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Abstract

The Theaetetus belongs to Plato’s later writing period. Besides being a monumental
text, it is a great example of how to approach a subject through arguments and try to
grasp its meaning. The subject in question is “What is Knowledge?”” (émotmun),
where Socrates and Theaetetus discuss three possible definitions of it, without
reaching a conclusion in the end.

| will attempt to give a short overview of the dialogue; namely the three definitions
visited and then delve deeper into the last. This will involve three stages. First, an
overview of selected scholars and what they have said on the matter. Second, an in
depth analysis of each of the arguments Socrates uses to dispute the power of the
definition. The last part is a summary of why the dialogue ends in an aporetic fashion,
taking into consideration the main question of scholars: what type of knowledge is
Socrates talking about? Therefore, in the last two parts will try to answer the subtitle
of this thesis, “why does the third definition fall short?”. The first of the two does so
through Socrates’ own words, where the second attempts to do so on a “meta-level”,
through an interpretation of the text.

Hepiinyn

O Ocaitnrog avikel oy Votepn mepiodo Ypaens tov [TAdtmva. Extdg tov 6t givan
EVoL VI LELDOEG £PYO, UTOPEL VAL YOLPOKTNPLOTEL MG LITOSELYLOL Y10 TO TG
npooeyyiletal éva Bépa péocw emyepnuatov oty tpoonddeia va katavondei. To ev
Aoyw Bépa givar «T gott T'vaon;» (motiun), 61ov 0 Twkpdne Kot 0 Ogaitntog
ov{ntovv Tpelc MOBaVOVG 0PIGHOVGE, YMPIg TEMK®MG VO KATAANEOVY GE GUUTEPUGLAL.

Oa mpoomadnNow va D Lo GHVTOUN EIKOVO TOV SHAGYOL, AVATPEYOVTOS TOVG
TPELG 0PIooVG Kot B e6TIdo® otov tedevtaio. To eyyeipnua Ba yivel e Tpro oTdd0.
[Mpota Ba yivel pa emokodmnon emaeypévng Piproypagiag. Ev cvveyeio, pio
evoeAEYNC avaAvom KAOE EMYEPNUATOC TOL YPNCLUOTOIEL O XOKPATNG DOTE VOl
AUEIGPNTACEL TNV £YKVPOTNTA TOV OPIGHOV. XTO TEAEVTOI0 HEPOG Ba cuvoyicm yiati
0 018A0Y0G TEAELDVEL ATOPNTIKE, AdpPavovTag VTOYY TNV KOPLo EPMOTNOT TOV
peAetntov: Yo Tt €idovug I'vaon pddetl o Zokpdng; ¢ ek TOVTOL, TO OEVTEPO Kot
Tpito PéPog TG epyaciog gival o tpootadeto va amavtnBel 0 VITOTITAOG NG
EMKEPAAIDOG TNG, «Y1aTi O TPiTOg OPIGUAG OEV 1KAVOTOIEL TO GTOHYO TOV;» LTO TPDTO
amo o OVO AVTO Yivetal pHéso amd Ta AdyLo TOL 1610V Tov ZKPATY, EVED GTO
TEAELTAIO EMLYEIPEITOL L1l EPUNVELD TOV KEWWEVOL GE VOl «UETA-EMITEOON.

Keywords: Plato, Socrates, Theaetetus, Knowledge Theory, Epistemology

Ag€arc-Kirewona: [MAdrov, Zokpdne, Ocaitmrog, ['vocioloyia, Emotnuoloyio



Some notes on translation:

It is generally accepted to translate émiotijuy as knowledge and aioOnoic as perception.
The debate revolves mainly around the words dééa and 16yog, where belief/judgement
and reason/argument/justification are attributed accordingly. Bostock’ offers a good
overview on this matter and especially on the word Adyog. His own choice is to use
the word belief and account. In an effort to avoid exhausting the discussion at the
level of interpretation, but most importantly because the very definition of A6yog is a
central issue in the text itself, |1 have chosen to use the words in their Greek form
(doxa and logos) when not offering scholars’ views.

! Bostock (2005), p. 202-206



A Brief Overview of the Dialogue

As a lead-in to the discussion of the three possible definitions, we are presented with
the central question, “What is Knowledge?” (“/...] amop®d xai 0b ddvauor Lofeiv
ikova@¢ mop’ duont®, émotiun 6t wote tyydver 6v°, 145e7-8) and Theaetetus’ initial
reply is to offer examples of knowledge such as astronomy, arithmetic etc. At this
point Socrates makes it clear that giving examples of knowledge does not suffice as a
definition (‘70 8¢ y” épcotnOév, @& Osaityte, 0 T0dTO HV, TIVOVY 1) éMoTHUY, 0D6E OmboM
TIVEG: 00 yop apiBuijoor avtag fovlouevor npoucbo GALG yvadvor Emiatiuny avto Ot
mot’ éotiv. 1] 000Ev Aéyw;’, 146¢7-10). Theaetetus, admitting to this, goes on to offer
his first possible definition.

Knowledge as Perception (151d-186e)

Theaetetus begins the investigation by attempting to define Knowledge as Perception
by the Senses (‘doxei 00V po1 6 émorauevoc T aicOavestour todTo 6 émioratal, kol Mg
ye Vovi paivetal, ok dALo Ti éotiy émotiun 1] aioOnoig’,151e1-2). This is presented as
a widely respected view of Protagorean and Heraclitean doctrine (or at least very
similar) through which we get a first sample of how Socrates decomposes a statement
by following its implications to absurd ends. The section results to refuting the idea
that knowledge is perception (184b-186€), key point in the end being that knowledge
must involve judgement made by the soul (‘/...] 7§ woyn éraviodoa kai oopfaliovoa
Tpog dAinla kpiverv meipdroa fuiv’, 186b7-8). This serves as an underlying
cornerstone for the rest of the dialogue and is not questioned.

Knowledge as True Doxa (187a-201c)

Theaetetus’ second answer (‘37 ainOic 66a émotiun eivar’, 187b4-5) offers some
very interesting viewpoints as to how the definition seems to be on a right path but
remains incomplete. Here we are presented with some important thoughts. We see the
possibility that one may very well be persuaded to reach a True Doxa without having
knowledge of the truth (‘otxodv Srav dikaiwg meioldory Sikaotai wepi v idovTL
Hovov EoTiv €10éval, GALWGS OE U1, TODTO. TOTE &C GKOTIGC KpIvovtes, aAndij 0olav
lofovies, dvev émotiunc &xpivay, oplo weiobévieg, eimep ev édikacav;’, 201b8-c3).
Furthermore, there is a long passage (187c¢-200d) where False Doxa is discussed.
Although this part can be studied on its own, it fits in with the narration and produces
a very important implication. Assuming one either has knowledge of something or
does not (188a7-11), how can he have a false Doxa of it; for to know it, would mean
he has a true Doxa of it. At an existential level, a false Doxa seems as if it is a Doxa
of a non-being (188c-e), but eventually Socrates reaches the conclusion that having a
false Doxa is different from having a Doxa of a non-being (‘dAlo w1 dp’ éoti T0 Yevdif
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oo&alerv od o un dvra do&alerv’, 189b4-5). This is an issue that generally seems to
be troubling Plato in his later years and has not reached some definite answer. The
problem of false statements is broadly discussed in the Sophist (262e-263b),
examining the statement ‘Theaetetus flies’. Different solutions have been proposed,
from Cornford’s correspondence theory?, to Owen’s® and Brown’s* scope approach
and Davidson’s® conclusion that the problem as stated in the Sophist does not have an
answer (which seems to be the case here t00). As part of the narration, the underlying
assumption that one cannot have a false Doxa, may be seen as serving as an argument
itself as to why the definition of Knowledge being True Doxa is insufficient, viz. it
would result to the idea that every Doxa is true and therefore every Doxa is
Knowledge.

Knowledge as True Doxa with Logos (201c-210a)

This is the last definition visited (“...&pn d¢ tv uev ueta Aoyov dinbij d6éov émotiuny
elvar’, 201¢8-201d1) , which eventually also falls short of being satisfactory. We are
first introduced to the ‘Dream Theory’ (201c-206b), where we have complex and
primary elements, for which we cannot have knowledge of the latter as Logos can
only be given for complexes. From this theory we have two main implicit questions;
first, whether or not the whole is identical to its parts (a matter broadly discussed also
in the Parmenides), second, the (lacking of the) ability to know primary elements.

The last part (206¢-210a), examines what Logos might actually mean, if we choose to
hold on to the proposed definition. We have three alternative possibilities:

a) Vocational expression
b) Enumerating the constituent elements of something
c) The ability to mark an object’s difference from all other things

In the very final part of the dialogue (210a-d), we find Socrates and Theaetetus
admitting that their investigation has not reached a conclusion and a definition of
what Knowledge is.

What is to follow is an analysis of why the third definition is not adequate, although it
seemed most promising and is considered to this day, a reference point for any
attempt to define what Knowledge is.

2 Cornford (2003)

¥ Owen (1970)

* Brown (2008)

® Davidson (2005), p. 85-86
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1. Scholarly Views

Revisionists VS Unitarians

I have chosen to revisit the analyses of Cornford, McDowell and Bostock for the
following reasons. They are, if not the most influential, certainly some of the most
acclaimed investigations of the Theaetetus. Through them we are offered a general
view of not only how thoughts around the dialogue evolved through time, but also the
two main interpretations of the dialogue, from the viewpoint of Unitarians and of
Revisionists. The latter reason is also why | have not analyzed more scholars that are
no less influential or generally acclaimed less important, such as Burnyeat. My main
aim of this section is to draw enough representing data from the Revisionist/Unitarian
controversy to support my final views and not to make this a simple sum of scholar’s
views. As we shall see, Cornford belongs to the group of Unitarians while McDowell
and Bostock to that of the Revisionists. The way one understands Socrates’ arguments
may be highly influenced, depending on the viewpoints these two groups offer. The
main issue is how to interpret the aporetic character of the dialogue in a whole but
also each of the suggested definitions of Knowledge presented.

On one hand, a Unitarian like Cornford, sees Plato’s deliberate intention to reach dead
ends, this way showing that confined in the material world, without the help of Forms,
what he calls ‘true knowledge' cannot be sought after. Thus, one may also explain
why Forms are not present in the Theaetetus. They are absent so to leave the reader
without the necessary tools to solve the puzzle, in that way showing him why they are
required and thus the answer to how Knowledge is reached is offered.

On the other hand, Revisionists such as McDowell and especially Bostock, see that a
distinction between material and immaterial is not really necessary. This means that
the whole discussion (along with its corollaries) on Knowledge may be applied even
to Forms themselves’, despite the fact that they believe Plato has abandoned his belief
in them during the period he wrote the Theaetetus. This is supported by the popular
distinction of how exactly Plato handles ‘knowledge’; namely as connaitre/lkennen or
savoir/wissen (in French/German accordingly), and also involves a separate
discussion of knowledge of propositions or knowledge facts. In the Theaetetus, this
comes up when trying to discern if we are talking of knowledge as regarding a
specific thing or instance or rather an abstract notion that may include an
interpretation of how Plato ‘used to see’ (according to the Revisionists) Forms. It is
true, as the Revisionists note, that Socrates seems to be shifting from one meaning to
the other freely throughout the dialogue, without hinting at a distinction. Then again
Cornford, as a cornerstone in defense of his view, sees the phrase at 201el-2,
‘ourselves and everything else’ as a clear indication that the discussion is contained
within the material world.

¢ Cornford (2003), p.162
" McDowell (1973), p.242-3, Bostock (2005), p.210
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Regarding the distinction between Unitarians and Revisionists, a key factor is how
Plato’s dialogues are grouped chronologically, as the latter discern in what is now
generally accepted as the later writing period, the absence or even denial of the theory
of Forms. A dialogue that is widely used as a base point for arguing in favor of this
view is the Parmenides, believed to be written either right before or right after the
Theaetetus. There (throughout 126a — 135c) we see the young Socrates in a way
trapping himself when he tries to support claims he made based on the theory of
Forms. The second part of the dialogue (135¢ — 166¢) is, by Revisionists, considered
as a self-criticizing passage of Plato against his former beliefs ‘through the mouth’ of
Parmenides. There is though a strong objection to this claim as Parmenides does not
reject the theory of Forms and at 135d, he tells Socrates that what he needs to do in
order to overcome the dead ends he reached, is train more in the method of dialectike.
In fact, the whole second part of the dialogue is meant as a demonstrating example of
dialectike by Parmenides.

