anyone could ever assert.
When, therefore, Socrates begins his criticism of the theories he has
just managed to amalgamate in his account of perception, he undertakes
to test and refute Protagoras' thesis understood in its largest sense.
The effect of refuting it as a general doctrine about truth, and not
merely one concerning the truth of reports of perception, will be to

take one prop out from under Theaetetus' sense-perception theory of
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knowledge. For if Protagoras' doctrine about truth is false, in general,
then the question whether it is true within the limited field of perception
will have to be examined on its own merits; one must not derive any
assurance that perception will turn out to be true from a preconceived
faith in Protagoreanism. ! The criticism of Protagoras, then, aims to
eliminate his views as an independent source of support for Theaetetus'
definition of knowledge.

Protagoras' theory consists of two parts. The first, with which
the explicit refutations of the Theaetetus are concerned, is a doctrine
about the truth of the opinions of individual men--opinions about the
qualities they perceive things to have or otherwise judge to be present
in them. The second part of the theory concerns the judgments in mat-
ters of morality and social convention and policy which whole cities
make: these too, it turns out (cf. 167c 4-5, 172a), are all true, be-
cause true for any city so long as it continues to accept them. This
part of the theory does not figure prominently in the discussions of the
Theaetetus, which is concerned throughout with individual men and
their knowledge or lack of it: but even political Protagoreanism is
rejected (though not formally refuted), as I shall show, in an admitted
digression (172c-177c) interrupting the refutation of Protagoras' views
about individual men's judgments.

There is a certain difficulty, though Plato does not mention it,
in understanding how Protagoras conceived these two parts of his phi-
losophy to be related. He appears to have thought of the political com-

ponent as an independent theory asserting the view, common among the
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sophists, that there is no truth in moral, political, and social matters
beyond what is accepted and acted upon in different nations (cities): so
that for any given man the truth in these matters is whatever the people
around him unquestioningly accept and act upon. But it is hard to see
how this can be prevented from coming into conflict with the fundamental
doctrine about the truth of each man's opinions. For it certainly hap-
pens that sometimes some one in a social group rejects one or another
of the opinions or practices which members of the group ordinarily ac-
cept naturally and unquestioningly. And then in order not to overrule
his '""man the measure' slogan, Protagoras will have to affirm the truth
of the dissident's opinion. In doing so, however, he makes the general
or canonical opinion on the matter of morality or social policy in ques-
tion not true for the city where it is canonical, if that means true for all
its citizens, but rather true for just those citizens who accept and fol-
low the general opinion. And in that case the alleged independence of
political Protagoreanism is an illusion: it really says no more than
that each man's individual view on moral and social questions is correct.
The fact that there is normally substantial agreement in any group on
some such questions may permit use of the expression ''true for this
group, ' but this usage can always be cashed by saying for precisely
whom the thing in question is true.

What Protagoras would reply to this is matter for conjecture.
The general intention of his doctrines, however, both in their political
and their specifically epistemological bearing, is clear. The thrust of

his argument is to deny that there is any truth or existence or reality



except what appears to a person to be true or existent or real: he
attempts, as we have seen (152a-c), to make every assertion true by
denying everything that might be taken as a criterion by which one
person might test and pass judgment upon anyone else's statements.
Ultimately the only criterion for the truth of an assertion is that it is
made. 2

Now, as I remarked above (pp. 14-15 of Chapter I), there are
two possible ways in which Protagoras might intend these theses. He
might mean to ban truth and existence as implying an objectivity which
he refuses to tolerate, introducing in their stead new concepts ''truth-

for-x" and "existence-for-x.'" In that case assertions of the form "It

' and ""Such-and-such exists' would be ill-formed, requir-

is true that p'
ing completion by the addition of a reference to some person or persons
by whom (as we non-Protagoreans should say) these things are thought
to be true or to whom they appear to exist. This is, in fact, the way

in which his doctrine is usually interpreted: I have mentioned above
some difficulties which arise if this is Protagoras' teaching, but it
must be admitted that Plato nowhere quite firmly explains what he held,
and that his habit of always adding ''to me'' or its equivalents to occur-

Mexists" and "true'> strongly suggests that as

rences of the key terms
Plato understood it the Protagorean doctrine required the addition.
Certainly by the time when Socrates begins his examination of Protag-
oras' views in 16lc the presumption is on the side of this interpretation.

One should, however, in reading the arguments which follow retain in

mind the possibility that the title of Protagoras' book, Truth, means
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that in it he expounded a theory of truth, and did not merely abandon
truth for something else. This theory would hold that the only criterion
of something's being true is its being (sincerely) believed by someone
to be true, or, in the case of perceptual judgments, whatever appears
in perception to be the case to any one is the case.

The doctrine then is that whatever any one thinks to be the case
is the case, or, alternatively, is the case for him. It is against this
general doctrine that Socrates argues beginning at 161b. Ultimately
his refutation consists of two attempts (169d-171d, 177c-179b) to draw
out the consequences of Protagoras' program sufficiently to reduce it
to absurdity; but before doing this he makes several briefer criticisms
(161c-165¢), one of which contains the germ of his later refutation
while the others are rather carping and inconclusive. One main pur-
pose of these arguments seems to be to permit Protagoras to expand
his theories in various directions so as to give Socrates entrée for his
reductio arguments. In his own defense Protagoras is made (166a-
168c) to sketch a reply to the objections just brought against him, and
at the same time to supplement his theory as it has appeared up until
then by explicitly adopting what I have called political Protagoreanism
and adding an account of wisdom which does not require abandonment
of his principle that no one's opinions are false.

In order to give a complete summary of the contents of 161-179,
mention must be made also of the digression, 172-177, in which politi-

cal Protagoreanism is railed against, though not refuted.
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B. The Preliminary Arguments (16lc-165e)

Socrates begins by taking the bull directly by the horns. Pro-
tagoras has wished to rid us of every possible means of criticizing or
refuting one another's judgments. The only sort of truth he trusts is
the kind which every opinion must possess: for him, all one needs to
do, and all one can do, in order to find out whether an opinion is true
is to discover what the opinion is. Finding out the content of a thought
is finding out something true. To know what one thinka about the world
is to know what the world is like, insofar as the world has any charac-
ter at all. Socrates pounces directly upon this and points out that it has
the consequence (161d 3-e 3) that no man is better informed than any
other, nor is there any possibility of discriminating between men with
respect to wisdom and stupidity. This denial that any man is wiser
than any other, in the sense of knowing more, is the kernel from which
Plato will later develop his refutation of Protagoras. Here in its first
appearance it is very closely connected with two different but related
points, whose inclusion permits Protagoras to postpone his demise by
answering the objections contained in them, as if they were the whole
substance of the criticism Socrates has raised. Socrates acquiesces
in this move, content to have started a hare which he can hunt down
later, after Protagoras in his Defense (166d 1-167d 4) has promulgated
an official teaching about wisdom.

The two points just mentioned as related to the denial that men

differ in wisdom are these: (a) If what seems or appears to be the case
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to each man is the case for him, presumably also every animal which
has the power of perception must be granted at least this much share
in truth, that what i. perceives to be so is so for it. And in that case,
one wonders at Protagoras' preferring to begin his book by saying
"Man is the measure of all things.'" Why not "pig" or "baboon"? No
doubt more things seem or appear to men than do to pigs, since men
can think whereas pigs cannot; but at any rate there is nothing that
appears to a pig that is false, and to this extent a pig has as much right
to be pronounced the measure of all things as any man does. No man
is the measure of anything except for himself, and any pig is to pre-
cisely the same extent and in precisely the same way a measure--
namely, a measure for itself. So the difference in number of things
that can-seem to men and pigs is no ground for thinking men measures
in preference to pigs. 4 So Protagoras' views have the bizarre result
that Protagoras himself and any other luminary, is no wiser than a pig!

(b) On the other hand, of course, any man is as wise as any
god; being the only measure there can be for him, he knows everything
there is to know for him, and nothing a god could know would give him
the advantage. Here too there is absolute parity.

There is obviously justice as well as humor in these objections.
But Protagoras is permitted to fend them off (162d 5-163a 1). He
observes that in ks writings he has explicitly refrained from express-
ing either belief or disbelief in gods, so that whether they are mea-
sures of anything is for him an open question. Hence, he implies, no

comparison between men and gods is warranted on his views. As for
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pigs, Socrates has unfairly and frivolously played to the crowd by pre-
tending to deduce the spectacular consequence that pigs are as wise as
men: but he has given no valid proof either that this does follow or
that it implies a fault in the theory if it does. (Presumably Protagoras
has partly in mind that Socrates has assumed that the only, or the cor-
rect, account of wisdom will make a creature wiser than another just
in case it believes fewer falsehoods: but, as Protagoras will try to
argue below, the correct account of wisdom makes some men wiser
than others without making any excel in the truth of their beliefs.)

Socrates, chastened by Protagoras' appeal to fairness and seri-
ousness, takes a new tack, shifting his attention from Protagoras' gen-
-eral doctrine to the theory that perception is knowledge, which the gen-
eral doctrine is intended to support (163a). > Against this theory he
raises two objections, one of which Theaetetus himself immediately
parries, while the other is declared merely contentious, as involving
the theory in a merely verbal inconsistency, and left to Protagoras to
rebut in his Defense. A third objection, together with a group of
smaller cavils, is added in illustration of what a really contentious
person could do in attacking the sense-perception theory of knowledge
(165b-e); this one seems not to be taken seriously and does, indeed,
rest on an obvious misunderstanding of the thesis being examined.

What is the purpose of this set of small criticisms? As previ-
ously noted, they are all directed against the equation of sense-percep-
tion with knowledge, and though Protagoras is represented as holding

this theory (by implication), it is and remains Theaetetus' peculiar



67

contribution. Cornford therefore thought that these criticisms are
directed against a simple identification of perception and knowledge,
and are designed to force Theaetetus to amend and extend his theory in
a couple of ways in order to make it more satisfactory without at the
same time giving up the spirit of the original deﬁnition:6 the objections
are therefore in his view instructional in intent. On the other hand

Cornford also thought the third objection a reductio ad absurdum valid

against Theaetetus' position, though not against Protagoras, presum-
ably since Protagoras did not restrict knowledge to sense-perception.
And it is not clear what Cornford thinks Theaetetus should do to evade
what he regards as this argument's consequence; though he appears to
think that all three objections are only valid against Theaetetus' defini-
tion construed more narrowly than he intended it.

I am therefore not convinced that these arguments are posed
here in order to show Theaetetus what a painfully literal interpretation
of his thesis will commit him to and thereby point the way to a more
adequate version of his basic doctrine. It is certainly not true that all
three have this effect, and it may be doubted that the passage as a
whole was intended to have it. For one thing neither in the refutation
of Theaetetus® theory (184-186) nor before that (except here) is any
attention paid to the fact that according to him not only is all perception
knowledge but also all knowledge is perception: the refutation is able to
show that no perception is knowledge, so it does not need to press The-
aetetus on the other half of the thesis. Emphasizing this side of the

definition would therefore tend to confuse the issue, particularly since
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later no difficulty is pressed upon it on this ground and no difficulty
raised in these arguments is permanently remedied in what follows.
For another thing, as I shall show, only the second objection can be
interpreted as forcing an extension of the definition to include a kind of
knowledge that is usually, at least, not thought of as perception.
Thirdly, there seems to be no explanation why Plato should have begun
the examination of Protagoras' dictum and then dropped Protagoras al-
together for a few pages merely in order to apprise Theaetetus of some
dangers lying in wait for his thesis if unamended or taken‘quite strictly.

It seems to me that the chief purposes of these three arguments
are two: to provide amusement and to prepare in a smooth and natural
way for the Defense which follows, where, as I have said, the grounds
are finally laid for Protagoras' ultimate defeat. The second argument
does indeed force an extension of the simple theory adopted by Theaete-
tus, and there is no reason not to recognize this as one aim of that ar-
gument; but, at the same time, there is no reason for forcing all three
arguments into the same mold. The passage as a whole can have the
purposes 1 have suggested, while the second has the additional aim of
showing Theaetetus one of the errors of his ways.

That the third argument is a joke has already been remarked by
RunCiman;8 and though the kind of dialectical display Socrates engages
in in this and the other arguments may not seem funny to us there is
ample proof that the ancients delighted in it. ? These few pages of word-
play provide just the right amount of needling to provoke Protagoras

into a full-scale defense of his doctrines, and it is in this that I believe
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they find their dramatic justification and the key to their interpretation.

The arguments run, in outline, as follows:

(1) (163b 1-c 3) One may see letters of the alphabet (or hear
words of another language spoken), yet for all that not know the letters
or words in question: hence we can see something and yet not know it.
To this Theaetetus himself gives essentially the correct reply: that
which the man sees he knows, but you must just be careful how you de-
scribe this, What you might see as the letter W he sees as colors and
shapes of certain sorts in a certain arrangement, and the theory only
implies that he's right about these things. 10 In effect, Theaetetus is
pointing out the intentionality of perception, and he is right to say that
appeal to it enables him to preserve his definition against Socrates’
thrust.

(2) (163c 4-164b 12) Anyone who has learned (or seen) some-
thing and retains his memory of it knows that thing, when and so long
as he does remember it. But a person who has looked at a thing and
then closed his eyes must, by Theaetetus' definition, not know the thing
at the time when, his eyes being closed, he is not perceiving it. Yet
surely he may retain a memory of the object, and from our initial ad-
mission it follows that in that case he knows it. We have thus the for-
mal contradiction that the same man knows and does not know the same
thing at the same time. Therefore, if our initial agreement about
remembering is to be retained--and it seems entirely unobjectionable--
we shall have to abandon Theaetetus' definition.

Socrates at first (164c 1-2) feigns to think that this argument
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has by itself refuted the definition and starts as if to find a new one to
try out. But at this point he stops short, accusing himself of paying
more attention to words than to the truth; and as an illustration of how
far one can go in producing frightening consequences by seeking a
merely verbal self-contradiction he offers the third argument.

(3) (165b 2-d 1) The same contradiction--that the same man
knows and does not know the same thing at the same time--can be even
more neatly produced from Theaetetus® definition than the preceding
argument has managed to do. For it is possible to look at a thing with
one eye open and the other closed, and then the contradiction follows
directly from the definition without auxiliary premiss: for if perceiving
is knowing, and a man in the situation described both sees (with his
open eye) and does not see (with his closed eye) the same thing, then
he both knows and does not know it.

The error in this argument is easy to see. In defining knowl-
edge as perception one means (since there are more than one sense,
and more than one sense organ) to hold that to know something is to
perceive it by some sense or other, some organ or other, etc. To
show that someone both perceives and does not perceive (knows and
does not know) something, and force a true contradiction, one must
show that someone both has perception, in this sense, and its contra-
dictory. Now the contradictory of ''perceives by some sense, some
organs, etc.' is ''perceives by no sense, no organ, etc.'" Socrates
does not however adduce a case where a man both has and has not per-

ception understood in this way. The negative predicate he applies to
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the man in the described circumstances is "does not perceive with his
right eye'' and this is not the same as '"does not perceive by any sense,
by any organ, etc.' Hence there is no contradiction in saying that
someone both sees (= perceives by some organ of sight or other) and
does not see (= does not perceive with some particular organ of sight)
the same thing; and therefore Theaetetus has no need to accept the

consequence that some one knows and doesn't know the same thing. 11

""'sees and

{Of course hé can even grant Socrates the inference from
does not see' to ""knows and does not know''; then it will be necessary
to accept the legitimacy of such odd locutions as ''knows by some means
of acquaintance' and ""does not know by means of his right eye.'" But by
accepting this he will be able to dispel the air of contradiction. And
there is no reason why a determined theorist should refuse to swallow
this, along with ""know sharply,' "know dimly," "from a distance,"
etc., which Socrates himself mentions [165d 2-6],. Odd they may be,
but if the theory requires them diffidence on their account can hardly

be permitted to wreck an otherwise attractive definition.)

The argument involving memory admits of essentially the same
reply. For if Protagoras is willing, as it appears he is, 12 to treat
remembering as a kind of perceiving--a kind of quasi-sensory aware-
ness of some contemporary object--then what the argument shows is
that one can at the same time be perceiving something by one sense or
mode of perception and not by another. And this is no more objection-

able than seeing and not seeing turned out to be; remarks can be made

about perceiving (by memory) and not perceiving (by sight) parallel to
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those made about seeing (with one eye) and not seeing (with the other).

C. Protagoras' Defense (l66a-168c)

These final two arguments are briefly replied to by Protagoras
himself at the beginning of the Defense of his views which Socrates him-
self is forced, on account of Protagoras' absence, to provide. The
reply is very briefly stated, altogether without elaboration (166a 2-c 2).
But Socrates seems to contemplate three answers on Protagoras'
behalf, each involving a different method of dispelling the menace in
granting that the same man both knows and does not know the same
thing. These methods are (1) to deny that the thing known is really one
and the same thing as the thing not known; (2) to question directly the
idea that knowing and not knowing are somehow incompatible; (3) to
deny that it is the same person who knows and does not know the thing.
The first reply involves admitting, as I have admitted above, memory
as a kind of perception. But it turns upon treating the object perceived
in memory as the contemporaneous memory-image, and not the object
once perceived by sight (say). When a person knows and doesn't know
a thing because he remembers but does not see it, the thing which he
does not see (the house he saw a moment ago, say) is a different thing
from the thing which he remembers (the memory-house). The second
reply may be making the point mentioned above, that just to the extent
that there is no contradiction in seeing (with one eye) and not seeing
(with the other) there is no contradiction in knowing (with one organ or

by one mode of awareness) and not knowing (by another): if one under-
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stands what is being said and why, there is no incompatibility between
the two states.

The third reply is difficult to construe: its appeal to the con-
stant succession of ''persons' in any single man evidently only shows
that the "'same'' person can know and not know a thing when the times
of knowing are different; but both of the arguments being replied to
allege that a person at the same time knows and doesn't know a thing.
The infinite succession of person-stages seems at first sight not capa-
ble of reducing the paradox contained in the suggestion that a man at
the same time remembers (and so knows) and does not see (and so does
not know) a certain house. But perhaps the intention is to suggest that
because the man who sees the house and the man who later remembers
it are different persons it is wrong to treat memory as a source of
knowledge of the same thing as one can know by sense-perception. The
man who perceives a thing and the man who remembers it are not the
same man, and one cannot hold that the very thing which one man saw
the other remembers seeing. Since each person is entirely momentary
there is no alternative to taking the object of his memory as something
contemporaneous and not past. If this is what Protagoras has in mind,
then the third reply reinforces the first.

In any event Protagoras considers the arguments so far
advanced against Theaetetus' definition to be insincere and urges Soc-
rates to direct his attention to the actual theories that have been
invoked and not to the words in which they are expressed: once he

examines fully and fairly the theses that everything is in motion and
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that what appears to each man is so for hiin, he can proceed to investi-
gate whether the identity of knowledge and perception can be maintained
on grounds drawn from these theories (168b 2-c 2). Verbal paradoxes
or anomolous modes of expression resulting from the definition cannot
be allowed to stand in the way of the conclusion, if it is in fact defensi-
ble in the way suggested.

As for his own peculiar contribution, Protagoras seizes the
opportunity to expand his theories by adding an account of wisdom (in
answer to the stimulus of Socrates' original objection) and explicitly
including sovereign states as among those who are measures of their
own truth. As for wisdom, Protagoras' insistence that no one's beliefs
are false does not prevent him, as Socrates implied it did, from mak-
ing a distinction between wise men and others. The wise man is simply
(166d 6-8) the man who can change another's perceptions and opinions,
when they both seem and are bad or harmful to him who has them:
neither before nor after the change does the man hold false beliefs;
neither the man who is ill nor the man who is well has any beliefs or
experiences that are false, though the one's are better than the other's
(167a 1-3, d 1-3). Wise men excel only in their ability to replace a
bad set of perceptions or beliefs, or a bad condition of body or soul,
with a better. Thus doctors apply herbs to bring about health, and in
doing so they cause the patient's perceptions to change, so that wine
which appeared and was bitter to him becomes sweet for him: but they
do not remove false beliefs for true ones. Likewise wisdom in public

affairs does not consist in the ability to substitute true laws and
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regulations for false ones--whatever laws and regulations are accepted
as right by a city are right so long as they are accepted. The wise man
of public affairs has rather the ability to change for the better the opin-
ions which a state holds in matters of right and wrong.

Now it is obvious that by admitting that one man can be wiser
than another, even in the attenuated sense which he is willing to grant,
Protagoras has practically resigned from the argument. For though
he does claim (167d 1-4) to be consistently defending his thesis that no
one holds any false beliefs, even while granting differences in wisdom,
he really cannot do both things at once. For if a doctor is a wise man
who can change peoples' perceptions for the better, he must hold cer-
tain opinions about what perceptions will result from the application of
certain herbs, etc., and he must be right in thinking that certain pro-
cedures will produce a better state of the patient's body. What then
must one say about a non-doctor, an unwise man who holds opinions
on just the same matters as those with which the doctor's wisdom is
concerned? Surely Protagoras must say that the unwise man holds
false opinions, and in that event, as I say, Protagoras has in effect
resigned his case. It appears on examination of the text that he has
been able to overlook the fact that his doctrine about wisdom does con-
tradict his thesis about truth only because he nowhere clearly faces
the question whether his wise men hold any beliefs that are truer than
those held by other people: when he reasserts his view that every
one's beliefs are true (167d 1-4, cf. 166e 4-167a 4, b 1-4), he chiefly

has in mind the healthy as opposed to the sick man or the city with
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good, as against the city with bad, regulations governing right conduct.
By reaffirming that both well and ill men are right about what they ex-
perience, he thinks he retains his view that no one believes anything
false; but, obviously, all he needs to do is compare his wise with an
unwise man in order to see that he has in fact given it up.

Socrates himself will press just this objection upon Protagoras,
and on the basis of it will pronounce (179a 10-b 5, ¢ 1-2) his doctrine
that every man is indiscriminately a measure of all things a certainly
mistaken thesis. Why then does Protagoras here so rashly commit
himself to a doctrine of wisdom fundamentally at variance with his
basic contentions? One reason is the threat of an inconsistency in his
personal behavior: as Socrates pointed out in his initial objection
(161d 7-e 3), if Protagoras really believes that no one's opinions on
any matter are false, then how does he explain his setting up as a
teacher and a wise man whose instruction is worth large sums of
money? 14 Earlier Protagoras left the query unanswered, but clearly
enough not only his devotion to personal instruction but also his having
written a book imply that he has something of which to apprise other
people. There is, then, it would seem, something he knows that they
do not know, and any of them who thinks he does know it is wrong.

And in answer, as we have seen, he clutches at the straw of saying
that he and any other wise person differ from ordinary people only in
the ability to bring about in others better experiences and opinions

than they earlier possessed.
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D. The Refutation and Digression (169d-179c)

It may seem, in view of the considerations just advanced, that
Socrates in the Defense has merely set up a straw man in order to have
the pleasure of knocking him down. Perhaps the line taken by Protag-
oras in the Defense as a means of retaining some sort of difference in
wisdom among men is not his most effective reply, or the one which
he would himself have made. 15 As if in anticipation of this objection,
Socrates opens his refutation of the Protagorean dictum by proposing
to prove (169d 10-170a 1), by considering just the dictum itself and its
consequences, that (171d 5-7) even Protagoras must admit that some
men are wiser than others and that (171b 11-c 3) this difference in-
volves a difference in knowledge and truth as well. Socrates' first
argument against Protagoras therefore seeks to establish that there
must be some false beliefs, even granted Protagoras' dictum; in his
second argument (177c 6-179b 9) he will specify the class of judgments
wherein falsity resides, and these will turn out to include opinions in
the matters to which Protagoras' Defense appealed in its account of
wisdom.

The total effect of the two arguments will therefore be to vindi-
cate Socrates' attribution to Protagoras of the doctrine of wisdom
explained above--with the important addition that this doctrine commits
Protagoras to the view that some men excel others with respect to
attainment of truth. It cannot be maintained that every judgment is true.

Socrates' first argument has, at least since Grote's spirited
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attack16 upon Plato's account and refutation of Protagoras' dictum,
been generally thought to be fallacious. What Socrates wishes to show
is that if Protagoras accepts his dictum and applies it consistently he
will have to admit the truth of those beliefs of others which contradict
his own. Inasmuch as every ordinary person thinks that not every man
is the measure of the truth, Protagoras must hold that his dictum is
false, if he is to hold it to be true. For this reason the dictum is
alleged to be self-refuting, and Protagoras, as much as any one else,
is made to grant the falsity of some people's beliefs. Now Grote's
opinion that this argument is fallacious is founded upon the presumption
that Protagoras meant his man-the-measure dictum to require the addi-

' etc., of an index

tion after every use of the words "'true,' "exists,'
expression specifying some person for whom whatever it is is true or
exists, etc. And it is true that if Protagoras has wished, as I put it
above (Chapter I, pp. 14-15), to replace the concept of truth by a con-
cept truth-for-x, Socrates' argument does fail. For Socrates' argu-
ment requires to have the following form:

Suppose (1): Man is the measure of all things, i.e., every
opinion any man holds is true.

But (2) some men think it is not true that man is the measure of
all things.

Ergo (3) it is not true that man is the measure of all things,
i.e., not every opinion is true.

But if one follows Protagoras' stipulation about index expres-

sions, this argument must be recast in the following non-obnoxious

form.
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Suppose (la): Man is the measure of all things, i.e., every
opinion any man holds is true-for-him.

But (2a) some men think it is not true-for-them that man is the
measure of all things.

Ergo (3a) it is not true-for-them that man is the measure of all
things, i.e., some opinions are false-for-them.

And there is evidently no inconsistency in Protagoras' accepting
his dictum while maintaining its falsehood-for-others. So long as he
does not hold it to be both true and false for himself he is in no logical
bind whatsoever.

Of course even if this reply were entirely adequate one impor-
tant result would still have been achieved: it would have been shown
that if there is no truth but only truth-for-me, as Protagoras thinks,
then his own doctrine has no special claim to validity. It is just a be-
lief like any other and cannot claim any truth beyond that which accrues
to it from being believed. It is not true, but merely true-for-Protag-
oras. Consequently the impression that he has revealed to us the
nature of truth and reality is necessarily illusory. As a philosophical
insight, therefore, the doctrine that each man is the measure of all
things for himself fails to be the compelling and revolutionary thesis it
seemed to be: whatever attitude any one takes towards it will be the
correct attitude for him to take and all discussion of it turns out to be
otiose.

This is no mean consequence to have derived. But the fact will

still remain that Socrates' argument is fallacious, since it misrepresents



80
the thesis he pretends to be attacking. The possibility remains, how-
ever, that it is not Socrates but modern commentators who misrepre-
sent the thesis. For if Protagoras meant not to replace truth with
truth-for-x, but to offer a thesis about what criteria are properly
invoked in order to establish that something is true, the line taken
above against Socrates' argument fails. For then Protagoras will
merely be saying that all one has to do in order to determine whether
something is true is to find out whether any one believes it. And if
someone, for example, perceives a thing as red it will be red and not
merely be-to-him red. This being so, Protagoras in accepting his
man-the-measure dictum accepts that whatever any one believes is
true; and if someone thinks the dictum false then Protagoras must
accept that it is false, since someone so thinks. The consequence (3)
does unavoidably follow, and it cannot be converted into (3a).

Which of the two interpretations of Protagoras' doctrine is cor-
rect? I have already remarked {{above, p. 62 and n. 3) that in stating
his thesis Plato regularly does introduce the expression '"for him'' in
the way in which the first interpretation would require. On the other
hand Protagoras certainly wants to say (cf. 161d 6-7, 167d 2) that
everyone's beliefs are true and none false, in such a way that he can
defend the claim that perception is knowledge, and it seems that in or-
der to do this he should be telling us that what any one perceives is
true (and not merely true-for-him). Perhaps it is not possible to be
entirely sure what he meant; and perhaps his 'A,\qﬁee\a was not

more decisive one way or the other than Plato's testimony is. In any
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event, if Socrates' argument at 169-171 is to be anything but a mere

petitio principi then we must preserve at least the ambiguity in Protag-

oras' views. He must be not unfairly represented as recommending
not the abandonment of the concept of truth but an adjustment in the
criteria for its application.

By his first argument, then, Socrates has drawn from Protag-
oras' own words the admission that some men hold false opinions; and
the Defense has not been unfair in granting for Protagoras that there
are differences of wisdom among men. Socrates' argument has, in-
deed, shown that the difference in wisdom brings with it differences in
attainment to truth which the Defense attempted to deny or conceal.
But with the important exception of this one clarification Socrates' aim
has been to vindicate his attribution of a doctrine of wisdom to Protag-
oras, and I think he has achieved his purpose.

What then are the matters upon which men may differ with
respect to wisdom and attainment of truth? Socrates will argue in his
second refutation (178a 5-179b 5) that wherever predictions or future-
tense judgments of any kind are involved not every person is equally a
measure of the truth. From this he will infer that doctors, farmers,
and others who have a special competence--those whom the Defense
characterized as wise--are more likely to be right in their opinions on
matters within their own areas of competence than any chance person.
He will show, therefore, by an independent argument that the line
drawn in the Defense between the area where each man's opinions are

true and that in which falsehood occurs, is correctly drawn. But
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before beginning this line of reasoning he states, by way of anticipation,
the conclusion to which he will be tending. The argument just concluded
has shown that there is an area where falsehood can occur, and it is
natural to suggest (171d 9 ff. ) that Protagoras' distinction between
judgments about how to change someone's experience for the better
points the way to the area of falsehood. According to this distinction,
as Socrates now summarizes it, in most matters what seems so to each
man is so, but not in such matters as what is healthful or noxious; and
likewise for nations, error never occurs in such matters as what is
right or disgraceful, or proper in religious observances, but only when
it is a question of what is beneficial to the state. Here, then, he says,
we may hope to rest our whole discussion, and reject Protagoras’ dic-
tum as a general account of truth.

At this point Socrates interrupts himself and begins a long
digression (172c-177c) contrasting the philosopher and the man of pub-
lic affairs. This passage has been the subject of the most extravagant
flights of misinterpretation. Cornford discerned in it allusions to the
Republic which he roundly pronounced (PTK, p. 89) to be "intended to
recall the whole argument of' that dialogue, with its "intelligible

' Plato's purpose

region of Forms, the true objects of knowledge.'
according to Cornford in inserting the passage was to remind us of the
correct answer to the Theaetetus' question, What is knowledge?, with-
out actually coming right out and arguing for it: knowledge is acquaint-

ance with Forms. 17 Cornford holds that in the digression Plato is

attacking a view which somehow goes beyond Protagoras and which he
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vaguely and puzzlingly associates with Thrasymachus; in fact, how-
ever, this part of his view is demonstrably a tissue of misreadings of
the passage which immediately precedes the digression proper. 18 But
even if some ultra-Protagoreanism were the target of the discussion it
would be totally impermissible to interpret whatever allusions to the
cave allegory there may be in the passage as implying ''the whole argu-
ment of the Republic" or the doctrine that knowledge in each and every
case is acquaintance with Forms.

The true impact of the digression is really easy to see. Socra-
tes has just summarized Protagoras® views, as now emended to allow
some judgments of individuals and states to be possibly false. This
emendation he will argue for below; what he will not examine then is A
the other contentions that no one can be in error about his immediate
experience and that no state can be in error so far as the rightness of
its established customs and practices is concerned. Immediate experi-
ence will however be examined in connection with the Heracleitean
theory of perception (181-183); this leaves only the Protagorean doc-
trine about rightness and religious propriety untouched, and, as can
easily be seen from careful reading of the text, it is to this and this
alone that the digression addresses itself.

Those who have knocked about the law-courts from childhood up
and have received their training there, says Socrates, are to be re-
garded as house-slaves by comparison with the true free-men educated
in philosophy. Those who have learned about right and wrong in the

law-courts have necessarily directed their attention to the means of
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successfully avoiding punishment; for them it matters not whether they
must cheat or otherwise wrong their fellow-citizens so long as what
they do is not judged wrong by the court and punished. The whole body
of legal institutions and rules is regarded by them as something to be
fended off, manipulated, or argued over in the pursuit of their own
gain. The philosopher, by contrast, knows nothing of the particular
customs and practices of any city, and does not concern himself with
right and wrong as these are conceived in any particular place. In fact,
Socrates says, the philosopher's body alone resides in his city while
his mind is in the universe at large, spying into the things beneath the
earth and doing geometry on the earth's expanses. Such a man asks
not particular questions about whether this or that person has wronged
the other--the sort of question the law-courts are always concerned
with--but is rather interested in what right and wrong themselves are,
or what in general human happiness consists in. 19

The fundamental mistake which the man of affairs makes is in
being concerned only with what is regarded as right and wrong in his
state and not caring how much wrong he does so long as it is not so
pronounced by his state's institutions: in this he shows himself una-
ware of the real penalties in store for real, and not merely legal,
wrong. Happiness consists in being as like god as possible, but god is
in no way unrighteous, so that to become like god is to become as
righteous as possible. However adept, therefore, the man of practical
affairs may be at obtaining his ends by attending to and manipulating

the accepted standards of right in his state, he displays the greater
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folly of losing sight of the more important end of his own ultimate hap-
piness. For the penalty for going really wrong, and not merely wrong
in the eyes of the law, is not the physical pain inflicted by the law but
the ineluctable condemnation to an after-life of association with evil.
Freedom from wawd comes only to those who have led lives as much
as possible like god's, and hence only to those who are really just and
righteous.

Protagoras, then, is wrong to say that the only criterion of
something's rightness or religious propriety is some state's opinions
and enactments. There is an independent standard and those who ig-
nore it do so at their own peril. The digression makes this point,
naturally enough, by invoking some of the same images as those em-
ployed by the Republic for its somewhat similar purposes: the notion
of the philosopher as occupied with general questions, the investigation
of which takes him up out of the limits of everyday life, and the idea of
an after-life whose delights are strictly apportioned according to merit.
But the point being made is clearly only one about the objectivity of
moral judgments, and even then it is not said or implied that this ob-
jectivity is grounded in transcendent Forms or that to know right from
wrong is to be acquainted with a Form of rightness.

Thus there is neither any general appeal to Forms as the only
objects of knowledge on whatever subject, nor even an appeal to Forms
as what makes possible objectively valid moral judgments. The pas-
sage merely, in a quite general way, affirms against Protagoras and

others who share his political views that there are standards of right
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and wrong other than those which particular states happen to enshrine
in their legal and other institutions. Nothing more than this can be
found in the passage; it certainly requires wrenching it badly out of
context to find in it any hints about what objects knowledge in general
must be directed toward.

After the digression Socrates returns to the discussion just
broached before the digression itself began. It seemed likely, Socra-
tes was saying, that Protagoras, having been driven to grant that
some beliefs of some people are false, would be willing to accept the
distinction between wisdom and ignorance which Socrates had sketched
in the Defense, and would grant that with respect to what is better or
worse both men and states differ in degree of attainment to truth. Now
(178a 5-179b 5) Socrates undertakes to show that in fact there are dif-
ferences in truth among judgments of this latter sort, which anyone
must recognize. For these judgments all have reference to what will
turn out to be the case in the future, and not all judgments about the
future can be true.

Socrates attempts to prove this by showing that when a layman
and a doctor disagree over whether a certain course of action will
result in the layman's getting a fever one of them (usually the doctor)
is right and the other wrong. Either he does acquire the predicted
body-temperature or he does not, and the outcome shows one judgment
to have been true and the other false. Protagoras might reply that
.there is no such thing as the predicted body-temperature just occurring

or not, but one must say for whom it exists. Why should not both
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layman and doctor be right--the fever coming to exist for the one and
failing to occur for the other? In that case both predictions could be
admitted to be true. The answer to this is that it doesn't matter who
is the criterion of the existence or not of the fever when the time comes:
so long as what is judged then is judged by reference to some standard
the result will depend upon the application of the standard then, and not
upon what some one predicts the test will show. Once the prediction is
made there is nothing to do but wait and see how the facts turn out;
hence when a person judges how he himself will feel, and even though
he is the sole judge of how he feels when he's feeling that way, he
makes a judgment that cannot be said to be true just because he makes
it. If it is true it will be so because of the way he later does in fact
feel, and there is no guarantee that this will accord with his prediction.
Hence the logic of the situation is not changed by assuming, as Socrates
does, that in the dispute between the doctor and the layman the fever
either comes or doesn't, without saying for whom it exists or does not
exist. This point is made explicit immediately afterwards (178d 4-6),
where Socrates clinches his argument by remarking that when it is a
question of something's turning out to be in tune a gymnastic trainer
will not be better than a musician at judging what will turn out even to
the trainer himself to be in tune. Future-tense judgments cannot be
declared true on principle, however true on principle all present-tense
judgments are, because they necessarily find their validation in some
present-tense judgment at a later time and not in anything contempora-
neous.with themselves or private to the man who makes them at the

time when he makes them.
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We have, then, found a class of judgments where error may
occur, and since included among them are the judgments by reference
to which Protagoras was represented as introducing differences among
men with respect to wisdom, it has turned out that in recognizing the
existence of wisdom Protagoras has in fact refuted his own theory;
but we have also seen that he has no alternative but to accept some
men as wiser than others in the sense of having the truth in a higher
degree, and that wisdom primarily finds its expression in the ability to
make true predictions. It has therefore emerged that no man of sense
can give credence to Protagoras' theory of truth, as a general proposi-
tion; if any part of it--e. g., the truth of all judgments of perception--
is to be retained it will have to be argued independently of the thesis
that each man is the measure of all things. Socrates therefore con-
cludes the refutation of Protagoras (179c) by remarking that what
remains is to see whether each man is always right about Tt‘) *.ra():w

a-au“rq: Ta6os  since it is here that perception's claim to be knowl-
edge must either succeed or fail. He therefore turns in the next sec-
tion to the Heracleitean theory of perception constructed above, and
tests whether its foundation-- To Tov Kc/v'qq‘u- E\v ——1is sound,

and whether it can support Theaetetus® definition of knowledge.



CHAPTER III
THE REFUTATION OF HERACLEITUS

A. The Argument Against Flux in the Theaetetus (181-183)

Plato has now shown that insofar as Theaetetus' definition of
knowledge as perception coincides with and draws support from the Pro-
tagorean doctrine of man the measure, it is not acceptable. As soon as
Protagoreanism is extended beyond the judgments which each man
makes about the sense-contents actually present to his consciousness
at the time of speaking (179c 1-4), and made to apply to judgments
about future events, what is advantageous, etc., it is quite certainly a
false doctrine. Protagoreanism, as a distinctive theory, must be reject-
ed. If any part of it is to be retained it will be its application to judg-
ments of immediate sense-perception (cf. 17le 1-3). But, now that as
a general doctrine Protagoreanism has been refuted, immediate sense
perception must be examined on its own ground to see whether it is
always true and whether its judgments are always known to be true. If
it turns out that they are known, then to this extent Protagoreanism will
have been vindicated; but one cannot any longer reason in the other
direction and use Protagoreanism to vindicate sense-perception's claim
to be knowledge.

For this reason Socrates announces (179d 1-5) that it is now
time to approach closer to 't"v\\v Qer }AéV'V\V Tayv TMv 0 Tlov
and examine whether the Heracleitean metaphysics of the KopmW O’TG (ot

is sound or unsound. The Heracleitean doctrine of reality was ostensibly
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introduced, as we have seen, as a means of supporting Theaetetus'
contention that about what appears to him a man has knowledge: for if
everything is in constant flux there are at most momentary appear-
ances, about which no one but the person to whom the appearance ap-
pears can logically be in a position to judge. Since, according to this
doctrine (152d 8, 157b 1),it is never correct to use the word "is'" or
"exists'" of anything, it is not possible to get to know how anything is in
itself (152d 2-3)--about which each man would not be the only judge--
and appearances must be the most any one can get to know. It there-
fore seems to follow from the Heracleitean doctrine that knowledge
must be restricted to immediate perception (cf. 151e 1-2).

What Plato does, therefore, beginning at 181b 8, is to inquire
whether knowledge can be shown to be identical with perception by
appeal to the doctrine that everything is in constant flux. There are
two ways in which he might argue that it cannot: he might show that the
consequences deduced from the doctrine of flux in support of the equation
of sense perception and knowledge are incorrectly deduced; or he might
argue that Heracleiteanism is a false doctrine, so that, whatever its
consequences, the equation cannot be supported by appeal to them. In
fact I believe that Plato shows both of these things: Heracleiteanism
is not only false but, even if true, it would not imply that a man knows
what appears to him in immediate sense perception. The result of
showing this will be to disengage Theaetetus' equation of perception
with knowledge from the Heracleitean metaphysics which was brought

to its support; at that point, when neither Protagoreanism nor



90

Heracleiteanism has been found to '

'ring true'' (179d 3-4), Theaetetus
has no alternative but to permit a frontal assault on his thesis. This
assault is made at 184b-186e, where it is finally proved that in itself
perception does not amount to knowledge.

But for the moment we are still concerned with the Heracleite-
ans and with sense perception as conceived by them. Plato begins his
examination by pointing out that Heracleiteanism logically involves not
only that everything is in motion but even that everything is in motion
in every respect: if all stability of every sort is to be denied to reality
then of course everything must be moving with every sort of motion
(18l1e 9 f.). That consistent Heracleiteanism involves the absolute
banishment of "is," "exists,' ''this,' ''that,' and any other word that
would introduce stability into the world, has already been shown
(157a-b): only verbs of becoming and change, and whatever is consis-
tent with these, are permissible for talking about what is in constant
flux. Plato now goes one step further and shows that in order to avoid
introducing stability it is necessary to insist upon each thing’s becom-
ing and changing constantly with every kind of change and becoming.

In accordance with the extreme economy with which the argument of the
whole dialogue is constructed, he actually only mentions two sorts of
change, local motion and change of quality (181d 5-6). Though Plato
elsewhere1 divides change into these two kinds, his argument does not
depend on the exhaustiveness of the division. In order to explain his
contention that in a Heracleitean world change of everything in every

respect must be the universal rule the division of motion into two kinds
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is sufficient. For granted that there are just two kinds of motion, a
thing must be in motion of both sorts in order for it to be true that it is
in motion and not also at rest (18le 5-7). In any case, it is clear that
Plato has a firm grasp of the general principle that motion of every
sort (however many sorts there may be) is implied by the Heracleitean
doctrine: for he explicitly takes his distinction of motion into two kinds
to show that in a Heracleitean world everything must be moving with
every sort of motion {(Tragav K\/V'v)“‘ \v, 182a 1), and not merely
with these two (if there are others).

Relying on these conclusions, Plato then has no difficulty in
showing that Heracleiteanism, so interpreted, cannot be used to support
the doctrine that knowledge and sense perception are identical. He first
(182a 2-b 7) recalls the theory of sense-perception of the Korx\p 61‘&\\0\
(156c 6-c 7), and distinguishes the three processes of becoming that
occur in the perceptual situation: the sense-quality (e. g., whiteness
or warmth) comes to be between sensing subject and perceived object;
the subject becomes a perceiver (o&’\wew\'r\\(olv\, i.e., comes to
have, and not to be, a sense perception; the object becomes of a cer-
tain quality (e. g., white or hot) but does not come to be that quality.
Both sense-qualities and sense-perceptions come to be between subject
and object, and are the offspring of their intercommunion (182b 4-7).
What Plato now shows is that if, as the Heracleiteans say, everything
is in constant flux in every respect, then a fortiori no sense-quality

and no sense-perception ''remains in itself' (182e 1). The whiteness

that comes between subject and object must itself be constantly changing
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and is therefore no more whiteness than any other color (182d 2-5).
Similarly, the correlated seeing that comes to be is no more seeing
than any other perception, and the same is true of the other sorts of
sense perception as well (e 3-5). 2 The result is that nothing retains
its form; so that in defining knowledge as perception KO\T; T'\\r\v T6O
TT‘({V Ta kivelrlad Pé@o{Ov we have unwittingly not said any-
thing more relevant to knowledge than to its absence (e 10-11). 3 We
have, in fact, not said anything definite and so have made no progress
toward defining knowledge. In order to define knowledge as perception,
therefore, we have no alternative but to abandon Heracleiteanism.

Now so far, I think, there is no ground on which anyone could
disagree with my analysis. Itis accepted on all hands that Plato shows
in this passage that Heracleitean metaphysics is a faulty basis on which
to erect a sense-perception theory of knowledge; it is in fact incompat-
ible with that theory. The disagreement begins when it is asked what,
if anything, more than this Plato shows. As I said above, it is my
view that in the course of his demonstration that the Heracleitean
theory cannot be used to support Theaetetus' definition, Plato shows
that the Heracleitean theory is itself an internally faulty metaphysics:
it is not only a faulty basis on which to argue the identity of sense-
perception and knowledge, but also no good for doing anything.

Now even here there would be pretty general agreement; but
there is a sharp division over the sense of this further claim. No one
doubts that the consequence stated above is a serious attack on the

theory itself in whatever connection one intends to use it. Indeed,
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Plato not only proves that Heracleiteanism implies the abrogation of
the law of non-contradiction (since if everything is in constant flux in
every respect no description applies to a thing in preference to any
other): he goes further and says (183a 9-b 5) that no use of language
whatsoever is permitted if everything is in total flux. He does, then,
quite clearly reject at once the flux metaphysics and any appeal to it as
a means of supporting Theaetetus® definition.

