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Introduction

Perception is a remarkable power: more or less from birth we gain access
to the world through the senses. By exercising the senses we discriminate
between things in our environment and recognise things perceived in the
past. And on the basis of repeated perceptual encounter with the world,
we learn to sort things under different categories and to see patterns; and
once we see patterns, we may develop the capacity to draw conclusions.
For instance, on the repeated experience of eating strawberries that are red
and sweet, just seeing that a strawberry is red may incline us to draw the
conclusion that it is likely to be sweet. In short, the power of perception
provides us with the means of getting along in the world.

But although it is evident that perception makes possible these cogni-
tive achievements, it is far from clear, on reflection, how it makes them
possible. The problems start with the very notion of perception. For on
closer scrutiny, these cognitive achievements attributed to the power of
perception are not all of a piece, and it seems doubtful that they are all a
matter merely of exercising the senses. The issue becomes particularly
urgent if we take other species endowed with the power of perception into
account. We have no problem in ascribing a discriminatory power to dogs;
indeed, how could we account for the behaviour of dogs without reference
to such a power? In addition, it is fair to say that dogs recognise indi-
viduals. But should we ascribe to dogs the power to recognise kinds of
things? And are dogs capable of inferences? Here it seems that we are
inclined to waver: maybe there is a difference between man and beast in
these regards. But if human cognition is unique and sets man apart from
the rest of the animal kingdom, does the difference turn on the kind of
perceptual power man has? Or is the difference best explained by reference
to further powers that only man is endowed with?

Now these questions willnot be answered by paying attention to lin-
guistic habits. Of course, if someone was to ask me whether I understand
the drift of what he or she is telling me, I may well reply “I can see your
point.” But it is obvious that I do not use the term ‘see’ in the same way
when in a courtroom I say “I saw the accused that night.” And there is no
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reason to think that these different uses shed any light on the issue in the
first place. What we need, rather, is to get clear about the things them-
selves, namely, the cognitive processes that are involved in these different
cases.

Plato and Aristotle play an important part in the early development of
the philosophy of perception. The significance of their contribution to the
field must be seen against the background of how they conceived of the
teachings of their predecessors. According to Aristotle there are two
tenets that lie at the heart of the early theories of perceptual cognition.
First, “the early thinkers say that thinking and perceiving amount to the
same thing.”' Second, “all of these assume that thinking is something
corporeal like perceiving.”” These remarks are best explained by a certain
kind of attitude towards cognitive phenomena in general and perceptual
cognition in particular. From our fragmentary knowledge of the early Greek
thinkers a picture emerges of people keen on the physics and physiology
of perception.’ We learn about the material make-up of the sense organs
and how objects impinge on them. The impression conveyed is that these
early thinkers conceived of cognitive processes in terms of corporeal
changes and that they attempted to explain perceptual cognition in causal
terms.

It is noticeable that Aristotle sorts out the phenomenon of deception
(dwdTn) as a decisive stumbling block for a naturalistic account of
perceptual cognition.* An account of corporeal processes can go some
way towards explaining how we become informed of the environment, but
it runs into serious difficulties if it is to explain how deception comes
about.” The problem is that deception seems to involve more than a mere
malfunction of the perceptual mechanism. For comparison, think of a
coffee machine: if the coffee machine gives us white coffee although we
pressed the button for black coffee, it is fair to say that it malfunctioned,
but it goes against our intuitions to say that the coffee machine was
mistaken, let alone deceived. And there are two conditions that seem
particularly important in so far as something is to count as deception.
First, the deceived must be endowed with the capacity to be aware that his
belief is mistaken.® Second, he must be able to counteract the appearance
which gives rise to the deception; the deception could have been avoided
if the appropriate steps and measures had been taken.