In this thesis, | do not wish to solve the question of which of the two groups,
Unitarians or Revisionists, has the correct view or rather has captured what more
accurately describes Plato’s own beliefs. I do however believe that having these
different approaches under consideration will help not only in understanding the
scholarly discussion on the dialogue but also Socrates’ arguments themselves.

Cornford’s Analysis

In Cornford’s opening paragraph, regarding the claim that knowledge is true belief
accompanied by an account, he makes it clear® that none of the senses of ‘account’
discussed in this last part of the Theaetetus bears the same sense as that in Meno and
Timaeus and we are told that this soon will become clear. As already mentioned
above, Cornford believes that Forms are absent in order to show that we cannot have
Knowledge without them. What he wants to do is show that immaterial knowledge, as
discussed in Meno and Timaeus is here contrasted with Knowledge of the material
world, which will prove to be unreachable.

The Dream Theory

Cornford starts by saying® that the theory was certainly not one held by Plato himself,
but rather by some contemporary of his or Socrates’. He sees that it may be
considered as regarding three different subjects.

First, based on the phrase ‘ourselves’® and everything else’ of 201e1-2, he sees that
this must mean concrete, individual natural objects, and since these objects must be
perceptible, immaterial things are excluded.

& Cornford (2003), p.142
® Cornford (2003), p.142
19 Translated as ‘we’ by Bostock



Second, regarding language, an element has only a name but not a logos. This means
that we cannot make a statement for this element; we can only ascribe a word/name to
it and no account consisting of several words can be given of it. Cornford also
mentions™* that an account of a complex, will here in the Theaetetus, be taken to
consist of several names, where in Sophist we are introduced to the concept of
predication™.

Third, as the theory distinguishes between perception, true notion and knowledge, we
have a matter of cognition. For the element we simply have perception, for the
complex we have at first a true notion without a logos. One comes to know it when
later he is able to enumerate its constituent elements, as the theory proposes.
Presumably, having a true notion means having a complex unanalysed presentation of
the whole object™. Explaining his translation of ‘true notion’ (what we mainly see as
true belief or true judgement), he says that perhaps ‘notion’ is what, according to
Socrates, we have of a thing before we acquire an account of it'*. Now as the theory
only mentions true notions, it is perhaps insinuated that there are no false ones (as was
suggested in the second definition of knowledge); if knowledge of the complex is
based on the elements, which in turn have been perceived, perhaps it is meant that
one’s perception can only be true, otherwise he would be perceiving something else or
nothing at all.

Cornford continues to Socrates’ criticism of the theory. He believes it is essential to
understand that the theory is materialistic. The first refutation of the theory is quite
straightforward, where if logos means enumerating the simple elements of a complex,
we have that these elements are not knowable. The weakness is exposed in the form
of a dilemma; a syllable/complex must be the mere aggregate of the letters/elements
or a single entity which comes into being when the letters are combined and vanishes
when they are separated™. For the first case, if the syllable is the same as the letters,
to know the syllable is to know the letters, for which it has been stated that they can
only be perceived. In the latter case, if the syllable is something other than the
aggregate of the letters, the argument is more complex. The mentioning of whole (to
6lov) at 204a8, is taken to mean something comprised of parts that if divided nothing
would be lost, so if the syllable is something more than the letter, it cannot be the
whole. Then we take it as a unitary thing which has no parts and as a letter/element, it
is not knowable. The theory has been refuted on its own grounds but Socrates
continues to explain that a whole consisting of parts is not just the ‘sum’ (zo wav) of
those parts or ‘all the parts’ (za wavra) but a single, distinct entity that arises from
them. Cornford sees™® that Socrates is justified in arguing that this resulting entity is
an additional element which supervenes the whole, namely the putting together of the

1 Cornford (2003), p.145
12 This will be further discussed below
13 Cornford (2003), p.145
1 Cornford (2003), p.145
15 Cornford (2003), p.147
18 Cornford (2003), p.149
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parts. Socrates says (204a) that the whole is the same as the sum which in turn cannot
be distinguished from all the parts. According to Cornford, Plato is not denying that
there are wholes which contain an additional element that arises when the parts are
put together and disappears when they are separated[;] his point is that such an
additional element is not what we mean by ‘the whole™". He also remarks that Plato is
just arguing within the limits of the theory he is criticizing; meaning that as we are
talking of concrete, material things (always according to Cornford’s interpretation), a
complex is no more than the aggregate of enumerable elements. Socrates continues by
returning to reaffirm that if the syllable is a unity, it is not a whole and can have no
parts (205a-d) and ends the discussion about whether analyzing a complex into simple
parts would suffice in order to have knowledge. It clearly does not.

Three possible meanings of account

In the following discussion (from 206c¢ and on), Plato talks about three possible
meanings for logos, but according to Cornford, he is holding on to some assumptions
from what is mentioned so far. First, that the only things to be known are concrete and
individual; second, that knowledge must consist of giving some account of such
things'®. Again at this point, Cornford insists'® that this is in line with the idea that the
whole dialogue discusses knowledge of things that can be extracted from the world,
without invoking any other factors (namely Forms).

The first candidate, verbal expression, is quickly disposed of, and Cornford moves to
the second, enumeration of elementary parts. This is now considered on its own, apart
from what was discussed earlier about elements being unknowable. This time he
shows that enumerating may at best give us a true belief, but not knowledge, even if
we dispose of the doctrine that ‘elements are unknowable’. The examples of the
wagon and the schoolboy resemble the case of the ignorant slave in the Meno who
despite having reached the right solution, he does not have knowledge but only true
belief. Even tracking back to axioms and definitions, at best we come up with a
catalogue of true beliefs.

The third and last possibility for the meaning of logos, is being able to state a
distinguishing mark for the thing in question. This mark will serve as something that
will indicate/differentiate it from all other things. Inspired by his belief of Plato
deliberately excluding immaterial things and therefore Forms from the discussion,
Cornford answers those who assume Plato might be criticizing himself concerning the
definition of species by ‘genus’ and ‘specific difference’. The ‘differentness’ of the
Theaetetus, is a perceptible individual peculiarity, such as ‘this particular snubness
which I have seen’, distinguishing this individual person from other individuals, not a
specific difference distinguishing a species from other species and common to all

7 Cornford (2003), p.151
'8 Cornford (2003), p.154
19 Cornford (2003), p.154
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individuals of the species?’. Cornford ends his analysis, not talking about the
circularity of the argument, that to have Knowledge, knowledge of the ‘differentness’
is required. He again sees what he believes supports his theory, that there is no
question that descriptions such as ‘the brightest of the heavenly bodies’ must consist
of attributes which may be shared by other subjects. But species are definable exactly
because no two species are conceptually identical. Hence, we are still confined to the
level the Dream Theory has set for the discussion, namely sensible things. The failure
of all the attempts made in the Theaetetus, demonstrates that we cannot draw
Knowledge from sensible objects. Forms must come into play, for they are unique,
imperishable and unchangeable and therefore only they can be the objects of ‘true

knowledge’ 2

McDowell’s Analysis

McDowell begins his comments on the third suggestion for defining Knowledge, by
linking it to the second. Based on the argument at 200d-201c, some judgements?, or,
better beliefs, count as cases of knowledge and some do not?®. Therefore, he sees truth
as a condition for a belief or judgement in order for it to amount to knowledge, but not
a sufficient one. He mentions other dialogues we have seen Plato face the question of
knowledge (Symposium, Phaedo, Timaeus, Republic) but the discussion in Meno
(97d4 —98a9) is very interesting as we see that it is instability that differentiates true
judgement from knowledge but if we bind judgement to reasoning by answering the
question ‘why?’ (the thing is what it is), we may turn judgement into knowledge. So
McDowell sees that the Theaetetus may be on the same line, trying to answer the
same question, ‘why?’. He admits though that surprisingly the question never appears
in the Theaetetus and in any case if we treat logos as the answer to ‘why?’, we don’t
get a definite meaning for logos in the Theaetetus.

Regarding logos, McDowell uses ‘account’ but explains that the verb legein may have
a cognate sense of ‘enumerate’ and more commonly ‘say’ (what one utters when one
says something).

McDowell starts his analysis of the Dream Theory, noting that first of all, at 201d4-5,
we have the admission that there are things that cannot be known (za d¢ 65 émiotnza
TabTO KOl un) TIj] OujpeL, Aéye, el dpo kota tavta ob te kdyw axnkoouev) and the theory
is concerned with this distinction. This implies that there are things that have no

2 Cornford (2003), p.161

2! Cornford (2003), p.162-3

%2 On McDowell’s choice (1973, p.193) to use judgement for doxa: | have used the translation
‘judgement’, suggesting an act, rather than ‘belief” or ‘opinion’, suggesting a state, because it seems to
be required at 189e4-190a7. However, the Greek word (doxa) could equally well mean either; and in
fact belief or opinion would be a better candidate to appear in a definition of knowledge than
judgement. Plato shows no sign of having explicitly distinguished the act from the state.

2 McDowell (1973), p.228
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account but the following criticism of the theory does not reject the initial suggestion
(of Knowledge being a true belief/judgement with an account).

Based on what the theory proposes, an account is composed of names of the thing’s
non-complex parts, woven together just as the parts are woven together to compose
the thing®*. Therefore only complex things can be known and be judged in a true
judgement. This may imply two things; first, that complex things may be judged when
assessing for truth but this does not forbid simple things being judged also, or second,
as true judgements are what Plato is concerned with, only complex things may be
judged. Regardless of the interpretation we choose, McDowell proposes that the sort
of thing which can be known, and the sort of thing which can be judged, where the
verb ‘judge’ is used in such a way as to contrast with ‘have in one’s judgement’, are
the same as the sort of thing which can be said; and the sort of thing in question has a
complexity which is mirrored by the complexity which a form of words must,
normally, have, if uttering it is to constitute saying something®. This thought brings
up some issues as to ‘know’ something, in a propositional construction would imply
the equivalent of what we take in the French ‘savoir’, but the way Socrates often
argues through his examples, we get something resembling the meaning of
‘connaitre’. Also the theory seems to distinguish between ‘account of something’ and
‘naming something’, mainly that account consists of names (plural) woven together.
In the Sophist (261c6 — 262e2), Plato distinguishes saying something from
mentioning/naming something, where to say something one not need only names but
also a predicate. In the context though of the Theaetetus, it is not clear what Plato
intends for us to understand by weaving of (just) names in order to state or to give an
account of something.

At 208b-c, we fall upon a matter of “way of understanding”. McDowell explains that
the theory can be taken from the perspective of the ‘knowing agentze’who must be
able to give an account and on the other side the ‘object” which must have an account
available. The agent needs this account along with a true judgement to result to
knowledge. So a question might rise on what would it be for the agent to have a ‘true
judgement without an account’, in a way described by the theory. McDowell offers an
example of one being able to recognize someone without having an account of him, of
the sort described. In this case he still has a true belief of who he is when he sees him.

Going on to the criticism of the theory, Socrates’ main point of critique is that
complexes and elements are distinguishable in terms of knowability. Socrates uses his
letters-syllables example, but at 202e3-4 these seem to be models®” for the theory
whereas from 206e6-7 and onward he seems to treat them as paradigmatic instances.

* McDowell (1973), p.231

> McDowell (1973), p.232

%% This terminology is mine and not used by McDowell himself.

" The text reads: darep yap Suripove &youev 06 Adyov to mapadeiyuato ol ypduevoe elne wévia todra,
where McDowell translates mapadeiypora as models and not examples. Nevertheless, Socrates
questioning at lines 6-7: # oier dAlocé mor fAémovra tadta eimelv Tov gimdvra & Aéyouev;, does imply
what McDowell is pointing out.
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McDowell has proposed that the theory discusses propositional statements and he
points out that it might seem odd that syllables (or people) are used to capture the
complexity of a statement. Concerning letters, McDowell says that perhaps, even in
the theory’s context, they might have an account if treated as phonemes (e.g. bilabial,
voiced...), but this is not damaging to Socrates’ following argument, as what he says
may be taken as abstract without the need to cite any particular instances of
complexes and elements; we just need to accept that the complex is analyzable into
elements, whatever those may be®®. As for the example itself, the syllable ‘SO’, two
points seem implicit or missed,; first, that the order of the letters needs to be specified
(‘SO’ is different from ‘OS’) and second?, that the letters need to be concatenated™.