Some, however, think that the attack on the flux doctrine is
aimed at, and valid against, only an unrestricted Heracleiteanism, one
which emphasizes the ""everything' in "everything is in motion." Plato
is represented by these interpreters as arguing the impossibility of a
metaphysics which recognizes only things which are in perpetual flux
and does not also admit that there are things of which the flux doctrine
is an incorrect account. Provided that one goes along with the Hera-
cleiteans only so far as phenomena are concerned, holding that they
are subject to eternal flux in every respect but making explicit exemp-
tion in favor of Platonic Forms, Plato's argument against the flux doc-
trine will pose no obstacle and is not intended to do so. Plato himself,
in this view, refutes unrestricted Heracleiteanism as a means of recom-
mending restricted Heracleiteanism of just this sort.

Not everyone, however, accepts this interpretation of Plato’s
argument. Recently Richard Robinson and G. E. L. Owen have argued4
that Plato shows, and intends to show, that the Heracleitean doctrine

about anything, whether phenomenon or Form, is false. He does not

merely refute the flux doctrine in the weak sense supposed by the
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interpretation just mentioned--by proving the truth of its logical con-
tradictory, i.e., by showing that not everything is in constant flux--
but proves the stronger contention that nothing is subject to fiux of the
sort the theory must have in mind. Hence, on this second interpreta-
tion, Plato shows that neither of Forms nor of phenomena is a Hera-
cleitean account correct; and from this it must follow that, for Plato
at this time, whatever important differences there may be between
Forms and sensible things, neither class of entities is changing con-
stantly in every respect.

In interpreting the refutation of Heracleiteanism in 181-183, as
these brief remarks indicate, matters of the very first importance for
the understanding of Plato's philosophy are at stake. As I shall try to
show, there is really no reasonable ground for doubt that some version
of the stronger interpretation is correct. The weaker has really, when
brought into close connection with the actual text of the passage, nothing
to recommend it. The only reason for accepting it is that it has been
accepted in the past, 5 and seems the only alternative to far-reaching
revisions in the canonical understanding of Plato's philosophical opin-
ions. It is time, however, to realize that it is the argument which
must be interpreted, and if the argument cannot be so interpreted as to
fit with canonized views, this fact had better be candidly admitted. It
is no good to be sure that Plato cannot have argued in a certain way un-
less you can show that some alternative interpretation fits his actual
text. As I shall show, the versions of the weak interpretation so far
produced certainly do not fit what Plato actually says; nor do I think

any adequate version ever will be produced.
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Before turning to the analysis of the refutation itself, however,
it is worth pointing out one obstacle confronting the weaker interpreta-
tion which is posed by the argument of the pages following the refuta-
tion. In this later passage Plato is arguing directly that perception
does not amount to knowledge. Now if the traditional interpretation of
the refutation of Heracleiteanism is correct, Plato nowhere before the
beginning of the final argument rejects the Heracleitean account of phe-
nomena in general or the theory of perception of the Kor.\\{) ({TeQO( in
particular. In fact, in the refutation of the flux doctrine Plato commits
himself to the truth of the Heracleitean account of phenomena, and al-
though this does not show that he accepted the theory of perception as
well, Cornford, who accepts the traditional view, thinks6 that he did
accept it and even that it is assumed in the final argument disproving
the identity of perception and knowledge. Thus those who accept the
weaker interpretation of the refutation must interpret what follows in
such a way that, even if the full theory of perception of the « OtA‘{)OITe?o(
is not being accepted, at any rate no assumptions are made about per-
ception and its objects which are incompatible with a Heracleitean
account of the phenomenal world. In fact, however, the rejection of
the sense-perception theory of knowledge relies upon an argument
which flagrantly contradicts the Heracleitean theory.

An essential step in the argument there is the attribution of
ova (o to sense qualities (185a 8-9: we are able to think about color
and sound that they both E:‘_EE)' Now though it is true that Plato argues

here that it is not by sense-perception that we come to know that these
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things exist, this fact does not in the least detract from the signifi-
cance of his allowing that of a sense-quality one can use ’Q(G‘T(.

For the essence of Heracleiteanism, as Plato has expounded and devel-
oped it in this dialogue, is the refusal to use any stabilizing word (cf{.
157b 5, 09Te aAho oudev :Dlvolua 6T( v (vTM)  of any-
thing; and the primary culprit in this regard (152d 8, 157b 1) is (-’{Vou.
Therefore if Plato only rejects Heracleiteanism if it implies that nothing
(including the Forms) is exempt from flux, but not if it asserts merely
that no phenomenon has any stability, he must ban e’;\ vac altogether
from any application to phenomena. But in 185a he does apply c:i vas
to a’t@eﬁ\'ra(, and does so not as any merely careless ''talking with
the vulgar,' but with full theoretical awareness of the consequences,
since on this attribution he bases his most complete refutation of the
identification of knowledge and perception. The inescapable conclusion
is that in the final argument he retains nothing of the Heracleitean the-
sis: not its theory of phenomena, and not its theory of perception. If
this is so one will expect to find lying behind the proof that Heracleite-
anism is a faulty basis on which to argue the identity of knowledge and
perception the further awareness that in itself, and regardless of how
far one allows it to extend, Heracleiteanism is a false doctrine. What
cannot lie behind that proof is the acceptance of Heracleiteanism as a
satisfactory basis for a theory of phenomena and perception.

The argument of 182-183 is extremely condensed, but I think
that close attention to the detail of what is said will show pretty conclu-

sively that Heracleiteanism is being rejected altogether, and not
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retained as the correct account of sensible phenomena. The first point
to insist upon is that the argument nowhere says or implies that phe-
nomena, if subject to constant flux in every respect, are unsuitable
objects of knowledge, on the ground that objects of knowledge must be
stable. What it says, is that if everything is in flux nothing can even

be true, or perceived, or (one may add, though Plato does not) believed

(183a 4-6). What's wrong, that is to say, with the flux theory is that it
makes it impossible for anything to be, or even to become (183a 6-7),
X rather than not-X, and thus by denying the law of non-contradiction
the flux doctrine renders discourse, and not merely knowledge,
impossible.

Platd evidently means this to be a reductio ad absurdum of Her-

acleitean metaphysics. Now, the absurd consequence Plato deduces
from the doctrine of flux is that nothing can be or become X rather than
not-X (183a 4-7) (and, as a result, that no use of language is permitted,
since words have significance only where the law of non-contradiction
holds). Whatever alteration Plato himself would make in the Heraclei-
tean doctrine must therefore have the consequence that phenomena can
be said at least to become so rather than not so; the law of contradic-
tion must apply to phenomenal becoming as elsewhere, even if it re-
mains illegitimate to say anything more stabilizing than '"becomes so
and so'' of phenomena. Phenomena must, in short, be subjects of
discourse.

Now even this much is enough to refute what appears to be

Cornford’s version of the weak interpretation of the argument.
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Cornford thinks that Plato's purpose is ''to point out that, if the objects
of perception (to which [the Heracleitean doctrine) does, in his opinion,
apply) are taken to be ‘all things,® there can be no such thing as knowl-
edge at all, since no statement we make about these perpetually chang-
ing things can remain true for two moments together' (p. 97). And he
adds (p. 99) that ''the conclusion Plato means us to draw is this: |we
must] . . . recognize some class of knowable entities exempt from the

' Now

flux and so capable of standing as the fixed meanings of words.'
if, as Cornford's further silence seems to allow us to infer, this means
that phenomena, since they are '"perpetually changing things" cannot
have words applied to them, but this is possible only for the objects of
knowledge, the Forms, then Cornford's interpretation fails. For, as
we have seen, Plato implies that the correct metaphysics must make
provision for truths about phenomena. Reference to the theory of
Forms here can only be justified to the extent that it permits Plato to
maintain, what he shows the Heracleiteans cannot, that the law of con-
tradiction holds for phenomena (at least in the attenuated form that only
one of "becomes X" and '"becomes not-X" can be true of a thing at a
given time). 9

Cherniss' interpretationlo makes good this deficiency in Corn-

"ontological proof"

ford's reading of the passage. He argues that the
of the existence of Forms, of which our passage is the main represent-
ative, shows that the constant change of phenomena, which Plato took

for an evident datum, can only be explained if there are entities exempt

from this change. He therefore agrees with Cornford and Aristotle that
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Plato always held a Heracleitean view of sensible phenomena and
exempted only the Forms (and human souls?) from constant flux; but
unlike Cornford he definitely takes Plato to be arguing that Forms are
necessary in order to make phenomenal flux intelligible. The argu-
ment, as Cherniss reads it, '""examines the hypothesis that reality con-
sists in nothing but . . . process, that all things are constantly chang-
ing, and shows that . . . [it] would not only leave no room for fixed
states and determinate processes but must also involve the denial of
the law of contradiction. In short the very processes into which all
phenomenal existence is resolved by this hypothesis imply the existence
of immutable, determinate entities. w1 The result is, according to
Cherniss, that Plato recognized here that a condition of saying that all
phenomena are in flux in every respect at every moment is that one be
able to say of any particular vy e/veru what \ (iV@\‘ls it is: thus
since '"'the sensible phenomenon is not a definite object (éKC—TV o) but
always a degree of approximation ( Tol oV TOV O?Ov erxet vo0) the
transient phenomena themselves imply absolute and immutable entities
which are the standards and causes of these approximations. nl2
Now Cherniss' version of the argument is by no means so easily
understood as his forthright and vigorous exposition of it might make
an inattentive reader think. But apparently the idea is this. Flux of
everything in every respect is a self-refuting notion, since it makes it
impossible for any statement--even a statement no more definite than
one employing \ L/\,{ vesSat and avoiding G'}\VQ {==to be true. There

must, therefore, be some immutable things, namely unchanging Forms
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or standards by reference to which we are able to distinguish one
N 6/\!&“‘\9 from another; the Forms make this discrimination possible
by, as it were, fixing for each \(elv €T1S the direction of its progress

""approximation' to one Form, another to

(thus one phenomenon is an
another). And this function of the Forms is supposed to be carried out
on a phenomenal world which, as the Heracleiteans maintained, is con-
stantly changing its characteristics at every moment in every place.
The effect of the addition of Forms is to enable us to say " Y (/\, VETa
X" rather than not-X: it reinstates the law of contradiction for phe-
nomena without alse forcing the reimportation of e":vau into state-
ments about them.

There are two difficulties in understanding and assessing this
view. (1) How in general is the fact that Forms are ''fixed standards"
to which phenomena are '"approximations' to be understood as an an-
swer to the problem of change discussed in the Theaetetus? How, in
other words, does Cherniss think this theory meets the objection Plato
raises in the Theaetetus against the idea of constant succession alto-
gether without duration of anything? And (2), more narrowly, where
exactly in the text of Plato's argument is this theory being argued for
as the solution to the problem posed by Plato?

The theory of flux examined in the Theaetetus asserts the con-
stant succession of qualities, and Plato's refutation quite evidently
(cf. ael Adyovtos Bf hevkdvms) Grregcs’QxeTM Ste 54\)

‘Qleo v, 182d 7) turns on the fact that on such an hypothesis nothing

retains any character for any time. He appears to be saying that
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nothing can really become green if it has no sooner done so than it
passes on to another color, at the same time passing on to different
places and properties of every other sort as well. Under these circum-
stances, since it never remains green for any duration however short,
it cannot any more rightly be said at any moment to become green than
red. Now Cherniss' interpretation, in order to meet this criticism,
must be understood in the following way: by introducing the Forms as
fixed standards Plato is enabled, as he has argued the flux theorists
are not, to say what a thing becomes at a given moment. Because he

has the Forms to rely on he can say that a thing becomes green (and

not red) at some moment. But according to Cherniss Plato accepts the

"fluxers""

view that nothing remains green or any other color for any
period. And it seems quite certain that Plato was saying against them
that this fact deprived them of the capacity to say that anything becomes
green at a given moment. How then does he manage to accept the view
which according to him made their theory incoherent, while claiming
that under his aegis that view is entirely harmless? Evidently Cherniss
must hold that since Plato has the Forms to appeal to as entities exempt
from flux, the argument against constant succession is evaded. I do
not myself see how this result is to be effected, and Cherniss has
certainly not explained his view sufficiently to suggest how he would
attempt to argue the point.

In fact, I think he may not have seen clearly that what Plato is

discussing under the name of the flux theory is a doctrine of constant

succession, and that Plato's argument against the Heracleiteans turns
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on their attempting to say what something becomes without allowing
that anything possesses any character for any time. Cherniss’ talk of
phenomena as "approximations' to Forms suggests a rather different
view of the flux theory and Plato's objection to it. 13 To say that on
Plato's view phenomena are approximations to Forms seems to amount
to saying that they are always only in process of becoming F without
every being F. Forms fix, as I put it above, the direction of any phe-
nomenon's progress at any moment: now it is on its way to being green,
now to red, etc., without cease. What the flux theorists lack, on this
view, is any means of saying at any given moment that a thing is on its
way to green (rather than red or any other color); since they deny that
there are any fixed standards they cannot denominate any one such
momentary progress a progress of this sort rather than of that. Plato
can say what a thing is in process of becoming at any moment, because
he has his Forms to appeal to as standards of approximation; but with-
out them neither he nor the flux theorists could describe anything.

The trouble with this view (which, as I say, seems to be the one
Cherniss really holds) is that it seems not to conceive at all rightly the
criticism Plato makes of the flux theory. For there is, on this inter-
pretation, nothing said about constant succession at all; attention is
directed instead to a kind of Y\ &/ve«‘ts which affects a thing wholly at
one moment. The Heracleiteans are represented as wishing to hold,
with Plato, that a chair or a table at a given moment is in process of
becoming green (or that at that moment it is striving to be such as the

Form of Green is, or that it is an approximation to Green), but because
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they deny that anything is at rest, and therefore reject the theory of
Forms as standards, they are debarred from saying ever that a thing
is becoming F, rather than not-F. But as ] have already said above, I
do not find anything in the exposition and criticism of the theory of flux
to suggest that it is a theory holding that phenomena are on their way
toward green or red or whatever, without ever being it; it is, as
Plato's refutation obviously takes it, a theory about the succession of
green, red, and the rest. What the theory wishes to say is that things
become green, then red, and so on; not that they are in process of be-
coming green, then in process of becoming red, and so forth. Hence
Cherniss' point about Forms as providing fixed directions of change
seems to be relevant to a different theory about change from the one
Plato is discussing.

It seems to me, then, that the doctrine of Forms as ''fixed
standards' fits very ill as an answer to the objection Plato raises
against the theory of flux in the Theaetetus. But even if it were a sat-
isfactory general point for Plato to have made at this juncture in the
argument, it would still be incumbent on Cherniss to show how Plato's
actual words can be interpreted as arguing for this view. It is in the
other exposition of his interpretation, in his article, ''The Philosophi-

cal Economy of the Theory of ldeas, nld

that he shows most clearly how
he thinks the text runs. He rightly finds the nub of the argument in the
distinction between local and qualitative change and the consequence

Plato forces on the Heracleiteans for asserting constant change of

everything in both respects. The argument, as he reads it, ''attempts
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to show that the constant flux of phenomen: involves alteration as well
as local motion but that alteration requires the permanent subsistence

15 A little further on these ""abstract

of immutable abstract qualities. "
qualities' become ""immutable and immaterial ideas, nlé so that it is
clear that Cherniss takes the argument of 182d 1-7 as showing, not that
something in the world of becoming must be at rest in some respect,
but that something ""immaterial" and at rest is required in order to
defend the assertion that nothing in the world of phenomenal becoming

is at rest in any respect. Cherniss therefore represents Plato as ar-

guing in 182d 1-7 that the abstract quality whiteness must not be in flux

since if it were in flux one could not say of any change that it was a
whitening or of any "thing' that it was on the way to white, rather than
to any other color.

But is this what 182d 1-7 says? The first thing to notice is that
in this context Aeuv Kc{-rw\: (d 3) is not the name of an abstract quality.
The whiteness, warmth, etc., which Plato here says to be constantly
changing, according to the Heracleiteans® hypothesis, are, as 182a 3-8
reminds us, the offspring of agent and patient in the perceptual situatio:
They are (cf. 156a 3-c 3) fleeting instances of whiteness, warmth, etc.
which come-to-be in between agent and patient; they are phenomenal
and sensible qualities, and not abstract at all. They are what one sees
and not what what one sees is an instance of. They correspond to
momentary sense-data and not to the qualities which the sense-data
exhibit. It is the constant flux of these color-instances which, as Plato

argues in 182d 1-7, the Heracleiteans must in consistency maintain.
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And his point is not that the Heracleiteans refute themselves because
they maintain that abstract qualities like whiteness keep changing to
other qualities, but because on their view no instance of whiteness re-
mains an instance of whiteness for any time. Plato nowhere in his ar-
gument mentions abstract qualities and the necessity that they should be
fixed; what he does mention are concrete a’m‘e’h’rof and the necessity
that they should retain their form for some period of time. Hence his
conclusion cannot be that for a change to be definitely a change to white
there must be a fixed abstract Form White, but must rather be that no
change can be a change to white if there succeeds a change to yellow or
green without the whiteness having lasted for any period of time how-
ever brief.

There is not, then, the slightest reason for accepting Cherniss'
view that Plato rejects Heracleiteanism because it makes no provision
for Forms as fixed standards. It is patently fixity in the world of phe-
nomena that he argues for, and the argument cannot be interpreted as
arguing for fixity elsewhere. The mere introduction of a Form of white-
ness, in fact, would be no sort of reply to the objection Plato makes to
the flux theory: if phenomena are in flux, no matter how immutable the
standard you are provided with, the color you see will not stand still
long enough to be classified .as an instance falling under one standard
rather than another. It is exactly as Plato himself says (182d 3-5):
"Since there is a flux of this itself, the whiteness |the ot TG'V\To/v,
cf. 156b 7-c 3, that comes between agent and patient], and a change to

another color, in order that it not be caught resting in this respect, can
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one ever call it any color and be speaking correctly?'" There must be
rest in the world of becoming in order for it to be talked about at all.

‘The upshot is that reference to the Forms, even in Cherniss'
more sophisticated version of the traditional view, is out of place.
The essential thing being argued for, to repeat, is that there must be
stability in the world of becoming in order for it, or any part of it, to
be a subject of discourse. However changing and shifting it may be it
cannot be at every point changing and shifting in every respect. There-
fore, even if Plato thought that there had to be Forms and that they
were necessarily exempt from flux, he is certainly not arguing that
point here. It is constant flux of anything in every respect that he shows
to be a self-refuting notion. 18

When, therefore, Plato sums up his objection against Hera-
cleiteanism in 183a 2-7 we are justified in understanding him to mean
not only that not everything is in constant flux but that nothing is. He
says, ''But, as it seems, if everything is in motion every reply, what-
ever any one might answer a question about, turns out to be equally
correct--both that it is so and that it is not so, or rather, in order not
to bring these people to a standstill by our mode of speaking, that it

' This does not mean, as it would mean if Cherniss'

becomes so.'
reading of the argument were correct, that once some things were

allowed to be at rest the law of contradiction would be reinstated for
everything, but rather that the law of contradiction cannot apply to a

thing so long as it is in motion in every respect.

That this is so is indicated not only by the previous argument
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but also by a passage of Aristotle (Met. [, 5. 1010a 1-1010b 1) which
discusses Heracleiteanism in terms parallel at many points to this dis-
cussion in the Theaetetus. 19 Aristotle, like Plato, connects Heraclei-
teanism followed to its logical extreme with the denial of the law of
contradiction. 20 In his statement of the ultimate consequence of Hera-
cleiteanism there is no emphasis on the fact that one cannot say any-

thing definite only if everything is in flux: as he puts it, ''of that which

is changing nothing is truly asserted, or at any rate it is not possible
to make a true assertion about what is everywhere in every respect
changing.'" (1010a 8-9). The consequence of Heracleiteanism, then,
as Aristotle sees it, is essentially the same as what in my view Plato
also deduced from it: that of anything that is in constant flux nothing
true can be said. It is true as Cherniss sa.ys,21 that one of the refuta-
tions Aristotle goes on (1010a 32-35) to propose for the Heracleiteans
involves proving that there is something (‘),K l.IV'V\ToS. But this cannot
be parallel to what Cherniss thinks Plato proves in the Theaetetus pas-
sage, since to prove that there are unmoved movers of the spheres
(which is what Aristotle’s &\«\lvm\‘l‘oi Q\; €IS must refer to) does

not reinstate the law of contradiction for phenomena as Plato's invoca-
tion of the Forms in Cherniss' view is supposed to do. Aristotle's
appeal to the K (V'V\Tos &,\fvvts is on a level with his remark (1010a
25-32) that since only the tiny part of the sensible cosmos nearest to us
is constantly coming into being and passing away it would be fairer to
acquit our part because of the other than to condemn the whole on ac-

count of our part: these are best seen as typically Aristotelian overkill
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arguments. In any case he also sees quite clearly that to get at the nub
of the Heracleiteans® difficulty more is needed than these arguments:
for he points out that there are good grounds for denying of anything in
motion that it is in motion in every respect (1010a 15-25). Thus Ari-
stotle sees that a consistent Heracleitean must deny that the law of
contradiction holds of anything that is in motion in every respect, and
he says nothing to suggest that this was somehow not a correct infer-
ence from Heracleitean premisses. So that if this was something he
learned from Plato, Plato also saw that to resolve the difficulty the
Heracleiteans embroil themselves in it was necessary to introduce sta-
bility into the world of change itself, and not enough merely to posit
the existence of some things outside of the world of becoming and ex-
empt from flux.

Close analysis of the argument of 182-183 reveals, then, that
Plato's rejection of Heracleiteanism as a basis on which to construct a
defense of the thesis that knowledge is perception also involves the ref-
utation of Heracleiteanism itself. The inference to this effect drawn
from consideration of the final argument of this section (184-186) has
therefore been vindicated: Plato implies in 182-183 that both the Hera-
cleitean theory of perception and the Heracleitean theory of phenomena

are false.

B. The Flux Argument in the Cratylus

In order to consolidate this conclusion it will be useful to con-

sider a passage from the end of the Cratylus. The argument of that
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passage has long been recognized22 to be closely similar to the present
argument from the Theaetetus, and it is necessary to show that it can
be interpreted in conformity with the general conclusions I wish to elicit
from the Theaetetus' discussion. The Cratylus' argument (439c 7-440d 6),
which is also and explicitly directed against Heracleiteanism, turns upon
the denial that any mode of description ( '(T‘rore£ el vV, 439d 8) can be
correctly applied to a thing that is subject to constant flux. 23 Various

features of the Theaetetus'

argument, however, are missing in the
Cratylus'--notably the distinction between local and qualitative change
and the consequent sharpening of the paradoxical implications of the
flux theory. It is by making this distinction, as I have been interpreting
the argument, that Plato is able to show the absurdity of the Heraclei-

" and

tean attempt to banish from discourse about phenomena both "is
every attributive expression except when explicitly preceded by a verb
cf becoming. The argument in the Cratylus does not have any of this
detail, 24 and does not directly confront Heracleiteanism as a doctrine
of phenomena, which is what in the Theaetetus it is taken to be. Rather,
without providing an elaborate and precise interpretation of the doc-
trine, such as the theory of the ko \.\U( (;Tq.({on in the Theaetetus, the
Cratylus produces a brief argument to show that flux and constant
motion are not essential features of T:& gvra (440c 6, etc., = T;
'n‘co{y 'Aoﬂ‘ox ) 440d 1, and XQVI’ paTe, d 2). Two features of the
argument stand out: (1) Plato leaves on one side sensible phenomena

\ \ \ A </

. ) (N \
and introduces auvT0 Kaiov Kat w,aew Kal €V EKavTTov

~ Y4 /
TAV OVTwWY 0UTw (439c 8-9, cf. 440b 5-6), then arguing that these
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things are not like flowing streams; (2) essential to the argument by
which he shows this is the point familiar to us from the Theaetetus,
that a thing that constantly changed could not be described or named
because it would become different and slip away even while we were
speaking (439d 8-12). The fact that this point is the same as that of
the Theaetetus (182d-183a) but is used to show only that To kaAov
et al are exempt from flux, and not that phenomena like beautiful faces
é.re exempt as well, has been taken as practically conclusive proof that
the intention of the Theaetetus is merely to show that Forms are not in
flux, and not that phenomena are not. 25

Close attention to the context of the argument and to the detail
of its development, however, show this view to be mistaken. First
one must take note of the relaxed and consciously undogmatic character
of the Cratylus. Socrates throughout the dialogue is the same self-con-
sciously agnostic inquirer which he is, for example, in the Meno: even
when giving (as at 434c-435c) excellent arguments against some philo-
sophical proposition he draws back from announcing a positive result
(cf. 435c 6-d 1). So in the final argument of the dialogue we are pre-
sented with a hypothesis (439c 6-d 7) from which it follows (e 3-5) that
some things never change at all; and officially Socrates goes no further
than to point out (440c 1 ff., d 2-6) that if this hypothesis is correct
then it is not true that everything is like a leaking pot or a man with a
runny nose, as the flux theory implies. He deliberately avoids com-
mitting himself on the question whether the hypothesis is correct or

whether, perhaps, the Heracleitean theory may be true. By thus
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limiting the question to whether the Forms, if they exist, are entities
that change, Socrates is enabled to keep up his pretense of not having
or readhing any positive philosophical conclusions of his own. He
could not have done so had he undertaken the direct confrontation of a
carefully elaborated Heracleitean theory, as he does in the Theaetetus,
where, however the argument is interpreted in detail, Heracleiteanism
is shown to be self-refuting and (183a-c) a positive result is attained
and announced.

The argument of the Cratylus begins by assuming (439¢c 7-d 1)
that there are Forms-- a.uTe T0 KoAov wal «'m(aeolv and the
rest. About each of these it is further assumed (d 5-7) that it is
always such as it is at any time, that is, that whatever character it
has at any time belongs to it at every time. The subsequent argument
then consists in showing that given this latter assumption about the
Forms it cannot be right to say that any Form changes at all. Though
this might be thought so obvious as not to need argument, Socrates
actually does argue the point; and the argument he gives actually
proves much more than he needs. In fact, he really proves not only
that Forms do not change at all but that nothing that can be a subject of
significant discourse can change in every respect at every moment.

The first and most important point established is that if a thing
is constantly changing in every respect it is impossible to apply to it
any substantival or any adjectival expression (d 8-9): if it is changing
in this way at the time when we assert that it has such-and-such a

character it has already passed on and is no longer correctly so
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characterized. And never having any definite character (e 1-2) it
could not be any definite thing (have any substantival expression cor-
rectly given to it) either. If, in fact, a thing is ever in any definite

state, and can be described as '

'such and such,' during the time when
it is in that state it clearly does not change (in that respect at least)
(e 2-3). We have, however, assumed that Forms can not only be de-

"'such and such,' but even that every characteristic they

scribed as
have at any time they have at every time: so that, by the foregoing
argument, Forms must not change at all (e 3-5). Always being in the
same states and having the same substantival expressions truly appli-
cable to them, they never change in any respect.

This argument26 obviously has the consequence that anything in
total flux could not be talked about at all, and therefore that anything
that is said to be in motion must also be at rest in some respect. This
fact is not the less obvious because the consequence is not explicitly
drawn and used as the basis for a direct assault on Heracleitean meta-
physics. For Plato clearly does not think that it proves only that Forms
must be exempt from flux: the Forms are in the clearest possible way
introduced as the extreme special case where not only the possibility of
identification and description must be retained, whatever the conse-
quences, but even the same names and descriptions must apply for all
time. If, in the special case of the Forms, all motion whatsoever must
be denied, this is only because in the general case motion in some re-
spects and at some times must be denied if discourse is to be possible.

The fact, therefore, that this argument is specifically applied only to
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the question whether Forms can be in flux is absolutely no indication
that Plato thought that it only had consequences for the Forms; any one
who supposes that a thing in motion can be talked about could be shown
on the basis of what Plato says here that it cannot be in motion in every
respect.

In the subsequent argument of the Cratylus Plato goes on to
associate knowledge and the Forms, and it has been thought that his
remarks here show that his fundamental argument against Heracleite-
anism is that it destroys the possibility of knowledge, because knowl-
edge requires absolutely unchanging objects. We have already seen
that in the Theaetetus' refutation of Heracleiteanism, where Cornford
attempts to introduce this view into the argument, no such thought is
expressed by Plato: it is the impossibility of significant speech, defi-
nite perception, and true belief, rather than the impossibility of knowl-
edge, that he has in view there. In the Cratylus, however, baving
argued that Forms must be exempt from change because they can be
talked about, he goes on to add a supplementary argument to the same
conclusion drawn from considerations about knowledge.

The Cratylus makes two somewhat separate arguments about
knowledge. The first (439e 7-a 5) follows directly on the argument I
have just analyzed and, like that one, follows out the consequences of
the hypothesis that a:J‘r; ’r<\> kaké\', etc., exist. Though it was
not mentioned when the Forms were introduced at 439c-d, Plato is
assuming that these entities can be known; and this first argument

shows that if this is so they cannot be in perpetual flux. For, as the
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previous argument has shown, anything in perpetual flux is in no deter-
minate state at all, but a thing that has no definite character can cer-
tainly hot be known, since it falls away and changes even while one
tries to get to know it. Knowledge requires that things ""be somehow. "
Nothing so far suggests that a thing, in order to be known, must be
always as it is, and never change in any respeo::t:z'7 here, as in the
previous argument, the Forms overfulfill the requirement. A Form
has always the same properties and therefore, a fortiori, it is at any
given time in a definite state; but it is the latter fact, and not the for-
mer that, according to this argument, makes a Form a possible object
of knowledge.

The other argument (440a 6-c 1) is that if knowledge exists it
cannot be constantly changing, since it would then never be knowledge
but would constantly be falling away into some other sort of thing.

And similarly for knowing subject and the object of knowledge. Now
this argument, like the previous one, appears to be compatible with a
view which makes knowledge attainable of anything provided only that it
is at rest in some respect; it seems not to require the absolute perma-
nence of whatever is known. On the other hand Plato does imply (?&et',

b 5) that knowers, and presumably therefore also known objects, exist
forever, and this suggests that in fact the view he is taking of knowledge
is the canonical Platonic doctrine that knowledge is a matter of eternal
souls coming into contact with eternal and unchanging objects. And if
this is so, it is necessary to adjust one's understanding of the two ar-

guments about knowledge. But it is important to observe that even if



115

Plato here is arguing that there cannot be knowledge except of entities
that do not change at all, this is perfectly compatible with the view that
he at the same time allows phenomena not to be in flux. There is no
reason why he cannot retain the view that knowledge requires absolutely
unchanging objects while recognizing that a phenomenon is at rest in
some respects at each moment.

The upshot is that the flux argument in the Cratylus in no way
contradicts the argument of the Theaetetus as I have interpreted it.
The fact that the Cratylus mentions only the Forms as things exempt
from flux does not in any way show that in the Cratylus and in the
Theaetetus Plato means to refute Heracleiteanism by emphasizing the
"all" in "All things are in flux'' and then proving that there exist non-
sensible, absolutely unchanging entities. In the Theaetetus' refutation
the Forms are not even alluded to, and we have now seen that the
Cratylus® use of the Forms does not support the traditional interpreta-
tion. Socrates introduces the Forms in the Cratylus as a hypothesis,
and the subsequent argument neither proves, nor attempts to prove,
that the Forms must exist, by way of refuting Heracleiteanism.

Rather it provides reasons for saying that if the Forms exist, are al-
ways such as they are at any time, and can be known, then they do not
change at all and Heracleiteanism is not true. Socrates refrains from
proving that Heracleiteanism is false--which he might have done by
proving the truth of the antecedent of the hypothetical proposition just
cited, or by proving directly the incoherence of Heracleiteanism itself.
This he avoids because he wishes to maintain a discreetly neutral posi-

tion. Nevertheless, the argument by which he proves the hypothetical
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proposition does clearly show that he has grasped the essential point
which Plato uses in the Theaetetus to prove the incoherence of a Hera-
cleitean account of anything. Hence the differences between the struc-
ture and development of the argument of the Cratylus and that of the
Theaetetus cannot be used to argue that the Theaetetus intends to be
showing not that any changing phenomenon must be at rest in some
respect but that, though all phenomena incessantly change in every

respect, some non-phenomenal objects ekist that do not change.
C. Results

With this result now firmly achieved we can return to the Theae-
tetus and assess the consequences of the refutation of Heracleiteanism
provided there. According to my interpretation Plato shows that if
Theaetetus accepts the Heracleitean banishment of 6?\ vat from the
world of phenomena then he cannot support his definition of knowledge
as perception, since Heracleiteanism implies that anything you call
perception has as much right to be called not-perception as perception,
so that by identifying knowing as perceiving Theaetetus has not ad-
vanced his case even one step. More important than this embarrass-
ment to Theaetetus is the consequence of Heracleiteanism to the Hera-
cleiteans themselves: they end up by denying the law of contradiction
and cannot even permit themselves the ''both so and not-so' which that
denial would seem to allow them. In fact, no use of language is left to
them at all. 28 As I have argued, Plato, in showing here that universal

flux is self-refuting, means to be proving that of anything, phenomena
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as well as whatever else there might be, one must be prepared to use
some e’{\/q( description: one cannot restrict himself exclusively to
1(\( veeBac expressions in describing anything. In short, there
must be o:)(‘(la and STASIS in the world of phenomena and not
merely outside it.

Now in reaching these conclusions Plato definitively rejects the
Heracleiteans' attempt to avoid every use of (-?VA( and to limit them-
selves to v ‘,Y vecsbBa (. But, as I showed in discussing the introduction
of Heracleiteanism in the Theaetetus (152d-e), this attempt was something
Plato himself contemplated making: the metaphysics of the Timaeus
rests explicitly on the banishment of (-'ivn( from the realm of
Ye/vb‘?' S. It therefore follows from my understanding of the refuta-
tion of the flux doctrine that in Plato's view this metaphysics is inco-
herent. As I have already indicated, the fact that Plato goes on, in the
subsequent refutation of Theaetetus' sense-perception theory of knowl-
edge, to speak of sense qualities as having ozm‘lla shows that he
evidently drew this moral from his earlier argument. I shall not dis-
cuss the possible ways in which this conflict between the Theaetetus and
the Timaeus might be taken account of, nor shall I attempt to trace evi-

dences in later dialogues, such as Sophist and Philebus, of the same

conflict. It is enough to have shown, as I think I have shown, that the
conflict is really there and cannot be wished away as currently fashion-

able interpretations think it can.



CHAPTER 1V

THE REFUTATION OF THE SENSE-PERCEPTION

THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE (184b-186e¢)

Having shown that the equation of knowledge with perception can-
not be defended Ka?\a ‘M\v To0 TdvTa K(VETTOac réeofov
(183c 2-3), Plato turns at last to consider the merits of the equation in
its pure state, without admixture of Heracleiteanism. The conclusion
of his argument (186e 9-10) leaves no doubt that in his view perception,
with or without the aid of Heracleitean metaphysics, cannot be equated
with knowledge., But in the interpretation of the argument by which he
reaches this conclusion, as we have seen is also the case in the inter-
pretation of his refutation of Heracleiteanism itself, there are enor-
mously wide divergences of opinion.

Some think that Plato in effect appeals to the existence of cer-
tain things which are not objects of perception but which we are never-
theless acquainted with. These he calls kot \/of) or '"common terms, "
instancing existence, non-existence, similarity, dissimilarity, same-
ness, difference, number (185c 9 ff.), honorable, disgraceful, good,
and bad (186a 8). According to these interpreters he then argues that
the soul in and by itself conl:emplates2 (é\ TiT kO Tet v,185e 2) these
objects, since, being common to all things, they are not the objects of
any of the special senses of sight, hearing, and the like. Each of the

senses acquaints us with its proper objects (the so-called "internal
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objects'), but with nothing else, and anything which we are not acquainted
with through some one of the special senses does not come to us through
the senses at all. Now, as one of the common objects which the soul
contemplates all by itself and not through any of the senses is 00T (a
(existence), it follows not only that some things we are acquainted with
are not known by sense-perception but even that none of what is con-
veyed to us through the senses is in itself knowledge. For (cf. 152c 5,
186¢c 7 ff.) there cannot be knowledge or even truth where o ¥ r(a is
not attained to-- 00 via being now understood to mean '"permanent,

' and not just existence. But as Plato has

pure, really real existence,'
shown O:J¢lla is not conveyed through any of the senses but is rather
grasped by the soul in its activity independent of the body. Therefore
no sense perception amounts to knowledge.

Much in this train of reasoning is obscure and could be ques-
tioned; but at any rate the outline of the argument is tolerably clear.
According to these interpreters Plato's argument moves in two stages.
(1) We are acquainted with the Kou/a: by some faculty other than
sense perception; but (2) since one of the Ko\va is ouwia and there
is no knowledge where o:m-nla is not attained to, it is in the exercise
of the faculty which apprehends and contemplates the koiv { that
knowledge consists.

Those who read the argument in this way sometimes go on to
point out that in concluding thus that no sense-perception conveys knowl-

edge Plato is assigning to the senses just the same role as that which in

the Republic (522e 5-524d 6) they play in the process of acquiring
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knowledge. 3 In the Republic, it will be recalled, Plato distinguishes
between those sense-perceptions that do not call upon the faculty of
intuition (\Jo’v\vls) to investigate them, since they are judged ade-
quately by the senses, and those which do call upon vc;'nq‘ls for
inspection and investigation, since the senses themselves in these
cases produce nothing trustworthy. The unsound perceptions here in
question are those which even while reporting one sense quality to the
soul at the same time report the contradictory sensation (523b 9-c 4).
One example Plato gives (524a 1-4) is the perception of hardness; in
this case, he says, the sense of touch reports to the soul that ""the

" Plato's point is

same thing is both hard and soft when it perceives it.
that the senses play the role of stimulating, by their confusion and con-
tradictoriness, the faculty of vo/w\q‘«s into operation; and what vo’q s
does is to turn the soul’'s gaze away from sense-particulars, which are
inadequate and confused instances of largeness or smallness or soft-
ness or oneness, and toward (intelligible) objects which are clear and
adequate instances of these concepts. In turning toward the intelligible
world the soul is then enabled to give an answer to the question what is
the large, the hard, the soft, etc., which reflection on our sense per-
ceptions naturally makes us ask, but which we are unable to answer so
long as we rely on the reports of sense alone (524c 10-11). And in thus
becoming acquainted with intelligible objects the soul is exercising intel-
ligence and for the first time acquiring knowledge. In the Theaetetus, it

is alleged, the senses perform this same preliminary and stimulative

function, while knowledge is located entirely in the contemplation of
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intelligible objects-- ovCia, sameness, and the rest- -just as in the
Republic knowledge consists in the contemplation of the intelligible in-
stances of largeness, smallness, oneness, and other such objects.

This interpretation, favored by Cherniss and Cornford, and
indeed most commentators, has, and is intended to have, the virtue of
making Plato's objections to perception as a source of knowledge issue,
at all stages of his maturity, from a single harmonious theory of knowl-
edge. But whatever the ultimate truth about Plato's philosophical de-
velopment or lack of it, I think it can be shown that in their zeal to
prove the consistency of the Theaetetus' argument against sense per-
ception with the Republic's two-world ontology and epistemology, the
interpreters whose views I have just been expounding have failed to
understand the direction and force of the Theaetetus' refutation. The
argument of the Theaetetus is not a re-run of Republic VII: it does not
assign to perception the same role as the Republic does, and it does
not restrict knowledge to an intelligible world as the Republic (in the
passage considered) does. The assertion of the Theaetetus that sense
perception cannot be knowledge because it does not attain to 0 :IQ‘IIA
and truth is not tantamount to saying that the objects of sense percep-
tion do not have oU<ia and are not "unchangingly real" but always
becoming and always changing. 4 Even if the kot va/ are Forms, this
argument in the Theaetetus does not restrict knowledge to the contem-
plation of them and things like them.

Before beginning the examination of the Theaetetus' argument,

however, it will be useful to recall the state of the argument of the
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dialogue as a whole at the point where the final refutation is given. As
I have argued above, Plato has already refuted Heracleiteanism,
whether it is taken in an unrestricted sense, as denying stability to
anything, or in the restricted version which holds merely that nothing
in the world of sense has any stability. Hence the argument of 184-186
is totally disengaged from the flux theory, and, in particular, from the
theory of perception allegedly constructed on Heracleitean principles.
We may not assume any particular theory of perception at all; only
whatever is needed in order to make Theaetetus® original equation of
sense-perception with knowledge (151e) a plausible definition can cor-
rectly be even provisionally assumed. It is fair, then, to assume two
things about perception and perceptual judgments: (1) judgments of per-
ception are being taken to be irrefutable by appeal to any other person's
experiences or judgments, and (2) a perception is something private to
a single percipient. These claims have underlain the whole preceding
discussion, and to maintain them it is not necessary to accept either
Protagoreanism or Heracleiteanism. Evidently in maintaining that
perception is knowledge Theaetetus would wish to defend these two
propositions. Plato's refutation, as I construe it, grants him these
two claims but still refuses to allow that what one apprehends by means
of perception alone is ever a case of knowledge, and even goes so far
as to deny that perceptions themselves are ever true.

He begins his argument by introducing the notion of elementary
sense perception. If the claim of perception to be knowledge is to be

tested it is essential to have as test cases instances of pure perception
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and not hybrids where not only perception but also other faculties of
soul are combined. To show that such a hybrid was or was not a case
of knowledge would leave in doubt the fundamental question about the
status of perception, taken in itself. The first thing Plato does, there-
fore, is to indicate what, speaking quite strictly, are pure reports of
perception (184b 4-185a 3). He then contrasts certain types of judg-
ment which, even though they are judgments about the objects of per-
ception, are not made merely on the basis of perception of them

(185a 3-e 2) and are therefore not perceptual reports. After a brief
recapitulation (185e 3-186c 6) of the distinction and contrast which has
just been drawn, he goes on to argue (186c 7-e 10) that, since judg-
ments wielding the concept of existence (judgments asserting the exist-
ence or non-existence of something) belong to the second, and never to
the first, group, and since there cannot be knowledge or even truth
where there is not existence, judgments of the second group contain all
our knowledge, and purely perceptual reports never express knowledge
at all.

The first stage of the argument is introduced by the preliminary
distinction between the soul and its sense-faculties. The distinction
between the organs and faculties of sense and the man or the soul which
has them was not taken notice of earlier in the theory of perception
propounded by the Heracleiteans (156-157), and its introduction here
makes possible the isolation of perception from other functions of the
soul which Plato is anxious to effect. The eyes and ears are in fact the

organs through which perceptible things reach the soul; it is by means
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of the soul that men are able to perceive, and not, as it were, directly
by means of the organs and the individual sense faculties. Our percep-
tions are all reported, so to speak, to a single agency which takes cog-
nizance not only of colors, but also of sounds, tastes, smells, and
tactile sensations. Each sense faculty, however, is involved in reports
of only one class of perceptibles: colors are reported by sight, sounds
by hearing, and so on. But about its peculiar objects each sense is
uniquely qualified to judge; what is perceived through sight cannot also
be perceived through hearing, for example. Whenever, therefore, a
single elementary sense quality is being reported to the soul the only
faculty of soul which is employed is the one sense faculty to which the
quality peculiarly belongs. It is only in such cases that perception can
be seen in isolation from other faculties of soul, and accordingly the
question whether perception is knowledge reduces to the question whether
the sensing of peculiar sensibles is a case of knowledge.

Now it follows from the fact that each sense faculty is restricted
to reporting to the soul sense qualities peculiar to it that if the soul in
a single act ever addresses itself to objects peculiar to two senses then
it is engaged not merely in perceiving them but in some further mental
operation. For if it were merely perceiving it would have to be employ-
ing some one sense faculty; but as we have seen no sense faculty has
any capacity to report objects of any other sense. Hence operations
involving at once two disparate sense objects necessarily go beyond
pure perception. Plato gives the example of the soul thinking some-

thing about two different sense qualities (185a): it cannot then be merely
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perceiving something about them. And there really are, Theaetetus
agrees (185a 10), actions of the soul in which it does consider together
two disparate sense-qualities, as when it thinks and judges about sound
and color that they both exist ( E)T‘ a["“to Tel(,v) esT O,\/ Y. Likewise
one can think that sound and color are different from one another, that
each of them is identical with itself, that they are like or unlike one
another, that together they are two and separately each is one: in all
these cases the soul concerns itself at once about objects of two senses,
and therefore none of them is a perceptual judgment.

They are all in fact, as Plato goes on to argue (185b 7-186c 5),
judgments rendered by the soul by her own agency and without the medi-
um of any sense faculty or any special organ. In judging that something
exists or is identical with itself, the soul is not perceiving anything but
rather comparing, reasoning, judging, and concluding something about
what the senses have reported. Now it is important to see that this is
what Plato is saying in this passage about the soul's relation to the
" common terms'' existence, sameness, difference, etc. For though

his point here concerns what the soul is doing when it applies these

concepts to the objects of perception, commentators usually take the

argument to turn, rather, on how the soul becomes acquainted with the

common notions. A detailed analysis of the passage 185b 7-e 2 will
show beyond question that this popular conception is in error.

