Plato’s Epistemology: a Coherent Account in Meno, Phaedo
and Theaetetus

Chuanijie Sheng

Submitted in accordance with the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

The University of Leeds

Department of Classics

August 2015



The candidate confirms that the work submittedssolwn and that appropriate credit
has been given where reference has been madewmthef others.

This copy has been supplied on the understandiaigitths copyright material and
that no quotation from the thesis may be publishigkdout proper acknowledgement.

© 2015 The University of Leeds and Chuanjie Sheng

The right of Chuanjie Sheng to be identified ashdutof this work has been asserted
by him in accordance with the Copyright, Designd Batents Act 1988.



Acknowledgements

| appreciate all the persons that helped me to tatenphis thesis. | would like
to express my greatest gratitude to my supervidors,Elizabeth E. Pender and
Professor Malcolm F. Heath. As an enlightened teadbr. Pender has offered me
valuable comments and suggestions for my dissentatVorking with her is a
stimulating intellectual experience. She patiersiiggested on the structure of my
thesis and corrected all the chapters line by lkea wonderful friend, she brings
happiness, pleasure and fruitful experience intdifayn Leeds. Professor Heath has
read all the chapters of my thesis and has givefeetgbacks on each of the chapters.
During the supervisions, he has given me valuabdelemic advice and comments,
which has saved me from a large number of mistakdserrors in this dissertation. |
am grateful to have had the opportunity to studgi@nt Greek in the classes of Dr
Hamstead.

| wish to express deep thanks to my dear colleagues friends in the
Department of Classics in Leeds, Chris Green, FAbBaandre M. Serranito, Luca
Sansone di Campobianco and Andrea Basso. | al$otwihank my friends in Leeds,
Magesh Vasu, Gail Chen, Jason Kao, Lei Jiang, Xidoxand Qiang Liu for sharing
my personal worries and happiness.

| would like to express my appreciation to the @hcholarship Council and
the Department of Classics in Leeds for their gemeifinancial support which has
made it possible for me to carry on my researdingland.

At last, | owe an immense debt to my parents feirtlncouragement and love.



\%

Abstract

This dissertation analyses the epistemology inoRlavlieno, Phaedoand
Theaetetuslt will explain how Plato constructs his thougirt knowledge in those
three dialogues into a coherent explanation. InMkeao andPhaedoPlato offers an
outline of his epistemology. Thileno introduces Meno’s paradox, the theory of
recollection and the formula “knowledge is trueropn with an explanation of the
reason why”. In thePhaedo Plato proposes recollection theory as a proof of
immortality of soul and introduces the theory offAe to make the epistemological
outline complete. Although this outline of epistdagy is systematic, it still has
problems, such as knowledge is limited to a narspWwere and the epistemological
function of the body is denied.

Theaetetusis an attempt to rethink the definitions of knoslde and to
supplement the epistemological outline in Menoand Phaedoby presenting new
theories. InTheaetetus three definitions of knowledge are discussed, algm
knowledge is perception, knowledge is true opiniamg knowledge is true opinion
with an account. During the investigation of theethdefinitions, Plato successively
supplies the detailed explanations of the procépgmeiving colours, the wax block
analogy, the aviary example and the discussiorhefnheaning and nature of the
concept of account.

In the progress of my study, | will also prove that all of Socrates’ arguments
about knowledge are good and strong. Those poaveak arguments are mainly

caused by employing metaphors to illustrate phpbszal thought.
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Introduction

The aim of this research

This study analyses the epistemology in Pla®éno, Phaed@nd Theaetetus
It will explain how Plato constructs his thought émowledge in those three
dialogues into a coherent explanation. In kheno and thePhaedo Plato employs
the theory of recollection, the theory of Formse tmmortality of the soul and the
concepts “true opinion/judgement” and “an explamatiof the reason why” to
illustrate a complete epistemological system. la TheaetetusPlato supplements
the outline of his epistemology in tienoand thePhaedoby giving the detailed
explanations of the process of seeing colours,whe block analogy, the aviary
example, the discussion of the meaning and natutieeoconcept of “account” and
three definitions of knowledge. As well as explagihow Plato constructs an
epistemological system in these dialogues, thadhe# discuss the unclearness and
the difficulties in the arguments for those thegriand will show that Plato is in a
dilemma in his thoughts on knowledge.

Theaetetuss the central dialogue among the three dialoguékis thesis. The
Theaetetuseems to be an attempt to rethink the questidioiviedge and to give
theories for supplementing what is not mentionetheepistemological system that

is outlined in theMlenoandPhaedo Although the theories appear to be empiricist in



the Theaetetusthe purpose of this thesis is to prove thatl heaetetus’lato firmly
insists on his anti-empirical position, since dflettheories discussed in the
Theaetetusould be seen as a supplement to the epistemolaystem in théMleno
and Phaedo Indeed, all the theories mentioned in ffeeaetetusire themselves a
new systematic explanation of how the soul rectdlémowledge in the sensible
world.

This thesis will show that Plato faces a dilemma.te one hand, Plato insists
that the soul could only recollect rather than dgawowledge in the sensible world.
Therefore, his epistemology is rooted in the growhdhe region of the Forms.
However, on the other hand, he has to explain lem@menon of knowing and how
the soul regains knowledge in the sensible worttipimvise knowledge would be
useless. Plato needs theories of knowledge inehsilde world. For Plato, it is so
difficult to offer convincing theories to explainhat happens in the region of the
Forms, since it is too abstract. Fortunately, Plaiald give explanations of what
happens in the process of knowing in the sensibliédwand then use the explanation
in two ways: namely, the same explanation can led bsth for what happens in the
sensible world and in the region of the Forms. Tthissis will show that Plato’s
endeavor is not entirely successful. The failurdisfendeavor can be shown by the
aporia at the end of thlenoandTheaetetusFurther, the failure can also be shown
by the poor arguments of the theories in all thdizogues that will be revealed in

the chapters of this thesis.



The process of gaining knowledge in th®eno and Phaedo

TheMenoandPhaedaoshow that Plato insists on a position of innatevikedge.
Therefore, knowledge unavoidably refers to its rebjects, the Forms. Plato’s
Socrates does not say anything about the Formlkemeng but introduces the
theory of Forms in th@haedo However, that does not mean that Plato did ne¢ ha
the theory of the Forms in his mind when he comgdakeMena As | will prove in
chapter two, there is evidence to show the PlatlWshéhe same position on
epistemology in botiMenoandPhaedo

The outline of the epistemological system constadichMenoandPhaedocan
be summarized as follows:

(1) The soul “has seeridpaxvia) all things on earth and in the underworld,
there is nothing which it has not learneteno81c)! Nevertheless, ifFhaedg soul
enters into a region of “noble and pure and inlSiland gains knowledge there
(Phaedo78d, 79b and 80d). The Forms are the objects ofviadge.

(2) There are two reasons why the soul in the bensworld cannot gain
knowledge but only recollect it. Firstly, the saslalways influenced by the body
(Phaedo80b-d). Secondly, the objects of recognition ia sensible world are always
in flux and “never in the same state” (78b). Thare two criteria of knowledge, i.e.
knowledge is always of what is and is always ungr(lheaetetud52c, AicOnoig
dpa Tod dvtog det dotv koi dyevdeg e dmotun ovoa. “Perception, then, is always

of what it is, and unerring — as befits knowledg&gcording to these criteria, the

1 All the English translations of Plato’s dialogtieghis dissertation come froRiato: Complete Worksdited by
John Cooper, unless otherwise indicated. For Geedk,tl have use@xford Classical Texts



objects in the sensible world make knowledge imipdessfor it is impossible to
learn knowledge from an object that is always uxfl

(3) Hence, the soul can only recollect knowledgethie sensible world and
“learning is recollection”leno81c-86b,Phaedo72e-73a). If so, someone who does
not know about something has within himself truéenmm about that thing that he
does not knowNleno 85c). Then how could true opinion become knowl&d@me
answer fromMeno is that “...He will have true opinions which, whetirred by
guestioning, become knowledge..Mé¢no86a)

(4) The questions will give the respondent an opputy for recollecting an
account of the true opinion about something. Talection will finally make the
true opinion become knowledge, according to themtda “knowledge is true
opinion with an explanation of the reason why” tisaintroduced by Socrates in the
Meno(98a).

(5) Socrates in théPhaedo offers another version of recollection theory.
Someone could recollect the Forms as the objecthisfknowing when he
experiences things similar or not similar to tharf® and realizes that all these
things are inferior to the FormBljaedo74a-c).

The most important feature of this epistemologgyatem is that it is rooted in
the Forms. It unavoidably emphasizes the regiorohéythe sensible world, where
the soul can gain knowledge. Based on this, Pl&o&ates employs recollection for
explaining how the phenomenon of knowing or recognihappens in the sensible

world. Socrates offers two versions of recollectibaories and tries to illustrate the



process of recollection in detail. In the sensibteld, the bodily elements from the
body and the things in flux make knowledge impdssib gain. Socrates uses this to
confirm that knowledge could only be gained in thgion of Forms rather than in
the sensible world.

From this system, we can deduce how a soul gaiow/lkdge during the time
of its existence. Firstly, the soul “has see&ddaxvia) all things in the region of
Forms. This means that the soul learns everythiegetthrough “consorting with”
the Forms. Then, for some souls, incarnation hagpen

A soul combines with a body and becomes a humamgbehich exists in the
sensible world. At the moment of birth, the sowdds or forgets the knowledge it
already hadKhaedo73e, 75d and 76a). That explains why we still nestudy in
our human life, though “learning” or “knowing” tdd®o’s Socrates means something
completely different. For him, all learning is rélection, i.e. the soul recalls the
knowledge that it already has.

As set out (4) and (5), there are two ways by wisimmeone could recollect the
knowledge. (4) is set in motion by questions alsmmething. Socrates gives us a
paradigm to show the process of recollection thihoggestions in th&leng where
Socrates successfully makes a slave who has resmereld geometry gain the correct
answer to a geometrical question through Socrapaesstions (82b-851)Socrates
does not mention whether someone could start tbeeps of recollection through

questions by himself. For example, whether someonél raise a question by being

2 Charles Kahn argues that “three acts of the irtel{@) grasping concepts, (2) forming judgmen},f¢@owing
inferences” “are illustrated by the slave-boy'svaess to Socrates’ questions”. See Kahn (2009) p. 12



curious about something himself and then, by vidiikis own logical deduction and
analysis, gain the right answer to the questionsdseraised. It seems that we cannot
deny such a possibility, since Socrates admits ttatslave has opinions “within
himself” (Evijocav 8¢ ye avt® ai 66&ut) (Meno 85c). That is why true opinion is a
necessary component of knowledge in the formulaWkedge is true opinion with
an explanation of the reason why” which appeatb@Mena

The second way, as (5) shows, by which someonel geabllect knowledge is
that recollection could be triggered directly by thensible objects. When someone
sees equal things, he could realize the existehtdged~orm of Equality that makes
the equal things deficient compared to it. If adaidning is recollection, then
knowledge is impossible to gain in the sensibleldvéor two reasons: firstly, the
objects of recognition in the sensible world amgaals in flux; secondly, the body is
always a hindrance to recollecting knowledge witihie soul.

In order to purify the bodily elements and see tilve realities, namely, the
Forms, the soul in the sensible world must takee cafr itself and avoid the
contamination of the bodytaedo81a-84b).

Socrates emphasizes that, after death, the sold separate from the body and
gain the knowledge from the real realiti¢thedo80e, 83a). This does not mean
that Socrates encourages suicide, for the soutéasoning state can gain knowledge
from Forms. The right way for practising philosopisyto keep the soul pure and
leave nothing bodily with the soul when death haggpé&hat is what Socrates calls

“training for death” (79e-81a). This kind of tramy is necessary for gaining



knowledge directly from the Forms. The fact thabwiedgecannot be gaineth the

sensible world does not mean that you cannot hase/ledge in the sensible world.
As Socrates illustrates when he mentions the trgifor death, a philosopher who
loves wisdom could occasionally “gather his sogjetter” and avoid the influence
from the body and therefore have or recollect keolge. Nevertheless, a soul
having knowledge in the sensible world cannot fasta long time for two reasons.
Firstly, it is extremely difficult for soul to keegavay from the influence of the bodily
elements, even if it is a philosopher’s soul; othise, the training for death would be
pointless. Secondly, the objects in the sensiblddaare in flux; so even though the
soul grasps the knowledge on a specific objects fhiece of knowledge on
something could not be applied to the object inrthet moment, since the specific
object has changed by then. These two reasonesdain whygaining knowledge

is impossible in the sensible world.

Problems in the process of gaining knowledge iMeno and Phaedo

Surely, Plato’s Socrates should supply more infoionato explain the whole
system; otherwise, it appears problematic. How dtes soul exist without
combination with the body? How does the soul ldarawledge from the Forms?
What is the relationship between soul, knowledg# the Forms? Do they co-exist?
Alternatively, are the Forms like books which comthe knowledge, so that the soul
gains the knowledge from the Forms as it sees tthea them? If the Forms are not

like books, do they have a specific function oreeffthat makes the soul itself



produce knowledge? After the soul is combined with body, in what way does
knowledge exist in the soul? What is the procedureugh which the soul recollects
knowledge when it is stimulated by the sensibleedisj? Does the body really make
no contribution in the process of knowing? IndeRldto inTheaetetudries to face
these difficultied and offers ideas and theories to supplement tisteepological

system, while insisting on the whole system.

Plato’s strategy for pursuing the definition of knowvledge inTheaetetus

Theaetetuseems to overthrow what has been said about kngelegdMeno
and Phaedo especially where Socrates rejects the formulao¥kadge is true
opinion plus an account” which is similar to thenfmla “knowledge is true opinion
plus an explanation of the reason why” in Meno (Theaetetus210a)* But, Plato
does not give up his philosophical position on klealge in theMeno and the

Phaedo since all the theories or ideas in fhieeaetetughat seem to be empirical

% Reasonably, we could assume that Plato realizedht@autline of his epistemological system is smtlear
and persuasive when he compo3éeaetetusMaybe he has had discussion or research on eqikigy with his
pupils or he knew that the topics of thienoand thePhaedoare not specific about knowledge, and the
epistemological system could not well be deliverethose dialogues. All these lead him to compod&imgue
on knowledge.

* The formula “knowledge is true opinions o&m oi 6Andsic) plus an explanantion of the reason wiigific
Loywou®)” in the Menois not the same as the third definition of knowledh theTheaetetusnamely,
“knowledge is true opinion plus an accountiy p&v petd Adyov aAndf So6&av émotiuny sivar). Nevertheless, as
E. S. Haring points out,Theaetetus definition is very like the one sketched by Ses in theMena true
opinion tethered by ‘working out the reason’ oa'sening out the ground [aitia]’. This resemblan@sy/iine an
ambiguous clue; perhaps Plato is criticizing rathan reinforcing thélenodefinition. However, the ties
between th&heaetetugndMenoare so numerous as to indicate a positive regarthé earlier dialogue”
(pp-510-511). He also argues that “Thus it seeswsfalr to say that Theodorus’s true opinion hanbe
transformed by the addition of a ground...On sutinterpretation ‘true opinion accompanied by Idgas also
be formulated as ‘grounded true opinion,’ in temesallingMeno97e-98a.The grounded true opinion is a
definition. It is not the initial true opinion extelly coupled with something which can be callee ground or
logos or reason; the discovery of the ground regutine initial -- sometimes somewhat list-likeudgment to be
replaced (p.525). | agree with him, though | thih&t Theaetetusiefinition is a kind of supplement of tideno
definition. Moreover, Glenn R. Morrow also declar&yt when Theaetetus proposes that knowledge hratkf
as true belief accompanied by logos, we seem tatddxe on Platonic ground. It at once recallsstia¢ement in
theMeno(98a) that true belief becomes knowledge wheasttheen fastened by reasoning. There is no obvious
difference in meaning between saying that knowleddpelief ‘bound by reasoningdywop®)’ and saying that it
is belief ‘accompanied by logogsta Adyov)’ See Haring (1982). pp. 510-511 and 525. See Mizwow (1970)
p. 309.



actually supplement the outline of epistemologyh@MenoandPhaedo Moreover,
the theories and ideas solve the difficulties aladifg the outline of knowledge in
some degree, although they themselves have problérhe philosophical
investigation of knowledge ifheaetetusould be roughly divided into three parts
that follow the three definitions. The three ddfoms are: (a) knowledge is
perception; (b) knowledge is true judgement/opiniqn) knowledge is true
judgement/opinion with an account.

Plato’s Socrates strategy for (a) is to reframepibssibility of Protagoras’ “men
are the measure of all things” as a reasonabletesseDuring the process, he offers
a detailed account of the process of seeing theucathite Theaetetud53d-154a,
156d-e, 159d-160c). The procedure refers to thregs and two stages. At first, a
motion between the eyes and the white object presiudhiteness, then the seeing
eyes and the whiteness makes the white colour datoebeing. If that is what
happens, nothing has being, rather all are commtwheing. This theory of
perception indeed differs from Protagoras’ thouagihdl it also opens a door to see
how Socrates understands perception. Socrates’retwpsion of perception on the
one hand supplements the epistemology by explaitiiegsteps of the process of
perceiving, which are not given in the discussibparception inMenoandPhaedo
This new account of perception is surely a supptene the theory of recollection.
Moreover, it also demonstrates why the sensibleatbjhave no being, but are
coming-into-being; it emphasizes the fact the aetissble objects are in flux.

As the Socratic strategy for (a) “knowledge is petmn” shows, Socrates
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never rebuts the three definitions of knowledgeealy, rather he always tries to
reject the definitions indirectly. In his criticisof (a), Protagoras’ “human beings are
the measure of all things” is shown ridiculous frarany aspects. The same strategy
is employed for (b) “knowledge is true judgemeniiiigmn”, since Socrates does not
reject the definition, but talks about the posgipibf false judgement. According to
the investigation of false judgement, Socrates ssgynproves that false judgement
is impossible. If so, every judgement is true. Eifesomeone actually makes a false
judgement, this person would think it is a true.olgsuming that knowledge is true
judgement, as Theaetetus insists, then as Soqpaiess out that, in practice, a
juryman could possibly make a true judgement with&noowledge under the
influence of persuasion. Consequently, knowledgenas true opinion. Socrates
claims the impossibility of the second definitiorf knowledge by giving a
counterexample, which rebuts the definition “knodge is true opinion” directly.

We should not be surprised when the strategy isaten in (c) “knowledge is
true opinion with an account”. Theaetetus claina this definition is what he heard
from an unnamed informant. Socrates calls what @te¢as heard a “dream” and
suggests that he himself has heard the dream,das ot know whether it is the
same version of the dream and so, he wishes t& ¢he&ocrates, again, does not try
to denounce the third definition and the dream aflye Rather, he firstly asks
Theaetetus how to distinguish knowable things amdchawable things in the dream
theory. After the arguments on three pairs of thing. the elements and complexes,

the letter and syllables and the sum and wholera®ex overthrows the dream theory.
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In the next stage, Socrates tests three meaningfseofoncept “account”, namely,
“account” is the image or reflection of thought &) or is “a matter of going
through a thing element by element” (207c) or &s‘$tatement of the distinguishing
mark™ (208d). All the three meanings of “account” fail produce the definition of

knowledge.

Theaetetus supplements the outline of epistemology in thieleno and Phaedo

According to the rejections of the three definisprknowledge is neither
perception nor true judgement nor true judgemenh \&n account. It seems that
Theaetetusdoes not make any positive proposal for buildihg definition of
knowledge. However, during the process of inveiigathe meaning and the nature
of knowledge, Socrates gives us some philosoplicalghts that are an important
supplement to the epistemological systemMeno and Phaedo These valuable
philosophical theories in th&heaetetusclarify some points and solve some
difficulties in the outline of epistemology iMeno and Phaedg although these
further ideas and theories have problems in tharaseln the discussion of the first
definition of knowledge, i.e. knowledge is percepti Socrates describes in detall
how the eyes see the colour white. This descripigorignificant in at least two
aspects. It not only offers us a process of hovegmion happens in the sensible
world, but by extension also helps us an opponuiaitimagine how the soul gains

knowledge from the Forms. The only difference wiies procedure applies to the

® The phrase “statement of distinguishing mark” csiinem Sedley. See Sedley (20Q4)174.
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soul and the Forms is that the object changes. olfect is no longer a sensible
object which could have other properties, ratheis i Form, which is pure and
changeless. Therefore, the process of seeing tharoshite is suitable as a parallel
example for imagining how the soul gets knowledgemf the Form<. Further,
Socrates uses the key metaphor of soul “seeingFtrens Phaedo83b4) and the
colour white example highlights the importance loé &bility of seeing among the
perceptual abilities. This is not just a coincidgncather the choice of such an
example invites or allows a comparison with thevégtof soul.

Socrates employs two analogies in his argumenth@nmpossibility of false
judgement. One analogy is the wax block and theraththe analogy of the aviary.
At first sight, the wax block analogy seems to présan empiricist theory, but it is
significant for Plato’s philosophy in three waystsHy, it points to the recollection
theory. If the recollection theory is true, is m@lgidgement impossible? A doubt on
the recollection theory is: “If everyone’s soul ddferent, is it possible to judge
falsely?”. That is why Socrates emphasizes thatwh& block in each soul is
different (191c-d, 194e). Amazingly, the resultloé wax block still proves that false
judgement is impossible (196c). Although the waocklanalogy does not mention it
explicitly, the discussion is actually about thealkection theory. Secondly, the wax
block analogy admits that the body has a functiothe process of knowing, though
whether the product gained in the wax block analisggnowledge still needs to be

clarified. The wax block gives a clear analogy abloow the soul operates in the

6 “That is not to say that the Theory of FormsTineaetetuéis not very different from the Theory of Forms as
expounded in thPhaedoandRepubli¢, as W. G. Runciman argues. See Runciman (19623(. 1



13

sensible world for gaining knowledge through theliyo organs. It is a strong
supplement to Plato’s epistemological system. Thiitl has the same effect as the
description of the eyes seeing the colour whiteyely, it could be treated as a theory
of what happens when the soul “sees” the Forntkeltlescription of the eyes seeing
the colour white supplies the details of what hagpghen the soul begins to
perceive the Forms, then the wax block if appliedhe Forms gives us a theory of
what happens after the soul saw the Forms.

If the description of the eyes seeing the colouinteviis the first stage of
knowing and the second stage is what happens aogai the wax block analogy,
then the analogy of aviary can be seen as thedtagke. Here, | assume that all those
three analogies can be applied to the knowing gobeth in the sensible world and
in the region of the Forms. The aviary analogy rsfiexplicitly a vivid description of
how the soul operates when gaining knowledge wiicdready at hand and within
itself. Nevertheless, the analogy also could hslpoumagine how the soul recollects
the knowledge after it gained the knowledge fromforms.

Besides the description of the eyes seeing theucolthite and the two
analogies, in the discussion of the third defimtmf knowledge in th& heaetetus
namely, knowledge is true judgement with an acco@ucrates talks about the
relationship between the element and the complexadout the three meanings of
the notion “account”. Although they are two issuggce the relationship between
the element and the complex is relevant to undedstg the meaning of “account”,

they could be seen as one. In Menqg Socrates explains why knowledge is more
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valuable than true opinion, though both of themld¢dead to the right behaviour,
since true opinion is not stable. It can becomenktadge only when it is tied down
by an account/explanation of the reason why. Fafigwthis idea, it is significant to
make clear what is the exact meaning of “accourténvwe begin to talk about
knowledge. The meaning of “account” is not investiggl in theMeno and the

Phaedo which makes their discussions about knowledg&atisand obscure.

Scholarly Rationale

My research tries to prove that the philosophibalughts on epistemology in
the Theaetetusire coherent with what is said on knowledge inMleaoandPhaedo
Nevertheless, this conclusion has never had consemmsong scholars. A majority of
scholars stand on the opposite side to my conclusepecially when they doubt
whether there is even any connection at all betideng Phaedoand Theaetetus
on epistemology.

The disconnection between the outline of Platoistemology in theMenoand
Phaedoand the philosophical thoughts in thdeaetetuscan be divided for two
reasons. The first reason is that the theorieddeasb in thél heaetetusire irrelevant
to the theory of Forms that is introduced in Bteaedo The second reason is that the
philosophy in thé'heaetetusind the recollection theory that is mentioned hothe
Menoand thePhaedoare entirely separate.

The theory of Forms is the most important part loé utline of Plato’s

epistemology. Nevertheless, the fact that Platosblfmever mentions the theory of
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Forms in theTheaetetudeads a number of scholars to conclude that Fddteer
gives up or revises essentially the theory of Formsis late dialogues. Those
scholars explaining Plato’s epistemology in thisywanstruct a long academic
tradition. The scholars in this tradition include L1 Ackrill’, David BostocK,
Renford Bambrough G. E. L. Owel’, Gilbert Rylé! and Kenneth M. Sayte The
opposite explanation of this issue begins with ¥dasvho proposes that Plato never
abandons the theory of ForisHe is followed by Gokhan Adalier, Cornford, M.
Brown and Dorter. Adalier supports Vlastos’ view drguing that the problems that
appear in Socrates’ discussion of the wax block avidry models and on false
judgement need the theory of Forms to be sol¢@aother believer in the idea that
the theory of Forms could solve difficulties of thkeories and ideas in the
Theaetetuss F. M. Cornford-> He not only connects the theory of Forms to the te
of Theaetetusbut also links the theory of recollection to thieeaetetusCornford
firmly believes thafTheaetetuss connected to the theory of recollection in Mhenqg
especially when Socrates describes his midwiferyalcelm Brown supports
Cornford’s view, by referring to the evidence otthAnonymous commentator on

Theaetetusn antiquity,

“...the [side of the] two-foot square is also inconmsgrable...but he left it out,

7 Ackrill (1955) pp. 199-218.

8 Bostock (1988).

® Bambrough (1972) pp. 295- 307.
10 Owen (1953) pp. 313-338.

1 Ryle (1939) pp.97-147.

12 sayre (1969).

Bylastos (1954) pp. 231-263.

4 Adalier (2001) pp. 1-37.

15 Cornford (1935).
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they say, because it is in theend'. *°

Kenneth Dorter reminds us, “THéeaetetusn fact recalls théMenoat almost every
turn”. ’ Hackforth beleieves that Cornford’s idea is corrdyy examinating
Robinson’s article which dissents Cornford’s gehémgerpretation ofTheaetetus
namely, an acceptable definition of knowledge wdt be reached, if the Forms are
lefe out of account® Hackforth offers two important conclusions: “(&jt it seems
in general impossible to separate the questiohefssence or nature of knowledge
from the question of its object or objects”; “(lmat throughout the dialogue Plato is
in fact concerned with both questiort8."McDowell disagrees with Cornford and the
scholars who support him, since Socratic midwifleejongs to Socrates rather than
to Plato and it is only “a metaphorical descriptadra method”. In contrast, fdvleno
and Phaedo the recollection theory is a doctrine and belortgs Platonic
philosophy?® Sedley also disbelieves tHEeaetetusefers to recollection theory, by

giving the evidence that

“Socrates makes explicit the opposite assumptioat our aviaries, far from
being stocked with all species of knowledge-birdse in fact empty in infancy
(197e2-3)"%

Cornford realizes the importance of recollectioedty and the theory of the Forms

18 Brown (1969) p.360, note 4.

" He also gives us eight examples to show the cdiumelsetween th&heaetetusind theMena See, Dorter
(1994) p. 71.

18 Robinson (1950) pp. 3-30.

19 Hackforth (1957) pp. 53 and 58.

20 McDowell (1973) pp. 116-117.

2L At the same time, Sedley suggests how recollectiigt be relevant to understandifilgeaetetusn his book.
Sedley (2004) p. 29-30.
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for understanding the philosophical contentd heaetetusl agree with Cornford’s
idea that, althoughTheaetetusdoes not mention the recollection and the Forms
theory, there is still a connection between theotheof Forms, the theory of
recollection and the theories and ideas inTheaetetu$’* When Cornford explains
perception theory, the wax block analogy and thargwexample inTheaetetushe
does not apply these three issues to explain heveahl “consorts with” the Forms
and thus gains knowledge. The theories and the iteieTheaetetuare connected

to the recollection theory and the Forms theoityold that the theories and ideas of
Theaetetusare supplement to the recollection and Forms tegonentioned in the

MenoandPhaedo

Reasons for the choice dfleno, Phaedo and Theaetetus

There are six key reasons (A-F) wiienqg PhaedoandTheaetetuare relevant
to my research. The reasons are as follows:

(A) The most important theory in Plato’s epistengylas the theory of Forms
that is formally introduced in thehaedo

(B) If the theory of Forms is necessary in thiseegsh, then the recollection
theory is another key theory that needs to be dgal} since the recollection theory
is the bridge betwen the Forms and the knowledgedin be recollected by the soul

through stimulation in the sensible world. Platéesf his readers a detailed account

22 R. Hackforth firmly agrees with Cornford’s idea thtite main purpose” of heaetetuéis to show that no
acceptable definition of knowledge can be reach#tkiForms are left out of account”. See Hackf@i®57) p.
53.
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of recollection theory in thklena

(C) Plato’s Socrates supplies at the end/leho a formula “knowledge is true
opinion plus an explanation of the reason why”,ahihis a very important attempt to
state the nature and meaning of knowledge. Moreaveextremely similar formula
“knowledge is true opinion/judgement plus an actbus investigated in the
Theaetetuss the third definition of knowledge, althoughsitrejected there.

(D) Menoalso makes the distinction between true opinion lammivledge and
proposes that knowledge is more valuable thandpileion. This distinction is also
important inTheaetetus

(E) The theory of Forms, the theory of recollectithre distinction between true
opinion and knowledge, the formula “knowledge isetopinion plus an explanation
of the reason why” and the discussion of the imalityt of soul that appear in the
Menoor Phaedoconstruct a basic outline of Plato’s epistemology.

(F) Theaetetuss the only dialogue that investigates directly theaning and
nature of knowledge. This fact puiieaetetusn a special position in relation to
Plato’s theory of knowledge. During the processdidcussing the meaning and
nature of knowledge through the three definitiohkmowledge, Socrates offers a
series of theories and ideas about epistemologighwderves as a supplement to the
outline of knowledge theory in thdenoandPhaedo

This thesis will argue thatheaetetusffers doctrines that are not only linked to
the theory of Forms and recollection theory, butchtalso supplement the outline of

the epistemology iMenoandPhaedo In this sense, the ideas in fhleeaetetufave
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positive significance. They are positive, sinceythead Plato’s readers to consider
what Plato has said on knowledge through tryinglésify what is unclear and to
solve the problems in the outline of knowledge.tker, they also have negative
significance. They are negative, since all of tHarhafter scrutiny, which means all
of them have difficulties in themselves. In thimse, | agree with Burnyeat and
Sedley thafTheaetetuss a kind of “dialectical exercise” which offers aschance to
re-consider what has been discussed on epistemabndygives us a “maieutic”
method which is like a ladder to help Plato’s reade come as closely as possible to

the real meaning and nature of knowledye.

2| borrow the term “maieutic” from Sedley. See Byeat (1990) pp.7-10 and Sedley (2004) pp. 4-6.
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Chapter One: Meno on Knowledge, True Opinion and Recollection

Introduction

Menois a key dialogue on epistemology in Plato’s diakes. In it, Socrates tries
to discuss whether virtue could be taught and whaie is.>* Then Socrates tries to
use epistemology to solve these ethical questims.appearance of Meno’s paradox
shows that Plato realizes that the solution toegiistemological question is the basis
of the ethical questions. Then, the topic M&no becomes an epistemological
question “Is virtue knowledge?” from the ethicakgtion “Is virtue teachable?”.

The change to the approach of taking epistemol@yyha basis of ethics is
prompted by Meno’s paradox. This paradox is theistgpoint of the discussion of
a series questions about knowledge or knowing. idereg three scholars’
arguments, | will argue that the main problem ofniefle paradox is that Meno only
considers the situation of the cognitive blank, ien someone is completely
ignorant on something (section 1.1).

Socrates employs two theories to solve Meno’s maadamely, the
immortality of the soul and the theory of recollent (learning is recollection).
Focusing on the recollection theory in this chagsecction 1.2), | will argue that it

does not apply to all kinds of knowledge and, tfeeee confine knowledge to a

24 |rwin reminds us, Meno's first definition of virtusatisfies “a metaphysical demand”, but “Socratits an
epistemological demand”. See Irwin (1999) pp. 148-1
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narrow sphere, as scholars have shown. Althoughingpasuch a defect, the
recollection theory shows that all knowledge oetopinion comes from the soul.