In 203c to 205e, Socrates unfolds his argument which states that the distinction
between complexes and elements in point of knowability cannot be maintained™. In
short, a complex is either identical with all its elements or it is not. If it is, then so are
the elements. If it is not, since the elements are unknowable, then so is the complex.
This first case, McDowell notes is based on what we today call Leibniz’s Law: if a
subject of predication x is identical with a subject of predication y, then whatever is
true of x is true of y, and vice versa®. In the second case, we assume the principle that
if something is true of all the fs, or both fs, then it is true of each f**. McDowell also
notes that assuming a complex is identical to its element, may lead to absurd claims,
such as if a particular complex is analyzable into two elements, then each element is
also analyzable into two elements®. In any case, the reductio ad absurdum of the
thesis does not depend on the arrangement of the elements. It is interesting to see that
if ‘SO’ is identical to ‘S’ and ‘O’, then it would further be identical to ‘OS’, which
has the same elements®, since as mentioned in the previous paragraph, Socrates
makes no distinction(at this point) regarding letter ordering.

Concerning the hypothesis that ‘anything which has parts’, i.e. is a whole, is identical
with all the parts, McDowell based also on the Parmenides® says that Plato may be
very well aware that it is a false premise. Nevertheless, it is not unfair to use it as it
does not contradict the Dream Theory’s hypothesis.

Subsequently, McDowell makes a very important claim®’, tied to his belief that the
Theaetetus discusses also Platonic Forms, not just objects. Based on 205c¢1-2, he finds

% This may have an implication, depending of McDowell’s earlier remark (footnote 24). If we treat the
syllable-letters pair as an instance and not just an example of complex-elements, giving an account of
letters directly contradicts the theory’s allegation.

29 \We shall see that Socrates does later address this.

% McDowell’s example (1973,p. 241): the syllable ‘SO’ differs from the occurrence of the same
phonemes in the German phrase das Obst.

*1 McDowell (1973), p.241

2 McDowell (1973), p.242

% McDowell (1973), p.242

* This is a typical remark on the matter which we will also see Bostock mentioning.

% McDowell (1973), p.242-3

% McDowell (1973), p.243-4

¥ McDowell (1973), p.246-7
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that the similar terminology in the Timaeus (35al) and the Phaedo (78c6-d9 and
80b2), would allow to construct a ‘Dream Theory’ that would directly correspond to
Forms which would serve as elements, therefore being incomposite, not possible of
being given an account, or being able to support the thesis that the conception of an
‘account’ of something is correct. In later dialogues Plato seems no longer to want to
insist on non-multiplicity for the Forms or Kinds: see, e.g., Philebus 16¢5-17a5%.
This later development should be seen as a response to the difficulties, discussed
especially in the Parmenides, about the relation between a Form, considered as
absolutely non-complex, and its multiple instances™.

So far, the Dream Theory has been refuted, but there is a further discussion on what
‘account’ may mean. The first suggestion of vocal expression is quickly refuted, as
pretty much anyone can express their thought. Some remarks McDowell makes are
that from 206d7-8 (‘more or less quickly’ - Oarrov fj oyolaitepov), We cannot ascribe
Plato the view that anyone who knows a language actually thinks in words. Also,
although it seems that Socrates assumes that every thought can be put into words, it
would not harm the argument if we accept that there are inexpressible thoughts*.

The second suggestion for ‘account’ is ‘enumeration of elements’. Going through a
thing element by element is contrasted with going through it in terms of larger
constituents, the latter being a characteristic of mere true judgement where
articulation is done ‘less finely’. McDowell notes that again at this point, Plato is
revolving around knowledge of a thing, not knowledge in general.

Regarding the reference to the Dream Theory (207b6) and how the view that only the
complex may be known, McDowell suggests two possible reasons that the same issue
is reopened. First, Plato is beginning to envisage the possibility of defining knowledge

* McDowell (1973), p.247. A translation (my own) of this passage reads (Socrates speaking):

Given from gods to men, as it seems to me, tossed down from them through the agency of some
Prometheus together with a gleaming fire; and the ancients, who were better than we and lived nearer
to the gods, handed down the tradition that all the things which are ever said to exist are sprung from
one and many and have inherent in them the finite and the infinite. Thus so, [16d] we must always
assume that there is in every case one idea of everything and must look for it—for we shall find that it
is there—and if we get a grasp of this, we must look next for two, if there be two, and if not, for three or
some other number; and again we must treat each of those units in the same way, until we can see not
only that the original unit is one and many and infinite, but just how many it is. And we must not apply
the idea of infinite to plurality until we have a view of its whole number [16e] between infinity and one;
then, and not before, we may let each unit of everything pass on unhindered into infinity. The gods,
then, as | said, handed down to us this way of investigating, learning, and teaching one another; but
from the men of today [17a] the wise, randomly make the one and the many too quickly or too slowly
and they put infinity immediately after unity; they avoid all that lies between them, and this what
distinguishes between the dialectic and the disputatious ways of discussing. This excerpt is part of a
long discussion where Socrates unfolds his thoughts to Protarchus and Philebus and seems to be saying
that there is a unity in each number, not only the number one which is traditionally considered as ‘the
unit’. T am not certain that he is trying to attribute them with the predicate of ‘complexity’ in the way
we see it in the Theaetetus when opposed to the simple/element.

¥ McDowell (1973), p.247

%0 [the] distinction between knowledge and mere true judgements cannot be made by distinguishing
expressible from inexpressible thoughts; for it is possible to make true judgements, without possessing
knowledge, in cases where one can express the judgements in words (McDowell 1973, p.251).
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in a piecemeal way; [his] hope may be that a definition which does not fit knowledge
of what is not complex will nevertheless prove adequate for knowledge of what is
complex*. The second possibility is that this serves as a nice introduction to the next
suggestion for ‘account’. Concerning the criticism of the current suggestion, we may
be tempted to suppose that the way Plato describes the incident of misspelling of
‘Theodorus’, although the child can spell ‘Theaetetus’, one could ascribe a very strict
notion of knowledge where miss-spelling or a slip of the tongue would never occur.
McDowell says this shouldn’t be the case. We should see the miss-spelling as
evidence, perhaps accompanied by other evidence, that the child is still learning the
letters. In any case, we can interpret this miss-spell in two ways. First, that it was
mere chance that the child got it right and it may very well not in future attempts.
Second, that it was not by chance that he got it right, nevertheless, that was not an
indication of knowledge; the child was only able to reproduce the shapes of the
appropriate letters. So this latter interpretation would require the ability to spell. Both
cases though cannot count as Knowledge. Whatever an account is, it will presumably
be some favoured form of words. If the ability to produce some favoured form of
words is to count as a mark of knowledge, then situations analogous to [the above]
must be ruled out*>. McDowell suggest that Plato is perhaps trying to make us think
that we must have knowledge of why the account we are giving is correct, therefore
knowledge would require knowledge, and this is either circular or we must assume
another definition of knowledge is required when it appears in the definiens.

The above interpretation, ties in with the last suggestion for ‘account’, being a
‘distinguishing formula®®’, that is to produce a form of words that distinguishes it
from everything else. At this point (209c4-9), Socrates expresses a view that in order
for a judgement to be about Theaetetus, the maker of the judgement must have an
imprinted memory trace of Theaetetus. This reminds us of the wax tablet discussion
earlier (191a-195b) and it assumes that a person is a collection of qualities. The
criticism of this last proposal involves two main dilemmas. The distinguishing mark is
either a form of judgement or knowledge, expressed in words. In the first case, if we
concede that (true) judgement does not amount to knowledge, we cannot concede that
adding two judgements would. In the second case, in order to have knowledge, one
must have knowledge of something else and the definition becomes circular (this is
where McDowell’s latter notes on the previous interpretation tie in). McDowell here
presents quite an important possibility:

Note that the argument of this passage might well prompt the following thought: true
judgement concerning a thing, and knowledge as to what it is, are not related in such
a way that an addition to the first can convert it into the second. This suggests the

“ McDowell (1973), p.253
2 McDowell (1973), p.254
** McDowell (1973), p.255
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idea that true judgement concerning a thing already implies knowledge as to what it
iS[.]44

Bostock’s Analysis

The Dream Theory

Bostock begins his analysis of the Dream Theory by trying to interpret the word logos
which he has neutrally translated as ‘account’. The first option would be to take logos
to mean a reason, argument or justification but as he mentions, the theory aims to
contrast a logos with a name, as the claim is made that a simple element can have a
name but not a logos, where the complex after the weaving together of the names of
simple elements does have a logos. So two are the candidates we have for the
meaning of logos; first to take it as statement (a combination of names) and second as
a description of a thing (a definition or analysis of it), where only complex things may
be defined. The ambiguity in the meaning of logos, is also correspondingly present in
the verb legein.

Bostock bases his analysis on passage 201d8-202b7, and says that if legein means to
state a thing, we see that a simple element can be perceived but not known or believed
and cannot be attributed with a truth-value. A complex is expressed by a statement
that after the weaving™® together of names does take a truth-value. Knowledge is only
of complexes and there seems to be a difficulty here as we can only perceive but not
know the elements which make up these complexes. The theory is refuted at the claim
that what can be known must always be something that is stated, and what can be
stated must be complex*®. Based on this, Bostock believes statement is not a proper
interpretation for logos, for three main reasons. First, the phrase ‘we and everything
else” in 201¢e1-2 lets us presume that a person is a complex. But a person (as also
syllables — the following example Plato uses) can be named and not stated in a way
unique to them alone, unless defining statements are used. Second, based on the
following discussion where Socrates talks about the other possible interpretations of
logos, the second one is tied to that of the Dream Theory*’ and talks about
enumerating which is much more than simply stating. Third, accepting the fact that
the third suggestion that knowledge is to be considered as a true belief (the second
proposed definition) plus a logos, it would seem meaningless to discuss if logos

“ McDowell (), p.257

> A question that arises is, what exactly is this ‘weaving’? An interpretation would be that it is the
simple aggregation of names. This obviously would not suffice as we need to attribute these names
with some sort of unity. We know that in the Sophist (261c-263d), Plato has gone a step further and
explains that weaving is more than just putting names together; a statement is produced by the weaving
of a name and a predicate.

“¢ Bostock (2005), p.206

“" This is a view that | also support, as | believe, as Bostock mentions, that the phrase d7ep xai év toic
npoabe mov pprBn (207b6-8) is a direct reference to the discussion of the Dream Theory.
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would simply mean statement, therefore all one would have to do is make a statement
of a true belief. Therefore, Bostock concludes that logos must mean definition or
analysis.

Accepting the above, Bostock must also accept that the topic under discussion is not
knowledge of truths (or facts) in general, but knowledge of things, and the idea is that
knowledge of a thing requires the ability to give an account of that thing. /...] The
theory of the dream then specifies exactly what knowledge is to count as the
knowledge of what a thing is: it is the ability to spell out the elementary constituents
of the thing in question. When one has this ability one counts as knowing the thing,
but without it one can at best have a true belief of the thing*®. Bostock goes on
defending this view and a main point to note is that a definition is peculiar to the item
defined. This interpretation is not without problems. At 207a, Socrates discusses the
parts comprising a wagon and is evidently not concerned with a particular wagon®.
Similarly in the following example of the syllable ‘SO’, where Bostock accurately
mentions that we are not discussing some particular token of the syllable or of its
constituent letters ‘S’ and ‘O’ but rather it is the syllable as a type that is under
consideration. Nevertheless, Bostock believes that no matter what the Dream Theory
sees as possible objects of knowledge, in general terms it may be applied to knowing
most diverse things, even Platonic Forms®. The end point he draws from the theory is
that [it] appears that if we do wish to say that analyzing a complex thing into its
constituents is a way of coming to know it, then we cannot also say that this is the
only way of coming to know a thing, for if we do it must follow that the elementary
constituents cannot be known [...] and it is this consequence that Socrates fastens
upon as untenable®.