But before turning to this analysis, it will be useful to consider
more closely what the nature of the distinction is which Plato has been

drawing between perception and the activity of the soul in which it
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reasons, by itself and not through the medium of a sense, about the
qualities reported to it by the senses. The distinction is sometimes
taken to be simply that between sensation and judgment; Plato is thought
here to have restricted perception, strictly conceived, to sensation with-
out judgment. > Judgment is the province of the soul, the central faculty
to which sensory reports are made, and though in formulating judg-
ments the soul operates upon the data of sense no judgment is ever
simply a matter of sensation (and therefore of perception). Now though
there are grounds for thinking that this is Plato's meaning, 6 I think it is
doubtful whether this is the main point he has in mind. The distinction
between sensation and judgment is presumably just that the former is
not responsible for the formulation of statements, but merely, as it
were, provides (some of) the raw material for statements, which it is
then the task of the soul to construct by operating without the aid of any
organ. If so, then, although Plato does apparently disqualify perception
from making judgments, this is not his main concern.

Plato seems willing to grant that elementary perceptual reports--
reports of sensations of heat, particular colors, sounds, and the like--
are carried out without calling into play any higher faculty of the soul
than sense perception itself: and though the report of the presence of a
certain color, say red, in one's visual field need not take the form of a
statement, I think the contrast Plato means to be indicating between per-
ception and thought is not fundamentally affected if one thinks of percep-
tual reports as minimal judgments. He evidently does not think that in

order to apply a perceptual predicate like ''red" to some experience7
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one requires to engage the faculty of thought which is called into play
when one makes judgments of existence, difference, similarity, and
the like. In naming a sense-content ''red," or asserting 'l seem to be
seeing something red,' though the one is a statement and the other is
not, Plato seems content to refer merely to sense perception. The
contrasting case, where reasoning and comparison of things with one
another (186a 10-b 1, b 8, c 2-3) are invoked, clearly does not envisage
the faculty of thought being brought into play in order to label sense-
contents red or hard or loud. Thus though it seems evident that in
applying any concept--red no less than existence--such faculties as
memory, comparison, association, etc., are involved, the most im-
portant thing to notice about Plato's argument is that he grants to sense
perception itself the ability to register and label elementary sense con-
tents (i. e , single colors, smells, sounds, tastes and sensations of
warmth and resistance). Plato's contrast seems therefore to be a
contrast between minimally and purely perceptual judgments, on the
one hand, and judgments of another sort, on the other, rather than
between sensation and judgments in general.

What then does the contrast between perceptual reports and
judgments of existence, difference, and the rest come to? Further
explanation is best put off until we have examined the passage where
Plato argues that these other judgments are not and cannot be mere
perceptual reports. He has already obtained Theaetetus' admission
that we not only notice colors and tastes and the like but also make

judgments about the existence of sounds and colors. He next (185b 7-
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186c 5) asks how these judgments are made. Since they do not lie
within the province of any of the special senses, through what faculty,
if any, are they made? His answer, briefly put, is that there is no
sense faculty and no special organ through which we perceive that a
thing is identical with itself, or that it exists, etc., but these judgments
are made by the soul itself without the mediation of any sense. It is
very important, however, to see clearly that this and only this is what
Plato is saying in this passage. Commentators, as I have already
remarked, make it appear that he is discussing the mode of our acqui-
sition of the concepts of existence, identity, etc., and of our knowledge
of the entities Existence and Identity, but they are able to do so only by
translating these concerns into Plato's text, where they demonstrably
do not belong.

The passage opens at 185b 7 with the question, "Through what
do you think all these |i. e., the so-called common attributes] about
them [viz., about sound and color]?' As he goes on to explain, he has
in mind that if you perceive that something is red, or sweet-flavored,
you perceive these things through the medium of a sense and a sense-
organ; and he wants to know whether one perceives something’s exist-
ence or self-identity or unity through any analogous organ. At c 7-8,
having proffered this explanation of his question he repeats it:
TodTois TTasi Tola AWoSuWsers owava §lauv ate-

eo{\rt-‘ro\t -V“va To QLTSQVO‘A evov @KO\Q"T”\, (""What sort of
organs do you assign for all of these, through which our sense-percep-

tory part perceives them?') Now it is here that commentators begin
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to translate and comment as if what were in question was, '"How do we
become acquainted with the entities Existence, ldentity, Unity, etc.?"
But it is evident that the question in Plato's text merely restates the
question at b 7 and that therefore nothing is said about our becoming
acquainted with Existence, but rather about our perceiving or judging
about the existence of a thing or quality. This is overlooked only be-
cause the restatement omits the phrase T\‘GQ\\ AUTolv which would
make it clear that it is not a question of becoming acquainted with the
meanings of these common terms, 8 but rather one of perceiving or
judging that they do or do not apply to something.

That the Tep ! clause is to be understood with the restatement
at ¢ 7-8 is made certain by Theaetetus' reply: he adds in his answer
the Ti‘GQ: 13} TGV (d 1) which was only implicit in the question. But
he then goes on to omit the phrase, in the same idiomatic way, later in
his reply when he in turn reformulates the question: {12 1—(\/ 0s
ToTe TAV TS v MATOS T Yoy ale ewo’t,&ea Tavrdl,
(d 3-4). And here again translators omit the WG?( phrase and mis-
understand Theaetetus to be asking himself whether we become ac-
quainted with Existence and the rest, in themselves, through any agency
of the body. Cornford compounds this error by misconstruing in

\
' subsequent answer (d 7-e 2) the force of the phrase Tep

Theaetetus
/ . . :

Tav T wv which Theaetetus again reimports. Theaetetus says, '"The

soul itself through itself, as it appears to me, examines for every ob-

. - . ) \
ject lwhether it possesses] these common attributes" (Ry ™ §d’

[S ~ ! \ \ / / \ i
AQUTMS M Y)Yy Ta KOVa ol palveTal et TavTwy
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)GTF { ¢ K 0 tv). But Cornford takes the ‘(T‘Q?: WAV TwWwv  with
T(\A KO\ w{, and translates ''the common terms that apply to every-
thing, '’ presumably thinking the phrase a variation of T3 '&Tr: Tagh
Kot vév above (c 4-5); but even if this is possible Greek, which
seems doubtful, it is obvious that T‘Q—Q: Tr‘ofvav éﬁ‘m‘ KOTre WV is
grammatically parallel to WGQ: avToIlv 8 aVoy  in the original
statement of the question (b 7). 9 Other translators (e.g., Di&s) take
the Tr‘eQ: ‘(l‘a’v Twyv with the verb, as by position it would most natu-
rally be construed, but they have not, I think, seen the consequence of
so doing. The consequence, to repeat, is that Theaetetus says nothing
about how we become acquaintedwith Existence and Sameness, but rather
tells us that judgments of the existence and identity of a sense-quality
are not made by the agency of any sense but by the soul without the aid
of any organ.

Having reached this conclusion Plato pauses to consolidate his
position by running through the list of ko val and obtaining Theaetetus®
agreement that the soul by itself makes judgments applying each of
these to the objects of the senses. Here again translators confuse the
issue by taking Plato to be discussing how we arrive at our acquaintance
with these common entities; and again there are very clear signs that
nothing of the sort is in question. 10 Thus when Socrates inquires
whether x«Adv Kat q’\q‘\LQ(\)v Kal :1\1 aggv Ka: KaKkdv are
among the «o \vd about which the soul judges all by itself, Theaetetus
replies in the affirmative (186a 9-b 1). But he goes on to add that when

the soul judges about these things it calculates within itself past and
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present events and things against future ones. Now this is a pretty
good brief account of how one judges whether a particular person or
action or situation is good or bad or honorable or disgraceful: one
does have to weigh past experience and present circumstances in order
to get a reasonable judgment as to a person's future behavior or the
consequences of an action and so on. But it is surely precisely the
wrong sort of thing to do in order to become acquainted with the exist-
ence and nature of a Platonic Form. Consideration of phenomena and
phenomenal events is notoriously the main obstacle to becoming ac-
quainted with these. It seems clear, therefore, that Socrates and The-
aetetus are not discussing the question how we arrive at our knowledge
of the Forms Honorableness, Disgracefulness, and the like; they are,
rather, inquiring how one goes about making particular judgments about
the goodness or badness, etc., of particular things.

That this is so is proved by Socrates' final remark in the discus-
sion of the ko voi : there (186b 11-c 5) he contrasts simple perceptual
judgments, which according to him any one can make from birth on,
with reasonings about the oveia and &Jbé)\e- ta of these sense-qual-
ities. The ability to engage in the latter activity is only acquired later
and with difficulty. Again it is only too clear that acquaintance with
thought-entities is not the point at issue. The contrast is between two
sorts of judgments about sense-qualities (and other sense objects), and
not one sort of judgment about sense-qualities and another sort about
something else. 11

What exactly are the two sorts of judgment referred to? The
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perceptual side is perhaps clear enough, but what does Plato mean by
judgments where avo)\o\{ .'q-r\o. Ta are involved? I think the contrast
he has in mind is that between subjective reports of purely private
experiences and objectively grounded assertions about the existence,
probable effects, moral and esthetic properties, and the like, of the
qualities perceived. All of these are questions where not merely the
subject's private experience is in question: the experiences and opin-
ions of others are also relevant to the truth of what is asserted. That
this is the contrast is shown, I think, by the evident reference12 in
Theaetetus' reply at 186a 9-b 1 to the refutation of Protagoras, and in
the use to which Socrates puts Theaetetus' remark. We have already
seen how Protagbras' claim that whatever any one thinks is true was
refuted: whenever what a man thinks involves prediction objective
standards are introduced which are incompatible with the claim of uni-
versal truth (178a-179b). Here Theaetetus answers Socrates' question
about how one judges about the honorableness or goodness of something
by again appealing to the fact that prediction, which is involved here,
requires reflection about what will in fact turn out to be the case; the
soul's activity of reflection by itself and without the aid of sense facul-
ties is therefore connected in this case with objective standards by
reference to which the judgments it delivers are to be assessed. Soc-
rates takes up this point and links together judgments of existence and
usefulness, in both of which the soul delivers judgments independently
of sense faculties and makes assertions involving a reference to objec-

tive conditions. To perceive the hardness of something hard, he says,
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involves no more than perception, and is therefore merely a subjective
report. But to judge that the hardness exists, that there really is
something hard to be perceived, requires thought because it requires
prediction and reference to the behavior of something in an objective
world. Likewise it is an objective fact, and not a matter of any one's
impressions, that hard and soft are contraries, or that the hardness
you perceive is the contrary of the softness you perceive. And so, in
general, reasonings of the soul with respect to oveia and &JQ&I}\&\&
(186c 2-5) go beyond sense perception and involve a reference to objec-
tive conditions, and this is why experience and education are required
before the ability to engage in them is acquired.

In sum, then, Plato is arguing that it is only in reports of the
presence of the elementary sense-qualities in one's private experience
that the soul functions with the aid of the senses without any higher
faculty; and only here is true subjectivity to be found. As soon as one
goes beyond this, and introduces concepts like goodness, identity, dif-
ference, and number, other powers of the soul are brought in, and
with them comes reasoning involving a reference to objective facts,
standards, and conditions. Foremost among the concepts which the
soul applies by thinking, and not merely by perceiving, is existence,
and in the final stage of the argument refuting the claim of sense per-
ception to be knowledge this fact is crucial. As I remarked above,
Plato argues that not only is sense perception not the whole of knowl-
edge, it is not in any case knowledge at all.

He argues this (186c 7-e 12) by reaffirming that knowledge must
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have o:)a‘tlﬂ and truth as its content, and showing, on the basis of his
foregoing analysis of judgments involving KO\Vo’\, that sense percep-
tion does not have these for its content. To understand his meaning all
we need do is attend carefully to the analysis just produced of judgments
of existence. When he says that sense perception per se is unable to
arrive at o\'Jq‘('o\ he just means that sense perception, being the purely
private recording of private and fleeting sense-contents, does not judge
or assume anything about the existence in an objective world of any of
the things it perceives. By restricting itself to judgments of the ap-
pearances actually present to consciousness it declares itself incompe-
tent to decide any question to which any one else's experiences or opin-
ions have any relevance. But by so doing it necessarily fails to make
any objectively valid judgments. Knowledge, however, is always of
what is the case, regardless of who discovers or thinks that it is the
case. Therefore purely private sense reports, however irrefutable,
do not constitute knowledge at all.

It is interesting to notice that Plato says not only that sense
reports fail to attain to o0« (a but even that they fail to attain to
truth. He does not explain this remark, but it is perhaps not impossi-
ble, in light of the argument as I have construed it so far, to venture an
interpretation of his meaning. Inasmuch as he associates truth and
o:m‘l/ﬂ, saying (186c 7) that there can only be truth where there is
of;c:’a, it seerns reasonable to conclude that he is restricting the
concept of truth to assertions of objective fact. He does not mean that

all perceptual judgments are false, but rather that they are hardly
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either true or false, since they do not make any objective assertions.
Since elementary sense reports cannot be wrong, it is not correct to
say that they are always right, either. Nothing can be true which
might not also have been false.

I said above13 that the fact that Plato denies here that in per-
ception one can ''grasp truth' is some ground for taking his distinction
between perceiving, on the one hand, and reasoning, comparing, and
thinking, on the other hand, as a contrast between sensing and judging.
To be sensibly affected is not to assert anything, hence not to attain
the level of truth and falsehood at all; truth and falsehood reside in the
reasonings we do on the basis of our sensations. This would imply that
the judgment that something appears to me now green involves reason-
ing (comparing this sensory impression with others, for example), and
I have already indicated that the sort of reasoning to which Plato appeals
as contrast to sense perception seems to involve more than the minimum
required for judging. For this reason I have not interpreted his argu-
ment as aimed primarily at using the sensing-judging distinction to
refute the claim of perception to be knowledge. Now that I have gone
through Plato's argument as a whole this decision can be defended by
appeal to a further consideration.

If Plato's rejection of the claim of perception to be knowledge
were based on the distinction between sensing and judging his argument
would run as follows: Perception cannot be knowledge because, prop-
erly construed and isolated from factors of the soul which are not part

of perception itself, perceiving is just the having of sense-impressions,
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and having sense-impressions is not even thinking anything, much less
knowing anything. But here we must ask ourselves what his opponent,
his knuckles thus rapped, would be able to reply. Evidently any one
who claimed that perceiving was knowing would have in mind, as The-
aetetus clearly did (152b-c), that what appears to some one in percep-
tion is true and is known by him to be true: in short, such a theory
holds that such utterances as ''It appears to me now that something
green is before me' are true if sincere, and express knowledge. But
Plato's refutation, construed as importing the sensing-judging distinc-
tion, not only does not show this to be false, but if anything implies
that he would accept it: the example just cited is a case of judgment,
and it is in judgment by contrast to sensation that knowledge is to be
found. All his argument shows, therefore, is that any one who wishes
to maintain the substance of the traditional claim that perception is
knowledge will have to alter his way of speaking and hold that percep-
tual judgments express knowledge. And this seems not a very happy
conclusion to leave Plato with.

By contrast, the interpretation I have adopted, in addition to
granting to perception the use of the perceptual concepts which Plato
evidently allows it, provides a stronger refutation of perception's
claim to be knowledge. For on my view it is precisely the minimal
perceptual judgments recording colors, tastes, sounds, etc., as ob-
jects of immediate perception which are denied to be expressing knowl-
edge. A report of immediate experience does not express knowledge

because it says nothing about any objective facts and has no implications
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concerning what is happening, or will happen, or is the case in the
world at large. As Plato puts it (186d 2-5) in summing up the results
of his argument against sense perception: ''Therefore knowledge is not
to be found in sensory experiences, but in reasoning about them; for,
as it seems, in the latter it is possible to grasp existence and truth,

nl4 We have now seen that the

but in the former this is impossible.
reference to existence and truth is not, as Cornford thought it was, an
oblique indication that knowledge requires to be about unchangingly real
objects, the Forms; if my interpretation is correct, the reference is
rather to objectivity, without prejudice to the kind of thing which has it.!>

But if this is so, what are we to make of the passage from the
Republic (522e 1-524d) so often cited as parallel to this argument of the
Theaetetus? Surely the resemblances between the two show that I have
been misinterpreting the Theaetetus passage? To this I shall not have
much to say; detailed comparison of the two passages, now that I have
explained what I take to be the true meaning of the argument from the
Theaetetus, can be left to any one interested in pursuing the question.

A few remarks may, however, serve to indicate what any one who under-
takes the task will find.

The first thing to notice about the Republic passage is that it
knows nothing of the strict interpretation of sense perception according
to which, as we saw the Theaetetus holds, only simple sense-qualities
are objects of sense perception. The Republic speaks indiscriminately

of sense perception of a finger (523c 11 ff.); of perception that the

same thing is both hard and soft (524a 3), which seems to involve a
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judgment of identity and so is not a perceptual judgment at all in the
Theaetetus' use of this term; of perception of something as a unit
(524d 9-e 6), which appears to break the Theaetetus' canon that judg-
ments of number are altogether beyond the scope of sense perception
even to attempt. In fact, the Republic envisages (523a 10-b 4) sense
perception as making a practically unlimited range of judgments; the
distinction it draws (523b 9-c 4) is between those judgments based on
perception which are clear and satisfactory and those which are not
clear but rather confused and even contradictory. But the Theaetetus
says nothing about the senses attempting to make judgments of exist-
ence or identity or number or usefulness, but necessarily failing; its
point is not that such judgments, when the senses make them, are not
trustworthy, whereas when made by Vé'vw‘u‘ and applied to the right
kind of objects numerical judgments, for example, are clear and even
necessarily true (cf. 524e 6-525a 2).

Furthermore, the Theaetetus positively attributes to the soul in
sense perception the ability to judge without recourse so long as it lim-
its itself to reports of its proper objects; but in the ReBublic's differ-
ent scheme the contrast being pursued does not allow to perception
even this. For among the perceptual judgments which in the Republic
Plato says call vomeis  into play are the perception of Tt\) KoGQo\/
and that of Tés cx}m\?o’v (524a 8). These perceptions, he maintains,
always are reported together with perceptions of their opposites; in
sense-reports each of a pair of opposites comes <uy KG)(VtAévov

(524c 3-4) with the other, and this means that the senses are incapable
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of judging adequately of lightness and heaviness and hardness and soft-
ness. They strictly do not know what they are saying (524a 6-8) when
they say '"Hardness appears here now." If one wants to know what
hardness is one will have to abandon sense-reports altogether and at-
tempt to separate hardness from its opposite, and discover some intel-
ligible object which can serve as an instance of hardness which is not
in any respect ever also soft. But, as against this, the Theaetetus
(184e 4-6) happily allows the senses to report hard things and light
things, without any hint that they convey nothing trustworthy in this
regard. The Theaetetus' contrast is not drawn between trustworthy and
untrustworthy sense reports, but between sense reports, strictly con-
ceived, on the one hand, and judgments passed by altogether a different
faculty, on the other hand.

These few remarks should be sufficient to dissociate the argu-
ment of the Republic from that of the Theaetetus. The Theactetus' ar-
gument is certainly no pale rehash of arguments to be found in the
ReBublic. It marks, in fact, if my construction is correct, the earliest
expression of the far more important and far more interesting point that
knowledge is essentially bound up with objectivity. Perceptual reports
may be infallible but they do not constitute knowledge because they say
nothing that appeal to the facts about anything in the common world
could have any tendency to show to be false. This conclusion, though
not of course the arguments adduced to prove it, bears a certain obvi-
ous similarity to Kant's and Wittgenstein's views about subjectivity and

knowledge, and this affinity seems to me a far more interesting outcome
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of the final argument of the first part of the Theaetetus than the ortho-

dox attempt to make the Theaetetus merely repeat things said already

in the Republic.



CHAPTER YV
FALSE BELIEF

A. Introduction

In the course of his refutation of Theaetetus' first attempt at a
definition of knowledge, Socrates reaches the conclusion that knowledge
must reside not in mere perceptual awareness--mere TQ 64’{{40\1'&—‘ -
but in the reasoning we do on the basis of our experience (186d 2-5).

As I argued above this in fact suggests an account of empirical knowl-
edge which takes Plato far beyond the old over-simple dichotomy,

found in the Republic, between knowledge concerned with the Forms and
(mere) belief about empirical matters. In the sequel, however, we find
Plato disappointingly not pursuing this suggestion; instead Theaetetus
takes up a hint prepared for him by Socrates and proposes as a new
definition that knowledge is identical with true reasoning or true belief
(c’)L)W\e'\)\s So’?q_ ). This definition is hardly more promising than the
one just disposed of, and in fact when Socrates at length (20la-c) under-
takes to test its adequacy, he is able to refute it with as much ease as
one would expect: obviously some true judgments are made by luck or
by guessing or in some other way fail to display knowledge of the mat-
ters at hand.

It is obvious, however--as our experience in the first part of
the dialogue has already forewarned us--that Plato's interests in the

Theaetetus are hardly restricted to the consideration and rejection of
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various definitions of knowledge. In the first part, in fact, the defini-
tion of knowledge as perception was only faced at 184-186, where it
was overturned with relative ease: the other thirty Stephanus pages
were taken up with the far more important tasks of expounding and re-
futing the Protagorean theory of truth and the Heracleitean theory of
reality. So here Theaetetus has hardly offered his new definition of
knowledge before Socrates introduces (187c 7) a different, though no
doubt related, question for discussion: how is false belief possible?
With the axception of the very brief argument already alluded to
(201a-c), the second part of the dialogue is wholly concerned with this
question about false belief.

The question how false belief is possible is one which plays a

prominent part in three other dialogues of Plato: Euthydemus, Craty-

lus, and Sophist. As I shall try to show, the arguments of the Theae-
tetus about false belief are to be understood in the closest possible
connection with the remarks and theories about false belief in those
other dialogues. In effect, the Theaetetus shows that on the theory of

meaning which dominates the discussions of the Euthydemus and Craty-

lus, and which is otherwise certainly not a wholly unnatural theory,
there really cannot be any beliefs that are not true. In the third part
of the Theaetetus, in the guise of a dream, Socrates produces (20le-
202b) a theory of logos (account, explanation) which seems to contain
also a pretty explicit version of the theory of meaning underlying these
discussions, and in the subsequent criticism of it he puts his finger

more or less explicitly on the feature of the theory which both makes it
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a bad account of what a sentence or complete thought is and causes the
difficulty in understanding how false belief or judgment is possible. It
is then up to the Sophist to formulate a new and better positive account
of what a complete thought is and how false thinking is possible. The
discussion of false belief in the Theaetetus and the criticism of the
dream theory, then, together bring out quite clearly certain basic in-
adequacies of the theory of meaning in question and prepare the way for
the Sophist's different theory.

To show in detail how all this is so, we will have first of all to
consider briefly the statement of the difficulty about false belief in the
Euthydemus and the ultimate solution provided by the Sophist: to see
the origin and solution of the problem will facilitate a (relatively)
smooth analysis of the Theaetetus' difficult arguments. But before be-
ginning the analysis and exposition of this part of the dialogue some-
thing should be said to forestall two likely objections against the at-
tempt to construe the Theaetetus' discussion as thus concerned with
the same problem which the Sophist finally solves (to Plato's satisfac-
tion, at any rate).

The problem about false belief which Socrates introduces in the
Theaetetus involves a difficulty in understanding what can be going on
in some one's mind when he accepts a false belief. In entertaining a
belief he must have some objects before his mind. But as there are
only two classes of objects, those he knows and those he does not know,
it is impossible to see how he can be believing something which yet is

false: for things he doesn't know he cannot entertain any thought about
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(i.e., he cannot have them before his mind), but since he knows all the
things which he ever has before his mind there seems no room for
error. He certainly cannot, if he really knows a thing, confuse it with
or mistake it for something else which he also really knows; and in
that case there seems no room for him to be doing anything that could
result in false belief. Now, obscure though this puzzle is, it evidently
turns upon making false beliefs involve the apparent impossibility that
one both know and not know some objects. And in the subsequent dis-
cussion Socrates and Theaetetus accept the terms of the argument as
laid down here, and direct their efforts toward discovering some ac-
ceptable sense in which a person can in fact both know and not know the
objects before his mind in belief, so as to make believing falsely a
real possibility.

Now these facts might be taken as showing that the problem pur-
sued in the Theaetetus is a problem about the psychology of belief, and
that therefore it is not the same problem as the one raised and solved
in the Sophist. The Sophist's problem, in fact, is alluded to in the The-
aetetus, but only to be put aside in favor of the difficulty just referred
to. The two problems proceed respectively waTo o c:t &6«’«&

(a\t P«\/\ ¢l \((fva( and Ka‘l‘t\x To e:':vm Kat rw{ , and are obviously
not flatly identical. The difficulty KaTa Tz) (:;\ vat Kal ruv;,

which the Sophist treats, is just a deeper version of the familiar
sophists' conundrum that anyone who really has a belief has to be be-
lieving something, which therefore exists; but if what some one be-

lieves exists, his belief is true. False belief is impossible because a
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belief that was not true would be one that had no content: a belief,
thought, or statement is true if significant, and the false is swallowed
up in the meaningless. In dealing with the difficulties involving the
objects of false beliefs the Sophist apparently ignores the other side of
the question, the subjective or psychological aspect: i.e., the problem
how anyone comes to make a mistake in his thinking. These other dif-
ficulties, then, are independent and require an independent treatment;
the discussions of the Theaetetus, which treat this topic, should there-
fore be understood independently of the Sophist and its solution to its
different problem.

This attitude is one which various writers have, more or less
implicitly and vaguely, been inclined to take. ! But while it is no doubt
correct to say that two problems are involved, and even that one of
them is in some sense psychological, the other ontological and seman-
tical, it is a mistake to think of them as independent questions requir-
ing separate treatment and solution. For, as the obvious example of
Wittgenstein shows, philosophical theories of meaning and philosophical
theories of mental operations are often mutually implicated, so that a
theory of meaning and a theory of thinking form in reality a single phil-
osophical doctrine springing from one and the same original insight or
basic idea. Whenever this is so we may expect weaknesses or diffi-
culties in the two parts of the theory to be interconnected in such a way
that showing the inadequacy of the one at the same time casts doubt on
the other; and to reject, say, the theory of meaning in favor of a dif-

ferent account will at the same time amount to the rejection of the
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associated theory of thinking. That this is the situation with the dis-
cussions of the Theaetetus and the Sophist will be shown in detail later
on; but here one indication can profitably be brought forward.

In Socrates' exposition of the difficulty kato To € ((—fvm
Ka\( (\AV\/, discussed briefly above, it is suggested or assumed that a
false belief must involve the misidentification or confusion together of
certain things known to the believer: the whole subsequent discussion
treats this as a fixed point and attempts merely to provide a means of
avoiding the apparent contradiction that one should know a thing and yet
fail to recognize it for itself. But why should anyone think that false
beliefs, as a general thing, must involve such mistaken identifications?
For example, ifl suppose wrongly that Plato was a wily Roman, in-
stead of a wily Greek, what possible reason is there for thinking that
what must be going on in my mind is the confusion of one thing with
another? What can Socrates be thinking that makes him so sure that
this is what some one has to do in order to hold a false belief? Obvi-
ously the range of things that a philosopher can recognize as going
wrong in such a case is dependent at least in part upon the conception
of the meaning of a sentence or statement which he is working with.
Suppose, for example, that in analyzing the statement given above you
distinguish a subject-term with corresponding thing meant, a predicate-

expression standing for an attribute (being a wily Roman) and a relation

! 1

between thing and attribute indicated by the ''was.' Then you will be
likely to think that the falsity of the belief consists in getting the rela-

tion between Plato and the attribute of being a wily Roman wrong: and
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this may have happened in various ways, and not merely on account of
a mistaken identification of some person or attribute. But suppose
your theory of meaning mentions only two things in its analysis of the
statement, leaving out the relation. Then this account will be unavail-
able to you, and you will have to search for the cause of the falsity in
the subject-term and the predicate-term and their relations to their
designata. Without going further, it should be obvious that different
analyses of the meaning of a statement pose different restrictions on
the range of things that can go wrong and result in a false belief. And
this is enough to suggest that when Socrates assumes that false belief
must involve mistaken identification of something he is working with a
theory of meaning which restricts, or seems to restrict, the range of
possible sources of error in just this way. If so, then however psycho-
logical the treatment of false belief in the Theaetetus may be, it may
yet be part and parcel of the problems of meaning involved in the
sophists’ conundrum and Plato's analysis in the Sophist.

Similar considerations answer the second objection I promised
to consider. Noticing the Theaetetus' concern with mistakes of identi-
fication, in the passage already considered and indeed throughout the
discussion, one might get the idea that what is bothering Plato is not
something about false beliefs in general, but only something about false
identity judgments. 2 To make such a judgment appears to involve
knowing the designata of both terms of the identity (else the speaker
does not know what he's saying), yet at the same time requires not

knowing the designata (since he fails to recognize and identify them
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properly}. Clearly enough the difficulty here concerns the notion of
recognition and the connection between knowing something and the abil-
ity to recognize it; and there does not seem to be such a link between
this and the problem discussed and solved in the Sophist that the posi-
tion attained by Plato in the later dialogue dissolves the difficulties of
the Theaetetus. The Sophist propounds a theory of predicative judg-
ments, which defends the possibility of false predications against the
difficulties raised by the sophists' conundrum about thinking what is
not; but surely some one who saw how it is possible to say falsely that
Theaetetus is flying might balk over "Theaetetus is Theodorus.' He
might, in short, raise once again the difficulty cited above and go on to
worry, in the same vein as the middle section of the Theaetetus, about
how knowing and not knowing can be combined in the way they seem to
be in false identity judgments. And if that is so then the Theaetetus
must surely be read as a separate discussion of a separate problem
from the problem of false belief raised elsewhere in Plato's writings.

The idea that the Theaetetus is concerned only with the analysis
of false identity judgments is a very interesting way of approaching the
argument of this part of the dialogue; not the least of its merits in
comparison with other views often taken is that it makes a serious
effort to construe the argument as directed at some recognizable and
interesting philosophical nexus. But two considerations show, I think,
quite conclusively that the Theaetetus is not raising difficulties only
about false identity judgments. First, there is the fact that nowhere in

the discussion is it indicated in any way that only some but not all false
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judgments involve the difficulties alleged. As we have seen, Socrates
begins the discussion by, to all appearances, assuming that false belief
in general requires taking one thing for another. And this impression
is reinforced at several points in the subsequent development: thus at
189b 12 and 190e 1-3 '"taking one thing for another' is given as the
definition of false belief. And in the same context it is evident that not
merely false judgments of the type of 'Socrates is Plato' are being
analyzed: such a sentence as ''"The Taj Mahal is ugly" is also being
thought of (189¢c 5-6) as involving the mistake of saying "ugly' when you
should have said '"beautiful,' and this is in turn evidently (though ob-
scurely) conceived of (190b 2-4) as involving the erroneous identifica-
tion of the ugly (i.e., the thing meant by ''ugly'') with the beautiful. It
therefore appears that all false judgments, predicative as well as
overtly identifying judgments, are being thought of as at bottom just
mistaken identifications. If so, then the prominence of identity judg-
ments should not be taken to imply that Plato's problem in the Theaete-
tus is different from that of the Sophist: as I remarked above, the idea
that every false belief must involve a mistaken identification is likely to
be the result of an overly restrictive theory of meaning. And the Soph-
ist, in substituting a less restrictive account of meaning, may very
well deprive the Theaetetus' problems about false identity judgments of
their interest for Plato.

Of course, it might be said, even if this is so the Sophist has
not rebutted the Theaetetus' arguments against the possibility of false

identifications: though it reduces the area in which these arguments
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can cause trouble, it does nothing to alleviate the fundamental difficulty
obstructing the understanding of identity judgments. To this extent,
then, it appears that the Theaetetus is concerned with a different philo-
sophical problem from that of the Sophist, and one which is not affected
by the Sophist's account of predicative judgments. This may I think be
true. It is certainly true that much of the argument of this part of the
dialogue takes as examples such mistakes as thinking that Theodorus
is Theaetetus, and if the discussion raises any serious problems about
this kind of mistake, then such problems would remain for anyone who
has the Sophist's account of predicative judgments. On the other hand,
if I am right that Plato's real interest is in the kind of mistaken identity
judgment which he takes to be involved in accepting such a false belief
as that the Prudential Center is beautiful, there is no guarantee that
the difficulties one might discover in the misidentification of persons
and ordinary objects are the ones he is really concerning himself with.
Mistaking Theaetetus for Theodorus is a rather different kind of thing
from mistaking the beautiful for the ugly, and the difficulties Plato has
in mind when he talks about knowing and yet not knowing a thing must
be interpreted with the latter mistake primarily in mind. By following
after the more ordinary kind of false identity judgment one may well
misunderstand what is really at issue. It may turn out that there is
really no general problem about false identity judgments raised at all,
but only one about the special kind of misidentification involved in
mistaking the beautiful for the ugly, whatever that turns out to be.

In any event, neither the concern with a '""psychological’
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difficulty about knowing and not knowing nor the interest in false iden-
tity judgments has any tendency to show that the Theaetetus' worries
about false belief are not bound up most intimately with those of the
Sophist. So far I have only given hints as to how the argument of the
Theaetetus has to do with problems about the theory of meaning; now it

is time to consider this question more directly.

B. Euthydemus and Sophist

The Euthydemus, as I remarked above, is the earliest of Plato's
dialogues in which the problem of false belief arises. The argument
Euthydemus invokes (283e 7-a 8) to prove that falsehood is impossible

can be put as follows:4
Premiss (1): Anyone who says anything says some one definite

\
~ / —~ .
thing, one of the things that are (&Vv TwVv dvTwv) and something

. 14 / LR
different from the other ov7Ta. He /\(—\(61 To ov.
. . / N o i

Premiss (2): To say what is ( )\(-\(G IV To ov) isto
speak truly.

The conclusion follows immediately: to speak at all (and not
merely remain silent or emit inarticulate noises) is to speak the truth.

Now as it stands this argument is evidently invalid because it
involves a fallacy of equivocation. In order for the conclusion to follow
the '"saying what is'" of the first premiss must have the same meaning
as the "saying what is'" of the second premiss. But this condition is

N \ oyl
palpably not met: premiss (2) employs a sense of T: ov or 7A ovTa

which means ""what is the case," while premiss (1) evidently means by
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’r}) gv "something that exists,' ''something that there is to say."
The equivocation is even more obvious when the argument is put nega-
tively, with the conclusion that speaking falsely must really be equiva-
lent to not speaking at all. For when one defines false speaking as
To Ta }A")\ (’)IVTO\ (\é\/ﬂv the meaning is ""saying what is not the case, "
but this phrase has to be taken to mean ''saying what doesn't exist" in
order to make false speaking seem the same as saying nothing.

It was presumably this consideration which led Shorey to refer
to the sophist's argument, both as it appears here and as Plato devel-
ops and refutes it in later dialogues, including the Sophist, as ''the rv:\
2)'\/ quibble. "5 But even in the Euthydemus there are signs that such
a simple reply as the one just given is not satisfactory. For, obviously
enough, the distinction between two senses of /\C:\(C\l\/ Té? )év will
not dissolve the paradox for anyone whose view of what it is to say
something meaningful commits him to holding that anyone who says
anything, in saying TB o (= "what exists''), also must say ?c\J ov
(= "what is the case'). Thus it may be that there is nothing more in
Euthydemus' argument than the mere equivocation, 6 while nevertheless
much more is at stake. 7 In Dionysodorus' argument against the possi-
bility of contradiction, which follows immediately in the Euthydemus
(285d 7-286b 6), the larger trouble can be seen arising.

Dionysodorus argues as follows: Contradiction evidently
involves making two different and conflicting statements about one and

/
the same thing. But this is impossible: either the /\0\(05 I assert

/
expresses the same TTQR‘# rAq as your )‘0\( 05, in which case we are
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saying the same thing; or else they express different '(T‘QA/\HAATO\, in
which case, so far from contradicting me you have merely changed the
subject. How could I, who say a certain thing, be contradicted by you
when you are not saying that thing at all? 8

Now it is obvious that here, as earlier (283e 9) at the outset of
Euthydemus' refutation of falsehood, 9 the thing that a statement is
about is being thought of as specified not by the subject-expression
alone but rather by the statement as a whole. Thus ''Socrates is stand-
ing' and "Socrates is not standing' are not about one and the same
thing, Socrates, and do not say different things about the same thing.
Inasmuch as ""standing" and ""not standing' have different meanings,
stand for different things, the two >\°(Y 01 are about different things.
Socrates-plus-standing is a different thing from Socrates-plus-not-
standing or Socrates-plus-sitting, and therefore any two (\o/\{cn that
differ in meaning are about different things; and since they are about
different things no two statements ever meet each other so as to be
conflicting or contradictory. In this way Dionysodorus is conflating
the thing a statement says with the thing it is about.

Now let us go back to Euthydemus' argument about falsehood
and consider it again, bearing in mind the conception of (\0/\{ oS which
emerges in Dionysodorus' denial of contradiction. Does that argument
crumble when the distinction between being the case and being in exist-
ence is drawn? Obviously not. Any /\o’\(os which is significant (and
so says ''things that exist") is correlated with a TFQRYP\A specified by

(
the totality of the meaningful parts of the )\0\[ 0SS in question; if,
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however, this is so, any /\OIYOS' must be true since there is no truth
about just the thing it expresses which it can contradict. And if it
doesn't conflict with the truth, it must be true. Every meaningful

)\O/\{ 0S¢ has its '(T‘Qa\( (4, and no A O,YOS can do anything more
than indicate its own object; so where is there room for falsehood,
even granted that /\Q/-~1 e\ ’I‘c\> ’o’v is an ambiguous expression?
Evidently the ambiguity of ’Tc\z gv is not the real root of the most
stringent denial of the possibility of falsehood.

It may be said that nevertheless there is nothing more to the
argument than a superficial fallacy. For by appealing to Dionysodorus*
denial of contradiction I have only retreated from the equivocation on
T:'J ’cfv to the further palpable confusion of thinking that the thing a
statement says is what it is about. For it is only too evident that it is
the subject-expression alone whose role in the sentence it is to pick out
the thing talked about; the predicate-expression does the talking, and
does nothing to fix the subject of discourse. Two sentences can be
contradictory just because they can have the same subject-expressions,
and their predicates can be such that nothing that has the one can have
the other. It is only by ignoring these obvious points and conflating the
two ""things' in question that Dionysodorus is able to ''prove' his point.

It should be observed that this reply has resorted to a thumbnail
sketch of a theory of sentence-meaning and truth, replete with discrim-
inations of role and talk of logical incompatibilities. Any one who at-

tempts this reply must admit that in order to give a fully satisfactory

answer to the argument, taken together with its farthest ramifications,
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one must engage in philosophical semantics. It requires an explicit
theory of sentence-meaning to get fully clear of the problem of false-
hood which the sophists have raised. This, of course, is exactly what
Plato finally recognized in the Sophist, and his own theory of meaning
there is, as we shall see below, very similar in intent and effect to the
sketch given just above. That it was no palpable confusion which he had

to overcome is testified to by the Cratylus' and Theaetetus' earnest and

concentrated wrestlings with the old theory of meaning lying behind
Dionysodorus' denial of contradiction. What this theory is it is now
time to inquire.

As we have seen, Dionysodorus thinks that a sentence as a
whole, and not merely its subject, determines what thing or things it is
about. He is evidently assigning to each of the parts of a sentence the
same role as that which is in fact performed by the subject: designation.
It therefore suggests itself that behind his argument against the possibil-
ity of contradiction there lies a theory of the sentence whose main fea-
tures are the two assertions: (a) A sentence contains a lot of names
and (b) Names are simply strung together in order to make a sentence.
Now, as we shall see, this conception of what it is to say something
lies behind a number of passages in Plato's dialogues, but there is only
one place where it is anything like explicitly stated. This is in Socra-
tes! dream, which introduces the final section of the Theaetetus (20le 1-
202b 5). The theory which Socrates expounds as something he has
dreamed has sometimes been taken to be itself a theory of logos

0 . . . .
(= sta.tement)1 which exhibits the two features mentioned just above.
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But it seems, in fact, that it is primarily a theory of logos in the sense
of account or explanation and not a theory of statement per se. All the
same, within the dream there is to be found not only the idea that nam-
ing is the fundamental linguistic operation but also an overt statement
that a sentence is in effect just a collection of names.

The dream theory supposes that ordinary physical objects are
collections of discrete parts and that the simple parts into which any
such complex can be analyzed can be named but cannot be expressed by
any more complex expression. It is possible to give a logos or account
of a complex thing by listing its simple parts, but the parts themselves,
being simple, have no such logos. Now about the simple elements Plato
says not only that they cannot be analyzed into simpler parts but also
that if they could be analyzed then they could not only be named but also
said (202a 6-b 2). That is, the explanation or account of a thing which
consists in listing its smallest parts by name is being thought of as
simultaneously explaining the thing and saying it: {e’(\v (c-/, c.’al'rre(:

Cixev oikelov asTod Adyov, dvev Tdv &Ahwy
:rn‘o(v TWYV }\q_{\' ecBal (202a 6-7). It appears, then, that the list of
names constituting the explanation or account of a thing also makes up a
statement in which the thing is said (and not merely named); and, in
fact, Plato goes on to avow the principle lying behind this view, namely
that to put together several names is to utter a statement ( BVOMG(T wv

\ \ 3 % > 7 .

YAt supmhokmv  €1Va1 Aoyey 0Uciav, 202b4-5). Saying
something is here being identified with the successive naming of some

things, and the mere fact that more than one name is uttered is
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apparently being thought of as sufficient to make the difference between
a name and a statement.

Now it is most important to observe what is meant by "putting
together' in this context. The actual formulation (just quoted) of the
theory of statement held by Socrates' dreamed personages is closely
similar to the form of words which expresses Plato's own later theory

in the Sophist (cf. Soph. 262d 2-6, 263d 2-3). The Sophist does indeed

mention both names and ""saying parts" (élr{(.)\k T, usually translated
"verbs,' but evidently intended to cover predicates in generalll),
whereas the Theaetetus refers only to names. But this omission is, of
itself, of no consequence: even if the Theaetetus had mentioned both
parts of the sentence, as the Cratylus seems to do in a similar con-
text, 12 it would not have effected any essential difference in the theory.
For it is the differentiation of function that is important, as we shall
see in considering the Sophist, and the crucial fact about the Theaete-
tus' theory is that each meaningful part of the sentence is thought of as
doing exactly the same thing--designating something. £ \Jt.«*n')\o t<~<
here means no more than juxtaposition, adding together, whereas in
the Sophist it means really "'interweaving'' in a very strong sense im-
plied by the explicit differentiation of function introduced there.

According to this theory, then, a statement is the result of add-
ing one name to another; a complete thought is the thinking together of
two (or more) objects. Thus the thought that Albertine was a boy is to
be analyzed as the compound thought Albertine-m, the substantive

words of the sentence each being taken as the name of some object. To
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think such an object is to understand what the word in question means,
and to think together the class of objects meant by the words of a given
sentence is to understand the statement expressed by that sentence.
Here, then, we find both a theory of sentence meaning and a theory of
thinking and understanding so implicated with each other that to hold the
one is tantamount to holding the other.

This theory, simple as it is, can easily be made very seductive.
Suppose you begin by asking what are the likely causes of some one's
misunderstanding something you say. If you say ""Albertine was a boy,"
the most likely cause of misunderstanding or failure of understanding
is your hearer's not knowing what Albertine is being referred to. If
then you explain that you mean the character in Proust, and give your

interlocutor the necessary page references in Remembrance of Things

Past so that he can acquaint himself with Albertine, and he does so, he

will then understand the name "Albertine."

His understanding of this
name, one may say, will amount to his ability to think of just that
character in Proust when you say '"Albertine'': in this sense, his un-
derstanding amounts to his having Albertine before his mind's eye when
you say "Albertine."

But now supposing he has understood '"Albertine' but still does
not understand what you have said, what can have gone wrong? The
only remaining source of error would appear to be failure to understand

' To teach the meaning of the word ''boy' you then show him a

Ilboy 1
succession of boys of all varieties, pronouncing the word on each occa-

sion. He will come to understand the word when he grasps the common
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property exhibited in all these instances; and then his understanding of
the word will be his ability to think just that property when the word
"boy'" is pronounced.

Suppose then he understands both substantive parts of the sen-
tence. Can he now misunderstand or fail to understand? It seems not.

To be sure, there are still '"was' and "a'"; but these are very pale

' and even if one doesn't

things compared with '"Albertine' and ''boy,"'
know about tenses and articles he will still get along pretty well. Par-
ticularly when one has primarily in mind the simplest predicative judg-
ments--statements of the form "X is A" or "X is an A''--the importance
of the ""X" and the "A' so overshadow everything else that much of the
time you could actually get along without knowing anything about the
little words that come between. "A,' '"is,'" etc., are moreover, as
Plato calls them, Trqu L\ (i)(ovra (Tht. 202a 5) which attach to
everything, and the fact that they turn up in connection with everything
might be taken, in conjunction with currently fashionable theories about
meaning, to show that they cannot be contributing anything to the mean-
ing of the sentence. If a word can be attached to anything, it might be
said, it cannot have any definite meaning, since to mean something
definite is to exclude application to some things, as much as it is to
imply application to others: anything that attaches to everything of
every variety must indeed be pale and content-less. Some such impli-
cit view as this may partly explain the neglect of the connector words

and the exclusive interest in the substantive words of a sentence.