Having realized that apart from the soul theredsther possible teacher of the
virtue, Socrates refuses the idea that virtue cbel@ kind of knowledge, since only
knowledge could be taught. The solution to thisbpgm is the introduction of “true
opinion”. Socrates gives an example, the road teshato explain that both true
opinion and knowledge could lead to the right bébraysection 1.3). The only
difference between true opinion and knowledge & tfue opinion is not stable and
needs an account of the reason why to “tie it downtill emphasize that Socrates
offers his version of gaining knowledge as a precé® illustrate this process
Socrates asks one of Meno’s slaves geometricatignego helping him to recollect
the relevant geometrical knowledge. | will espdgi@mphasize the Socratic idea
that true opinion is an intercourse between perae@nd knowledge, even if his
arguments will also raise two problems.

In the last section of this chapter (section 1.4)ill discuss why knowledge is
more valuable than true opinion, if true opiniondaknowledge have the same

practical value, namely, both of them could leath®right behavior.

1.1 Meno’s Paradox

Meno’s paradox is a turning point of the dialogwice the relationship
between epistemology and ethics comes close @ftdraugh there is an indistinct

connection between them before it. Moreover, Memaisadox itself as a kind of
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skepticism is an important query of epistemology. akhalysis of Meno’s paradox is
necessary.

Meno’s paradox begins at 80d and the text ofaisisollows:

Kai tiva tpomov (ntioeic, & Tokpateg, Todto, 8 uf 0icOo 1o Tapdmay 6 Tt éoTiv;
moiov yap GV ovk oicOa mpobdéuevoc (nnoeic; 1 &l kol 61t pdhota Evivyolc avtd
nd¢ gion 611 T00TO £67TLYV, O 6V OVK fdNcba; (Meno80d 5-8

(How will you look for it, Socrates, when you dotrionow at all what it is?
How will you aim to search for something you do kabw at all? If you should
meet with it, how will you know that this is tharl that you did not know?)

Scott divides this paradox into two parts: &d M, as he labels thefii. There
are three questions in the paradox, the first twestions belong to i the last
question belongs to MScott also thinks that the name of Meno’s pardtias been
used confusingly” (p. 75) and we should avoid usirf§ “The weakness of Mis
clear” (p.76), since the premise of the paradakas “one really were in a cognitive
blank” (pp.76-77). Nevertheless, “this hardly reqaets the situation of either Meno
or Socrates in the dialogue” (p.77). In other worsiace they have discussed the
unified form of virtue in the dialogue, both of thecould not be in a cognitive blank.
Then, M'is obviously weak.

M? to Scott has two interpretations. Let us constterfirst explanation onf/.

It is as follows: “While M focuses on the beginning of an inquiry, this pdrthe

5 5cott, D. 2006Plato’s Meng Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 75-79.

%6 Meno’s paradox is actually a confusing name int@cimterpretation of it. Scott thinks that thene two
stages in the paradox, namely, Meno’s three quesaod Socrates’ paraphrase or response to thesgans.
However, in my argument, | shall not refer to Stesaresponse to it and shall purely analyse Meparsidox
itself.

27| shall leave the second untouched, for it relsdeBocrates’ response of the paradox, accordiggdt's idea.
See also previous note above.
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challenge envisages a problem about ever complétifigven if one couldper
impossibile get started)” (p. 77). Then,is continuous with the problem raised in
M if you are in a cognitive blank about some ohjgou cannot make a discovery
about it by means of inquiry” (p. 77). NevertheleSsott thinks this is “impossible”
(p. 77), for “you may be able to grasp x, but sin@ have never had any
specification of y, how can you make any sensehefdtatement ‘x is y'?” (p.77).
This is in fact the same as the rebuttal td, Mamely, you could grasp some
phenomena or some parts of something, but nottheléssence or knowledge of it.
This gives us a new perspective: we could graspesoinenomena or some parts of
something through inquiry or learning. This new gpective contradicts the
conclusion of Meno’s paradox, i.e. we could diseconething through learning or
inquiry. Therefore, Mis essentially as weak as-M

McCabe shares with Scott the same conclusion adeub’s paradox, but she
investigates the situation of “knowing completelfgn opposite phrase to “in a
cognitive blank” in Scott’s terms) in detdff.According to her idea, the word
“otcfo/know” that Meno employs in his paradox is vaguecduse we could
understand “know” in two ways:

(1) Either | know x completely or | am completegynorant of it;

(2) Either | have x in mind or | do not have x ifnch

The situation in (2) expresses the same idea a#t. Qarrording to McCabe,

Meno in his paradox considers only the situationgdd does not think about the

2 See McCabe (1994) pp. 53-54.
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situation (2). In the situation (1), it is obviousight to say that one cannot even start
an inquiry. However, this situation is extreme aack. There are a vast number of
cases between complete knowledge and completeaigoer That is to say, there are
three possibilities: complete knowledge, completgorance and insufficient
knowledge (in the sense of having something in niadnot fully knowing/having
not enough knowledge). Take France as an exampiustrate this. | have the
notion of “France” or | know there is a country dace”, but | have no idea about its
specific circumstances, such as its territoryatses or its politics. More interestingly,
because of the notion “France” in my mind, | colddrn something about it by
means of learning from a textbook or asking someameearching it through the
internet. This example shows that Meno’s paradaXcconly apply in some limited
situations, namely, when someone *“is completelyignt of” or is “in a cognitive
blank” about or with regard to something.

Fine analyses Meno’s paradox or eristic pargdoghe believes that Socrates’
rephrase of the paradox is important for understenieno’s paradox. She recasts

Socrates’ response as follows (pp. 205-285):

1. For any X, one either knows, or does not know, x

2. If one knows x, one cannot inquire into X.

3. If one does not know X, one cannot inquire ito

4. Therefore, whether or not one knows X, one caimguiire into X.

29 See Fine (1992) pp. 205-206.

%0 The quotation refers to Socrates’ response. HorvevEine’s article, there is no difference betwé#eno’s
paradox and Socrates’ response, which is veryngtste from Scott’s idea. Therefore, | could empiowithout
difficulty.
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According to her own discussion, Fine points ouwtt 1) and (4) are valid, but (2)
and (3) are suspect, since the word “know” in themot clear. In order to illustrate
this, she offers an example, saying, “I might kneto Meno is, but seek to know
where he is; | might know something about phydics,seek to know more about it”
(p. 206). The example has shown that “I might lakknowledge about x, but have
some (true) beliefs about it; and perhaps theyadegjuate for inquiry” (p. 206). In
other words, so long as | hold some beliefs tot ster inquiry, it is not important

whether they are true or false.

It is apparent that Fine, McCabe and Scott allagvigh each other. | also agree
with them, but have to supplement what actuallypess in Meno’s paradox. At
Meno71b, Socrates insists that if someone does not kvimat something is, then he
could not know what qualities it possesses. It sedmat the question “What is
something?” is in Socrates’ mind a basic questiommared to the question “What
are the qualities of something?”. Meno points bt the real basic question should
not be “What is something?” but rather “How is l@ag possible?” This shows that
epistemology is the real and main problem in tfeodjue. Socrates himself admits
that he has “complete ignorance about virtudefo 71b). Meno could judge that
Socrates actually admits that he is “in a cognibilank” about virtue. If so, then, it is
valid for Meno to propose his paradox. All the #hrecholars above suspect that
Meno's paradox itself has some defects, but theatefare not the result of Meno’s
mistake, but rather of Socrates’ mistake.

More importantly, Meno uses wrong words in his dasa He should employ in
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his paradox words like “collecting information” tlmow to understand a concept or
notion when you have no concept in your soul/mirather than “learning/inquiry”.
This is the real problem of Meno’s paradox --- Methwes not correctly set his
guestion. This happens because Meno’s understamditite concept “learning” is
different from the three scholars’ understandinglat notion. As the three scholars
show, any learning or inquiry foMeno means the inquirer has an intention or
motivation for inquiring about something. This kil intention suggests that the
inquirer has had some information on the objecthaf inquiry before he starts
inquiring. The idea of learning itself could avoMeno’s paradox without any
problem. Nevertheless, Meno’s paradox tries to llggh the question of how the
inquiry happens. Before the inquiry, there is aggsumption or pre-procedure, i.e.
we should have the concepts in the inquiry or sh&abw how to collect or gain the
concepts, even though the concepts are vague. difidass have shown that this
paradox could only happen in a “cognitive blankuation. However, Meno would
rebut them, saying that that is the very situation he wishes to consider. The
paradox tries to query how a person in a cognibhamk could understand anything.
The analyses from those scholars illustrate whiaiason could lead to such a
paradox, but these analyses do not offer any an®abe paradox. Socrates employs
the immortality of soul and the theory of recollentto respond to this paradox.
These two ideas show that a cognitive blank cowt happen in human beings,
because our souls have learnt everything we nefedebeur birth. This is at least an

answer, though it is not a good answer, for Menddcontinue his doubt by asking
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“how could the soul learn when it knows nothing?pdéssible answer that Socrates
could offer is that because “the whole of naturaks” (Meno81d). Therefore, the

soul could learn everythindg.

1.2 Theory of Recollection

The theory of recollection is the answer that Sesraffers to solve Meno’s
paradox and it provides important information abepistemology irMena Since G.
Vlastos publishednamnesis in the Menmany other scholars have tried to develop
his idea about recollection Mena In this section, | introduce three analyses fléem
Vlastos, J. Moravcsik and A. Nehamas on recollectnd then present my own
understanding.

In theMenq in order to prove his theory of recollection, &des shows how a
slave, who had never learnt geometry before, cgalth a correct answer to a
geometrical question for himself after being asiieskt of questions. Vlastbsaises
a doubt about this proof, since knowledge of geoynistdifferent from other kinds
of knowledge (such as the knowledge of historyamétomy or of botany), it could
be gained completely through “any advance in undedsng which results from the
perception of logical relationships” (p. 148)Thus, he shows how the slave example

could not apply to all kinds of knowledge, espdgiiose that rely on experience or

31 A possible Stoic answer may be like this. Becahsenthole of nature has rationality, though differierdegree.
Therefore, the soul could learn everything.

32 Vlastos (1994) pp. 101-102.

33 Charles Kahn thinks Vlastos’ idea “is correct impiple, but too narrow. To cover what is goingiorthe
geometry lesson, recollection must mean not ordypiirception of formal relationships but also theacity to
make judgments of truth and falsity, of equalitg aimilarity.” See Kahn (2009) p. 120.
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recording data. If this is the case, how can Sesrptove the recollection theory (i.e.
learning is recollection) through the slave exardpteother words, since some kinds
of knowledge, for instance, history, botany or anat, cannot be proved by the slave
example. Vlastos’ doubt shows that according touliderstanding there are at least
two kinds of knowledge. One is the knowledge fromalutction, which can be gained
logically through a correct assumption, premisehgpothesis. The other is the
knowledge composed completely by experience oebgrding data, such as history,
botany or anatomy, which does not rely on a riglinpse or any other deduction.
Socrates’ slave example only proves that the thebrgcollection applies to the first
kind of knowledge rather than the second. We coaltlthe first kind of knowledge
“analytical knowledge” which does not need any eigree, the second one
“synthetic knowledge” which contains empirical nvés3*

Vlastos distinguishes “the minimal sense of thethef recollection” and the
“full strength of the theory of recollectiori®.He thinks that “the minimal sense of
the theory of recollection” could apply to the detie knowledge that is
independent of experience. The “full strength & theory of recollection” not only
implies that non-empirical knowledge exists, bwoalunfortunately, implies that
empirical knowledge does not exist. That is to aljknowledge including analytical
knowledge and synthetic knowledge is non-empirsialce the theory of recollection
in full strength means that knowledge is foundha soul. Therefore, experience is

irrelevant. Based on this explanation, Vlastos rakeonnection between the theory

34 This distinction is made by Kant. Kant uses “atialjudgement” and “synthetic judgement” as ternhmy.
See, Kant (1998) pp. 141-143.
% Vlastos (1996) p. 161 and p. 163.
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of recollection and the theory of Forfiand believes that incarnation is the premise
of recollection.

Moravcsik concentrates on the meaning of logicahibeology in theMena He
thinks that Meno’s paradox (namely, we could finokhing through learning or
inquiry), could only apply to “learning by delibéeanquiry” rather than other kinds
of learning. This actually excludes “learning byanhe (luck) or as the results of
external agency?’ Like Vlastos, Moravcsik also thinks that Platok&abbout non-
empirical knowledge in théMena This kind of knowledge is in fact the prior
knowledge or innate knowledg® Nevertheless, there is a difference between
Moravcsik’s idea and Vlastos’ idea. Moravcsik does agree that recollected truth
could be gained through deduction. Although he doeis make his points clear,
Moravcsik seems to imply that the knowledge thatdmentions in thdenois
prior and that it points to the theory of Forms igthagrees with Vlastos again),
since recollection itself has manifested “exper&ndRecollection must be the
memory of something, or more exactly experiefice.

Nehamas’ article offers a new way to understand ntteaning of the word
“knowledge” gmiotiun) in theMena*® Unlike the two scholars above, he does not

understand émietiun” as “knowledge”, a kind of entity, which is in theoul, and

3% Many scholars agree that Plato had a theory ahBavhen he wrotdlena Nevertheless, there is a dispute on
whether the Forms in thdenoare the same as Socrates' forms (such Batimydemus Ross thinks that they are
the same. However, Guthrie and Vlastos do not thmK agree with Guthrie and Vlastos. See Ross3)19518
and Guthrie (1969) volumiél, p. 253 and Vlastos (1994) pp. 101-102.

37 Moravcsik (1971) pp. 53-69.

38 «pPrior knowledge” has been employed and discusyemiany philosophers. Kant is a representative gmon
those philosophers. However, | do not intend taulis the exact meaning of this term, but justuse i
interchangeably with “innate knowledge”, i.e. bavith knowledge.

39 Moravcsik (1971) pp. 53-69.

40 Nehamas (1985) pp. 1-30
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does not link the process of gaining knowledge he theory of Forms and
incarnation. Rather he treat$niomun” as “understanding” or “reasoning”. This
explanation follows a long history of how to undarsl ‘“metun” in Plato’s
philosophy and is one of three kinds of explanatiwwdels. One of the explanation
models holds that, in Plato’s mindrictun” is always a process of “reasoning”.
Moravcsik and Jon Moline hold this explanatfdiThe second model is that Plato’s
usage of &miotnun” has a development. At the beginning, Plato enmpléyictiun”

as “knowledge”, i.e. a kind of entity, but gradydile treats it as “understanding” or
“reasoning’, i.e. a process. Myles Burnyeat agnegs this development in Plato’s
philosophy.** The last model tries to show thatriotiun” is neither pure
“knowledge” nor pure “understanding”, but “knowledigvith “understanding”. That
is to say, knowledge is a kind of entity. Howevar, the process of gaining
knowledge, there must be a process of recognitimaerstanding or reasoning.
Jonathan Barnes thinks this third explanation ésrtght on€' Based on the dispute
above, Nehamas questions why Socrates and Menopuathoclaim that they know
nothing about “virtue”, try to find a teacher ofifwe”. Moreover, agreeing with
Meno, he doubts how could they begin their disarmssibout “what is virtue?”, if
they do not know it at all. Nehamas suggests thi#ss Socrates has the answer to
“what is virtue?”, or at least has the concept aftlie”, they could not know even
whether the object of their inquiry is “virtue”. Rber, if someone could know what

he does not know, he would have the ability to awrsguestions. If someone has

41 Moravcsik (1979) pp. 337-348 and Moline (1981) §p-43.
42 Burnyeat (1980) pp. 97-139.
43 Burnyeat and Barnes (1980) pp. 173-206.
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such ability, he in fact has reached knowledgeh&Menqg if Meno could always
respond to Socrates’ question, he actually woultthiethe knowledge of “what is
virtue?” in some degre¥ According to Nehamas'’ line of thinking, Socratdeno
and the slave reach the knowledge of virtue indiéogue, because their “question-
answer” approach to virtue constructs a discussidocording to Nehamas’
conclusion, the solution that Socrates offers tondk paradox is dialectical, not
logical.

All these scholars’ analysis show thatitun” refers only to non-empirical
knowledge in theMena Moreover, both of Vlastos and Moravcsik gain this
conclusion from the theory of recollection and caimation, which offers a profound
and coherent understanding of the texts in theogia. | also agree with their doubt
about the possibility of empirical knowledge. Esplg Vlastos’ agument that some
disciplines, such as biology, history and anatorognnot gain the relevant
knowledge through deduction is persuasive. The ahing that Vlastos and
Moravcsik ignore is that recollection as memoryually means “experience”, i.e. if
someone recollects something, this has shown hé reasllect some experience
from the past, since if there is nothing in youulsat is impossible to recollect
something.

Nehamas’ doubt about whether teachers of virtust éxiwhat actually happens
in the texts oMena Socrates seriously discusses why there is novecould be

the teacher of virtue in tHdeno(91a-96c¢). In such a long text, Socrates succelgsiv

4 Nehamas could gain this conclusion, because htstteniotiun” as “understanding”, as explained above
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denies that sophists and gentlemen in the citydcbel teachers of virtue. Socrates
employs this denial to shake the root of the prajws“virtue is teachable”, because,
as he says, if there is no teacher nor studentrtfey it is impossible that virtue
could be taught. Nevertheless, does Socrates rimfllg that there is no teacher of
virtue? If he insists that virtue is knowledge dmbwledge is recollection, then we
could reasonably say that the soul itself is tlagher of virtue. Everyone’s soul is his
or her own teacher, because what you need to géire s already in your soul.
Vlastos and Moravcsik correctly realize that theotty of recollection is highly
important to Meno’s paradox, but they miss somesetspof this theory. Nehamas
does not see the importance of recollection, simeethinks that we could know
something through “ask-answer” discussion. Thighigiously a misunderstanding of
what Socrates says in tMena At 98a, Socrates uses a metaphor for the rektipn
between true opinion and knowledge: “For true apisj as long as they remain, are
a fine thing and all they do is good, but they e willing to remain long, and they
escape from a man’s mind, so that they are notharatich until one ties them down
by (giving) an account of the reason why.” In tmetaphor, Socrates does not treat
knowledge and true opinion as a process of redognitinderstanding or reasoning,
but as a kind of entity, as can be seen in thesglsréwilling to”, “remain”, “escape”
and “tie them down”. Since Socrates does not tréamictun” here as a kind of
process. Nehamas’ conclusion, that the solutioh Surrates’ solution to Meno’s

paradox is dialectical, not logical, is not rightthough Nehamas analyses the texts

in a fragmentary way, he reminds us of a key qaestf how to understand both the
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position of recollection in the dialogue and theamag of dialectic. On the latter, he
offers an etymological explanation. Since dialectarives from the Greek word
“daAéyw” which is constructed by two parts, i.edid” and “Aeyw”, with “dwo”
meaning “divide” and Xeyw” meaning “say, speak”, therefor&yuiréyesor” could

be translated as “dialectic” or “dialogue”. Nehamaslerstanding is based on such a
background and is relevant to Socrates’ argumdrdatarue opinion and knowledge.
For even if Socrates, Meno, Anytus and the slave laadiscussion about virtue, true
opinion or knowledge, they still do not reach tkimwledge, but remain at the level

of opinion only.

1.3 Example of “Larisa”: Knowledge and True Opinion

After Socrates refuses the principle “Virtue is Kidedge” Meno96c¢), because
there is no teacher or student of virtue, he thigsattention to “true opinion”. Both
Socrates and Meno have agreed that “good men aefibent” (96e). Good men
could offer “a good guide in our affairs” (96e-97a)

In order to illustrate this idea and to introdube toncept of “true opinion”,

Socrates gives an example:

Socrates: ...A man who knew the way to Larisa, omdrgyre else you like, and
went there and guided others would surely lead tivethand correctly?

Meno: Certainly.

Socrates: What if someone had had a correct opisoto which was the way
but had not gone there or indeed had knowledget,ofvould he not also lead
correctly?

Meno: Certainly. leno97a-b)
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According to this example, the similarity betweekndwledge” and *“true
opinion” is that both would lead to a good consemeeor bring benefits.

Leading someone to Larisa is a question of “how-#&"“how-to” question
relates to whether someone has an ability to doetang. This kind of ability is
different from “know what” or, to borrow the ternalogy of Gilbert Ryle, “know
that”*® According to the example, if someone has thetgtidi “lead himself or other
people to Larisa” and in fact he really did it, thée has knowledge of the “know-
how” type and so he has specific knowledge on harishe only successfully led
himself or someone else to Larisa without any gbdf the “know-how” type, or he
did that simply by chance or “sheer luck”, as R.SMarples says, then he only has
true opinion on Laris&

Even if someone does not have any knowledge orsddut at least knows
some facts, he at least has some other kind of kalm® about Larisa (“know-what”)
in his mind. Otherwise, even in the case of sudogebly sheer luck, he hardly hits
the aim. Take a mathematical question as an exarmglais suppose a child faces a
mathematical question, “3+2=_". If he wrote dowr B the place of the “ ", then
he answered this question correctly, even if heitdidy chance. However, he must
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means, otherwise he waubtl know that “_” is the right

know, at least, what
place to write the answer. Through this example, cag see that the ability of
“know-how” is based on the “know-that” or “know-wifidype of knowledge.

Based on the framework of Ryle, it seems that Pd#go admits the distinction

45 Ryle divides all mental conduct or intelligencepitknow how” and “know that”. Ryle (2000) pp. 2&3
¢ Sharples (1991) p. 10.
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of “know how” and “know that” (or “know what"}’ Following this distinction, the
concept of true opinion in the quotation of 97alelose to know-how, though it has
no knowledge at all and more or less relies on ok chance.

It is useful to link the example of Larisa to thamfous paragraph on the

distinction of “true opinion and knowledge”. Let si@rt our analysis with the text:

For true opinions, as long as they remain, araeathing and all they do is good,
but they are not willing to remain long, and thegape from a man’s mind, so that
they are not worth much until one ties them down(tying) an account of the
reason why. And that, Meno, my friend, is recoll@tt as we previously agreed.
After they are tied down, in the first place thescbme knowledge, and then they
remain in place. That is why knowledge is prizeghler than correct opinion, and
knowledge differs from correct opinion in beingdtigéown. Menq 98a-b)

This paragraph tells that the only thing that krexige has which true opinion
does not have is “an account of the reason whya)9®& offers a formula:
knowledge = true opinion + an explanation of reast.

Disregarding whether this formula is correct or,nt#t us consider the
relationship between this formula and the “LarigXample above. The “Larisa”
example mainly refers to the similarity between Wlemige and true opinion, while
this formula emphasizes the difference between themrder to become knowledge,
true opinion must add an explanation of the reagion

Nevertheless, there is a problem: the example at&actually does not only

47 Diskin Clay emphasizes “the Socratic equation afre and knowledge”. He says, “All genuine craftame
possess ‘virtue'dpet aret?) because of their know-howmiothun, episémeé). In Plato, this is not to be
identified with intelligence, which represents gtér order of knowledge. when Socrates speakpistme, we
should say skill, but a Greek would say ‘virtude also points out the equation of knowledge arakhow.
(“...Greekepisemé is not exactly ‘knowledge’, for it does not asfidenote abstract or scientific knowledge; it
means ‘know-how™). See Clay (2000) pp. 191-193.
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refer to the similarity between knowledge and topénion, it says more. At 97a-b
Socrates says that if someone led the right wayt Had not gone there or indeed
had knowledge of it”, then, he has a true opinginge he maybe led the way by luck.
Socrates thus seems to be suggesting that theediffe between the man who has
knowledge about Larisa and the man who only haes dpinion about it depends on

whether he had been to Larisa before. R. W. Shaipleorrect in his assesssment,

“the contrast between opinion and knowledge in semwh working out the
explanation (below 98a) does not apply well toghesent example (having travelled
the road oneself hardly means that one now knowsyeas one did not before, why
it is the right road.}”®

The problem is how Socrates could ensure that soengdo went to Larisa will
know the right road the next time. The road to sehexe is changing, one who went
to a place cannot make sure the experience of aisé will work the next time.
Moreover, someone who wants to go to a place mag h@any choices, since there
may be many ways to the same place. Why does ®&edrathis example only use a
single word “the road” (97a)? Maybe Socrates wisttegmphasize the concept
“doing right” that we only need one right way to goLarisa.

We, however, are still curious to know how the fatan“knowledge = true
opinion + an account/explanation of the reason whyompatible to the implication
of “went to Larisa” entails the knowledge of “how go to Larisa”. For convenience,

we can borrow Bertrand Russell’'s terms “acquairganand “description” to

48 Sharples (1991) p. 183.
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illustrate the problerf’ Russell explains: “acquaintance” as follows: “Wels say

that we have acquaintance with anything of whichaneedirectly aware, without the
intermediary of any process of inference or anywedge of truth”. On his use of
the term “description”, he explains: “by a ‘destiop’ | mean any phrase of the form

‘a so-and-so’ or ‘the so-and-so™. The experientéwent to Larisa” in the Socratic
example is in accordance with Russell’s term “aagaace”. But “know how to go
to Larisa” is not similar to Russell’s term “desation”. Russell’s “description”
remains only theoretical, while Plato’s knowledgeth the knowledge of “how-to”
and the knowledge of “know what/that”) is not onheoretical, but also practical.
The problem can be switched into another questiom could the “acquaintance”
with Larisa become the “description” of “how to d¢o Larisa”? How could a
personal experience be generalized? Accordingdadsticratic formula “knowledge
is true opinion plus an account/explanation of ib&son why”, the only difference
between knowledge and true opinion is the “an actieyplanation of the reason
why”. Therefore, the way to generalize personal egigmce is to add “an
account/explanation of the reason why"”. Is it pblesfor someone who has been to
Larisa to give a reasonable account of why the toadook is really a right way,
even if he only went there once? It seems diffidolt someone may make a mistake
and give a wrong guide to Larisa, especially if thad to Larisa is extremely

complex.

Having considered the reasons above, we concluatetlie example of Larisa

4° See Russell (200pp. 25-32. Cf. Matthews (1972) pp. 20-23.
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says nothing about the real difference between kediye and true opinion in the
Mena Then what is the real difference between thenmthdénguotation of 98a-b and
the formula for knowledge just mentioned, besidesow-how” and “know-what”,
there is the third kind of knowledge, namely, “knaxuy”. Take a chess game as an
example. A master of the chess game may face diguieSvhy do you move this
way?” He may answer, “Because of some reasonsyérios way”. That means he
generalizes his own thought, for another persodcmake the same move in any
chess game, if they face the same situation.

This gives us a light on the question of Larisavhzan someone who went to
Larisa once be sure that the experience of thegaasbe applied to the present? It is
because his experience can be generalized iftilntisin is still the same as the past.
That is to say, if everything is now as it washe past, e.g. the road still exists as it
did in the past, if the destination is still Larigand if the environment (the weather
etc.) is still the same as in the past, then myeggpce could be applied to everyone
who now wishes to go to Larisa. The result of finscess is actually what Socrates

himself thinks:

At the moment <the slave’'s> beliefs are newly aeduss though in a dream.
But if someone asks him these same questions gaim an many occasions and in
many ways, you know that in the end he will haveowdedge as accurate as
anyone’s about themMeng 85c-df°

If the analysis above is correct, then Plato inNeno does not think that the

*0 Translation comes from Terence Irwin. See Irwi@8Q) p. 88.
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principle of Heraclitus, “People can’t step twicd#a the same river”, is possible in
the sense world. For if the experience can be egpwice, then it must be in exactly
the same situation, but that apparently contradietsclitus’ principle.

The Larisa example can be used to consider theigne$Could someone who
only has true opinion be a teacher?” In Menq both Socrates and Meno assume
that virtue is knowledgeMeno 87c), but Socrates immediately proves in the
following texts that there is no teacher of viramed therefore, no student of virtue.
The result is that Socrates refuses to admit thaivMedge is virtueMoreover, if
virtue is not knowledge, and only knowledge is bedate, then virtue is not teachable.
We are not concerned here with whether virtueastable or not, or whether there
are teachers of virtug' The question here is what is the standard of eheafor
Plato/Socrates? Is it necessary for a teachent® tedevant knowledge?

Return to the example of Larisa. Someone who hasvledge of how to go to
Larisa is definitely a teacher in this matter, e has the specific knowledge on it.
Nevertheless, can someone who only has true oponi@ven lacks knowledge also
be a teacher in this matter? This question is edgi to the question “Could
someone who lacks knowledge or only has opinionsedhe knowledge which is in
another’s mind or soul?” There seems a paradox IlifeRdato denies that someone
who has only true opinion or lacks knowledge cause knowledge in another, then
it would contradict the proof of the theory of réeotion. For Socrates successfully

makes Meno’s slave recollect geometrical knowledgether, if we consider the

®1| have discussed the teacher of virtue probleseirtion 1.3. The question here is a relevant therdbpic.



40

midwifery in theTheaetetusit also contradicts the task of Socrates as avifedvho
himself knows nothing but helps other people tadpoe knowledge. If Plato admits
that someone who has true opinion or lacks knovdecln arouse knowledge in
another, then argument that “there is no teacheirnfe” is wrong.

Here we need to consider Nehamas’ article agaimahas does not directly
deal with how to understand théniotiun” problem, but he treats the idea that
“gmotyun” is reasoning or understanding as his backgrotiedactually understands
“émotun” as a kind of ability §ovauc). This contradicts the texts in the dialogue.
For at 98a, Socrates definexictun” as “true opinion” plus “an explanation of the
reason why”, rather than as “understanding” or sogang”. Here, the other defect of
Nehamas’ explanation appears, since this kind pfagration makes the boundary
between true opinion and knowledge blurred. We daoatk, under such an
explanation of émiotmun”, how could we distinguish knowledge from true ripn?
Socrates only points out that knowledge is morblstthan true opinion and needs
an account/explanation. If we understanéluémun” as “understanding” or
“reasoning”, we would not know any distinction beem them in thévlena Then
how could we understand true opinion and knowleztgeectly in the dialogue to try
to answer these difficulties? We should consider theory of recollection, the
immortality of the soul, knowledge and true opintogether.

Vlastos thinks that there is no empirical knowledgéhe theory of recollection,
no matter whether in the sense of “the minimal saighe theory of recollection” or

the “full strength of the theory of recollectionThat means all knowledge is non-
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empirical. Moravcsik points out that deduction aainipe the only way for helping to

gain the truth through recollection, as Vlastosdwels. When someone recollects
something from his memory, the thing should be gpegence of the past. If we

employ the terminology of the theory of recolleaticay, when the soul recollects
something that it has learnt before birth, then twihahas learnt is actually an

experience of the past. Therefore, deduction in s@ese is independent of the
experience or facts, but in another sense, itssgn experience.

Following my argument, we could avoid the difficet in Nehamas’ article and
could absorb his idea. He thinks that someone whignorant could not answer
guestions and if someone could answer questionsn liact reaches knowledge.
Socrates uses dialectical not logical method teesdlleno’s paradox. Nehamas is
partly right. When the soul combines with the bodfat it has learnt, namely,
knowledge, becomes “prior” or “innate” knowledgerfr “experience” or “intuitive”
knowledge. The change is caused by different cmmditfor the knowledge in the
soul. The first difference is that knowledge wi# disturbed by the body after the
soul combined with the body. The second differesdhat the object of knowledge
is no longer the Forms, but rather the sensiblegthi The last difference is that the
soul will no longer gain knowledge through the sthds drawn near and consorted
with” (mAnoidooc wai pyeig) the Forms Republic 490b), but will recollect
knowledge through the stimulation of sensible thitfgrhen, knowledge is already

in the soul, but it is just forgotten. The exampl¢he slave finally getting the answer

52 Cf. Phaedo79d,Laws904d andlimaeus90c2.
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to a geometrical question, which Nehamas also usag, make this point clearer.
When the slave recollects the geometrical knowlettlgeugh Socrates’ questions
and the picture of a square (82b), the questiodstampicture are the sensible things
which stimulate the slave and help him recollecaive has learnt from the Forms
and what is already in his soul. In this process,gdrior knowledge has been reached
by both Socrates and the slave, in contrast tot®asdea that they gain the
knowledge after many deductions. That is why Sesrasks his interlocutors to get
rid of the influence of the body and to purify theoul as much as possible,
especially in théhaedo™

Central to the epistemology d®flenois Socrates’ explanation at 98a of why
knowledge is more worthy than true opinfSrHere, Socrates says of true opinions:
“they are not worth much until one ties them (tagnions) down by (giving) an
account of the reason why”. The idea is that “tyilogvn” a true opinion in this way
would convert it into being knowledge. Since th&ttes not so clear, we could
borrow E. Gettier’s reconstruction about what igWktedge in theMena®® He re-

defines knowledge at 98a as following:

S knows that P IFF

(1) Pistrue,

(ii) S believes that P,

(iii) S is justified in believing that ¥.