Moving on to the refutation of the theory, Bostock describes Socrates’ first argument
(202e — 205e) as theoretical and the second (206a-b) as empirical. So in the first,
Socrates proceeds to argue that [the] syllable will be no more and no less knowable
than its letters®®, but Bostock believes that both branches of this argument are not
satisfactory. In the first branch we see that if the syllable is its letters, its letters cannot
be known and neither can the syllable. He considers it absurd that if the syllable just is
both the letters, then to divide the syllable into two letters is just the same as to divide
both the letters into two letters, which is to divide each of the letters into two letters™.
For the second branch we see that if the syllable is not its letters, its letters cannot be
known. Bostock is not convinced that even Plato was very satisfied by the argument
of sum and whole and the suggestion that wholes are essentially plural items and calls

“® Bostock (2005), p.208

*° It must be noted here that the observation Bostock uses concerning the wagon discussion, even
though not in favor of his interpretation, is part of the second of three interpretations of logos that
follow. Although a link has been acknowledged (see footnote 3) with the Dream Theory presently
discussed, | do not see why it is used in this context.

*% Bostock (2005), p.210

*! Bostock (2005), p.211

%2 Bostock (2005), p.212

%% Bostock (2005), p.212
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upon the Parmenides to support this claim®*. Apart from this, he points that we cannot
see the sum simply as a collection or set of its parts. If we take ‘SO’, its parts are ‘S’
and ‘O’ which can also make up ‘OS’ which is a different syllable. Therefore if we
want to call a syllable a whole, we must say it is a structured whole, not a mere sum.
At this point, Bostock mentions Fine’s suggestion that Plato is allowed to argue on
the line that a complex thing just is all its elements because that is all the theory itself
claims, but Bostock does not seem convinced. Regarding the second (empirical)
argument, assuming the premises of the theory, Socrates claims that it is possible to
know letters. The first observation here is that Socrates may be talking of a different
kind of ‘knowing’ regarding letters, from what the theory propounds; one which
involves the skill of being able to tell apart and not be confused when letters are parts
of arrangement. This would allow for knowledge of complex things, without the
knowledge of elements, as we are able to discern words and syllables before learning
how to spell. The second point Bostock makes is that there is no suggestion that one
who has this ‘knowledge’, is in a position to give an account of the things he knows.
This last remark, which seems like a sound objection to the Dream Theory, is also a
very good objection against the whole hypothesis of knowledge involving the ability
to give an account. Nevertheless, Plato goes on to discuss three possible definitions
for logos. Why so?

The first suggestion is that the Dream Theory was inserted in the dialogue after Plato
had completed its final pages. The second suggestion is that Plato has noticed that he
has already disproven the entire hypothesis of giving an account but wishes to say
more about it. The third is that he simply didn’t see it. But perhaps this oversight is
because he is looking for another kind of Knowledge. Although the examples he uses
serve their purpose, he may not be interested in the kind of knowledge an eyewitness
of a crime has or knowledge of letters we acquire when learning how to spell. Perhaps
he was examining the principle that ‘knowledge must be based upon knowledge’>°,
where if the simple notions cannot be known, how could definitions confer

knowledge?

Three Definitions of ‘Account’

Moving on to the three definitions of ‘account’, the first, which is to simply produce
one’s thought in speech, is quite easily and directly refuted so Bostock moves on to
the second. This, as already mentioned, resembles the Dream Theory: to know what a
thing is, is to be able to go through all its elements. Socrates’ objection is that one
may (having a true belief) correctly enumerate the elements of a thing while still
lacking knowledge. The main example is of a child able to spell Theaetetus but lacks
the knowledge of the first syllable “THE’ as it spells it wrong when writing other
words. Here Socrates seems to imply that we cannot know the whole word if we do
not know its every syllable and perhaps this is influenced by the Dream Theory. The

> Bostock (2005), p.214
% Fine (1979b), p.382-4
% Bostock (2005), p.221

19



final suggestion for ‘account’ is ‘being able to state some mark by which the thing
one is asked for differs from everything else’ (208¢7-8)>". This is refuted as to require
a distinguishing mark in addition to true belief is not actually to require anything
extra at all [and] if we try to avoid this difficulty by saying that what is required is not
just a true belief of how the thing in question differs from all others, but knowledge of
this difference, then the account has collapsed into circularity®®. Bostock is not
satisfied with this argument either. His main idea is that Socrates is wrong in
supposing that if 1 am able to think of a thing I must already have some distinguishing
mark for it (I might be able to think of it because of some causal connection to it>°).
His next objection is that even if | have a distinguishing mark for something at one
time, there is no reason to suppose | will recognize it at a later stage or in a different
context. His last objection on this is that | may have a distinguishing mark for
something yet not be able to state it.

Bostock’s last comments on this section discuss the final circularity argument.
Socrates presents the argument in the form of a dilemma (‘si uev’, 209d5). We either
add a true belief of some distinguishing mark to attain knowledge, or knowledge is
attained by adding knowledge of a distinguishing mark. Although Bostock mentions
that Plato may not have been aware of this®, the last branch may serve as an
argument®! against any type of account in the form that to give an account, | must
have knowledge of it.

Comments

It is quite evident what Cornford is trying to say; Plato has not given up on Forms.
The denial of yet the third definition and in turn the aporetic ending of the dialogue, is
in a way an answer to the question, “can we have knowledge without the Forms?”.
The answer is of course “no” for Cornford and in turn he interprets the whole
dialogue under this scope. An interesting question here is, supposing Cornford is right
and we do need to bring in Forms; would the third definition, or any of the three for
that matter, suffice or would we need a completely new suggestion? To make things
more clear, Cornford believes Plato is only using ‘knowledge’ in a sense that knowing
that a thing is ‘so and so’. If Plato were to use knowledge in a more general sense,
would any of the definitions be appropriate? The first definition involves perception
and it would seem that it can be ruled out, as trying to say that Forms may be reached
through it would not make sense. We saw that, account or logos is not an appropriate
addition to true belief. Hence, we either take a step back and accept true belief with a

> Bostock (2005, p.225) here remarks that this suggestion can be viewed as a generalization of the
previous one, for enumerating the elements of a thing was a way of distinguishing it, as it was assumed
that nothing else would have exactly the same elements.

%8 Bostock (2005), p.226

> Though he does admit that this is a modern perspective (2005, p.233)

% Bostock (2005), p.240

81 Bostock makes it clear that he is not very convinced by the form of the argument itself, especially
when the type of knowledge Plato discusses moves from connaitre/kennen to savoir/wissen.
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proper addition, or discard true belief altogether. As the last branch of this dilemma
leaves us without much to talk about, let us visit the other option that will bring us
back to the third definition. At this point we are accepting, as McDowell®, that true
belief is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for knowledge (and in the case of
McDowell, this is true both for the material and the immaterial world); the set of
available options needs to be narrowed down. There can be two reasons logos was not
a good enough addition. It means that it is either not good enough for the material
world and in the case of Forms it should work, or that logos simply will not do in both
cases. In the first case, we accept that Plato did not exhaust the discussion on the third
definition, resulting in that one may draw upon a meaning for logos which is different
from those proposed in the dialogue and is appropriate for Forms. This would mean
that true belief/judgement with a logos, can be used in a way to correspond to
knowledge as savoir and that McDowell and Bostock are right according to Cornford,
just not for the reasons they think; right meaning that there is way to interpret logos
both for the material and immaterial world. Of course McDowell and Bostock have no
need of any added hypotheses, as their arguments are drawn directly from the text.
Now if we accept that Plato has exhausted all options for logos and the third
definition is wrong, Cornford does tell us that we need to introduce the Forms but he
does not tell us how Knowledge is to be defined if we do.

As just mentioned, McDowell takes it that the last definition may apply to Forms also.
He thus provides us with a partial answer the previous question; we are to take the
Dream Theory as it is and treat the Forms as the described elements. To elaborate a
bit further, this would mean that we are to ‘weave’ the Forms in order to reach a
complex object of knowledge. I will not hypothesize further on McDowell’s
suggestion, but I will note two things. First, that we are to take the Dream Theory
unaltered and apply it to Forms, second, that with this option the question is
transferred to “how does one come to know the Forms?”, for even in this case,
Socrates’ arguments seem to hold.

As a more general remark on McDowell’s analysis, I want to mention that he does not
hesitate to bring in modern philosophy®, despite the fact he may be accused of
anachronisms. Namely, he includes® extensive passages on Wittgenstein (McDowell,
p.233-34), discussing elementary propositions from the Tractatus. | have not
mentioned these excerpts in my analysis, as | did not also mention Bostock’s
reference to Russell, Strawson and Kripke (Bostock, 2005, p.231 onward).
Nevertheless, I find the content of some of these remarks relevant and useful for
understanding the text itself. What I do have hesitations about, is what seems as an
underlying anachronism from McDowell’s side. The excerpt from McDowell (1973),
p-232 previously quoted, allowed me to use the term ‘agent’. McDowell seems to

%2 McDowell (1973), p.228

% As many have done, especially in an effort to interpret the Theaetetus through Wittgenstein’s
Tractatus (see Burnyeat, 1990).

% This is not uncommon practice regarding the Theaetetus. But where Burnyeat (1990) does so to
analyzes other scholar’s views, McDowell does so in order to assist his own interpretation.
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have inserted the concept of ‘one who judges’ and ‘the thing being judged’, where
judgement appears to be a necessary factor for knowledge. So far these can be taken
as an acceptable interpretation of the text. But is seems McDowell has taken a step
further, continuing from the previous quote of page 232, [T]his approximates to a
formulation of the point that the verbs ‘know’ (in one of its uses), ‘judge’, and ‘say’
have the same grammar, in that each takes a propositional construction; together
with the idea that to a propositional construction there corresponds a non-linguistic
entity with a complexity which is mirrored by the complexity of the construction. This
ties in nicely with his mentioning of the elementary propositions of the Tractatus and
looks like he accepts an elegant theory that might be viewed in (at least) two ways;
one, as a representational theory of the kind we find in the Tractatus where names
correspond to objects, two, as a theory of idealism, where things are judged but also
possess an account themselves. This is not so clear in the above passage, but can be
seen on page 237, when discussing what Aristotle has ascribed to Antisthenes at
Metaphysics 1024b26-1025al and based on the translation he has given of 202a7 of
the Theaetetus (oixeiov avtod Ldyov), as ‘account proper to itself’. Hence my use of
the word ‘agent’ previously, to separate from the object being judged; we then have
an agent that makes judgements about objects in the world (what Kant called urteile)
and the objects themselves possessing their account. | admit that | fail to see clear
indications of either approach in the text. This also links to McDowell’s earlier
remark on 201d4-5 (za d¢ on émiotnta tovta kai i njj oujpet, Aéye, &l dpa kato. TadTo!
00 1€ Kby drenrdouev®). We cannot discern from the passage, whether the reason
these things have no account is because one cannot be given of them or because they
themselves do not possess one. This is a question Socrates does not seem concerned
with.

There is no trace of this kind of thought in Bostock’s analysis. He starts by trying to
give some sort of definition of what logos is, despite the fact that this is essentially a
major topic of the text itself. It helps though to understand why Socrates takes logos
as definition or analysis and not statement. In analyzing the arguments, Bostock keeps
expressing his hesitation to accept them as they are.

The main remark | want to stand on is the last he makes concerning the Dream
Theory. He makes a distinction between one having Knowledge and one being able to
give an account of it. He bases his distinction on another distinction of knowledge and
the ‘knowledge’ Socrates proposes one may have of letters. On this Bostock says,
knowing a thing, then, is here being construed as having the ability to recognize it, in
the various contexts in which it occurs, and to discriminate it from other similar
things®®. His assumption depends greatly on whether or not this different type of
‘knowledge’ that is proposed here as being able to ‘finger point” when asked, is a type

% Translation (mine): Tell us, how did he distinguish between the knowable and unknowable, so we
may see if what we have each heard is the same. This is Socrates’ answer to Theaetetus who when
describing the theory says that the unknowable things have no explanation where those that are
knowable do.

% Bostock (2005), p.219
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of knowledge similar to what the Logical Positivists had in mind, where statements
that where verifiable by empirical observation had meaning®’.