Naive as these notions are, they do have a certain plausibility;
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and in any case once attention is focussed too exclusively on the more
substantive words of the sentence, whether by the reasoning just given
or by some other means, the theory of meaning found in the Theaetetus'
dream follows naturally. If understanding and misunderstanding a sen-
tence is a matter of knowing or not knowing the objects referred to in
it, the meaning of a sentence (what it says) must just be the sum of its
references. And it is easy to see how this view of the sentence could
cause Dionysodorus' failure to understand contradiction. For since in
this theory no distinction is marked between subject and predicate it is
inevitable that changing any (substantive) word in a sentence should be
regarded as changing the subject altogether, and from this the denial of
contradiction follows.

It is worth noticing here how certain of Plato’'s own habits would
make this theory both interesting and attractive to him. The two most
striking features of the foregoing analysis are found also in much of
Plato's own philosophizing in the middle period dialogues. These are
(a) an emphasis on the substantive parts of the sentence to the exclu-
sion of the others, and (b) the tendency to think of understanding a
word, whether verb, adjective, proper noun, or common noun, as
directing one's thought toward some object. The theory of Forms in
the middle period dialogues exhibits both these tendencies in Plato's
thinking. It was the preoccupation with adjectives, verbs, and nouns
which, as they appeared in their ordinary contexts applied to the ordi-
nary furniture of the world, seemed to be problematical, that led him

to formulate the theory of Forms. Thus in the passage from Republic
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VII already referred to (523a-524d) such a word as ""hard" is said to
turn out to be used in ordinary contexts with no clear meaning, since
the perception which reports something to be hard also reports the same
thing at the same time to be soft (524a 6 ff.). In order to find out what
the senses can possibly be saying in such a case one has to concentrate
on this word "hard" and ask what it means--and not look closer at what
the senses report to you as hard To find out about hard one requires
to get at it all by itself, and the trouble about things judged by the
senses is that by that route one always gets at hard and soft at once, to
the detriment of one's understanding of either. In this way by concen-
trating on some such substantive words one ends by searching out some
object to which one can direct his attention in order to satisfy the de-
sire to isolate hard just by itself. Whether or not Plato in the middle
period dialogues had any firm theory which erected Forms for every
adjective and common noun, 13 it is only too obvious that difficulties
about the meanings of (at least some) such words occupied the forefront
of his philosophical activity at this period; and it is no less obvious that
he found the solution to these problems by thinking of these words as
denoting certain objects such that to know them was to understand the
words in question.

The theory of meaning, then, which is present in Socrates'
dream in the Theaetetus has certain essential features which would
necessarily have struck a sympathetic cord in Plato himself, whatever
its actual origin. And even to other people it can perhaps be made to

seem natural, by some such reasoning as the one offered two paragraphs
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back. But consider what happens when it is pressed in a couple of
places. There are, first, a number of obvious difficulties about syn-
tax. The theory apparently says that a sentence is meaningful if and
only if it consists of two or more meaningful ''names." And this
clearly fails to discriminate between '"Socrates is a philosopher'' and
"'walks rides,'" to say nothing of the more subtle semantically odd but
not ungrammatical word-strings such as '"Colorless green ideas sleep
furiously. nl4 One thing that Plato does in the Sophist is to introduce a
rudimentary syntactical theory, involving the explicit recognition that
a sentence must contain at least one noun (or ''naming part') and one
verb (or '"saying part'): two nouns or two verbs do not yet make a
sentence nor does one in pronouncing them in succession say anything.
We need not, however, refuse to grant the atomistic theory explained
above some measure of recognition of such syntactical elements in the
meaning of a statement. We can imagine, for example, that such an
atomistic account applies only within certain previously demarcated
limits: syntactical requirements must be met before any string of
words can be adjudged to have a meaning, but once this stipulation is
fulfilled the meaning of a string of words is identical with the combined
meanings of the substantive words it contains. Thus the crucial point
is that the atomistic theory does not see any philosophical importance
in the fact of syntactical restrictions; in recognizing them at all it
must regard them as arbitrary and uninteresting from the point of view
of philosophical semantics.

A second difficulty goes deeper. In considering the argument of
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the Euthydemus denying the possibility of contradiction I said that, in
effect, Dionysodorus was confusing the thing a statement says with the
thing it is about. How, on the atomistic theory just expounded, can this
confusion be avoided? If the thing designated by the subject-expression
is singled out as what the sentence is about, it must equally be admitted
that the predicate has been assigned the function of designation; hence
there would seem to be no ground for saying that ''Albertine was a boy"
and '"Albertine was a girl" are about the same thing that is not also a
ground for saying the same about ""Girls are nice' and '"Boys are nice."
Furthermore, the atomistic theory has in effect made the sentence as a
whole a kind of name, designating the compound object which has as
parts the things designated by the individual words. This means that
the sentence as a whole is doing exactly the same thing as an individual
proper name; and if the criterion of two sentences being about different
things is that different things are named in them, then any two nox-
identical sentences are about different things. By thinking of the mean-
ing of a word as the object it designates, and of the meaning of a sen-
tence as the combined designations of its words, this theory seems
firmly committed to precisely the confusion which lay at the root of
Dionysodorus' argument. What looks like contradiction is really a
change of subject.

This same difficulty can obviously be carried further to show
that atomism threatens to abolish falsehood. Clearly if a statement is
false there must be another statement which expresses the truth about

the matter in question and which the false statement contradicts. But
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as on atomistic principles there is no contradiction there is no false-
hood either. The same point can be made more directly. Since the
atomistic theory makes all sentences into (complex) names, and a
name succeeds in performing its task if it manages to refer to some-
thing, all significant sentences must do successfully what they are
intended to do: every significant sentence has its object, so wherein
lies its defect? It appears that alleged false statements, no less than
true, do designate something that exists, and it is not easy to see what
more the true ones do to merit that title. Hence the atomistic theory
appears to leave no room for false statements.

Faced with this difficulty a convinced atomist would have only
one place to look to find room in his theory for falsehood. Falsehood
must somehow consist in error in some one or more of the constituent
names of a sentence. To have a false sentence you must somehow have
a false name--a name which designates an object but does so less well
(""falsely') than another name, which, were it used instead, would
make the sentence true. Thus '""Albertine was a boy'' somehow says
the same thing as ""Albertine was a girl" (the same object, Albertine-
boy, is referred to by both) but "boy" is the true name for boy while
"girl" is false, so that the first sentence expresses a truth, whereas
the latter is false Some attempt along this line seems the only possi-
ble way of avoiding the untoward consequences just elicited from the
theory. If naming is the only operation recognized by the theory some
appeal to false names must be made in order to allow false saying.

And the difficulty about contradiction can only be evaded by having both
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statements somehow say the same thing (one of them well or truly, the
other badly or falsely): otherwise there is no avoiding the consequence
that so-called contradiction is just changing the subject.

We shall see in a moment that the Cratylus' concern with the
notion of a false name is directed precisely at this problem: the
Cratylus intends to develop a clear conception of false naming in order
to invoke false names as the groundwork of a theory of false assertions.
And the Theaetetus' idea that false statements must all reduce to false
identity judgments is just the convinced atomist's attempt to save his
theory by appealing to error in the mode of designating some part of
the sentence's meaning--that is, to mis-naming, or (what comes to the
same) misrecognition.

It will be useful, however, before turning to these further devel-
opments, to have in view the theory of meaning produced in the Sophist,
on the basis of which Plato finally puts forward an account of falsehood
that has some chance of being acceptable. I have at various places
above referred to the main features of the new theory of meaning, but
it will be useful to collect them here so as to see clearly the places
where the atomistic theory was finally found deficient. The Sophist
has been much studied and commented on, but, while acutely aware of
the very great difficulties in understanding what Plato says there, I
think commentators have not generally seen the importance of Plato's
recognition of syntactical elements in the meaning of a sentence. 3 It
is important to get this straight in order to show the bearing of the

Sthist's discussion on the atomistic theory which, as I have been
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contending, is the main reason for Plato's interest in the sophists'
argument against falsehood.

In the Sophist (260b 10-263d 5), the Eleatic Stranger, having
argued at length the intercommunion of Forms and the consequent
existence of not-being, at least under the aspect of the non-identity of
any Form with any other, undertakes to show that statement and belief
are such as to admit of not-being and hence of falsehood. At the begin-
ning of the philosophical part of the dialogue (237a ff.) he has confessed
the necessity of finding some analysis which will permit a logos to say
’ra P';\ gvra without implying that it says nothing at all: the soph-
ists, as we have seen from the Euthydemus, can show that falsehood is
impossible unless in saying what is not a logos nevertheless says some-
thing that exists (that there is to say). Here he turns, at last, to this
task.

It may seem puzzling that, having shown the existence of what
is not in a sense that does not give rise to any paradox, the Stranger
should think his job still far from complete. But of course he must not
only show that '"'what is not' is ambiguous, and does not always mean
(if it could mean this at all) ""what has no being whatsoever': he must
show that when a statement is said to be false, and to say ''what is
not," the sense of "'what is not" is an innocuous one which does not
imply that saying nothing is saying something. Therefore, as he says
(260a 7-8), he and Theaetetus must reach an agreement as to what logos
is in order to refute the sophists once and for all. Once the nature of

logos is understood the question can be faced whether, and if so how,
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logos "has a sharein To % Ov" (260d 6-8).

The argument therefore proceeds in two stages: first the Stranger
asks the question what it is to say something, and then he shows how,
given this analysis of statement, it is possible to say something false,

something that ""is not.'" Put very roughly, and subject to further
clarification, he draws a sharp distinction between naming and saying
something, and emphasizes the fact that in a statement something gets
asserted of something else, and that this is not and cannot be a matter
of naming merely. And falsehood then emerges as the assertion of one
thing of another, where the thing asserted is not (not in the sense of
non-existence, but in the sense of difference) any of the things to which
the subject does in fact stand related as the statement represents them.
There is, neither in true nor in false statements, anything non-existent
being talked about or asserted of anything, since saying is not just
naming; each part of the sentence, and the sentence as a whole, can be
meaningful and yet what is said may be false.

The stranger's first move is, then, to propound a theory of
logos. Here his crucial advance over the atomistic theory is in allow-
ing more to be accomplished in a sentence than the designation of some
existent things. 16 As I put it above, sentences also assert something
of something. How do they manage to do this? The Stranger's exposi-
tion of his theory is very brief, and it will require a certain amount of
interpretation to produce a clear answer to the question.

The Stranger begins immediately (261c ff.) by suggesting that

not every meaningful word will fit together in a sentence with every
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other meaningful word. There are, in fac:, two distinct I_(ﬂs_ of
words, 6‘((§Pa Ta (or naming-words) and (yq’{u aT& (literally "verbs"
but probably including describing-words gen\)/r“\/i'a'l"al—l However mean-
ingful any two individual words may be they do not when pronounced in
succession necessarily constitute a logos that itself has any meaning:

a succession of nouns, for example, or a succession of verbs, though
meaningful in its parts, has no meaning as a whole. Any meaningful
logos requires (at least) one naming-part and one describing-part: two
such words fit together (262c 5-6) to form a new entity, the logos,
whereas words not chosen according to this rule fail to combine and
remain nothing more than individual names (or other words) with no
more meaning than the meanings of each individual word. A logos,
however, because of the fact that it consists of disparate parts per-
forming different functions does succeed in meaning more than the
meanings of its parts: anyone who pronounces in succession words that
fit together in this way "indicates something about what is or comes to
be or came to be or is about to be, and doesn't merely name something,
but gets somewhere by weaving together descriptions with names"
(262d 2-4). The effect, that is to say, of naming someone and then
pronouncing a word meaning an action (262b 5-6) is that you assert that
just that person is performing just that action: this you could not have
done if the two words were merely juxtaposed and not really fitted
together. The syntactical requirement about nouns and verbs (descrip-
tions), which enables this interweaving and fitting together, turns out

not to be the arbitrary and uninteresting thing which the atomistic
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theory assumed it to be, insofar as it took notice of it at all. For be-
hind the syntactical requirement lies the essence of the logos, its abil-
ity to assert something, to get somewhere (TFG—?(A{VGIV Tt¢) anddo
more than name something.

How, then, according to this theory, does a sentence manage to
assert something? Plato says that the successive utterance of words
does not indicate any fact or event until descriptions are mingled with
names; and the ability of a stream of words of this sort to say some-
thing is put down to the fact that noun and description fit together
(262c 5). What does this come to? The first point to notice is that the
descriptions in Plato's examples ((),a f.lg et TC e’.xe,‘ KQBGU/S'H)
are all finite verbs, and not for example infinitives or (if he were
speaking English) gerunds. '"To walk'' and '"walking' are, as it were,
names of verbs, and Plato might have constructed his list of verbs
with infinitives or gerunds: walking, running, and sleeping, or to walk,
to run, to sleep. I think it is crucial to the theory he means to adopt
that his descriptions are all finite verbs and not infinitives or gerunds.
For although "to walk" is as much a (m{/\wy\ﬂ E?Tr} Tals TTQOIgFV\V
{262a 3) as "walks,'" and perhaps more so, only the finite verb form
comes with its function in the sentence already clearly marked.
""Walks' demands to be completed by the addition of a name before it;
its describing role is already fixed, whereas an infinitive, though per-
haps a purer g'v(/\w r/\a of an action, is for that very reason not a good
candidate for the mixed role that descriptions play in sentences. Like

"to walk," "walks' expresses the concept of walking {let us say), but
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unlike the infinitive the finite form is adapted to the additional function
of fitting together with a noun so as to apply that concept to it. Plato's
use of finite forms therefore suggests that the important part of his
theory is the descriptive function which he assigns to (‘;/v,]r;m'ra , and
not the fact (262a 1-7) that both a person and an action must appear in
any complete sentence. The important point is the fitting together of
name and action-word.

A statement, then, asserts something (and does not merely
name or indicate some things that exist) because it contains a part
whose function it is not only to indicate some object (say walking) but
also to describe the object named by the subject of the sentence as per-
forming the action indicated. By contrast with the atomistic conception
set out above, this theory explicitly observes the difference between a
name and a description and assigns to the parts of a sentence two sep-
arate functions. A sentence is to be regarded not as the sum of words
which, taken in isolation, perform their linguistic role just as fully as
when they are taken together in a sentence. By itself ''Theaetetus'
names Theaetetus, but by itself "walks,' though perhaps it indicates
walking and so has a meaning in isolation, does not actually perform
its job of describing. It is only within the sentence that a finite verb
accomplishes its task of describing something, and therefore a sen-
tence cannot be regarded (as the atomistic theory regarded it) as an
aggregate of words which could function just as effectively all by them-
selves. Though it is '"flies" in ""Theaetetus flies' which describes

Theaetetus, '"flies' taken by itself does not describe anything.
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The Stranger's theory of logos therefore rejects the two central
features of the atomistic account of the sentence. There are other fun-
damental linguistic operations than naming, and a sentence is not
merely a collection of words functioning in complete independence of
one another. It is obvious, of course, that the new theory, as explained
by the Stranger and expounded above, is incomplete. It takes no ingenu-
ity to think up examples for which it does not work. Word-order is not
mentioned, nor is any account taken of semantical sources of meaning-
lessness. But it does accurately record the essential fact about a
statement, that in it an assertion is made. The importance of this
achieverment overshadows all these other inadequacies: for Plato was
the first person to reach explicit philosophical awareness of this abso-
lutely fundamental fact about language and thought. That commentators
have not given him credit for this accomplishment is due to the fact
that they have not appreciated rightly the nature of the atomistic theory
which Plato had to fight his way through.

The new theory of logos is, however, only part, though the
absolutely essential part, of the Stranger's task. He must now show
how, on this understanding of logos, false statements are possible in
which however there is no attempt to name or refer to what is nothing
at all. The subsequent explanation of falsehood (262e-263d) is extremely
brief and difficult to interpret in detail with any assurance. What the
Stranger wants to show is that sentences can convey falsehoods even
though they meet all the requirements of meaningfulness, including the

requirement that nothing non-existent be mentioned. He therefore
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points out, taking as examples ''Theaetetus sits (is sitting)" and '"The-
aetetus is flying," two facts: (1) each sentence meets the syntactical
requirement for saying something meaningful, as laid down above
(262e 12-13), and (2) both the constituent words of each sentence have
individually a meaning, i.e., they indicate something that exists (263c
7-11, b 11-12) Theaetetus, flying and sitting are definite somethings,
and not nothings. Both sentences are meaningful, whether by the stand-
ards of the sophists or by those of the Stranger himself.

But in what consists the falsity of ''Theaetetus is flying''? It is
in deciding what Plato's answer to this question is that difficulties arise.
The crucial lines (263b 4-12) read (omitting Theaetetus' responses):

(1) The true statement says things that are as they are in your
case.

(2) While, then, the false says other things than the things that
are

(3) So it says things that are not as if they were.

(4) Things that are, then, but things other than the things that
are in your case. For we said that there are indeed in the case of each
thing many things that are, and many that are not.

This specification of how falsehood comes about evidently em-
ploys the notion of otherness in some way. The usual view has been
that Plato here explains falsehood as predicating of a thing something
that is not identical with any of the things which it participates in.

The reason for thinking that this is Plato's view is presumably to be

found in (2), taken together with the supposition that in thus associating
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the not-being of falsehood with otherness Plato means to be appealing
to the sense of not-being as otherness established in the discussion of
the communion of Forms earlier in the dialogue (252-259). And,
though that discussion is in places quite obscure, there are grounds
for thinking that the only kind of not-being which is there proved to
exist is non-identity. Hence, it is thought, Plato must be saying that a
false statement predicates something that is not identical with any of
the things that the thing in question does in fact participate in.

Now I think myself that the traditional view is very probably
correct; very likely, the sense of otherness Plato relies on in explain-

ing how a false statement is meaningful and yet says "what is not' is

the sense of non-identity. It is nevertheless true, as Moravcsik has

9

argued,l that Plato's discussion of negation in 257b-258¢, is not
easily understandable as operating with a notion of non-identity exclu-
sively; thus Plato says that T‘<\= tM:\ Kouf\olv is other than nothing else
than T0 Kohov (257d 10-11), while nevertheless recognizing (e. g.,
259b) that everything is other than (not identical with) everything else.
To go into the analysis of this very difficult passage of the Sophist
would take us too far from our main concern, which is with the notions
of saying and meaning and their connection with Plato's problem about
falsehood. Nor shall I discuss the view about otherness which Moravcsik
attempts to extract from the passage and apply to the analysis of false-
hood in 262-263. But whatever sense of otherness 257-258 operates

with, it is certain that otherness as non-identity is recognized by Plato;

and I think it can be shown that this conception is all one needs in order
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to make Plato's analysis of falsehood both cogent in itself and persua-
sive against the sophists whom his discussion is mainly designed to
placate. To show this much is enough for my purposes, since my
interests here lie mainly in Plato's theory of meaning and statement
and how this theory contributes to the solution of the problem of false-
hood, and not in the detail of the analysis of negation and falsehood for
their own sakes.

Moravcsik has arguedzo that the analysis of falsehood in terms
of non-identity is a very faulty explanation. For if saying something
false is saying something that is different from any of the things that
are true in the particular case in question, it follows, he thinks, that
in order to know that what someone has said is false one must know
that the predicate expressed is different from all the predicates the
subject does in fact bear. And surely this means that in order to know
something to be false one must know all the truths there are to know
about the thing. But in requiring that the predicate be non-identical
with any and all the predicates which the subject actually bears the
proposed analysis appears to place an absurdly severe restriction on
our ability to know any statement to be false. 21

But does the analysis really require that finding out that some-
thing is false must entail this Herculean task? Moravcsik's criticism
seems to involve the notion that in analyzing a concept one is providing
rules for its application: thus if falsehood is analyzed as saying some-
thing different from anything that is true of the subject, Moravcsik con-

cludes that on this analysis to determine that something is false one
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must acquire a list of all the things that are true of the subject and then
establish that none of them is identical with what was asserted of it.
But I think this misconceives the purpose of philosophical analysis in
general and the aim of Plato's analysis of falsehood in particular. An
analysis of a concept must, in general, at least provide for the exten-

sional equivalence of analysans and analysandum, and in some cases

perhaps identity of intension as well; but in no case must it provide
rules for the application of a concept. Provided that the meaning of a
word is not the same as the method of verifying that it applies to some-
thing, then to analyze a concept even in the sense of providing an inten-
sional equivalent will not be the same as giving rules for its application.
What it means to say that a sentence is false will then be distinct from
how one shows it to be false, and there is no reason to expect that an
analysis of falsehood should have anything specially to do with methods
of verification. The methods for testing the falsehood of a statement,
whatever they may be, will also, given the evident extensional equiva-
lence of the analysis in terms of non-identity, be methods for testing
whether the statement asserts something different from anything that
is the case. Hence the analysis does not restrict methods of verifica-
tion in any way in which they were not restricted before the provision
of the analysis, and anyone who accepts it is free to employ any test of
truth and falsehood which anyone else might use.

It is worth bearing in mind also that philosophical analyses are
offered in a particular context and for a particular purpose. Plato's

purpose in giving an analysis of falsehood, it should be recalled, is to
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show how, in the face of the sophists' objections, a false statement can
be meaningful. For this purpose he needs only invoke notions which
the sophists have no difficulty understanding and show how they are
sufficient basis for vindicating the existence of meaningful falsehood.

Hence he need not claim that ''X is false'" means the same as "X

asserts something different . . .,'" but only that if the sophists grant
him, as he has argued they must, the concept of difference, he can
show that meaningful falsehood exists. For this purpose the exten-
sional equivalence of falsehood and his analysis in terms of difference
is sufficient: in allowing the possibility of saying something meaningful
where the predicate expression indicates something different from any
of the things that are the case for a given subject, the sophists also
admit falsehood.

It seems to me, then, that the analysis of falsehood in terms of
non-identity which Plato is usually thought to have proposed is both
cogent in itself and well-suited to his particular purposes. Hence al-
though it is possible that 257-258 contains a different sense of otherness
from this, and though the analysis of falsehood may, on close examina-
tion, turn out to employ the sense of otherness found there, Plato's
argument can be made intelligible and satisfying on the basis of the
fully-accredited sense of otherness as non-identity.

If then we assume that only the notion of non-identity is invoked,
in addition to the account of statement already explained, the brief pas-
sage (263b 4-12), translated above, in which the theory of falsehood is

explained has the following import. (1) Both true and false statements
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assert something of a subject. The true statement, that Theaetetus is
sitting, asserts of Theaetetus that he is sitting, and one of the things
that is thé case about Theaetetus is that he is sitting. There is nothing
in the text implying any particular analysis of the fact that Theaetetus
is sitting--not, for example, an analysis in terms of participation in a
Form Sitting, though I see no harm in thinking of the matter in this way.
Whether one thinks of sitting as a Form in which Theaetetus partici-
pates, or just as an action he is performing, the important point is that
the Form or the action is not just indicated by some word in the sen-
tence, but is asserted of the subject by means of the fitting together of
finite verb and name. (2) The false statement likewise asserts some-
thing, but what it asserts is not any of the things that are the case
about Theaetetus. Given that the sophists understand what assertion is
and what it is for something to be true of a subject, and given that they
allow assertions of non-identity, they have no ground for objection to
this. (3-4) Hence false statements say ''Things that are not,'’ but as
we have now seen there is nothing to be feared in this. The things said
are not nothing, they are merely different from some other things; but
because these other things are all the truths about the given subject we
have by this method introduced falsehood.

This theory of truth and falsehood is, roughly speaking, a theory
of correspondence of statement to fact. Thus we may think of the true
statement as asserting a relation between Theaetetus and Sitting which
does in fact obtain, and the false statement then asserts a relation be-

tween Theaetetus and Flying which does not correspond to the facts.
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But it is important to notice exactly how the correspondence or lack of
it is conceived of. Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, for example, thought
that correspondence (for elementary propositions) was a matter of sim-
ilarity of structure in fact and proposition; the names in the proposition
were in a certain order or arrangement and the objects named were
similarly related, so that in effect the proposition pictured the fact. A
false proposition was a picture of a possible state of affairs which just
happened not to exist. Now it should be observed that a theory of this
type, though more sophisticated than the type of atomism expounded
above (since it introduces the idea of structure or ordering of elements),
fails to get round the sophists' difficulties with falsehood. For if in
general a proposition has three parts, two names and a relation between
them, and one thinks of falsehood as the relating of elements of language
in a way in which the correlated elements of reality are not related, the
sophist seems free to raise his old objection against the possibility of
indicating something non-existent. For though the two names might
have existent objects, the relation between them would have nothing to
correspond to and would therefore be indicating something non-existent.
Plato's theory, as I have interpreted it, evades the difficulty because it
differentiates between the function of indicating (standing for, referring
to) and the function of describing; there is no third thing in a sentence,
the relation between the elements, which either corresponds or fails to
correspond to a relation between elements of reality. It is the finite
verb itself, or in general the predicate, which, put together with a

name, does the job of assertion, and assertion is not reduced to any
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kind of indicating or standing for. Hence there is no room for the
sophist to object that a false sentence, or any part of it, refers to or
stands for or indicates (or pictures) something non-existent.

Plato's theory of meaning in the Sophist, then, is an important
advance over the naive theory lying behind the sophists' objections to
falsehood. Without it the sophists' denial of falsehood could not have
been rebutted. Not even the notion of not-being as non-identity would
be of any use in the absence of the Stranger's theory of statement. It
would not help to be able meaningfully to say that sitting is not identical
with flying (et al) if one did not see how "Theaetetus is flying' affirms

something of Theaetetus. In the Cratylus and Theaetetus, to which we

must now turn, we shall see some of the difficulties which arise if one
fails to see that asserting is as fundamental and necessary a linguistic

operation as naming.

C. Cratylus and Theaetetus

In the Cratylus Socrates is called upon to adjudicate the dispute
which has broken out between Hermogenes and Cratylus over the ques-
tion of the origin of names. Do words come to have their meanings by
convention, as Hermogenes holds, or do they have their meanings, as
Cratylus believes, somehow by nature, by some natural relation (e. g.,
that of resemblance) to the things they name? In the course of this
discussion many different points are made which bear on a number of
different topics in which Plato was interested. 22 One topic that figures
prominently is the relation of naming to saying and the problem how

falsehood is possible.
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In the course of the dialogue Socrates manages to embroil both
Hermogenes and Cratylus--the former unwillingly, the latter willingly--
in the denial of falsehood. In order to do this he obtains their assent to
a version of the atomistic theory I have expounded above and represents
them as failing to, or refusing to, distinguish between what a name
means (refers to) and what a particular speaker may mean (refer to) by
it. The effect of the failure to make this distinction is to prevent both
naturalism and conventionalism from maintaining the existence of
""false' names (names which refer but do so badly); and this result,
coupled with the atomistic conception of the meaning of a sentence, ef-
fectively stops either from granting the possibility of falsehood. Soc-
rates himself then builds upon Cratylus' theory that a name has mean-
ing by somehow resembling the thing it names, in order to draw the
distinction between what a name means and what a particular person
means by it (applies it to); ard having done this he proposes a theory of
falsehood which continues to construe a sentence as merely a collection
of names but attempts to permit some names to be false so that logoi
may be false as well. Thus the whole discussion, including Socrates'
positive contribution, operates within the framework of the old theory
of meaning, and the only advance Socrates makes over Hermogenes and
Cratylus is in his recognition of two functions of a name when actually
used by somebody, as naming the thing the person uses it as a name of
and naming the thing it is itself a name of. One may use a name as the
name of something that it does not in fact name; and falsehood of a sen-
tence is construed as falsehood of this sort in one or more of its con-

stituent names.
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Hermogenes has hardly enunciated his theory of conventionalism
before Socrates finds in it a threat to the existence of falsehood. Her-
mogenes has said (384d 2-4) that any one can establish any name he
pleases as meaning anything he wishes, and can change his conventions
whenever he is so inclined; and it has been emphasized (385a 4-10) that
each person has the right to whatever use of words he pleases, whether
or not it agrees with any one else's. This is taken to mean that "what-
ever name any one says a thing has" (3 ’&v Q'ﬁ TC‘:J E/)vot.aak t—;\\Vai)
really belongs to it (385d 1-2), and this already suggests that no name
can be false For if I use "horse' to refer to an animal standing before
me, and the names 1 use refer to whatever I take them to, then "horse'
is the correct name (now, for me) for this animal. No one can ever
misuse a name because to use it at all is to name something with it,
and Hermogenes' conventionalist views commit him to the thesis that
whatever any one decides to use a name as the name of is correctly
designated by that name.

It is important to realize that Hermogenes thinks of all words as
names, as expressions which denote or refer to something; and his ex-
treme conventionalism therefore amounts to the thesis that any one can
refer to anything he pleases by whatever name he pleases. And from
this it is a short step to the denial of falsehood (misuse of names)
which Socrates attempts to force on him. Hermogenes ought, of
course, to have resisted the inference by insisting that his convention-

alism is a theory entirely about how names are introduced or coined as

names of things; and since falsehood involves the misuse of a name once
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its reference is fixed, which his theory does nothing to disallow, he
has not said anything implying that there are no false statements.

This reply insists merely upon the difference between naming
something x (= baptizing it) and calling something X (referring to it by
X), and Hermogenes certainly intends to be holding just the theory that
baptisms all take place by convention (385d 7-9). Socrates is able to
browbeat him into half-admitting that his theory denies the possibility
of falsehood because both baptizing something and using a name to re-
fer to a thing are naming it; this enables Socrates to slide from Her-
mogenes' claim that no baptism is truer or more correct than any
other to the claim that no application of a name is more right than any
other Of course, had Hermogenes' conventionalism included a dis-
tinction between naming and describing this confusion would have been
more easily prevented. For, to take Hermogenes' examples of "horse"
and "man," when I call something a man I am not naming him at all,
but describing him; "'man' is a name for a species or a concept or
whatever, and in giving the word a meaning, on conventionalist assump-
tions, one establishes it as a name for that concept (say), which it then
conventionally expresses. And thereafter, on occasions when it is
used, it is used to describe (etc.), correctly or incorrectly, the things
to which it is applied, and not to name them. Hence given these dis-
tinctions Hermogenes could straightway deny Socrates the means of
collapsing his conventionalism into a denial of falsehood.

But Hermogenes is determined to think of all use of words, as

well as all introduction of words, as simply naming or referring to
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things. Even so, however, he has the means of admitting the possibility
of a false name, provided that he recognizes the distinction between
what a name names (has been introduced to name) and what a person on
a particular occasion names by it. The universal correctness of the
former sort of naming does not imply the universal correctness of the
latter sort.

Hermogenes is however not permitted even this distinction:
Socrates will invoke it later on his own account, but neither Hermogenes
nor Cratylus is permitted to appropriate it to his own use. Hence Her-
mogenes is stuck with the consequence that no name can be false, that
is to say, not the name of the thing the speaker uses it to refer to. If
this is so, Socrates at once argues, then no statement can be false.
For a true logos is one in which all the constituent names are true
(385c), and a false logos has necessarily a false element. But since,
as Hermogenes' theories seem to imply, no name can ever be false,
no logos can ever be false either. Hence conventionalism does away
with falsehood and makes everything true.

Socrates here manifestly invokes a theory of logos that is fun-
damentally the same as that which is to be found in the Theaetetus
(201-202). The Theaetetus has a theory of simple elements of reality
with corresponding simple names which is lacking in the Cratylus pas-
sage, but it also contains the view, as we have seen, that a statement
is a collection of names each of which performs the single function of
designation; and this theory pretty clearly lies behind Socrates’ view

about falsehood in the Cratylus passage. For if he thinks that the only
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possible source of falsehood in a logos is falsehood in some one or
more of its constituent names, he evidently ignores or fails to notice
the contribution made to the sentence by everything other than the
names it contains, taken one by one. That this is what he has in mind
becomes explicit later in the dialogue in his examination of Cratylus'
naturalist doctrine.

Cratylus holds the view that each word comes to name a thing
by some natural process and altogether without any convention or deci-
sion on the part of any man. Like Hermogenes he regards his theory
primarily as an account of how words come to have the meanings they
do have, and therefore his main contention should involve something
about how one word is fit to express a certain concept and another
another, or how one word is appropriate to one type of object. But,
again like Hermogenes, he fails to draw the distinctions necessary to
permit him to state this doctrine clearly. Just as Hermogenes' con-
ventionalism turns out to prohibit not only false names in the sense of
names not suited to express the meanings they do express, but also
false names in the sense of names wrongly applied to particular things,
so naturalism as upheld by Cratylus makes it impossible for a name to
be false in either of these ways. If a name has its meaning by nature--
say by resembling the thing it names--then its meaning is fixed; no
matter what use you may try to put it to it continues to refer to what-
ever it resembles. Hence "Hermogenes' (meaning "'sprung from Her-
mes'') is not the name of Hermogenes, who has not the correct charac-

ter, but of someone else whom the name fits (429b 12-c 4). And if any
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one tries to refer by this name to someone to whom it does not by
nature belong he will simply not have performed any language-act at
all: it will be as if he made an empty motion like striking a gong

(430a 4-5). All names, then, according to Cratylus, which are really
(meaningful) names, are correct (429b 10-11). And this is taken to
mean that either a speaker means by a name what it means or he means
nothing: in apparently naming a donkey standing before me a "horse'' I
either perform no significant act of speech or else I in fact refer to
something else, viz., whatever '""horse' correctly names. Whereas
for Hermogenes a name always means what I mean by it, Cratylus'
doctrine maintains that I always mean (if anything) what the name I
utter means.

Socrates is quick to see that Cratylus' theory commits him to
the denial of falsehood. Cratylus in fact happily admits that he thinks
falsehood impossible and supports this conviction by direct appeal to
the impossibility of saying what is not (429d 4-6). But it is evident that
his views commit him to the denial more indirectly as well: if as Soc-
rates has argued a false logos must contain a false name then given
Cratylus' view that all names are correct all logoi must be true (or
else meaningless). The denial of the possibility of falsehood therefore
results for Cratylus, as it resulted for Hermogenes, from a combina-
tion of two theses, or rather one thesis and the failure to draw a dis-
tinction: the thesis that a logos is the sum of its constituent names and
the failure to permit that while a name may itself name one thing a per-

son may refer by it to another.
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In the sequel (430a 6-433b 7) Socrates reaffirms the theory of
logos while attempting to draw upon the possibility of mis-naming to
show how false logoi can occur. He begins by recalling the theory he
has earlier proposed (422a-424a), that fundamentally the meaning of
words is due to their being copies or imitations of the things they mean.
Cratylus not unreasonably accepts (430a 10-b 2) this theory as a plau-
sible interpretation of his own otherwise unexplained'?'3 contention that
names have a meaning grounded in nature. Socrates presses the notion
of a copy to show (430a-431b) that, just as when one has two pictures of
different people it is possible to take the picture of A to be a picture of
B, so if names are copies of the things they designate it is possible to
mistake the name of one thing for that of another, and when this happens
one gets a false name. The effect of Socrates' argument here is to dis-
tinguish, at last, between what the name actually is the name of and
what someone may mistakenly use it to designate. For in taking the
name of A for that of B and using the name "A'" to refer to B, I make a
mistake--just as if someone should take a picture of A and hold it up to
B, thinking it a picture of him (430e 3-431a 5). In either case a mis-
take is made, and in the case of names we say that false naming has
occurred, as well as mistaken attribution (430d 2-7).

Plato is often ta.ken24 to have given in this comparison of a
false name with a wrong attribution of a picture, a brief but quite ade-
quate explanation of falsehood. No doubt the ground for thinking this is
that Socrates seems to say that falsehood results when one misdescribes

a person as a man or a woman, just as it is an error to take a picture of a
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man as resembling a woman. This impression is reinforced by the
fact that at a crucial point in the passage (430e 9-431a 5) Socrates
shifts from talking about pictures and names of just one individual
(portraits and proper names) and talks instead as if the misappropria-
tion of names involved saying of a particular man that he is a woman.
And this appears to show that misdescription or false predication is
what he has in view. But the very fact that he shifts so freely from
proper names and portraits to general terms is proof that he is think-
ing of the general term '"'man'' as being a kind of proper name of all the
men, taken separately; and the false naming he envisages amounts to
referring to something as a "woman'' which yet is not identical with
any of the things which "woman' properly names. Hence the false
naming is not misdescribing and the view of the falsehood of a name
which Socrates recommends is not so adequate as it at first might
appear.

At any rate the account of sentence-falsehood Socrates goes on
to develop on the basis of mis-naming has nothing in common with the
theory of falsehood of the Sophist, in which misdescribing is the very
nub of the explanation. For he immediately argues that if a name can
be misapplied in the way explained so can a é:\pk He gives no illus-
tration of what he means by Q;‘] pa here or what he thinks the parallel
mistake about ‘Qﬂ(y\a Ta would be. But, even if one supposes him to
mean "verb' by étﬁ ® A?g the mistake he has in mind is presumably
that one could use ''riding" to say what someone is doing when he is in

fact walking, and such a mistake would amount to taking walking for
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riding. In any case from the fact that names and ''verbs'' can be false
he infers that statements as well, since they are merely collections of
names and verbs, can be false (431b 5-c 1). It is obvious that here
Socrates assumes that the truth or falsehood of a statement is the re-
sult of the rightness or wrongness of its individual words taken in iso-
lation from one another and from the logos. ''"Man," "walks,' etc.,
each refer to something (or some things), and if a person uses "man"
to refer to that thing (or one of those things), and likewise uses ''walks"
correctly, and so on for each word in a group, then what he has said is
true; the only thing that can make what he says false is the misuse of
some one or more of the individual words.

This account of falsehood is amplified and further defended in
the passage immediately following (431c 4-433b 5). Socrates begins by
discussing a point quite different from the one he has just been making,
and the relevance of what he says to the possibility of false naming ap-
pealed to above only emerges towards the end of the passage. A por-
trait is well made, Socrates urges, when it contains the proper colors
and shapes, etc.; but it does not cease to be a portrait just as soon as
a wrong color is introduced. It is still a portrait, only a bad one.
Likewise for names: '"Hermogenes'' is just a faulty copy of Her-
mogenes, it doesn't fail altogether to copy him, or become a copy of
someone else. If its letters fail to correspond exactly to Hermogenes'
basic character, that does not make it not Hermogenes' name, any
more than a few incorrect colors or lines in a portrait make it cease

to be a picture of the person represented. In fact, Cratylus is quite
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wrong to insist that every name that truly names anything must be cor-

rect, because since names are imitations of their nominata it must be

possible for the imitation someone produces to be a bad one. It is of
the essence of an évorm that it should be a copy and not an exact
replica, corresponding in every single detail to its original: a "copy"
that differed not at all fronr its original would not be a copy at all, but
a re-creation of it. Cratylus and his picture must be two different
things, original and copy, and not two of the same thing: one does not
want in making a picture or statue of Cratylus to end up with two
Cratyluses (432a 8-c 5). Hence a name, as copy, must fall short in a
variety of ways, and in varying degrees, of its original. The very
basis of the theory of natural naming, therefore, requires that there
be room for some names to be well made and others badly made; if to
name something is to imitate it in letters and syllables (‘M‘ucﬂ@ Ba,
\(Qlir\r\&@\’ TE Ka) TU)\A"\(‘W\:I, 423e 7-8) then one can perform
this task with varying degrees of competence, and names can be both
well and badly made

Now this further elaboration of the copy-theory of names is in
the first instance directed not to our problem, the possibility of using
a name on some occasion to indicate something which the name itself
does not indicate, but to the quite different question whether there are
grounds for distinguishing between a better and a worse established
usage. Socrates himself speaks of VOtAOe@I-Tm here, and is at least
part of the time talking about the formation of names and the assign-

ment to them of their meanings ((-,\ KOIVQ Y E-Q\(ol«f)(‘ﬂ‘ﬂ t, 43lc 12).
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In the preceding discussion of true and false naming and true and false
statement, he has been talking not about the making of a name or a pic-
ture but of the use one may make of these e’\xévc—s once they have
been constructed. His point there was that one can misuse an e)mv.lw
and thus falsely name something; here he is showing that one G‘llKu/.IV
can be better than another at imitating its original, and yet both are
e,\K O’VE-S of the same thing. Hence there is room for bad or wrong
names in two senses: names which are the established names for cer-
tain kinds of things (or certain individual things) but which are Trovh-
va: Cx‘lKo,V(-s of them, and names which are on particular occasions
used as the names of certain things of which they are not C—)lkévef at
all. Both name-creators and name-users can go wrong, in their differ-
ent ways.

But though the ways in which they err are different, there is a
close analogy between what happens in the two cases, and Socrates
emphasizes (432d 11-433b 5) the parallels between them. A name is a
collection of letters, just as a logos is a collection of names. What
makes a name not a good name, as we saw, is its containing some
wrong letters, i.e., letters which do not correspond to the nature of
the thing being named. Likewise, Socrates now tells us, a logos can
have some wrong names in it, i. e., names which do not correctly
name the thing to which they are referred. But we have now seen that
even when a name is not the best or fully correct name for a thing it
nevertheless does name it, if it is copied after it. So also a logos that

contains false names, and is therefore false, does not fail to refer to a
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thing or fact (in which case it would be meaningless) or just have a dif-
ferent subject matter from the true statement which it is thought to
contradict: it-states the same things as the true statement, only not so
well, since some part of the things or facts reported are mis-named
and so badly referred to. Thus a statement with wrong names in it
does have a meaning (just as a bad name is notwithstanding a name),
and nevertheless containing false names as it does, what it says is
false.

It is important to see exactly what Socrates is suggesting here.
His point can be put in the following way. Suppose two sentences which
differ only with respect to some one word: e g , ''The cat is on the

" Very likely when these sentences

mat' and '""The cat is on the pillow
are simultaneously affirmed only one of them will be true. Now we
saw in the Euthydemus that when, for example, the cat is in fact on the
mat, the statement asserting this fact is true, it )\(—,\( & Tv‘i WQ;\’(\AR
TI'C-Q‘l o?) av 6 Aé\l X3 :{:'\ (283e 9). And the trouble then arose
what to do with the statement that the cat is on the pillow. It appeared
that just because the one statement said ''pillow'" where the other said
"mat," they were simply talking about different things, stating differ-
ent facts, not possibly incompatible (286b 3-5). The one stated the
fact that the cat is on the mat, the other just didn't state that fact at all
(b 5-6); hence, so far as their difference goes both might be true.
Here, in the Cratylus, however, Socrates thinks this view too simple.

It is not true that the false statement doesn't say the same 'ﬁ‘?o/ul tAqTa

as the true one. Because we have introduced the notion of false
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reference we are in a position now to see how the two statements can
be both stating, in a way, the same facts: in the false statement ''pil-
low' does not'name something different from what '"mat' does in the
true one. They name the same thing (the mat), only one is its true
name, the other a false one. Hence in the false statement (wn S-G\v
'\?{TTOV ’o\lopfﬁ;eﬁ' Oac T oY pma Kal AdyesOar  (432e 5-6);
since the sentences are otherwise identical they are similar enough to
state the same group of things (just as two different but similar names
can be allowed to name the same thing), gws &\u/ ) T\fﬂ‘os GV’;‘;\

P [4 \ T o < / 0
ToL TTpaypaTos Tt 0V av O Aoyos N (e 6-7). Under
these circumstances z\ége’m{ ye To TPRaypa, but K axs
(433a 5-6). Thus the introduction of the notion of a false name has en-
abled Socrates to get round the old objection to falsehood and contradic-
tion by making both true and false statements say, in a way, the same
things. Falsehood is due to the fact that, though all the things in ques-
tion are said, one (at least) is given a false name. 26
The upshot, as Socrates says, is that so long as Cratylus
accepts the theory of natural naming he cannot consistently deny that
falsehood is possible in names and logoi, nor can he insist that every
word expresses perfectly whatever meaning it has. But Socrates in
what follows also shows pretty clearly that no such theory of natural
naming as the one he has earlier constructed with an eye to Cratylus'
thesis can be true: as the example of Q‘K’\”\eO/T’V)S’ ("hardness'')
proves, those who so pronounce the word certainly do not mean the

thing any less or more effectively than the Eretrians, who say
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G‘K)w\QDTW\’e--and this despite the fact that (J and ¢ have by no
means the same force according to a naturalist account (434c-435c).
The ability of words to do their jobs effectively, or more and less
effectively, is certainly not a result of their resembling more or less
closely the things meant. Does Socrates' belated rejection of his
theory of natural naming mean that the account of falsehood just ex-
plained goes by the board as well, as merely the best one cando on a
naturalist basis and therefore nothing Socrates is either committed to
or ultimately attracted by?