53| have no room to discuss “purification”, thougjtistis an important topic in Plato’s philosophyc@ues
makes clear at 69c in thrhaedo “wisdom itself is a kind of cleansing or puriftcan.” This tries to show that
“the soul still exists after a man has died and ithstill possesses some capability and intellgggr{(70b). Rohde
gives a good discussion about the meaning andifungcof the soul in ancient Greek thought. See R¢h@é6)
p. 471.

** Theaetetudias a similar text, see 201e.

%5 See Gettier (1963) p. 121.

%6 Edmund Gettier uses two counter-examples to pittaeSocrates’ definition about knowledge is wrofige
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This structure is actually a simple formukatotun (knowledge) =pbn 60&a (true
opinion) “aitioc Aoyopdc (an explanation of reason whyj” In view of the theory
of recollection, since an account seems to behing that is already in the soul, then
what about true opinion? Socrates just mentions ttli@ opinion is “in the soul”
(85c). It is probable that true opinion which is timee soul comes from sensible
objects and is the stimulation necessary for rectoilg the relevant account or
reasor® In order to make this argument clearer, we shaaldsider two further
points.

Firstly, true opinion, compared with knowledge, yotdcks “an account of the
reason why” (98a), i.e. it lacks stability. If wertsider that the objects which are the
sensible things in the sensible world are alway$r,>® while the objects in the

)60

world of Forms are €i5n” (Forms)*® which are changele$then we can easily

understand why true opinion lacks stability, sitice objects in the sensible world

problem on the definition of knowledge is calledet@er Problem”. In his article, he also cites Chisfis and
Ayer’s reconstruction of the definition of knowlezlgt 98a, both of which have the same structureGettier
(1963) pp. 121-123.

%" Here, | do not consider the relevant discussidFhaaetetusvhich will be analyzed carefully in the later
Chapter Four. Socrates himself repeats Meno’s pardldough he employs different argumentTheaetetus
188b and has a discussion of it. The key poirttas ocrates thinks, “It is in cases where we kathw things
and are perceiving them that judgement is erratit\aries between truth and falsity” (194b). Theaet defines
that “tiv 6An0f 56&av Emotiumy eival/ knowledge is true judgement/opinion (200e)” whitcrates refuses to
accept. Then Theaetetus uses Socrates' own dafimitiout knowledge in tHdenq i.e. true judgement with an
account is knowledge (201d). Strangely, Socratastsethis idea in the dialogue. SHeeaetetus158d, 167b,
170b, 188b, 194a-b, 198c, 200e-201b.

%8 Gulley would disagree with my argument. He arghes true opinion which is the same as knowledgén
Menois also prior. The difference between true opiraod knowledge is that true opinion is a single ianthted
truth and cannot be recognized as a whole systeoordingly, knowledge is a system and all the elgm@side
this system could be explained. Based on this wtaleding, he thinks that true opinion is akin daVowa”
(understanding) in thRepublicand its object is the mathematical object. Sedle¢({1986)pp. 15-16.

*9 There is no knowledge in the sensible world, seemsible things are always in flux. This is getheeccepted
by Platonists. Of course, this is still in controsye Irwin reminds us to consider the exact meaoirlux” in
Plato’s philosophy. He distinguishes “self-changatl “aspect-change” in Plato’s ideas and offersamse new
ideas. Irwin (1977) pp.1-13. Cf. Colvin (2007) pp97555.

® Form is not an innate idea, rather than a redlyeMcCabe admits this idea through her analysishentexts
in thePhaedoandRepublic See, McCabe (1999) pp. 75-83.

®1 The word “world” is actually “region” in Greek arntidoes not imply any ontological assertion, thawsd
always be in the sense in epistemology, as Vlasioectly points out. See Vlastos (1973) pp. 58-75.
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are always unstable. If the objects are unstalelepllection would be in flux or
changeable as well. Under such a situation, thesopewho is recollecting is
perceiving the objects in the sensible world andsgyrue opinion according to what
he is perceiving by his ability of reasoning. Thosocess of reasoning always
accompanies the process of recollection. Therdvaweprocesses which correspond
to two abilities in the soul: the process of reasgrcorresponding to the ability of
reasoning and the process of recollecting corredipgrto the ability of recollecting.
A whole process of recognition could be made csafollows: someone perceives a
sensible object in the sensible world and stimdlaby the sensible object he
produces a piece of true opinion by his abilityedsoning. After the stimulation and
the appearance of the true opinion, he recollemtisething which is an account of
the reason why for the relevant true opinion. Taey\thing that he recollects comes
from what he has learnt before his birth throughability of intuition or perception.
When the two things, i.e. the true opinion anddbeount of the reason why, appear
in the soul, they combine with each other and pcedinowledge in the soul.
Secondly, when the combination of the account efrdbason why and the true
opinion about something is complete, i.e. the dectibn is in its “full strength”, if
we borrow Vlastos’ terminology, we could say tha soul is in its purest reasoning
state and grasps the relevant knowledge. Howelviar,ig just a moment and could
not last too long, simply because the objects exgénsible world are changeable.
Even if the knowledge that the soul itself gragpstable, the soul could not hold the

knowledge stably. Moreover, the soul stimulatedtbg sensible objects always
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passively gains knowledge, in contrast with theiadion where the soul always
positively and actively gains knowledge in the wloof the Forms. The soul in the
sensible world needs true opinion as the necesstanulator to help it recollect
knowledge, though the state of the soul graspingM@dge lasts only a moment.
That is why Plato does not think that a sensibleailcould supply any knowledge
(Meno86a). Further, this idea of the passive soul enwtlorld of flux that could lead
to the view that the sensible object could onlymyphe stimulation and that there is
no real knowledge in the sensible world. Aristatlpoint inMetaphysicssupports

this conclusion:

...For, having in his [Plato’s] youth first becomerfiéiar with Cratylus and with
the Heraclitean doctrines (that all sensible thiagsever in a state of flux and there
is no knowledge about them), these views he hebth @v later years Metaphysics
987a32-b1%-

Socrates’ idea about knowledge and true opiniontivasproblems. The first
problem is that Socrates excludes the functioneotgption in the process of gaining
knowledge. Socrates would deny the possibility mbwledge in the sensible world,
since the objects in the sensible world and thegmions that are produced by the
objects are not stable and need an account thabthiehas learnt before the process
of the recognition. The only function that Socratess left to perception is the
stimulation that could provide the true opinion. the Menq perception is not a

necessary component of knowledge. But what theepéon produces, i.e. true

62 See AristotleMetaphysics987a32-b1. Translation comes from Barnes ed.4)/981561.
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opinion, is a necessary part of knowledge. We ceoaltiperception an “unnecessary
requisite” here.

The second problem is that Socrates could not exglaw the soul gains
knowledge before birth and how perception provithesstimulation that could make
possible the match between true opinion and tlevaek account. The only clue that

we have in thé/lenoabout how the soul gains knowledge is that Socgatiegs out,

“As the soul is immortal, has been born often, had seen all things here and
in the underworld, there is nothing which it has learnt...” (Meno81c).

The word “seen” is the key point, because it sutggit, in Socrates’ mind, the soul
gains true opinion (and then knowledge) throughnggthings, rather than using its
ability of reasonindg® Moreover, Socrates admits that the soul sees shinghe
underworld which following?haedds redefinition of Hades may imply that the soul
“sees” Forms ther&! Nevertheless, it does not explain how what is semuld
become abstract knowledge and how the soul cowdpgtrue opinion without
understanding. By saying that the soul “sees” thirfgocrates treats the soul as a
person, or inner person when the soul combines tghbody. This will definitely
produce an infinite regress, namely, the soul needsher soul or whatever faculty

could undertake the same function of the soul.

83 Diskin Clay offers a description about the relasioip between seeing and knowledge in Plato’s phiiby:
“to have seen,’ therefore, ‘to know™. See Clay (®) pp. 214-215.

84 Kahn points out that in order to “offer a solutimnMeno’s paradox, such prenatal seeing of atighimust be
radically different from the ordinary learning thatto be accounted for by recollection...So kheno
presupposes something like direct knowledge bya@otance”. Kahn (2009) p. 122.
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1.4 Knowledge Is More Valuable Than True Opinion

In this section, | shall explain why knowledge imn valuable than true
opinion. In theMenq ethics and epistemology are mixed in some degrethe
dialogue. Although the solution of the ethical dimss is dependent on the solution
of epistemological questions, this mix suggestst tie discussion of ethical
questions will help the investigation of the valm®blem between knowledge and
true opinion. In the following paragraphs, two digs will be discussed. Firstly,
why is knowledge always better than true opiniohjclv is a key component of the
knowledge? Secondly, why and how can ethical dsouas in theMeno help us to
understand the relation between knowledge andojpueon?

At 97e-98a, Socrates gives us a clear idea abautretationship between

knowledge and true opinion:

For true opinions, as long as they remain, araathing and all they do is good,
but they are not willing to remain long, and thesgape from a man’s soul, so that
they are not worth much until one ties them down(ying) an account of the
reason why... After they are tied down, in the fipptice they become knowledge,
and then they remain in place. That is why know¢edgprized higher than correct
opinion, and knowledge differs from correct opiniarbeing tied down.NMleno97e-
98a)

There are many approaches to understand the meainihiy quotation. What |
am concerned with is why Socrates says that “kndgdeis prized higher than
correct opinion”, i.e. why is knowledge always mmauable than true opinion?
From the quotation, it seems that the answer igrcleecause true opinion is not

stable, though true opinion and the knowledge tiagesame effect on behavior ---
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both of them make behaviors correct (or goddgrio 97¢). If we consider the text
more deeply, however, then we will find that theameag of what Socrates says is
not clear.

What has been said in 98a is at most a relatiowdsst knowledge and true
opinion. Knowledge is defined as true opinion wéih account of the reason why
(aitiog Aoyiopog). However, the question “What is knowledge?” id dscussed
systematically and Socrates does not offer anyndiein of knowledge -- he just
treats the concept as unquestionable and cleagbrtovthim and his interlocutor. A
problem arises here: why does Socrates say thatl&dge is always better than true
opinion, even if both he and Meno have no idea Whatvledge is?

There is one possible answer to these two quest®owates, although he does
not offer a clear definition of knowledge, actuatlpes give some explanations of
what knowledge is. Socrates points out that knogded true opinion + an account
of reason why. This seems to be an explanatiomoikedge. This formula has been
analyzed by one contemporary epistemology schadolkows: (1) there is a true
opinion; (2) there is a fact about the true opini®) the true opinion is justifie®. If
these three conditions are fulfilled, then we cay & piece of opinion is knowledge.
This is not helpful, for these three conditions abeut the properties of knowledge,
not knowledge itself® The formula at most is that knowledge has threml
conditions or components. What knowledge itselfvigich is not investigated in the

Mengq is still unsolved. The reason why knowledge vgagls better than true opinion

% These three components are attributed to Gefésr.Gettier (1963) pp. 121-123.
% The question “What is knowledge?” is still a bagirestion in epistemology. Williamson argues thaiidedge
cannot be defined or analyzed and could not baceplby another notion. See Williamson (2000) pp. 2
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is still unsolvable as well.

Although the question “What is knowledge?” is natcdssed, it is actually a
guestion in theMenoand it is investigated imheaetetusSo, if the question “What
are true opinion and an account?” does not givetdasan unlimited regress, Meno’s
failure to answer this question shows that the temiuof the value problem of
knowledge and true opinion still relies on a cldafinition of knowledge and true
opinion.

That only leaves the last possibility. In thieng Socrates gives a new method
to approach the question of “what is virtue?”, itbe method of “Hypothesis”
(86€)®’ The method assumes that even if we do not knowt win@e is or what
properties virtue has, we still can inquire inte tffuestion of “could virtue be taught?”
by assuming that virtue is knowledge. The same atetould apply to the notion of
knowledge, i.e., assume that knowledge always has property or character
“teachable”, whether knowledge is just a recolttior can be gained through
teaching. If Meno tries to understand whether @risi teachable, then he needs to
consider whether virtue is a kind of knowledge. dugh this means, Socrates links
virtue, knowledge and true opinion together. S@sagives an explanation about
these two notions through the discussion of viffEhe very notion “virtue” here
does not refer to any definition of virtue, butdocore feature of virtue, namely,
helping people to act well. Indeed, Socrates dlsstiates that both knowledge and

true opinion will help an agent to gain the riglemeof action (97b). By taking a

87 According to C. C. W. Taylor’s elucidation, “hypesis” in Plato’s philosophy has various meaninge S
Taylor (1967) pp. 193-203.
8 Meyer (2008) pp. 14-17.
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practical perspective, Socrates establishes a aisopabetween knowledge and true
opinion and answers the question “Why is knowledgare valuable than true
opinion?” The answer can be considered into tweetsp

Firstly, the absolute value of knowledge is bettemn true opinion, because, as
Socrates says, knowledge is more stable than pueoa. Moreover, for Socrates
the one who holds true opinion about somethingeeitiopes not have any experience
of it or he lacks of knowledge of it (97b). Neveslbss, this does not mean that
knowledge would always make behavior right, whileetopinion sometimes would
lead the agent to do the right thing but sometimesld fail to do that, as Meno
thinks (97c¢). Socrates does not accept this psimply because if the opinion about
something is true, then it is impossible that aendgvould do something wrong. For
Socrates, knowledge is better than true opiniocabiee it is more stable. Knowledge
is more stable than true opinion, because knowledigehes an account or a reason
why. The account or reason removes the factoraif tw guessing. Take “telling a lie”
for an example. A doctor who holds knowledge onghieciple of “do not tell lies”
would know that he or she is never permitted tbaelie to his patients, since he
knows why he cannot tell a If& Another doctor who holds only a true opinion about
the principle would think why by guessing, intuitior pure luck that it is wrong to
tell a lie. Now, let us grant that he or she faagmtient who has cancer. Should he or

she tell the patient that there is a cancer inbloidy? This is a choice: telling the

8 A reason for “do not tell a lie” comes from Kahle asks an agent to do something that could make hi
behavior to be generalized --- “so act as if th&imaof your action were to become by your will a MERSAL
LAW OF NATURE?”; therefore, if telling a lie is podse, it will necessarily lead to self-contradictidkssume
that people are all liars, then telling a lie gghanomenon is destroyed. On this sense, tellimgwill finally
lead to self-contradiction. Kant (2011) p. 71.



51

patient the truth would possibly stimulate the gatts nerves and would lead to
some disadvantages for his remedy; or telling #lihe patient would contradict the
principle of “telling a lie is a wrong-doing”. Howould the doctor make such a
decision? Both of these two doctors would telltif¢h for different motivations: one
is for a reason; the other is based only on immnitvithout any idea of why he or she
should do this. Obviously, in Socrates’ mind, bdtttors are doing right, but they
are different. The former doctor is better than kter one and the first doctor
deserves more praise for his beha¥fdn this sense, knowledge is more valuable
than true opinion.

Secondly, knowledge is always better than trueiopirsince there is “practical
value” in knowledge. By practical value, knowledygt merely attains to the truth,
but also helps an agent to gain something sigmfifram the action. Significant here,
refers to the value that is gained successfultihé@action. This does not mean that a
man who just holds true opinion will not gain angithsignificant in his action, but
rather that what he gains is significant just imegative way, namely, avoiding
failure. Consider an example to illustrate thisnhboSomeone has a gun and wishes
to shoot an object. If he merely wants to shootdhject without any consciousness
of what is meaningful or of the reason why he sti@lloot the object, then | define
him as a man who has some true opinion about sigyate. he knows how to shoot

and does not fail to do that. Correspondingly, axméo is good at shooting with

"0 Of course, in a concrete circumstance, as we cmgide, most doctors may not choose to tell thé tauthe
patient directly, but to the relatives of the patidhis is really a difficult and complex questidortunately,
however, it does not affect both my argument andt&es’ arguments.
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knowledge of how to shoot, maybe knows clearly \mkyshould shoot the object.

If the analysis above is correct, then Ryle’s itgsise that there are two kinds of
knowing in Plato’s dialogues, i.e. “knowing whathd “Knowing how”, is not
sufficient for this analysi&’

Let us put absolute value and practical value togreto see what the exact
meaning of Socrates’ saying is at 97e-98a. Theeetwo kinds of value in the
relationship between knowledge, true opinion antugi Since knowledge always
guides an agent to act virtuously for a reasonJemMnue opinion does so only by
intuition, guessing or luck, knowledge leads sigaiice to the virtuous actions.
Although both true opinion and knowledge could he#lee truth, they differ from
each other in relation to considering these valuidgen, we can see the clear
relationship between knowledge and true opiniothoaigh we still do not know
what is knowledge and what is true opinion. Moreptiee relevance of virtue for
epistemology in theMeno can be seen: the relationship and difference lestwe

knowledge and true opinion are made clear throbgi telationship with virtue.

Conclusion

There are two problems in the version of epistegmylgiven in theMena
Firstly, if the theory of recollection is corre¢hen it will raise an infinite regress.
Further, even the immortality of the soul doesswve the Meno’s paradox, namely,

how is it possible to learn under the situatiorcofmplete ignorance? Secondly, the

"l Sosa gives us a wonderful analysis of this exanf#e, Sosa (2010) pp. 35-66.
2 See Ryle (2000) pp. 28-32.
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reason that Socrates refuses to investigate th&igneécould the virtue be taught?”
is that we need to know “what is virtue?” but tlsisiot a good reason. Take water as
an example, we could define “water” as “a transparedorless, tasteless liquid”,
where “transparent”, “odorless”, “tasteless” andjuld” are all the properties or
attributions of the water. Actually, when we try kaow or define something, we
should know first the properties of the thing iregtion.

Many issues that are discussed in kheno notably the theory of recollection
will be discussed again in tHeghaedoand TheaetetusTheaetetuslso reconsiders
the function of perception in the process of gajnkmowledge. The nature of true
opinion is a middle term between perception anditedge in theMena Theaetetus
will also divide the process of recognition intootyparts and will employ three
components to illustrate the whole process. Contpré¢heTheaetetusPhaedohas
a closer relationship wittMena In the Phaedg Socrates completely repeats the
theory of recollection and introduces the theoryFofms.Phaedois the same as
Meno in two ways: itdoes not talk about the question “What is knowlé&dgend
uses knowledge in the strictest sense. Ovdpaledoraises the same problems as

theMena
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Chapter Two: Phaedo on Knowledge and How to Gain it

Introduction

In the Meng Plato offers us an outline of his epistemolodyugh it has
difficulties. However, Plato is not inclined to imgve this outline in thé?haedo
rather he tries to modify the theory of recolleotiand supplement the theory of
Forms to make the outline clearer. Although thdialifties that appeared in the
outline of epistemology in thglenostill exist, Plato still uses the basic principtds
this outline to construct his epistemology in Bteaedo

To summarize what Plato’s outline of epistemologyni thePhaedo we could
give three stages of knowledge as follows. (1) Whaeoul is in a pure state, it gains
knowledge by consorting with the Forms. (2) Whesoal combines with a body, the
soul forgets all knowledge at that time, though 8wl could still regain the
knowledge through the stimulation of sensible disieé@lthough the soul could
regain knowledge, the soul is inevitably disturbgdhe body, so that it is really hard
to regain knowledge. (3) After death, the soul ddully get rid of the influence of
the body, if a person endeavors to “practice deathiis lifetime. Separating fully
from the body means the soul regains knowledge.

In these three stages of the blueprint, the prablemthe outline of Plato’s
epistemology still remain, though the difficultiase solved to an extent. Firstly, the
knowledge is still in a narrow sphere, for Plait stsists that knowledge could only

be gained in the world of Forms. Socrates offers uew version of the theory of
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recollection in thd?haedo The change in the new recollection theory mehasthe
difficulty of “cognitive blank” would not happenof the accumulation of experience
becomes a function of the theory of recollectiontHe new version, recollection no
longer helps the agent to regain knowledge directiyher the agent considers
sensible objects first, and next, after the accatman consideration of the sensible
objects, the agent would finally be led to the Faffh

This new advance is not able to cover all the moisl of Plato’s
epistemological blueprint. Knowledge that derivesnf the Forms is still used in a
narrow sense. The new version of recollection thdwings even more questions,
while the old problems in it are still there. Thebialance between soul and body
makes the bodily organs still have no positive gbation in a process of
recognition in thé’haedo

Indeed, the soul becomes crucial to the bluepfiitlato’s epistemology in the
Phaedofor three reasons. Firstly, Form is the object nbwledge. Only the soul
itself could reach the region of the Forms and gaenknowledge there. Secondly,
the soul could be inside or with the body and al&gir apart from the body, namely,
it could be in contact with both the region of Fams and the region of the sensible
world. That is to say, the soul consorts with bibih object of knowledge (the Forms)
and the reminders of knowledge (the sensible thivigish participate in the Forms).

Thirdly, in the sensible world, knowledge dwellstive soul’* The arguments in the

73 Lee Franklin calls an “approach to recollectioritisPhaedathe ordinary interpretatioh This kind of
recollection refers to “an ordinary kind of leargjnypically related to the capacity for everydageach and
though”. In contrast, “theophisticated interpretatioof recollection in thé’haedd, as he calls, is “the view that
recollection in thePhaedois a kind of philosophical learning”. Franklin (&) pp. 290-291.

1 will stop here and will not try to find out whakact meaning of “in the soul”, though this phriseot clear.
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Phaedoare complicated. On the one hand, on the literadl)ehe arguments about
knowledge, such as the discussion on death, tloeytlod recollection and the theory
of Forms, are used as the proof of the immortaditghe soul. On the other hand,
some properties of the soul (the soul can movegfample) are assumed to support
the arguments about knowledge.

In this chapter, my discussion and criticisms Wallow the three stages of the
blueprint in thePhaedo Firstly, | will talk about the theory of Formsdarthe Forms
as the causes of knowledge (section 2.1-2.3). Skgdmow the soul under the state
of combining with the body gains knowledge throughbollection will be discussed
(section 2.4-2.6). Thirdly, I will consider the imlance between soul and body and
how this influences epistemology in tRbaedo After death, when a soul recovers
its state of pure reason and how the soul gainsvlatge will be emphasized

(section 2.7-2.8).

2.1 Forms as the objects of knowledge

Socrates first mentions Forms in tRéaedoat 65d, where he asks Simmias
whether there are Justice itself, the Beauty asdabod. Simmias answers: “We do
say so, by Zeus”. He confirms that the Forms cabeateen by eyes or perceived by
any other bodily organs. Socrates identifies thaeriSoas the reality of all things,
“that which each of them essentially isPHaedo 65d). Further, Socrates links
knowledge and the Forms. He claims that someonewiblbes to come closest to

the knowledge of the thing should grasp the thiaglf, i.e. the Form of the thing he
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wants to investigate (65e).

In order to approach the Forms, the soul needseaeason alone and to get rid
of the affections from the body as far as possibterates emphasizes the separation
between the soul and the body and highlights thetfon of the soul in the process
of approaching the Forms and gaining knowledge.s Tidea also shows the
important role of death, for after the soul has bored with the body only death
could both let the soul free from the body in aagrextent and let the soul go into
another region, namely the region of the Forms.

How could the soul gain knowledge and approachFRbmens? Socrates in the
Phaedo as in theMengq tries to use the recollection theory as a bridgeonnect the
soul and the Forms. After a short discussion onrédmllection theory, Socrates
introduces the Form of Equal through the equalegpequal sticks and any other
kind of equal thing. He emphasizes that the eduabs, such as the equal stones or
equal sticks, are inferior to the Form of Equalcdese they “appear to one to be
equal and to another to be unequal” (74b). The Foirfaqual itself, however, can
never be unequal. Further, if it is, someone whmgaizes that there is the Equal
itself will grasp the knowledge of Equal and muaté this knowledge before his
birth, for he cannot grasp anything if there ishirag in his soul. Socrates extends the
idea on the Equal to any other thing which couldriaeked with “the seal of ‘what it
is™ (75d). However, what kinds of qualities do tRerms hold except the quality
itself? Take the Form of Equal as an example: dbesEqual itself, besides the

quality of equal, have any other qualities? Sosra®ploys many words to define
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the Forms at 80a-b, “divine, deathless, intelligjbuniform, indissoluble” and
“always the same as itself”.

In sum, Socrates in tHehaedolinks knowledge and Forms together for the first
time and explains why what we recollect is supetiothe thing that provoked the
recollection.

Socrates continues to illustrate his idea on tle®mh of the Forms by giving
Simmias a number of examples to state how to gitetd-orm from particular items.
Take the equal as an example. When you have seey egaal items, such a stick
equal to a stick, stone equal to a stone, thenythdind “something else beyond all
these, the Equal itself’Phaedo 74a). Moreover, at 100d, Socrates points out:
“nothing makes it (the beautiful thing) beautifuicept that Beautiful itself”, and the
“Beautiful itself is beautiful”. As D. N. Sedley oanments, Beautiful itself makes the
beautiful thing beautiful, means that Beautifuklfsor the Form of beauty is the
cause of the beautiful thing being beautiful, @& Heautiful thing is beautiful because
of the Form of beauty. And he also gives us anwaacof what “because of” and the
“cause” mean here: all these phrases mean “redperfsi”.” | undoubtedly agree
with Sedley. Nevertheless, why and how does Plakensure that such Forms can
produce knowledge in our soul?

In the texts of 74b and 75c, Socrates gives aofighe Forms, including the
Equal itself, the Great itself, Small itself, Gouself, Beauty itself, Justice itself,

Pious itself and “all those things which we markhathe seal of ‘what it is™. In the

S Sedley (1998) pp. 114-132.
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later text, he adds some other Forms, such as Litggké (or Largeness) (100e),
Oneness (101c), Shortness (102b), Tallness (16R&ithess (103d), Coldness (103d)
Oddness (104a) and Evenness (104a). These Formsotat be divided into one
single category. Take Large and Small, Good and Beabte two pairs of opposites
are not the same. We could apply Large and Smatidthematical issues and to the
affairs of common life to describe a fact, such‘&ass smaller than 4” and “Jim’s
shoes are larger than Tom’s”. It seems that thgd.and Small will always be used
in a comparative case. Even if sometimes we usa thedescribe other situations,
such as “The ball is big”, they are always in auagense -- we cannot really know
how big the ball is until some more informatioroffered. Good and Bad, however,
seems a different case from the Large and Sma#l. Gbod and Bad are not mainly
used in a comparative sense and they are not wsdéscribe the truth or facts.
Rather they are used to evaluate something or sxg@meone’s emotion, e.g. “The
taste is good”, “It is a good thing to him”, “Thei®e good weather today.” Further,
Large and Small give us a kind of ability, if wedwm what they mean. For when | do
a mathematical exercise, seeing “3_4”, | have thktyato write down “is smaller”
or “<<”, while the Good and the Bad cannot develop suéiméd of ability in our
mind.

The discussion above is important, because the $-annthe Phaedocould
produce knowledge as Socrates says at 74b andfide.formula of knowledge in
the Menqg i.e. knowledge = true opinion + an explanationtlué reason why, is

correct, then knowledge could be divided into twartg “know-what” or “know-
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how” and “know-why”. If someone thinks about therioof Largeness, then he has
the knowledge of Large (he knows what Large is)ermhe has a kind of ability to
make the things or affairs right when the affagger to the lager, as the example
“2_3” shows. He knows how to tackle affairs refegrito “large”. And obviously, he
also knows why he writes dowr<” in the place of “_”, because he has a reasonable
account, namely, he is using the Form of Largeness.

Nevertheless, when we consider Goodness and Badtiesssituation will
become difficult. For Goodness and Badness canaetagdefinite kind of ability to
determine what is good and what is bad. If somdaces the question: “Is it good or
bad when someone kills another man in a battlePatvkind of answer should he
give? Some people would say that it is always wvKill a man; others would think
that it is good if our soldiers kill the enemiesldiers while it is bad if our soldiers
are killed. It seems that when referring to mosles or sensations (such as hot and
cold), the theory of knowledge in tiMenois no longer compatible with the theory

of the Forms.

2.2 Knowledge in a narrow sense

The other main problem about the theory of Fonsisthe limitation of
knowledge. The&Phaedogives an impression that knowledge is a clear epnto
both Socrates and his interlocutors, for thererk @ne place (76b) mentioning
about the concept of knowledge through the dialogliethe persons that appear in

the Phaedoseem to have an agreement about what knowledde tise concept of
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knowledge really a clear notion in the dialogue?

In order to answer this question, we have at leastoptions. The first choice is
judging that the concept of knowledge is not welficed, so we need reconsider it.
The second way is that we could assume that theepbrof knowledge is a clear
notion in thePhaedo because Socrates has given its definition inMeaq where
knowledge is defined as the formula “knowledgeuetopinion + an explanation of
the reason why’Nlenq 98a). Since Socrates nearly repeats irPth@edotwo most
important theories of théleno (the immortality of the soul and the theory of
recollection), we have reason to believe that fmthiSocrates and his companions
knowledge is still the same concept that appearthénMena Moreover, when
Socrates mentions the theory of recollection, Cebesnds us that he mentions this
theory frequently Rhaedo72e). We have more reason to believe that thenitief
of knowledge in theMlenois also mentioned frequently, so that no one wdeéd
uncomfortable to use it again in tRbaedo Having considered this, we have firstly
to check whether the Meno’s definition is also usedhe Phaedoand second
whether it is used thoroughly and coherently indtaogue.

I will employ a method, namely, quoting some snpalfagraphs fronPhaedo
on knowledge as examples to check whether thenditdefinition of knowledge in
theMena’®

Example one: “Then what about the actual acquiohignowledge? Is the body

an obstacle when one associates with it in theckefar knowledge?”RPhaedo65a)

8| will not quote any paragraphs about the verbotkt for it makes my argument unnecessaily complethis
point.
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In the next sentence, Socrates continues to sayrtéa cannot “find any truth” in
any bodily abilities, such as seeing, hearing or @ther sense. Here, the concept of
knowledge could be replaced by the phrase “truaiopiplus an explanation of the
reason why”, for in this quotation Socrates trdatswledge as truth. The emphasis
on the inaccuracy of bodily abilities in this quata will not affect my argument.
For firstly the only difference between true opmiand knowledge, adenotells us,

is that knowledge is stable, while true opiniom@. Secondly, there is no proof in
theMenothat true opinion is derived from bodily sensés.

Example two: “Whoever of us prepares himself best eost accurately to
grasp §avondijvar) that thing itself which he is investigating wdbme closest to
the knowledgetpv yvavar) of it” (Phaedo65e). This sentence shows that the Forms
are the objects of knowledge. It is also compatibith the formula “knowledge =
true opinion + an explanation of the reason whiywé use the phrase “true opinion
+ an explanation of the reason why” instead of tklealge”, then one issue appears.
The meaning of the phrase “come closest to knoveledgt” becomes unintelligible.

If someone has grasped the Forms, then why doestBscstill employ the phrase
“come closest to”? Even if someone grasps the Fodoes he still not have but only
come close to knowledge? In order to answer thesstipns, it is necessary to
understand knowledge as true opinion + an explamaif the reason why here. For
Socrates has said that philosophers practice fathde order to gain the truth and to

live with Gods Phaedo63b-c). Then, the meaning of the quotation onlplkasizes

" There is no pre-statement on the concept of tpirian, but suddenly Socrates throws this conceptb85c-
d in theMena Therefore, | have assumed that Socrates is flash@ “true” to “opinion”.
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that true opinion is unstable. Take a pair of pengs an example. Assume that the
two pencils are equal in appearance. Through thisgs pencils, someone could or
could not recollect the Form of Equal. Once some®wellects the Form of Equal,
then he gains the knowledge of equality and wilt he confused about whether
these pencils are equal or about any other cas¢srdafer to equality. Moreover,
gaining Equality itself makes someone’s judgementgquality more valuable. This
case also shows that someone needs the empiricallaions or reminders to
recollect Forms. Nevertheless, even if someone doesuccessfully gain the Form
of Equal through the pair of pencils, he still Ima@ny other opportunities to recollect
it. In the process of recollecting Forms, knowlediggends on continuing contact
with empirical examples, and so in this sense, nlg tcome close to” knowledge.
Indeed, empirical reminders are like “ladders”, some should throw them away
after they gain the Forn&.In every case such as “These two pencils are &qual
someone still needs the help of the sensible abjadhe particular example.