Plato’s and Aristotle’s main target, then, is the view that cognition
comes about as a result of merely corporeal processes. Both of them stress
that even as far as ordinary perceptual cognition is concerned we need to
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distinguish between different cognitive operations and that all of these
cognitive phenomena cannot be explained in corporeal terms. The disa-
greement with their predecessors has its roots in worries over the part
played by reason in perceptual cognition; if perceptual cognition is a
matter only of corporeal processes brought about by an affection of the
body, then no room is made for a component which is not ruled by these
corporeal processes. Some of the predecessors do mention the soul
(Yuxn), but since the soul was conceived of as a body, it is not obvious
that it escapes being ruled by the corporeal processes.

Admittedly, Plato and Aristotle are hardly fair to their predecessors.
Alcmaeon, for one, did not identify thinking and perception; in addition,
he sorted out something apart from perception, namely, understanding
(Euviévar), as a distinguishing mark of man.” But even though they con-
strue the claims of their predecessors in such a way as to make them
appear cruder than they probably were, this is not to say that the quarrel
over perceptual cognition is based on mere misunderstanding. Rather, the
quarrel has its roots in diverging views of the nature of cognitive pro-
cesses; the predecessors were keen to point out the corporeal and me-
chanical character, whereas Plato and Aristotle emphasised the part play-
ed by the soul and distinguished between different kinds of cognitive
powers.®

Plato and Aristotle are driving at the point that we need not be taken in
by the way things strike us in perception. And in order not to be taken in
by the appearance, we must exercise reason. But the exercise of reason is
not a matter of how we are affected and how the body undergoes changes.
So to the extent that we exercise reason, perceptual cognition is not an
entirely passive process, but involves some activity on the part of the
soul. This is their main point against their predecessors: a naturalistic
approach to perceptual cognition leaves no part for reason to play. It is in
part this need for a cognitive power not ruled by the corporeal processes
which prompted Plato and Aristotle to develop, in their respective ways, a
notion of an incorporeal soul.

The purpose of this study is to sort out and consider Plato’s views on
perceptual cognition. Plato is a watershed in the history of the philosophy
of perception. It is tempting to say that Plato is the first thinker to be fully
aware of the philosophical problems in understanding perceptual cogni-
tion. In particular, he argued that reason can play a part in perception and
that perceptual cognition need not and to some extent cannot be a matter
of an entirely passive process. Yet there is little scholarly treatment of
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Plato’s views on perceptual cognition. Of course, Plato’s concern with
perceptual cognition has not gone unnoticed, but to my knowledge there
has been no attempt to treat of the subject in anything like a systematic
way.” Admittedly, Plato’s views on perception are scattered throughout
his writings and there might seem to be little prospect of finding a unified
picture. However, in the later dialogues, and in the Theaetetus and the
Sophist in particular, Plato gives a remarkably rich and subtle picture of
perceptual cognition. It is this picture that I want to lay bare.

But although I shall concentrate on the later dialogues in sorting out
Plato’s views on perceptual cognition, I do not work on the assumption
that there is a decisive shift in Plato’s views. Still, it is fair to say that there
is a shift in emphasis and interest; the treatment of the topic in the later
dialogues is far more detailed and subtle. So in order to see the back-
ground to Plato’s efforts in the later dialogues, I shall give a brief summary
of the basic tenets of Plato’s views on perceptual cognition in the middle
dialogues. However, it is not advisable to pretend that there is a philo-
sophical system to be extracted from these dialogues; the metaphysical
and epistemological claims must be understood primarily in the context of
each individual argument. So, as I give a rough and ready sketch of the
main points, it should be borne in mind that material from different
contexts is fused together.

In the Republic Plato distinguishes between two powers (Suvdpelc),
namely, the power of belief (86a) and the power of knowledge
(émoTiun). Each of these powers is set over separate realms of reality."
Belief is set over the world of sensibles (ta alofnTd), knowledge over the
world of intelligibles (ta vontd)."" As to the means by which each power
works, belief relies on perception (aiofnoic), whereas knowledge relies on
thinking (8tdvoia , vénoic).'” In addition, perception is dependent on the
body, whereas thinking is an occupation in which the soul is engaged on
its own."” Now if we assume that there is a sharp separation between these
two powers, then we might be tempted to conclude that as far as percep-
tual cognition is concerned, it does not involve any exercise of reason. For
if beliefs about the sensible world come about through the exercise of the
senses alone, then no amount of reasoning is involved in perceptual
cognition.