I have already remarked that, aside from details drawn from
the copy theory, Socrates relies upon two theses in constructing his
theory of falsehood: the distinction between what someone uses a name
to designate and what the name itself names, and the view that the mean-
ing of a sentence is the sum of the meanings of its constituent words.
Now neither of these two features of the account of falsehood is in any
way withdrawn or, in the case of the theory of logos, even questioned
anywhere in the Cratylus. Obviously they are at least as much the
property of Socrates as they are Hermogenes' or Cratylus'. If, there-
fore, only this distinction and the theory of logos figure essentially in
the account of falsehood, there is no reason to conclude that Socrates
in the end rejects that account or that he only intended it as a theory
appropriate to the doctrine of natural naming. And in fact it is easy to
see that what Socrates says nowhere depends essentially upon the con-
ception of names as copies of things. The possibility of misnaming for

which he argues at 430a-431la obviously remains a possibility however
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words come to have established meanings, whether by nature or by
convention or in any other way you like. So long as it is legitimate to
argue that though a name does in fact name one thing it can be made to
refer to something else, this part of the theory remains intact. The
copy-theory here only provides a concrete illustration of the general
point. Likewise, and even more obviously, the theory of logos which
makes a mistake in naming result in a mis-statement is entirely inde-
pendent of the copy-theory.

There remains only one part of the account where some close
reliance upon the copy-theory may be looked for. This is the compari-
son of the badly made name and the false statement For here Socrates
implies that what enables a true and a false statement to contradict one
another is the fact that they are sufficiently alike so that each can be
referred to the same things and thus both can, in a way, be reporting
the same facts And he implies that what connects a sentence as a
whole with the set of things it means or says is its resemblance to
them, just as an individual name has its meaning by resemblance. A
wrong letter here or there does not do away with the overall resemblance
of name to thing, and similarly a wrong name or two in a sentence
doesn’t prevent it from being a report of the same facts or things as a
sentence with no wrong names in it. As he says, even in the false
statement the Tén'os of the fact referred to remains (432e 6), and this
is as much as to say that the false sentence doesn't altogether fail to
resemble the facts. The notion of meaning and reference by imitation

thus plays an important part in the final statement of the theory; it is,
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in fact, invoked to explain how false and true statements manage to
come into conflict by referring to or reporting the same facts

It is true that for any atomistic theory of meaning and any
attempt to explain falsehood as misnaming there must be a problem in
explaining how the false statement manages to become connected with
the facts it reports badly If the fact is that Socrates is walking and I
say ""Socrates is riding,' then for what I say to be false not only must
"riding" be the wrong name for what Socrates is doing, but I must also
be intending to name what he is doing when I say "riding." My words
have to be directed as it were, at just Socrates and the walking; if,
for example, ""Socrates' is directed at Socrates but '"riding'' not at
Socrates' walking but at some riding being done elsewhere in the
vicinity then despite the fact that ''riding' is a bad name for walking,
which Socrates is doing, what I have said will not be false. When he
first introduced the notion of a false name in his examination of Craty-
lus (430a-431b), Socrates seemed to be thinking that the reference of
the false name was made unambiguous by some kind of ostension--he
thinks of a speaker approaching Cratylus, pointing to him, and saying
"Your name is 'man'" (cf. 430e 9 ff.). He is encouraged in this by his
example: since "'man' in the predicate of such a judgment as ''Cratylus
is a man'' is thought of as a name of just the same thing as the subject
"Cratylus'" names, there is no doubt what thing is being named by the
word, once the reference of ""Cratylus' is fixed. But in more complex
judgments where each part names a separate element in the situation

(Socrates, the walking) possibilities of ambiguity obviously arise. It
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seems that the resemblance of statement to facts is intended to cover
such cases: because most of the names are correct the statement as a
whole is tied by resemblance to a set of facts and the deviant name is
thereby given its reference. ''Socrates is standing on the chair' is
referred to Socrates’ standing on the table by the general resemblance
of statement and fact, and '"chair' is clearly then trying to name the
table. The false name is referred, as it were, to the thing in the fact
which remains unnamed when all the true names are correlated with
their objects.

Now this is obviously very crude, and, in fact, it is just here
that the Theaetetus presses the idea that falsehood amounts to misnam-
ing: the notion of the speaker's intention in using his words must be
brought in more explicitly, but when it is introduced the Theaetetus
has difficulty in understanding how a person can intend to name (e. g.)
some walking and yet call it riding instead. In the Cratylus these prob-
lems do not yet arise, since the picture-theory effectively slurs them
over. But it can now be seen that the picture theory is not an essential
part of Socrates' view that tl.e 1alse and the true statement both report
the same things or facts: if one has in reserve some such notion as
the speaker's intentions then no special resemblance account will be
needed to ensure that the false statement is trying, but failing, to name
correctly the same '(T(la\[ Ma as the'true one. No doubt the conven-
tionalist thesis which Hermogenes should have defended would be able
to hold a theory of falsehood in all essentials like the one Socrates

expounds in 432e-433a: it needs only assume that a speaker can intend
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to be reporting a set of things and yet misname one or more of them.

It appears, therefore, that though the theory of falsehood Socra-
tes propounds in 430-433 is tailored for the specific copy-theory con-
structed by himself earlier and accepted by Cratylus, its truth is no-
where made to depend upon the special thesis that a sentence gets its
reference by means of resemblance. Hence when Socrates rejects the
copy-theory for the reasons given above, he does not reject the theory
of falsehood. Given his continued acceptance of the view of a sentence
as a collection of names and his doctrine of false naming, the account
of false sentences remains untouched.

It is now time, at last, to return to the Theaetetus itself and
examine the troubles raised and pursued there concerning the notion of
false judgment or belief. If we bear in mind the theory of meaning
lying behind the denial of falsehood in the Euthydemus and the reply to

the Euthydemus' arguments which the Cratylus constructs on the basis

of the same theory, the immediate concerns of the Theaetetus ea<ily
fall into place.

First of all, the immediate assumptions of Socrates’ argument
in the Theaetetus now have a clear enough sense and direction. First
the assumption that false belief must amount to the false identification
of one thing with another (188b). As we have now seen, on the theory
of meaning with which Plato has been occupied earlier there is hardly
room for falsehood of any other sort; and the Cratylus has explicitly
traced falsehood in sentences involving predication to this kind of error.

Socrates' assumption that falsehood must amount to misrecognition
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therefore alerts us that the old theory of meaning is still on the agenda
in the Theaetetus.

The other puzzling assumption Socrates introduces holds that
for our purposes everything falls into one of two disjoint classes for
any person, the things he knows and those he does not know. This does
not mean that given any true proposition a man at any given moment
either knows it or doesn't know it, but is rather a division of objects
{broadly conceived as including both persons and, apparently, attributes). 27
And it very soon emerges (188b) that if you don't know a thing you can't
have it in your thoughts, sothatto be directing your thought to some
object is taken as requiring knowledge of it. This in turn seems to
imply (188b 3-5) that you cannot be thinking of a thing unless you recog-
nize it. The division of things known and things unknown therefore
amounts to a division between what anyone has in his thoughts, recog-
nizing it for itself, and what he does not have in his thoughts at all.
Combined with the first assumption this division produces the paradox
that false thinking is impossible, since there cannot be any thought of
an object which yet mistakes it for something else, and if there are no
mistakes of this sort there are no false thoughts at all.

Why then does Socrates assume that to have anything in mind is
necessarily to recognize it and therefore not to make a mistake about
it? The source of this assumption, like that of the other assumption
mentioned above, can be found in the theory of falsehood Socrates sets
up in the Cratylus. In discussing this theory above I said that any

atomistic theory of meaning which makes falsehood a matter of mis-
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naming some part of the things or facts reported must explain how the
false name comes to be applied to the thing it is used to name. In
some cases, of course, as Socrates in the Cratylus recognized, what
thing is meant will be obvious from the circumstances--one points and
says "horse,' or otherwise shows what thing is intended. But in gener-
al such external aids are not available, and something else must be
brought in and appealed to as establishing the connection between name
and thing. Clearly enough what is required is reference to what the
speaker intended to name by the word: even where there are such
external signs as pointing, it might be said, no amount of gesticulation
can make the word name the thing unless the speaker is directing his
thought to the same thing as he is pointing to. The Theaetetus, in
shifting from false statement to false thinking, takes account of this
fact. A false statement requires both false naming and false thinking;
false naming involves directing one's thought toward an object, having
it before one's mind, and then giving it a wrong name. And just here
is where the Theaetetus' difficulties with falsehood begin. If one has
an object before his mind how can he misname it? To misname it is to
fail to recognize it for what it is, to confuse it with something else,
and this seems impossible. Suppose for example that you have walking

before your mind and say to yourself "sitting." You understand what

this word means; sitting is something you know. Hence when you say
"sitting" and understand what you are saying, you must have sitting
1

before your mind as well. Then to misname walking as ''sitting" is to

have two objects before your mind, walking and sitting, while thinking
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they are one: walking is taken to be sittin;;. But this seems impossi-
ble, because in having these two things in mind you must know that the
one is walking, that the other is sitting, and therefore that they are
two and not one. If you do not know that it is walking that you have in
mind, what justifies any one in saying that by "'sitting'' you referred
falsely to walking? The requirement that you know both what "sitting"
means and what thing you are referring to by it seems to end by requir-
ing that you confuse two things together while at the same time knowing
them to be perfectly distinct.

The assumption that you must know anything that can be an
object of your thought is therefore intimately related to the theories of
meaning and falsehood Socrates was working with in the Cratylus.
Those theories have required that one have a thing in mind and yet not
know it for itself; and the Theaetetus begins its examination of false-
hood by expressing its puzzlement over how these requirements can be
met. And if they cannot, as the Theaetetus immediately sees, then the
proposed explanation of falsehood falls to the ground.

Before pursuing the problem further the Theaetetus pauses, as
I have already remarked, to consider briefly the problem of falsehood
KaTa TO eival kal t"""(' The brief rehearsal of the sophists’
puzzle about thinking what is false entailing not thinking at all, is
largely ignored in what follows: the only important effect it has on the
subsequent argumentation is in the analysis of falsehood as Ex/\)\oﬁ‘of:’a
which is produced in the immediately succeeding passage (189b 10-

190e 4). The sophists' argument had alleged that thinking falsely was



201

thinking things that do not exist, and Socrates in supposing that error
) / .
consists in (LN\O(O{' & explicitly mentions (189c 1-2) that the things
which on this atcount are objects of thought in false belief are all of
14
them OVTA.
os . ) 4

For the rest, the definition of false belief as aAAo&og(m seems
intended to bring out more fully and explicitly the difficulties already
hinted at, somewhat obscurely, in the initial statement of the problem
at 187d-188c. According to this definition, the first of three proposals
tried in the course of the discussion, whenever any one thinks something
false he exchanges in his thought one existing thing for another. False
thinking is just mistaking something for something else.

Now this definition is meant to cover all types of false judgment,
as indeed any one should see if he bears in mind what is said in the
Cratylus. This is made clear immediately (189c 5-7) by Theaetetus'
remark that just the kind of exchange which Socrates has in mind does
in fact occur when someone thinks ugly instead of beautiful or beautiful
instead of ugly and thereby thinks something false. Theaetetus must
here be thinking of such mistakes as the judgment that the Prudential
Center is beautiful: he thinks that when someone falsely believes such
a proposition he has in his thoughts (goio(f)el ) (the) beautiful when he
should have had (the) ugly. And this is in turn being thought of as
) { / .
0~A)\0 Og I&, exchanging one thing for another in one's thoughts.

It is not clear from Theaetetus' remark whether he means that
the person who judges wrongly has both the beautiful and the ugly in mind

when he asserts his falsehood, at that moment mixing them up, or
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whether perhaps the only thing in his mind when he makes his mistake
is the beautiful, the thing he actually names. Thinking beautiful instead
of ugly (ou/-r(\ a’w"XQ oO, 189c 6) rather suggests the latter. But it
is clear that if he only has in mind the beautiful it will be impossible,
on the theory adopted by the Cratylus, to convict him of falsehood. For
though no doubt he thought beautiful instead of ugly there would be no
error in that unless he had himself wanted to name ugly or had intended
to state the fact which is correctly reported by '"The Prudential Center
is ugly." If he wanted to say and think the beautiful, and nothing else,
then his thought would appear to be entirely in order and the statement
in question true: each part names something correctly, so the whole is
true. Everything he has thought is an gv and he has not exchanged any
g\/ for some other .o’V-

Socrates in his examination of falsehood as $V\Ao {of (’a cor-
rects this omission in Theaetetus' understanding of the thesis. He points
out (190d 7-10) that if a person has in mind only one of two things he can-
not be taking the one for the other; if he isn‘t even thinking the ugly in
any way or to any degree (Hvl fa P"'?" 190d 8), but has the beautiful in
mind simply and straightforwardly, then he can't be confusing the two
and thinking the ugly is the beautiful. The mistake requires that both
be somehow had in mind.

Suppose, however, that both are had in mind. Then what hap-
pens when someone judges falsely that the Prudential Center is beauti-
ful is that he thinks both the beautiful and the ugly and judges that the

ugly is the beautiful. What does this judgment that the beautiful is the
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ugly amount to? Judging, Socrates says, is just internal saying
(189e 6-190a 6), so that thinking that the beautiful is the ugly is really
saying to yourself ""The beautiful |which you have here before your
mind] is the ugly [which is there before your mind)." But is this a
possible mistake? Socrates thinks not: no one, even in his sleep or in
a fit of madness, has ever said to himself that the beautiful is the ugly
or the wrong the right, or that odd is even or two is one. If you have
two things before your mind and attach to each its own name you cannot
then think one is the other; having them in mind in this way precludes,
according to Socrates, the kind of mistaking and misrecognizing which
(11/\/\0 Jogfa entails. Hence ()l)\(\o {ogt/o\ cannot occur either when
a man has just one of two things in mind or when he is thinking both;
and we have not made any advance toward understanding how false
thinking occurs (190d 11-e 3).

Why does Socrates think that in mistaking the ugly for the beau-
tiful, in the process of saying such a thing as ''The Prudential Center
is beautiful" instead of '""The Prudential Center is ugly," I must be

saying to myself ""The beautiful is the ugly''? Let us grant him that it

is impossible to say this to oneself, understanding what one is saying:
this impossibility results from the fact (as I put it just above) that to
have the beautiful in mind and attach to it its own proper name is to
distinguish it from any other thing similarly had in mind and recognized
as itself. Thus we may grant that it is impossible ever to say falsely
to oneself ""Mr. Jones is Mr. Smith," since so to name them is to mark

them off from one another, and one cannot simultaneously hold them
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apart and collapse them together. 28 But this is not the only way in
which I could mistake Mr. Jones for Mr. Smith in my thoughts: I
might have Mr. Jones in my thought not by way of his proper name but
by some definite description (*the butcher around the corner') and then
take this person, who is in fact Mr. Jones, for Mr. Smith (who is per-
haps the baker). In order to mistake Mr. Jones for Mr. Smith I need
not say to myself "Mr. Jones is Mr. Smith'': I may say instead ""The
butcher around the corner is Mr. Smith.'" And whereas the former
looks very like something it's not possible to say to oneself, the latter
doesn't begin to look impossible. Is Socrates, in holding that to think
one thing is another is to say to oneself that the one is the other, ignor-
ing the distinction between proper names and definite descriptions and
insisting that to say to oneself that one thing is another must be to
refer to two things by name and then conflate them?

It is important to notice, I think, that throughout the discussion
of aXo Sogfa Socrates has in mind the kind of mistake which The-
aetetus himself introduced by his example of thinking beautiful instead
of ugly. That is to say, he has in mind primarily not mistakes of one
person for another but mistakes involving what for lack of a better non-
committal expression I shall call predicate-entities. And the conditions
under which such mistakes are supposed to arise are given by the theory
of meaning and falsehood I have expounded above. A false statement is
represented as saying badly all the same things as some true statement
says well, and thinking falsely is thinking of all the same things as make

up some true thought but failing to recognize one of them for itself. Now
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there is no doubt that Socrates thinks this mistake involves naming two
different things correctly and yet confusing them; but it is not clear
whether this is due to the failure to distinguish proper names from
definite descriptions or whether there is some feature of the theory of
falsehood which makes it necessary (or seem necessary) that the false
thinker have in mind under their.proper names all the things which
make up the true thought. If so, Socrates' idea that in making such
false judgments as that the Prudential is beautiful I must say to myself
""The beautiful is the ugly' will show not a confusion about two different
types of referring expression but rather a serious difficulty in the the-
ory of meaning and falsehood being accepted in the whole discussion.

If on this theory one irretrievably must both correctly name two objects
and nevertheless confuse them, then the theory is stuck with the ruin-
ous consequence that falsehood must involve saying to oneself ''A is B"
in so many words.

Now it does seem to me that there are fairly plausible reasons
for thinking that the theory of falsehood as misnaming does require that
one be able to confuse two objects which one has in mind in the strong
sense that each is given its correct proper name. According to this
theory, the false thinker has in mind, is directing his thought toward,
the object (say, the beautiful) which the true statement names correctly
and which is one constituent of the fact being reported. Can he have
the beautiful in mind without knowing that it is the beautiful (and so not
the ugly)? Definite descriptions are not so easy to think of for predi-

cate-entities as they are for persons, but they do exist. For example
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""the quality mentioned second in the title of Burke's book on aesthetics"

is a definite description of the beautiful, since the title in question is

Treatise on the Sublime and Beautiful. Suppose then a man has the

beautiful in mind under this description: then he need not know that the
object he has in view bears the proper name ''the beautiful' and room
is left for him to take it for the ugly. But does he in this case have the
beautiful in mind in the way required by the theory of falsehood? The
fact which he is supposed to be misreporting is (say) the fact that the
Taj Mahal is beautiful, and he is supposed to have the objects Taj
Mahal and the beautiful in mind in order to do this. Is the fact that the
Taj Mahal is beautiful the same fact as the fact that the Taj Mahal has
the quality mentioned second in Burke's title? It seems not. One could,
to use an old idiom, make the latter fact go out of existence by altering
either the appearance of the Taj Mahal or the title of Burke's treatise,
but only the first of these changes would have a similar deleterious
effect on the fact that the Taj Mahal is beautiful. Because the definite
description in question is only contingently related to the beautiful, a
pair of propositions which are identical except that where the one has
""beautiful'"' the other has a non-analytic definite description of the beau-
tiful are not the same proposition and do not report the same fact. If
this is so (or even plausible), then I think the theory of falsehood as
misnaming may in the end require (or come close to requiring) that
one misname something he at the same time names correctly. For if
the fact that the Taj Mahal is beautiful is a different fact from the fact

that the Taj Mahal has the quality in Burke's title, and the false thinker
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is expressing the former fact, but badly, he must have that fact in
mind. And this means that he must have the beautiful, correctly
labeled, before his mind when he says or thinks to himself "ugly."
Otherwise it is a different fact he is (badly) expressing and different
things which he is (badly) naming.

The argument just presented obviously invokes the intentionality
of thinking and turns upon the fact that the object of thought is an inten-
tional object. It may be contended that these notions are too sophisti-
cated to have lain behind Plato's idea in the Theaetetus that false think-
ing must consist in taking one thing, though correctly named, for an-
other, also correctly named. It is certainly true that no such view is
anything like explicit in Plato's text; but then neither does any other
interpretation come close to being explicitly warranted by the text it-
self. And the fact that throughout the discussion in 189c-190e it is the
mistake of one predicate-entity for another that is giving the trouble
must be somehow taken account of.

It is hardly possible to decide at this point why exactly Socrates
thinks false identity judgments are of the type ""A is B'" where "A'" and
"B'" are names. But it is important to have the alternatives clearly in
mind before proceeding, so that the subsequent discussion can be con-
sidered in the light of each interpretation, hopefully making possible a
decision between them. In either case the difficulty about identity judg-
ments arises in the context of the theory of falsehood which makes all
false judgments, predicative as well as others, the result of misidenti-

fications. But on the first view discussed the particular puzzle about
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misidentifications which Plato raises will be a difficulty which might
just as well have arisen independently of the theory of falsehood: any
one who was not clear about the difference between a name and a de-
scription might become puzzled about how false identifications are ever
possible, since any false identity judgment, if one ignores the differ-
ence between names and descriptions, could be represented as having

" On the second

the form of the impossible judgment '"Jones is Smith.
view it is no general trouble about false identity judgments and essen-
tially no confusion about names and descriptions that stands in Plato's
way. On this view, when Plato implies that making a mistake requires
naming a thing correctly and yet misnaming it he is not sliding from
“"The man on the corner |who is in fact Jones] is Smith' to '""Jones is
Smith, " but taking notice of the fact that on the atomistic theory of
meaning, to make a mistake requires getting something into one's
thoughts by name and yet misnaming it. In fact, as Socrates' discus-
sion of the wax-tablet model brings out, it is the latter view which
seems to be the correct one: but this can only be shown later on.

Before considering the next stage of the argument in detail it
will be useful to have in mind the course of development of the whole
argument from the rejection of gaiAo {og 1/0. as an explication of
falsehood right through to the abandonment of the topic of false belief.

In what follows Socrates attempts to throw light on the apparently
impossible false identity judgments he has uncovered, in the hope that
it may yet turn out to be possible to mistake one thing for another with-

out having to recognize both of thern in the process. He starts by
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producing some cases where one can and does mistake one person or
thing for another without necessarily also recognizing them, and then
constructs a model of the mind's operations which shows how these
mistakes can occur. This is the simile of the wax tablet. But the
cases he had started with, for which the wax tablet model had been
introduced, did not include any mistakes which were wholly in the
mind, as the examples which caused the original trouble were. In
these examples, and indeed in false belief in general according to the
theory being accepted throughout the discussion, one takes one thing
he is thinking of for another he is thinking of, and the model of the
wax tablet, as Socrates shows, fails to permit such mistakes as these.

He then changes models, introducing the simile of the aviary in
the place of the wax tablet. The hope is, evidently, to put to use the
lessons learned from the exploration of the type of mistake accounted
for on the wax tablet model. These mistakes all involved the misfitting,
as Socrates puts it (193c), of perceptions to the memory-impressions
which are the objects of thought. The thing perceived, about which the
mistake is made, is being referred to and so, in a way, thought about,
but not for all that recognized for what it is. What the aviary is
expected to do (cf. 199b 1-c 7) is to make room for a similar dis-
tancing, as it were, of the object about which the mistake is made
from the full recognition which would be entailed by having it as a
straightforward object of thought at the time when the mistake is made.
Just as the perceived object is being referred to and so in a way had in

mind (in perception, not purely in thought), so the aviary provides two
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modes in which an object can be had in mind: when one is actually
thinking about it he has his knowledge of it directly before his mind and
then knows it for what it is, but he may also have it in mind in the
weaker sense that he has come to know it and therefore has an acquired
ability to bring it before his mind when he wishes. The suggestion is
that when an object is had in mind in the weaker, but not in the stronger,
sense misidentifications can occur. This suggestion is at once rejected
(since(having the kind of potential knowledge Socrates has in mind obvi-
ously does not by itself enable one to be actually thinking about an object,
but a mistake about a thing cannot occur otherwis e); and with that the
whole investigation is abandoned. There seems no way, given the view
of falsehood as misnaming, to avoid the consequence that in the general
case thinking falsely requires the impossibility that one should both
name two things correctly and yet take the one for the other.

The two models of the mind here introduced are, as the fore-
going summary of the argument indicates, intended to be graphic illus-
trations of the process of misidentification which has been bedevilling
the discussion of true and false belief. Their interest is pretty clearly
restricted to their usefulness for this purpose. Thus when the wax
tablet model turns out not to permit purely mental mistakes Socrates
both rejects (196c) the definition of error founded upon it (the misfitting
of thought to perception) and, apparently, abandons altogether the model
of memory as impressions in a wax-block. The aviary model super-
sedes, and does not merely supplement, the wax block. Socrates is

seeking an explanation of falsehood as involving misidentification which
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will account at once for all false thinking; and the wax block is not
thought of as having satisfactorily explained some errors, leaving only
certain others to be catered for by some other model. Neither simile
is treated as if it had anything more to recommend it than that it per-
mits or seems to permit in a not implausible way the occurrence of
misidentification.

Both models are described in such a way that apparently every-
thing that is in any one's mind or which he can bring before it has been
acquired from experience of '"external' objects. Does this feature of
the account deserve special emphasis? Cornford thinks it does. He
thinks that this fact about the two similes is important as showing the
limits of the Theaetetus' discussion: the apparatus which is available
in the Theaetetus for the solution of the problem of error is restricted

"empiricist'" could in consistency claim for his own.

to just whatever an
And in particular the Forms, in which Plato himself believed and which
he thought to be the basis of the only alternative epistemology, are
being excluded. Indeed, Cornford thinks, the failure to get round the
Theaetetus' troubles with false belief is entirely due to the fact that the

whole discussion works with the '

'empiricist assumption' that minds

are empty at birth and only '"gradually filled with contents derived from
sensible experience and learning" (PTK, p. 136). When the Forms are
brought into view, in the Sthist, Cornford thinks, the Theaetetus' prob-
lems can be broken through, and a correct analysis of false thinking can

be provided.

This is a complete red herring. As we have already seen, it is
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not even clear that any Forms are introduced into the Sophist's analysis
of falsehood, and even if there are the solution of the problem emphati-
cally does not turn upon talk about Forms. Nor is it any inadequacy of
"empiricism' that causes the Theaetetus' inability to understand false
thinking. One can suppose that our aviaries are filled up however you
like--by God at or before birth, by acquaintance with Forms, by intui-
tion of transcendental entities, or in any otl er non-empiricist way any
one should propose--and the difficulty alleged by the Theaetetus will
not be touched. It doesn't matter in the slightest how things get there,
so long as in mistaking one for another you take yourself to be never-
theless naming and recognizing them for what they are. And this
assumption has, as should be obvious from my discussion so far, no
essential connection whatsoever with "empiricism,'" whatever exactly
Cornford means by that term.

It is, then, the theory of meaning and not (or not primarily)
metaphysics and epistemology to which the Theaetetus' discussion of
false belief belongs. It does, in fact, appear that both wax block and
aviary are assumed (191d 7 ff., 194d 6-7, 197e) to be empty at birth

29 But this is an

and filled up by ordinary processes of experience.
innocuous assumption and nothing of importance turns on it. None of
the details of either simile matter to the argument except insofar as
they form part of an account of the type of mistake which Socrates and
Theaetetus are interested in. 30

The wax tablet model is, then, introduced because it promises

to give a clue to the understanding of misidentification and misrecognition.
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Socrates begins the discussion by indicating that he and Theaetetus
must give up one of the assumptions they have made in their prior
argument; only so can they avoid the consequence to which they have
been led. They have accepted that one cannot know a thing and yet not
know and fail to recognize it. Now (19la 8-c 1) Socrates is prepared
to deny this, by allowing a group of exceptions. It is still firmly ac-
cepted that if one has a thing in mind, giving it its correct name, one
cannot take it for any other thing to which one gives its correct name,
whether this other thing is had in mind or merely perceived (193a 1-3,
d 10-e 4). But when a thing is perceived it can be taken, wrongly, to
be something which one has in mind under its correct name: seeing
Theodorus, I think Socrates and say wrongly that the man I see is Soc-
rates. In this way one need not be actually knowing both objects, and
room is left for error; so perhaps mental errors can be explained by
arranging for actual knowledge of just one object, the other being had
in mind by some means analogous to perception and not requiring that
the correct name be applied to it.

Socrates actually mentions three cases in which error can
occur (192c 9-d 1): (1) one can know both Theodorus and Socrates,
see one of them and take him to be the other; (2) one can know Socra-
tes, see a total stranger and take him for Socrates; (3) knowing
Theodorus and Socrates and seeing them both, one can think Theodorus
is Socrates and Socrates Theodorus. According to the terms of the
wax tablet simile, knowing Socrates and Theodorus is construed as

having an imprint of each on one's wax block; and the misidentifications
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in question take place when one has a perception of someone and refers
it to the wrong impression in the wax. One, as it were, holds the im-
pression up to'the perception and thinks they fit together when in fact
they do not. (Compare Crat. 430d-43la, and my discussion above, pp.
186 ff.).

Though Socrates mentions these three cases and describes the
kind of error and falsehood provided for by the wax block model as
n‘a()aA(\a.y'v\\ Siavoias WQLS als Bmsiv (196¢c 5), which evi-
dently fits all three examples, he in fact concentrates all his attention
on the first and third. Thus he chooses to illustrate in detail only the
two cases where the object perceived is something also known, and the
other case, in which something perceived but not known at all is mis-
fitted into an imprint of something known, is just forgotten about alto-
gether. 31 This is all the more striking when Socrates gives his final
résumé of the mistakes now shown to be possible, where he takes ac-
count only of the two cases where something known and perceived is
misidentified: TFGQ: Se :i»v '-’rpcv TE Kal anﬂ‘s“""/"‘ee“ ) ev
adrels TodTos wrpdderac xal &ATTeTal M Jofa,
\yeu&‘\s kat aAmBns \/«yvopc:m (194b 2-4).

There are several reasons why these facts are worthy of note.
First, Socrates himself when introducing the exceptional cases where
knowing and not knowing both take place says (191a 8-b 1) that he and
Theaetetus were wrong to agree that no one can think things he knows

to be things he does not know; and Theaetetus immediately explains this

by producing exactly the second case mentioned later by Socrates:
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""Sometimes I, knowing Socrates but seeing from a distance someone
else whom I do not know, think him to be Socrates whom I do know"
(191b 3-5). And for a time Socrates continues to have this type of

case in mind in his account of the wax block and the mistakes occurring
in connection with it (cf. 19le 6-7, 192e 5-6). But as soon as he begins
to illustrate the mistakes in detail the original example is quietly, but
completely, dropped.

Secondly, the type of case ignored is in fact the general case of
which the other two are specifications, and, what is worse, the third is
only a more complex version of the first and in no way independent of it.
To know both Theodorus and Socrates and perceive them both, but get
the perceptions and the memory impressions misfitted, thereby taking
Socrates for Theodorus and Theodorus for Socrates, is obviously only
to do twice what in the first type of case happens once: for in this case
ane sees only Theodorus but misfits the perception of him into the im-
pression of Socrates. And the fact that the person actually seen is also
someone you know is a mere minor variation of the pattern. Why then
does Socrates ignore the general case, where the essential features of
perceptual misidentification might be expected to emerge most clearly,
in favor of two sub-cases which not only introduce irrelevancies but
are not even basically different from one another?

The answer to this question, and the explanation of Socrates'
peculiar treatment of the examples he discusses, is that he is not inter-
ested in perceptual misidentification in general, or indeed in failures

to recognize something as a general phenomenon. He still has in mind
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the false beliefs mentioned in the discussion of ()x)\ No J‘of (lo\ , Where,
as we have seen, it appeared to be required that one know two objects
and yet mix them up. So here special and explicit provision is made
for the type of perceptual mistake involving two perceptions each belong-
ing to a different known person. And naturally enough the taking of a
seen but unknown person for someone you know is largely ignored, since
it provides no analogue to anything that can be going on in the set of
cases in which Socrates is interested. If you do not have any knowledge
of a person at all you cannot have him in your thoughts; so the type of
case which Theaetetus and Socrates first mention as allowing both
knowledge and not-knowledge is in fact beside the point in which they
are interested. So it is not surprising that Socrates concentrates his
attention on the cases in which the perceived object is also known, but
not recognized.

It might be said, of course, that even so he o_u&lE not to have so
concentrated his interest: if he had stuck to his initial example of mis-
taking a perceived stranger for a person whom you know, he would have
stood a better chance of seeing that what makes this error possible also
makes possible false identity judgments where only mentally conceived
objects are concerned. For in the case of perceptual misidentifications
the mistake is never of the explicit form "X is Y'" where "X" and "Y"
are proper names: the example itself shows that only one name is avail-
able, since the person perceived is not known by name at all. In fact,
as reflection on this example makes clear, the person perceived is not

named but identified by means of a definite description, together perhaps
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with ostension and other aids. This shows that there is a crucial dif-
ference between naming something and picking it out by definite descrip-
tion, and that it is the possibility of knowing one, or a limited number,
of individuating facts32 about a person or thing without knowing others
and without knowing its name, that makes identity judgments both useful
on occasion and liable to innocent falsehood. Thus in the perceptual
situation envisaged the speaker says ''The man coming up the hill is

' and what makes this statement neither trivially true, if true

Socrates,'
at all, nor self-contradictory if false, is the fact that the subject has
been picked out by means of a definite description. The fact that the
description serves to pick him out in a perceptual situation is an unes-
sential part of the example, and cases where only thinking is involved
should easily suggest themselves once the perceptual example is seen
in its proper light. Plato, by abandoning the general case in favor of
the more complex and confusing cases where the person seen is also
known, obscures the issues and prevents himself from seeing his own
examples in their proper light.

Now this criticism assumes that Plato's difficulty here and
throughout the discussion is due to his thinking (e. g. ) that if the philbs-
opher who tutored Alexander the Great was Aristotle, and 1 am thinking
of that philosopher, I must be thinking of Aristotle: the difficulty then
arises that since I must know what I'm thinking I must know that I'm
thinking of Aristotle, so that any statement like ''The philosopher who
tutored Alexander was Plato' must be unintelligible, as involving the

impossible thought that Aristotle was Plato. That is to say, the



218
criticism assumes that Plato is discussing a problem about identity
judgments in general; and it is true that in order to understand these
judgments it is necessary to see that names and definite descriptions
are very different things and that (in typical cases) identity judgments-
involve descriptions as well as, or instead of, names. We have now,
however, arrived at the point in Plato's argument where it becomes
clear that this line of reasoning, and the criticism founded upon it,
misrepresents the problem Plato is exploring in this part of the dialogue.

At 195b 9-196c 9 Socrates, having analyzed his two favored per-
ceptual mistakes, points out that nothing in the apparatus of the wax
tablet as so far explained offers any opening for the misidentification
of one thing merely thought of, as something else also merely thought
of. It has been part of the apparatus of the wax block that so far as the
memory impressions in the block are concerned no mistake is possible:
each one comes labelled, as it were, with its name. It was because
perceptions do not come labelled with their name that error was pos-
sible. But when one makes a mistake entirely in one's thinking it
appears that one must be precisely not getting the name of one of the
memory-impressions right, and this has been forbidden (192a 2-4, e 8-
193a 3). But there certainly are mistakes which involve only thinking:
e.g., it is possible to make a mistake in reckoning, and think that 7 + 5
is 11. This false belief amounts, Socrates says (196b 4-6), to thinking
that the 12 in your block is the 11, and that seems not a possible mis-
take to make. So the model of the wax tablet has not yet brought us
within sight of the solution to the difficulties about false thinking that

have been plaguing us.
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It is very important to see clearly just how Socrates is here
thinking of the judgment that 7 + 5 is 11. Does he think of it as itself a
false identity judgment, or does he think that it merely involves a mis-
identification (much as '"The Prudential is beautiful" was not overtly an
identity judgment but involved one)? If the former, then'7 + 5" is
being regarded as naming or otherwise picking out the number 12, so
that to have the sum of 7 + 5 in mind is to have 12 in mind (just as in
my former example to have the philosopher who tutored Alexander in
mind was to be thinking of Aristotle); and the apparently impossible
mistake arises because one takes 12, which one had in mind in having

the sum of 7 and 5 in mind, to be 11 which one names and thinks after

the "is" or ""equals.'" This is the way one would expect the difficulty
about mistakes in thinking to arise again, if the criticism made above
of Plato's analysis of perceptual misidentification were correct. For
he would then, in effect, have employed the distinction between names
and descriptions in the context of perception in order to show misidenti-
fications to be possible, but would still fail to see how the same distinc-
tion applies in other contexts.

Unfortunately for this view, however, '"7 + 5 = 12" is not treated
by Socrates as an identity judgment at all, and "7 + 5" is not being
thought of as a name or description of the object 12. Accordingly the
false judgment ''7 + 5 = 11" is not thought to be impossible on the
ground that to have 7 + 5 in mind is to have 12 in mind; the place in the

THT

judgment where 12 is mistaken for 11 comes after the 'is'" or "equals."

The true statement is "7 + 5 = 12," and in saying to oneself instead
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"7 + 5 =11" one gets everything right but the ""11"; the part of the true
statement which the '"11'" displaces is "12," ergo 12 is taken for 11.
(Compare '""The Prudential is ugly'" and ""The Prudential is beautiful"
and Socrates' view that here the ugly and the beautiful are confused
with one another.) The mistaking of 12 for 11 enters the analysis not
because the role of definite descriptions is not understood but because
the theory of meaning being accepted throughout the discussion seems
to require that two things be had in mind by name and yet mistaken for
one another.

That this is how the example is understood is clearly indicated
in the text. Socrates says (196b 4-6) that when any one thinks that 7 + 5
is 11 he thinks that the 12 in his wax block is 11. But he also says
(196a 2-7) that when someone wonders how much 5 and 7 are he has in
mind the 5 in his block and the 7 in his block, and wants to know the
answer to the question how much they add up to. That is to say, the
thought ''7 + 5 is 12" contains references to three impressions in the
block, 7, 5, and 12; and the only place where 12 is introduced into the

' introduces

thought is when it is named. What the part before the "is'
is exclusively 7 and 5. And to wonder how much 7 and 5 are is not to
wonder what object one has in mind already in thinking "7 + 5" but to
inquire what number must be named (what impression in the block must
be thought of) after the "7 + 5," if one is to think something true.
Therefore when Socrates says that thinking "7 + 5 = 11" is taking 12 for

11 he cannot mean that because 7 + 5 is the same as 12 one can substi-

tute '"'12" for "7 + 5" in the false judgment and get ''12 = 11" as what the
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man was really thinking. The view that the atomistic theory of sen-
tence meaning is what is causing the trouble here fits much better the
description Socrates actually gives of the mistake he has in mind. For,
as I have argued above, this theory of meaning in reducing falsehood to
misraming does seem to require that one know two entities by name
and yet use the name of the one to denote the other.

The upshot, then, of this analysis of Socrates' use of the wax
tablet model is that he is right to take special notice of the instances of
perceptual misidentification where the thing perceived is also known.
Since he is attempting to find room for falsehood within the limits per-
mitted by the atomistic theory of meaning, he will have to find some
way for a thing in some sense had in mind and known for what it is to
be mistaken for something else similarly had in mind and known. The
facts about perceptual identification suggest that this can occur when
the thing is known by name but not had in mind in the direct and simple
way which the discussion of Ja)\)\o So;l/&' supposed and which the wax
block simile turned out not to avoid in the case of purely mental mis-
takes: what is needed is a purely mental analogue of perception so that
a thing can be had in mind but not actively known for itself.

The analogue suggested is not really a very promising one
(though, on the other hand, it has to be admitted that the task Socrates
sets himself looks pretty nearly impossible). Socrates introduces
(197a 8-c 5) the distinction between active and latent knowledge or, as
he puts it, between possessing the knowledge of something and having

it (actively in mind). And though one cannot mistake 12 for anything
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else when one has the knowledge of it actively in mind, i.e., when one
is recognizing it and naming it correctly, nothing seems to prevent a
mistake about it so long as the knowledge is merely possessed and not
being actually consulted, just as one fails to recognize a person he
sees because seeing him is not yet having the knowledge of him actually
in mind. The distinction between possessing the knowledge of some-
thing and actually having it in mind, and the possibility of mental error
this seems to introduce, are illustrated by the simile of the aviary.
There is a difference between possessing a bird, that is to say, having
it in your power because you have locked it up in a cage, and having it
in your hand (just as there is a difference between owning a coat and
wearing it). Socrates therefore supposes that there is a kind of bird-
cage in every mind into which one puts every "bird'" he catches, i.e.,
the knowledge of each thing he gets to know. When, therefore, one has
gotten to know Socrates one has a knowledge of him in his bird-cage;
but to have this knowledge in the cage is not to be actively knowing Soc-
rates, that is to say, thinking of him and knowing that it is Socrates
one is thinking of. To have this kind of knowledge of Socrates is like
having taken a bird, which was flying around your aviary, actually into
your hands.

The way in which mistakes come about can be illustrated by fol-
lowing up the simile. 33 Just as there are two processes that might be
called "hunting birds," the acquisition of birds for the collection in
one's cage and the attempt to get hold of a bird already in the aviary,

so there are two processes of getting to know. One gets to know a thing
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in the first instance by acquiring knowledge of it as a permanent pos-
session, and then later may once again get to know this same thing by
bringing the knowledge from the back of one's mind to the stage of
explicit awareness. This double sense of hunting and getting to know
seems to solve the old problem. For example, I may know all the
numbers, and have therefore the knowledge of each of them in my avi-
ary, but I need not then have the knowledge of any of them immediately
before my mind. When this is my situation I may well ask myself how
much 7 and 5 make, and then, in order to complete the judgment ''7 + 5
is . . .," Ireachinto my aviary intending to lay hold of my knowledge
of 12, but instead come out with my knowledge of 11. 34 Then, in com-
pleting the judgment "7 + 5 is 11" I judge falsely, having mistakenly
gotten hold of my knowledge of 11 in place of the knowledge of 12 which
I was after. I think wrongly that 11 is 12 because I take the knowledge
of 11 which I get hold of to be the knowledge of 12 which I was trying to
grab. 35 Hence all false judging in the end comes down to the inter-
change of one knowledge for another (PQ-T'A)\(\oq»\)\ +Qv &Te ™ r«::w,
199¢ 10).

It is patent, of course, as soon as this solution is stated that it
won't in the least do, and Socrates immediately declares its inadequacy
(199d 1-5). It may very well be that in reaching into the aviary you
emerge with your knowledge of 11 and not with your knowledge of 12.
And no doubt, since your knowledge of 12 remains freely fluttering in
the cage, you are not debarred by the fact that you know 12 from making

a mistake about it (cf. 199c 5-7): after all you don't have your knowledge
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of 12 at hand, just as in perceptual misidentifications you have not
brought your knowledge into connection with the thing perceived. But
what you do have the knowledge of directly before your mind is 11: how
then can you think you have the knowledge of 12 by you, if it's the
knowledge of 11 staring you in the face? It's no good trying the diver-
sionary tactic of emphasizing that 12 isn't, after all, being actively
known, since to actively know 11 is ipso facto not to confuse it with any
other number. Thus although so far as your knowing 12 goes nothing
in the situation as described prevents you from making a mistake,
nevertheless the fact that you know 11 in the stronger of the two senses
distinguished is sufficient to disallow the mistake.

What this argument shows is that so long as the blank in "7 + 5
is . . .'" is filled with a reference to something which the speaker
knows by name and which he knows he is referring to, no mistake can
occur. (Theaetetus tries to evade this consequence, as we shall see in
a moment, by making nothing in the situation actively known.) Thus if
I say "11" and understand what I am saying then I know I am referring
to 11t 11 is before my mind and I know it for 11. It then appears that
no error has occurred anywhere in the sentence: 7, 5, and 11 are all
correctly named and thought, and there is no other place where the
statement could go wrong. Perhaps however I had intended to say ''12"
and to get 12 into my thoughts so as to complete the sentence correctly:
then I have gone wrong in putting 11 in its place; and is that not to mis-
take 11 for 12? No, comes the answer, for at the time when 1 get 11

into my thoughts I cannot think that I have 12 there. So long as I know
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that 11 is what I am referring to, then, no matter what I had started

out in search of, I cannot at that time think I have something in mind
which I do not have in mind (cf. 199b 2-4, g’rav .o (')\VO) CiT(-,I’af
iTciQm/ &taaﬁrlw z\éﬁnﬂ, -r_qur_t} Z{Qa ™ éfv& ka $fera
\’)-‘)'V(GN\ Gj’\\‘/qti the 1‘¢>ITC~ is wrong). And if I do not then make any
mistake I am not then intending to refer to 12 but in fact referring to

11: I must be both intending to refer to 11 and in fact referring to it,
and then no error and no falsehood remain. The fact thatl have reached
into my aviary intending to say and think 12 does not bring about any
mistake in what I do end up saying and thinking. That could be mistaken
only if I simultaneously said and meant ''11'" and thought I was meaning
12. And if this is impossible the aviary apparatus has done nothing to
get round it.

The result is that we find ourselves in the very position we were
in after the impossibility of falsehood as simple ()))\}‘08\°§ ‘/’“ had been
shown. To think falsely that the Taj Mahal is ugly seemed impossible
because in order to do so’you had to have both the ugly and the beautiful
in mind, knowing each by name, and yet think the ugly where you knew
you ought to think the beautiful. The aviary simile has attempted to
loosen the knot by, in effect, having you intend to say and think the
beautiful without ever getting it fully in mind and therefore without ever
naming it correctly: but you must, even on the aviary model, have
fully in mind the thing you finally do say and think. And to have the
ugly in mind and know it for itself precludes thinking to any extent or

in any way that what you have in mind is the beautiful. It appears then
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that if falsehood is to be explained as involving the mistake of one thing
for another the mistake must occur at the very moment when the ugly
is had in mind. But since at that moment, on the aviary model, only
one thing is had in mind there can be no mistaking going on: in order
to make a mistake, then, one would have to have two things in mind;
but this brings the old impossibility back upon us. The upshot is that
the kind of mistake required by the atomistic theory of meaning, if
falsehood is to be possible, cannot happen. No one can say '"ugly' and
think and mean the ugly while also partly thinking and meaning the beau-
tiful; but, on the other hand, if he is not thinking and meaning the beau-
tiful at all then there has been no mistake and therefore ex hypothesi no
falsehood. And this effectively reduces to absurdity the atomistic the-
ory of meaning which has these unacceptable consequences. When Plato
next raises the topic, in the Soghis , as we have seen, the idea that
falsehood consists in misnaming has been abandoned completely.
Though the Theaetetus neither announces this as its aim nor declares it
as the outcome of its argument, it is clear that its discussion of false-
hood does show that misnaming cannot be essentially involved.