2. Analysis of the Arguments

Socrates’ Dream Theory

Socrates begins by telling us that he has heard someone® saying that the prime
elements can have no Logos; we may only name them and not add anything to them,
neither attribute existence or non-existence to them (201e). We may weave their
names together though and this weaving is the essence of Logos (‘dvopdtaov yop
cLUTAOKTV £ivar Adyov ovsiay’, 202b4). Therefore, although the elements are not
knowable, they are perceivable and furthermore syllables can be objects of true Doxa.
The original text (202b4-202c5) goes:

0BT 01 T0 uév orotyeia dloyo kai dyvewota elval, aicOnte 5é: ag 5¢ cvliafoc
YWOOTAG T€ Kol pTo Koi aAndei 06En dolaotdg. Stav uev obv dvev Adyov v ¢indif
00av Tvog Tig A6, aAnBederv uev avtod Ty woxnv wEPl abTo, YIyVWoKeEly 0’ 0b: TOV
yop iy Sovéuevoy dodval te kai décactor Adyov avemiotiove lval mepl ToHTOV:
TPOGLOLOVTa OE LOYOV SVVOTOV TE TODTO TAVTA YEYOVEVAL KO TEAEIWS TPOS EMOTHUNY
Exerv.

So Socrates concludes this point in saying that when one’s soul has a true Doxa of
something the soul is right about it, but without Logos, it does not have Knowledge of
it.

In Bostock’s analysis (2005, p. 203), we see that logos can correspond to a statement
or definition/analysis of a thing. This ambiguity, leads to interpreting legein as to state
or to define. He goes on to explain that in the case of statement, a simple element can
be perceived but cannot be known or believed, as only the complex can. It must also
be able to be expressed by a whole statement (of names woven together) and have a
truth-value as a name itself does not state anything. Bostock believes this is the case
Socrates supports. The reason for rejection, where he gives Ryle’s interpretation, lies
in the ‘weaving’. It here seems that the weaving ‘must somehow combine the names
into a genuine unity, and not leave them a mere plurality’, for we seem to end up with
the product of weaving which is equally simple and unanalysable as the elements.
This is solved in the Sophist, where ‘a statement is made by putting together two
expressions of different categories, for one of them is a name but the other is not a

%7 See “verifiability criterion’, Tractatus

% As Cornford notes, both Socrates (210c) and Theaetetus (202e) refer to the person who talked of this
theory in the singular (zov eirdvza). There is a discussion on whether or not they are referring to
Antisthenes, based mainly on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, but it has been more or less rejected by quite a
few scholars (Burnyeat 1970, Hicken 1958)
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name but a predicate’. At this point, Bostock admits that this interpretation might be a
long way from the text and actually Socrates invokes the notion of knowing. The
argument is that it cannot be right to say that a complex is knowable but elements are
not.

Analysis of the Dream Theory

Socrates begins his refutation of the Dream Theory: (‘0 kol doxel AéyesOat
KOHWOTOTO, OC TA HEV OTOXEIN AYyVOOTA, TO 08 TV GLALAPAV YEVOS YVOOTOV’
,202d10-202e1):

So let this be:

Hypothesis A.1: Elements are unknowable but whatever is complex (syllables) can be
known

Here we have already taken as granted, a direct correspondence on one hand between
syllables and complex and between letters and elements on the other. This will not be
questioned again after a short question and answer at the end of 202e.

In order to refute Hypothesis A.1, Socrates poses a second question at 203a2-3 (‘ap’
al pev cvAlaPai Adyov €yovat, Ta 0¢ otowyeia dAoya;’). In essence this is, in pure
question form, Hypothesis A.1 (Is it true that an account can be given of syllables®
but not of letters?)

Following this question, Socrates uses his name as an example and asks if the first
syllable ‘SO’ can have an account, where Theaetetus answers that it can, as it can be
analyzed in ‘S’ and ‘O’. Following that though, Theaetetus reaches:

Conclusion AC.1: Letters/elements are just sounds, ununalysable and no account
can be given of them

At this point we are asked to accept that in order to know something, we must analyze
it into parts that cannot be known but only perceived. So far then, AC.1 supports A.1.
Socrates goes on to ask (‘@épe o1, TNV GLALAPNV TOTEPOV AEYOLEV TA AUPOTEPL
otoryeia, koi &av mheim f {f V0, T& ThvTa, §| piav TvdL idéav yeyovouiay cuviedéviay
avt®v;’,203¢c4-6). This gives birth to two hypotheses:

Hypothesis A.1.1: A syllable/complex is the sum of the letters comprising it
(therefore if we know a syllable, we know its parts’™)

% This hypothesis allows us to assume that there is an underlying sub-hypothesis. Based on what is
said in whole, it is that “for every known thing, it is possible to give an account”. This is a central idea
in the text, as Socrates rules out an answer of the sort “...I just know” and is looking for an answer “I
know because...”.

" Further discussed in Hypothesis A.2
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Hypothesis A.1.2: A syllable/complex is something (a whole which has no parts™)

that comes into existence when the letters are put together

In 203c-d we have the first refutation of Hypothesis A.1:

Premise: Hypothesis A.1.1

Premise: We know the syllable ‘SO’
Conclusion: We know ‘S’ and we know
GO,

Refutation 1 of Hypothesis A.1

The conclusion we draw, directly contradicts A.1, as we are clearly told we cannot
know letters, in this case ‘S’ and ‘O’. Cornford here remarks’? that, the theory
regarded knowledge as superior to perception. In this case it seems to be implied that
knowledge (of ‘SO”) is the sum of two perceptions (‘S’ and ‘O’). We are therefore
inclined to examine Hypothesis A.1.2 in 203e. Here we have:

Premise: Hypothesis A.1.2
Premise: We know the syllable ‘SO’
Conclusion: ‘SO’ is not analysable

Refutation 2 of Hypothesis A.1

In this case, our conclusion again contradicts A.1, because not being able to analyze
‘SO’ implies that we are not able to know it as if it were an element, when we clearly
take it to be a syllable.

At this point, Socrates has refuted Hypothesis A.1 and therefore the Dream Theory,
but seems to want to go deeper and examine whether a whole really is the sum of its
parts or something else. So in 204a-b we have first (‘€xétm on o¢ vOv eauev, pia idéa
€€ €KAOTOV TMV GLVOPULOTTOVTIOV GTOLXEI®V Yiyvouévn 1] GLALAPY|, Opoimg &v Te
YPaupact Kai v toic dAlotg draot’, 204al1-3)

Hypothesis A.2: A syllable is something that arises from a set of letters put together
(the same goes for any complex)

And further on (‘fj kai 10 8oV &k T®V PeP@V AEYEIS YEYOVOG £V TL £100C ETEPOV TV
Taviov pepdv;’, 204a8-9):

Hypothesis A.3: A whole arises out of the parts and is different from the sum " of the
parts

™ Further supported at 204a5

"2 Cornford (2003, p. 148)

3 In order to avoid confusion, let it be noted that | have translated zév as ‘sum’, instead of ‘all’
because I believe it better reflects Socrates’ line of thought when he speaks of the ‘distance’ or the
ways of making up ‘the number six’ (204d). He is trying to show how we put things together or ‘sum
them up’ to grasp all of something, giving a sense of complexity. Nevertheless, keep in mind that
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And from there (“-t0 & dn TAv Kai TO OAOV TOTEPOV TAVTOV KAAELS T) ETEPOV
EKaTEPOV; - [...] Aéym OtL ETEPOV - 0VDKODV S1aPEPOL AV TO OAOV TOD TAVTOG, (G O VOV
Aoyog; - vai’, 204a11-204b3):

Hypothesis A.3.1: The sum is different from the whole

Socrates starts by refuting Hypothesis A.3 first. We have a long discussion down to
205a as follows:

1 - Hypothesis A.3.1

2 - The total number is the same as the sum (204d10-11)

3 - Each number (unit) is a part (204el)

4 - Anything that has parts, consists of parts (204e3)

5 - The sum consists of all the parts (204e5-6)

6 - The part is part of the whole (204e11-12)

7 - The sum is that from which nothing is missing (205a1-3)
8 - The whole is that from which nothing is missing (205a4-7)

This argument is more complex than the previous ones. The main body consists of:

Premise: 7
Premise: 8
Conclusion: The sum is the same as the whole

Refutation of Hypothesis A.3.1

The above conclusion directly refutes Hypothesis A.3.1 and in turn refutes Hypothesis
A.3 (A whole /...] is different from the sum of the parts). Premises 3 to 7 serve as an
auxiliary example for numbers used to solidify the argument, where discussing
numbers as parts of sets (4) (mAébpov, otpatomedov), we see that each number
belongs to its set (5,6,7) and the all consists of the sum of numbers (3).

Cornford here remarks’* that Plato is not denying that there might be an additional
element that arises when parts are put together (it is just not what we mean when
using the word ‘whole’); he is rather arguing within the limits of the theory itself.

At this point, Socrates returns to Hypothesis A.2. The argument goes:
1 - The whole or sum is the same as all the parts (as just proven) (205a8-10)

2 - A syllable cannot have letters as parts (205a11-205b1-4)

Socrates is discussing the sum of all things comprising some specific thing, not any random sum,

therefore the notion of “all’ should not be forgotten and is especially evident and essential in premise 7.
™ Cornford (2003, p. 151)
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3 - A syllable is different from letters (205a11-205b1-4)
4 - A syllable cannot consist of anything other than letters (205b7-11)
5 - A syllable is indivisible (auépiotog) (205¢1-2, 205d1-6)

Here, using 1 and Hypothesis A.1.1 (moAld ototyeia 1) cuAlofn oty Kai GAov Tt
uépn & avtig tavta, 205d7-8), we have that:

6- Syllables and letters are equally knowable (205d8-10).

Premise: 1

Premise: Hypothesis A.1.1

Conclusion: Syllables and letters are equally
knowable

And from 6, we have that since letters are unknowable, syllables are also unknowable
(205e6-8).

Premise: 6

Premise: Letters are unknowable
Conclusion: Syllables are
unknowable

Therefore we saw that all hypotheses stemming from A.1 cannot hold their ground,
leaving the initial Hypothesis A.1 moot. Socrates summarizes and concludes this
section at 206b8-9 (‘¢av Tig f] cLVALAPTV HEV YVOGTOV, ByveOoToV 88 TEQLKEVAL
otoryeilov, ekovta fj dkovta mailew ynooped’ avtodv’), basically saying that if
someone supports Hypothesis A.1 he is playing with us, whether he knows it or not.
The whole point he makes at 206b is that contrary to what the Dream Theory
proposes, elements actually yield clearer (‘évapysotépav’, 206b6) knowledge than
syllables.

Three different accounts for ‘logos’

Starting at 206c¢, we find Socrates willing to further investigate the third definition of
knowledge. Although the Dream Theory has been refuted, perhaps the definition itself
may prove adequate, given a proper meaning to the word logos. It is Cornford’s
view" that the discussion from here on, excludes Plato’s view on the matter. Cornford
sees it that the refutation of the Dream Theory limits us to extracting knowledge, only
from concrete things and not higher cognitive concepts.

™ Cornford (2003, p. 154)
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First account (206c-¢)

206d1-4: To pev mpdtov €in Gv 10 TV odTod S1AvVoLaV EUPOVT] TOLETV d10 PMVTIC LETH
pMuaToV t€ Kol dvoudtmv, Gomep €ig KATomTpov §j HOWP TNV SOEAV EKTVTOVUEVOV Ei¢
TNV 01 TOD GTOOTOC POTV.

We see here that this first account is, for one to make his thoughts apparent through
voice via verbs and names, depicting his doxa through the flow from his mouth as if
reflecting it on a mirror or water.