Example three: “(Cebes says) when men are intetedga the right manner,
they always give the right answer of their own adcand they could not do this if
they did not possess the knowledge and the rightaaation inside themei un
ETOYYaveV avTolg Emothun évoboo kai 0pbog Aoyog)” (73a). This quotation is from
Cebes, not Socrates, but it still works for examgniwhether the formula of
knowledge fits the context ¢thaedo for Cebes here is repeating the explanation of

the recollection theory that appeared inthena The next sentence of this quotation

8| borrow Ludwig Wittgenstein’s analogy of ladderTiractatus Logico-Philosophucy§.54), where he says
“(someone) must, so to speak, throw away the ladfier he has climbed up it". See Wittgenstein ()96 151.
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is “Then if one shows them a diagram or somethiag ef that kind, this will show
most clearly that such is the case” (73b). Grubatpmut, “Cf.Meno81e ff., where
Socrates does precisely th&tl agree with Grube that Cebes is giving the auziien
a description of recollection and a brief versiénhe example that Socrates employs
for proving the recollection theory. If we replakeowledge in the sentence by the
formula “true opinion + an explanation of the raasdhy”, we could see the formula
fits well except a little redundancy, especiallycg the sentence mentions the phrase
“the right explanation dpboc Adyoc)”. Considering context of this sentence is the
recollection theory, it is not strange that we dowhderstand smoothly the quotation
by the idea which appeared in tkena

Example four: “but it is definitely from the equéhings, though they are
different from that equal, that you have derived ggrasped the knowledge of
equality?” (74c). Socrates gives three kinds afdkj the Equal, the equal things and
the knowledge of equality. He points out that tinewledge of equality is from the
equal things. The formula could be understood Bevis, “knowledge of equality” =
“the true opinion about the equal things” + “an lkexytion of the reason why of the
Equal’. The formula operates well in the quotation.

Example five: “Do we think with our blood, or aot fire or none of these, and
does the brain provide our senses of hearing agid and smell, from which come
memory and opinion, and from memory and opinionclvhhas become stable,

comes knowledge éfictqunv)?” (Phaedo 96b). This quotation comes from

9 See Cooper (199P). 64.
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“Socrates’ account of his intellectual histof§'lt seems that there are two types of
explanations for it. The first version is that Sdes follows an explanation of a
natural process of recognition. Human beings tlab&ut something with whatever,
through our senses, generates opinion and mentoy, Wwhen their opinion and
memory becomes stable, they become knowledge. Sdams to fit our common
sense on how we gain knowledge in our life. Th@sdawersion is that Socrates here
is actually repeating his recollection theory. Dpgnion and memory that come from
the stimulations of the senses help us to recolldett has existed in our soul. The
things that have existed in our soul are the “antopart in the formula, which we

could treat as general or specific principles. Hosveas Aristotle has mentioned,

“By universal knowledge then we see the particulams we do not know them
by the kind of knowledge which is proper to themnsequently it is possible that we
may make mistakes about them, but not that we dhmane the knowledge and error
that at contrary to one another: rather we haveeusal knowledge but make a
mistake in regard to the particulaPror Analytics67a25-30§*

Once the combination of true opinion and the acta@firsomething is complete, a
piece of knowledge comes into being. Both of th@laxations are reasonable.
Fortunately, these two explanations do not affbéet éxamination of the usage of
knowledge. When the formula, “true opinion plusexiplanation of the reason why”,
substitutes for “knowledge”, the whole sentenceoisiprehensible and meaningful.

In sum, in all five examples, the usage of the wtkdowledge” could be

8| borrow this phrase from David Gallop. See Gal®975) p.169.
81 Aristotle, Prior Analytics Book Two, Chapter 21. Translation comes from Adkrill. See Ackill (1987) p. 37.
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replaced meaningfully and coherently by the fornitdae opinion + an explanation
of the reason why”, which is employed as a debnitof knowledge in théleno
through our examination. The selected examplesegeesentative, for they spread
through the relevant main arguments in B@edo Then, the concept of knowledge
is well defined and is the same in Pleaedoas it is in theMena

Nevertheless, knowledge that is defined as “truaiop + an explanation of the
reason why”, though it has been clarified to soxterd by introducing the theory of
Forms, still confines knowledge to a narrow spleeré does not fit various kinds of
knowledge. In both dialogues, knowledge to Platstnine subject to the most rigid
standards and various possible interpretationscangpletely eradicated in Plato’s
concept of knowledge. Knowledge relates to the vérmow”, which means that
when we use the verb “know”, we could refer to ttemtent of the sentence “I
know...” as knowledg& What Plato attributes to his definition of knowdedis a
type of true proposition and a kind of knowledgeadks for the most strict criterion
of “being unerring”, since Plato eliminates thetfmcof time in his knowledge and
excludes other types of true propositions in higogbphy.

This kind of proposition reflects a fact or fadt&ar instance, “it is 11 pm.” is a
true proposition if it is 11 pm now. It could no¢ lknowledge under Plato’s terms,
since Plato’s knowledge must be always of whaihi eorrect forever, then it must

be beyond the limitation of time and eternal. Ifstlis right, then the scope of

82| am enlightened by Heidegger in this idea. Hesoout thatvepysia (reality, activity) in Aristotle’s
philosophy comes fromgpyov” (work) which must be understood in the sensas¥érb form “be present”. He
actually expresses an idea that the verb is priother forms in a language. See Heidegger (199 Heidegger
(2000) p. 33, note 24. Heidegger’s understandimyititheaetetusan be seen in Stern (2008) pp. 210-214.
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knowledge in Plato’s ideas (whether it is a kindability or a kind of abstract-entity)
is very narrow and not all propositions that araetrfor us are necessarily
“knowledge” in Plato’s mind. Let us consider twoaexples. First, when someone
asks, “What time is it?” another one replies, ‘gim.”. The definition of knowledge
discussed in contemporary epistemofdgy that someone believes that P is true; P is
true; P can be justified. According to this viele statement “six p.m.” is true, and is
a kind of knowledge. But it is not knowledge in tBla eyes, for it is just true in an
instant or moment. Second, assume that the libgagjosed every Saturday night
and someone says that “the library is closed” cawr8ay night. The statement is
not “knowledge” in Plato’s eyes, for this situatidapends on the time. For it could
be wrong and not necessarily true, though it ie xtithe moment that the people in
the example makes this statement.

There are four aspects to explain why Plato rejgmsfactor of instant time in
his understanding of knowledge. (1) The substammk @operty are not divided
clearly in his idea. The Forms themselves are adgexample to illustrate this

assertion. Take a quotation frdPhaedol02d-e as an example. Socrates says,

“Now it seems to me that not only Tallness itsslihever willing to be tall or
short at the same time, but also that the Talliress will never admit the short, but
one of two things happens: either it flees anceetr whenever its opposite, the short,
approaches, or it is destroyed by its approadPhagdol02d-e)

This quotation shows two things: (A) the Form Tedla itself is both an entity and a

8 This definition is the target of Gettier’s criioh and contemporary epistemologists are work andéfinition,
trying to consummate this definition in order tegbut a definition of Knowledge. See Gettier (19p68. 121-
123; Greco and Sosa ed (1999) and Williamson (2000)
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quality, because Tallness itself is tall; (B) “Tadbs in us” is also something that is
both a quality and an entity, since it either “H&er “is destroyed by” its opposite. If
knowledge as Plato defines it must be stable,nhotatolerate change through time.
(2) If knowledge comes from the Forms, the timeinsompatible with the
knowledge, since time means change. (3) Sincedbkis immortal, Plato rejects
any influence of instant time in knowledge, becaiasenim the knowledge is in the
soul. If the soul is immortal, knowledge should d@mpatible with this quality
(namely, knowledge should be unchangeable), fotoPieeats the principle that
opposite things cannot co-exist as true (whendpproaches snow, snow will either
retreat or be destroyedpltaedo104d). (4) Knowledge must “be always of what is
and it must be unerringTheaetetud52c), which has shown that it will not tolerate

any change (i.e. time).

2.3 Soul gains knowledge from Forms

Although the Forms are the objects of the knowleageare still unclear about
the relationship between Forms and knowledge, édpeon the question of how
these two things connect. Are the Forms like a tbak contains knowledge inside?
Plato never makes this relationship clear in h&dogjues. What we know is that the
soul is the agent that gains knowledge from themSoThen why and how can the
soul gain or grasp knowledge from the Forms? Téiadtually two questions. The
first one is why does the soul have such a fundtien can link knowledge and the

Forms? The second one is by what means does theaesmh knowledge of the
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Forms?

The answer of the first question is that the seuhkin to the Forms (79b). In
order to prove this, Socrates begins his argumientitathe properties of the Forms.
Socrates attributes to the Forms the qualities @hd “non-composite” (78c),
“always remaining the same” (78c), and being “cled@ss” (78d). In conclusion,
Socrates says that each of the Forms is “unifornitdslf, remains the same, and
never in any way tolerates any change whateverd)(#doreover, Socrates proceeds
to the difference between the two kinds of exisésncvisible and invisible.
Specifically, Socrates and his companions agreethieadifference between “visible”
and “invisible” things (79b). Naturally, soul isvisible to human eyes, while body is
visible to human eyes. Socrates does not say hieasdul is the same thing as the
Forms, rather he just emphasizes that the soulmieré like” ©uowotepov) the
invisible things (79b).

Soul, because of its kinship to the invisible tlsngamely, the Forms, is able to
gain knowledge from these Forms. After death, thd swust purify and free itself
from the influence of the body, i.e. the soul gatsof “confusion, ignorance, fear,
violent desires and the other human ills” (81a) ander such condition, the soul
could have the ability to grasp knowledge. If tloeilsdoes not practice philosophy
and is affected by the bodily elements, such asefeasly practiced gluttony,
violence and drunkenness” (81e), it will be puntslaed pay “the penalty for their
previous upbringing” (81e). All those who are imsed in the bodily elements could

be divided into two groups, according to Socrdtemney-lovers” and “honor-lovers”
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(82c), as distinct from the “lovers of learning2(8.

From the negative aspect, the lover of learningweaahat the soul is
imprisoned in the body and is forced to examineghithrough the body that is like a
cage. From the positive aspect, philosophy wilphtake soul free itself and avoid the
deceptions from the bodily organs or senses. Aftersoul no longer “examines by
other means, for this is different in differentatimstances and is intelligible and
invisible”, it will see what is intelligible and wisible (83b). Socrates admits that the
body holds opinions as well (83%)but the soul must not try to mix the bodily
opinions with its own. He describes the processngéstigation that the bodily
elements are involved in as recognition mixed ntdent emotions, such as violent

pain or pleasure:

“That the soul of every man, when it feels violptgasure or pain in connection
with some objects, inevitably believes at the samee that what causes such
feelings must be very clear and very true, whidh iot” (Phaedo83c). “The soul of
the philosopher achieves a calm from such emotibfgjows reason and ever stays
with it contemplating the true, the divine, whick mot the object of opinion”
(Phaedo84a).

This quotation shows two things. One is that arocess of gaining knowledge
that is mixed with bodily elements will inevitabiyvolve a kind of violent feeling or
emotion, such as pleasure or pain or other kind$esfres. For Socrates points out
that the worst feature of the bodily imprisonmenthe soul is that it is due to desires

(Phaedo82¢). The second is that the soul uses reasorasp ¢tnowledge from the

8 The original sentence is, “As it (the soul) shatesbeliefs and delights of the body...” (83d). Téemtence is
also shows that in Socrates’ mind, the soul alsoemaotions.
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Forms, which are not the objects of bodily opinions

Once it has gained purification and freedom, thel gmters into an invisible
region or realm where it “sees and understands”Fitvens (83b¥> Socrates here
does not make the process of gaining knowledge. diEajust uses a metaphor, “see”
the Forms, like a man in our world sees a booketstdnds the contents of that book
and gains knowledge from it. However, it is comglgtunclear how the soul gains
the knowledge, since it is unclear whether the gairis knowledge exactly like we
gain knowledge by reading a book.

One possible reason why Socrates does not explawliole process of gaining
knowledge inPhaedois that it is not the right time to discuss thasue. The context
in this dialogue is all about the relationship betw body and soul and it is enough
for Socrates to talk about how the bodily elemeaffect the soul in gaining
knowledge, without any detail on the concrete ctigmiprocess. After Socrates has
given his history of his own intellectual developmh¢96a-99d) and begins the so-
called “second voyage” (99d), he tries to demotstitle process of gaining

knowledge in detail.

2.4 The theory of recollection

Plato stands in a dangerous position when he enzgsatat knowledge comes

from the region of the Forms, while he tries to lakphow to gain knowledge and

8 Dorothea Frede understands Forms from a “funatiew” and therefore, argues that “Plato neitheetiinted to
dispose of sensory evidence altogether nor toédaibest Forms in a separate realm of pure undersign@he
Forms should rather be understood as the ideatiptas determining the proper function of eachtghtSee
Frede (1999) p. 191.
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the phenomenon of learning in the sensible worldirtler to achieve these two goals,
Plato employs the theory of recollection. In Pleaedo Cebes recalls the theory of
recollection that is mentioned frequently by SoesatSimmias, another interlocutor
of Socrates in the dialogue, however, cannot reneentire proof of the theory,
asking Cebes to remind him. Cebes repeats whatehapm theMeng where
Socrates successfully leads a slave boy who doe&nmwv geometry to give the
correct answer to a geometrical question simplgugstioning him. Cebes’ reminder
IS not an argument or proof. Therefore, Socratess tto prove his theory of
recollection in another way.

Socrates’ argument is as follows. If someone rectdl something, he must have
known it before. A man who perceives something kaawis thing and could
recollect a different thing at the same time. Riectlon can be caused not only by a
similar thing, but by dissimilar things as welti{aedo74a). For instance, someone
could recall Cebes by seeing a picture of Simmidseccould also recollect Simmias
by seeing a picture of Simmi&s.

Socrates does not consider the situation wherelleeton is caused by
different things, but focuses only on the recoltets that are provoked by similar
things.2” According to his idea, when we consider the siritijy between what we
recollect and what causes the recollection, we radstit that what prompts the

recollection is inferior to the object of the rdegtion (74a). The object of the

8 Cf. Nehamas (1975) p. 183.

87 Sedley carefully considers the situation “recotéecthrough different things” and formulates it“és) On
perceiving x you recognize x and think of somettdiftgrent, y (especially if you had forgotten ) x and y
are objects of different knowledge” (p.312). SedI&¢(2006) pp. 312.
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recollection, however, has a change in its meamimgch Socrates uses but does not
point out. Recollection should refer to the Forimst here it also refers to sensible
objects® Socrates claims that recollection could be proddkesimilar or dissimilar
things (74a). Before reaching this conclusion, 8@ gives his interlocutors some
examples. Two typical examples are: (a) a man wdes |2 picture of Simmias
recollects Cebes; (b) a man who sees a pictureimmias recollects Simmias
himself (73e). Next, Socrates concludes that bwotlias and dissimilar things could
cause recollection. Moreover, what prompt the dectbn are inferior to “similar
things™® or “the thing recollected” (74&).

If recollection is produced by a similar thing, whee recall is superior to what
we are perceiving. Take Equality as an examplecadd recollect Equality from
equal sticks or equal stones or any other equad$hiAll the equal things are inferior
to Equality itself in respect of being equal, ftirtae equal things could “appear to
one to be equal and to another to be unequal” (7Pfat means, in the sensible
world, Socrates seems to insist on what Protagaaagaught, namely, a quality may
be different in different people, at a differenhé or in a different environment. A
quality could have a slight difference in some @egrA bottle of water may be too

cold to one person, but a little hotter to anotperson, according to Protagoras’

8 Kahn believes “Socrates is running together tvaint that ought properly to be distinguished, arecerning
recollection for philosophers and one concerningndton for all human beings. Only philosophers Wnehat
they are doing when they recollect, because onlpgtphers can distinguish Forms from particularg a
recognize the deficiency of the latter. But all hurb&ings implicitly refer to the Forms in every qaptual
judgment. Thus they unwittingly refer to the Eqitsélf in judging sticks and stones to be equa#igtee with
him, but my argument here is different from hisuargnt. See Kahn (2009) pp. 123-124.

8 The original sentence is, “And when someone rectdlsomething from similar things.. AXX 6tav ye 6mo
T®V Opoiov avopupvnokntol tig Tt...)

% Burnet calls this idea as “an additional thoughtimely, besides what we recollect and the sintiiags that
cause the recollection, there is an additional ghowhich is “the thought of the presence or absariany
deficient in the likeness of a and b to A and B.2S8urnet (1911p. 73.
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theory. In addition, if Socrates here at 74b, thittkat the equal things could appear
to be equal for one man but unequal to anothempetse, then, is partly following
Protagorean doctrine, though Socrates limits itpliegtion in the sphere of
phenomenal world.

Compared to the equal things, the form of Equalisy,always equal for
everyone and in any condition, simply because Hiyuahn never be Inequality.
More importantly, we could derive and grasp thevieolge of equality from the
equal things (74c). Whether Equality itself is likeunlike the equal things makes no
difference, because of the function of recollecfibAs Socrates and his interlocutors
have agreed (73c-e), recollection could be caustereby similar things or by
different things. As long as the equal things pk®/to recollect something in the
souls, the condition of recollecting is fulfillef.someone who is stimulated by the
sensible things “recollects” something in his sdln there must be a piece of prior
knowledge in his soul or he must have knowledgietthing he is recollecting. You
cannot recollect something in your mind, if thesenothing in your mind. That is to
say, we must possess knowledge of the Equal beferdrst recognize the equal
things (74e).

“First” at 74e, does not only refer to time, ratlterelates to knowledge. Let us
take the equal sticks as an example. Socratesrbesean that a human being who

first sees a pair of sticks will recollect the krledge of equality. Nevertheless, after

°1| do not talk about the relationship between d#aghings and Forms here. According to Nehamag. A.
Taylor, Burnet, W. D. Ross, Paul Shorey and Hughdmeitk understand the relationship by “the appraxiom
view”". This view agrees: (1) “Sensible objects oapproximate the intelligible objects which thepmesent in
geometrical contexts” and (2) “Plato, either coassly or unconsciously, applied this sense of iffgmtion to
objects belonging to ethical and aesthetic contextehamas disagrees with “the approximation viesifice it
“fails to make Plato’s theory of recollection cobet’. Nehamas (1975) pp. 172-175, p. 185 and p. 187



75

this person grows up and has met many equal tling®many occasions, he finally
recalls the knowledge of equality when he sees letpirags one day, such as the
equal sticks. Then, “first” as used at is just e sense of a trigger time when a
person (a man or a baby) gets knowledge from thsilsle things. Recollection does
not refer to earlier time when he met the equalgsiwithout any understanding or
gaining knowledge. We could express this by a Greald, “kapdoc” (a chance/right
time). Socrates explains this idea like this: “Wasinthen possess knowledge of the
Equal before that time when we first saw the egb@cts and realized that all these
objects strive to be like the Equal but are defitia this.” (74e-75a) the key words
in this quotation are “knowledge”, “time”, “firstind “realized”. Socrates uses these
words to emphasize the connection between the leumel (i.e. the knowledge of
Forms) and recollectiotf. When Socrates spoke and argued his idea on tHigsto
audience on the day of his death, the image ohtimean being in his mind does not
refer to the human in general, but he has exclbdédies, sleeping men, idiots or any
other person who has mental illness or disotter.

Even if what | have argued is correct, how do Ilaxpthe meaning of what

Socrates says immediately following the quotatibide-75a? Socrates at 75b, says:

“Then before we began to see or hear or otherweseepe, we must have
possessed knowledge of the Equal itself if we wabeut to refer our sense
perceptions of equal objects to it and, realized &l of them were eager to be like it,
but were inferior.” Phaedo75b)

2 Ross points out that “We saw that in Menothe theory of anamnesis is not connected with tiededge of
Ideas; in thé’haedait is.”, See Ross (1953) p. 22.
%3 Consider the culture at that time, maybe the woimeyeneral are also in this category.
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This quotation at 75b is just suggesting a fact thdelieved by Socrates, namely,
the knowledge always exists in our soul even befedbegin our perceiving and it
does not mention at all what time we gain the kmaolge. Moreover, in the quotation
at 75b, the terms “knowledge” and “realized” appagain and the whole idea is
consistent with what he says at 74e-75a.

We must gain knowledge before our birth, for weibeir perception after our
birth. We do not lose our knowledge, after havieguared it, for “to know is to
acquire knowledge, keep it and not lose it” (75dk call “losing of knowledge
‘forgetting’ (75d). Socrates employs the conceptforgetting” to explain why we
do not realize our knowledge that always existsunsoul and why we still need to
learn something if we already have knowledge. Tikabecause we have lost or
forgotten knowledge at the moment when we born l@adning is a process of
recovering our knowledge. There are two premisdabisfargument. The first one is
that there are realities beyond sensible thinge 3écond is that our souls exist
before our birth and it gains knowledge from thosalities. Those realities, beyond
sensible things, are the Forms.

Socrates admits that people (such as philosopbetw$)l gain knowledge in the
sensible world. It is the most significant point time recollection theory in the
Phaedo For, on the one hand, it insists that knowledgmes from the Forms and
we cannot gain knowledge in sensible world, buttloa other hand, it shows that
knowledge could be regained in the sensible woyldhe philosopher who always

tries to get rid of the influence from bodily elem® as much as possible and keeps
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his soul in a pure reason state.

2.5 The example of “lovers” in thePhaedo

In this section, | will briefly consider the recetition theory itself through an
investigation about the example of “lovers” in flkaedo The theory of recollection
itself is definitely the most interesting but diffilt argument in th€haedo as David
Bostock says” In order to remind Simmias what the theory of temtion is,
Socrates gives a number of examples, trying touaeles him that the recollection
theory and the immortality of the soul are true.

Among these examples, the example of “Lovers” iymcal and interesting

example:

Well now, you know what happens to lovers, wheneliey see a lyre or cloak
or anything else their loves are accustomed to thes. recognize the lyre, and they
get in their mind, don't they, the form of the bwhose lyre it is? And that is
recollection. Likewise, someone seeing Simmiasfiesnoreminded of Cebes, and
there’d surely be countless other such cagdwmddo73d, Translated by D. Gallop)

The example is not the whole story, for it onlyngseiout that the lovers when
they are seeing the belongings of their beloved mgidollect a second thing other

than the things they are perceiving. Socrates coes the example by saying:

Again now, is it possible, on seeing a horse dedidr a lyre depicted, to be
reminded of a person; and on seeing Simmias depittde reminded of Cebes?
Certainly.

% Bostock (1986) p. 60.
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And also, on seeing Simmias depicted, to be rendilnd&Simmias himself?
Yes, that's possiblePhaedo73e, Translated by D. Gallop)

Through these examples, Socrates concludes tima&ll“those cases, then, doesn't it
turn out that there is recollection from similamtys, but also from dissimilar things?”
Simmias gives him a confident answer: “It doePhdedor4a, Trans. by Gallop)

These examples and the conclusion illustrated bgraéfes seem not to be
persuasive. We can consider and analyze it useggitom Bostock and Gallop:

Firstly, Bostock correctly points out that theseamples cannot be a kind of
proof of “the pre-existence of the soul’. Moreovkee suggests that Plato ignores
another possibility: “perhaps we simply came intasence at birth with the
knowledge already in us, so we have had it altithe that we have existed, but have
not existed for ever, in fact have not existed befihis life at all.”*Bostock also
give us an important example to demonstrates hisywan the Platonic/Socratic
argument of recollection: “If | am James Watt, aperceive (and recognize) a kettle
boiling, | may be led to think of a steam-engirteobviously does not follow that |
knew a steam-engine before: this may be the inventif a steam-enginé® The
main points of Bostock’s arguments are: (1) We da@adin knowledge before birth,
according to Plato, but there are other possieditiesides Plato’s thought. (2) How
does Plato face the question of “invention” or ‘gness”?

Secondly, D. Gallop agrees that “recollection frma similar is... not parallel

with recollection from dissimilar”, simply becausemeone cannot think of a man by

% Bostock (1986) p.61.
% |bid, p. 63.
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seeing his cloak, because the cloak is unlike tae’h

Socrates’ statement about the concept of “recadletiheeds to be considered.
As 73d shows, Socrates admits that when the lowerseeing the things from the
beloved, they have the form of their lovers in mimehd “that is recollection”.
Everyone will admit what Socrates says is right #nd is really a common use of
the concept of “recollection”. If, however, we cates the theory of recollection or
the principle “learning is recollection” in thdeno and Phaedo then the problem
appears: are the lovers who are seeing the itentiseaf beloveds learning? Is the
mental act of the lovers a process of learning?

It seems that if Plato or Socrates admits thatnilemtal act of the lovers is
recollection, then two kinds of recollection inety appear. The first kind of
recollection or memory is the recollection of thife, namely, the memory of the
experience after birth (when the soul has combineidh the body, in
Platonic/Socratic terms). The second kind of rembibn is the recollection of the
soul’s experience before birth. Here, we shoulddreful to select our vocabulary of
the second kind of recollection, for two reasoriy. The theory of the Forms is
unavailable until it is introduced Bhaedo73d® So what we can say now is that the
soul has gained knowledge before birth, as was isaide Mena (2) We cannot be
sure that recollection will certainly lead the stulegain knowledge that is in it. The

last reason needs further consideration.

% Gallop (1980).118.

% The place where the theory of the Forms is intcedihave different opinions amongs scholars. A&&an
Dimas argues, “If the forms were introduced by 7@bthe traditional interpretation maintains, wiogs not
Socrates use their properties to demonstrate thiEncing existence of the soul when Cebes askei foe first
time, instead of postponing it until 79dI-7? Theaar, | propose, is that the forms are not yebohiced at 70b”.
(p. 185). See Dimas (2003) p. 185.
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In the Meng and even in thd’haedo Socrates seems never to admit that
recollection will necessarily lead the soul to neganowledge, though we can
conclude this by an indirect way. In tMeng knowledge is teachable and learning
links closely to what is teachable. If recollectisnlearning, then recollection, i.e.
learning, will bring knowledge to the soul. Thisdirect way, however, is not
necessary, since learning something is not equadasping knowledge or skill. Take
pupils learning at school as an example. Pupilsnlesomething through their
teachers regardless of the subject (we do not rneedonsider the theory of
recollection in this case). However, some of theith wnderstand what the teacher
teaches, while others will not understand the teaclproperly. Therefore, the
process of learning does not necessarily mean iggakpowledge.

Having considered the difficulties above, the exbnmgd “lovers” seems to be
insufficient to illustrate what Socrates wishes#y in thePhaedo For the example
in fact cut off the direct relationship between ttieeory of recollection and
knowledge. The example also cuts off the relatignbletween recollection and the

theory of the Forms.

2.6 Problems in the theory of recollection

Since any cognitive or emotional process (includihng recollecting process)
must have an agent or subject, the theory of rectidin needs the factor of the soul.
It seems that a controversy on epistemology i$ stGit solved. The problem is

“according to the recollection theory, in what dsgyrs learning recollection?” This is
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actually asking how broadly or to what extent we apply the principle “learning is
recollection”.

There are two kinds of interpretation on this issitee first is a controversy that
what extent the recollection theory can apply. @pproach thinks that in thdeno
and Phaedoat least, all kinds of learning are recollectiarhile another approach
insists that only some types of learning are rectibn. Scott illustrates these two
approaches in detdThe first approach is called “K” (for Kant), whicheans that
all types of knowledge are recollection; Scott calhe second approach“D” (for
Demaratus), which means recollection is only appbe the situation which will
produce higher knowledge. These two approaches tefehe consequence or
products of the principle “learning is recollectipmamely, whether it produces
knowledge “D” type.

The second controversy refers to which kinds ofexib could be involved in
the principle “learning is recollection”. Vlastogas a suspicion about “learning is
recollection”. Considering the slave episodeMénqg Vlastos points out that the
knowledge of geometry is different from other kirmfsknowledge. The knowledge
of geometry itself can be gained through “any adeam understanding which
results from the perception of logical relationstii’® Compared to it, other types of
knowledge that rely on experience cannot be gditethis way. How does Socrates

assure that “learning is recollection” can be usedistory, botany or medicine

% Scott (1995pp. 16-23.
100y/|astos (1965) p. 97.



82

which need a huge quantity of experience to sttfdy?

Moravcsik’s article focuses on the meaning of lagierms inMena He thinks
that Meno’s Paradox is only valid for “learning @gliberate inquiry”, but it excludes
“learning by lucky or chance or as the result dkexal agency”. Moravcsik believes
that in recollection Plato is talking about non-esential knowledge om priori
knowledge. Maybe recollection itself has contairgperience??

Nehamas asks, if Socrates rightly admits that hevknnothing about virtue,
then why do he and Meno seek a teacher of virtua® #b they start their inquiry
about virtue, if both are completely ignorant abauiue? Nehamas thinks that Plato
has the answer of “what is virtue” beforehand. K® helieves that the key point by
which Socrates rebuts the Paradox is that “one lgaow what one does not
know”.*%3

The dispute essentially refers to the question dfetiver Plato admits
“intellectual intuition” in the process of recolln. | use the word “intuition” to
refer to an ability to understand something ingivaty, without the need for
conscious reasoning. | do not intend to discussetlsputes in detail here, but only
try to demonstrate how we understand them fromva perspective, if the factor of
the soul is considered. We need to consider whetersoul has the ability of

“intellectual intuition” (using the terminology oKant).'® The concept of

“intellectual intuition” | use here means “a forrhimmediate intellectual knowledge

101 See my discussion in chapter one. See also VIgE96S) pp. 143-167.

102 Moravesik (1971) pp. 53-69.

103 Nehamas (1985) pp. 1-30.

104 Kant is not the first person who uses this terat,He is a typical one. See Kant (2005) B307, BREB6.



83

or contemplation” or “knowing immediately by undersding”. Plato uses a
metaphor to illustrate how the lover of knowledgerisorts with” fincidcoc) the
Forms and gains knowledgBepublic490b)!% This text shows that the soul has the
ability of “intellectual intuition”, because theegre reasons to say so. Firstly, when
the soul “consorts with” the Forms, the soul isntellect state, partly because Plato
admits that the soul is “akindfoioc) to the Forms in th®haedo “what about the
soul? Is it visible or invisible?” “Invisible.”... “8 the soul is more liked(to10tepov)
the invisible...” (79b). Before this argument, Soersmhas explained “the invisible”
things, i.e. they are “XX in itself”, namely, theoifns (78c-d). It is because of the
kinship relationship between the soul and the Fadimas only the soul in a state of
pure reason can get in touch with the pure intelEdd=orms. The process by which
the soul grasps knowledge from the Forms is al@ttelal process.

In this sense, the soul is intellect. The soul gamowledge by intuition,
because Plato uses the word “eyes” (or verbs li@e™ or “gaze at"}°®as a
metaphor to describe how the soul gains knowledg®a the Forms. If we consider
the meaning of this metaphor, then we can say tti@tsoul gains knowledge by
intuition. According to the definition of “intuitio’, intuition emphasizes grasping
and understanding things directly. If we combinesth two considerations, the
recognition process is a process by which the gairls the knowledge from the
Forms by means of “intellectual intuition”. The pBe “intellectual intuition”

emphasizes that the process by which the soul gaimsledge does not involve any

105 Cf, Phaedo79d,Laws904d6 andimaeus90c2.
106 See the metaphor of cave in RepublicandSymposium210c-e. CfMeno81c andPhaedo83b4.
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reason or judgement. It also has a quality of “irdiaey” which has a close
relationship with “seeing” or “watching”.

Briefly, the soul gains knowledge by means of ‘ileigtual intuition” in the
region of the Forms, but where the theory of remibn only applies in the sensible
world, soul cannot do this, for two reasons. (1 Tiject of such a process is no
longer the Forms, but the sensible things whichebdsays in flux. (2) The soul in the
Meno and Phaedois pure intellect or reason, whereas the incareatg is always
disturbed by the body. Therefore, in the procesgodllection in the sensible world,
the soul must recall knowledge of the Forms whighalready inside of itself to
recognize what it perceives.