However, it is a mistake to think that, according to the middle dialogues,
reason cannot play a part in perceptual cognition. Let us consider two
famous passages in the Republic. In the first passage Socrates points out
that on some occasions the verdicts of the senses are contradictory and
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provoke a higher cognitive faculty into action, namely, a certain kind of
thinking (vénoic).!"* For instance, the same thing can be judged to be at
the same time both small and large. And when the higher cognitive faculty
is prompted into action, it becomes engaged in considering what small-
ness and largeness are in themselves. In that case the soul is no longer
concerned with the sensible world at all, but with the intelligible world. So
the point of this passage is that although a higher cognitive faculty can be
prompted into action by perception, it is not concerned with the objects of
perception. But in the second passage the point is completely different.'®
For in the case envisaged a conflict occurs between a judgement arrived at
through perception and another judgement arrived at through reasoning
(Aoywopde); the stick immersed halfway into water is judged by its
appearance to be bent, but judged by measuring to be straight. Here the
point is that there is a part of the soul which reasons and makes use of
measurement, and which, it should be noted, can be concerned with the
sensible world. For measuring the stick is obviously not a matter of
contemplating intelligible things. So there is firm evidence that, even
according to the middle dialogues, reason can play a part in perceptual
cognition.

It is important to keep the second passage in mind when turning to the
later dialogues. If it is assumed that, according to the middle dialogues,
reason cannot play a part in perceptual cognition, it is tempting to see a
shift in the later dialogues. For in the later dialogues belief (86Ea) is
characterised as something that requires thinking and reasoning: “belief is
the result of thinking.”'® And I shall argue that this characterisation holds
good even as far as beliefs about the sensible world are concerned. '’ If it
is assumed that according to the middle dialogues beliefs are arrived at
merely by the exercise of the senses, then the later dialogues might seem
to introduce a novelty. But now we can see that such a view is superficial:
even according to the middle dialogues an exercise of reason can be
involved in forming beliefs about the sensible world. And what is more,
there is no sharp division between the middle and the later dialogues even
in so far as beliefs, according to the middle dialogues, can be arrived at
without an exercise of reason. For Plato makes room for beliefs arrived at
without an exercise of reason in the later dialogues as well. In fact, I shall
argue at length that in the later dialogues Plato distinguishes between two
different kinds of beliefs, namely, those that are based on an exercise of
reason and those that are arrived at by exercising the senses alone.

Despite this continuity between the middle and the later dialogues,
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there are differences as well. But as I have mentioned, by and large these
differences turn on the mode of approaching the issue. In the later dia-
logues Plato spells out the different operations that contribute to percep-
tual cognition in a far more sophisticated way; he now carefully distin-
guishes between what it is to perceive and what it is to believe, and
between what it is to exercise the sense organs and what it is to exercise
reason. In addition, the part played by the soul gets a more subtle treat-
ment. But not even in regard to the parts played by the body and the soul
in perceptual cognition do Plato’s views undergo any substantial change.
Although in the middle dialogues Plato sometimes uses language which
suggests that judgements arrived at through the senses alone require no
involvement of the soul, I do not think that he ever thought that the body
on its own can accomplish judgements, or that the sense organs can play
the part of agents.'* The view in the middle dialogues, rather, is based on
the idea of a divided soul, one part of which judges without recourse to
reason. "> So when Plato speaks about the verdict of the senses upon an
issue, it is presumably the part of the soul which does not reason that is
responsible for the verdict. The shift in the later dialogues, if there is any,
consists in the fact that the idea of a divided soul, which was brought into
the discussion in the Republic in order to explain certain psychological
phenomena, fades away. Instead, the soul seems to be conceived of as a
unified thing and such that its cognitive power is not always utilised to
the same degree.