The refutation of this account is quite straightforward. Let us simply state the above
as:

Hypothesis B.1: Logos is taken as Vocal Expression of One’s Thought

As Socrates points out at 206d6-206e2, anyone not born deaf or dumb, is able to
speak out what he thinks on a subject. This would not allow us to distinguish from
correct doxa and knowledge (ovxodv ob t0d16 Ye Tag motelv duvatdg BdtTov 7
oxoAaitepov, O €vdeiEachar ti dokel mepi EKAGTOV VT, O U1 £VEDS T} KOPOG AT’
apyic: kai obtwg 6ot Tt dpBOV 60EALoVGL, ThvTEG ADTO HETO AOYOL PaVODVTOL
Exovtee, kai 00dapod &t opon 86Ea’® ympic émotAung yevioetar). Therefore we
have:

Premise: Anyone not dumb who can speak can give a vocal expression of his thought

From these we have:

Hypothesis B.1 V — L (Every vocal expression implies Knowledge)
Premise V (We have a vocal expression)
Modus Ponens - - - (Modus Ponens)

Conclusion: Every vocal expression of L (We have Knowledge)
one’s correct thought is knowledge

There are two ways of seeing this argument. On one hand we may take it as a
Reductio Ad Absurdum, where the conclusion is a self-evident absurd claim, or on the
other hand, we may accept Hypothesis B.1 as true and therefore our conclusion. In the
last case, the whole discussion could end here, accepting that the proposed account of
Logos is correct. This of course would be pointless, not only with regards to the
current conclusion, but also, based on the premise that a correct doxa would suffice
for knowledge (since pretty much anyone can speak), but this is the second definition
which has been refuted (187a-c, 200d-201c).

" Note that here he uses orthi doxa and not alithi doxa
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Second account (206e-208b)

This account at first glance resembles the Dream Theory, as it mentions enumerating
elementary parts.

iowe yap 6 Aéymv od Todto EAeyev, dALL TO épotnOévta Ti EkacTov Suvatdv elvar THV
amoKpLoY O10 TOV otoryeinv danododval @ épouéve (206e5-207al).

Here Theaetetus asks Socrates to explain, and the latter gives an example mentioned
by Hesiod. In short, one could not name every single piece of wood a wagon consists
of, but would be satisfied in saying it consists of wheels, axle, body, rails, yoke. In
207b, Socrates continues saying that this is as silly as being asked and replying about
a name with syllables. And if someone did not already make the connection, he says
at 207b5: émep kai £v toic Tpocbe mov Epp1On, where Theaetetus agrees with him,
leaving no doubt he has corresponded to the Dream Theory.

So far, Socrates hasn’t offered new arguments against this account and has relied on
the previous refutation of the Dream Theory. At 207c5-d1, he is willing to examine
the matter further, as there may be a difference in enumerating parts of an object to
describing the syllables of a word. From here, he argues using counterexamples. In
207d3-5 he says that one may very likely think something is part of one thing and
later think it is part of another, or for the very same thing to think one thing and then
another. He gives an example of when learning to read and write, how one can
confuse letters as belonging to a syllable or putting them in the wrong syllable. It is
agreed that in that case, one is not in a state of knowledge. Nevertheless, one can
write a name correctly being in that state. In this last case, he has a right belief (the
text says &ywv ypayet ‘Ocsaitntov’ peta opoiic 60&Eng [208a9-10], and not a1, 05
56y, giving a sense of ‘correct opinion’ rather than ‘true belief’) and Socrates
concludes &otv dpa, & £toipe, petd Adyov opon 86Ea, fiv obmm Sel dmothuny KaAeiv
(208b7-8). This right belief or correct opinion, seems to be expressed by the ability to
place the elements/syllables in the right order (510 ototygiov d1€€odov Exmv ypdyet
‘Oeaittov’ [20829-10], v yap 61d To cToryeiov 630V Exwv Eypapev [208b4-5]).

Analyzing the argument we have:
Hypothesis C.1: Logos is taken as Enumerating of Elementary Parts

Until 207c, we hold to the refutation of Hypothesis A.1 (Elements are unknowable but
whatever is complex (syllables) can be known). Taking the wagon to be a complex
and its parts to be elements, we may correspond to the analysis of the Dream Theory:

Hypothesis A’.1: The wagon can be known

" Again, as seen in previous footnote
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Hypothesis A’.1.1: The wagon is the sum of the parts comprising it (therefore if we
know the wagon, we know its parts)

Hypothesis A’.1.2: The wagon is a whole that comes into existence when its parts are
put together

Hypothesis A’.2: The wagon is something that arises from a set of parts put together

Hypothesis A’.3: A wagon as a whole arises out of its parts and is different from the
sum of the parts

Hypothesis A’.3.1: The sum (of the wagon’s parts) is different from the whole
(wagon)

With the help of the previous analysis, we have:
For Hypothesis A’.1: The wagon cannot be known.

For Hypothesis A’.1.1: As seen, assuming we know the wagon we cannot know
every part of it.

For Hypothesis A’.1.2: If we treat the wagon as a whole, we contradict ourselves
when accepting it has parts and enumerating them.

For Hypothesis A’.2: This, we previously saw, would lead us to parts and wagon
being equally knowable and since we cannot know the parts, we cannot know the
wagon.

For Hypothesis A’.3 and Hypothesis A’.3.1: As was demonstrated, the sum and the
whole are the same.

Returning to 207¢, we can now visit Socrates’ new arguments. To do so, we must also
observe that ‘enumerating’ does not simply mean giving an account of the parts, but
also knowing where they are placed. For instance, knowing that the ‘S’ goes before
the ‘O’ in ‘SOCRATES’, and that the wheels of a wagon go under and not over its
body. We then have:

Premise 1: One may think a € A and a € B (6tav 16 avtod tote pev 100 avtod S0k
aO T slvon, Toté 8¢ £tépov, 207d4-5)

Premise 2: One may think a € Aand b € A (6tav tod avtod ToTe PV ETEPOV, TOTE 08
gtepov do&aln, 207d5)

Looking at these two premises, we are led to assume that for Premise 1, A and B are
mutually exclusive (if a € A then a € B and vice versa) and for Premise 2, aand b
cannot be parts of the same set (if a € A then b € A and vice versa). For Premise 1,
we may say ‘wooden plank a’ belongs to ‘wagon A’ (or to ‘wagon B’) and for
Premise 2, ‘front right wheel a’ belongs to ‘wagon A’ and then ‘front right wheel b’
belongs to ‘wagon A’ (a wagon cannot have two different front right wheels). This
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analysis leads to Cornford’s view mentioned earlier, that Plato here is discussing
concrete/material objects as entities of knowledge. But then Socrates goes back to
discussing syllables (207d-208a) and says that one may try to write “THEAETETUS’
and write the first syllable “THE’ (correctly) and then try to write ‘THEODORUS’
and write the first syllable ‘“TE’ (wrongly), therefore showing he does not know the
syllable. The example is similar to Premises 1 and 2 but does not describe exactly the
same thing, unless we take the ‘ctépov/Etepov’ to be abstract and not some other
specific set. Then we would have:

Premise 1°: One may think a € A and a € A (a may or may not be part of any other
set)

Premise 2°: One may think {a, b} c A and {a} c A (A consists of a and b only or A
consists of a only)

It seems that if we must consider interpreting as we did in Premises 1 and 2 we cannot
follow Socrates’ line of reason, as this case cannot be applied to the letters-syllables
example. So we keep to the latter interpretation and have that both Premises 1’ and 2’
are logical contradictions (they defy the Principle of Non-Contradiction aA—a and
Plato seems to be aware that this is a basic logical axiom).

For Premise 1°:

a € Aanda ¢ A cannot happen

For Premise 2’:

A cannot consist only of {a, b} and only of {a}

Therefore Hypothesis C.1 is directly refuted, as one may very well enumerate parts
and also show lack of knowledge.

Third account (208b-210b)

Having refuted everything so far, Socrates is still willing to look further in finding a
sufficient account for Logos. So at 208c7-8 we have: 6mep v ol moAAoi gimoiey, O
&yetv L onuelov einelv @ TdV andvtov Srapépet 1o Epwtndév. We are then going to
examine if Logos can mean signifying a difference of the thing in question from
everything else. The example Socrates begins with is the sun, being the brightest of all
heavenly bodies going around the earth. He explains that such an attribute
distinguishes the thing from all others, but there are also attributes that things share.

Bostock here offers an interesting remark’®. He says that enumerating elements, as
previously proposed, would be a distinguishing mark of a thing, as it was assumed

"8 Bostock (2005, p. 225)
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that nothing else would have exactly the same elements, and in the same order, as
Socrates elaborated earlier beyond the Dream Theory.

At 209a he explains further: suppose someone has a doxa concerning someone but
until the things that differentiates that someone is found, we do not have knowledge.
So at 209a5 he states the hypothesis: Adyog 8¢ ye v 1 Thc ofig SrapopdTNTOg
Epunveta.

Hypothesis D.1: Logos is taken as Accounting one’s differentness’

So if Socrates could form only a doxa of who Theaetetus is, he would think of a man
with nose, eyes, mouth, etc., all being attributes many men have in common. This
would hold even if he thought of someone with a snub nose and prominent eyes, again
being attributes common to many. So unless he thinks of Theaetetus’ specific
snubness and his other specific characteristics, he may be thinking of someone else
(209b-c). Therefore a true doxa of a thing would include its differentness. So in order
to reach knowledge, one must already possess knowledge of its differentness from all
other things. This is of course a vicious circle (kai obtwc 1 pev okvtdAng 1 vVeépov 1
dtov a1 Aéyeton meptTpomt) mpog TanTnV TV nita&y ovdEy v Aéyor, 209d9-el).
Therefore Hypothesis D.1is refuted and the circle may be demonstrated as:

Let p be a thing’s differentness.

Let g be the state one has knowledge.
Using Modus Ponens, we have:

P—q

p

then q

But as the same time, one must have knowledge of the differentness in order to
account for it, so we have:

q—p
q
then p.

There is a distinction that may seem trivial but must be pointed out here. The
differentness in each case is something specific. The definition we are searching for
knowledge must be universal, applicable to every thing. Each differentness is one
(specific) of all things.

" Cornford explains that Plato deliberately uses the word differentness (8iapopdtc) and not difference
(Swapopd) (see note 1935, p. 159)
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Returning to Bostock, we can find some objections® he poses against Socrates’
argument in this case:

a) Itis wrong to suppose that thinking of something must mean | already have a
‘distinguishing mark’ for it. A modern view on the subject suggests a causal
link to the thing creating the memory, for instance meeting Theaetetus in
person, or even as Kripke suggests®!, ‘inheriting’ a proper name without a
direct causal contact. It seems Socrates uses an ‘amalgamation’ of these two
regarding memory, for he states that he must have a description of the thing
that identifies it uniquely but also supposes (direct) causal contact with the
thing in question in order to remember it (in his example, Theaetetus).

b) Being able to think of a thing under one aspect, does not ensure one will be
able to distinguish it under another aspect.

c) Granted that thinking of something requires that one must have a
‘distinguishing mark’ for it, does not necessarily imply that he is able to

state/give an account of that mark.

In any case though, Bostock admits that although the example Socrates’ offers, and
his line of thought, might not be entirely correct, the conclusion they reach are. He
explains that a circular account for knowledge might not necessarily be wrong. In this
case though it is, for in order to know something, we must first know something else
and so on. As Bostock puts it, in this case it would seem that knowledge could never
get started.

3. Why then does it fall short?

Throughout the entire dialogue, the reader can understand Plato’s struggle to reach an
answer to his question and each time, after a tedious effort of examining multifaceted
aspects of the proposed definition, he reaches a dead end. The aporetic closure is not
only such for the third definition, which is the main concern of this thesis, but it of
course regards the subject of what Knowledge is as a whole. My effort from here on
will be to tie the previous two parts to a conclusion and answer the question of why
the third definition does not suffice and I will try to do that by answering the main
questions posed by most scholars, mainly:

a) What type of Knowledge is Socrates debating about, earthly/concrete things or
abstract Forms?
b) Does this Knowledge involve truths/facts or things?

Of course these questions are similar and entwined and we shall see how.