A further question arises from this problem, nam&ythere any difference
between the theory of recollection in thkenoand in thePhaedg even when it is
proved that the concept knowledge has the same iisdupth dialogued?

Many scholars have noticed that there are somerdiftes between the theory
of recollection in theMenoandPhaedoand treat recollection in these two dialogues
as two different versions of the thed®.For convenience, in what follows, | call the
arguments on “learning is recollection”haedoas “LRP” and irMenoas “LRM”".

Socrates himself says in thHehaedothat the argument on recollection is
different from before. For at 73b, Socrates says i this (i.e. the argument on

“learning is recollection”) does not convince y@inmias, see whether you agree if

7 s5ee 2.2.

108 5ee Ackrill (1974) pp. 177-95. See also, Anderd®93); Bostock (1986) and Hackforth (1955). Allshe
scholars believe that the argument of recollediicthe MenoandPhaedoare different on the one hand, but
compatible in the other hand. Bostock is represimetaHe says: “As Socrates indicates at 73b3-¢ ytrsion
now to be presented is not meant to be the saithe &ends version”. But he also insists that the argunment
theMenois “an earlier version of this argument”.
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we examine it in some such way as this, for youbtldlat what we call learning is
recollection?” Here, Socrates indicates that tigeirment of “learning is recollection”
is different from elsewhere (i.&leng.

The first difference between LRP and LRM is the pgcaf recollection’s
application. In LRM, Socrates seems to suggestth®atecollection theory can only
apply to “any advance in understanding which rasintim the perception of logical
relationships”, as Vlastos sa¥fS.Nevertheless, in LRP, the scope of the theory of
recollection becomes much wider. Because of theewapplication of the Form
theory, recollection theory is not limited to theatimematical/logical area, but also
extends to the value area and the theory of FoBuostates in th&haedo gives us
many Forms, such as Goodnes$t{d tod dayabod), Beauty (Otod tod kaAod),
Justice §ikaiov) and Holiness doiov) (75d). Therefore, recollection theory in the
Phaedo compared to th&lenqg has a wider application.

The second difference is the different status ef rigcollection theory in these
two dialogues. In thdlenq the topic “what is virtue?” is finally led us tmnsider
another question “what is knowledge?”. Thereforl®@M_is actually a core theory in
the Menq though it seems just an interruption or interposiin the dialogue. And
the status of LRP is different, because it is ayuerent which is used to prove the
immortality of the soul, that is to say, its statsigar lower than LRM°

Although there are two differences between LRM BR®, they are still similar

109 5ee Viastos (1965) p. 97. Cf. Moravcsik (19Zfp. 53-69 and Nehamas (1985) pp. 1-30.

11%panos Dimas argues that “So Socrates’ reasors$erting what he does in the last sentence ofinisrstion
(i.e. that if these entities do not exist, our salitl not pre-exist our births, 76e7), as the r&mmhout equal
necessity at 76e5-6 clearly suggests, is that Herstands the recollection argument as suppotiagtronger
claim that these entities exist if and only if @auls pre-existed our birth” (p. 177). See Dima&30@ p. 177.



86

which are also very important to understand therthef the recollection. Firstly, the
recollection theory in LRP and LRM constructs a ¥ehand comprehensive theory.
Grasping only one of these versions will lead taremomplete understanding of the

recollection theory. Secondly, both of them ainexplain knowledge and the soul.

2.7 Gaining knowledge through the soul in a reasong state after death

Facing his death, Socrates feels pleaStirfar he is confident that “a man who
has truly spent his life in philosophy is probahbht to be of good cheer in the face
of death and to be very hopeful that after deathvitieattain the greatest blessings
yonder” (63e). In contrast, his companions are insed in deep sorrow about his
destiny. Socrates feels happy when he is facingéwssh, since “the one aim of those
who practice philosophy in the proper manner igptactice for dying and death”
(64a).

This is a strange idea about death until Socratesschis explanation of it
following the response from Simmias. Simmias “laedhand said: ‘By Zeus,
Socrates, you made me laugh, though | was in nghiag mood just now... and our
people in Thebes would thoroughly agree that pbpbers are nearly dead and that
the majority of men is well aware that they desetwebe...” (64a-b). This is
obviously sarcasm. Socrates seems not to mind Zisifjoke or even irreverence,

but solemnly points out that the majority “are aotare of the way true philosophers

11 As a human, Socrates feels not only pleasurealsatpain in front of his death, for these two gfsirare like
“two creatures with one head”, as he admits at 6@lgrates, however, as tRhaedodescribes, being a
philosopher, emphasizes in his arguments his pleasu
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are nearly dead, nor of the way they deserve tonbe,of the sort of death they
deserve” (64b-c).

Why does Socrates have such an idea about deatlwhy does he feel happy
when he faces his death, while the majority offbl®wers in general fear it? Why
does he not fear his death? What kind of “the goésdsing” is it in Socrates’ view?
After despising the common opinion about death,r&es proposes, “let us talk
among ourselves” (64c). That all the persons wgitsocrates more or less love
philosophy, whether they are Socrates’ disciplebalieve in Pythagoreanism, is a
clear sign that Socrates wishes to talk about daathphilosophical level. If so, the
answer to all those three questions above is almashed. The answer is knowledge.
As a philosopher, Socrates pursues knowledge alllifa. Further, as he soberly
realizes that philosophy is “love of wisdom” andolilosopher is “someone who
loves wisdom”, which means that a philosopher hifme®perly has no wisdom at
all on an ordinary understanding. If there is aergynamely, death, which could
help him to gain true knowledge, we could imagimsvipleased he is. Therefore,
Socrates is really the person who “practices fangland death” (64a) and welcomes
his death.

Socrates, however, does not relate death and kdge/lénmediately in the
dialogue. He asks his interlocutor, “Do we beli¢vat there is such a thing as death?”
(64c). After gaining a positive answer, Socrategegius the definition of death, i.e.
the separation between the soul and the bodyherséparation of the soul from the

body” (64c). Socrates then asks his companionshenet true philosopher would be
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concerned with the pleasures that do service tddusy, including “the pleasure of
drinking and food”, “the pleasure of sex”, or “thequisition of distinguished clothes
and shoes and the other bodily ornamerf$iagdo64d). Everyone there agrees that
the philosopher will despise those pleasures. Ihas surprising that Socrates
deprecates the body as whole and requires philessgb free their soul from the
body as much as possible. He speaks of the phil@sogs “a man who finds no
pleasure in such things and has no part in thethasght by the majority not to
deserve to live and to be close to death; the rtieat, is, who does not care for
pleasures of the bodyPHhaedo65a). Having said all the above, Socrates finaiks
the issue of gaining knowledge to the body andsthé, and then to death. Therefore,
the whole argument could be divided into two paifitee first part of Socrates’

argument (65a-d) is:

(A) The body is an obstacle to searching for knolgks simply because no
sensations through our organs are clear and aectfat

(B) The soul alone grasps the truth and when isdgethe body will surely
deceive it;

(C) In thought or reasonin@dyiCecOar), reality becomes clear to the soul;

(D) When the soul is alone by itself, it reaches$ @péyntor) toward reality
(tod 6vroc), taking leave of the body and having no contaetssociation with it.

From this argument, Socrates points out that the isgelf could reach reality and
that the body will hinder the soul in gaining kneddge. Clearly, the functions of the

body in the process of gaining knowledge are cotappleemoved by Socrates in his

12 gocrates particularly emphasizes the superiofisesing and hearing than other physical senséshistnot
affects the paraphrase of Socrates’ argument here.



89

argument and the whole project of acquiring knogéeds undertaken by the soul
alone.

Socrates could therefore reasonably lead his odetbrs to think about what
would help philosophers to get rid of the effedtshe body and allow the soul alone
to gain knowledge. The best answer seems to bé,démat its definition is the
separation of the soul from the body and that iacty the answer that Socrates
offers in thePhaedo And this is the second part of Socrates’ argument

(A) If we have pure knowledg&dfapdc yvivar), ™

we should escape from the
body and “observe the things in themselves withsthé by itself” Phaedos6e)***

(B) If it is impossible to attain any pure knowledgith the body, then one of
the two things are true: either we can never atay pure knowledge or we can do
so after deathRhaedo66e-67a).

Socrates does not say which option is the right mn¢he dialogue. But,
Socrates asks his audiences to purify their saditaravoid the contamination of the
body’ infections Phaedo67a). Moreover, Socrates insists that if we ate tbdo so,
we shall finally get knowledgePhaedo67a). Socrates has clearly demonstrated his
idea about why death is a method of gaining knogdefibr the purified soul of the
philosopher. It is time for him to explain why hees not fear his death and what
exactly the “greatest blessing” is. Because ofatggiment, Socrates has confidence

that “there is good hope” (67b) or “he is full adaf hope” (67c) that he will purify

himself through his death. Every true philosophesags longs for this event in their

13 sometimes, Plato usesdbopdc 1t (66d) to refer the pure knowledgeoPopdg yvdvar).
H4“The things in themselves&jra ta npaypata) refers to the Forms, though it is not so obviouhe English
translation above, for Socrates has introducedrtiims before the quotation at 65d in Bteaedo
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life, for all the things that they are yearning &ve wisdom. Moreover, “a true lover
of wisdom” who knows that he will find the knowlegigowhere but “Hades” should
not fear dying but rather be glad to start his peyr Compared to the common
people who think that death itself is a great eaitrue philosopher faces his death
with pleasure, with courage and moderation. Sosrasdis this kind of courage and
moderation “true virtue” {in0ng apetn), (69b), and points out that true virtue must
be with wisdom, i.e. knowledge. For him, “wisdorseilf is a kind of cleaning or
purification” (69b-c).

What Socrates has discussed above is acceptedskgudience, but it seems
that everything he says is based on a premise, Igathe soul is immortal and will
not be destroyed after death, as Cebes doubt idifiogue. In order to respond to
such doubts, Socrates begins to offer a seriesgah#nts on the immortality of the
soul. As relevant to the topic of knowledge, | wiiphrase his argument about the

theory of recollection in the next section.

2.8 Denial of body’s contribution on epistemology

The soul and the body have an unequal status iRithedo Only the soul itself
could gain knowledge. The soul is described as &rabike or akin” to the invisible
existence, namely, the Forms (79b), while the bigdgloser to visible things. Only
the soul by itself can grasp knowledge or the Foamd the body is the prison or
obstacle to the soul purifying itself or gettingtouch with knowledge/the Forms. In

sum, the soul has priority over the body in thdadjae’s epistemology. This outline
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also gives another principle of the relationshipween the soul and the body. We
can simply call this the “incompatibility princigleThis principle means that though
the soul and the body together constitute a whalaan being, the soul needs to
repel the body as far as possible in order to gamwledge. This incompatibility
principle actually denies the function of body mirgng knowledge.

Why does the soul need to overcome the body inrdodgain knowledge? Why
does Plato need this incompatibility principle pistemology? The body is a prison
to the soul to Plato, since the bodily desires hiitider the soul from grasping reality.
If the soul is influenced by bodily desires, therwill be “dizzied” by these bad
elements and will not able to consort with realtfich means that the soul will not
gain knowledge. If the embodied soul cannot gailovkedge, there will be a
problem in theory.

The phrase “true reality” reflects that Socrategid#is all the things in his
thought into three parts: reality (the Forms), thesi-reality (the objects in the
sensible world}"> and some qualities that exist in the soul (knogéedr thoughts or
ideas). True reality undoubtedly belongs to then¥orThe qualities are the things in
the soul, i.e. the knowledge and the truths. Thasirealities or the objects in our
world will not give the soul knowledge, but willdurb the soul and only give it
inaccurate ideas.

Certainly, this does not mean that sensible thargscompletely useless for the

soul in grasping the Forms or knowledge. Rathesibén objects do help human

115«

‘Quasi-reality” is a term from T. M. Robinson. SRebinson (1970) p. 28.
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beings to gain knowledge. According to Socratessibée things stimulate our soul
to recollect the knowledge that already existsun soul. This is a principle of the
recollection theory. What needs to be noticed & th the sensible world, the things
or the objects give the soul some reminders tlzat teto recollect similar knowledge
that links to the stimulations. Take a chair aseaample. A chair in the sensible
world may not provoke the soul to recollect the wlemige or the Form of the Chair.
Nevertheless, a chair may lead the soul to redankhowledge of the Square, or
even the knowledge of the Cat, if you still rememitwat there was always a cat in
the chair when you were young. In sum, the sintjfaor dissimilarity between the
Forms and the knowledge in our souls will make gbal recollect the knowledge

that it has gained.

Conclusion

Epistemology in thdPhaedoinherits the basic principles that appeared in the
Meng but Plato introduces the theory of Forms andrsfies a new version of
recollection theory, which constructs more of atline of his epistemology. All the
new theories and ideas in some degree supplemaithvals been said in tihdeno
on knowledge and make the outline more polishedckeater than it is in th®lena

Nevertheless, there are still problems. Plat@aedostill does not solve the
difficulty that knowledge is used in a narrow senBRis kind of understanding of
knowledge makes knowledge from experience impasséien though it is possible

to regain knowledge through recollection. Furthemwledge completely becomes
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innate knowledge, i.e. the soul is born with knaige.''® By the theory of
recollection, however, some kinds of true propoassithat should be knowledge do
not belong to knowledge any more, since the recidle theory still cannot be
applied to every branch of knowledge. Moreover, r&®@s emphasizes that the soul
needs to overcome the influence of the body to gaowledge. This idea makes the
body or the bodily organs useless in epistemologgegt for the function of
stimulation.

All these difficulties arise from the argumentsttBacrates offers in tHethaedo
Nevertheless, still more difficulties arise when tig to understand his idea more
accurately. Take perception as an example. Wher@oeis seeing a pair of equal
sticks, according to Socrates’ idea, he could tecothe Form of Equality from his
own soul. How does the perception remind the soMfat is the process or
procedure of gaining the knowledge, especiallyalatron to the sensible organs?
During the process of gaining knowledge, how ddes $oul interact with the
sensible objects? What is the process whetheraihlerecollects the knowledge that
already exists within it? Socrates does not dematesthese issues clearly, maybe
simply becaus®haedois mainly about the immortality of the soul. Tt of these
difficulties is that the nature of knowledge isllstot clear. The concept of
knowledge or the formula “true opinion + an expkaoraof the reason why” will not
be completely understood until there is an answerthe question “what is

knowledge?”. IlMenoandPhaedg knowledge could be replaced by the phrase “true

18 ct, Kahn (2009) p. 122.
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opinion + an explanation of the reason why”. HowgiretheMenoand thePhaedo
Socrates does not present the arguments on whyfdimtila is correct, rather he
only uses analogies to illustrate the formula ie Mena All these puzzles are left

unanswered until th€heaetetus
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Chapter Three: The Prologue ofTheaetetus as an Allusion to Anti-

empiricism?

Introduction

Plato in theMeno and Phaedogives us an outline of his epistemology but the
outline itself is not clear. The knowledge is liedtto a narrow sphere. The body’s
only function in the process of recognition is telgh the agent to recall the
knowledge that is already within the soul. Furthwee, have no idea how the soul
“consorts with” knowledge for gaining knowledgeat® does not offer his readers
an example of how the body receives data from dettd construct perception or
how perception reminds the soul for recollectingwtedge in detait’” All these
difficulties are rooted in the unclear meaning df elements of the formula
“knowledge = true opinion + an explanation of tkason why” and in the need for
an answer to the question “What is knowledg@heaetetusddresses this need by
Plato investigating three definitions of knowledg®. knowledge is perception;
knowledge is true opinion; and knowledge is truaimm plus an account. There are
three stages for this investigation in the dialogbestly, Plato checks whether
knowledge is perception; then he tries to figure whether knowledge is true
opinion; lastly, he tries to consider whether kneage is true opinion plus an

account. During these three stages, Plato suppiasy new theories and ideas on

17 5ocrates, aPhaedo73d-75a, has a discussion of how we recollecggfrom perceptions when he re-states
the recollection theory. However, as we will fificht the discussion in tHghaedois not philosophically
sufficient, compare to the process of perceiviniguo the wax block analogy and the aviary exaniplie
Theaetetus
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epistemology.

Even where the new theories and idead loéaetetusare not so satisfactory,
they are still helpful for understanding Plato’'sistgmology. Some of them offer
solutions to the problems that appeared in thereuthf the epistemology. Others
finally provide details of some theories that acenpletely unclear when they are
mentioned in théVleno andPhaedo Specifically, Plato in th&heaetetusllustrates
in detail the process of perceiving the colour ehitvhich can be by extension
treated also as an explanation of how the soulartsysvith the Forms and gains
knowledge from them'® Broadly speaking, all the theories or ideas thpgtear as
empirical theories in th&heaetetugould be seen as parallel explanations of what
happens to the soul in the world of Forms. Thoseriles and ideas in thiéheaetetus
supplement the outlines of epistemology inMeEnoandPhaedo

In this chapter, | will deal with the prologue dfetTheaetetusespecially the
persons who appear in the prologue. Plato as a eviuidiramatist reveals his skill
in constructing the whole conversation, connecting dialogue to others, choosing
the cast, and particularly offering a brilliant jomgue that not only supplies necessary
information for understanding the whole dialoguet @lso expresses the keynote of
the Theaetetushrough allusions. | will try to prove that Plagelects the persons who
appear in the dialogue deliberately to make ars@lfuto anti-empiricism*® Some
of the key persons in the dialogue hold the phippsral position on anti-empiricism;

others are selected as a symbol of anti-empiricism.

M8 f. TimaeusA5b-46¢.
19 Glenn R. Morrow has noticed this. See Morrow (197.0314.
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Since the information in the prologue is not sudint to support my
investigation, it is unavoidable to discuss thespes in their own history and their
own philosophical position in history. With four tifose characters, | will follow this
method, except Socrates, since Socrates leavesxt® ftom which to discuss his
philosophy and since the relationship between hmad Rlato is complex. Hence,
when | consider the Socratic philosophical positiorthe dialogue, | will not only
consider the philosophy of the historical Socrabes,of Plato’s Socrates as well.

My investigation on the persons reaches beyondptbégue, for only four
persons’ names appear in the prologue, i.e. Ewgliderpsion, Socrates and
Theaetetus. |, however, will include Theodorus admstuss five persons in this
chapter. The reason for this is not only becaussdabrus is a main character in the
dialogue, but also because his identity as a madtieian will help to identify
Theaetetus’ position in the dialogue. The reason Whill not discuss Protagoras as
a person in this chapter is that even though Pootsghas an important role in the
Theaetetushe does not actually participate in the convesain person. Hence,
even though Protagoras was the “dead friend” oo@ibeus (168e) and Theaetetus is
treated as his defendant by Socrates, | will natsmer him in the following
discussion, simply because of the principle thanlly discuss the persons who take
part directly in the dialogue.

Euclides is the first person to be talked aboutwill mainly discuss his
connection to Eleatic tradition. Terpsion is thea® and the discussion about him

needs to be very brief, for there is insufficiemfiormation about him. Socrates, the
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most complicated person in this investigation estthird person. | will talk about the
distinction between him and Plato, the chronolofithe Platonic dialogues, and the
universal definition of the historical Socrates.eTimext person is Theodorus. | will
argue that he is selected as a symbol of anti-ecrgeir for his identity as a

mathematician, though he himself as a person was-opnded on the question.
Theaetetus is the last person. | will focus ondiinglarity between him and Socrates
which is emphasized in the dialogue, since Platcrilges their similarity in detail.

Through this similarity, | will argue that Theaetstis a symbol of anti-empiricism

who has the same philosophical position as ther ¢l persons in the dialogue.

3.1 Euclides: a follower of Eleatic tradition

The prologue offheaetetuss a conversation between Euclides and Terpfon.
It probably happens in a street in Megara, sincenMBuclides mentions Theaetetus
in the dialogue, Terpsion says that, “...But why dat he put up here at Megara?” It
is not strange that these two persons had a chatsimeet in Megara, since both
Euclides and Terpsion were born at Medat&uclides, as philosopher, is known for
his enthusiasm for logit?? His philosophy is a synthetical system of the &le&
Eleatic and Socratic, according to Cicero’s andg@iwes’ reports®®

The distinctive feature of the Eleatic tradition msonism and especially

120 Michel Narcy reminds us: “Part of the plot of Rlafheaetetuss that it was written not by Plato, but by
Euclides”. See Narcy (2013) p. 150.

121 ¢ f. Seth Benardete carefully analyses the setfipgadogue ofTheaetetusespecially the whole dialogue is
actually Euclides’ retranslation of Socrates’ répand he also shows how Plato makes a way of ltgosigh
this opening setting with the dialoguearmenidesandSophist See Benardete (1997) pp. 25-53.

122 R E. Wood notes: “Here the two interlocutors fagirt philosophic school which was noted for itSgci
procedure and carrying on in the lines of both 8esrand Parmenides”. See Wood (1999) p. 810.

128 See Nails (2002) pp.144-145. Nails in her book alfers some other information about Euclides efgsira.
See also, Waterfield (1987) pp.135-136.
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emphasizes the function of logic and its deniapefception as a way of gaining
knowledge. This can be seen clearly in Parmenighgbsophy. He is the first
philosopher who seriously considers the questiofibefng”. He says through the

mouth of a Goddess:

“It is proper that you should learn all things, tbbabhe unshaken heart of well-
rounded truth, and the opinions of mortals, in Wwhitere is no true reliance.” (KRS.
342)

Moreover, he points out that there are two pathkioking:

“The one, that [it] is and that it is impossible fat] not to be, is the path of
Persuasion (for she attends upon Truth); the othahat [it] is not and that it is
needful that [it] not be, that | declare to youais altogether indiscernible track: for
you could not know what is not — that cannot beeden nor indicate it.” (KRS.
344)%

Here, | only cite the research from G. E. L. Owed 8. Furth. The reason why |
only employ these two scholars’ research is th#h lnse the theory of reference to
analyse Parmenides’ fragments. The meaning or idefirof this theory is that the
expression of a language should pair with certailues which will finally lead to
reality. The meaning of a word is the real objdcthis word. Under the situation of
ancient philosophygo 6v (“being/reality”), Aoyoc ( "thinking/reasoning” and
émomun (“knowledge”) are strictly correlated with eachhet. Owen and Furth

discuss the ideas of Parmenides’ fragment aboveS(K32 and 344¥°and these

124 All the translations of Parmenides come frohe Presocratic Philosophe(&RS.). See Kirk, G. et al. eds.
(1983) pp. 243-247. See also Gallop (1991). Cf. GRod4) pp. 34-50 and pp. 64-93.
125 The theory of reference is one a branch of therthef meaning and itself is full of dispute. WiithVan
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lines:

“N pév émog Eotv 1€ Kai MC ovK Eottv pn eivat, medodg Eott kédevBog (AAndein yép
ommdel)” (The one, that (it) is and that it is impossible (ioyis not be, is the path of
Persuasion (for she attends upon Truth) (KRS.*324)

According to Owen and Futh, these lines show tteslalely truth or unconditional
truth. The other path is the way of opinion ant i wrong way, since that it is not
and no reliable knowledge could be gained frommd this is held by mortals (KRS.
353). When the mortals say that there is a goldewntain, they unmistakably
attribute the property of “existence/is” to the lgen mountain™?’ They speak as if
the non-existent thing existed. If we borrow themi@ology of semantics, this kind
of opinion of the mortals makes the object withauteference become an object of
reference. Based on such analysis, Owen reachesamausions: first, Parmenides
holds to the theory of reference; second, what smgsexist cannot be thought or
spoken or what can be spoken or thought eXi&ts.

Furth’s idea is more extreme than Owen’s. He firtiles to prove that Greeks
use “being” €o dv), “knowledge” (o yvwotév) and “belief” @0 Jdo&uotov)
interchangeably. Then he tries to use his conaudi® analyse Parmenides’
fragments. He believes that Parmenides is a monisie strictest sense and reports

Parmenides’ position as “What is (everything thg}, iis, he says, and (very

Orman Quine refutes to admit the existence of nmepr®f course, Plato could not imagine such phipbsmal
theory; therefore, | need not to consider it. Se&&(2003) pp. 1-19

128 Both Greek text and English translation come fiime Presocratic PhilosopherSee Kirk, G. et al. eds.
(1983) p. 245.

127 This is an example raised by Alexius Meinong. Bertr Russell cites and analyses this example inrfiitea
On Denoting Thereafter, most philosophers usually use thisrgte when they discuss about the theory of
meaning. The other common used example is “unisoexistence”. See Russell (1905) pp. 479-493.

128 See Owen (1960) pp. 84-102.



101

emphatically) that's all (= nothing else!}*® Moreover, he argues that any
proposition about what is not is impossible to Ranides, i.e. diversity is impossible,
which is distinctive from Owen who thinks that disiy is still possible in
Parmenides’ philosophy. Furth concludes, “given ifaot doctrine, Parmenides is
in a position to claim that the statement that dbing is asserts the same as the
statement that [ostensibly] something else is, eedhe attempted specification of
the alleged difference is unintelligibl&*® Then everything is excluded and the only
thing that is left is “what is” and the only thitigat we could say is “What is, is”.
Following Owen’s and Furth’s ideas, it is clearttmParmenides’ philosophy,
perception is useless. Even in Furth’s view, whatoould say is just “what is, is”.
Coming back to the case of Euclides who is a fodlowf the Eleatic tradition, we
cannot help thinking that by this choice of chagad®lato gives us an allusion to
anti-empiricism. If my argument is not so strongfag since we could not judge
Plato’s intention of using anti-empiricism as theykote of theTheaetetugust by
one name that is connected with Eleatic philosaphiiren let us consider a little

more.

3.2 Terpsion: a Socratic follower

The other four names that appear in the beginninbeodialogue are Terpsion,
Socrates, Theodorus and Theaetetus. According tderfigdd’'s introduction,

Terpsion “looks like a minor member of the Megarigmoup of Socratic

129 5ee Furth (1969). 126; reprinted in Mourelatos ed. (1974) pp. 220-
130 pid, p.129.
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followers”.*** We have no other information about who Terpsiah*igxcept his
presence (alongside Euclides) in Bteaedo(59c). Therefore, | can make no definite
judgement whether he could link to any anti-emijsric *** Nevertheless, a
reasonable deduction could be made. Persons wkeriesl the last day of Socrates
are intimates of Socrates. They are familiar witlexeen accept Socratic philosophy.
By “Socratic philosophy”, 1 do not refer to histcai Socratic philosophy, rather
Plato’s, for Socrates emphasizesPimaedothat he has mentioned recollection many
times. Hence, it is possible that Terpsion shdressame philosophical position with

Socrates in botRPhaedoandTheaetetus

3.3 Historical Socrates vs. Platonic Socrates: Urevsal Definition through

experience

Socrates is the most complicated among the personEheaetetus When
considering Socrates as a person, we immediatelgt niee issue of the
“chronological problem™3* Socrates himself does not leave any works obhis,
so all the information about Socrates comes froenséttondary sources, mainly from

Plato and Xenophot?>

131 See Waterfield (1987) p.135.

132 5ee Nails (2002) p. 274.

133 Although we do not know whether Terpsion belieieanti-empiricism or not, Kenneth Dorter makes a
comparison between Terpsion, Euclides, Theaetéhendorus and Socrates with their intellectualittiih
Theaetetu hen, Dorter argues “love of reason is distinotrflove of honor, and that there are three types of
persons rather than two”. The three types of peasetfintelligent” person, “lazy or sluggish anadetful”
person and “love of honor or love of pleasure” parsTerpsion, Euclides belong to the category afylor
sluggish and forgetful”. See Dorter (1990) pp. 345-

134See my discussion on chronological problem inltiduction.

135 5ee Xenophon. 192Blemorabilia and ApologyMarchant, E. C. and Todo, O. J. trans. Loeb Clakkibrary,
pp. 1-360 and pp. 637-664. Besides Plato and Xemgpthere are still some materials about Socratesight.
Those materials are included in Ferguson (197®)i& discussion about sources for Socrates cdalbel in
Stokes (1995) pp. 4-7.
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If the historical Socrates always claims that hevis nothing:*® then we could
not even know whether he is an anti-empiricist. &theless, if Plato’s Socrates no
longer makes such a claim and tries to give sonsdipe ideas, then he should have
some philosophical position. Moreover, the his@ri§ocrates does not have the
theory of Forms. Further, Plato’s Socrates is anremnpiricist in the sense of having
the theory of Forms. The dialogU@eaetetuss written in Plato’s late period, so
Socrates in this dialogue is Plato’s Socrates vapoasents Plato’s own ideas, rather
than the historical Socrates’ ideas. That is tq Smcrates in th@heaetetuss an
anti-empiricist.

Nevertheless, this assertation is too simplistet Ws consider testimony from
Aristotle about Socratic philosophy. On the Socragarch for definitions, Aristotle
says, “Socrates, however, was busying himself abthital matters and neglecting
the world of nature as a whole but seeking theamnsal in these ethical matters, and
fixed thought for the first time on definitionsMetaphysic987b1). In another place,
Aristotle adds, “Socrates occupied himself with é&xeellences of character, and in
connection with them became the first to raisepttodlem of universal definitions...”
(Metaphysics1078b17):*" What is new in Aristotle’s testimony compared tbat
Vlastos says, is the universal definition. The ¢gbiquestion format for a Socratic
definition is “What is X?” or more exactly, “What X itself?”. The answer to such a
question should be a definition that could covezrg\character of X. | do not want

to useTheaetetusis an example of the method of definition, ratbeus consider the

136 cf, Apology21b, 22d
137 All the quotations about Aristotle are translabgdW. D. Ross. There is another place that Aristotstions
Socrates’ pursuit of definition iMetaphysicg1086b3). See Aristotle (1984).
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definition issue in thélenothat is an excellent one to show what Socrates faskn
a definition. The purpose of this discussion isapport my claim that Socrates is an
anti-empiricist.

The investigation of “What is virtue?” begins atd7in the Menqg where
Socrates asks Meno for his answer to the quedtleno thinks that it is not a hard
question and supplies various virtues for differpatsons. “Being able to manage
public affairs and in doing so to benefit his fdsnand harm his enemies and to be
careful that no harm comes to himself” are theueist of men (71e). Taking care of
children and managing home affairs are the virbfesomen (71e). Meno can even
identify the virtues for the elderly men, the freeen and the slave. Socrates
ironically says, “I seem to be in great luck, Memdrile | am looking for one virtue,
| have found you to have a whole swarm...” (72a).r&@s takes the image of bee to
illustrate his idea by saying, “if | were askinguywhat is the nature of bees, and you
say that there are many and of all kinds...” (72locr8tes does not think that this is
the answer to what he asks. What he needs is $sipece“in which they are all the
same and do not differ from one another” (72c). oy this principle to virtue,
Socrates asks what definition of virtue could mawk all different kinds of virtue as
virtues. In order to help Meno to offer a betteswaar to the question “What is
virtue?”, Socrates provides an example of how tiinde‘shape”. Socrates begins
with the error of Meno, saying that “shape” is mmindness, for roundness is a shape
not shape. Therefore, why Meno is wrong for supgyso many virtues in his

answer is clear, since they are individually eachrtaie and not virtue itself. What
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Socrates pursues is the thing (or feature or ctenjabhat makes them all the same as
a virtue. Nevertheless, Meno still cannot undebt8ocrates’ idea. Socrates gives
his own definition of shape: “Shape is that whidbna of existing things always
follows colour.”(75b}*® However, Meno thinks this definition is stupidhce no one
could be sure that everyone knows what colour $sufning someone does not know
what colour is, then how does this definition wof&Gcrates praises this query and
asks Meno whether he could understand the wor@dmé&bland “solid”. After gaining
Meno’s positive response, Socrates defines shapa $econd time, “a shape is that
which limits a solid; in a word, a shape is theiliof a solid” (76a). What about
colour? Socrates defines colour as “an effluvivamfrshapes which fits the sight and
is perceived” (76d).