Plato’s views on perceptual cognition are not put forward in an easily
accessible way. There is no Platonic treatise “On perceptual cognition”
that we can turn to. Instead, Plato’s views on perceptual cognition are
embedded in lines of reasoning which are not aimed only or even primarily
at the clarification of perceptual cognition. Still, if we want to extract those
points of the arguments that have a bearing on the topic, then we must
also take the overall drift of the arguments into account. Otherwise the
study is at risk of being based on a haphazard collection of quotations the
real motivation behind which remains out of sight. The best way to ap-
proach the topic, I believe, is to have a firm grip on the purpose of Plato’s
scrutiny of perceptual cognition in the later dialogues. As I have men-
tioned, the predecessors’ idea that perceptual cognition is a corporeal and
mechanical process is one important background tenet to Plato’s effort.
But in addition, Plato has a more specific target in view. For both in the
Theaetetus and the Sophist he takes issue with the sophists, and with
Protagoras in particular. In the Theaetetus he construes Protagoras’ rela-
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tivistic position in such a way as to suggest that it is based on a certain
view of perceptual cognition. Hence, Plato’s efforts must also be seen
against the background of his quarrel with Protagoras.

Needless to say, Plato never uses the term ‘perceptual cognition’ or
anything of the sort. But my employment of the term is motivated by the
desire to have a convenient means of referring to a rather broad field of
phenomena. So it should be admitted that the term ‘perceptual cognition’
has fuzzy edges. However, a few clarifications are in order. Although to a
great extent I willbe concerned with perception of sensory qualities such
as colours and sounds, I willalso consider ‘perceptual’ cognition of such
traits as goodness and wisdom. These are apparently not sensory quali-
ties. But the point is that they can manifest themselves in sensible par-
ticulars. Of course, although arriving at the judgement whether a sensible
particular is good or wise may be a matter of getting a glimpse of the
person through sense perception, the judgement may also be arrived at
indirectly through reading or hearsay. So I use ‘perceptual’ in a broad
sense as referring to all kinds of cases that have to do with the cognition
of sensible particulars. Further details pertaining to the question of the
objects of perception I shall consider in due course. What is more, I use
‘cognition’ as a success word; to have cognition is to be correctly in-
formed of something. But to have cognition does not require anything
more than that the information in question is correct. ‘Cognitive,” by
contrast, is used to qualify conditions of the soul which do not neces-
sarily by themselves prompt the subject to a view about something, or
give accurate information about the world, but which still contribute to
cognition.

The following is how I intend to proceed. In chapter 1 I shall present
Plato’s construal of Protagoras’ position. It will be shown that Plato
uncovers a conflation of different cognitive phenomena on Protagoras’
part; he argues that the rationale behind Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’
thesis is based on a conflation of sense perception (aicbnoic), belief
(86€a) and appearing (pavracia ). And it is precisely this conflation that
Plato takes exception to. For on closer scrutiny, Plato suggests, sense
perception, belief and appearing do not amount to the same thing. I shall
then proceed by devoting a chapter to each of these notions: chapter 2 is
devoted to sense perception, chapter 3 to belief, and chapter 4 to ap-
pearing. Of course, there is no prospect of finding a systematic use of the
terms atobnoie, 86€a, davtacia and their cognates throughout the cor-
pus or, in fact, even in the later dialogues. But it is clear, or so it will be
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argued, that there are three distinct phenomena that Plato discerns and
calls by these names. What is more, since Plato is consciously playing on
the ambiguity of these terms, we need to have some idea of other uses of
them. In the conclusion I briefly consider the bearing of the results of the
study on the understanding of Plato’s thinking in general.