8 Bostocl(2005, p. 226-2)
8 Kripke (1980)
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| will begin with the two first definitions. The first “Knowledge as Perception” (151d-
186e), attempts to ground Knowledge on the material world, with examples such as
the temperature of the wind one feels (152b1-3), the well-being of the body (153b5-
7), color (153e4-154a3), size (155a3-5), etc.. The second “Knowledge as True Doxa”
(187a-201c), turns inward and the effort is to ground Knowledge in truth and doxa,
notions that are immaterial. Where we found the first one fail, the second may serve
as a necessary but not sufficient condition, or at least we can say that truth is a
condition for a belief to amount to knowledge, but it does not do so necessarily®.The
third definition seems to draw upon both material and immaterial to reach an answer;
it is the second with request for Logos. The question though, whether “Knowledge as
True Doxa with Logos” (201c-210a) is purely immaterial or it includes a material
aspect, is not self-evident and as we have seen; it is of utter importance to understand
what this Logos attached to True Doxa is, even in the context of the question at hand.
For if Logos, is something purely immaterial, we can at least agree on the idea that
having excluded Perception (the material), Socrates is looking for an answer in the
realm of the immaterial, since all three aspects, namely Truth, Doxa and Logos belong
to it. And even if he does not find the answer, he has not excluded that it may lay
there. If on the other hand, Logos involves the material in any manner, we may then
understand that Socrates has excluded Perception (the material alone), he is not
satisfied with Truth and Doxa (the immaterial alone), so in the end he tries to draw
upon both to look for an answer. Let us take a few steps back before examining these
options.

In a short recapitulation, what we have seen is that Unitarians consider Plato as still
abiding to his Theory of Forms, even in his later writing period, where Revisionists do
not. We have also seen that scholars like Bostock and McDowell believe Plato is
discussing Knowledge in terms that it could involve any type of thing, material,
immaterial and even Forms, where Cornford holds that Plato is strictly talking of
concrete material things, purposely reaching a dead end in order to show us that we
cannot do without Forms. Reading this, one may get confused and be led to believe
that | am proposing more sub-groups to the Revisionist/Unitarian pair. There may
very well be a number of ways to distinguish or group viewpoints, but in this case |
am not trying to achieve this. My effort is to highlight that what may initially seem as
a paradox, is actually not and is essential in each groups’ line of reasoning. Namely,
the Revisionists, believing that Plato has abandoned his Theory of Forms, believe he
is still including them in his general search for knowledge but treating them as any
other object of discussion for which knowledge is concerned. In the Unitarians’ view,
Cornford’s approach is crucial; otherwise the Theory of Forms is in danger of being
proven wrong. For if we allow for the possibility that Socrates is referring also to
Forms, given the dialogue ends aporetically, we may very well assume the Theory
does not work. By removing the Forms for the “game” in the Theaetetus, Unitarians

8 See McDowell’s analysis
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allow themselves to actually keep them in the “game” in a whole, thus leading to the
aforementioned seeming paradox, where we have Revisionists speaking of Forms and
Unitarians abolishing them (from the dialogue). This is also evident when we find
both Cornford and Bostock agreeing that Plato is talking about things®, the difference
as mentioned being whether these things are material, immaterial or both. In
Bostock’s case (as also McDowell’s), accepting these things can be both. Further
conversation rises in terms of statements and propositions and rightly so. What can
one make of all this, if not get confused at the least? Before | offer my view, let us
return to the text.

Socrates does drift from connaitre to savoir and material to immaterial examples.
This can allow us either to believe he is not aware of the first distinction (it is very
hard to imagine he is not aware of the second), or that he is not concerned with either
of them, as what he is looking for is a definition of Knowledge that can stand
independent of context. These questions are hard to answer and | will not attempt to
do so decisively as my overall conclusion will stand regardless. We have two very
solid cornerstones in the text though, we may depend on. One concerns a prerequisite
for Knowledge, whatever type it may be and the other concerns the elements
discussed in the third definition.

The soul as a prerequisite for Knowledge

‘[...] 11 woyn émoviodoa kai oopfdliovea mpog dAinio kpivery weypazor Huiv’, 186b7-8

(/...] the soul itself (alone) tries to judge as it returns and compares one to the other,
translation mine)

In this passage we see the contribution of the soul to judgement.

- ‘motépv 0vV TIONS TNV 0DGI0V; TODTO Yap UGAGTO ETTL TAVTWY TOPETETOL.
- &y uev v avty B woxn kad’ adtny émopéyeton.’, 186a2-4

(- In which then of the two do you place the essence; as this is what actually
accompanies everything. - In those which the soul itself grasps., translation mine)

Here we see the soul grasping directly to odoiav, namely what all things that are
POSSESS.

We can understand that the soul plays a crucial role, regardless of the context;
whether we want to make a judgement (notice that in this case judgment does not
translate docav but kpiverv) or grasp anything that ‘is’. So we may say that Plato sees
the soul as an indispensable part of what we are looking for.

8 See page 7 for Cornford, page 15 for Bostock.
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Again one may raise a question of soul here. On page 11, I mention McDowell’s view
as portraying an agent necessary to perform the action of ‘judging’, or at least
‘believing’ in a wider context. When Socrates mentions the soul in the passages
above, it is not clear if he intends for the reader to understand the ‘soul of each agent’
or what may be seen as a common general consensus any soul would reach. The
aforementioned examples used for the first definition, play exactly on that line and
how material examples show that personal opinion (on what is cold, hot, bitter, blue,
red, etc.) would not suffice. This view of personal opinion may be misguiding
whether it is based on the material world of definition one, or the purely immaterial of
definition two. It is very important to make a distinction at this point; we may speak
of a distinction between material/immaterial as regards the agent and as regards the
object for which we have or do not have Logos. | will repeat that | do not see Socrates
supporting the first distinction in the text, save for using it as a counter example to
prove that relying on an ‘agent’ would add no aid. Therefore, taking the above into
account, I clearly set the discussion outside any modern context of Idealism and this
would be in line with my claim that in this dialogue Plato is discussing a definition for
Knowledge outside any context.

Elements are perceived and offer clearer knowledge than the complex

‘OV uev dp’ avrol Eumeipoi éouev orotysimv kol cvAAaPdv, &i Oel Gro TovTWVY
tekuaipestar kol €iG 10, AAAQ, TOAD TO TV GTOLYEIWV YEVOG EVOPYETTEPOY TE TV YVADGIV
EYEIY PNOOUEY KL KOPLOTEPAY THS GVALOLSIS TPOS TO Aofelv teAéw¢ Ekaatov uabdnua,
Kal &0V TIG QI CVAAGPIYV UEV YVWOTOV, AYVOTTOV 08 TEPVKEVAL GTOLYEIOV, EKOVTO. 1]
arovra wailey nynooueld’ avrov.’, 206b4-9

(From what we then know by experience for the elements and syllables, if from these
we have to conclude for the others, we will say that gene (genos) of the elements
presents a much clearer and more important knowledge for one to have a proper
notion for each thing rather than the syllable, and if one says that the syllable is
something that is known, while the element is unknown, we would say that willingly or
unwillingly he is playing with us (he is kidding), translation mine)

Socrates here cannot be clearer in expressing his opinion on the matter (the comment
that “he is playing with us” at the end makes us feel sure). The elements, which we
know are perceivable, offer an évapyearépav type of knowledge.

So how do the above two theses stand together in Plato’s mind? I ask you to turn back
to Bostock:

His attention was focused on a different kind of knowledge, for
which it did seem plausible to say that it required the ability to give
an account. Should we perhaps say the same about 206a-b? The
idea will be that what Plato is actually interested in is neither the

36


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=w%28%3Dn&la=greek&can=w%28%3Dn0&prior=*swkra/ths
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=me%5Cn&la=greek&can=me%5Cn0&prior=w(=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29%2Fr%27&la=greek&can=a%29%2Fr%270&prior=me/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=au%29toi%5C&la=greek&can=au%29toi%5C0&prior=a)/r'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29%2Fmpeiroi%2F&la=greek&can=e%29%2Fmpeiroi%2F0&prior=au)toi/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29smen&la=greek&can=e%29smen0&prior=e)/mpeiroi/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=stoixei%2Fwn&la=greek&can=stoixei%2Fwn0&prior=e)smen
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C0&prior=stoixei/wn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=sullabw%3Dn&la=greek&can=sullabw%3Dn0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ei%29&la=greek&can=ei%290&prior=sullabw=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=dei%3D&la=greek&can=dei%3D0&prior=ei)
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29po%5C&la=greek&can=a%29po%5C0&prior=dei=
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tou%2Ftwn&la=greek&can=tou%2Ftwn0&prior=a)po/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tekmai%2Fresqai&la=greek&can=tekmai%2Fresqai0&prior=tou/twn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C1&prior=tekmai/resqai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ei%29s&la=greek&can=ei%29s0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ta%5C&la=greek&can=ta%5C0&prior=ei)s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29%2Flla&la=greek&can=a%29%2Flla0&prior=ta/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=polu%5C&la=greek&can=polu%5C0&prior=a)/lla
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5C&la=greek&can=to%5C1&prior=polu/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tw%3Dn&la=greek&can=tw%3Dn0&prior=to/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=stoixei%2Fwn&la=greek&can=stoixei%2Fwn1&prior=tw=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ge%2Fnos&la=greek&can=ge%2Fnos0&prior=stoixei/wn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29nargeste%2Fran&la=greek&can=e%29nargeste%2Fran0&prior=ge/nos
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=te&la=greek&can=te0&prior=e)nargeste/ran
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=th%5Cn&la=greek&can=th%5Cn0&prior=te
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=gnw%3Dsin&la=greek&can=gnw%3Dsin0&prior=th/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29%2Fxein&la=greek&can=e%29%2Fxein0&prior=gnw=sin
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fh%2Fsomen&la=greek&can=fh%2Fsomen0&prior=e)/xein
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C2&prior=fh/somen
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kuriwte%2Fran&la=greek&can=kuriwte%2Fran0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=th%3Ds&la=greek&can=th%3Ds0&prior=kuriwte/ran
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=sullabh%3Ds&la=greek&can=sullabh%3Ds0&prior=th=s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pro%5Cs&la=greek&can=pro%5Cs0&prior=sullabh=s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5C&la=greek&can=to%5C2&prior=pro/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=labei%3Dn&la=greek&can=labei%3Dn0&prior=to/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tele%2Fws&la=greek&can=tele%2Fws0&prior=labei=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%28%2Fkaston&la=greek&can=e%28%2Fkaston0&prior=tele/ws
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ma%2Fqhma&la=greek&can=ma%2Fqhma0&prior=e(/kaston
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C3&prior=ma/qhma
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29a%2Fn&la=greek&can=e%29a%2Fn0&prior=kai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tis&la=greek&can=tis0&prior=e)a/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fh%3D%7C&la=greek&can=fh%3D%7C0&prior=tis
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=sullabh%5Cn&la=greek&can=sullabh%5Cn0&prior=fh=|
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=me%5Cn&la=greek&can=me%5Cn1&prior=sullabh/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=gnwsto%2Fn&la=greek&can=gnwsto%2Fn0&prior=me/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29%2Fgnwston&la=greek&can=a%29%2Fgnwston0&prior=gnwsto/n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=de%5C&la=greek&can=de%5C0&prior=a)/gnwston
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pefuke%2Fnai&la=greek&can=pefuke%2Fnai0&prior=de/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=stoixei%3Don&la=greek&can=stoixei%3Don0&prior=pefuke/nai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%28ko%2Fnta&la=greek&can=e%28ko%2Fnta0&prior=stoixei=on
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%29%5C&la=greek&can=h%29%5C1&prior=e(ko/nta
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29%2Fkonta&la=greek&can=a%29%2Fkonta0&prior=h)/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pai%2Fzein&la=greek&can=pai%2Fzein0&prior=a)/konta
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%28ghso%2Fmeq%27&la=greek&can=h%28ghso%2Fmeq%270&prior=pai/zein
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=au%29to%2Fn&la=greek&can=au%29to%2Fn0&prior=h(ghso/meq'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29nargeste%2Fran&la=greek&can=e%29nargeste%2Fran0&prior=ge/nos

kind of knowledge that a witness has of who pocketed the silver
teaspoon nor the kind of knowledge of letters that we all acquire
when we learn how to spell. So although our knowledge of letters
and syllables may provide a convenient way of illustrating the
problems that Plato is really concerned with, still it is of no interest
to him in itself, and that is why he overlooks the implications of his
empirical argument against the dream. But a consequence of this
suggestion must be that the empirical argument does not give his
real reasons for being dissatisfied with the dream; it is a mere
afterthought, of no real importance to him. In that case, what is his
reason for rejecting the dream? Does he really trust in his more
theoretical argument, which seems so very unconvincing to us? Or
is there something else at work?