In sum, the universal definition that Socrates pess should satisfy the
following conditions: (a) The definition of X shalfeflect the characters or features
that could make every item which could be calle@rXX. (b) An object could be
defined in various ways, i.e. an object could hanany definitions, as Socrates’ two
definitions of shape show. From these three camitiand the definitions that
Socrates offers in th®enq it seems that Socrates is an empiricist rathan @n
anti-empiricist. We could reach this conclusiondmalysing three definitions above.
Before we analyse those definitions, we should idensthe definition of
“empiricism” and “experience”. “Empiricism” is theheory that all knowledge is

derived from experience and observation. “Expeeérmould mean three things, 1)

138 This translation G. M. A. Grube is not so cleapecially the word “follows”. R. S. Bluck translatiess
“follows upon” or “accompanies” which is more halpfSee Bluck (1961) p.243.
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observation of facts and events; 2) skills, knogkedr theories that are gained
through time and 3) emotions stimulated by an event

Having made clear the definition of “empiricism” darfexperience”, let us
consider the three definition®’ The first definition is, “Shape is that which aéoaf
existing things always follows colour” (75b). Thefihition shows that “anything
that has shape must have some coldtfiThis conclusion could be learned over
time and through observation. When the definitisesuthe word “always”, it means
that anyone who sees the shape of something relheatdl observe that the shape
has colour every time and then reach the conclusiainshape always accompanies a
colour. The same procedure could be applied to fits¢ characteristic. When
someone tries to justify it, he or she could alwalyserve something and see whether
the object has a shape or not. Finally, after desstexperience or justifications,
someone can admit, “anything that has shape mus kame colour”, as the
definition says.

The second definition, namely, “a shape is thatcWhimits a solid; in a word, a
shape is the limit of a solid”, needs to be congdeThe same procedure that applies
to the first definition could again apply to thecsed definition. Someone could test
every existing solid that he could find to obsemteether it has a shape. The answer
is obvious, since there is no case that is notthke. This experiment is based on

experience over time and the definition could bmeg through practice, as in the

139y/lastos has discussed these three definitions &emchus and mathematics direction. See Vlastos9@L.
Elenchus and Mathematics. In: Vlastos (1991) pp-126.

140 gharples offers two possible interpretations &f dtefinition: (1) “one cannot have a patch of emlwhich has
no shape”; (2) “anything that has shape must has@solour”. | take the second interpretation hBee
Sharples (1991) pp.131-132.
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first definition.

The third and last definition is of colour and éfithes colour as “an effluvium
from shapes which fits the sight and is perceivedicrates clearly connects the
word “effluvium” to Empedocles’ philosophy (76c)inSe the definition of colour is
an important issue in theheaetetysthough it seems not so important in ¥enq
let us analyse its definition carefully here. Getlgrspeaking, as R .W. Sharples

concludes,

“Empedocles, like other Presocratics, explainegsgqerception in terms of the
giving off of particles from physical objects; somiethese are of such size that they
affect our sight, others affect other organs otsefi'

Theophrastus reports,

“Empedocles has the same theory about all the sgemsaintaining that
perception arises when something fits into the ggess of any of the senses. This is
why one sense cannot judge the objects of anathere the passages of some are
too wide, of others too narrow for the object pered, so that some things pass
straight through without making contact while otheannot enter at all.”(DK 31A
86)142

Socrates in thdleno gives us three simple principles to describe Eropked’ idea
about perception: (1) “There are effluvia of thihg®) “There are channels through
which the effluvia make their way”; (3) “Some efila fit some of the channels,
while others are too small or too bigiéno 76¢). There is no difference between

what Theophrastus reports and what Socrates saysedicles tries to explain what

141 Sharples (1991).135.
12 The translation comes frofhe Presocratic PhilosopherSee Kirk, G. et al. eds. (1983) pp.309-310.
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comes from a sensible thing as the object of whatperceive. Following this, the
definition of colour could be understood, since test of the vocabulary is easy for
Meno. “Shape” has been defined and Meno confirnag¢ bie knows that there is
“sight” as Socrates asked (76d). If we generalingp&docles’ idea, the definition
tells how we perceive sensible objects. Firstlgréhmust be a sensible object outside
of us, which could have the effluvia. Effluvia aetually of various sorts that could
fit different types of channels of the organs, like eyes, the nose or the ears. Then
those channels of our organs receive the effluktathe moment of receiving the
effluvia, we perceive the sensible object. Socratess not refer to any types of
knowledge or reflection in our soul, but only mens the process of how we
perceive. From the definition of colour, we couéy shat the definition itself comes
from the experience of perceiving colours. Althoufk definition of colour seems
more abstract than the first two definitions in #ense of relating to experience, it
seems that the third definition is still an emmtidefinition.

After the investigation of these three definitioms the Meng we gain a
conclusion, i.e. Socratic “universal definition”tine dialogue bases on experiefite.
If we generalize what | have gained through khenqg it seems that the historical
Socrates is an empiricist when he is pursuing usal&knowledge. Two conclusions
follow.

The first conclusion is that the view of the higtal Socrates as an empiricist

seems to contradict my argument about Plato’s diogyy, namely that he holds

1431 have no more room to discuss the definitionstirer Socratic dialogues.
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neither empiricism nor anti-empiricism. Then thease four results from this
contradiction. Either the historical Socrates isaati-empiricist or he is an empiricist;
or he is a complicated person who both is an anpiacist and an empiricist; or he
is neither. How could Socrates hold both empiriciand anti-empiricism? One
possibility could be that there is no such disimttbetween empiricism and anti-
empiricism in Socrates’ mind. What Socrates did whange his position to fit
various situations. This is possible and is whave argued above, i.e. it shows that
Socrates himself does not hold a fixed position iémgm or anti-empiricism. The
historical Socrates himself claims to know nothemgd my argument is all about
Theaetetusvhich represents the Platonic Socrates accordiMigstos’ scheme.

There is a second conclusion. The texts about tineersal definition are all
from the Meng so if Socrates in théeno is Plato’s Socrates, then, he is the
mouthpiece of Plato’s own idea. Then the conclusibaut the definition, i.e. he is
an empiricist, contradicts the conclusion abowe, that Plato’s Socrates is an anti-
empiricist. Nearly all the Socratic dialogues en@poria. That means, nearly all the
universal definitions that Socrates pursues aferés. Therefore, it is strange that
Socrates successfully defines two things and sepppliree definitions in thiglena
If we realize that the ideas in tiMeno reflect Plato’s own idea, this strangeness
retreats, for Plato’s Socrates tries to give soomtpe ideas, as Vlastos has pointed
out**If so, we have reason to connect the pursuit efutiversal definition to the

theory of recollection, simply because the proadsgaining the universal definition

144 See Vlastos (1991) pp. 47-49.
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and the theory of recollection appear in the saralglue, i.eMena If we consider
the theory of recollection and the process of ggra universal definition together,
then the latter would no longer be a process instresible world but rather in the
other world, for the premise of recollection istthliee soul has seen all things and has
gained knowledge before birth. We do need to ingatt which world Socrates
refers to here. We do not need to know whethex hé world of the Forms that has
got into the horizon of théMenqg or whether it is underworld or Hades, as the
dialogue tells us. What we should know is thatehsranother world that is different
from the sensible world, which will allow the sdolgain knowledge. Moreover, the
Menotells us that the soul “has seen all things het ia the underworld” (81c).
Whether Socrates uses “has seen” in the sensangitaphor or not, Plato actually
treats the method or way of gaining knowledge Hreesas the process described by
Socrates. Socrates is no longer an empiricistediecdoes not believe that we could
gain universal definitions through experience amdrdime. Of course, the process
of gaining knowledge is still a kind of experienbet it is never an experience in the
sensible world as we expect. The experience isegdmanother world and would be
brought by the soul into the sensible world. Thiens not a kind of experience but
rather a kind of recollection. In addition, knowgedthat is gained in the process is
no longer empirical knowledge, but innate knowledgamely, it is gained before
birth. Returning to the question of whether Somate an empiricist or an anti-
empiricist: in the sense of being a pursuer of ersal definition, Socrates is an anti-

empiricist.
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The conclusion from the arguments about the dedmitssue is that Socrates is
probably an anti-empiricist iiTheaetetusaand Plato possibly gives his hint on the
keynote of anti-empiricism oTheaetetusdy using the name of Socraté3which

agrees with my analysis of Euclides.

3.4 Theodorus: the Function of Mathematics inrheaetetus

Theodorus®® is the fourth person who needs to be discussed.isHa
mathematician in Cyrene and was teaching mathesnatidthens just before the
death of Socrates. Although his contribution to eatatics’’ has been questioned
by some scholar$2it is unmistakable that Plato portrays Theodosusmexpert on
mathematics:** Another point that should be noticed is that Searadescribes
Protagoras as Theodorus’ “dead friend” (168e) akdg about him as the “measure”

of “geometrical proofs” (168e), alluding to Protags famous saying,

“Man is the measure of all things: of the thingsickhare, that they are, and of
the things which are not, that they are not” (152%)

Socrates asks Theodorus to defend Protagoras’ idea,

“Do not go on imagining that it is my business ® diraining every nerve to

18 gocrates is not always the key speaker in albRl#te period dialogues.

148 vlastos discusses some sources about the hidtéHeadorus and supplies information about him psraon
from Diogenes Laertius. Vlastos (1991) pp. 274-27ll not discuss anything about Theaetetus elBaacter
in the dialogueSophist

147 Theodorus’ contribution is presented through thoertin of Theaetetus at 147d. It is the irrationahber,
according to Nails report. See Nails (2002) p.282.

148 See Thesleff (1990) pp.489-513.

149 gocrates does connect Theodorus to “astronomytired sciences” as well at 169a.

150G, B. Kerferd carefully analyses Protagoras’ “Marhie measure of all things”. See Kerferd (1981)34193.
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defend your dead friend while you do nothing” (1)69a

Protagoras who is an important figure in the diagoes not appear in person, but
the power of his idea is shown through TheaetetusTdheodorus. This strategy of
casting puts Protagoras in the position of Platothe sense that both have
representatives in the text, though all the characare actually controlled by the
author of the dialogue, Plato. Protagoras himsetfdither an anti-empiricist nor an
empiricist, for he is a relativist, believing thaterything perceived by an individual
Is true, as his famous saying shows. When we censi@ character Theodorus, we
have no idea what position Theodorus stands fard'Is in fact a series of questions.
Does Theodorus agree with Protagoras? Even if be dgree with Protagoras, what
is the degree of agreement? Does he agree conypbetplst partly? If we grant that
he agrees with Protagoras’ idea, how could we defis position on either
empiricism or the opposite? As the dialogue sh@egrates treats Theodorus as the
representative of Protagoras, so whether Theodmumlly agrees with Protagoras’
idea is not important. There is some evidence, kewedhat Theodorus disagrees
with Protagoras’ philosophy, or at least Protagadesa on geometry. For Waterfield

reminds us of a piece of testimony from Aristotle,

“...for no perceptible thing is straight or curvedtims way; for a hoop touches
a straight edge not at a point, but as Protaga@msisdid, in his refutation of the
geometers” Nletaphysics998a1-4):>*

151 See Waterfield (1987) pp. 193-194.
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Theodorus himself admits,

“It is not |, you know, Socrates, but Callias, @ of Hipponicus, who is the
guardian of Protagoras’ relicts. As it happenediety soon inclined away from
abstract discussion to geometry” (164e-165a).

After Socrates offers his arguments to attack Buo&s’ idea on perception,
Theodorus even admits, “...Protagoras’ statementsarpletely untrue” (179b).

The important issue is whether Theodorus is famikath Protagoras’
philosophy or not, so that he is eligible to defdPitagoras’ philosophy as his
representative. This seems beyond doubt. Socidg¢esifies Theodorus as the “dead
friend” of Protagoras, so Socrates must think ffaodorus is good enough as the
defender for Protagoras. This kind of ability caméatwo aspects: one is Theodorus’
familiarity with Protagoras’ idea; the other is Daerus’ intelligence or cleverness as
a defendant. Text at 170a and 178e shows that Bhe®ds familiar with Protagoras’
idea. At 170a, Socrates says, “He (Protagoras), sies he not, that things are for
every man what they seem to him to be?” and Thesdplies, “Yes, that is what
he says”. At 178e, Theodorus admits, “And in fé&mbcrates, this at any rate is a
point on which Protagoras used to make strong elaionsuperiority over other
people”. The examples for the second aspect apecalsy to find, though most of the
occasions when Theodorus speaks are like thosatefilacutors in the Socratic
dialogues, just muttering some sentences like “Yeagree.”, “Quite true.” or

“Apparently.” However, at 179e-180b, Theodorus nwrg and shows familiarity
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with the followers of Heraclitus which suggeststtha is equipped for presenting
philosophical idea%>?

Hence, Protagoras’ position on either empiricismaoti-empiricism becomes
less important than Theodorus’ position on thematTis why Protagoras, whose
philosophy occupies the dominant discussion of gheception section, does not
appear in the framework or prologue DfeaetetusReferring to the position on
empiricism or its opposite that Theodorus holdssaorces prove it. There are four
things relevant to Theodorus. Theodorus is a qupideman with long beard (168e).
He introduces Theaetetus into the discussion (143eh). Therefore, he repeatedly
prefers Theaetetus to answer Socrates’ questiahargnments (165a-b; 168e; 183d).
He mainly researches on geometry and other branchesilosophy, as Socrates
says (145c-d), or more exactly, at 145a, both $esrand Theaetetus think that
Theodorus is not only a geometer, but “a masteasbfonomy and arithmetic and
music” as well. He has an open mind about Protajmialosophy and wishes to
keep away from abstract arguments (165a). It sékatsTheodorus himself takes no
position about the options between empiricism amdempiricism from his attitude
to Protagoras’ philosophy, i.e. he is concerned evith the concrete questions of
geometry. This may be because he is too old to Baeegy to research other things.

However, his identity as a researcher of geometpé Theaetetuss interesting>

152 Colvin has explained what “followers of Heraclitum”in his term, “the comrades of Heraclitus” meate
says, “It would be a mistake to think that thisieefers to ‘Heracliteans’ in the same way that onght refer to
‘Epicureans’ or ‘Stoics’. These men are the armjdefaclitus within the larger martial metaphor, imothe sense
that Crito is thetitaipog of Socrates (Crito 54D). What is more, they arammy that employs tactics appropriate
to men who are crusading for flux” (p.764).

153 Dorter particularly mentions Theodorus’ poor meynand lazy lack of spirit through the evidence that
“cannot remember who Theaetetus’ father is”. Ddoidieves the fact of Theodorus’ poor memory isantgnt,
since it links to the message delivered inMena | agree that this fact alludes to tlena However, | disagree
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When Vlastos discussd4enq he points out, “knowledge of geometry is takemhas
paradigm of all knowledge, including moral knowledd™* Hence, is there no
special meaning about the identity of Theodorus geometer? When we consider
geometry, even mathematics in a broad sense, igsees immediately appear. The
first issue is about ideas of the Pythagoreanslu@ivtg Pythagoras and his
followers)*®> The second one is that this recalls the famousnpla of a slave
learning geometry iMena The last thing is about mathematics itself inggee We
may consider these three issues together.

Kahn points out on Pythagorean influence on Pla&t tAristotle claims that
Plato’s philosophy was profoundly influenced by Wagorean teaching'®® As

Aristotle has reported,

“...0Only the name ‘participation’ was new; for thetRggoreans say that things
exist by imitation of numbers, and Plato says ttiey exist by participation,
changing the nameMetaphysics987b10-12).

Avristotle believes that Plato

“agreed with the Pythagoreans in saying that the @nsubstance and not a
predicate of something else; and in saying thatnim@bers are the causes of the

with Dorter’s idea, for someone A could be very iiganwith another one B, but it is possible thasdddenly
could not even remember B’s name. In addition, théemces that Theodorus could defend Protagorasauld
explain Heraclitus’ philosophy (179e-180a) havevebTheodorus’ competence for philosophical disonss
See Dorter (1994) p. 70.

154 vlastos offers us a brilliant discussion aboutrilationship between Socratic elenchus and mattiesna
however, it is not what | will do here. See Vlastp891) p. 120. Nevertheless, Dorter disagrees Miistos by
saying, “TheMenq however, reminded us that what one learns onlpbking at the diagrams is not knowledge
at all... The slave’s opinion will not be transformatb knowledge until he frees himself from depamngion
particular diagrams or formulations”. Dorter (1994)72.

%8| have no room to discuss the history of matherahtievelopment in ancient Greece. Therefore, bsho
Pythagoras and Pythagoreans as the representatisdfess a typical example.

158 Kahn (2001) p.11.
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substance of the other things, he also agreedthat...” Metaphysics987b24-25).

He still believes that Plato diverges “from the liagoreans in making the One and
the numbers separate from things. Metaphysics 987b29-30). More importantly,
Kahn, citing Whitehead’s idea, reminds us that Bgthras is “the first thinker to
appreciate the function of mathematical ideas istrabt thought®®’ There are two
topics about Pythagorean philosophy relevant toamguments: one is the idea of
reincarnation; the other is mathematics.

| do not intend to discuss in detail the Pythagosemlea about reincarnatidrf
but | wish to note the relationship between reination in the Pythagoreans and
Plato’s thought. Both of them believe in reincaiomat though with some difference
in detail. On my reading of the order of the dialeg, the first discussion of
reincarnation in Plato is in th&lenq where Socrates introduces the idea of
reincarnation by pretending that he heard it frame other wise men and women
(81a) and defines this idea as a “divine mattetal8 which he himself thinks to be
“both true and beautiful” (81a). Importantly, Sdes treats reincarnation as the
premise of the recollection theory. Then, in ortdeprove the reincarnation and the
recollection theory, Socrates asks a slave boytgusson a geometrical problem
and successfully leads the slave to gain the domeswer to the geometrical
guestion by virtue of asking questions. Why doedd”thoose geometry as the proof

of the theory of recollection? The answer to thengetrical question that is treated

157 Kahn (2001) p.11.
158 Kahn gives us a discussion on this topic fullye 8ahn (2001) pp. 19-21.
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as a piece of knowledge was seen by the soul cfltve and recollected or regained
by the slave after a series of relevant questiom® fSocrates. This answer in fact
links knowledge, the immortal soul and recollectiogether. In thd®haedo when
Socrates again mentions the immortality of the smd the recollection theory, he
uses the latter as a proof of the former. Whiledbes not employ any proof from
geometry, he introduces the theory of Forms thisetiln Republi¢ Plato claims
mathematics as the object of mathematical reasofingowr), which is only
different from the Forms and intelligence or digleqvonoig) by the fact that
mathematics still needs “visible figures’'R€public 510d). In the Republi¢
mathematics that is akin to the Forms is about twheppens in geometry and
related sciences” (511b). It would not be strarfggebmetry in theMeno has the
same function in Socrates’ arguments as the Fomtbhea Phaedo It is clear that
geometry is a special discipline to Plato.

The most important and relevant question is the neotion between
mathematics and empiricism or its opposite. Plagdibdrately sets Socrates’
interlocutor Theodorus as a mathematician, espgaahsidering that Theodorus’
main interest is in geometry, which has a closati@iship to a series of important
theories that Plato holds about epistemology, ooy the theory of recollection, the
theory of Forms and the immortality of soul. Allete theories stand on the side of
anti-empiricism. Further, mathematical proof isabed from deductive reasoning
and could not be gained through induction. Consibertexts at 147d-148b, where

Theaetetus reports how Theodorus taught him thgarral numbers and the relevant
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mathematical notions:

“Theodorus here was demonstrating to us with tdeofdiagrams a point about
powers. He was showing us that the power of 3 sqgiest and the power of 5 square
feet are not commensurable in length with the powofet square foot...since the
powers were turning out to be unlimited in numB&e might try to collect the
powers in question under one term, which could yapplthem all.” (147d-e). And
“We divided all numbers into two classes. Any numbhich can be produced by the
multiplication of equal numbers, we compared tg@ese in shape...” (147e).

Theaetetus also introduces the procedure of finditdghe notion of “oblong number”
and the term “length” (148a), which is the samecpdure as at 147d-e. It is
important to see that the basic method that Themdemploys is to explain the
notions and express the geometrical ideas by sihypamnd applying a diagram, a
square™>®

It seems that the whole process of expressing th@mgtrical idea and
introducing the notions of mathematics necessanBeds the experience or
observation of the diagrams. Plato is correct tp that mathematics needs visible
things in theRepublic(510d). However, these visible things just help lgarners to
gain the idea of mathematics and make the abstnathematical expressions or
notions or mathematical proofs easier to the lgarriEhat is to say, these sensible
things do not have any essential influence on tlehematics itself. We could
employ a diagram, say, a square, to explain thevaet concepts, but the idea
expressed by the diagram could not be gained mehebugh observation. The

diagram itself is a kind of abstract thing. Takeamsexample a diagram showing

1591 do not intend to discuss the concrete mathemiagigestion in detail. For discussion about thehematical
question itself, see C. C. W. Taylor (1967) pp. 20Q;Z’homas, I. rev. edn. (1991) p. 110 and Fowllee9) pp.
378-379.
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“roundness”, we could not find any perfect roundniesthe sensible world not even
in a drawing of a round shape on paper. The rowsglisean abstract thing, separate
from the sensible things in the world. Roundnesdikis the abstract ideas. An
abstract idea could be written by virtue of a hurtaanguage in a book, an article, or
even on the ground by using chalk and so coulddieeated through the sensible
world. However, the “ideas” expressed in variouysvar methods are not the idea
itself. They are just the copies of the idea. Rowsd is the same for the same reason,
since roundness could be copied in different wayd the mathematicians could
employ it to explain the notions or even invent tlagion for it, but the mathematical
ideas relevant to roundness would not necessaiate to a diagram of it. In this
sense, we could say, mathematics, in Plato’'s mimden Plato was writing
Theaetetusrepresented a position on anti-empiricism.

Theodorus who is an important interlocutor of Stesaand one of the
characters who appears in person in Tieaetetusis a representative of anti-
empiricism by virtue of his identity as a mathemiain. Nevertheless, Theodorus’
performance, namely, his speaking, in the dialoghmvs at least two things that go
against this conclusion. Firstly, he is an old nadro has no more energy to use on
any other issue or argument except the concretmegeical questions or teaching his
pupils (Theaetetud46b, 165a). Moreover, he is an open-minded pevgdomis not
concerned about the philosophical arguments ands dogt adhere to any
philosophical school. Surely, Theodorus himself maysonally hold no position on

the side of either Socrates or Protagoras. Howéverimportant thing is why Plato
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sets a mathematician as an interlocutor of Soci@tdsa character in the dialogue.
Plato as a perfect dramatist has no reason tchesetdst in his dialogue casually.
Additionally, mathematics, especially geometry, aisspecial discipline to Plato.
Therefore, there is no reason to think that theatttar Theodorus as the geometer is
not a kind of symbol. Referring to which kind ofnslyol Theodorus represents, as
the evidence has shown, he is a figure symboliaimtgempiricism.

My arguments so far have shown how that Euclidesra&des and Theodorus
are the representatives of anti-empiricisnT heaetetuslt is now time to investigate
the last character Theaetetus, after whom the glialois named, and what

philosophical position he holds or what he represen

3.5 Theaetetus: in what way similar to Socrates?

Theaetetus is a complicated character in Platakgues. He appears not only
in Theaetetusbut also inSophistand Statesmari® The fact that he is the main
interlocutor in theTheaetetusadds to the difficulty of identifying his philosoichl
position. The other difficulty comes from the digtiion between the historical
Theaetetus and Plato’s Theaetetus. Debra Nailsnd=mus, “It is important to
distinguish what Theaetetus actually says in theodue from the mathematical
developments attributed to him by later source isgethe origins of what Euclid

codified inElements %1 | will not discuss the historical Theaetetus, tiuo reasons.

180 A5 the same to Theodorus, | will not discuss angtlabout Theaetetus as a character in the dialBgphist
181 See Nails (2002) p.275. Nails also offers us aplarmmount of historical facts and details abostdrical
Theaetetus.



121

Firstly, most information about the historical Thesus is relevant to mathematical
issues that are not helpful for identifying Theaetephilosophical position in the
dialogue. Secondly, we do not need to refer to disgussion on history, since the
information about Theaetetus that Plato gives éendialogue is sufficient.

Since we do not have sufficient evidence and in&drom on Theodorus, his
identity as a mathematician is important to defireephilosophical position. But this
does not apply to Theaetetus, for he is the maierlotutor in theTheaetetus
Moreover, the whole dialogue starts with his deattl is named after him. Since this
dialogue is a memorial for hifi?it is appropriate that the dialogue gives us some
more information about him.

Theaetetus as a person is interesting. Theodorgibles his appearance in the
following way “he is not beautiful at all, but iather like you, snub-nosed, with eyes
that stick out” (143e). Maybe Theaetetus’ appeadamot worth praising, but his

disposition is quite good, according to Theodomisbduction:

“I have never yet seen anyone so amazingly giffddng with a quickness
beyond the capacity of most people, he has an aflysgentle temper; and, to
crown it all, he is as manly a boy as any of hikoves. | never thought such a
combination could exist...this boy approaches hidistiin a smooth, sure, effective
way, and with great good-temper...” (144a).

This quotation points out Theaetetus’ two essenhalacters, namely, he has a quick
mind with a good and gentle temper. His quicknedsrs to “retentive” quality

(144a), compared to “minds that are sluggish, sawehk freighted with a bad

182 5ee Nails (2002) p.275.
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memory” (144a). Surely, we have no evidence totbay Plato’s emphasis on good
memory refers to the theory of recollection. Neleltss, it could still be a clue
alluding to the recollection theory. The fact th@eaetetus is set as a mathematician
and geometer by Plato would lead Plato’s readers are familiar withMeno to
think about the theory of recollection, since hdato uses an example of
geometrical learning to prove the recollection tiyeo

After this description and the introduction aboute@etetus from Theodorus,

Socrates supplements and summarizes:

“l want to see for myself what sort of a face | @a¥heodorus says | am like
you. But look. If you and | each had a lyre, aneddhorus had told us that they were
both similarly tuned, should we have taken his wioirdit straight away? Or should
we have tried to find out if he was speaking witty &xpert knowledge of music
(wovowkdg)?” Theaetetus replies, “Oh, we should have inguirgo that.” Socrates
continues, “And if we had found that he was a masicwe should have believed
what he said; but if we found he had no such geatibn, we should have put no
faith in him.” (144e)

There is a turning point here, for two reasonssthir Theaetetus’ appearance and his
identity are summarized by Socrates, which is irtgrdrfor identifying Theaetetus’
philosophical position or what kind of symbol Thesdes is. Secondly, this is a
transition from a common conversation to a phildscgl investigation of
knowledge. | will discuss the nature of the traositin the next section. But for now
will concentrate on the philosophical position dieketetus.

Socrates follows Theodorus’ description that Thetast has the same

appearance as his, i.e. “not beautiful at all”, tsmub-nosed, with eyes that stick out”
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and makes a joke “I want to see for myself what sbra face | have” (144d). At
144d-e above, Socrates employs a lyre analogy soritbe the similarity between
himself and Theaetetd®® This lyre analogy has two advantages. One is simate
the analogy follows Theodorus’ conclusion that b8ibcrates and Theaetetus are
similar, then it gives the impression that Socrately uses it to refer to the similarity
between Socrates and Theaetetus in appearanceseldond advantage is that
Socrates immediately turns the similarity between &nd Theaetetus in appearance,
as Theodorus suggests, to a spiritual similarityvben them. Socrates employs this
hypothetical analogy to posit a similarity betwd@am and Theaetetus, imagining
they each have a lyre which Theodorus has said“aneilarly tuned” (144e).
Whether the judgement about the lyres is true oisto be determined by whether
Theodorus is an expert of music (144e). Similaniether Theodorus’ view that
Socrates is similar to Theaetetus in appearanaeligble is said to depend on
whether Theodorus is an expert on drawing (144ejl45ut the similarity between
Socrates and Theaetetus in appearance seemseaydbtrrheodorus is not an expert
on drawing. However, in the following text, Thedate admits immediately that
Theodorus is a geometer and an expert on “astrorardyarithmetic and music” in
response to Socrates’ questions (145a). Again, €ieees confirms that he was
learning geometry, astronomy, music and arithnfedicn Theodorus (145c-d). These
facts show that Theodorus is qualified as an expartmusic as well as in

mathematics. Therefore, if Theodorus comparesyiteedf Socrates and the lyre of

183 ¢ . Benardete (1997) pp. 29-30.
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Theaetetus, the lyre analogy could be true, fdh#odorus is an expert on music, we
would be justified in believing him. Even if Theads only wishes to point out the

similarity between Socrates and Theaetetus in appee, Socrates wisely turns their
physical similarity to spiritual similarity by vt of Theodorus’ description of

Theaetetus. Socrates deliberately makes this modele lyre analogy is only the

first stage. The second stage of the move is mantjo“good and wise” at 145b,

where Socrates again makes a hypothesis: “Supmo$€heodorus) said one of us
was good and wise...” (145b). Socrates needs thenddurgpothesis, for Theodorus

not only introduces Theaetetus’ appearance, bui plaises Theaetetus’ good
gualities or personality, so the second hypothsspplements the lyre analogy and
completes it.

Socrates’ strategy of making a move from a physsoailarity to a spiritual
similarity between him and Theaetetus is successiiute Theodorus is an expert on
music, even though Socrates imposes this move eoddrus. Nevertheless, is the
similarity between Socrates and Theaetetus in appea not true, only because
Theodorus is not an expert on drawing? Theodorusrngies in theTheaetetugo
link Socrates and Theaetetus together in regatigeio the characters or personalities.
All that Theodorus claims is the similarity in ajppance between Socrates and
Theaetetus. Theodorus only mentions the similatityne place, when he introduces
Theaetetus to Socrates for the very first time, retiee says, “He is not beautiful at
all, but is rather like you, snub-nosed, with etfest stick out” (143e).

As the texts have shown, Theodorus does not emibieylyre analogy to
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describe the similarity, so Socrates’ claim thaeddiorus is unqualified to use the
analogy is unfair. What Socrates could do is justid whether he himself is eligible
to use the analogy, rather than Theodorus. We cooichelp to asking is whether
Socrates’ hesitation about the analogy is relet@rnhe similarity between him and
Theaetetus in appearance. This question is imgorbetause if the answer is a
positive one, then Socrates may actually doubsimélarity of appearance between
them. Or if the answer is a negative one, then &est hesitation is not relevant to
the similarity between him and Theaetetus. Thab isay, he does think that both of
them are physically similar. Socrates’ hesitatitwowt the “tune” analogy conveys
Socratic doubt on whether Theodorus has any eXpenvledge of music (144e).
Theodorus does not use the analogy, but Socrataselii does. Further, if the
analogy is not used by Theodorus and what Socmaisises to find out is just
whether “he was speaking with any expert knowledfyenusic” (144e), then his
hesitation is irrelevant to the similarity, everriieodorus is not an expert of music.
Though he cannot speak with any expert knowledgeusdic, the similarity is still
there. Hence, Socrates cleverly introduces a neuic throm the analogy that he
himself employs. If so, Socrates as he has admétedally accepts the similarity
between himself and Theaetetus. What makes Sodreséste to accept the analogy
of the tune is the analogy itself, i.e. the analogyld not be applied to the similarity,
for there is no expert of music among them. Theegfthe denial of the analogy does
not make the similarity impossible.

In sum, Socrates does not deny that he is sinolarheaetetus in appearance
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and his “tune” analogy is not relevant to the pbgksimilarity. This summary does
not help to identify Theaetetus’ philosophical posi or to confirm what
philosophical symbol Plato wishes Theaetetus tdHosvever, two issues need to be
further considered. Firstly, why does Plato chodbseaetetus who is physically
similar to Socrates as the main interlocutor in diredogue? Secondly, even though
the“tune” analogy is not relevant to the similapegrance between Socrates and
Theaetetus, is it meaningful in itself? Or, in otheords, does the analogy itself
deliver some information that could help us to tdgnTheaetetus’ philosophical
position?

The first question definitely has an answer, bafprtunately, we will never be
sure about it, since we are not Plato. What wedcdalmostly is to make a deduction
or a guess from the information or evidence we h#eneed to consider two issues
carefully, i.e. the death of Theaetetus and thesighl similarity between him and
Socrates.

At the beginning of the dialogue, Euclides saydégpsion that he just came
from the country (142a), where he met Theaetetd®&)lwho is nearly dead (142b).
Theaetetus, as Euclides reports, was “taken ton&tliem the camp at Corinth”
(142a). Moreover, Euclides mentions Theaetetusabien in the battle which won
other people’s praises (142b). The setting of tbgiriming of the dialogue gives its
readers an impression that it is a memorial forabbetus. Why does Plato make
such a setting? This kind of memorial setting foe beginning of a dialogue is rare

in Plato’s dialogues. An important question is, iisa coincidence that Euclides
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praises Theaetetus’ behavior in a battle just 8kerates’ bravery described in other

dialogues?” Laches reports on Socrates’ actioherrétreat from Delium:

“I have seen him elsewhere keeping up not onlyfdtiser’s reputation but that
of his country. He marched with me in the retreatf Delium, and | can tell you
that if the rest had been willing to behave ingshene manner, our city would be safe
and we could not then have suffered a disastdratfkdind.” (achesl181b).