Theaetetus makes one last effort to evade this consequence
(199e 1-6). If the mistake of 11 for 12 is prevented by the fact that one
must know 11 for itself at the time when the mistake, if there is a mis-
take, must occur, then perhaps we can make room for it by having our
false-thinker not know 11 at the crucial moment. Perhaps what he has
taken from his aviary is not his knowledge of 11 but his ignorance of

11, 36 and in that case nothing prevents him from taking 11 to be 12:
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having an ignorance of 11 before him he need not know 11 for itself,
though he is in fact thinking of it.

Socrates has no trouble rebutting this final plea (199e 7-200c 5).
For the question inevitably arises whether the person who lays hold of
his ignorance of 11 knows that it is an ignorance he has gotten in hand.
It would seem that he must not know this, since if he knows it is an
ignorance he will not trust any judgment he is led to make on the basis
of it. But if he does not knowthat his ignorance is an ignorance, but
thinks it is a knowledge, we must complicate the machinery of the avi-
ary further and allow not only the knowledge of 11 and the ignorance of
11 to be flying around in the mind's cage, but also the knowledge of the
ignorance of 11 and the ignorance of the ignorance of 11. Then, in
effect, when a man mistakes 11 for 12 he gets in hand his ignorance of
his ignorance of 11. But obviously there is no stopping here, since if
he knows this ignorance for an ignorance he will not on the basis of it
judge 11 to be 12; we are off on an infinite regress. We can do no
better then than suppose an aviary containing only knowledges; and in
that case there seems no room for the kind of mistake required by the
theory of falsehood as misnaming.

With this Socrates confesses himself stymied for further ways
of attempting to salvage false belief from the objection that has been
raised against it. He suggests, in an allusion to the distinction drawn
earlier (197a-b) between having knowledge (actually about one) and
merely possessing knowledge, that he has failed because he has at-

tempted to reach an understanding of false belief before having understood
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what knowledge is. In order to get clear of the difficulties tangling up
the notion of false belief the correct order of procedure is to explain
knowledge first. How exactly Socrates connects these two things is by
no means clear. It is true that throughout the discussion, and particu-
larly towards the end, the words ‘(Ln \vT~< M and :QJT (G‘Tmreq 1, etc.,
are used repeatedly, and true also that the final shipwreck of the argu-
ment is due partly to the fact that in any thinking the objects of thought
are assumed to be recognized as it were by name. It may be that Soc-
rates here entertains the possibility that the general line of argument
being pursued above will finally turn out well if only it can be shown
that the knowledge one is required to have of the objects of one's
thoughts is somehow compatible with not recognizing them for them-
selves or by name. But it is obvious that such a result would only give
temporary relief to a dying theory; and whatever hope Socrates here
entertains it is certain that Plato himself in the Sophist takes the more
radical line of rejecting altogether the theory of meaning which makes
these hopes seem the only way out.

In any event, Socrates' opinion that the first order of business
is to find out T;/ X R :éﬂ‘T\!V €)~U(¢‘r~'\‘r\v‘ serves the purpose of
reminding Theaetetus that his old definition still remains on the agenda,
and he confesses himself still satisfied with the statement that true

belief is knowledge (200e 4-6).
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D. The Refutation of the Second Definition of Knowledge (201a-c)

At this point, for the first time, Socrates faces Theaetetus’
second definition, refuting it almost at a glance (20la-c). If true belief
and knowledge were identical then every time a juryman becomes per-
suaded of the truth and makes his decision accordingly, his judgment
would be the result of knowledge. But in fact there are many cases
where the truth of the matter can only be known by someone who has
witnessed the event; and when a juryman becomes convinced of ‘a wit-
ness' veracity and accepts his account of what happened he judges truly
indeed but, since he was not a witness, he does not have the knowledge
which the witness possesses.

The implications of this argument are worth dwelling on for a
moment. As Runciman has correctly observed, 37 the validity of the
argument depends absolutely upon the truth of the premiss that what
the eye-witness has is really knowledge. The contrast between jury-
man and witness would be wholly without the desired effect if neither
ever has real knowledge. Suppose, for example, someone in the vein
of Republic 477c-478a maintains that since juryman and witness make
statements about the same matters they must both, whatever their dif-
ferences from one another, be exercising the same faculty, that of
belief: then true belief will not have been shown not to be identical with
knowledge, but, at best, one type of true belief will have been marked
off from another. As Runciman says, "if eye-witness knowledge is not

knowledge but 'knowledge, ' then the argument has only proved that true
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opinion is not ‘knowledge."'"

Either, therefore, knowledge has not
been shown to be distinct from true belief, or there is such a thing as
knowledge of temporal events and states of affairs. 38

This argument should therefore give pause to those interpreters
who think that the purpose of the Theaetetus as a whole is to show by
indirect arguments that there must be (old, middle-period) Forms,
since knowledge cannot be defined by any method except one which
identifies the Forms as its objects. That interpreters fail to see this
only shows how an id_ég fixe can come to occupy so much of a person's

attention that he sees it affirmed even where it is almost expressly

denied. Cornford's comment on this passage is an amusing instance of

this phenomenon. He says (p. 141, my italics): 'This argument is
repeated in a later dialogue, the Timaeus (51d), where the existence of
the Forms is said to follow from the distinction between knowledge or
rational understanding (Vo 3 s) and true belief." The argument of
Theaetetus 20la-c is most certainly not repeated anywhere in Plato.
What does recur in the Timaeus passage Cornford refers to is the
routine point that true belief is acquired not by instruction but by per-
suasion and plausible argument; and even if in the Theaetetus the further
routine point, found in the Timaeus passage and elsewhere, that knowl-
edge implies ability to give an account and explanation, had been added,
that would not have made the argument any the more identical with the
Timaeus'. Cornford's idée fixe prevents him from observing these ele-
mentary distinctions, and forces him to see in the actual argument of
the Theaetetus a merely "analogous contrast' (p. 142) to that between

real knowledge and real true belief.
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Others who accept Cornford's general line of interpretation of
the argument notice the embarrassing fact that the argument really
implies the existence of knowledge that is not awareness of a Form.
They evade the embarrassment by finding here, as Stoelzel for example

39

does,”’ a "kleine Ungenauigkeit im Beweise' or perhaps an ''Unge-
schicklichkeit.' That it is no small imprecision my analysis of the
argument above shows. Stoelzel, and no doubt Cornford and Cherniss

as well, feel confident in not attaching much importance to the real
argument of the passage because they think that earlier in the Theaetetus
Plato has affirmed his old view that knowledge is directed exclusively
toward transcendent entities which can only be thought and never per-
ceived: and, it must be granted, if this were so one would have a

strong motive for finding in the argument of 20la-c no more than a

case of Plato dormiens (as Stoelzel puts it). But the passage to which

Stoelzel refers (184-186) as showing Plato's continued acceptance of
the old view is itself another case where &ée_ fixe has blanketed the
text. As I have shown above, nothing in the argument of that passage
supports the usual view (accepted by Cherniss and Cornford as well as
Stoelzel) that knowledge is being located as the activity of the soul by
which it contemplates transcendent entities without reliance on the ob-
jects of sense. Though there may be transcendent entities in the con-
text their mode of acquisition and the activity of investigating them are
found in the text only by misreading it. In fact, knowledge in that pas-
sage is knowledge about objects of perception. The argument of 184-

186, then, when correctly interpreted provides no reason whatsoever
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for refusing to accept the argument of 201: -c at face value. Quite the
contrary: both the argument of 184-186, which concludes the examina-
tion of perception, and that of 20la-c, which concludes the examination
of true belief, are in agreement that there is such a thing as knowledge
of the things of sense. The argument of 184-186 therefore reinforces
the straightforward interpretation of the argument of 20la-c given
above. What these two arguments show is that knowledge is not mere
perception and that it is not mere true belief. These conclusions
express truths; the arguments which lead to them are good arguments.
But as they are good arguments only if they are understood to start
from the premiss that there is knowledge of things in the empirical
world, sound principles of interpretation require that we not ruin the
arguments and unsettle the conclusions by pretending that in Plato's
view there was no such thing as knowledge of anything in the empirical
world.

The final argument, then, of the middle section of the dialogue,
and the only refutation Socrates anywhere provides of the definition of
knowledge as true belief, clearly implies Plato's acceptance of the
common-sense view that sometimes a person knows, and sometimes
he does not know, but only believes rightly, a matter of empirical fact.
It should not be cause for surprise that he accepts this view; the ten-
dency, rampant in twentieth-century scholarly writings on Plato’s phi-
losophy, to deny that he does accept it is entirely attributable to a
misguided sense that each dialogue Plato wrote forms part of a pre-

conceived plan of philosophical construction. According to this canon
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the Theaetetus' views about knowledge must, at all costs, be made to
be elaborations, defenses, and repetitions of those expressed in the

Republic and Timaeus. We have seen already that one thing the first

part of the Theaetetus does is to refute the idea, explicit in the
Timaeus and nearly stated in the Republic, that the world of sense is

a world of ycfvems devoid of 03/6‘\,& . And if, as this argument
implies, the objects of perception are gv’m and not merely \{\YW’,P‘(‘V“
(in the old sense), one of the chief reasons the Republic gave for holding
(whatever the view was meant to come to) that Q,N'ef\f]’rqr are things
about which nothing can ever be known is effectively disarmed. The
doctrine that only T<\) gv is vaq"l‘olv (Rep. 478a-b) now no longer
need imply that only Forms and not objects of sense can be known about.
Accordingly we find Theaetetus 20la-c affirming the possibility of
knowledge of the world of sense; this is just as one would expect, given
the manifest intentions of the arguments of the first part of the dialogue

mentioned above.



CHAPTER VI
KNOWLEDGE AS TRUE BELIEF PLUS LOGOS (201c-210b)
A. Introduction

The last section of the Theaetetus (201c 7-210b 3) examines a
fresh definition of knowledge. The preceding discussion has shown that
true judgment by itself cannot be knowledge, and it occurs to Theaetetus
that the old definition is not so much wrong as over-inclusive: knowl-
edge might be defined as true belief or judgment restricted in some
way. He remembers having heard it said that knowledge is true belief
(judgment) accompanied by )\o’\(o: (account, explanation, etc.), and
this definition now seems to him a plausible suggestion. In order to
put it to work, however, one would have to know more about what might
be meant by logos in this context. In the subsequent discussion and
examination, therefore, four efforts are made to give a precise sense
to this notion; but in each case the concrete definition which results is
rejected. Here the matter is dropped: there seems to be nothing
beyond the four explanations of logos proposed by Socrates which the
person whose theory Theaetetus has adopted might have meant by say-
ing that knowledge is true belief plus logos. The dialogue thereupon
closes with a declaration of defeat: knowledge is neither perception
nor true belief nor the latter together with logos, and no further likely
candidate suggests itself.

The bare bones of the argument thus seem perfectly straight-
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forward. It might appear from my summary that the argument carries
on from the refutation of the preceding definition, attempting to get at
the feature of the eyewitness' judgment or opinion which distinguishes it
from that of the juryman. Nothing, however, in the whole discussion of
the final definition even remotely approaches a sense of logos which
might be appropriate to this case. And, even worse, for most of the
discussion (particularly its closing pages, 206e-210), the sense

of géia and §o§$§e\v is clearly not the same as that which was in
play there: both the witness and the judge hold an opinion or belief in
the sense that there is some proposition which they accept or some
statement which they make; what they say or believe is true. Hence
()),/\416‘)\; S({fq could there be translated ''true judgment,' as it
could be in the passage (185a-186e€) at the end of the first part of the
dialogue which suggested {&/\MGG‘S 83§m as a likely candidate for
knowledge, and which was full of references to the thought that two
things exist (185a 9), that something is good or bad, etc. (186a). But
true and false 5};?« as involving assertion, affirmation, statement,
etc., is pretty well lost sight of altogether in the final section of the
dialogue, and we find the discussion centering instead around objects--
a wagon, the sun, Theaetetus, the name ''"Theaetetus'' --and é-AMeGE
&(SA\ of them. Here not '"true judgment'' nor even '"'true belief" is
anything like appropriate. Cornford translates ''true notion,' and
"right idea' or ""correction conception'' are other possibilities. To

have a right idea of a wagon or Theaetetus' name is apparently to be

able to recognize these items upon sight or hearing, or, in general, to
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have something in one's mind that correctly represents them; and then
the discussion apparently takes as its task to say what more one needs
to have in order to be correctly said to know the wagon or the name.
The suggested definitions of logos are suggestions about what this
something more could be. Thus the original suggestion that knowledge
was to be found in the area of reasoning and judgment certainly envis-
aged knowledge as a faculty that makes assertions about things, and the
refutation of the simple identification of knowledge and true belief rein-
forced this presumption; but in the final part of the dialogue knowledge
and gc;g& seem not to be faculties of judgment so much as apprehen-
sion or intuition.

Another oddity that bears mention here is the difference between
the first definition of logos and the other three. In the others, logos is
something which can be added to the right idea of something: one has
the right idea first, then gives it verbal expression (206d 1), or adds
an explicit list of its parts (207c 6), or grasps the peculiar feature of
it which distinguishes it from others (208c 7). These senses of logos
are proposed and criticized as answers to the question, What must be
had in addition to a right idea in order to attain knowledge? In short,
they are proposed and criticized as attempts to provide sufficient con-
ditions for knowledge. Thig is just what one is led to expect, given
that the final section as a whole is introduced (20lc 8-d 2) as an exam-
ination of the proposed definition of knowledge as true belief plus logos.
For assuming that one has a true belief (and true belief is throughout

taken as unproblematical) then on this definition having logos as well,
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whatever it turns out to be, should be a sufficient sign of knowledge.
The first sense of logos, the one which Socrates explains by
expounding a dream he has had (201d 8-202c 5), is not so straightfor-
wardly comprehensible. It seems to be concerned to argue both for a
sufficient condition of knowledge and also for a necessary condition;
and Socrates' criticism concerns itself with the necessary condition
(and matters associated with it) to the total exclusion of questions con-
cerning the adequacy of the proposed sufficient condition of knowledge.
The sufficient condition seems to be just that any one who can produce
a list of all the parts of a thing knows it. This idea is never clearly
stated in the dream, but it is implicit in the account of a complex
object as a collection of simple elements, and is no doubt what is
alluded to at the end of the dream where Socrates says that besides
having a right idea of a complex thing one must also be able to give its
logos in order to know it. ! This conception of logos is, indeed, briefly
touched upon in Socrates' criticism of the dream theory (203a-b); but
it recurs later (206e) as the second of the three subsequent definitions
of logos, where it is examined on its own account, and does not figure
prominently in either the exposition or the criticism of the dream the-
ory itself. The dream and its criticism are rather more concerned
with the question whether only complex objects can be known and with
the question what the complexity of a complex object consists in. The
theory of simple elements (VTUIX@TQ ) which can be perceived and
named but not known, though they can be combined into complexes

(G‘UAf\aﬁq(’) which, because they are complex, can be known, seems
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primarily intended as proposing a necessary condition for knowledge.

The first sense of logos, then, is not merely concerned to pro-
vide something which could be added to true belief so as to make knowl-
edge; and Socrates’ interest in and criticism of this account of logos is
not directed at its inability to perform this role adequately. The doc-
trine that knowing requires a complex object and the theory of complex-
ity with which the dream operates are the foci of the discussion and
criticism of the theory. Any satisfactory and thorough-going interpre-
tation of the final arguments of the dialogue must explain, so far as
possible, how the first theory of logos and its refutation belong together
with the other three; and we must also explain why the discussion in
the closing pages focuses on the difference between a right idea of a
thing and knowledge of it.

Some hope of success is encouraged by the observation that both
parts of the discussion continue to accept the atomistic theory of mean-
ing which lies behind the difficulties about false belief as well as certain
views about thinking and reference associated with it. Thus the dream
theory, in a more or less explicit form, 2 contains the view of statement
which is assumed in the discussion of false belief: a sentence is just a
collection of names, to make a statement is just tothink together a group
of objects, and the only sort of meaning there is is designation. And it
is the conception of complexity which is here assumed--complexity is
in effect no more than composition, juxtaposition--to which Socrates
subsequently directs his attention. Associated with this account of

statement is the idea that mental operations ultimately reduce to simply
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directing one's thoughts toward an object, having it in mind, and label-
ling it with its proper name. This view was very much in play in the
discussion of false belief; and I believe it is also operative in the final
three senses of logos of the last part of the dialogue. Knowing some-
thing is a mental operation, so that if knowledge is to be explained on
the old theory of meaning, it must be some sort of awareness of an
object or objects. What room can be made, then, for a difference
between mere awareness of a thing (a right idea of it) and the more
thorough-going awareness which the word "knowledge'' implies? The
final three senses of logos proposed seem to me to be attempts to dis-
cover, within the confines of the old theory and therefore without in-
voking any mental operation other than simple awareness of a properly
labelled object, something that goes beyond the mere recognition
entailed by the possession of the right idea of a thing.

In my view, then, the last part of the dialogue is explaining and
testing further the theories of thinking, meaning, saying, and judging
which the middle section was entangled in. Before pursuing the detail
of the argument with this thesis in mind, however, notice should be
taken of the prevalent interpretation, 3 which approaches this part of
the dialogue with a rather different set of questions in mind. On this
view, what Plato intends to be showing in the final section is that there
cannot be knowledge about phenomena because the only sense of logos
in which the ability to give logos is sufficient indication of the posses-
sion of knowledge is one which can be applied to a Form and to nothing

else. According to this interpretation Plato regards the notion that
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knowledge always involves ability to give a logos as evidently correct,
and what the discussion shows is that no way in which you might try to
give the logos of a sensible object can succeed in bestowing knowledge
of it. Knowledge and the right kind of logos can only be had for Forms.
This view has been effectively undermined by Robinson4 and I shall not
attempt a full-scale review and criticism of it. But it is worth men-
tioning two points about the form of argument which this view must
attribute to Plato in order to extract from the discussion the conclu-
sions it wishes to find in it.

One preliminary clarification requires to be made. The asso-
ciation of knowledge with ability to give a logos and the connection
between these two and the theory of Forms appear in several rather
different contexts in Plato's writings. Sometimes (as in Meno 85b-86a,
97e-98a) it seems that knowledge does not always have Forms for its
objects, but that knowledge of anything requires a grasp and understand-
ing of Forms; in this case the logos which knowledge implies is an
account explaining how and why the thing alleged to be known is true,
and the doctrine is that the ability to do this involves a reference to
Forms. In these contexts true beliefs are said to become instances of
knowledge when the explanatory account has been acquired in addition.
Here the same truths can be either believed or known, and the differ-
ence between belief and knowledge is not that knowledge is concerned
wholly with objects of a different realm, but that it involves a reference
to such objects. On the other hand, in other passages where Plato is

preoccupied with rather different questions from these, he espouses the
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doctrine that knowledge and belief do not overlap one another at all,

and that nothing that can be an object of belief can be an object of knowl-
edge (Rep., 447a-d, 479d-e). Here there is no question of accepting a
truth and then acquiring a logos of it so as to become possessed of
knowledge of the very thing which one earlier only believed truly. To
obtain knowledge it is necessary to turn away from belief and its ob-
jects altogether (&E' , 523a-c) and direct one's attention to Forms
exclusively; it is the understanding of Forms that constitutes knowl-
edge. And in these contexts (cf. Tim., 51d-e) giving a logos not merely
includes reference to Forms but is somehow exclusively concerned with
them.

Now though the two views about knowledge and logos just re-
ferred to might be combined so as to minimize or remove their differ-
ences, 5 they should not be forthwith conflated. Commentators who
think that the final section of the Theaetetus mounts an indirect argument
in support of the view that phenomena are not suitable objects of knowl-
edge, though they tend indiscriminately to cite passages belonging to
both of the two lines of thought cited above, 6 have mainly in mind the
second sort of explanation of how knowledge and Forms are associated.
In any case their understanding of the course of the Theaetetus' argu-
ment is more easily defensible taken in this way: the Theaetetus' con-
centration on knowledge and belief of objects, and not of truths about
them, finds an evident parallel in the preoccupation of the Republic with
Forms as the only objects of \/vCN‘lS. In what follows I assume that,

according to the interpretation being considered, it is the Republic's
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bifurcation of knowledge and belief into faculties directed at different
objects that is being indirectly supported by the discussion of logos in
the Theaetetus.

Now Plato might have argued for this thesis directly by showing,
as he attempts to do in the Republic, that perceptible things are too
indefinite to be known: there is nothing which any such thing is, so
there is nothing it can be known to be. But, according to these inter-
preters, in the Theaetetus he wishes to suggest this conclusion indi-
rectly, by showing that though knowledge is always accompanied by the
ability to give a logos or explanatory account of the thing known, no
such account can be given of a perceptible thing. One might expect,
nonetheless, that the ultimate reason why no account can be given of a
perceptible thing is that it is indefinite in the way Plato argues in the
Republic; but in fact there seems to be no such thought lying behind the
criticisms of the various senses of logos proposed in the final section
of the dialogue. Nothing is said to suggest that ''Theaetetus' isn't
really just that one name which we take it to be, or that the sun isn‘t
really as unambiguously as possible the sun. So, in any event, the
objection to the hypothesis that the right kind of logos can be given of a
perceptible thing is quite a different one from the objections raised in
the Republic and elsewhere against the supposition that perceptible
things can be known. 7

The argument, as Cornford construes it, attempts to show, for
a series of definitions of logos, that the possession of the logos of a

perceptible thing in any of those senses is no sufficient sign that the
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thing is known; and the failure of these definitions is intended to show
that there is no sense of logos in which to give the logos of a percepti-
ble thing is sufficient to imply the possession of knowledge. To define
knowledge and logos one must leave perceptible things to their own
devices and attend to Forms. There are two important difficulties
which this interpretation faces.

(1) For Cornford's reductio argument to be at all convincing
one would have to be convinced that there were no other definitions of
logos applicable to perceptible things than the ones whose inadequacy
the discussion attempts to prove. For if there were others Plato could
not conclude that perceptible things cannot be known until he had shown
that true belief plus logos in these further senses does not amount to
knowledge. Cornford recognizes this and expresses his belief (p. 162)
that the three senses of logos considered (the expression of the thing in
words, the enumeration of its parts, and the account of how the thing
differs from anything else) exhaust the ways in which an account might
be given of an individual perceptible thing. But why should one think
this? Surely other senses would occur to any stubborn defender of the
view (whatever exactly it comes to) that individual perceptible things
can be known. For example, there might be a Leibnizian definition of
logos as the conjunction of all the true statements about a given thing:
though no doubt this would reduce the number of objects anyone knows,
and perhaps leave God as the only (real) knower, it appears to be dif-
ferent from any of the three Plato gives. The argument Cornford con-

structs is thus valid only on the very dubious assumption that there are
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no other types of account of sensible things than the ones he mentions.
Can Plato really have intended to rest his case on such a weak reed?

Again, if as Cornford thinks there is a fourth sense of logos
which is the sense in which it necessarily accompanies knowledge and
which, in Plato's view, can be given only of Forms, it is odd that in a
reductio of the idea that this logos can be given of sensible particulars,
Plato doesn't even mention it (or any analogue of it). 8 If this sense of
logos is something that one could attempt to apply to a perceptible thing,
then Plato should surely (and would surely) have scrapped his other
senses and produced a good reductio by showing that when one tries to
apply logos in this sense to phenomena the result is not knowledge. On
the other hand, if in its very nature the logos which accompanies knowl-
edge cannot be clearly indicated without referring to Forms, this was
hardly the place to attempt an indirect argument at all. Either way,
the argument Cornford attributes to Plato is an abortion.

(2) According to the usual view the failure to discover a satis-
factory sense of logos for perceptible things shows that phenomena are
the wrong sort of objects for knowledge to be of. Plato, however, in
giving reasons rejecting the senses of logos proposed seems actually
to imply that there is such a thing as knowledge of phenomena. The
method Plato uses, at least part of the time, to show that the senses of
logos proposed are not satisfactory seems incompatible with the con-
clusion of the argument as Cornford interprets it.

The method I have in mind is a method of counterexample:

it involves appeal to a particular example and to what knowledge of that
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example would actually be. Here one argues that a certain definition
is unsatisfactory because there are cases where one has to do more to
attain knowledge than just have a right idea plus logos in the sense
defined. By using this method one implies that there is such a thing as
knowledge in the cases envisaged, but the definition proposed fails to
account for it. Plato follows this method in the refutation of the second
sense of logos (207c 6-208b 10). Here Socrates takes the example of
the name '""Theaetetus,' and implies that the proposed definition of
knowledge would have the consequence that someone knows this name
even though his command of the individual letters is so faulty that when
he hears th he sometimes thinks he has heard t (though in this case he
has gotten it right). But why should this consequence not be accepted?
Why should one not say that anyone who recognizes the name when he
hears it, and can spell it correctly, knows it? Because, Socrates says,
that is not, as a matter of fact, what counts as knowledge in such a
case: it is just a fact that when someone has begun to learn his letters
he will for a while get them right some of the time, but on other occa-
sions when he is called upon to spell the same syllable he will insert a
wrong letter or leave one out. When this is the situation we do not say
he knows the letters and syllables in question, and so not the names
either. He does not yet {(208a 5, b 9) know them; he will know them
when he ceases to make learner's mistakes of the sort indicated. Now
it is essential to notice that the refutation Socrates here constructs
would fail altogether if it were not possible to know letters, syllables,

or names. If the further abilities Socrates implies a man must possess
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in order to know a name did not have anything to do with knowing any-
thing, then the absence of them could not show the absence of knowledge.
The fact is that Socrates, like Theaetetus, naturally assumes that his
task here is to explain what it is to know, inter alia, perceptible things,
and he rejects the proposed explanation because it does not fit evident
facts about the knowledge of names. He is not, and cannot be, arguing
indirectly that there isn't any such thing as knowledge of names or of
perceptible things in general.

It might be replied to this that Socrates (Plato) need not accept
the ""evident facts' about the knowledge of names; all he requires for
the validity of his argument is that these facts be such that anyone who
thinks (as Plato does not) that there is such a thing as knowledge of
perceptible things cannot deny them. Then any one who thinks that the

name ''Theaetetus'

can be known will have to admit that the proposed
definition of logos as analysis into elements fails as an account of
knowing a name; for he must grant that one can have logos in this
sense and not have what he calls (though of course wrongly) knowledge

of "Theaetetus."

So the argument will have shown that no one who
thinks there is knowledge of perceptible things can accept the proposed
definition, and that is enough to refute it.

This defense is not convincing. By what right does Socrates
assume that anyone who thinks there is such a thing as knowledge of a
name will have to accept his appeal to learner's mistakes as showing

that one does not exhibit knowledge of a name merely by spelling it

correctly? He certainly could have nothing to say to a person who just
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denied that one must do more than spell the word correctly at some
time in order to know it at that time: Socrates and such an opponent
would be in agreement that further abilities (correct spelling on other
occasions) have no tendency to show knowledge of anything, so that
Socrates, at any rate, would have nothing to which to appeal in order to
show the man that his account of knowledge is unsatisfactory. The ar-
gument to which Cornford's interpretation is finally reduced in the case
of the second sense of logos is thus at best entirely ad hominem, and
has no effect against any one who does not accept the distinction, to
which Socrates appeals, between getting a name right on a single occa-
sion and knowing it. And Socrates, who, on Cornford's interpretation,
does not accept this distinction himself, cannot insist that his opponent
accept it.

It seems to me, then, that interpreted in the most natural way
Plato's refutation of the second sense of logos (206e ff.) implies that
he accepted that knowledge of perceptible things is possible. So inter-
preted the argument is straightforward and cogent, rejecting the defi-
nition of knowledge as a right idea of a thing plus an analysis of it into
parts for a good reason: there are cases where the conditions of the
definition are met which are undoubtedly not instances of knowledge.
But if this is Plato's argument here, it cannot be his long-range objec-
tive to prove that there is no such thing as knowledge of the objects of
the senses. In order to evade this consequence and protect the inter-
pretation which would make this Plato's overall aim in this part of the

dialogue, it is necessary to postulate a complicated and unconvincing
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ad hominem argument. I see no reason to attribute the bad and grace-
less argument to Plato, rather than the neat and effective one, and
accordingly I reject the interpretation which would force us to attribute
the bad one to him.

To sum up the foregoing discussion: I find Cornford's interpre-
tation of the last section of the Theaetetus unconvincing for two rea-
sons. It attributes to Plato a reductio argument which is awkward and
ineffective; and it requires grotesque distortion of the natural under-
standing of one part of the passage, and even then produces no very
convincing interpretation of what is being argued there. These seem
to me good reasons for giving up the idea that the third part of the dia-
logue intends to show that knowledge has other objects than perceptible
things.

This natural conclusion is further supported by the considera-
tion that the correct understanding of the argument of the earlier parts
of the Theaetetus itself provides very weighty reasons for not expecting
Plato to have any such intention in the final section. As I remarked
above, the chief reason for accepting Cornford's interpretation, or
something like it, is the belief that at the time he wrote the Theaetetus
Plato's view about knowledge was that it necessarily was directed
toward Forms, and that knowledge could not be had of perceptible
things. But as I have argued above, the main ground on which this view
was accepted in the Republic--that phenomenal objects have no exist-
ence and no settled character at any moment or for any period of time--

is in fact overturned in the Theaetetus itself. The supposition that
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there are two distinct worlds, one of change without permanence and
becoming without any being at all, and the other a world of being with-
out any kind of change, has been shown to be absurd. The logic of the
concepts of being and becoming does not in fact support such a division,
and Plato plainly implies that the segregation of the two must be aban-
doned. In the subsequent argument he in fact does abandon it (184-186);
and therefore when in the final argument of the second section (20la-c)
he abandons its corollary, allowing knowledge of matters of empirical
fact, he is only being consistent with the patent conclusions of his own
arguments. Hence the fact that the last part of the dialogue is, judged
internally, not plausibly interpreted as making a rear-guard argument
for the old segregation of knowledge and belief, is entirely what one
would expect. And, of course, this fact itself gives further support, if
support is needed, to the interpretations of the earlier arguments which
I have defended. The upshot is that the usual way of reading the final
section of the dialogue must be rejected as forcing concerns upon the
argument which it does not have; and the way is left open for an
attempt to interpret it in a way which is more faithful both to the larger

concerns of the dialogue and to the detail of its own development.

B. The Dream and Its Refutation (201c-206b)

As I said above, one must look to the atomistic theory of mean-
ing and the theory of mental operations associated with it in order to
develop a more adequate interpretation of the closing pages of the The-

aetetus. In general, the interpretation I shall advance in what follows
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treats the dream and its criticism as specially concerned with the cen-
tral atomistic conception of the sentence as a collection of names; and
the examination of the subsequent three senses of logos then explores
the possibility of finding room within the atomistic scheme for an ade-
quate conception of knowledge.

1 said above (pp. 236-238) that the dream is a theory of logos in
the sense of account and that it specially emphasizes the point that a
thing, in order to be subject to logos and hence to knowledge, must be
complex. How can this understanding of the dream, which evidently
makes it primarily a theory about knowledge, be squared with the view
that the dream and its criticism are specially concerned with atomistic
conceptions of the sentence? It is true, of course, that the same word
"logos'' covers both ''sentence' @and ""statement'') and '"account,' but by
itself this fact proves nothing, since in context the word can obviously
bear one meaning to the exclusion of the other, and in the context of the
final section of the dialogue ""account'" is certainly at least its dominant
sense. Where in the dream is any theory about statement to be found?

Ryle apparently thought that in the dream logos actually meant
statement or sentence. 9 He took the dream, in saying that knowledge
must be of a complex object which has a logos, to be adopting the view
that what is knowable is the ia;r_rﬁ thing as what is statable. According
to Ryle, Plato is here noticing that knowledge requires for its expres-
sion a complete sentence, which is a complex structure of elements and
not the same as, or reducible to, a mere name. Knowledge is of truths

or facts, which are complex, and never of single objects; objects are
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named, facts are stated, and knowledge is invariably of the latter.

This interpretation, interesting and suggestive as it is, cannot, I think,
be right. For the general thesis being introduced by the dream is
quite clearly (cf. 202c 2-5) the view that to know involves giving an
explanation, and though the dream goes on to assert that nothing can
have an explanation given of it which is not complex, it does not say
that nothing can be known except truths or propositions or statements.
The implication, in fact, of the theory of elements and complexes is
that ordinary physical objects (e.g., Theaetetus, a wagon) are the
things that are known (20le 1-2), and though the theory wishes to think
of these as complex, it does not seem to hold that knowing them is the
same as knowing some fact. It does not seem possible, then, to inter-
pret the dream's central contention as the general doctrine that truths
or facts are the objects of knowledge; and in arguing that anything know-
able must be complex because it must have a logos, the dream is not
directly expounding a doctrine about statements.

But though the dream theory is not as a whole a theory about
statements, I think it contains one. The main thesis urged in the
dream, as I have said, is that knowing involves an account and that,
since giving an account is a complex activity, nothing can be known
which does not have a corresponding complexity. The effect is to draw
a sharp line between O)U\'V\ 9/\\»\5 &';Sa and knowledge, on the ground
that knowledge involves an articulation which places it at an entirely
different level from the simple ''right idea'’ which, as I have already

remarked, seems to amount to no more than the ability to recognize.
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There is, of course, a similar difference between a name and a sen-
tence or proposition: a sentence, because it asserts something, is a
complex expression, by contrast with a single name, which performs a
simple designating function. I believe that the dream theory, as Plato
sets it out in the Theaetetus, takes note of this parallel between knowing
and saying, on the one hand, and naming and recognizing on the other;
and the conception of complexity which the dream operates with, and
which attracts the major portion of Plato's interest in the whole theory,
is precisely the notion of complexity involved in the atomistic theory
which we found bedevilling the discussion of false belief earlier in the
dialogue. Therefore, in the subsequent criticism of the dream's con-
ception of complexity, where it is shown that on atomistic assumptions
it cannot be maintained that only complexes are knowable, the corres-
ponding thesis about the complexity of statements is also under implicit
examination. The account of the complexity of knowledge and that of
the complexity of statement stand or fall together.

The two theories are connected in the dream by means of the
ambiguity of the key word logos, which means both "'statement and

"account,'" "explanation,' '"definition.'" The passage expounding the

dream reads as follows (20le 2-202b 5):

Each |simple element] just by itself it is possible only to name,
and it is not possible to say anything else about it, neither that it
is nor that it is not: for that would already add being or not being
to it and one ought not to bring in anything extra, if one is to say
that one itself alone. Indeed, one ought not even to bring in "'that
one' nor "itself" nor "each" nor "alone" nor 'this one' nor many
other such things: for these run about and get applied to every-
thing, and are different things from those to which they are ap-
plied, but [a simple] ought, if it were possible for it to be said
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’/
(A eNes B-ai) and it had its own proper logos, to be said
(A€ ecSa () without all the others. But in fact it is impossible
for any of the simples to be said (Qv‘lgﬂ\\/o\n ) with a logos: they
can only be named, for they have only a name. But as for the com-
plexes made up of them, just as they |the simples] fit together to
form them [the complexes], so also their names joined together
constitute a logos: for the joining together of names is just what
a logos is.

Now much in this passage is obscure. But it seems clear that

some things are said not to be susceptible of any account, on the ground

~ /

that they have no proper parts. An account, or o\kelos Aoyos,

then contains a reference to each of the proper parts of a thing, and men-

tions nothing outside it. (It is unclear here, and, indeed, through the

whole subsequent discussion, 10 G hat form this logos takes: is it '"Pis

Q, R, S, T" or just'""Q, R, S, T"? But that the proper logos of a thing

mentions each part is clear enough.) The theory is thus that one knows

a thing when he can name its smallest parts, and that anything which

lacks parts cannot be known. Such a simple object can be named, but

it is not subject to the kind of articulation which characterizes the ob-

jects of knowledge. Other objects, the complexes or auAA \({A\l,

are thought to be knowable just on the ground that they contain a plurality

of simple parts. Simples and complexes differ in only this one respect.
: . . . J ~ /

But the sort of list which constitutes a thing's olxw &10s Aoyes
is not merely an account or definition; it is also, as the last sentence
of the passage just translated implies, a statement. For the definition

()
of logos as trueu'rf\OK'V\ O\Ior\{Tqu which is here appealed to, oc-
curs in a number of places in Plato, in which it uniformly means

nll

"statement. So here the logos in which a complex thing is analyzed,

and knowledge of it displayed, is also a statement, since in it several



254
names are joined together and statement consists precisely in the con-
junction of several names. It may be hard to believe that Plato should
really intend in 202b 2-5 to be saying that the list of the parts of a thing
constitutes a statement, but, as I have argued above, both the Cratylus
and the Theaetetus itself, in the discussion of false belief, do in fact
regard a sentence as no more than a collection of names; and therefore
to define or give an account of a thing by naming its parts in succession
meets the requirements for stating something.

That the account of a complex thing is a statement is perhaps also
implied by what is said earlier in the passage. For at several points,
Plato mentions the possibility or impossibility of ''saying' an object in
a logos (a 2,7,8; b l), and this curious mode of expression may reflect
the fact that the dream theory thinks of the logos or account of a thing,
which is the primary topic of discussion, as also a statement. For if
an account is a statement, the account of a thing is not unnaturally

described as '

'saying' it, while a thing which has no parts and therefore
lacks an account is naturally said to be only namable and not ''sayable."
Of course, this use of /\é\(ew and é(K-TV might be due merely to
the fact that /\é\[ €\ is the verb cognate to /\0\;05', even though in
common usage it corresponds to /\c;\'os in the sense of statement, it
could presumably be used to mean no more than ''give an account of" in
a context where (\0/1 0s meant account only. But in view of the intro-
duction of logos in the sense of statement at b 2-5 it seems reasonable

! 1o~ . .
to understand )\6\/ v and GQ&N above in their usual sense, ''to

say or state.''
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It seems to me, then, that the dream theory, as Plato presents
it, does contain not only a theory of logos or account but also a view of
logos or statement; for it assumes that every account is a statement on
the ground that an account consists of a conjunction of names. It should
be observed that I have not, as Cornford does (_Pil_(_, p- 145), asserted
the converse, namely, that the theory holds every statement to be an
account (or part of an account) in the sense introduced in the dream.
Whether the dream adopts the view, which appears in the Parmenides
(142b 5-d 5), that to describe a thing is to name some of its parts,
seems to me not decidable on the basis of what Plato tells us about the
theory. All one may reasonably attribute to it is the conception of a
statement as a combination of names--whether the names name parts
of the same thing or not. From what Plato says, we are justified in
inferring only that those statements which are also accounts restrict
themselves to naming parts of a single thing.

But that the dream asserts even the lesser thesis is a very
important fact. For in holding that accounts are statements the dream
theory gives to statements complexity of just the same type as it attri-
butes to the complex objects which it holds to be knowable, and to the
accounts in which such knowledge is exhibited. As I have already said,
and as Socrates' criticism of the dream brings out quite clearly, the
theory of complexity being accepted in the dream is atomistic in char-
acter; in criticizing the dream's conception of complexity Socrates
simultaneously criticizes the atomistic view of statement. Here lies
the connection between the last part of the dialogue and the discussion

of false belief.
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Socrates' criticism points out an incoherence in the theory of
the dream. The dream has wished to insist that knowledge must be
complex, and therefore that it must have a complex object. But the
account of complexity to which the dream is committed prevents it,
Socrates argues, from making out this claim. Either the account of
simples and complexes must be modified, or else it must be granted
that simples are knowable even though they can have no account given
of them. Likewise, either the relationship of sentences to their con-
stituent words must be conceived differently from the way the dream
conceives them, or else it cannot be maintained that sentences, as
complex entities, are on a basically different level from single words.
Socrates' criticism of the dream theory thus poses a dilemma which
goes to the very heart of the difficulties facing an atomistic theory of
language.

Socrates has, in fact, two different but related arguments
against the dream theory. The first, which is announced at the very
outset of his critical examination (202e 3-203a 2) but not actually pro-
duced until after the second argument is fully expounded (206a-b),
argues that the very example of letter and syllable, in terms of which
the doctrine of simplicity and complexity was framed, shows the error
of holding complexes to be, but simples not to be, knowable. The sec-
ond, and more ambitious, argument (203a-205e) attempts to recom-
mend this same moral by pointing out the insufficiency of the dream's
conception of complexity to support any doctrine to the effect that

knowledge is of complexes exclusively and not also of simple elements.
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Together the two arguments show that both Socrates and the imagined
theorist of the dream continue to accept an atomistic doctrine of lan-
guage and reality, and must therefore accept the consequent thesis

that there is knowledge of simple objects which can only be named and
referred to. Knowledge must ultimately, on this theory, be a species
of getting a thing into mind, of recognition or correct mental reference.

The longer argument poses a dilemma, on neither horn of which
can the dream theorist come comfortably to rest. If the complex
(VY XAO\{M{) is just the same as all its elements (as we have seen a
sentence has been taken to be a collection of names), then knowing the
complex must be nothing more or less than knowing all its elements.
And to know all the members of a certain group is the same as knowing
each severally, so that if a complex is a sum of elements, knowledge
of a complex requires knowledge of each of the elements as well. On
this conception of a complex, then, the dream theorist's thesis cannot
be defended.

But if, Socrates continues (203e 2 £f.), the GUAAafa] is not
the same as the sum of its elements it must be some thing else, differ-
ent from the elements, which comes into being when they are collected
together. Thus, for example, if the sentence ""Socrates is flying' does

" and "flying" taken together mean, it must be

not mean what '"Socrates'
thought of as meaning something else--not Socrates and flying or their
combination, but something new and different, not meant by either or

both of these. The meaning of a sentence, if it is not identical with the

sum of the meanings of its constituent parts, must be something quite
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unrelated to the constituent names and their meanings, something that
comes to be indicated when the names are conjoined but not by the con-
joined names. On this view a 6‘0)\)«\(&»{ has no parts; the thing
designated by the word ""complex'' is something else than the elements,
which comes into being when they are put together. 12 But if the com-
plex has no parts, it must be as simple as the elements we are now
forbidden to say it consists of. And if this view of complex and element
is adopted it turns out straightway that in saying that a complex is know-
able the dream theorist has asserted that something simple is knowable;
complexes end up being really simples.

Thus in whichever of these two ways one thinks of a complex,
complexes are no more knowable than simple elements, and the dream
theorist's attempt to associate knowledge with complexity fails. In
effect what Socrates does in this argument is to present as exhaustive
alternatives two conceptions of the relation of complex to element or
whole to part, showing that on either view the theorist's contention can-
not be defended. The two conceptions in question are reminiscent of an
argument in the Parmenides {145a-e), where the One, which has been
shown to be infinitely plural as well as single, is declared to be a whole
of parts. The One is, then, qua plural, a lot of parts, and also a whole
of parts. But a whole is that which contains or encompasses a lot of
parts, so that qua whole the One is outside all the parts and each of
them; ard qua all the parts the One is contained by the whole. Hence it
is agreed that the One is both in itself and in something else, and other

contradictory conclusions follow. It appears that the refutation of the
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dream presents these two conceptions of the relation of a thing to its
parts as exhaustive alternatives, arguing that whether a G‘U)\r\O\F*\/ is
all its parts or something as it were surrounding the parts, it is not in
any case an essentially different type of thing from the parts themselves.
But though the Theaetetus does seem to be using the Parmenides*
two conceptions, it presents them rather differently. In the Parmenides
the whole is said to be something else besides the parts, which has
parts by containing or surrounding them; and a whole is not ex vi termini
identical with all its parts. Of course because the One is successively
identified with the whole and with the sum of its parts, the whole will
turn out identical with, as well as different from, all the parts. But the
two conceptions of whole and sum of parts are carefully kept distinct.
In the Theaetetus, however, this distinction is deliberately and force-
fully disallowed. Socrates argues very hard (204a 7-205a 7), over
Theaetetus' objections, that whole of parts and sum of parts are the
same thing; and whereas the Parmenides defines a whole as what sur-
rounds and contains the parts, when the Theaetetus presses the concep-
tion of GUXXA(QN( as something different from the parts, it goes out of
its way to deny that sucha ¢ u:\r\a(l/\ is a whole. In other words,
where the Parmenides uses the word '"whole'' as the name of the addi-
tional thing containing the parts, the Theaetetus rejects this usage,
substituting instead the sum of the parts as what ""whole' names. The
fact that the usage of the word ""whole'' is thus reversed in the Theaete-
tus might be taken to throw doubt on the idea that the Theaetetus has
the same conception of the relation of a thing to its constituents as the

Parmenides passage contains.
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In any event the difference between the two passages does not
affect one chief point of similarity. In both passages the thing that has
the parts--the One, a complex (Gu}w\a{%”] >~ -can be thought of in either
of two ways, as identical with all the parts or as something else outside
of and different from the parts. 13 The difference between the two dis-
cussions concerns only which of these two conceptions is the conception
of the thing (TCuAda (3"]/, the One) as a whole: in the Parmenides the
whole is the thing conceived as outside the parts, whereas in the Theae-
tetus the whole is the thing conceived as identical with the parts. And
it is, in fact, easy to see why the Theaetetus departs from the Par-
menides' usage, when one reflects that in the Theaetetus the G‘w\}“\(g")/
as different from the parts is going to be found to be something part-
less and therefore simple (and indeed must be so found if the refutation
of the dream theory is to be successful); for to call the GU/\PW\ﬂ’V]I as
different from the parts a whole would simply invite the objection that a
whole must be a whole of parts, so that if the alternative to thinking of
a complex as a sum of parts is to think of it as a whole, then on the
second conception to know a complex is neither the same as knowing its
several simple parts nor is it to know something in itself simple and
partless. In view of the association of whole and part, therefore, Soc-
rates must refuse to distinguish whole from sum, if he is to succeed in
reducing knowledge of a complex to knowledge of one or more simples.