Well, it seems overwhelmingly probable that there is something else
at work, namely the principle that '’knowledge must be based upon
knowledge'. If the ultimately simple notions, in terms of which
others are defined, are themselves unknown, how could the
definitions confer knowledge? As the Republic says, "Where the
starting-point is not known, and the conclusion and the intervening
steps are woven together from what is not known, how could such
agreement ever become knowledge?' (533c3-5). It appears to be
very plausible to claim that anything that is to count as a basis or
starting-point for knowledge must itself be known, for otherwise
what is built from it will be without any secure foundation. But that
is exactly what the dream theory denies. This is evidently such a
very good reason for being dissatisfied with the theory that it is
difficult to believe that it was not Plato's reason. But at the same
time one has to admit that the arguments that he actually brings
against the dream simply do not mention this point. It is really
rather surprising. %

Plato is not specifying what type of Knowledge he is talking about, nor does he feel
obliged to use examples that belong to a specific group of material or immaterial sort.

He is trying to find a definition of Knowledge/Science/ 'Emiotfun, based on an
axiomatic system. He is basing the complex upon elements which he admits are

reachable through perception but themselves cannot account for Knowledge, however
serve as axioms. It is what Aristotle came to offer as his solution by introducing the

First Principles (mp@rar dpyai) which are first and unable to prove/be proven

8 Bostock, pages 221-222. Underlining mine. Also see that last two paragraphs on McDowell,
supporting the underlined hypothesis.

37



(Posterior Analytics 71b27). We also see these First Principles in Topics® (Book 1 11
6).

Plato has given us a glimpse of this at 185e2-7: ¢/.../kaloc yop i, & Ocaityte, Koi
ovy, w¢ éleye Oe0dwpog, aioypog: 0 Yop KAADS AEYwV KOAOS Te Kal ayofog. Tpog o€ T(
KOAD €0 ETOIMOGGS ue péia ooyvod Adyov érallééag, ei paiveral ool T uév avty o1’
avtiic 1 woyn émiokomelv, ¢ ¢ S0 TV 10D GUaTOS SVVEUEWY. TODTO Yop 1}V 6 Kad
avT@ pot é00keL, Efovlounv o¢ kol ol oolor.’

(Why, you are beautiful, Theaetetus, and not, as Theodorus said, ugly; for he who
speaks beautifully is beautiful and good. But besides being beautiful, you have done
me a favor by relieving me from a long discussion, if you think that the soul views
some things by itself directly and others through the power/abilities of the body; for
that was my own opinion, and | wanted it to be yours too., translation mine).

Socrates here tells us that he clearly is of the opinion that there are things the soul
views directly and some through the bodily faculties. We later see that the Elements
are perceived (the word ‘perceived’ here carries the use of the senses, not a sense of
simple cognition).

The key in this line of thought is that Socrates is not satisfied with leaving the
Elements that serve as axioms as given facts. He is trying to “Know” them, thus
trying to base Knowledge upon Knowledge, as Bostock describes above and as
McDowell did also.

An Aristotelian approach from the Posterior Analytics to aid
understanding

| will attempt to make things clearer by very briefly® presenting Aristotle’s view. In
his own search for Scientific Knowledge, we saw that he introduced the First
Principles and these are ‘true and first and immediate and more known than and prior
to and causes of the conclusion’ (71b19-25). These Principles involve relations
between Universals, since for a Universal to hold, f must be true for every x of X. For
instance, let X be the Universal ‘dog’, f the property ‘has four legs” which all x
(instances of ‘dog’) belonging to X possess. Every x one may come upon therefore has

four legs as it falls under the universal ‘dog’®’.

8 ¢It has a further use in relation to the ultimate bases of the principles used in the several sciences.
For it is impossible to discuss them at all from the principles proper to the particular science in hand,
seeing that the principles are the prius of everything else: it is through the opinions generally held on
the particular points that these have to be discussed, and this task belongs properly, or most
appropriately, to dialectic: for dialectic is a process of criticism wherein lies the path to the principles
of all inquiries.” (Translation: W. A. Pickard-Cambridge)

% please excuse any omissions. My attempt is to use sections that will help in the understanding of the
thesis, not to present a solid description of Aristotle’s view on Knowledge and Logic, nevertheless I
aim to do so without loss of generality.

8 please not that this is an example and does not stand as an argument as we shall soon see.
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Now for Aristotle, Knowledge is tied to cause and in order for him to reach it we ask
the question ‘why is something so and s0® and we must receive the answer in the
form of a deductive (explanatory) syllogism. For example:

(A)
- Theair is warm
- During summer, the air is warm
- Therefore it is summer

(B)

- Itis summer
- During summer, the air is warm
- Therefore the air is warm

These two examples look very similar, but in fact they are very different. The first
answers a question of the sort ‘why would one believe summer is upon us?’. We have
an instance, the ‘warm air’, a middle term which explains that the air is warm during
summer and a conclusion which in this case, the example being quite simple, is
evidently not necessarily true (as the middle term does not exclude the possibility that
we may have a warm day in winter®®). In example B however, things are very straight
forward. The question at hand would be ‘why is the air warm?’. Our instance is now
‘it 1s summer’, our middle term the same as before and we reach a satisfying answer
to why the air is warm. This causal explanation is what Aristotle seeks for as
Knowledge®™ . Universals are what serve as middle terms in such arguments. But how
would one make the leap from instances (Particulars) to Universals? This is the age-
long Problem of Induction and Aristotle tried to exclude explanations of innate prior
knowledge®. His ‘induction’ is the process of producing a belief about a universal®?
(without certainty) and the way through which First Principals come to be known®.

We can see that there is no episteme regarding the First Principles and we do not find
Aristotle explaining how many instances are enough to conclude upon a Universal. In
essence we will either have to experience every instance to form a universal or accept
a level of uncertainty. Note that often the notions of Induction and Perception by the

8 As described in the opening paragraph on McDowell’s Analysis, this is the underlying ‘why’, not
expressed in the text.

8 Also the example does not examine the belief expressed in the question but the truth or not of ‘it
being summer’.

% Along with other demands such as asymmetry (see 78a 35-38, discussing his example on the non-
twinkling of planets)

°! See page below on Plato’s Anamnesis

% posterior Analytics | 18

% 100b3-5. For this and previous footnote, see also Biondi, P., Aristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19,
2004, page 57
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Senses and taken as being virtually the same thing®*. Towards the end of 11 19 we see
the introduction of nous as a hexis/state one is in when he knows the First Principles.

To summarize the main points of the chain described above, we get to know First
Principles through Induction/Experience (the Senses), we are in a state of nous when
we know these Principles, from knowing these Principles we may go on to Universal
and deductive Syllogisms and infer (Scientific) Knowledge.

A short reference to Meno

As we saw mostly in the passage concerning McDowell, the Theaetetus is not the
only dialogue in which Plato is concerned about Knowledge. He has gone through the
subject extensively in the Meno and has actually managed to do a very good job of
putting things in order. There we have a very specific context, where®:

a) We are discussing ideas
b) Knowledge refers to truths (meaning theorems, not definitions)
c) Logos is ‘defining the cause’ (meaning a proof)

The above may seem very familiar, as it pretty much describes a very orderly context
that we would call ‘mathematical’ today. Knowledge is concerned with the truth of
ideas and in a specific context we come to prove the truth of these ideas.

Why then is Plato reopening the subject of Knowledge in the Theaetetus? In my
opinion, because he wants to go beyond the context of the Meno, beyond trying to
prove the truth of ideas and is trying to see if we can have knowledge of things. This
as we saw is something agreed upon by both Unitarians and Revisionists (that the
Theaetetus discusses knowledge of things). Essentially ‘account’ must mean some
kind of “definition’, not just ‘proof>®°. Therefore, in regards to what we saw
McDowell pose as the question “why”"”, when answering “I know because...”, what
completes the phrase is not a (mathematical) proof, but a definition of the thing in
question, hence “I know because a is so and s0°”.

This supports my final interpretation, that Plato is discussing Knowledge outside
context (which as mentioned, exists in the Meno), but also may be supported by
Theaetetus himself. Let me in this short passage offer a viewpoint and ask a second
question: Why has Plato set the dialogue between Socrates and Theaetetus, one of the
most renowned mathematicians of his time? (And Socrates, when not addressing to
Theaetetus he is mostly talking with his teacher Theodorus, also a mathematician). It
is perhaps an indication that one proficient in the context presented in the Meno,
cannot provide an answer when removed from that context. The choice of conversing

% De Rijk, L.M., Aristotle: Semantics and Ontology, Volume 1, 2002, page142
% Karasmanis (2006, chapter 8)

% See section on Bostock, page 16

°7 See bottom of page 10

% This also agrees with Cornford, see page 19
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with Theaetetus might then be a very important one, as it serves as an indication that
someone as smart and proficient in mathematics as he is, is unable to provide
adequate answers when talking in the most abstract setting outside (mathematical or
any other) context.

Plato’s effort

With the previous short section on Aristotle in mind, I claim that Plato’s concern is
placing the question where there is an obvious gap; namely how do we transcend from
Particulars to Universals. In terms of Aristotle’s nous, the question may form as “are
we in a hexis/state of knowing that we know something?”.

Plato has clearly introduced First Principles (Elements), has stated that they are
perceived, he has shown that from them we can infer knowledge of the complex we
are examining, but if we really want to reach the bottom line, we cannot (either
because there is none or because we are not capable of doing so — he does not
specify). That is the reason for the aporetic ending of this dialogue. Plato did not
choose to draw an ad hoc line talking about a ‘reached state of mind’ or simply
characterizing these elements as undisputed axioms, even if he essentially admits that
they serve as such in naming them elements and describing them as the fundamentals
of complexes. In the Theaetetus, Plato wished to drill as deep as possible, without any
restraints and he reached a ‘no-find’ end, hence the dialogue is aporetic.

It examines the notion Bostock (an McDowell) proposed of ‘Knowledge upon
Knowledge’, in an effort to reach a geometrical pattern where every theory will
eventually (possibly through intermediate theories) reach (an) axiom(s) but shows that
he was not satisfied at stopping at axioms. There is scholarly debate on whether or not
Socrates visited all aspects of the problem or whether he could have proposed some
other definition. The truth of the matter is that to this day, the third definition of
Knowledge of the Theaetetus is a base point for any other, mostly by adding extra
conditions to it™.

It is therefore inaccurate to simply attribute Plato with the theory of Anamnesis as
seen in Meno and Phaedo, when it comes to Knowledge. It would be a convenient
answer which Plato has proposed. But if we take the generally accepted chronological
order of Plato’s corpus, it is evident that Plato himself was still troubled. This could of
course lead to one of the earlier questions and the debate between Revisionists and
Unitarians and whether Plato still believes in his earlier theories or not. | choose to
view the later Plato as a skeptic, even towards his own theories. | will not side either
with the first group or the latter, meaning I will not assume Plato has given up on
Forms, nor conclude that the aporetic ending of the Theaetetus is a de facto indication

% See Goldman (1967), Nozick (1981). Goldman added a 4™ criterion to Truth, Belief and Logos and
that was ‘the fact that p, causes X’s belief that p’. Nozick removes L0gos and adds: ‘if it was not true
that p, X would not believe that p” and ‘if it is true that p, but circumstances were somewhat different,
then X would still believe that p’.
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of the failure of their absence. The analysis of arguments in the second part of this
thesis and the examining of the proposed different types of Knowledge Socrates might
be speaking of, hopefully show that my belief is that:

a) The dialogue discusses Knowledge in the most abstract way, outside any
context. That is why there is such confusion on interpreting the word
‘Knowledge’ here and that is why Socrates has such ease moving from
examples of wording, thinking, feeling, talking of concrete things such
wagons or abstract notions such as numbers.

b) The aporetic ending is not some secret way of Plato telling us “I fooled you —
without Forms there is no answer to the problem”. It is because he is dealing
with the genuinely philosophical problem of Knowledge/Science/ Emiotiun
and therefore does not have a conclusive scientific ending. It involves, as
demonstrated, the problems of induction and ultimately regress and he does
not choose to offer a simple proposal or an answer that is not deep seated (as
he possibly believed Anamnesis was not either). He chose Socrates’ maieutic
method in order to make the reader think and remain unbiased, thus admitting
that in the end, he does not offer an answer to the question ‘émotiun [...] mote
TOYYAVEL OV .
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