Alcibiades inSymposiunsupplies more details about Socrates’ behavitihensame

retreat:

“And if you would like to know what he was like battle-- this is a tribute he really
deserves...during the very battle, Socrates singhelédly saved my life!... (220d-e)
You should also have seen him at our horrible a¢theom Delium (221a)...Even
from a great distance it was obvious that this wdsave man, who would put up a
terrific fight if anyone approached hirSBymposiun221b).”

The question of whether this parallel is a coinome becomes more significant
when Theodorus introduces Theaetetus to Socratse@mphasizes the similarity
between them. From the information in the dialogggto seems deliberately to
emphasize the similarity between Socrates and Téikese Socrates and Theaetetus
are similar with each other in appearance and Ha/eame behavior in the battle. If
we now consider the meaning of the analogy of thme twhich seems to refer to
some abstract quality, then it seems that the ggalould lead its readers to think
about the similarities between Socrates and Theeeteot only in appearance, but in
characters or personalities as well.

Plato deliberately emphasizes the similarity betw8ecrates and Theaetetus
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through the setting and opening conversation. makes us consider whether Plato
Is implying that Theaetetus also shares the sanh@spphical position as Socrates or
whether he is treated at least as a symbol of &s;raamely, a representative of
anti-empiricism. Further, Theaetetus as a geometet least a student of geometry,
may also be a symbol of anti-empiricism. If we camebthese two considerations,
we could say that Theaetetus is a symbol of anpieosm. He is deliberately
chosen as the main interlocutor by Plato in fheeaetetus this symbolism is
important.

All the persons who appear in the dialogue arebdeditely selected by Plato as
characters to show that the keynote of the dialaguanti-empiricism, rather than

empiricism.

Conclusion

All the five characters who appear and have thevexwation in the dialogue
either have their own philosophical position ofiampiricism or are selected by
Plato as symbols of anti-empiricism. All the infation about their identity and their
ideas in history constructs an allusion, namelgtd®’kuggests at the outset that the
keynote of the whole dialogue is anti-empiricisman@nentators on this dialogue,
such as Burnyeat, Sedley and McDowell, do not disc¢his in their commentaries.

The arguments about anti-empiricism of the charadte the Theaetetuswill
still produce doubt, since it is possible that sleéection of those characters is just a

coincidence. Further, when Plato starts his finsestigation of what knowledge is
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by discussing whether knowledge is perceptiongénss impossible to say all his
theories and ideas in that discussion are anti4écapi To resolve this apparent

contradiction, it is time to consider Plato’s exaation of knowledge as perception.
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Chapter Four Theaetetus on Sense-perception

Introduction

In this chapter, | will deal with the issue of peption in theTheaetetus® In
chapter three, | have suggested that the settinghefaetetusalludes to anti-
empiricism. Nevertheless, it is still possible tonder why Plato creates such a
setting forTheaetetusespecially when we start considering the firdinikgon of
knowledge inTheaetetusi.e. knowledge is perceptidf® The discussion between
Socrates and his interlocutors about knowledgeeaseption seems hardly to anti-
empiricism. However, | will argue: (1) the failuoé the definition of knowledge as
perception shows that Plato’s philosophical posittould not be empiricism; and (2)
the investigation of knowledge as perception colbdd a useful supplement for
understanding the outline of Plato’s anti-empiriegistemology in thévieno and
Phaedo

Socrates and his interlocutors, Theaetetus anddbines, discuss the possibility
of knowledge as sense perception as their firgngit to define “knowledge”.
Although they finally realize that sense perceptannot be a part of the definition

of knowledge, the whole discussion of knowledgesexrsse perception is still worth

164« 4ictmorc” (perception) is ambiguous in Plato’s philosophljan Silverman believes “only in tHEmaeus

does Plato clearly say what kind of capacity aithis... according to thEBimaeus aisthesis is a hon-cognitive
capacity of the irrational soul whose objects arétéd to the so-called special sensibles, e.gurs| tastes,
sounds, etc”. See Silverman (1990) p. 148.

185 Theaetetus enumerates knowledge as geometry abtingpat 146¢-d. | do not consider it as Theaatdinst
definition of knowledge as some scholars think¢siliheaetetus has not realized what kind of dafimihat
Socrates wishes to pursue.
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analysing, since Socrates describes a process wfwm could gain knowledge
through sense perception.

The strategy in this chapter is to follow the pexy of the conversation
between Socrates and his interlocutors. In the¢ $estion 4.1, | will consider how
Theaetetus enumerates various kinds of knowledge,vehy Socrates refuses to
accept Theaetetus’ answer. Protagoras’ “Man isnteasure of all things”, and the
Socratic criticism of it, which can be divided irttoree stages, will also be discussed.
Protagoras’ theory and Socrates’ responses tollitbeiconsidered in the next three
sections, namely, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. Particularbgr&tes in his criticism employs as
an example how to see colour, which is importantuiaderstanding Socrates’ ideas
on sense perception. | will investigate in dethi tprocess of perceiving colour.
Although “man is the measure of all things” is @bsrelevant to and nearly the
same as “knowledge is sense perception”, Socrat&zes that both “man is the
measure of all things” and “knowledge is sensegron” depend on how “motion”
is understood®® Therefore, the criticism of both of these progosi is not
sufficient unless he and his interlocutors consibieraclitus’ “All things are in
motion”.*®’ That will be dealt with in section 4.5. In thetlagction of this chapter

4.6, | will briefly explain why perception cannog la part of knowledge for Socrates.

188 As | have discussed in chapter three, the keyoioiee Theaetetuss anti-empiricism. Therefore, in the next
chapters ofTheaetetusl will assume that this is clear and will not dmapize or repeat this any longer. My
interpretation comes from and is similar to Burnigeanhderstanding. Burnyeat calls it “Reading B”. See
Burnyeat (1990) p.9. Holland confirms that Platd@ reaetetuattacks theories of empiricism by analysing the
texts at 184b-186e. Holland (1973) pp. 97-116, @sfig section one.

187 Cf, Gerson (2009) p. 47.
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4.1 Theaetetus’ primary answer on the nature of kn@ledge and Socrates as
midwife

At Theaetetusl44e, Socrates emphasizes the similarity betwaen dnd
Theaetetus. The quotation on the expert in musidée is a natural transition from a
common conversation to a philosophical investigatar knowledge.

Nevertheless, before diving into the texts at 14dis, important to go back to
the texts at 144c to consider the context. Whenrédee asks Theodorus about

Theaetetus’ family, Theodorus says he does notm#aeit and bids Socrates, “...

But look and see if you recognizgyvdokeig) him.” Socrates replies,

“Yes, | know {ryviookm) him. He’s son of Euphronius of Sunium -- very inuc
the kind of person, my friend, that you tell me & is... But | do not knowo{da)
the boy’s name” (144¢f®

I am not interested in the history of Theaetetashify, but the vocabulary in the
guotation should be noticed. The concepts of “racz®j and “know” are used in a
common way in this quoted text, for everyone wazhdt with each other like that in
ordinary life. Socrates says that he knows the hayely Theaetetus, but does not
know the boy’s name at that moment. He did knowesfets, i.e. Theaetetus is the
son of Euphronius of Sunium and some other infalimadbout Theaetetus’ father.
So far, the conversation still stays in casual,imangy terms and is not on the
philosophical level. There is no reason to assurae3ocrates or Plato wishes to use

the word “know” as part of a developing philosogimvestigation.

188 All the quotations of the text dfheaetetusire translated by M. J. Levett, revised by Mylesr§aat. See,
Burnyeat (1990) pp. 259-351. See also, Cooper (1199.7)58-234.
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After this description and the introduction aboute@etetus from Theodorus,

Socrates replies,

“l want to see for myself what sort of a face | @a¥heodorus says | am like
you. But look. If you and | each had a lyre, aneddhorus had told us that they were
both similarly tuned, should we have taken his wioirdit straight away? Or should
we have tried to find out if he was speaking witty axpert knowledge of music
(wovokdg)?”

Theaetetus replies, “Oh, we should have enquirexdtiat.” (144e)

After this, Socrates continues,

“And if we had found that he was a musician, weustithave believed what he said;
but if we found he had no such qualification, wewd have put no faith in him”
(144e).

As | have argued in chapter thr®8the analogy of tuning here is irrelevant to the
similarity between Socrates and Theaetetus in fhtgysical nature and appearance,
though it suggests that Theaetetus has the samactdrdstics or personality as
Socrates or he is a philosophical symbol of antpieicism. Therefore, the analogy
of music creates a smooth transition to a new {dpien a common conversation to
a philosophical investigation. Two things need ¢onloticed in the quotation. Firstly,
although Socrates does not usevaooke” and “oida” in the text of 144e, he uses
the word tovekog” to refer to a person with expert knowledge of mu$he term
“novoucdc”, unlike the words fryviookw” and “oida” at 144c which are used in a

very vague way, is used in a very rigorous senke.usage of the wordsiyvookw”

189 5ee Section 3.4, Chapter Three.
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and ‘oida” at 144c could refer to any information or piedeknowledge that already
exist in a soul or mind. For instance, | tell somethat | know the country of France,
just knowing one fact about it, e.g. “France isuadpean country”, even if | have no
idea about the fact that its language is Frenchaoe no other information about it.
In an extreme example, | just know the name of HEed and know nothing else
about it but when someone mentions France, | cstildsay, “Oh, | know that
country”. But there is a third possibility betwe#rknow ...” and “I do not know (I
am ignorant) ...”. The rigorous usage of “know” ontikwledge” is not being used at
144e, since the terms are used in a looser seesertNeless, does Plato or Socrates
realize the third possibility iTheaetetu® For the moment, | put the question aside
and concentrate on the passage that follow.

Following Socrates’ comment at 152c¢, expert knogéedanust be not only
unerring but changeless as well. In English, we“ksew” in at least two ways, the
broad sense and the narrow or rigorous sense.orheef, broad sense, refers to any
information, principle, or piece of knowledge a gmr has. This is the usage of
“know” at 144c (and other places in the text, sashl45a and 145). In contrast,
the latter, narrow sense, refers to some prin@pknowledge that never changes, or,
in other words, is beyond time and will be rightefeer. There are two kinds of usage
of the word “know” (and “knowledge”) in the openingxts of Theaetetusas well.
The broad sense which is used in common life amdreter to any information or

principles in our mind or soul, and the narrow sewhich specifically refers to some

170 At 145d-e, knowledge and wisdom is said to betidah David Sedley offers an analysis on this.t&de
Sedley and Brown (1993) pp.125-149+151.
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“eternal” or changeless principles, such as mathiemjageometry or algebrd?!
Since Theodorus and Theaetetus are concerned hathspecialist expertise of
geometry, Plato’s readers would find the transitbdifferent usage of knowledge at
144e natural. Moreover, 144e is the first timelheaetetughat Socrates begins to
pursue the usage of knowledge as the knowledgeskillaThe idea at work here is
that once a person has gained the knowledge aflarekor she will be unerring in
their expertise or skKill.

According to the texts, Theaetetus does not ndtieetrap that Socrates uses
when he employs the analogy of the tune. Theaetéeasinterlocutors in other
dialogues, tries to enumerate various species ofvladge, when he is facing the

Socratic question, What do you think knowledge.idhus, he responds,

“l think that the things Theodorus teaches are Kadge -- | mean geometry
and the subjects you enumerated just now. Themabare are the crafts such as
cobbling, whether you take them together or sepbtathey must be knowledge,
surely.” (146c¢-d)

Socrates refuses to accept his answer,

“...1 asked you for one thing and you have given many | wanted something
simple, and | have got a variety.” (146d).

Socrates’ objection leads us to think about higci)n to Meno,

11 The knowledge on these subjects is treated ageless or right in antiquity, but wrong in modemes.
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“I am looking for one virtue, | have found you tave a whole swarm of them”
(72a)"

Both Theaetetus and Meno try to count various kiodsomething when they are
asked to give a definition. It is a familiar resperfor those people who have no
philosophical training and therefore do not underdtthe Socratic requirement of a
universal definition. Additionally, Socrates chasgthe topic to a philosophical
investigation suddenly and Theaetetus obviouslynas ready for it. In such a
situation, it is not strange that Theaetetus m#kesame mistake as Meno.

The two usages of knowledge are mixed togethdrartéxts until Socrates asks
Theaetetus “what on earth is knowledge?” (145e)rmFahis point onwards,
knowledge in the narrow sense dominates the reabeadialogue.

At first, Theaetetus still understands “knowledge”’the broad sense, so he
gives Socrates his answer to what knowledge isdjl4the cobbling”, mathematics,
geometry and music all are knowledge. Ironically¢cr@tes claims that this answer is
really a “generous” answer (146d) and then he esfus accept it by using the
following argument:

(1) Cobbling = knowledge of making shoes (146d)

(2) Carpentering = knowledge of making wooden fuma (146€)

(3) This is not the answer to the question “whadtnewledge?”, but the answer

to “how many are the branches of knowledge?” (148e)

172 Cornford has noticed this, by saying “It is sigrefiit that this introductory conversation runs dipgarallel
with the first part of an earlier dialogue, thiena”See Cornford (1935) p.27.

178p T. Geach thinks that Socrates in such a cassking a general criterion for a thing. He argihes this
method has problems and calls it “the Socratiaésil. Cf. Geach (1966) pp. 33-34. M. F. Burnyeat &as
discussion about “the Socratic fallacy"Theaetetud46c¢c-147c. See Burnyeat (1977) pp. 381-393.
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Socrates here, however, not only shows that Themsétanswer is not the right
answer to his question, but also reminds his reatteat he is currently discussing
knowledge in the philosophical sense, namely thieomasense.

Socrates immediately points out that if someones shmé¢ know what knowledge
is, he will not know the knowledge of a skill eithén order to make his points
meaningful to Theaetetus, Socrates gives him ampba just as he offers Meno
three definitions in the dialogldena At 147a-b, Socrates raises the question “What

Is clay?” and observes that it would be absurdnagine that

“...the person who asked the question would undedstmything from our
answer when we say ‘clay’, whether we add thas tlallmakers’ clay or any other
craftsman’s. Or do you think that anyone can urtdadsthe name of a thing when he
does not know what the thing is?”

The same principle can be applied to cobbling andadher subject that Theaetetus
has mentioned in his answer. After this claim, &tes offers an example of the
answer to “what is clay?” to show the standard mteigon of the answer of the
question “what is knowledge?” that he wants. Sesratays: clay “is earth mixed
with liquid” (147c). This definition is not fittingo the formula “knowledge = true
opinion + an account of the reason why” which iscdssed atleng since clay “is
earth mixed with liquid” does not show which paftitobelongs to true opinion and
which part of it is the account of the reason wRgther it is closer to the definition
of Theaetetus’ first definition of knowledge, “knteglge is perception”. Everyone

could conclude that clay “is earth mixed with liduiby perception. Maybe, as
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Socrates has claimed a little earlier, his defomitiof clay is just “a short and
commonplace answer” (147c). Then the definitiothefclay may be used only to let
Theaetetus gain his own “short and commonplace ariswbout “what is
knowledge?*"

Enlightened by Socrates, Theaetetus himself nowritbes his discovery about
two kinds of powers: one is “a square” or “equitatexumber”; the other is “oblong
number” (148a). Socrates praises this and pointshaii he wants Theaetetus “in the
same way to givene single accoun{évi Aoy npooeneiv) of the many branches of
knowledge” (148d). Indeed, Socrates’ usage of “Keodge” is so rigorous that
Theaetetus admits he “never hear(s) anyone elseth@amatter in the way that you
(Socrates) require” (148e).

After the first attempt at the definition of knowllge, Socrates does not
immediately ask Theaetetus for his second ansvaheRr he interrupts the topic and
gives us an interlude on his method or skill of wifdry (149a-151d). Comparing
this with the structure of the dialogienoshows that both dialogues have the same
compositional structure. For after Meno offerssa ¢if virtues, the dialogulenois
also interrupted in the same way — in that case¢hbyso-called Meno’s paradox.
After supplying an explanation of Socratic midwyfer heaetetugurns its direction
to the three definitions of knowledge which are thain body of the dialogue.
Similarly, after Meno’s paradoxiMeno completely turns into the discussion of

epistemology. However, there is also a differentestructure between these two

174 _esley Brown thinks that the texts of Socrates tebMeno’s definition of virtue d¥leno79 and Theaetetus’
definition of knowledge afheaetetud46-147 reflects the priority of whole over pastsen Socrates pursues
definitions. See Brown (1994) pp. 232-234.
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dialogues. Before Meno’s paradox, Meno not onlymeerates different kinds of
virtue but also offers other definitions of virtuBut after the paradox, he has no
opportunity to define virtue any longé@iheaetetuss different. Theaetetus offers his
three definitions after the interlude of midwifeand the whole dialogue thereafter
relates to those three definitions.

The interruption of midwifery has the same strugtuposition as Meno’s
paradox and is a turning point ifiheaetetus Since Socratic midwifery is a
complicated issué’ | intend to quote and discuss only those sentetitats are
necessarily and relevant to my arguments here.

Socrates introduces his midwifery as following:

“...Then do you mean to say you have never heardtabgweing the son of a
good hefty midwife, Phaenarete?”... “You know, Ippase, that women never
practise as midwives while they are still concegvand bearing children themselves.
It is only those who are past child-bearing whoet#éikis up”... “She [Artemis] did
not, it is true, entrust the duties of midwifery barren women, because human
nature is too weak to acquire skill where it hasemperience”... “[T]here is not in
midwifery the further complication, that the paterare sometimes delivered of
phantoms and sometimes of realities, and thatwbeate hard to distinguish. If there
were, then the midwife’s greatest and noblest fonctvould be to distinguish the
true from the false offspring...” (149a- 150b)

Another difference that Socrates observes is that:

“l attend men and not women, and that | watch dkerlabour of their souls,
not of their bodies...” (150b)

175 Sedley reminds us to notice the distinction betw@eSocratic surface” and “Platonic undercurrektirther,
he summarises ten facts about Socratic midwifezg. Sedley (2004) pp. 30-37. The midwifery alsoteslao
other issues in Platonic and Socratic philosopme ©f them, for example, is the relationship betwies skill
and Socratic claims to know nothing. Irwin and \ashave important discussions on this topic. Bedn
(1995) pp. 17-19 and pp. 27-30. Vlastos (1994)39p66.
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The passage (149a-151this famous as Socrates’ midwifery. It is an impotta
interlude inTheaetetusfor it shows that gaining knowledge is no lonthex task of a
single agent relating to an object of knowledgethB@a the process of gaining
knowledge needs the third factor, namely, the miglwihis third element will help
us to understand Socrates’ discussion on knowledg@erception inrheaetetus
especially the process of how eyes perceive theucavhite. This third element also
helps us to understand the example of Meno’s sigai@ing the answer to a
geometrical question iMena Meno does not present Socrates as midwife, but he
actually is and we now understand that the prooésecollection also needs a
midwife for helping the agent to recollect.

To Socrates’ himself, he is barren of wisdom, meguihat he has no knowledge.
For Socrates treats wisdom as knowledge: “So knbydeand wisdom will be the
same thing” (145e). The midwifery passage seersspply a framework for how we
get knowledge. The framework is summarized as\dlo

Step one: there is an agent and a midwife.

Step two: the agent produces opinions about songethy means of the help
from the midwife.

Step three: the midwife and the agent togetherkctiex production of the agent,
i.e. the agent’s opinion about something.

Step four: if the production is a “wind-egg”, thérey return to the step one. If

the production is a good and reasonable one, tiegndontinue to the next step.

178 Here, its significance of historical Socrates #rproblems about the some difficult sentencesddoe
ignored.
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Step five: if the production is checked and agreadby both the agent and

midwife, it means the agent gains knowledge of shing’’

There are two functions of the midwife in the psxef gaining knowledge: the
midwife needs to lead the agent to produce thetsgewn opinion on something
and the midwife needs to check whether the aggmosluction is a real piece of

knowledge or just a “wind-egg”.

4.2 Knowledge as sense-perception and Socratesstiresponse to Protagoras’

theory

After the interlude of midwifery, Theaetetus offerds first definition.

Theaetetus claims,

“It seems to me that a man who knows somethingepess what he knows, and
the way it appears at present, at any rate, iskihaiviedge is simply perception.”
(151e)

Socrates thinks that this is “a good straight amé{#1e) and asks, “You hold that
knowledge is perception?” Theaetetus confirms clemfily, “Yes” (151e). Socrates
connects Theaetetus’ first definition to Protagofasious saying, namely, “Man is
the measure of all things: of the things which @nat they are, and of the things

which are not, that they are not” (152%)Socrates immediately adds a discussion

7 The relationship between midwifery and the theafrsecollection is not dealt with here. Sedley oifas a
wonderful explanation on it. See Sedley (2004) §{3Q.

178 Socrates presents Protagoras’ idea as a kindsiteplogical relativism. However, it is a questishether
Protagoras himself in history holds the theoryatditivism. Lee Yoon Cheol in his PhD dissertatioestto
reconstruct Protagoras’ ideas in history as “objesh”. He tries to prove that “Even when Protagoudilises



142

about the exact meaning of Protagoras’ saying “imdne measure of all things” and
to explain it gives us an example of the same wamaking different persons
experience various feelings (152a-c). Thereaftecr&es summarizes, “Perception,
then, is always of what is, and unerring --- astbénowledge” (‘AicOnoig dpa tod
dvtoc Gel €otv kol Gyevdéc ¢ émomun odoa.”). ’° Theaetetus agrees, “So it
appears” (152c).

This statement on knowledge is very important. Aded Burnyeat says:

“Plato himself accepts the theories of Protagonad Heraclitus, subject to
certain qualifications: in particular the theori@sist be restricted (as their authors
did not take care to restrict them) to perceptiod ghe world of sensible things.
Sensible things are, Plato agrees, in a perpétuwabf becoming, and in perception
each of us has ‘measure’, i.e. an incorrigible awess, of the sensible qualities
whose coming and going constitute that flux. Buat®Iwill then argue that this

rhetorical sophistry, he appeals to the objectivis of human logos, universally given to all hurbaimgs who
have a capacity to speak (thek estin antilegeidoctrine). In this regard, Protagoras is not vidb& to the
accusation of self-contradiction, but advocatesréain type of objectivism, namely ‘Protagoreaneskyism’,
holding a coherent ‘epistemological’ - ‘politicata@ ethical’ — ‘linguistic’ position according to wdh his political
and ethical ideas are supported by objectivist siefiepistemology and the naturalism of languageg Lee
(2012) p. 14.

9 C. White argues that the phragg £motiun odoa” in this sentence should be deleted. The outlib®
argument of 151 e - 152 c in his mind is like:

A. Theaetetus holds that perception is knowledge.
B. Protagoras said the same thing but in a somediffieatent fashion.
His form of it was "man is the measure of all tlepgtc.”
C. Since it is not prima facie evident that whaeaétetus and Protagoras held was in substancarttes an analysis is now given of
what Protagoras' saying amounted to. It amountédetadouble claim that
i. Perception is "of what is."
ii. Perception is infallible.
D. So in Protagoras' view too perception is knogéed
E. Therefore Theaetetus and Protagoras both helsitfme view. (p.221)

If “o¢ émotium ovoa” is kept, then “it would make Step C of the passagas follows™:

i. Protagoras' saying amounts to the claim thatggeron is "of what is."
ii. Since perception is knowledge, perception fallible. (p. 222)

Therefore, steps D and E “become odd to say the, lfsm you cannot seriously conclude lamely thates inter
alia perception is knowledge (C ii) then it is knedgie for Protagoras (D), and so Theaetetus anddenats held
the same view (E). The general line of argumenhépassage goes to pieces” (p. 222). Then, hjs¢tbn all
along has been ta@¢ émotiun ovoa” as apremissfrom which the infallibility of perception is deded. Further,
in so far as there is no plausible way of transtati which does not make it such a premiss, | atpat it should
be frankly deleted.” (p. 224)

I cannot agree with his argument, sinég £mictiun ovoo” refers to both “is always of what is” and
“unerring”, not solely refers to “unerring”. Moreer knowledge in the argument of 151 e - 152 algays of
what is, and unerring”, which does not come fromtthought of Theaetetus’ “knowledge is perceptiand
Protaigoras’ “man is the measure of all things™, these two characteristics are assumed withoutipse

See White (1972) pp. 221-222 and 224.
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awareness, incorrigible though it be, is not knagks precisely because its objects
belong to the realm of becoming, not belfiyit has been agreed from the start (152c)
that any candidate for knowledge must pass twa:tésimust be always of what is
and it must be unerringd®

Although Burnyeat uses the word “tests”, the giedibf being “always of what is”
and “always unerring” are actually the standardsnmiwledge. Or maybe we can say
that these two standards give us a ruler to teddtlven the object of the test is
knowledge or not. Further, the word “always” implithat knowledge cannot be in
the region or realm of becoming. Since in the reafnbecoming everything is in
flux, nothing can always keep itself, which caneasure that knowledge is always
what is. If knowledge is always what is, then thgeot of knowledge should also be
always what i%? The word “unerring” gives a determination of thatighamely, the
thought must unmistakably grasp the concept ofdibject. Therefore, we cannot
hold knowledge about something in vague way. Thathy Socrates says in the text
that we need to abolish words such as: “somethief’'something’, or ‘mine’, ‘this’
or ‘that’, or any other name that makes thingsaéstil” (157b).

On this account, there is a gap between truth anevlkedge. What is true is not
necessarily knowledge but what is knowledge is gdMaue. What is a fact or an
affair? When we consider a fact (or affair) and abject, there is a difference
between them. Take a tree as an example. Let ywsepthere is a tree in the yard

and there is always a tree in the yard -- thisfeca Whatever the tree itself becomes

180 The distinction between “becoming” and “beingtismplex in Plato’s philosophy. Robert Bolton givesaus
good explanation on this issue. See Bolton (19755695.

81 Burnyeat (1990) p.8.

182 That is why Plato needs the theory of Forms wiitbures that the objects of knowledge, namelyFtrms,
are changeless.
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in the various seasons (flourishing in the summikilerfading away in the winter)
and whatever the yard becomes in different tims yard is dirty or clean etc.), we
can still say that there is a fact, i.e. “thera igee in the yard”. For Plato, even if we
use the right concepts “there is”, “a tree”, “irethiard” to describe the fact, we still
cannot say that we have here a piece of actual ledigp@. For even though the
statement “there is a tree in the yard” is trues ttee and the environment are
changing. Next, let us focus on an object that Kedge may refer to. Take tree as
an example again. Let us suppose, the tree is alimathe yard, but in this case, the
tree and the yard remain the same forever (of eguirss impossible in the sensible
world). Again, we grasp this by saying “there igee in the yard”. Then we have a
piece of knowledge, for in the later case, “thexaitree in the yard” refers to an
object which always keep itself, for it uses therect concepts to describe the object
which exists always.

According to the statement of knowledge at 152atdPtompletely removes the
factors of time and becoming in the domain of kremlge and so actually eliminates
the factors of moving and change in knowledge himTtheaetetusthis principle is
applied as an unshakable principle in Plato’s emisiogy. Therefore, in the phrases
“always of what is” and “always unerring”, the wdl@lways” means forever, eternal
and changeless. The meaning of “always” matches#tere of Forms well. The
Forms are always one and changeless, as descnhbeé Phaedo(78d, 80a-b). A
proposition, description or any type of expresdiecsomes knowledge if and only if

it refers to the Forms. | think these are the seditexts or unspoken words of what
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Socrates says in the text of 153¢.

Now that the criteria of knowledge for Socrates eear, let us return to the
definition “Knowledge is perception”. What does ttiefinition really mean? Does
Socrates treat what Theaetetus says fairly?

Socrates thinks that “Knowledge is perception” ishaory from Protagoras

(152a)1%

“Because he says, you remember, that a man is #ssure of all things: of
those which are, that they are, and of those whiemot, that they are not... And he
means something on these lines: everything isyrthe way it appears to me, and
is, for you, the way it appears to you; and you hark, each of us, a man?” (152a).
(Translated by McDowell)

When Theaetetus agrees all these points, Socratéiswes with an example:

“It sometimes happens, doesn't it, that when tmeesind is blowing one of us
feels cold and the other not? Or that one feedhsii cold and other very? ...Now on
those occasions, shall we say that the wind itssten by itself, is cold or not cold?
Or shall we accept it from Protagoras that it ikldor the one who feel cold and not
for the one who does not?” (152b) (translated bybleell)

Theaetetus agrees what Socrates says. Then Sqooatesout that “appear” is equal
to “perception” and Theaetetus thinks this is riggain (152b).
Does Socrates understand the key point in Protagidiea here? | do not think

S0, since the quotation, “So perception is alwdystat is, and free from falsehood,

183 Burnyeat and Sedley do not notice this in their cemtaries ofTheaetetusSee Burnyeat (1990) p.10-15 and
Sedley (2004) pp. 38-49.

184 Ugo Zilioli argues that Plato’s Socrates critisiéProtagoras’ relativism and the various epistemioal
theories formulated, more or less completely, bgtpus, Euclides and Antisthenes, who were tippssed
founders of Socratic ‘schools’: the Cyrenaics, Megarians and the Cynics, respectively”, becausey‘present
knowledge as based exclusively on perception’oKi{R013) p. 168.
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as if it's knowledge.” (152c), could have two drfat understandings, if we realize
that it could be applied to different spheres.otild be applied only to the agent or
could be applied to both an agent and an objeatsider the example of the wind in
the quotation above. When someone feels a gusinof, when he is really perceiving
a wind. This is a fact. Further, feeling or perasgva wind is actually a process. In
the winter, if someone goes out from his housefands a cold wind for nearly one
hour, at first, he feels slightly cold, but feelsry cold in the end. Disregarding
whether it appears to him very cold or just slightbld at this moment, the fact is
that the perception of perceiving the wind is acpess, because his feeling changes
during the time. Let us mark the time that he féle¢swind slightly cold as t1 and the
time he feels very cold as t2. When at t1 he fekgdhtly cold, this is true, not false,
l.e. it is a fact to him. Here the definition obld’ is not the key point. However, the
line of Socratic thought in the texts seems to ls because someone who feels
slightly cold at t1 is true to himself. Followingd®agoras’ thought, if the wind is
slightly cold to someone, ‘the wind is slightly dobbecomes a piece of knowledge,
since it is a fact. Then the wind shall always kéself, namely, the wind is always
slightly cold. In Socrates’ refutation of Protagegiranan is the measure of all things’,
the fact ‘the wind is slightly to someone at spectime’ becomes ‘the wind is
slightly to everyone all the time’.

This is not the whole example. It is now the rititte to consider the concept of
“cold”. When someone perceives the wind that makies feel slightly cold at a

particular time, this is a fact. But where does fimeling of cold come from? There
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are different ideas among philosophers. John Loakebutes “cold” to the
secondary qualify® which is produced by the “mind” (or “soul” in agtiity). To
Protagoras the quality of “cold” obviously belortgghe thing itself®° In the case of
the wind, someone perceives the wind, but whath#yrperceives is a wind and the
wind in reality is neither cold nor hot. It is dately true that | think the wind is cold
while you think the wind is hot or slightly cold evhatever, for cold or hot are
subjective'®’

Socrates tries to test Protagoras’s theory “mahasmeasure of all things” to
see whether this theory will lead to a conclusibftlee wind is cold and is not cold”
(152b). Protagoras wishes to emphasize that whétkewind is cold or not depends
on one’s own feeling not other people’s feeling. Blmphasizes the important
position of the human being in any perceiving psscet is hard to image that
Protagoras would admit, “X is k and is not k” (ténd is cold and is not coldf®
Take weight as an example. | lift a bag, and fes very heavy. It is true to me that
it is heavy, that is a fact, but maybe someone thé® more strength than me may
think the bag is very light, which is also a fdttis not that the bag itself is heavy or

not, rather that the bag has weight that would ealifferent feelings about the

185 See Locke (1975) Book 4, chapter$12, pp. 544.

188 \Whether their theory belongs to idealism or natdsa question here. See Burnyeat (1982) pp. 3-40.