But though it is easy to understand why Socrates should want to
refuse to distinguish between a whole and a sum of parts, it is question-

able whether the refusal can be supported by good reasons. The argument
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Socrates actually gives is extremely simple. Taking as his (not very
felicitous) example the number six, he argues that six is the sum of its
constituent units, and that to talk about all the units is the same thing
as talking about the sum of six itself. Hence the sum is made up of its
parts (204e 2). Therefore if, as Theaetetus has suggested (204b 2-3),
a whole is not just identical with the sum of its parts, a whole must not
be made up of its parts at all. But a part is always part of a whole, so
that it seems impossible to deny that a whole is made up of parts; and,
furthermore, anything that loses one of its parts simultaneously ceases
to be both the whole thing it was and the sum that it was. Hence whole
and sum seem not to be different conceptions after all (205a 7).

These are, in fact, not very good reasons for identifying the
conception of a whole with that of a sum, and it is easy to sympathize
with Theaetetus® inclination to balk at the conflation. It does not follow
that any whole is the same as a mere sum just because it is (in a way)
made up of its parts. For in a sum each part contributes to the total
nothing more than what it in isolation already contained; its function in
the total is precisely its function in isolation. But in such an ordered
whole as a sentence or a syllable, even though it is made up of its ele-
ments, the elements do not just perform the job which they perform
when taken by themselves. Thus if ''runs' taken alone indicates an
action, the same word in the sentence '"Jones runs'' does not only indi-
cate an action; it also describes, or applies to, Jones. Hence even
though the whole sentence is made up of two parts, ''Jones' and "runs,"

and even though if one of these were taken away there would no longer
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be the whole sentence, it still does not follow that the whole is just the
sum of its parts.

Theaetetus wants, as I have already mentioned, to maintain that
a whole is not identical with a sum, but is rather something which
arises when the parts are put together, and which is neither simpily
reducible to the parts nor totally separate from them (204a 8-9).

There are indications, as we shall see directly, that the view Theaete-
tus is inclined to take is a third alternative, which Plato himself had
already envisioned in one place in the Parmenides; and the emphasis
with which Socrates denies this third conception to Theaetetus is per-
haps a sign that in Plato's view the alternatives Socrates forces on
Theaetetus must be rejected in favor of this other conception of whole
and part.

But even if this is so, I think it is clear that the atomistic
theories within which the whole discussion has been moving have not the
means to resist the assimilation of whole to sum. If the parts of a
complex are just taken in succession, simply added together, it is in-
deed impossible to see how a whole could be different from a sum.
Socrates' argument to show the identity of whole and sum is therefore
reasonable, given the limits of the discussion. Hence when he takes
the second conception of a QUM ‘\(‘»{, the one corresponding to the
Parmenides' whole-as-container, and argues that on this view a com-
plex is itself partless and therefore simple, he is arguing perfectly
fairly. If the meaning of a sentence {for example) does not come piece-

/
meal, word by word (as the conception of c‘u/\/\qpﬁ as a sum would
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imply), then it must come all at once upon the juxtaposition of the words.
And in that case the complex will be something unitary and not related
to the single words as whole to parts.

But the possibility still remains that Theaetetus' disinclination
to accept Socrates' dichotomy shows a greater shrewdness on his part.
Perhaps Plato is here indicating that, though the dream theory has not
the means of distinguishing them, a whole and a sum are really differ-
ent, and that if one attempts to see how this is so he will discover just
where atomism goes wrong. This possibility is enhanced by a compari-
son of Socrates' argument in the Theaetetus with a second passage of
the Parmenides (157b-158b). In the Theaetetus it is supposed that if a
«u)\z\o\‘&y{ is not simply all its G‘TOIXGT‘\, it must be f,u’o‘ 14a 2—;
&.&((G'va TAv ¢ vvq‘) ro TT o’v’rwv T T ot XH/“’V YRR év'v)
(204a 1-2), and as such not a whole of parts but an altogether new and
unitary (\AO Vo GISéF TE¢ Kal ()APéQ«Q‘TOV’ 205d 1-2) entity.

But the Parmenides passage, in language almost identical to that of the
Theaetetus, supposes that when parts are put together into a whole it is
the whole, which is in a way the many parts (cf. 157e 4-5), which is
also (uu’a Tus :‘YG{A and ,Gg ATrdv TW Vv &:v rdAeiov

}/C—\{ ovo’s (157d 8-e 2). In other words, the Parmenides seems in
this passage to be recognizing that a whole is precisely not merely the
sum of the elements, but a new unity which is not flatly identical with
them nor yet quite separate and different from them, as the Theaetetus
had tried to make the cu)\)\q ﬁh\/ . Of course the Parmenides does not

explain how a whole is such a unity, but the bare fact that it recognizes,
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in this passage at any rate, the necessity «f treating a whole as neither
a sum nor as something unitary but separate from the parts, seems to
me to suggest that by denying the dream theory this possibility Plato
means to be pointing out the direction in which one must begin to think
in order to achieve a correct theory of complexity. A ¢0/\ AO\?N{
must in fact be an ordered whole which is both made up of its parts and
yet a new unity not reducible to the sum of the parts taken separately.
Though Plato does not firmly attain any satisfactory theory of complex-

ity in the Theaetetus or Parmenides, when in the Sophist (252d-253a)

he does finally formulate a better theory it is by taking the Parmenides'
middle way between the Theaetetus' two alternatives.

The Parmenides, then, in one place seems to adopt a theory of
the relation of whole to part which, if applied to the Theaetetus' ques-
tion about G‘\)/\«\qﬁ"\( and S Tl )(GTG and made fully explicit, would
lead to radical adjustments in the account of logos and complexity with
which the Theaetetus' dream operates And it appears that in pointedly
denying the dream this third way of conceiving a & U)\A“P”)I) Plato
means to be indicating both that it is not available to anyone who thinks
of the relations of part to whole and g To1 XGTOV to 6\)/\/\0\(344 as
no more than additive, and that this is a fault jn the dream theory.
However this may be, Socrates himself in the Theaetetus accepts the
same assumption as the dream theorist, as I have already remarked
and as his further argument (206 a-b) against the dream theory shows:
it is not Socrates' purpose to point this out as an inadequacy in the

theory. He is, rather, arguing that there are only two possible ways
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of conceiving the relation of (?U}‘)\U\pfvs to ¢ Tol XC‘TD v, and that on
either alternative to know a ¢ VU A )*QF'V{ (whatever that should come to)
one must be also knowing one or more ¢ T9 IX €~10k. And whether or
not Plato means us to see that the two alternatives do not in fact exhaust
the possibilities, they do exhaust the possibilities open to the dream
theory, and therefore Socrates' refutation is a fair one.

Having argued to this conclusion, Socrates clinches his point by
taking up his promise to ''test the letters and syllables' of words, to
see whether or not learning one's letters comes about consistently with
the thesis that Qu )\XQFU\ / in general can be known but not €To l)(GT a-
If the dream theory were correct we should only be able to know combi-
nations of letters, and our apprehension of single letters should never
amount to knowledge. But in fact, Socrates asserts (206a 5-8), in
learning to write and spell, the learner's very object is to become
proficient at recognizing and discriminating by sight and hearing each
single letter just by itself (aUTO «a® adTo &xaTTov) sepa-
rating it off from the others with which it appears in combination.
Knowing one's letters is precisely knowing each letter; and knowing
combinations of letters is simply the result of knowing the individual
letters. Hence the knowledge of letters is a more fundamental instance
of knowledge than the knowledge of the syllables constructed out of
them. To judge, then, from the case of letters and syllables, it must
be mere joking paradox to say that complexes are knowable while sim-
ple elements are not.

Here Socrates is unmistakably endorsing the view that a complex
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is no more than a collection of independent parts; and accordingly he
makes knowledge of the part fundamental to knowledge of the whole. It
is important to see that by knowledge of the individual letter he has in
mind a sort of awareness which in no way depends upon knowledge of its
role in combinations: knowledge of combinations, in Socrates' view, is
logically posterior to knowledge of elements taken just by themselves.
Since syllables are only collections of letters, no letter can be doing
anything in combination which it does not also do in its isolated state;
hence knowledge of one's letters can safely be thought of as fully inde-
pendent of knowledge of syllables. Naturally enough Socrates thinks of
this knowledge as basically a matter of recognition, of singling out and
correctly naming a sound or written symbol.

It is worth observing here that in later dialogues this simple
view of letters and syllables is completely abandoned. Letters are no
longer thought of as simple elements of syllables, and knowledge of
letters is accordingly not any kind of simple awareness of isolated ele-
ments of language. Thus in the Philebus (18c 7) Plato argues that it is
not possible to know any one letter without knowing them all, and
Politicus 278a-c, as its context shows, 14 regards the occurrence of
letters in combination not as an unfortunate contingency which merely
makes the task of isolating each letter and getting a clear view of it
difficult to accomplish (cf. Tht., 206a 7), but as the crucial and essen-
tial fact about what each letter is: to learn a letter is to know what
functions it performs in syllables and words, and there is no guarantee

that knowing a letter in isolation will involve the knowledge of all these
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functions. Thus thougk letters are the elements of syllables, and Plato
continues to speak of knowing these elements, they are no longer treated
as simple entities in the sense of the Theaetetus, and knowledge of them
is not the simple type of awareness which the Theaetetus' account implies.

The Theaetetus nowhere espouses this later view, but works
entirely within the confines of theories built on the opposite assumption
that letters (and other elements) are altogether prior to the syllables
(and other complexes) which are made up from them. Hence it is going
too far to say, as Professor Ryle several times has come close to say-
ing, 15 that in the dream and its refutation Plato definitely shows him-
self aware that knowledge is propositional or requires a kind of com-
plexity which a simple object taken in isolation does not have. On the
other hand the assumptions and some of the unpleasant consequences of
the atomistic theories we have been confronted with in the last half of
the dialogue are so clearly set out in the dream and its refutation that
it is fair to say that the way is being prepared for later positive doc-
trines along the lines Ryle has indicated. But if the dream and its refu-
tation provide the necessary food for thought which will, when digested,
result in the elaboration of the later theories, this is not the same as
rejecting old theories in favor of new. And it does seem clear that the
most the examination of the dream does is to work out the consequences
of atomism, without more positive conclusions.

The upshot is that the dream theory cannot hold that complexes
only can be known. Because it thinks of the relation of a whole to its

parts as merely additive, it cannot mark the kind of difference it
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requires between simple and complex in order to maintain the complex-
ity of knowing and its object. The same argument invoked by Socrates
against this effort also shows that on a similarly additive atomistic
conception of statement and language in general, saying something is
only a matter of naming. Neither can knowledge of complex differ
essentially from knowledge of simples, nor can a statement differ from
a name, if the kind of atomism which we saw bedevilling the discussion

of false belief continues to be affirmed.

C. The Three Subsequent Senses of Logos (206c-210b)

The remainder of the Theaetetus does not carry this reasoning
forward to any more positive conclusion. Continuing to accept the
assumptions which have had these ominous consequences, Socrates
goes on to inquire what knowledge can be, given these assumptions
and the results attained so far. The effect of his further investigation
is to turn his attention from the object of knowledge and the question of
its complexity, to the mental operation of knowing and the question
what, on atomistic assumptions, knowing can be. As I have already
said, the effect of atomism is to break down the distinction between
knowing something and merely getting it into mind, recognizing it and
naming it: in making knowledge of complexes a matter of knowledge of
simples it makes all knowledge a species of mental attention to simple
elements. The subsequent argument (206c 1-210b 3) considers the
consequences of this.

In this passage Socrates proposes three senses of logos which
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someone might invoke as what must be had in addition to a right idea in
order to possess knowledge. I pointed out above that the dream theory
is not criticized as a theory of logos in the sense in which logos is
something one gives of or for something of which he has a right idea.

I think the first two of the three subsequent senses of logos are in fact
applications of the dream theory which make it yield a sense of logos
of the sort for which Socrates and Theaetetus were seeking. Thus if,
according to the dream theory, things which can be indicated by a
plurality of names said in succession have logos, logos might consist
Just in putting some names into conjunction in speech. Then to have
knowledge would just be to have some objects in mind and say their
names. ''Giving logos' would just be speaking the names of things of
which one had previously only a right idea. But obviously merely ex-
pressing a right idea in speech is not sufficient to show knowledge:
anyone has the power of speech, so that in effect anyone with a right
idea would also be able to have knowledge {206d 7-e 2).

But if merely expressing oneself in speech would not show
knowledge, though this is one obvious sense of logos suggested by the
account of simples and complexes given in the dream, perhaps the
dream theory can be made to yield a different sense of logos. Giving
logos in the relevant sense might be not just speaking but saying in
succession the names of all the elements of a thing: one might have
the thing in mind without having all the elements discriminated and
explicitly labelled and to this (a right idea) one might add explicit

attention to each of the elements, thus acquiring knowledge instead of
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a mere right idea. On this supposition, knowledge would amount to the
ability to analyze an object into its constituent simple parts, and con-
joining the names of the elements, i.e., constructing a logos, would be
the expression of the knowledge of the complex thing. It would also, of
course, show knowledge of the elements, since as we have seen to know
a complex just is to know its parts.

We have seen above, (p. 245 £f.) how Socrates rejects the defini-
tion of knowledge as a right idea of a thing plus an analysis of it into
its simple elements. It cannot be right to say that a person knows the
first syllable of Theaetetus' name just because he lists correctly its
simple parts (208a 9-b 2). Knowing the syllable is knowing the letters,
but one such performance on one occasion does not show knowledge of
either syllable or letters. At the very least one must correctly list
the letters on other occasions when the same syllable turns up, in order
to be rightly said to know the letter in question. If you sometimes
think that '""T" and ""E" are the parts of ''The," and sometimes wppnl?
and "E" then you neither know '""TH'" nor the syllable "THE" of which it
is a part, either on the occasion when you get them right or when you
get them wrong. Since this is so the ability to provide an analysis of a
thing cannot be a sufficient mark of knowledge of it.

Now in this second definition of logos Socrates has allowed the
possibility that one could have a right idea of an object without also
having in mind and recognizing its pa rts. Thus he supposes that some-

one could have the name 'Theaetetus' in mind, which would presumably

involve the ability to recognize it and pronounce it correctly, without
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having in mind, at least in the same way, the letters of which the name
is made up. It is by relying on this difference that he introduces a dis-
tinction between knowledge of the name and its letters, and a mere
right idea of the name. But it might be said that since according to the
dream theory of complexes, which Socrates accepts, a complex of
parts is just identical with its parts, to have even so much as a right
idea of a complex is to have also a right idea of its parts. To have in
mind and recognize ''Theaetetus' is at the same time to have TH in
mind recognized for itself, and so on through all the letters of the
name. This is in fact the position taken in the third definition and its
criticism. According to this definition, knowing a thing is having a
right idea of it, plus the ability to express its differentness from other
things (208d 6-7). According to the terms of the dream theory, an
object (e.g., Theaetetus) is taken to be a complex made up of simple
elements;18 and grasping his difference amounts to getting explicitly
into one's thoughts that element or set of elements which belong exclu-
sively to him. The criticism of this theory turns on the insistence that
even in having a right idea of Theaetetus one must already have all his
simple parts present to the mind and fully recognized.

In explaining this third definition of logos Socrates at first
employs the illustration of the sun, which is distinguished from all
other things by the fact that it is the brightest body that goes around
the earth. But he soon shifts to the example of Theaetetus, which he
can more easily handle in accordance with the theory of complexity

that is central to the whole discussion. To express Theaetetus'
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differentness is to have in mind, recognize, and name his peculiar
snubness and the other elements proper to him. But here there is a
difficulty. According to this account we are to have Theaetetus rightly
in mind and then add logos of him in the sense explained. But what
does this right idea consist in? It appears, in fact, that any one who
has so much as a right idea of Theaetetus must have also in mind those
features of him which constitute his differentness. For if only those
features which Theaetetus shares with others are present in the idea
someone has in mind, it does not seem correct to say that he is think-
ing of Theaetetus at all, rather than of any of the others who have just
those same features. To be really having an idea of Theaetetus one
must have in mind all his elements--his peculiar snubness, for exam-
ple, and his peculiar pop-eyedness. In that case, in having a right
idea of Theaetetus one necessarily also has a right idea of his differ-
entness, since having him in mind involves having a right idea of all
the elements of which he consists. What then does the third definition
of logos come to? Since in having a right idea of a thing we necessarily
also have a right idea of its differentness, it cannot mean by the addi-
tion of logos the acquisition of a right idea of the differentness. We
already have that, and, in any case, having it, as we have seen, is
compatible with having no more than a right idea of the thing. On the
other hand, if the addition of logos means acquiring knowledge of the
thing's distinctive elements, the definition of knowledge as right idea
plus logos has turned out to be circular, Knowledge of the thing

involves knowledge of its distinctive elements, but one cannot hope to
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clarify knowledge of the complex by appealing blankly to knowledge of
the parts. Hence the third sense of logos cannot be employed to clarify
the notion of knowledge.

How are these final two definitions and their refutations to be
construed? As is quite clear from my exposition of the argument, they
are intimately connected with the theory of language, thought, and com-
plexity in general which the dream theory adopts and which Socrates
shares. They treat a complex object as the sum of its parts, and
assume that knowing a complex is also knowing its parts. And they
show that, whether or not having a right idea of a thing also involves
having a right idea of its parts, knowledge of the thing cannot be defined
by reference to one's situation vis-a-vis the parts. There is a differ-
ence between having a right idea of the parts and knowing them, though
what the distinction is the theory cannot say; and appeal to the former
is insufficient while appeal to the latter, so long as it is left unex-
plained, involves a vicious circle.

To obtain a firmer grasp on the argument I think it will be use-
ful to consider again the difficulties that arose in the discussion of
false belief. At the outset (188a-b) Socrates assumes that anything
anyone can have in his thoughts must be something he knows: if he
doesn't know, e.g., Socrates at all then of course he can't entertain
any thought of Socrates. And we saw that this assumption was depen-
dent on the idea that to have something in one's thoughts was to have,
as it were, an object before one's mind, correctly recognized and

labelled. The subsequent discussion attempted various ways of
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loosening the connection between having a thing in mind and knowing it,
but it was accepted throughout that if one is actively engaged in thinking
of a thing then one must know what thing is the object of his thought, and
this involves naming it correctly (and therefore prevents mistaking it
for anything else). Knowing an object is here thought of as a kind of
recognition or acquaintance and therefore actively thinking of anything
is also knowing it.

Now the fundamental thesis lying behind this whole discussion
is, as I have argued, the view that speaking is at bottom no more than
naming. Stating a fact is thought of as naming the elements that make
it up; saying something about a thing is construed as naming the things
in question, and nothing more. Hence thinking about a thing or a fact
is just directing one's thoughts toward some objects. Knowledge of
facts thus must reduce to knowledge of objects, and there appears to
be no room for knowledge except as recognition or acquaintance, since
there is no room for any other mental operation than recognizing.
Hence in the discussion of false belief even thinking of an object is
knowing it. In the third section of the dialogue, however, the distinc-
tion between simples and complexes is introduced and, although there
is still fundamentally no mental operation except recognition, labelling,
acquaintance, and contact (cf. é?a’h‘TOl\A@VD £, 190c 6), it appears to
be possible to distinguish, at least for complexes, between mere having-
in-mind and knowing. For if a thing has parts it may be possible to
have it in mind, recognized and labelled correctly, without, however,

having explicit awareness of its parts.
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It is this hypothesis which the final two definitions of logos ex-
plore. It takes two forms: to know a thing is either to have it in mind
and have also in mind all its simple parts, or to have it in mind and
have also in mind that one simple part or set of simple parts which is
distinctive of the thing in question. The criticism of the two sugges-
tions shows (a) that even in the case of complexes knowledge requires
knowing the parts and (b) that knowing the parts cannot simply be get-
ting them into mind and recognizing them (having a right idea of them).
At the very least, knowledge of a simple part (e.g., a letter) requires
recognition of it not only on one occasion but as a regular thing. And
though in making this point (207d-208a) Socrates appears to think of
knowledge of a letter as no more than the ability to grasp or recognize
a discrete element (it does not involve the more sophisticated knowledge

of function appealed to in the Philebus and Politicus), he at least shows

that knowledge of a letter cannot be something exhibited on a single
occasion without reference to other performances on other occasions:

at the very least knowledge is not mere grasping or recognition of a
thing or group of things. The point is reinforced when Socrates urges,
in his criticism of the third definition, that even to have a right idea of
a complex is already to have a right idea of all its elements. For in
that case one has done all the grasping and recognizing which there is
room for even before there is any question of having acquired knowledge.
Both the complex and all its elements have been picked out and correctly
recognized and still knowledge has not resulted. What more is there

which one could do, on the theory of language and thinking being accepted
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here, to permit knowledge whether of complex or of simple, to take
place? It seems that the notions of recognition, mental touching, and
having something in the mind are not sufficient apparatus for under-
standing knowledge, even knowledge of, as opposed to knowledge about,
an object. For though given atomistic assumptions there must be
knowledge of simple objects if there is knowledge of anything, the bat-
tery of concepts admitted by atomism proves insufficient to distinguish
between a right idea and knowledge of simple objects; but, as Socrates
shows for two favored cases, there is a difference between knowing a
simple object and merely having a right idea of it.

Now I do not wish to say that the argument of the closing pages
of the dialogue refutes the atomistic theories of meaning and thinking
which have these ultimate consequences. I have already said that I
think the tenor of the argument exploratory rather than destructive.

But the ground is laid in the final section of the Theaetetus for a
destructive criticism of these theories. For the analysis is carried to
the point where some explanation of knowledge of a simple object must
be provided. And as the explanation must square with the simplicity of
the objects in question, it may well be doubted whether any such expla-
nation can be forthcoming. A simple object has (20le 3) only a name;

it must be immediately apprehended. One mode of immediate apprehen-
sion is the Q\AN\Q'V\]S fégq in question throughout the closing pages of
the dialogue, which in this context involves recognition, correct naming,
and similar capacities. Whether there is room for two different modes

of immediate mental awareness seems doubtful. But to the existence of
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some such additional awareness, somehow deeper or closer than a
right idea, atomism is clearly committed.

Whether at the time he wrote the Theaetetus Plato saw the nec-
essity of abandoning the atomism to which he had earlier been attracted
is not easily decidable. It may be that having reached the conclusions
set out just above reflection led him to see that knowledge of elements
in general, letters as well as other types of constituents, is in fact not
aptly represented on the model of being in contact with something or
recognizing something for itself. It is in any case certain that both in
his use of the letters-syllables analogy in dialogues certainly later than
the Theaetetus, and in subsequent remarks about knowing, he clearly
does not think of letters or other elements as simples in anything like
the sense of the Theaetetus' dream. Elements, like anything else, are
the subjects of judgments and not merely of names, and accordingly
knowing them is not having any kind of simple awareness of an object.

In the passages from the Politicus and Philebus already cited (pp. 266-

267) the knowledge of letters, whether written symbols or uttered
sounds, 19 is not a recognizing and labelling operation. It is knowledge
about something recognized and named correctly, knowledge that it fits
with other letters in certain ways and not in others; that it belongs to
certain subgroups among the letters and not to others (cf. Philebus,
18b 8-c 5, SoBhist, 252e 9-253a 7). Knowing about letters is at the
same time knowing about syllables.

In concentrating on the atomistic theories at work in the discus-

sion of knowledge in the last part of the Theaetetus I have had nothing
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to say about the theory of Forms (except in connection with what I have
taken to be mistaken interpretations of the argument). This was because
the problems about saying, thinking, and knowing which occupy Plato's
attention throughout the discussion are much more fundamental ones
than those which led him, in earlier dialogues, to hold that knowledge of
Forms is either the only knowledge there is, or is the preeminent kind,
as being implied by knowledge of other types. For whether the objects
a person knows are Forms or some other kind of thing, there is the fur-
ther question how to describe the mental phenomenon which is the knowl-
edge of these objects. And in earlier dialogues Plato either neglects
this question or suggests that knowing a thing is a kind of mental touch-
ing. In the last half of the Theaetetus this previously neglected or ill-
conceived question is brought to the fore and vigorously pursued, as we
have seen. It is only natural, therefore, that the Forms are not brought
into the discussion.

This does not, however, mean that the discussion does not have
very important bearings on the theory of Forms. For if knowledge of
an object is not recognitional but essentially a matter of knowing some
truths about it, then Forms, in order to be known, must be the kind of
thing about which there are truths. Just as letters cannot be simple
elements of language, so Forms cannot be simple objects of thought.
And the shift in the conception of letters and what it is to know them
brings with it a clarification, even if not a radical change, in the concep-
tion of Forms and what it is to know them. Thus Plato in the Philebus

(16d 5-7), in an evident self-criticism, remarks that it is not enough
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simply to discern a single Form present in many individuals; all the
distinctions to be found within it must also be noticed and given their
proper place in the scheme of Forms making up the original unity dis-
cerned; and knowing these subordinate Forms, as Plato's illustration
about knowledge of letters (17a 8 ff.) shows, involves the discernment
of similarities, differences, and other interconnections among Forms,
a discernment which is not in any case a matter of fixing attention upon
an object regarded as a simple object of apprehension. 21

In the Theaetetus, however, as I have said, nothing of these
further developments appears. Letters are simple constituents of syl-
lables, syllables are collections of letters. Saying is naming some
objects and thinking is having objects before the mind. The conse-
quences of these views are followed up so far as to show that simple
elements must be knowable, and it is then shown that knowing here
must consist in something more than recognition or getting the thing
into mind, despite the fact that any one who held the views in question
would be hard-pressed to say what beyond this knowledge of a simple
element could be. With this Socrates and Theaetetus abandon the
search for a definition of knowledge: before the discussion can be
carried to a more satisfactory conclusion, the atomistic theory of
meaning and its associated theory of mental operations must be defini-

tively rejected in favor of more correct ways of thinking about asser-

tion, belief, and knowledge.
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NOTES TO INTRODUCTION
1. Cf. Diés, Notice to Budé edition of Tht., p. 120.

2. Cf. The Theaetetus of Plato, pp. lxi-1xii. (Camp-
bell, however, thought the dialogue was composed much later.)
Campbell's reasons for rejecting the 369 date for the battle
seem to me curiously weak. That Terpslon should have waited
30 years to ask to see Euclides' record of Socrates' conver-
sation with Theaetetus (143a 6-7) seems to me not so much
more unusual than that he should have walted 6 or 7; and its
implausibility 1s far less than the implausibility which (if
I am right about the memorial character of the dialogus)
Campbell 1s left with, given his belief that the dialogue was
written much later than 394. (Cf. also Dies' remarks, op. cit.
pp. 120-121.) T

3. Cf. Shorey, Introduction to Loeb Republic, I, pp.
xxiv-xxv, and Ross, Plato's Theory of Ideas, pp. 5-6

4. Cf. op. cilt., pp. xxii-xxiv.

5. As Socrates' reference at Tht. 183e 7 ff. to his
youthful encounter with Parmenides seems good reason to
think.

6. Cf. G.E.L. Owen, "The Place of the Timaeus," SPM
pp. 313-338. See also below pp. 9 f.

7. Cf. The Unity of Plato's Thought and "Recent
Platonism in England, " AJP § (1888), 274-309.

8. Cf. Lutoslawski, Origin and Growth pp. 224-5, and
Susemihl Genetische Entwickelung, I, p. 161.

9. See his articles on "Plato's Later Theory of Ideas,"
Journal of Philosophy 1882-1888; cf. Shorey's attack on Jack-
son's (and Archer-Hind's) views in his "Recent Platonism".

10. Cf. "Recent Platonism" pp. 279-281.
11. Cf. Unity pp. 49 ff., especlally pp. 55-56; cf. for
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the general point "Recent Platonism" pp. 280-281 (it is
one main thesls of his dissertation, De Platonis Idearum
Doctrina).

12. By G.E.L. Owen, "The Place of the Timaeus".

13. And the one most clited as a basis for scepticism
about Owen's "redating of the Timaeus: cf. Runciman,
"Plato's 'Parmenides'"”, SPM p. 152, and Skemp, Plato's States-
man p. 238.

1. A Commentary on Plato's Timaeus, p. L.

15. "The Relation of the Timaeus to Plato's Later Dia-
logues", SPM pp. 344, 3L46.

16. Op. cit., pp. 315-316.

17. Op. cit., p. 345.

NOTES TO CHAPTER I

1. Cf. also 168b 6-7 and 183a 3-l where the same rela-
tion 1s clearly asserted to hold between Theaetetus' defini-
tion and these philosophical theories.

2. I shall never mean by "Protagoras" anything but the
opponent Plato presents himself witﬂ;n this dialogue. Such
attempts as Cornford's (PTK, ,pp. 33- 36), based on an article
of Brochard ("Protagore et et Démocrite", Etudes pp. 23- 33) to
determine what Protagoras really sald may or may not be of
interest from other points of view, but for the purpose of
understanding Plato they are at best superfluous. (Cornford's
excursus here actually seems to mislead him into grossly mis-
understanding 172a-b; see my discussion below (pp. 81 ff.).
There 1s no doubt that of the two alternatives Cornford dis-
cusses, 1t 1s the second which Plato's Protagoras adopts; so
the less said about the first alternative, which Cornford
thinks Protagoras actually held, the better.

3. The theory of perception outlined at 156-157, which
1s presented as the Malvrﬂetaof certaln sophisticated thinkers,
is pretty clearly likewlse an elaboration, of Plato's own de-
vising, of the essentlal doctrines of Heraclelteanism. Thus
both the appeal to the flux doctrine as a general support for
Protagoreanism and the detailed exploration of how the doctrine
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applies to perceptlon and supports a Protagorean account of
perceptual judgements, are clearly marked as contributions

of Plato's own to the philosophical analysls of the questions
and doctrines concerned.

4. Owen, "Proof", SPM p. 305; cf. with my remarks here
Owen's discussion of ka@'gure and Teos T¢, pp. 302-309.

, 5. Not in such places as 518c 9, 525¢ 5 and 534a lt where
Y&veTis occurs as a status word designating the realm of per-
ceptibles. Such casual uses of the term cannot be made to
bear any heavy phllosophical weight in the absence of explicit
arguments in favor of one theory or another.

6. My use of the Tim. here to establish what thesis 1s
asserted in the Tht. does not imply any decision on my part
on the question of the relative chronology of Tim. and Tht.
I do in fact think 1t extremely unlikely that the Tim. post-
dates the Tht. (in view, for example, of Plato's refutation
of the doctrine of flux in 181-18)). But even those who
think that Plato in the Tht. accepts a flux doctrine c¢f sorts
(one restricted, as the Tim.'s clearly 1s, to perceptibie
things), and only rejects a so-called "unrestricted Hera-
cleiteanism" which, like that announced at Tht. 152d-e,
holds that nothing anywhere (here below or iIn a supposed
higher realm) is stable in any respect, will have to grant
that the flux doctrine of the Tim. coincides with that of
the Tht. for the area of their overlap. I use the Tim. here
merely because the doctrine is more fully elaborated there
than it 1s in the Tht.

7. Strictly speaking, some part of the receptacle of
becoming; the distinction does not matter for my purposes.

8. Commentary, p. 67; compare Cornford PC p. 25:
"{t 1s true that in such 'becoming' something new is always
appearing, something old passing away; but the process 1t-
self can be conceived as going on perpetually."”

9. Commentary, pp. 71-2.

10. I do not wish to imply that the Heraclelteans
have a right to this use of ¢\Va( if they deny themselves
the other (indeed Plato argues in 181-18l that they do not),
but only that to understand what they wish to maintain one must
permit them to retain it at least provisionally without the
other use.
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11. E.g. Commentary pp. 348, 342, 122, 117.

12. , The similar argument of Republic 524d-e explicitly
says a&l Ti abn% o;rm goqﬁ‘rm g—vav'rtw(uqz cf. Phdo. Tlhb-c.
The Phaedo nowhere through this discussion even suggests
that it 1is change that makes physical equals unsatisfactory
Instances of equality.

13. Or, possibly, equal to one og§eerr'pnd nogﬂyo
another (depending on how one takes T ptviea .- T
d'ev, 74b 8-9: cf. Owen, "Proof", SPM p. 306 n. 2).

1. That it becomes fiery at moment t 1s not the same
thing as its being in process of becoming flery at moment
t. The former (non-continuous) usage is required by the
flux theory, the latter (continuous) is apparently required
by Taylor's application of the flux theory to the Phaedo's
discussion of equality.

15. Cf. Campbell p. 53. Actually it is the first two
which conflict with the third. There is no indication here
(pace Robinson "Forms and Error"”, p. 29-30, seconded by
Runciman PIE p. 17 note) that the three propositions are
internally inconsistent or self-contradictory, but only that
they cannot all be true if certain further propositions are
accepted: cf. also Cherniss AJP 68 (1947) p. 136.

16. This being so I doubt that it is right to say that
the analysis of the puzzles about size and number represents
an advance on the Phaedo's conception of relations. (Cf.

Soph. 255c 12-d 1, 256a 10-b L)
17. The Theaetetus of Plato, p. 59 (ad 156c 9).

18. So Protagoras is made to say in his reply (166b 8):
in the actual exposition (157e-160c) this is never stated
bluntly, though it 1s clearly implied by, e.g., 159e 8 ff.

19. Campbell, p. 74 (ad 160e 5).

20. Cf. Campbell p. 71 (ad 159e 7): "The intention of
these words 1is to mark the incommunicable individuality of
every act of sense; l.e. not wine or bitterness, but the
peculiar bitterness of a particular wine to a particular
palate at a particular moment."

21. So apparently Campbell (p. 68, ad 159a 6).
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22. By Gulley, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 78-80.

23. It should be observed here that it is not only the
argument of 157-160 which is inconsequent, but also that of
the puzzles of size and number (154-155); and the theory of
perception, as I have already remarked, is hardly a serious
Heracleltean theory. 1In fact, there is nothing of any real
importance in the whole course of the amalgamation which is
well argued.

2ly. The Theaetetus of Plato, p. 68.

NOTES TO CHAPTER II
1. So I interpret Socrates!' concluding remark, 179c.

2. Or made sincerely. Presumably Protagoras would
not wish to deny that a man might lie. In this case one
can say that Protagoras' dictum does not make the liar's
statement true, because what the llar says 1s not what
really seems to him to be the case: Protagoras'! theory
carefully maintains only the truth of a man's batvd}aeva.

3. Cf. e.g. 152a 6-8, b 6-7, ¢ 3, 158a 6-7, e 5-6,
160c 7-8, to mention only relevant passages occurring be-
fore 16lc. There 1is a tendency $o0 drop the suffixes only
when one argues from something's belng true to x to 1its
being known by him (knowing a thing being throughout
associated with its existence or 1ts belng the case,
simpliciter): cf. 152c S-6, 158a 2-3, 160c 8-9.

4. Cornford appears to think (PTK p. 62) that the
fact that men have a faculty of thought as well as per-
ception does make a difference, but it obviously does not.

5. Protagoras 1s here treated not as the mere custo-
dian of Theaetetus' theory, but as 1f he wlshed to argue
Theaetetus! theory on his own account, THis 1s one of the
places where the earlier reduction of the theoriles to one
another is treated as effected (this despite the fact that
in this passage Theaetetus 1s specifically twitted for care-
lessly identifying perception and knowledge: later on 1in
the refutation Protagoras himself 1s given his full view,
which does not limit knowledge to sense-perception).

6. PTK pp. 62-3.
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7. PTK pp. 67-8. How this result 1s supposed to
follow 1s not easy to discern. Cornford seems to make
Theaetetus' acceptance of the account of perception given
above the crucial factor in the argument's vallidity. But
nothing in the argument even suggests that seelng 1s being
thought of as the kind of process the Heracleltean account
makes 1t; nor do I see how the argument galns in cogency
by so construlng it. As I point out below, it 1s in fact
not a good argument at all, nor do I think it valid against
elther Theaetetus or Protagoras.

8. PIE p. 13.

9. Even stern Plato wrote the Euthydemus. Of course
the fact that a dialectical display is primarily meant for
amusement does not prevent it from raising some difficulties
which would trouble even a philosopher 1n more sober mood.
Thls 1s the case with some of the Euthydemus' arguments, as
well as with the second of these three arguments of the
Theaetetus.

10. Cornford (PTK p. 63) carelessly says that what
this argument shows 1s that there 1is a sense of "know"
(which occurs in "I know French") which cannot be reduced
to knowlng as perceilving. But as, according to thils sense
of "know", I can know something even when I'm asleep and
not percelving anything, it 1s not quite the sense of "know"
at issue in the argument (however related it may be). The
correct "sense" of "know" 1s the one indicated in the text--
according to which I know certain sounds Jjust in case I am
actually percelving them and recognlzing them as those sounds.

11. I therefore do not see how thls argument has what-
ever validity it does have only (or primarily) in connection
with some one who accepts the Heracleltean theory of percep-
tion. It manifestly applles for any one who grants that
there are two organs of sight.

12. 166b 1-l4: undergoing a memory experience is having
an experlence of a different sort from the original perceptual
one (though he does not quite ‘say the memory experience is a
kind of sense experience). The extension of perception to in-
clude such modes of awareness as remembering 1s, as Cornford
says (PTK p.65), the important result forced by the second
argument upon Theaetetus' definition.

13. This reply seems to me directed as much agalnst the
seeing-not seelng argument as against the memory argument,
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given that the "seeing" argument is jJust a more extreme
verslon of 1its predecessor. I agree with Runciman (PLE
pp. 13-14) that Cornford (PTK p. $9), 1s wrong to take it
as a reply only to the ¢ wdTatev €¢WTmpa, but I think
Runciman himself wrong to think that neither this nor the
other replies answers that objection.

1. Cf. Euthyd. 287a where a similar view of the sophists
Dionysodorus and %uthydemus (though based on Eleatic and not
Protagorean grounds) is made to lead to a simllar personal
embarrassment. It is important to note, however, that Pro-
tagoras takes the embarrassment seriously, whereas Dionyso-
dorus does not: the sophistical movement had not the uni-
formity often attributed to it.

15. I am unimpressed by Cornford's assurances (PTK p. 72)
that thls part of the Defense represents genuine Protagorean
doctrine. If Protagoras himself actually held the theory of
wisdom attributed to him by Plato, I see no reason for Socra-
tes' caution below (169d—e¥, where he feels the need of prov-
ing from Protagoras' own words that he accepts differences
of wisdom of the sort attributed to him in the Defense.
Cornford in effect later grants this (p. 77), but without
finding. any conflict with the interpretation of the Defense
he earlier adopts.

16. G. Grote, Plato and the Other Companions of Socrates,
vol. 1ii, ch. xxvi (cf. pp. 347-363 of the 2nd ed.).

17. Runciman holds a similar view (PLE pp. 26-29). But
he thinks that what Plato 1s out to get in the digression 1s
the "pragmatic interpretation of wisdom" which Protagoras has
been upholding. Against thils he finds Plato saylng that wils-
dom consists in knowledge of certain "absolute standards".

But (a) nowhere in the digression 1s any emphasis put upon
the fact that the man of public affairs is wise in Protagoras'
sense: he does not change any laws or any one's opinions

by "reference to criteria of expediency". His function 1s
rather that of manipulating existing laws to hls own best
advantage. And (b) the passage which 1s supposed to give
Plato's alternative conception of wisdom and knowledge does
not say what Runciman quotes 1t as saylng. The passage

(176b 8-c 5) says: "God 1s nowhere and in no way unrighteous,
but as righteous as it 1s possible to be, and nothlng 1s more
like god than that man of us who becomes as righteous as
possible. . . . . The knowledge of this fact 1s wisdom and
true virtue." No reference here to "absolute standards" as
what one must get in touch with in order to have knowledge.
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, 18.  Cornford takes 172b 2-6 to be stating a view about
Jikaira, 6via, etc. which is at variance with Protagoras'
and goes beyond it by denying that any of these has any
"obJective being" (PTK p. 82) of its own: Justice and
rqligious propriety are mere conventions and have ¢Jg €&l no
oucia of thelr own. It 1s not, however, easy to understand
what then Cornford believes Protagoras' view to be, lnasmuch
as he grants that 172a 1-l4 expresses Protagoras' view, and
can hardly deny that 177c 8-d 2 resumes that same view: these
passages, as well as 167c L-5, make it quite clear that Pro-
tagoras held that all a state has to do to make anything really
right fog it 1§ go decrqe that it 1s so, and the view which
denies guset oysia to Ta dixaca, etc,, 1s 1tself glossed as
holding that To wotvy So€av toito yiyveTar aAnBes vore, oTav

6§m Xal O%oy av dokW YQovov. The two views seem, there-
fore, to coincide, and Cornford is able to persuade himself
that they diverge only because he thinks (cf. n. 2 to ch. I,
p.281 above) tha Protagoras' view about sense-qualities does
not deny their oveila In the thing perceived to have them but
rather asserts the compresence of all the qualities which any
and every one percelves. This s, howevqr,'highly conjectural,
and in any case the denial of ou®ia to Ta Sikata at 172b does
not introduce an analogue of the more extreme doctrine about
sense-qualities which Cornford canvasses and rejects (pp. 32-
36) as an 1nterp§ tatiog of Protagoras' view about them, Fur-
thermore, the péihwv Acyos of 172b 8 quite certainly (cf. d 5-6)
means "longer discussion" and not "more important theory", as
Cornford takes, 1t Xso as tp sypport his understanding of the
denial of ouTia @vCel to T4 §ykata ) (cf. Bischoff Hermes 1939
pp. 104,-108). Thirdly,gcwg_bv Aeywav §l72b 6-7) should be
read and interpreted (so Dies in the Bude tr.) to mean that
those who do not go all the way with Protagoras willingly
admit (as Protagoras does not) that judgements about what is
to the advantage of a state may be right or wrong, but agree
with Protagoras in holding that whatever any state Judgeg to
be right is right. I doubt that, even with the readlng eocol

(3 {ﬂ ... A¢yovsl (Cornford's preference), any other sense
could naturally be gotten from the Greek: to say that some
one does not argue fTavrATasl the same as someone else 1s to
imply that there 1s some common ground between them, and 1f
Protagoras and these alleged other people do not agree about
Td Sikata, 1t is not clear what theydo agree about.

19, 175¢ 1-6. Cornford sees here a reference to the
Moral Forms of the Republic. But the philosopher here in
question is not specially a Platonlst, as 173b and e prove;
no particular theory about how these large questions are an-
swered should be read into the description of them, All that
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1s sald 1s that the philosopher recognizes these questions
in addition to those the legal-minded person asks himself.
(cf. Robinson, "Forms and Error", p. 9).

NOTES TO CHAPTER III

1. Parm. 138b.

2. 0s8e Tiv' o’(M»\v o\:/re'ncrw 2Adov fél,,ml must mean
(so Dies, cf. Campbell ad loc.) "nor is any other sense-
perception any more that one than another", and not (so
Cornford) "nor is any other perception entitled to be called
perception rather than not-perception'". Understanding Plato
in Cornford's way here makes for a smoother inference in
e 10-11 (cf. Cherniss "Relation of the Timaeus", SPM p. 356:
"since sensation is then no more sensatiIon than not sensation
and so no more knowledge than not knowledge"), but is quite ,
certainly nog what the Greek says: Cornford translates oude
Tw' aAMmy AleOney ym\hov aledmewv ,ﬁ P

3. I belleve e 10-11 contains the following inference:
(a) Ex hypothesi knowledge = perception and (therefore: cf.
léub_T-Z; not-knowledge = not-perception. (b) But according
to Heracleiteanlsm, as we have now seen, nothing 1s any more
entitled to be called perception than not-perception. Ergo,
we have not sald anything in (a) that in any way distingufshes
not-knowledge from knowledge; anything that is knowledge by
that defitnitlion turns out to be also not-knowledge, so that
our definition fits knowledge no better than it does not-
knowledge.

L. Robinson, "Forms and Error," pp. 9-10; Owen,

"Place of the Timaeus," SPM pp. 323-32l.

5. The doctrine 1t provides for Plato, that a{vE%an
are in flux but the Forms are not, has been taken as canon-
1cal Platonic metaphysics since the time of Aristotle: cf.
Met. A. 6..987a 32-b 1. And as Aristotle impltes that Plato
never gave up hls restricted Heraclelteanism, so interpreters
often take 1t for granted that the weak interpretation must
be the correct one.