The Theaetetus and the Sophist are my main primary sources, but I shall
make use of other late dialogues as well. However, I shall not go into the
debate over chronology. Suffice it that I state, dogmatically, that I take the
Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Philebus to belong to the later dialogues.
What is more, I am in agreement with Owen on the earlier dating of the
Timaeus.”* Admittedly, dating based on linguistic principles gives a rather
different chronology from that one suggested in this study: the Timaeus is
placed among the latest dialogues, at any rate later than the Theaetetus,
and the Theaetetus, in turn, is often placed among the middle dialogues.?!
But however fallible chronology based on the philosophical content of the
dialogues might be, in the end I think it is the best way to approach the
question. As willbe seen, from the point of view of the development of
Plato’s conception of perceptual cognition, I am inclined to place the
Timaeus between the Republic and the later dialogues.

Of the ancient commentators on Plato’s theory of perception I have
opted for an extremely cautious selection: Aristotle and Theophrastus.
Aristotle and Theophrastus are not only closest in time to Plato, but they
are also the only ancient commentators that give a picture of Plato’s views
not grossly contaminated by later developments of the subject.

All translations from the Greek are mine. All quotations from the Greek
texts are given in translation and in original. When I judge the exact Greek
wording to be important, I give the Greek text in direct connection to the
translation. Otherwise I give the Greek text in an endnote.

I wish to thank Lesley Brown, Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson, Michael Frede,
Hévard Lekke, Per Martin-L6f and Dugald Murdoch for valuable com-
ments on and stimulating criticism of drafts of the manuscript. I also thank
Svenska Institutet (The Swedish Institute) for a generous research
scholarship.
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Protagoras’ conflations

Protagoras’ influence on the fourth century philosophical debate is
profound. It is no exaggeration to say that a discovery of Protagoras’
writings would thoroughly reshape our understanding of ancient philoso-
phy. But under the present circumstances we have to rest content with the
indirect evidence available primarily through Plato’s and Aristotle’s ac-
counts. This need not worry us in so far as we want to understand Plato’s
and Aristotle’s arguments against Protagoras; in that case it is their
construals of Protagoras’ position that matter. But firsthand knowledge of
Protagoras’ teachings would make it a great deal easier to understand the
details of Plato’s and Aristotle’s arguments against Protagorean relati-
vism. For even if Plato’s Protagoras is not the real Protagoras, the rationale
behind Plato’s construal of his position can be fully grasped only by
comparison with the real Protagoras’ teachings. So some thought should
be given to the question what the basis for Plato’s construal might have
been.

The background to Plato’s construal of Protagoras’ position is partic-
ularly important in regard to his concern with perceptual cognition in the
Theaetetus. For the concern is motivated by the challenge presented by
Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis. And as Plato sets out to take issue
with the relativistic thesis he prepares the ground for his criticism by
carefully laying bare what he takes to be the rationale for it, that is, the
tenets we need to presuppose in order to make a fair case for the thesis.
And he gives the rationale by connecting the thesis to a certain concep-
tion of perception; he develops a theory of perception according to which
everything that is perceived is relative to the perceiver. So on that theory
of perception, man is the measure of everything that he perceives. In
addition, since the theory has it that reality consists of the things that are
perceived, the thesis is claimed to hold universally. In taking issue with
the relativistic thesis Plato targets this conception of perception and goes
some way towards spelling out an alternative.

Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis is the prime example of a tenet



Protagoras’ conflations

which Plato’s construes in a way that may well go beyond what
Protagoras had in mind. For it is not clear what scope Protagoras intended
the thesis to have. One possibility is that ‘man’ is to be understood as
mankind and that man as a species is the measure. In that case the point
would be that there is nothing beyond mankind that provides the stan-
dards for determining whether something is the case or not and, hence,
whether a belief is true or false. Another option is to restrict the relativity
to particular human communities: each community provides its own stan-
dards. But Plato goes for a yet narrower construal, namely, that each
individual is the measure and that each of us provides his or her own
standards. As I shall suggest, it is possible that Protagoras had the narrow
version in mind as far as a particular kind of beliefs is concerned, and that
Plato extended the thesis in a way not suggested by Protagoras so as to
cover all kinds of beliefs.