187 Cornford makes a distinction between “the senseablgind the physical object” for analysing the wind
example. This distinction is actually useless,Horstagoras does not refer to the physical objeall as “man is
the measure of all things” shows. Further, warrnadd of wind could only be judged by someone hifseit
others. Therefore, what Cornford believes, namelytagoras holds that “the wind in itself is bothrmaand
cold”, is wrong and impossible. See Cornford (1933B-36.

188 Suyrely, as Burnyeat notes, that “to assert anytising assert it as a truth”, he asks “isn’t thewenething
inherently paradoxical about someone assertingdbeving) that all truth is relative?”. Protagosnot avoid
this dilemma, even if he limits his theory withiglativism. See Burnyeat (1990) p. 30 and Cf. Lon@{3®p.
24-40.
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heaviness or lightness to different pedffe.

The conclusion is that Socrates does not treaa§ooas’ theory well and his
argument on the perception theory has defectspwdtin he correctly understands
Protagoras’ intention. Protagoras intends to afyplgn is the measure of all things”
only to the individual, and not to the whole worldowever, Socrates deliberately
extends the application sphere of Protagoras’ théiSocrates’ rephrasing of “man
is the measure of all things”, Socrates extendsaff@ication sphere to the whole
world, including agents and physical objects. ke triteria of knowledge (“always
of what is” and “always unerring”) are in fact ofiéhe single criterion is removing
the factor of time, and so eliminating movementargde and process. These two
criteria of knowledge will definitely contradicteéhsensible world which is always in
flux.

Nevertheless, why does Plato or Socrates mistreatagoras’ theory?*
Socrates points out at 152e that things that @xest'in process of coming to be, as
the result of movement and change and blending evithother”. This idea is clearer
when he borrows Socrates’ interpretation of Homédsa, “all things (are) the
offspring of flux and motion”, to conclude Protagsrtheory. This brief conclusion
is the root or reason why Socrates misunderstandsssepresents Protagoras’ idea.
If Protagoras is right, then everything is in matidf everything is in motion, then

there is no knowledge at all. This is Socratestfiesponse to Protagoras’ man is the

18 E p. Arthur offers us a similar example: “if lliege that the world is flat then that belief isgrfor me and, so
far as anyone can prove, true absolutely. If, enatfner hand, someone else believes the worldt iatohis
belief is likewise absolutely true. For a Protagoréoth beliefs are equally true (and true to Eratagorean)”.
He claims that this idea shows “an essential featfithe Protagorean system”. See Arthur (198386.

1907 D, J. Chappell thinks that “Plato fails to cartrotagoras of self-contradiction, he does peodéferent
charge against Protagoras: self-defeat”. See CHa2p66) p. 111.
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measure of all things.

It is complicated when we consider this issue i@ $ensible world. Socrates’
discussion on flux world will help us to understamalv we gain knowledge in the
sensible world and it also leads us to the thedrlfamms. Socrates’ discussion on

flux world will be considered in the section 4.3.

4.3 Socratic second response of Protagoras’ “mantise measure of all things”

Now | want to pay attention to how the idea of fisxextended between 153d—

156e. At 153d-e, Socrates says,

“Then, my friend, you must understand our theorthiis way. In the sphere of
vision, to begin with, what you would naturally lcal white colour is not itself a
distinct entity, either outside your eyes or in yeyes. You must not assign it any
particular place; for then, of course it would bensling at its post; it would not be in
process of becoming.”

This short quotation is the second response toafoohs’ theory. This short text
refers to the problem of colour, but Socrates alydalking about the qualities of the
objects in a very broad sense. Therefore, let ughmiissue of colour aside at the
moment and focus on the problem at the broad level.

At 153d-e, Socrates begins to talk about colourctvime thinks is neither in the
observer’s eyes nor in the thing or the object olese This is a profound
philosophical question, for this approach does amtount for abstract objects or

experience-independent objects. Regarding the sbf#dknowledge, we can divide
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them roughly into two groups: one is the thingexperience; the other is the things
which are experience-independent or abstract abjéldte first group is simple:

everything that could be observed, such as a dnarpen or a computer, is in this
group. The second group is more complex, for thgeatd themselves are not
involved in the process of perception. Things ths experience-independent and
not themselves entities include colour or numbarsamy other abstract things
(including goodness and beauty). Socrates’ firspoase (152a-e) to ‘man is the
measure of all things’ is to point out that knovwgeds impossible in the sphere of
“the things in experience”. His second respons8ditb6e) refers to the region of
“abstract things”. Protagoras’ idea could not bpli@gd to abstract things. The reason
why Socrates employs the description on how to greeccolour is to show how

perception can relate to abstract things and Forms.

However, Socrates’ first refutation to “man is theasure of all things” cannot
be applied to the abstract things. For abstrangghand Forms neither belong to the
objects observed nor belong to the observers (1941®y even do not belong to the
perceptual process. Knowledge on this theory velllimited to a very small range,
since Protagoras’ theory does not include knowledgmrit abstract things.

So far, Socrates’ idea on Protagoras’ theory sexdeas. However, the “colour”
example, which he gives to help Theaetetus undetstzhat he means, is more
difficult to grasp. Socrates does not give us arceswer about what kind of entity
colour is. He just says that colour is “not itsldistinct entity” (153e), i.e. he makes

a negative statement about colour. Therefore, xris just making clear that
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colour belongs to the region of Becoming (153eyefu Socrates discusses colour
in the process of perceiving and confirms that haéurally call a particular colour is
neither that which impinges nor that which is inged upon, but something which
has come into being between the two, and whichrigaie to the individual
percipient” (153e-154a). We should notice that St in this text only refers to “a
particular colour” not colour itself. Further, Hésa clearly says that the particular
colour is private.

Two key paragraphs refer to the process of pemgia colour. The first
paragraph is at 156a, where Socrates makes adadtistinbetween two motions.
Motion is an important issue for understandingphscess of perception. The reason
for this is that the whole process of perceiving imotion and therefore, there would
be no perception without motion. Socrates’ undediteg of motion is a key issue

for the understanding of perception.

“...everything is really motion, and there is nothimgt motion. Motion has two
forms, each an infinite multitude, but distinguidhey their powers, the one being
active and the other passive. And through the eotarse and the mutual friction of
these two there comes to be an offspring infimtenultitude but always twin birth,
on the one hand what is perceived, on the othempdnception of it, the perception in
every case being generated together with whatriepeed and emerging along with
it...” (156a)

The second paragraph is at 156d-e, where Socrassriles the process of

perceiving colour to Theaetetus:

“In this event, motions arise in the interveningsp, sight from the side of the
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eye and whiteness from the side of that which cadps in the production of the
colour. The eye is filled with sight; at that mormérsees, and there come into being,
not indeed sight, but a seeing eye; while its marin the process of producing
colour is filled with whiteness, and there comesoibeing not whiteness, but
white... This account of course may be generally iadplit applies to all that we
perceive, hard or hot or anything else.” (156d-e)

In these texts, the colour is said to be the prodfithe eyes and the objédt.
Moreover and more importantly, the colour whiten whiteness itself, but just a
particular white colout®® Further, the colour you see is not the coloutfitbert only
a particular colour. If you close your eyes, thewu would certainly not see the
colour any longer, (or, in other words, the col@ieliminated from your sight), but
this process is not a process of eliminating tHewatself. Take the brown table as
an example again. If you turn around and do notlse¢able any more, then you do
not see the brown colour either. But this is nosag that either the colour brown of
the table disappears or the brown itself is elit@daYou can easily see the brown
table again by turning around or see another brstwifi nearby.

It is not only that Socrates’ description of howesyperceive colour could be
applied to every process when the soul gains krag@ebut also that this way of
thinking about colour could be applied to everythime perceive. Socrates applies
the same explanation of colour to “all that we pere, hard or hot or anything else”
(156€). This means that all the things we percem@d be explained in the same
way as the colour example. Is it possible to gdizershis explanation to everything

we perceive? Before considering this questionugefirst see what Socrates thinks

191 aver calls this kind of discussions as “the argatfeom illusion”. He gives us an excellent philpbical
investigation on this issue. See Ayer (1940) ppl3-
192 ¢ . Timaeus67e-68a, “white is what dilates the ray of sigtntd black is what does the opposite” (67e).
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about colour.

At 153e — 154a, Socrates gives us a descriptiomt@t he thinks about colour:

“...black or white or any other colour will turn otd have come into being
through the impact of the eyes upon the approprnaigon; and what we naturally
call a particular colour is neither that which imges nor that which is impinged
upon, but something which has come into being betwie two, and which is
private to the individual percipient...”

He explains that there are four features or charadf colour:
(1) The colour is not at any particular place;
(2) It is neither the sight nor the object;
(3) Itis produced by the eyes in the appropriatéion;

(4) It is private to each individual.

4.4 Socrates’ third response to “man is the measuia all things”

The strategy that Socrates employs in respondingheaetetus’ definition
“knowledge is sense-perception” is firstly to addrérotagoras’ saying “man is the
measure of all things” which Theaetetus’ definitaerives from and closely relates
to. Having denounced Protagoras’ saying twice, &esrbegins to respond for the
third time!** to consider whether “man is the measure of aftig$il is correct or not.

This time Socrates focuses on the saying itselfré&8es declares:

“...I was astonished that he (Protagoras) did ndesta the beginning of the
Truth that ‘Pig is the measure of all things’ or ‘Babbonsome yet more out-of-the-

193] use “third time” to refer to a series of argurseflom Socrates to criticize Protagoras “Man &seasure of
all things”. The texts of this series of argumestme from 161c to 166c¢ in tiiteaetetus
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way creature with the power of perception. That Midvave made a most imposing
and disdainful opening. It would have made it ceans at once that, while we were
standing astounded at his wisdom as though he @edg he was in reality no better
authority than a tadpole -- let alone any other f@61c-d)

In this quotation, Socrates ironically uses pigeas of man in the famous saying,
which would give anyone who supports this sayingngoression of indignity.

Moving on from his interpretation of Protagorasyisg at 152a, Socrates at
161d uses a shorter statement to repeat Protagmiasiple, “only the individual
himself can judge of his own world, and what heggslis always true and correct”
(161d). As Socrates points out, if Protagorasghtrinamely, if man is the measure
of all things, then, there are three catastropbitsequences. First, everyone would
be equal in wisdom and knowledge, which would misat man, animal and even
God would have no difference in their level of wasd because everyone would be
correct on his own perception. As long as they hbheeability of perception, whether
they are a man, God or animal, their perceptioesaéways correct to them. From
“knowledge is perception”, wisdom as a high levederstanding is impossible.
Secondly, if wisdom is actually impossible, therotBgoras, who claims to be a
teacher of wisdom, has no reason to teach hispwgsidom. If he has no wisdom to
teach, then he does not deserve fees from hisrgtidEhirdly, the combination of
“knowledge is perception” and “man is the measufealb things” will destroy
philosophy. As Socrates says, “the whole businéghitosophical discussion” is “to
examine and try to refute each other’s appearandgualgements” (161e). From the

first consequence, if wisdom is in fact impossitstem the ideas of “knowledge is
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perception” and “a man is the measure of all tHingsen everyone is correct and
wise already, and so philosophical discussion besomonsense.

All these three consequences are actually one :thirfgrotagoras is correct,
there would be no authority of judgements and thelgond the individual. When
there is a controversy on something between pedipéy, try to find an external
authority to persuade each other. The men in ceatien or discussion must
approve the further authority, which could be aefutable fact, an order from Gods,
for instance. Now, from Theaetetus’ and Protagackesis, there will be no external
authority at all. Rather everyone himself is thehatity of everything. Further,
Protagoras admits that everyone’s perception isalggtrue and Theaetetus even
says that all these perceptions are knowledge.

To assess Protagoras’s view that all percepti@quslly true, let us consider an
example of a table. Someone who sees this tabke @ederies of perceptions.
Assuming he sees this table at two different tinbeand %, the table appears brown
to him due to the wood at, tbut yellow due to the sunshine at¥ Both these
perceptions are equally true for Protagoras, aoagrtb Socrates’ presentation of
Plato’s view, which distorts it in some degree. éuatng to Socrates, this is
solipsism. For it disregards the real colour of thigle, while emphasizing the truth
of the appearance to the watcher. How does theheatmswer the question “What
colour is the table?” In Socrates’ eyes, Protagonag say for the watcher that the

table is both brown and yellow. This is a contréidit, for a table cannot be both

194 Cf. Ryle (1990) p. 23.
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brown and yellow in reality. The same explanationld be applied to an example of
two people who see the same table at the samelimhegee it as different colours.

Socrates does not treat Protagoras’ idea fairlgtalgoras only emphasizes that
what an individual person perceives is always ttoehimself, and he is not
concerned with what the things in reality are. Gadesthe table example again. The
table appears to be yellow at $0 this perception is true to the watcher, fosbes a
yellow table, not a brown one, though he maybeizeslthat the table is in fact
brown. This fact of the watcher’s experience ashiows that there is a big gap
between sensation and reason. Socrates realizegdpi At 163e, after he repeats
Theaetetus’ idea of “knowledge is perception”, &t&es says that “...a man who has
seen something has come to know that which heaaserding to the statement you
made just now”. He then uses the example of “meimtryebut Theaetetus’ idea
“knowledge is perception” which mixes knowledge apédrception. Obviously,
Socrates does not believe that there is no difterdretween “what you know” and
“what you see”. He tries to use the distinctionmstn knowledge and perception to
refute Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge, naméhat knowledge is perception.
Now, what Protagoras emphasizes is clear, he jies to discuss the sphere of
perception rather than the whole area of epistegylae. the sphere of both
sensation and reason.

The result of applying Protagoras’ idea to somecoete event would produce
difficulties. Socrates now gives us two examplemtike the absurdity in Protagoras’

saying clear:
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“Well, now, are we going to agree that when we @& things by seeing or
hearing them, we always at the same time know thEak&, for example, the case of
hearing people speaking a foreign language whiclhawe not yet learned. Are we
going to say that we do not hear the sound of taite when they speak? Or that
we both hear it and know what they are saying? Wgsupposing we do not know
our letters, are we going to insist that we doses them when we look at them? Or
shall we maintain that, if we see them, we knowrthé (163b)

The examples are employed for embodying and rengé#he absurdity of the saying
by highlighting the evident gap between perceiang understanding.

Socrates explains to Theaetetus that his criticemuld take a different line”
(163a) following the criticism that there would be truth or wisdom, if “man is the
measure of all things” (162c-163a). It seems thatd are two differences between
the criticism from 162c-163a and the two examptek68b-c'*° Firstly, the criticism
from 162c-163a refers to the human being, Godsven @nimals, which would be
equal in wisdom following Protagoras’ “a man is tmeasure of all things” and
Theaetetus’ “knowledge is perception”. This actpahnounces that wisdom is
impossible. Therefore, the criticism from 162c-163aphasizes the unacceptable
consequences of Protagoras’ and Theaetetus’ idéastwo examples from 163b-c,
however, try to weaken their arguments becausedheyn fact counter-examples to
Theaetetus’ definition.

Secondly, the examples mainly attack TheaetetuBhiden of knowledge.

195 From the argument at 163b, Kenneth Dorter discothet there are “two levels of knowledge”: “senysor
information and interpretation thereof” TheaetetusHe calls these two kinds of knowledge as “pencaipand
interpretive knowledge” latter in his article. Tiest kind of knowledge is “coextensive” with theformation
supplied by senses. The “second kind of knowledgmt coextensive with sense perception”. See Dr890)
pp. 348-349 and p. 351.
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Therefore although Theaetetus’ formula stems fraotagoras, Protagoras’ idea is
not Socrates’ main target. The example of foremmuage and the example of the
letters at 163b only show that “what you perceii®’hot the same as “what you
know”. Between the criticism from 162c-163a and tle examples at 163b,

Socrates defends Protagoras’ idea on his beh&d(&®. In this defence, he refers to

Protagoras’ famous sentence, and says, “...you dragpds, whose existence or
nonexistence | exclude from all discussion, writterspoken” (162e). Socrates also

adds that,

“...you keep on saying whatever is likely to be a¢abfe to the mob, telling
them that it would be a shocking thing if no ongewsiser than any cow in the field;
but of proof or necessity not a word. You just refyplausibility.” (162e)

This defence is actually not a defence at all, ifasvoids the attack of the first
criticism.*° It just emphasizes that we must keep silent ortivéreGods exist or not
and contributes “no one is wiser than any cow” terety opinion of the “mob”. It
says the mob would find this view shocking. Thigedee in fact implies two things.
The first thing is that Protagoras tries to dragr&tes into a narrower sphere to
discuss his idea, for he tries to concentrate oatwdally happens to the individual.
Protagoras only wishes to focus on the authentadityvhat someone sees is always
true to himself’ rather than to consider what tiéngs themselves really are.
Protagoras is not concerned with whether a humawg e even an animal is equal

to the Gods in wisdom. “No one is wiser than anw’cthis is why he does not

1% There is a reply to this defence at 167a-b.
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explain why the idea “man is the measure of alhgki will not lead to this
ridiculous conclusion that “no one is wiser thay aow”.

If the defence which Socrates uses on the behdfratiagoras is not actually a
defence of Protagoras’ idea, why does Socratesth@do be a defence and promise
to give his criticism “a different line” (163a)? &ates gives us a clue: “You just rely
on plausibility...So you and Theodorus had bettersam®r whether, in matters of
such importance, you are going to accept argumehish are merely persuasive or
plausible” (162e-163a). Unfortunately, this kindobde is not clear, but only gives us
a vague meaning. In order to understand why Sa&i@iécism is only persuasive or
plausible, we need to analyze Socrates’ criticismmf162c-163a again.

The criticism at 162c-163a is brief, Socrates dsubat if Protagoras’ idea “a
man is the measure of all things” is correct, themwill naturally lead to a conclusion
“you are the equal in wisdom of any man or evemd’g(162c) So far, the defence
is not helpful, but this is not the whole argumeSucrates adds immediately, “Or do
you think the Protagorean measure isn't meant tadpdied to gods as much as to
men?” (162c). This is the key sentence that we neetbtice. If, in Socrates mind,
Protagoras does not admit the existence of gods, tite former sentence, namely,
“you are the equal in wisdom of any man or evernod”’gwill not be a problem
anymore. This actually refers to the problem ofspbkere or region that Protagoras’
idea could be applied to. It also shows that Sesratis realized that “a man is the
measure of all things” could only be applied to lamnbeings, not all things that have

the ability to perceive. More strictly speaking, avlProtagoras says could only be
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applied to the sensible aspect of human recognitionto the whole epistemological
region. Socrates himself points out the problenthef limited range of Protagoras’
idea, and the defence is to show that this prohbteactually not a problem at all in
Protagoras’ mind.

Although the defence at 162c-163a is not cledeadt in Protagoras’ mind, it is
not to say that this criticism is not valid. Soesatcould use the same argument to
refute Protagoras’ idea, not using human beings taedgods, but using human
beings and animals. Socrates could say that “yeuh&r equal in wisdom of any cow”
rather than “you are the equal in wisdom of any nsaneven a god”. Maybe
Protagoras can deny or doubt the existence of dds that cannot be observed by
perception, but he cannot deny the existence ahalsithat also have the ability of
perception. Even Protagoras, in Socrates’ mind,ldvbave realized this problem,
for when Socrates speaks for Protagoras, he olséow the idea that “no man is
wiser than any cow in the field” would be shock{i§2e).

Again, the plausibility question comes back. Whyesid&ocrates’ Protagoras
think the defence that Socrates makes for him Ig plausible or persuasive? This
reaction forces Socrates to make another arguroergfite Protagoras’ idea. What
does the word “plausibility” mean in the sentend®U just rely on plausibility”
(162e)? Let us follow the line of Socrates’ arguirteranalyze it. Socrates’ argument
is as follows:

(1) Knowledge is perception.

(2) If knowledge is perception, then what you parees what you know.
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(3) You will be always correct or true on what yanow.

(4) Hence, what you perceive will be always cor@drue to you.

(5) The same idea could be applied to another peasgou.

(6) Then, another person would be always true oat\Wwh perceives.

(7) With an object X, since both you and other perare correct on what X
appears to you, you and other person both have lkdge of X.

(8) If you have knowledge of X, then it means yaavé wisdom on X, for
Socrates and Theaetetus agree that wisdom meandekige.

(9) If both you and other people have wisdom orihén you and other people
are equal in wisdom on X.

(10) The same argument could be applied to albtijects that you can perceive.

(11) You are equal to any other man in wisdom.

(12) “Perception” in the formula “knowledge is peption” could be applied to
any perceiving subject.

(13) Then, anything that has the ability to pereeoould be the perceiving
subject.

(14) Gods and animals have the ability of perceptio

(15) According to (11), gods and animals are etuahy man in wisdom.

Socrates’ argument completely relies on deductiod #he whole argument
originates from Theaetetus’ definition of knowled@feseems, then, that the sentence
“You just rely on plausibility” said by Protagorashis imagined defence is baffling,

unless we assume that Protagoras does not follgic.ldrhis is possible. In
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TheaetetusSocrates in many different paragraphs tries togthat Protagoras does

not follow logic or reason. Texts at 152c are adgpexample. Here Socrates claims,

“Well then, in that case are we going to say thatwind itself, by itself, is cold
or not cold? Or shall we listen to Protagoras, senlit is cold for the one who feels
cold, and for the other, not cold?”

These questions show that in Socrates’ mind, Poodagn fact admits that the wind
is both cold and not cold. But Protagoras doesadatit that, he only approves that
the wind is cold to one person and not cold todther one. Further, he keeps slient
on whether the wind itself is cold or not cold, &ese he thinks that both of the men
are always correct to judge how the wind appeatbam. Protagoras always limits
his idea to the sphere of sensation, namely, whgpéns to individuals in the
sensory world. He is not concerned with the thimgghemselves that lie beyond the
individual's experience or perception. He does megard the theoretical
consequences of his idea. This is the main diftexdretween him and Socrates.

The defence that Socrates uses on behalf of Pratsgeems to show that a
criticism from logic or deduction is not enough persuade Protagoras and
Theaetetus. Another criticism is needed that refuRrotagoras’ idea directly.
Socrates offers two examples (163b-c), as coumimples, to show that
“knowledge is perception” is wrong. These are tkaneples of foreign language and
of the letters. These two examples are actuallysémee, for both of them distinguish

reason or understanding from sensation or peraeptio



163

Let us move into a discussion on recollected kndgde To Theaetetus,
knowledge is perception, because it seems to Hiatt ‘d man who knows something
perceives what he knows, and the way it appeansregent, at any rate, is that
knowledge is simply perception” (151e). It seemstthhere could be two
interpretations of the quotation. The first interation is what Socrates says in the
dialogue, namely, what you perceive is what youvkrdut it could be rephrased as
follows: a man, who has knowledge of X, is peraggvK which is the object of the
knowledge he knows.

The second interpretation could be as follows: a mho has knowledge of X
is recollecting the knowledge of X, where X is tiigect he has already known when
he realizes that he has the knowledge of X or releesnthe knowledge of X. If this
second interpretation could be established, themhieaetetus’ mind, “perception”
does not necessarily mean something like “percemmething from outside”, it
could mean also “realize” or “remember”. The secondrpretation is possible. On
the first interpretation, Theaetetus could just, Sayseems to me that a man who
knows something perceives something”. Why doesskethe phrase “what he knows”
(todto O émiotatar)? If the second interpretation is a possible exgian of the
sentence, then the two examples from 163b-c willomger be counter-examples. In
the second interpretation, Theaetetus emphasizas héeppens in someone’s mind,
and he does not refer to the act of perceivingh siscseeing, hearing or touching, but
just refers to reflection, remembering or memoggziractivities that happen in

someone’s mind.
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The second interpretation, though it is possiblay meem risky, because the
background of this sentence is that Theaetetus twegive Socrates his own
definition of knowledge. Consider this example. gks another person B: “what is
knowledge?” and B answers: “Knowledge is the knolgéethat | am realizing and
remembering.” Here person A will think B says nathbut nonsense, for B does not
answer his question and simply gives him a tautol®dfis means that according to
the second explanation of knowledge as perceplibeaetetus actually says nothing.
Nevertheless, the risk of the second one is nabser To explain why the second
interpretation is not dangerous, let us considaimathe first interpretation. “What
you know is what you perceive” only shows the ielaghip between knowledge and
perception, namely, knowledge is perception, heytare equal or the same thing.
The second interpretation also shows a relationghip time between knowledge
and what you have known. This relationship is ddd,t seems to emphasize only
that knowledge is the recognition or consciousnéssn you realize what you have
known, i.e. knowledge is your “perception” of whabu have known. Take the
foreign language as an example. Following the fingrpretation, Socrates could say
that when an Englishman who does not know Chinkears someone speaking
Chinese, he is certainly hearing the voice of tesgn who speaks Chinese, but he
does not know the meaning of the Chinese that #isop says. Theaetetus could
respond to Socrates like this: “Dear Socratesge#@mple you used just now shows
that you did not understand my actual idea colyet#t us correct your example to

illustrate my idea. An Englishman who knows Chinasderstands the meaning of
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Chinese when he hears someone speaking Chinesekndldedge of Chinese to
him is his recognition or consciousness of the nmganf Chinese that has already
been in his mind. This is what | mean when | giee yny definition of knowledge,
namely, knowledge is perception.” These two intetgions are different on how to
understand the meaning of “perception”. From thest finterpretation perception
means, “seeing, hearing or becoming aware of songeflom outside”, but under
the second interpretatioperceptionmeans “a way of understanding”.

In the two examples at 163b, Socrates tries togthat perceiving something
is different from understanding something. Everyolu have heard the sound or
voice of a foreign language that you do not knooy gtill do not know the meaning
of it. The example of seeing the letters that wendbrecognize is the same. If you
are illiterate, then you will not know the meaniofga word, a sentence, a paragraph,
an article or a book, which are all constructedvords. Even if you see something
written by words, you would not know the meaningtoAccording to this, Socrates’
argument is right.

Nevertheless, Theaetetus’ response to Socratesmamy is interesting. He
points out that in the situation of hearing a fgrelanguage or seeing the letters that

we cannot understand, we could still actually kremmethingsince

“...we both see and know the shape and the colotineofetters; and with the
spoken words we both hear and know the rise ahdfftthie voice.” (163c)

Socrates praises Theaetetus’ response as “veryigdedd”. However, he notes,
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“there is another difficulty coming upon us” (163docrates now explains the

problem:

“Supposing you were asked, ‘If a man has once can@ow a certain thing,
and continues to preserve the memory of it, i®gigible that, at the moment when he
remembers it, he does not know this thing thatsheemembering?’... What | am
trying to ask is, ‘Can a man who has learnt somgthot know it when he is
remembering it?”” (163d)

The difficulty that Socrates raises shows two thinfgirstly, Socrates does not treat
Theaetetus’ response seriously. Secondly, theaapeessed in this difficulty is hard
for Theaetetus to understand.

Why does the difficulty itself show that Socrateses not treat Theaetetus’
response seriously? It is because his difficultysiraply irrelevant to Theaetetus’
response. The difficulty is about memory, but Thefs' response is about
perceiving. Actually, Theaetetus’ response is netptul for understanding the
relationship between knowing and perceiving, thobhghndeed adds some new and
interesting information. Theaetetus denies thatdaenot know anything when we
hear a foreign language or see the unrecognizatitrd, since we indeed see or hear
something. On his view, “we know just that in thernich we see and hear” (163b).
Take the letters as an example, Theaetetus meaats wihen we see the
unrecognizable letters, we “both see and know tia@e and the colour of the letters”
(163b). Nevertheless, the word “know” that Theaetaises here could not refer to

“knowing” or knowledge” in Socrates’ mind. The umskanding that “the letters are
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red (or black or whatever colour they are)” coutd be a piece of knowledge, since
it does not follow the two criteria of knowledgeatiSocrates has made clear at the
beginning of the dialogue, namely, knowledge “mibstalways of what is and it
must be unerring” (152c), as Burnyeat rephrasedowever, Theaetetus could say
that “the letters are red” is not what he meankrmywledge. Rather he could explain
that what he means is that we could always “knowatwe are perceiving. Socrates
has rebutted this point earlier at 154a, “it does always appear the same even to
yourself because you never remain the same as gfufts4a). That is to say,
everyone himself is also in flux. Therefore, thegwsition that you “know” what
you are perceiving is also impossibi&That is why Socrates ignores Theaetetus’
response and moves into a new difficulty of flux.

The idea about memory illustrated by Socrates fiscdit for Theaetetus to
understand. Since Theaetetus seems not to undiistarmeaning of the question,
Socrates has to explain what he means. The arguher$ocrates gives in the texts
of 163d-164b can be shown as follows:

(1) Seeing is perceiving and sight is perception.

(2) A man who sees something knows what he seekn@wledge is perception.

(3) There is such a thing as memory or in otherdsomemory exists.

(4) Memory must be the memory of something; thatoisay, memory must

have content.

197 Burnyeat (1990) p. 8.

198 Naly Thaler offers a new reading of the theor§laf in TheaetetusHe tries to deny “that the flux theory is in
fact restricted to particulars, and argue thatasaivhich it makes, such as ‘nothing is itself dmad’ (152D 2-3)
or ‘everything is change’ (156A 5), ultimately inde abstract properties as well”. See Thaler (2013)
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(5) A man who has seen something could preserveémory of it.

(6) If he has preserved something in his memoryduwad recall it from time to
time.

(7) He could recall something even if he does mot@ive the thing at the same
moment.

(8) From the definition “knowledge is perceptioa’man who does not perceive
something does not know something.

(9) As a result, “a man who has come to know somegtand still remembers it
does not know it because he does not see it” (164b)

This is one of the criticisms of “knowledge is pepton”. From this line of
argument, knowledge is perception will lead todicrilous conclusion, i.e. “we were
enquiring into the possibility that a man should koow something that he has
learnt and remembers” (164d). Further, this ridiasl conclusion will produce a
contradiction, i.e. is it possible for “a man whookvs something not to know this
thing which he knows” (165b)? We could imagine tRaptagoras would certainly
not admit these two conclusions and he will defeisddea while attacking Socrates’
argument. Hence, an analysis of Socrates’ arguatel3d-164b is necessary.

The criticism of “knowledge is perception” at 16B884b emphasizes that the
process of learning or knowing also refers to nmbregs besides perception. This
approach is different from the criticism from 16P83a which emphasizes the
disastrous consequences of the definition and wle eixamples at 163b-c, which

show that there are counter-examples of the defmitMemory is one of the things
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that needs to be noticed besides perception. snatiggument, Socrates simply points
out that a person can recall what he has percedwet if the person does not
perceive at the moment of recalling the thing sitnemory.

Consider the ridiculous conclusions again, “Isasgble for a man who knows
something not to know this thing which he knowsP85b). Protagoras in Socrates’
mind would answer “no” to this question, for at b6&§ Socrates on behalf of
Protagoras says “no” to the question by giving usval and interesting example.
Socrates asks Theaetetus to consider a situatierevehman puts his hands over one

of Theaetetus’ eyes.

Socrates: “...For what are you going to do when sortrepid fellow has you
‘trapped in the well-shaft’, as they say, with astion that leaves you no way out:
clapping his hand over one of your eyes, he asksytether you see his cloak with
the eye that is covered -- how will you cope wiiate”

Theaetetus: “I shall say that | do not see it wliils one, but | do with the other.”

Socrates: “So you both see and do not see the thangeat the same time?”

Theaetetus: “Well, yes, in that sort of way | d@.65b-c)

This example is a typical kind of sophistry. If seone covers one of your eyes and
asks you whether you could see his cloak with the evered, you will surely
answer: “No, | cannot see your cloak with the eyeeced”. Then how does this man
conclude that you could both see his cloak andsgetit at the same time? It seems
that this conclusion comes from Theaetetus’ ansWehall say that | do not see it
with this one, but | do with the other”. Howevehéaetetus’ answer is just a little

beyond what the man asks. The man asks whethecowd see his cloakith the
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eye coveredhe does not ask whether you could see his clbdie asks the latter
guestion, anyone will reply, “Yes, | can see yolmak”, even though you or anyone
else just uses one eye to see his cloak. Nevesthdie may be dissatisfied with your
answer and may continue to ask, “l do not care ainowhat way it happened. | wish
only to know ‘Whether you both see and do not sgelwak’.” In the dialogue, both
Theaetetus and Socrates agree that they both de#oamot see the cloak. However,
this question is just word play. When we say thatsere something with our eyes, we
always treat the eyes as a whole or a unit. Thece ave can see something, whether
we see it with one eye or two eyes, we are stdilgesomething. Even in the special
case, using only one eye