6. PTK, p. 101.

7. Chernlss, SPM p.,6357n., quoting Owen, SPM p. 32l,
says, "it 1s clear tThat ovusia is not 'ascribed To the objects
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"

of perception' as such but 1s an 'object of thought'.
This stws ignoratio elenchi: obJject of thought or no,
@t ¥Omm are said to have oucta.

8. Gulley, pp. 73, 84 ff., thinks that Plato's argu-
ment at 182-3 does imply that nothing can be sald of phenom-
ena, because there are no "determinate sensible characterls-
tics," and yet that he intended this not as a reductio of the
flux doctrine of phenomena but as the correct consequence
of a true doctrine. The necessity he then finds himself 1n
(pp. 86-8T) jof, explaining away the argument of 184-6 and its
appeal to ovtia is sufficient proof that Gulley has not got
181-18l; right either.

9. It should be further observed that Cornford per-
forms an act of supererogation in introducing into hls ana-
lysis of thls passage a reference to the fact that the Forms
are obJects of knowledge and are required 1f knowledge is
to be possible. All that this argument sets out to show 1s
T1I) that the equation of knowledge with perception cannot
be defended Kara Twv ToU TrAVTa K1V eivbas tAéeob’o\/ and (2
that Heracleiteanism 1is false (either wholly or in part).
To do these things Forms as obJects of knowledge are ir-
relevant; at the most 1t 1s pertinent to introduce Forms
as transcendental entities which make possible discourse
about phenomena as about other things. It 1s only in the
argument of 18)-186, 1f anywhere, that Forms as obJects of
knowledge become relevant: for there, when Plato attempts
to prove directly that perception 1s not knowledge, 1t 1s
at least relevant to mention that obJjects of perception
change whereas knowledge requlires unchanging obJjects. For
thls reason Hackforth's defense ("Plat. Forms in the Tht."
pp. 54~55) of Cornford in the face of Robinson's attack
("Forms and Error" pp. 9-10) cannot help matters: the cor-
rect reply to Robinson (though I think not even this could
ultimately be defended) is that 1t 1s correct to infer
from the refutation of Heraclelteanism to the exlstence of
Forms because the exlstence of Forms alone prevents phenom-
enal processes from belng not amenable to truth and false-
hood.

10. ACP pp. 214-218 (cf. 315-316 and notes 216 and
217), and ™Philosophical Economy," SPM pp.9-10.

11. ACP p. 217.
12. Ibid., p. 218.
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13. The idea seems to be the same as that which I said
above Taylor sometimes slips into attributing to Plato in
the Timaeus (See pp. 2 ff. above).

1. AJP 1936 (SPM pp. 1-12); cf. pp. 9-11 for the argu-
ment. That the version here 1s intended to be the same as
that in ACP expounded above is evident from, among other
things, the 1dentity of the formulation of the conclusion
and of the general line of argument.

15. P. 9.
16. P. 10.
17. Cf. Parm. 160e 1-2 for a somewhat similar use of

an abstract noun for something not an abstract quality in
the required sense.

18. This same point refutes Shorey's interpretation
(AJP vol. 10 (1889) p. 64) of this passage. Shorey says
that_here andin Crat. 439-440 Plato allows to himself
TewovtTov 1n describing a phenomenal object, but denles even
this much to Heraclelteans; and according to S. he 1s not
inconsistent in so doing, since he has, while the Heraclei-
teans do not, the Forms to fall back on. Having the Forms
is supposed to permit Plato to say oia &rva Qéi. dcfopeva
(182¢ 10). But as we have seen Plato argues tQ?t the con-
ditlion of being able to say this 1s that these arma not be
in motlon in every respect. So even 1f he has the Forms he
is no more able to allow himself TeiovoTev than the Heraclei-
teans are, 1f he agrees with them that no phenomenon 1s sta-
ble 1in any respect.

19. Cherniss refers to the passage in hls discussions
of the Tht. argument both in ACP (p. 217) and in "Economy"
(SPM p.”10). Cornford (PTK p.99) even quotes it. Cf. also
Stoelzel p. 70n. For detalls of the similarity of Aristotle's
argument in I".5 as a whole and Plato's refutation of Protag-
oreanism and Heracleiteanism, cf. Cherniss ACP p. 217.

20. Indeed, he 1limits his criticism of it to thils point,
whereas as I have already remarked Plato goes further (183a 8-
b 5) and points out that the theory does not really imply that
anything is both large and not-large (e.g.), but 1s denied

all use of language, thls one included.

21. ACP p. 217.
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22. Cf. Campbell p. 151, etc.

23. These facts, and the fact that nowhere else in his
extant writings does Plato directly confront Heraclelteanlsm,
have plausibly been argued to show the chronological affinity
of Theaetetus and Cratylus: Cf. Warburg, Zwel Fragen zum
Kratylos, pp. 31-61, especlally pp. 55 ff. Cf. also Owen,

Place of the Timaeus,' SPM p. 323 n. 3.

2. Cf. 02a-c and l111b-c where the doctrines of Hera-
cleltus and his followers are put in terms which, if regarded
qulte strictly, do make the thepry quite close to that o{ the
Theaetetus (cf. esp. L1lb 8 TravTws f&getOayc §} pevTa
TTaSMS ¢o0AaS Kkal YevEcews aei. But in the etymologies
which are supposed to exhlbit dependence on this theory it
1s only the idea of motion that 1s retained, and not that of
motion of a thing in every respect. Likewise the final argu-
ment against Heracleilteanism, while obvlously aware of the
self-refuting character of the theory (cf. 4394 8-e 3, 439%e 7-
Ilyoa 11), does not press the point but instead goes on to talk

bout ,some hypothesized (cf. 439¢ 7 & EN\AYE~ TroAXaklis
VOQWTYW J)10c 1-3, d 2-3) entitles that never change in any
respect.

25. Cf. Gulley pp. 70-76, Cherniss "Relation of the
Timaeus", SPM p. 356. Gulley argues, and Chernlss asserts,
that 1In the Cratylus Plato grants that phenomena are in
constant flux. Gulley bases this view on two cqnsiderations:
(1) in 4394 U4 the clause kai Soxer TaSTa WavTa «iv  appears
not to mean (carrying forward the &1 of d 3) "[we are not
enquiring] whether all these seem to be in flux", but rather
(though this is grammatically more difficult) "and all these
do seem to be in flux." The latter reading, he thinks (p. 72),
makes the clause a "statement by Plato that he accepts the
doctrine of flux as true for sensibles". But this is silly..
A1l Plato says, even assumlng the doubtful reading G. wants,
1s that faces and other such thlngs, inasmuch as they obvious-
ly do change, lend plausibllity to the flux doctrine; it is
not stralght off obviously false or absurd to say that they
are 1n flux. He does not say he accepts the flux doctrine
for them, but only that he's not golng to discuss 1ts ade-
quacy as an account of them. (This is only prudent, i1f my
interpretatlion of the arguments of Crat. and Tht. 1s right,
since it requires more than one Stephanus page (the extent
of the Cratylus' argument) to show why Heracleiteanism is
not true of phenomena (the Theaetetus requlres major portions
of thirty pages, 152-183, to prepare for and provide the
proof)). (2) In his subsequent argument Plato shows that
if the flux doctrime 1s true there can be no significant
discourse and no knowledge. But he 1s not satisfied with
making this polnt abstractly: he mentlons as obJjects of
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knowledge the Forms, which he argues must therefore be at
rest. Surely his reason for doing this is that he accept-
ed that phenomena are in flux and therefore considered

that if there were not some non-sensible entities there
would in fact be no knowledge. This is a non-sequitur.
Though 1t 1is truethat Plato implies (4LOb L-c I) that knowledge
must be of absolutely unchanging objects, nothing in the
argument requires or even suggests that nothing else than
the Forms 1s unchanging in any respect or for any time.
Phenomena may very well be exempt from flux without yet be-
ing suitable obJects of knowledge; this, in fact, seems to
be the position at which Plato has arrived by the end of
the Cratylus. Neither of Gulley's allegations, then, can
stand criticism: Plato does not announce his acceptance

of the flux theory for phenomena, and by making Forms the
objects of knowledge he does not imply that phenomena are
in total flux.

26, It 1s omitted altogether in Cherniss' paraphrase
of these closing pages of the Cratylus, "Relation of the
Timaeus" SPM pp. 356-7. C. wishes to say that Plato ar-
gues from the possibility of knowledge to the necessity of
Forms; even 1if this 1s what is argued at 439e 7-44Oc 1, it
1s perverse to speak as 1f that's all the passage argues.
It also argues from the possibility of discourse, and not
merely of knowledge.

27. Cf. Soph. 2,,9b, which likewlse asserts that to
know anything i1t must be at rest in some respects, and
denies that the obJject of knowledge is altogether unmoving
(cf. Moravesik, "Being and Meaning in the Sophist", pp. 39-
L0). Alternative interpretations of this passage, like
that which Cherniss announces with such elan, but does not
argue (SPM p. 352), fall for, among others, the reasons
cited by Moravcslk agalnst Ross.

28. Unless expressions of the form "not even such-and-
such", understood as ATeipa A€YOpeva can be employed
(183b 4-5). Prof. Owen has suggested to me (what Campbell
may be hinting at, p. 272) that Socrates may here have in
mind purely negative uses of language, i.e. ones which are
not taken in any way to delimit or define 1in any positive
way at all the subject under discussion.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

1. Compare, e.g., the brief remarks of Campbell
(pp. 111i-11v), Ryle ("Plato's Parmenides", SPM p. 136),
and Owen ("Place of the Timaeus™, SPM p. 32L7), with the
interpretations of Cherniss ("Relation of the Timaeus",
SPM p. 357 n., and ACP pp. 235-6, n. 141), Cornford (PTK
p. 108-109) and Stoelzel (pp. TL-T76). T

2. So Cornford, PTK p. 104; cf. Runciman PLE p. 15
and my comments below, note 9.

3. So Cherniss, "Relation of the Timaeus", SPM p.
357 n.; cf. Shorey, Unity pp. 33-4 (159-607.

L. Cornford PTK p. 109; cf. also Runciman PLE p. 15.

5. Cf. Cornford PTK pp. 102, 105, 108.

6. Chiefly the fact that (186e) he restricts truth
to the realm where the soul operates without an organ, thus
denylng that sense perceptions are true.

7. Throughout here I make no effort to formulate my
Interpretation of Plato with attention to all the nicetiles
the subject of perception requires on its own account.
Plato of course writes in a similarly rough and ready way.

8. So Cornford, PTK p. 105.

9. ’EMEKOMEIv need not mean "contemplate" (so Corn-
ford, cf. Runciman, loc.cit.): cf. ¢mSkébasbac, which is
the aorist used to meet the defect in &TMiTkon&iv, Just above,
185b,5. Cf. also 161d 5, e 7, where both ¢w 18 kéWaa Bal
and €€ koT&iv appear and neither means '"contemplate".

10. Only 186a L even remotely,imports an interest in how
we become acquainted with the Kewva, and 1ts immedlate se-
quel 1s quite evidently, concerned not with how to acquire an
acquaintance with'k01valbut with how to employ 1t 1in making
Judgments about a 1¢6MTa.

11. This much has been seen by various writers: thus

Horn (Platonstudien, N.F., pp. 237-238) end Taylor (PMW
p. 339). But they seem not to have followed out very far
its consequences: cf. Horn's reference to the theory of

Forms, p. 239.
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12. Cf. Campbell, p. 162, Cornford, PTK p. 107n.
13. Cf. p. 126 above and note 6.

1y. We have now seen that the reasoning here referred
to 1s reasoning about the existence, similarity, usefulness,
etc."g£ objects of sense: and not (as Cherniss would have
it, "Relation of the Timaeus”, SPM p. 357n.) the apprehen-
sion of Existence, etc. "by the soul functioning without any
organ of sense and reasoning about the wafmpmata

15. So, though Cornford (PTK p. 106) may be right to
object to Campbell's calling the koiva '"necessary forms of
thought, which are as inseparable from perception as from
reasoning" (p. 1ii1), the thought Campbell was expressing
there comes much closer to Plato's meaning than does Corn-
ford with his reference to the fact that the Kotva are
vonTa: this fact, i1f it i1s a fact, is not to the point in
Plato's argument.

NOTES TO CHAPTER V

1. Shorey (Unity, p. 55) holds this view in a quite
explicit form. Cornford says (PTK p. 113) that Socrates!
argument at 187c-188c 1is "psychological rather than logical.
...Logicians might maintain that there 1s a false proposition
...which has a meaning, though I cannot believe it. With
that we are not concerned, but only with Jjudgements and
statements that can be actually made and believed by some
rational being." Since the whole discussion in the Theae-
tetus develops and attempts to answer the argument cited,
Cornford ought to have concluded forthwith that the Sophist
is altogether a different matter. In fact, however, he does
not unambiguously draw this consequence: still, part of the
time he does think of the Tht. as dealing with a psycho-
logical problem (which he thinks arises for any one who ac-
cepts "empiricist" assumptions about knowledge). Diés (Budé
edition, pp. 140-1442) follows Brochard (De l'erreur, pp. 16-
20) in distinguishing sharply between "dIfficultés subjectives"
and "objectives", and finds the Theaetetus concerned with
the former exclusively: 1t treats "la aifficulte fameuse:
peut-on ne pas savolr ce qu'on sait?" (Diés p. 142n.). Now
Brochard (cf. pp. 15, 20) at least finds the Tht.'s handling
of this sophistical puzzle a preliminary skirmish in the
same war whose decisive battle 1s found in the Sophist; but
his suggestion, that the compreeence of such contrariles as
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knowing and not knowing is finally explained by the Sophist's
discussion of being and not-being, is certainly obscure. In
the absence of any evident connection between the two one
should, in the interest of clarity, say roundly that the
problems are different. Robinson ("Forms and Error" p. 26)
finds that the Sthist does nothing to solve the Theaetetus'
problem because the eaetetus 1s concerned with Thow a

false statement can gain anybody's credence".

2. This view was upheld by J.L. Ackrill in a paper
read in November 196l to the Harvard Philosophy Club. Cf.
also his reply to Demos, Journal of Philosophy, fall 196l.

3. I assume the order of composition of the works here
concerned to be Euthydemus, Cratylus, Theaetetus, and Sophist.
The only probable disagreement any one might have with the
ordering 1s over the relative positions of Euthydemus and
Cratylus. M. Warburg has given a number of arguments (some
good, some bad) for making Cratylus close in date to Theaete-
tus. (2Zwel Fragen zum Kratylos, pp. 31-61): and the state
of the problem of false belief in the two dialogues, as well
as other matters, shows Theaetetus to be later.

lt. The same point can be put negatively as well (as
Euthydemus himself puts 1t immediately afterward, 284b 3-c 6):
to speak falsely is to say Hﬁxvaa,things that are not; but
what 1s not does not exist, and to what doesn't exlist you
can't do anything at all; speaking 1s doing something; hence
you can't say what's false. The positive argument 1s more
useful for my purposes.

S. So Shorey regularly calls it, e.g. Unity p. 53.
Shorey's lamentable inabllity to see that behind this fal-
lacy lay a deep and difficult theory of meaning, and that it
is this which the Sophist finally overturns, led him to think
that, since the argument 1s a palpable fallacy, Plato could
at any time in his career have exposed it, by relying on the
arguments of the Sophist. (So also Mrs. Sprague, Plato's
Use of Fallacy pp. E; and 17.). This view in turn leads him
into the following evident mistakes: gl) Plato laughs at
the argument in the Euthyd. (286c-287c) (as also in the Crat.

29d 7), which shows he was not baffled by it (p. 55);

2) because Plato knows there is a fallacy in the Euthyd.'s
argument he must have already known what to say to refute

it. In fact the main brunt of Socrates' humor in the Euthyd.
is not the ar nt at all, but Dionysodorus who propounds
it: D. preEengs to believe that the argument's conclusion

is true but does not 1limit his behavior in the way he ought
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if hils view were correct (cf. the orjection to Protagoras in
Tht. 161d-e). What he ridicules is lack of seriousness and
not the argument itself. And if this shows that Plato knew
the conclusion to be false (one ought not to have to say)

it doesn't follow that he knew what exactly was wrong with
the argument. And it certainly doesn't follow that he al-
ready had fully in view the theory of meaning he later re-
Jects in the Sophlst, let alone that he had already worked
out the Sophist's new theory of meaning! Only a mode of
interpretation which, like Shorey's, pays more attention to
surface than to substance (e.g. infers from the presence of
certaln expressions to that of certain argued doctrines and
philosophical conclusions) could be content to argue on this
subJect as Shorey and his followers do.

6. So Mrs. Sprague, p. 15.

7. Hence Taylor's distinction (PMW 85) between .a
"merely verbal" ambiguity between the two senses of &\va(
cited above, and a "metaphysical" confusion {what is not=
"blank nothing” vs. what 1s "other than a given reality")
i1s a step 1n the right direction. But Taylor never suc-
ceeded, 1n my oplnion, in showing how the metaphyslical con-
fusion itself makes 1t seem lmpossible to speak falsely; nor
do I think that the confusion 1s the only thing preventing
a (more) correct conception of meaning and truth, as Taylor
seems to think (op. cit. p. 85, 389-391, Plato: the Sophilst
and the Statesman, pp. 66-69)

8. In the foregoing paraphrase I have omitted the
flourish which some 1Interpreters think Dionysodorus agds at,
the very end, where he apparently attempts to reduce ONW\XQYHV
to not speaking at all. (So Rouse,/Spraggg, Jowett?, avd
Meridier, who take 286b 6, © §¢ pm Meywv T Ayovt TRs av
ovTi Aye(; to contain the reduction.) If this 1s the correct
reading of the last sentence then Dionysodorus produces this
result by means of the fallacy of secundum quid (i.e., by
deducing "X 1s not speaking", without qualification, from "X
is not speaking about Y"); I have omitted this final step in
the argument since 1t is evident that the really damaging
consequence, also stated by Dionysodorus (286b 3-5), 1is that
in supposed contradiction one actually changes the subject.
The last step, 1f it 1s really there at all, is Just a dia-
lectical flourish. Apelt, however, takes the last sentence
in such a way that thils last stgp 1s absent frqm the argument:
he understands something like TO TWpaypa with PV\*éwa easlily
supplied from the preceding sentence), and thereby makes the
conclusion of the argument correspond with the conclusion as
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I have stated it in the text. However the final sentence is
ziken the essence of the argument remains as I have given

. -
9. That Wep! 0V & Aoyos here means "what (nis) sen-

tenc% or statement is about" and not "object of disagree-
ment" (so, apparently, Rouse) or "subJect of discussion"

so, apparently, Merldier's "dont 11 s'agit" and Apelt's
"von der dile Rede 1st") seems to me shown by the appear-
ance of the ldentical expression at Crat. J32e 5-6, where
this meaning 1s certainly indicated by the context, and by
the association of Adyos (statement) and WeXYpa Just below,
Euthyd. 285e-286b.

10. Such a view seems to be implicit in various of Pro-
fessor Ryle's writings on Plato: cf. e.g. "Plato's Parmen-
ides", SPM pp. 136 ff. and R. C. Cross's references to an
unpublished paper of his in "Logos and Forms'" pp. 433 ff.

11. cCf. J. M. E. Moravcsik, "Meaning and Belng" pp.62-
6, and Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic p. 126.

12. Cratylus [31b 2-c 1. Comparison of this passage

with other places in the Crat. where@vﬁAaTa are mentloned

399b, L21b, e, L25a, L26e) in fact suggests that here

Wpata does not mean "verbs" but rather phrases, so that
Crat. 431b-c would not be even an appareht parallel to the
Sophist's requirement that a sentence have both a name and
a verb. But even if it does here mention both names and
verbs as sentence parts it does not share the Sophlst's the-
ory of logos. For the Crat., having mentioned both parts of
the logos can go on (432e] to glve an account of the false-
hood of a logos which utilizes only ovgpaTa: obviously no
essentlal differentiation of roles has yet been recognized.
It would be inconceivable for Plato, after the explicit the-
ory of Soph. 26le-262d, to speak of a logos as 1f 1t con-
tained only names, as Crat. 385c-d and L32e do, and the full-
er statements of 2Lhe-[125a and L431b-c do nothing to mltigate
the omisslon there.

13. One should not have to point eut that at most one
passage in the middle period dlalogues clearly says any such
thing (Rep. 596a 6-T), and in only one (or possibly two)
other places are Forms for common nouns asserted at all (Crat.
389 and, some think, Phaedo 103c ff., cf. Vlastos, "Post-
script to the Third Man", SPM p. 290n.). But old dogmas

die hard.
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1. The example 1is borrowed from Chomsky, Syntactic
Structures, p. 15.

15. Moravcsik seems to be the only person who has seen
the point at all clearly: cf. his "Being and Meaning" pp.
61-65. His whole account of meaning and falsehood in the
Sophist (pp. 56-77) is the most interesting, and on the
whole the best, analysis yet provided.

16. Commentators have however not given him credit for
even this advance. Cornford, for example, thinks that 1t 1is
only the fact that on his view every separate word 1s given
a designation which marks his advance over the sophilsts. C.
thinks that, as the sophists had thought that a false state-
ment necessarily had to have some meaningless part, some
part which named nothing, all Plato needs to do 1n order to
refute them 1s to show how all significant sentences, even
false ones, have meaningful parts. He thinks that the soph-
ist 1s worried about the allegedly false statement "Theae-
tetus flies" because though he sees how "Theaetetus" has a
meaning (1t refers to Theaetetus), he does not see how
"flies" does (since there is no flying going on for it to
refer to). Hence he gives to Plato a theory (pp. 313-317)
which, without relying upon the discrimination of parts and
functions in a logos to which the Stranger devotes so much
attentlon, provides a meaning (reference) for each word of
any sentence, even a false one. Thils is achieved by intro-
ducing the theory of Forms as the meanings of the constit-
uent words (or perhaps only the predicate-expressions) of a
sentence. Hence hils oft-repeated claim that what 1s essen-
tial to Plato's solution of the problem of falsehood 1is his
invocation of the theory of Forms.) "Theaetetus flies"
thus has a meaning: '"Theaetetus" names Theaetetus and "flies"
refers to the Form of Flying, so the sentence as a whole
has a meaning. Thils 1s supposed to satisfy the sophist.

But it obviously doesn't. For even supposing that for the
sophist "flies" seemed to have no meaning unless 1t referred
to some concrete act of flying, the substitution of an ab-
stract act of flying, in giving "flying" a meaning, also
makes the sentence in question true. If each of th parts
refers to some bv, then the whole sentence Aéyer 7o Sv  and
i1s true. The ;Ophist's prgblem is how they can be meaning-
ful and yet A&ye, T pm ovm, and the introduction of
Forms to be the meanings of some of the words of a sentence
gets us nowhere. In fact, of course, the real work only now
begins: we must show how the false statement says something
meaningful but false. Cornford himself has belatedly (p. 315)
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to bring in such an explanation (involving the idea of a
relation between elements of reality referred to) but he
does so without having provided a place for it in his for-
mal account and without recognizing either its crucial im-
portance for the problem under discussion or the obviously
essentlal part 1n hils own explanation which the Stranger
glves 1t. As we should expect, the necessary part 1s the
part the Stranger explicitly states and the unessential
part 1s the part which Cornford has to invent for him.
Taylor's account (Plato: the Sophlst and the Statesman,
pp. 66 ff.) like Cornford's dutifully records the analysis
of the meaning of a sentence and then proceeds to ignore 1it.
Moravcsik 1s the only writer known to me who has fully seen
the point of the analysis (op. cit., pp. 62-6l, 73-77).

17. Usually translated "nouns" and "verbs'", as Plato's
examples (262b) encourage one to do. But the fact that
Plato only mentlions nouns and verbs should not be permitted
to obscure the point he 1is evidently making: he certainly
did not regard "Theaetetus 1s snub-nosed" as meaningless.
Cf. n. 11 above.

18. So Cornford (PTK, p. 216), Taylor (Plato: the
Sophist and the Statesman, p. 67} Ross (p. 11

19. "Meaning and Being", pp. 66 ff.

20. Op. cit., p. 7Th.

21. That the "any and all" must be strongly empha-
sized in the statement of the analysis 1s illustrated by
the following version of the usual analysis (Taylor, Plato:
the Sophist and the Statesman, p. 67): "Thus [the false
proposition] affirms about him 'what is not' as though it
were. But thils only means that it affirms of him 'something
that 1s, but 1s different' from what is. . . Flying 1is a
genuine actlon; there are creatures which fly. . . but
[flying] is different from the act which he 1s, ex hypothesi,
in fact now performing. And this 1s enough to make the
assertion false." But 1t isn't: twiddling one's thumbs
1s a different action from sitting. Does it follow that
Theaetetus, who 1s sitting, 1s not twiddling his thumbs?
(The importance of the addition "any and all", and the
fact that nothing in Plato's account corresponds to it
might in fact lead one to doubt whether we can be expected
to provide it and interpret as the usual view does.)

22. E.g. the flux theory of reality, the 1ldea that
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investigation into the derivations of words can lead to
understanding of what there 1s, conventionallsm of varilous
sorts, as well as the problems of meaning I shall be
discussing.

23. Cf. Hermogenes' complaints on this score, 383a -
38ha 7, L2Td 3-7.

2. E.g. by Shorey (Unity, pp. 54-55), Mrs. Sprague, p.17.
25. It probably only means "phrase": c¢f. n. 12 above.

26. I have interpreted }32d 11-433b 5 as saying some-
thing about the truth and falsehood of statements; in my
view falsehood of a logos 1s here connected with the false
attribution of names argued for above (l430-431), and an
analogy 1is drawn between a false logos, as a bad picture of
a fact, and a bad name, as a faulty copy of a thing. This
requires the assumption that once Socrates distingulshes
between introducing a name and using it (430-431) he keeps
the two things apart, at least through l33b: for as I con-
strue l132e-433a, when Socrates speaks of a logos as saying
something wak&s he means that it says stethin false, and
when he says that a logos may contain pm UPoTYrkovTa ovipata
he means false names in the sense explained in 430-431, viz.
wrongly applied names. But other interpretations of these
admittedly obscure remarks are possible. Thus 1t might be
that after }32c, where he turns to discuss not incorrect use
but incorrect formation of names, Socrates does not return
at all to the topic of falsehood. In that case 432e-433a
will merely be extending the analysis of badly made names,
remarking that 1f some letters of a name are wrong, and it
nevertheless remains a copy of the thing, then a fortiori
a logos that contains a name that contains some incorrect
letters will fall to be as good a copy as it might have
been of the things it names: but this will have no more
to do with false statements than badly introduced names do
with false names as explained in 430-431. A different inter-
pretation would_take Socrates to mean by sentences which
say things xkaxwvssentences which are false, but would take
him to be maklng falsehood dependent not (as in u30—u31)
on the misapplication of a name with a previously fixed
meaning but on the bare fact that it contains a badly made
name. On this interpretation Socrates i1s saying in [32e
that because names can have incdrrect letters the logoi
in which they occur can have incorrect names (viz. any name
with any incorrect letters); but, forgetting his distinction
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between incorrect use and incorrect formation, he now means
to make logoi false by making them contaln an incorrectly
formed name. Thus if "horse" 1s a bad name for horses, any
sentence 1in which "horse" is used in the ordinary way will
contain a false name and so will itself be false. Now it
seems to me that either of these views is possible (and the
latter could be elaborated to make a rather full theory of
falsehood). But they share one feature which inclines me

to prefer the one I have adopted to elther of them. In L32e
3-4 Socrates says that (as he has explained) a name may con-
tain pm ﬂ?o@h&KEVTG 1§{ para, and similarly a logos may con-
tain a p& upoesMmKov VFPQ“- Now on elither of the two views
mentloned a oTmKov ovopa 1s one with some bad letters---
one which kak®&ws keirat. And 1t seems doubtful to me thqt it
can mean th%sv It 1s certainly far more likely that m
?QOGWﬂkoan ovomata here means what it does at 431ib 2-5, viz.,
"names ° ' wrongly applied". And in that case one 1s Jjusti-
fied in understanding by "names which do not fit", names
which, as Socrates has explained, are applied (1like pictures)
to things they do not resemble.

27. It is important to observe that both here and
throughout this part of the dialogue 1t is knowledge of
objects, and never of truths which is meant. Cornford
occasionally slips into talk of knowledge of truths (cf.
PTK, pp. 137-8), and even comes close to translating the
same concern into Plato's text (198b 1), but this 1s cer-
tainly a mistake.

28. Even this kind of mistake 1s in fact possible. Dr.
Jekyll was Mr. Hyde, but he need not have been; 1f he were
not, someone might still have thought to himself the very
words"Dr. Jekyll is Mr. Hyde!" and been wrong but not unin-
telligible. This possibility is du#, of course, to the fact
that though a proper name designates an obJject 1t can be 1n-
troduced on the basis of some description or set of descrip-
tions. Thus before I discover (or think) that Dr. Jekyll and
Mr. Hyde are the same person, Mr. Hyde is for me a man of a
certaln description, with certain characteristic occupations
etc. Likewise, mutatis mutandis, for Dr. Jekyll. What I
discover (or think I discover) is Just that it 1s one and
the same man who meets both descriptions and engages 1n
both occupations. So even when I have two men in mind and
give them their own proper names I need not render myself
unintelligible by saying that the one 1s the other. But
in general different proper names name different people,
and 1f we assume that thils 1s universally so, then Socrates'
principle 1s unobjectionable.
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29. But note 191d 5 eVVOﬁwuyev which does not appear
to sort well with perceptual experlence as the sole source
of the imprints on the wax: though no doubt someone could
over-interpret it so as to make 1t consistent with that
supposition.

30. Hence not much weight should be attached to Socrates'
excursus (194c 1-195b 1) on the ways in which differences
in the quality of a person's wax block affect hls intelligence
and the likelihood that he will make mistakes and Jjudge
falsely. Similarly one need not be surprised that the re-
mark at 197d 7-8 about the varieties of birds in one's
aviary has not been satisfactorily construed as implying
some classification on Plato's part of the objects of know-
ledge (cf Campbell, p. 199, Cornford PTK, p. 132n. ); nor
can the remark (198a li-b 6) about how one man teaches an-
other his numbers, thereby stocking his aviary with the
knowledge of the numbers, bear the weight wpich Cornford
(p. 135-6), mistranslating QTT\TTN\Mas‘hAV api8pdv (198b 1),
attaches to it (cf. also Stoelzel, pp. 111-113, from whom
Cornford seems to have gotten the idea). All these passages
are elaborations of the models for their own sakes and do
not form any part of the discussion of the problem about
false belief which Plato introduces the similes to clarify
and solve.

31. It is amusing to observe that Cornford first an-
nounces (p. 124) that Socrates in 193b 9 ff. is going to
illustrate "the three cases in which mistake 1s possible",
and then (p. 125), having translated the passage giving the
1llustrations, remarks that Socrates has not 1llustrated
one of the three cases and that he will go on in 193d 10 ff.
to repeat his explanation of "the two cases he has 1llustrated"

32. Cf. P.F. Strawson Individuals Ch. 1.
33, Cf. 1984 1-8.

3. Cf. 199b 1-5.

35. It is worth noting that here again, as at 196a-b,
one is not supposed to have 12 in mind when he has T7+5 in
mind; he goes in hunt of 12 (199b 2-3) once he asks himself
how much 7 and 5 make.

36. An ignorance of 11, as the development of the argu-
ment above shows, 1s something by having which in active use
one 1is in fact thinking of 11 but not knowing it for 1l1: an
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ignorance 1s Just the same as a knowledge except that if

one has the knowledge of something to hand he knows what
thing he 1s thinking of. Cornford 1s therefore wrong to
suggest that the "plece of ignorance" one 1s supposed to

lay hold of is the "false belief...that 5+7=11" (p. 138).
Cornford fails to observe that 1t is knowledge or ignorance
of objects throughout here that 1s 1n question, not prop-
ositions. But he 1s at least consistent, s;pce he thinks
the cmisTqpral, no less thah the aV(—RlGTIV\tA°¢UVG‘) are prop-
ositional {; form (p. 135). There 1s absolutely no warrant
for this in the text, however, though Cornford translates
some warrant into it at 198b 1. (0ddly enough he takes

o3 abrev W& 199e 5 with de§dfew , when he might have eked
out his case by taking 1t, as Dies does, with &vern¢1w1ko~
r6vmv,translat1ng "now getting a knowledge and now an 1g-
norance about the same thing". It is easy to think that
the c-u—m‘”r%wu Tav a(ner@v must be knowledge of truths about
the numbers; but once one sees (as Cornford of course does
not: cf. his comments pp. 117-118 on the definition of false-
hood as aAAeSofia) that according to the atomistic theory of
meaning being pursued here falsehood of whatever sort must
reduce to mistaking one obJect for another, the emphasis on
knowledge of an obJect which does not come down to a lot of
knowledge of truths about it 1s seen to be both appropriate
and necessary to the argument.

37. PLE, p. 37. Cf. also Robinson, "Forms and Error"
p. 5, who sees the implication of the argument but is will-
ing to belleve 1t was a "slip" on Plato's part. The recog-
nition that thls argument sorts 111 with the o0ld knowledge-
Forms/belief-empirical world dichotomy goes back to the
nineteenth century at least: Stoelzel (p. 113n.) mentions,
and attempts to rebut, interpretations to this effect by
Schubart and von Stein.

38. It is worth pointing out that this fact wrecks
Cherniss' interpretation of the second half of the dialogue.
He thinks ("Economy", SPM pp. 5-6) to show the argument of
the second half of the dlalogue to be a coherent and well-
argued defense of the old view, succinctly argued in Tim.
Sld-e, that i1f knowledge and true opinion are different
then there are Forms (the objects with which knowledge is
concerned). The arguments of Theaetetus 20la-c and 208e-
210a fit together to show that (a) knowledge and true belief
are distinct and (b) since knowledge is not identical with
true belief true belief cannot be an "essentIal element" of
knowledge elther, so that knowledge must have different ob-
Jects from the objects of belief. By so interpreting the
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second argument Chernlss makes its conclusion dependent upon
that of the first; but as we have now seen the conclusion

of the first (that knowledge 1s not identical with true be-
ldef) 1is dependent upon the assumption that not all obJjects
of knowledge are Forms. Nelther argument nor the sum of

the two can, then, be interpreted as showing that true be-
lief and knowledge must be distingulshed in such a way that
belief and knowledge have different "objects". Of course
this does not show that Plato did not intend to be arguing
as Cherniss represents him; but since one reason for accep-
ting that he did so argue is (as Cherniss obviously believes)
that the argument so construed 1s a good, clear and coherent
one, it 1s worth pointing out that 1t 1s not. The argument
of the Theaetetus manifestly does not prove the "epistemo-
logical necessity of the Ideas."

39. Pp. 113-11j.
NOTES TO CHAPTER VI

1. Runciman, PLE pp. Ll-l4li, thinks that these closing
lines of Socrates' exposition do not form part of the dream
theory, and that therefore the dream nowhere contemplates
giving an explanation of logos as a sufficient condition of
knowledge. But there 1s no reason to take this radical line.
The dream can be proposing a theory of logos as something
to be added to true belief as well as enunclating a neces-
sary condition of knowledge. (It should be observed that
the necessary condition Runciman thinks the dream 1is pro-
ducing [that "a combination of names 1s a necessary pre-
requisite of simples becoming either opinable or knowable",
p. h%] 1s misgulided. Simples are in the clearest possible
way (202b 5-6) said to be unknowable; what 1s known when
their names are put together 1s not the simples themselves
but the complexes they are parts of.)

2. One may grant, as I have done,in what precedes, that
the dream 1s partly (and perhaps by intention primar11y3 a
theory of explanation and not one of language or semantics;
nevertheless 1t contains the two root ideas of the atomils-
tic theory, (a) designation as the fundamental linguistic

act (20le 2-202a 2), and (b) the idea that to say something
is to string names together (202b 2-5, 7, cf. 205d 8). On
all this see below pp. 251 ff.
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3. Endorsed by Cherniss, "Philosophical Economy", SPM
p. 7 and argued by Cornford, PTK pp. 12 ff.

"Forms and Error", pp. l4-16. Robinson's own posi-
tive view (that Plato in the final section shows that his
view that knowledge always involves logos, though he con-
tinues to accept 1t, 1s incoherent so far as he can tell)
seems to me not very promising. The theory of simples and
complexes expounded in the dream has to be attributed firm-
ly to Plato in order for this interpretation to have any
chance of being right (since i1t must have Plato arguing
that there are some things of which there 1s knowledge but
no logos); and I doubt that Plato can here be firmly adopt-
ing any theory of logos or any theory of complexes. Cf.
Hackforth "Platonic Forms. . .", p. 57.

5. Dids offers an argument along traditional lines to
show how this might be done ("L'Idee de la science dans
Platon", Autour de Platon II. L65-169.)

6. Cf. Cornford PTK pp. 154, 162-3, as against p. 158;
Cherniss "Philosophical Economy", SPM p. 7.

Hence Cornford's remarks at the end of hls discus-
sion are uninformative at best, and obfuscatory at worst.
He writes: "The Platonist will draw the necessary inference.
True knowledge has for its objects things of a different
order---not sensible things, but intelligible Forms.
Such obJects are necessarily unique, they do not become and
perish or change 1in any respect. But as nothing in the
preceding arguments, or Cornford's commentary on them, has
suggested that the changingness and temporality of sensible
things causes the fallure of the attempt to define logos
for them so as to permit knowledge of them, these features
of Forms, though no doubt central to the conception of
Forms 1n general, do not themselves have any relevance to
the 1ssues raised. Cornford should certainly have explained
how the fact that the Form of Justice, say, 1s eternal and
unchanging permits one to give a logos of it which 1s not
open to the kinds of objections raised against the defini-
tions of logos actually proposed.

8. I do not claim even to understand at all well the
supposed fourth sense. At one point (p. 154) it appears to
be definition through higher concepts, at another (pp. 141-
2) it appears to be something not given of an individual
(whether thing or concept) but, rather, of a belief or a
Judgement, though then it is not a sense which any one
could suppose was appropriate either (e.g. ) to the sun or
to the Just Itself. Cf. Robinson, "Forms and Error"

pp. 14-15.
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9. "Plato's Parmenides", SPM pp. 136 ff., "Letters
and Syllables", p. LL3.

10. 207a 5-7 and 208d 1-3 seem quite ambiguous, and the
examples of Theaetetus and his name, though they seem to
lean towards logos as a simple list, are hardly decisive.

11. cCf. for example Crat. 425a 1-3, L31b 2-c 2 (where,
§s, I have argued ab9v§, p. 187 and n. 25, the inclusion of
Cmpara as well as pvopa™ 1s inconsequential) and Soph.
263d 1-4 (where virtually the same formula is understood
differently, cf. pp. 167 ff.). 1In these, and other, places,
1t 1s always a statement which is sald to be a combination,
or an intermingling, etc., of names (or names and verbs).

12. It should be carefully noted that the second con-
ceptlion of a ?UAAqﬁﬁ treats it as something over and above
the elements and as 1tself a partless simple thing. The
supposition is not (as Ryle, "Plato's 'Parmenides'", SPM
pp. 137-138, thinks) that a complex may consist of letters
plus an order of arrangement, which 1s then as much a sim-
ple (though a simple of a different kind) as the letters.
The new simple thinglbeing introduced on thils second under-
standing of a<TUXAa$n 1s not something of which the syllable
consists; it 1s the syllable itself (cf. 205c 1-2). There
1s nowhere 1in this discussion any allusion, so far as I
can see, to any notion of an "order of arrangement" (Ryle)
that has to be added in with the letters to make a sylla-
ble. (Aristotle's discussion in Met. Z.1041b 11-33 i1s to
be contrasted with the Tht.'s discussion.)

13. Of course the Parmenides treats the one as simul-
taneously both of these, whereas in the Tht. the two con-
ceptions are alternatives. But thils does not matter for
my purposes.

1y, The use of examples in the learning of letters as
an example of Example: the identity of letters in different
syllables and ability to recognize the identlty must be seen
in the context of the definition of the statesman and the ‘
use of weaving as an example. What is 1t to recognize 6 €paTeia
(1f, cf. 278e 9, this 1s the ¢Toiyeiov which 1s being learned)
or quy kprriesf and dlawpTiws (L1f, cf. 282b, these are being
learnedg, first in weaving and then in statesmanship? In
what consists the, identity of B &pamela in the two? ILetters
are evidently not being thougtt of as simple elements 1in any
sense. :
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15, In "Plato's 'Parmenides'" SPM pp. 137-138, the un-
published paper referred to by R.C. Cross ("Logos and Forms
in Plato", pp. L434-435), and "Letters and Syllables", p. L}3.

16. Hence I reject Runciman's idea (PLE pp. L47-48) that
Plato 1s arguing against the dream theorist to the positive
conclusion %which he thereafter regarded as an accomplished
doctrine) that there must be knowledge of simples. For
this to follow Plato would have himself to be firmly com-
mitted to the dream's (and Socrates') view of simples and
complexes. And 1t 1s too much to say that he accepted this
view. It 1s certainly too much to say, as Runciman does,
that both Theaetetus #nd Philebus regard it as necessary
that there should be knowledge of simples, on the ground that
they both admit knowledge of letters (though differing as to
what knowledge of such a simple comes to). For as soon as
the Phllebus sees that knowing a letter involves knowlng
how 1t can combine with others it no longer treats letters
as simples in any sense in which the Theaetetus argues for
knowledge of simples.

17. "TH" of course stands for the single Greek letter
Theta.

18, cf. 209 T: TaAka ... of v & 60, with 202e 1-2,
~ ), G ~ / < [
croyda Wy MPETS Te gy Ke(peBa wat Tordda.

19. Ryle has made much of the distinction between
letters as sounds and letters as characters, argulng that
when Plato uses the letters-syllables analogy he must have
primarily in mind letters as sounds (cf. "Letters and
Syllables"). Ryle's reason for thinking so is Just that
the point he takes Plato to be making by the use of the
analogy 1s only correct, or correct without qualification,
of spoken letters and not of written. For the written "T"
1s a discrete and separable part of the words 1n which 1t
appears, recognizable and teachable on its own; whereas
the sound represented by "T" does not turn up on its own
and 1s not a separate and discrete part of the spoken word.
And according to Ryle, Plato's point in appealing to the
letter and syllable analogy "in expounding his logical or
semantic views"(p. 431), 1s to show the "indépendent-
variabllity-without-separability of the meanings of parts
of sentences" (p. 451): words, since they are parts of
sentences, have meaning derivatively from the meanings of
the sentences 1n which they occur, and therefore as meaning-
ful elements are aspects and not parts: they are "distingulsh-
ables, not detachables; abstractables, not extractables” (p.L36)
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And just as the only independently existing linguistic units
are complete statements, so the analogy Plato relies upon

to make this point should take letters as sounds, where the
elements have no independent existence, rather than as charac-
ters, where they obviously do exist separately. That Plato
does not have letters as phonetic elements rather than writ-
ten characters specially in mind 1s clear from many passages
(e.g., Tht. 206a§ and has been shown by Gallop (Phil. Rev.
1963 pp. 364-369). (Ryle also falls to notice that Plato's
"logical and semantical views" were different in Cratylus
and Theaetetus from Sophist, Politicus and Philebus, so that
the use of the analogy should not 1n any case be uniform.)
The absence of the distinction between phonetic elements and
written characters suggests that Ryle's estimation of the
point Plato uses the analogy to illustrate in his later dia-
logues is faulty. I think Plato never wishes to deny that
letters---whether phonetic or written---can be met with on
thelr own, nor that words and theilr meanings exist except

as parts of sentences or propositions. His point 1s, rather,
that to know one of these things is not to know merely what
one might learn by looking very closely at 1t as 1t appears
in isolation, but to know about it what kinds of functions
it performs and how it differs from other similar things
performing different functlons. Whereas Ryle thinks---and
wlshes Plato to think---that syllables as independent exls-
tences are prior to letters, which never occur except 1n
syllables, Plato in fact sees them as interconnected and
neither in Ryle's way prior to the other.

20. Cf. Robinson, "Forms and Error", pp. 17-19 (replied
to by Hackforth, "Platonic Forms", p. 583. But notice that
I have not sald that the Forms are not relevant to any and
all questions about what knowledge 1s, but only that they
are not necessary to an investigation of the question raised
by the Theaetetus.

21, Cf. what the Politicus says (277a-287a) about‘r&
T™Gv v Twv cﬁhtxeﬁz (278d 1): thls passage deserves much
closer attention than 1t usually recelves. One of these
crorXeta 1s (I think, cf. note 1 above)@eqatr(\/o, which
occurs both in weaving and in statesmanship. Knowilng 64T0—
mela as 1t occurs in weaving 1s no simple operation: cf.
281b 7-d 3. Likewise having gotten to know 8cpameia in
the case of weaving serves as a gulde to getting to know
6¢pemeda in the case of statesmanship (cf. 287b ff.) in
nothing like the way having practised picking out a man
from a group of three others helps one to pick him out
from a group of 20.
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