Theaetetus’ definition

The background to Plato’s concern with the Protagorean conception of
perceptual cognition in the Theaetetus is the following: Theaetetus, the
mathematical genius, suggests at 151el-3that “Perception” (alo6noic) is
the answer to Socrates’ question “What is knowledge?” (Ti <¢oTu
€moTnun;) and that “the one who knows something seems to me to per-
ceive that something which he knows” (Sokel olv por ¢ émoTdpevidc
Tt aloBdveobar TolTo 6 émioTaTau). At first glance, the answer may
strike us as fairly clear and straightforward. But it takes a little effort to see
the real motivation behind Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge
(emotiun) as atodnois. To begin with, Theaetetus is hardly espousing
the empiricist claim that all knowledge has its source in sense perception
and that sense perception provides the ultimate test for the correctness of
our beliefs. For mathematical insights fit badly into the scheme, and it
seems odd that a mathematician should take such a view in the first place.
In fact, it is doubtful that in giving the answer Theaetetus has in mind the
means through which knowledge is to be obtained. Instead, Theaetetus
treats the question as if it concerned the definition of knowledge; the
question is a typical “What is ...?” (T{ éoTi;) question familiar from the
Socratic dialogues. And it makes good sense that a mathematically trained
person should treat Socrates’ question on a par with questions like “What
1s a point?” or “What is a line?”.

There is a fairly overt hint at the kind of answer Socrates is looking for
at 146¢7-e10, a few pages before Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as

10
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perception. Theaetetus first suggests that things like geometry and cob-
blery are knowledge. But Socrates objects to the answer on formal
grounds: he was asking what knowledge is, not what there is knowledge
of. Theaetetus gets Socrates’ point immediately. In fact, he turns out to be
very familiar with the kind of answer Socrates is looking for. And at 147d4-
148b3 Theaetetus himself gives an example of such an answer, namely, a
definition of what it is to be a power (Svvapic): if we take the side of a
square of the size of n square feet, where # is a square integer, then that
side is commensurable with the side of a square of the size of one square
foot, that is, with one foot. By contrast, the side of a square of the size of »
square feet, where » is a non-square integer, is not commensurable with
one foot, although the area of the square of the size of n square feet,
where »n is a non-square integer, is commensurable with the area of a
square of the size of one square foot. Thus the two kinds of sides, or
lengths, differ as to their nature. As far as those lengths are concerned
which are not commensurable with one foot, although the square is com-
mensurable with the square of one, they are called ‘powers.” Hence, the
definition of power, put in arithmetical terms: the square root of a non-
square integer.

The point of this example of an answer to a “What is ...?” question is to
make clear that the answer to Socrates’ question “What is knowledge?”
should not pick out only a subclass of knowledge. That is to say, the
answer “A power is the square root of a non-square integer” establishes
an equivalence, and by answering “Perception is knowledge” Theaetetus
suggests not only that all instances of aiofnoic are knowledge, but also
that all instances of knowing amount to perceiving.' This is an important
aspect: if Theaetetus’ answer suggests that knowing and perceiving are
the same thing, then we should think twice before laying down what
Theaetetus has in mind when using the terms aiofnoic and aicHdveohar
in the first place. On the face of it, there seem to be cases of knowing
which are not a matter of perceiving through the senses. How, then, can
Theaetetus claim that perceiving and knowing amount to the same thing?

There are linguistic reasons to assume that in using the term aiofnotc
Theaetetus does not have in mind sense perception specifically. Alofnoic
and the verb alofdveobal do not simply always mean ‘sense perception’
and ‘to perceive through the senses.” ? For there is a wide range of com-
monplace uses of the terms aiobnoic and alofdvecbar in which they
mean things like ‘to be aware of,” ‘to notice,” ‘to realise,” ‘to understand’
or ‘to figure out.”” In fact, Plato himself makes such uses of the term. At
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Gorgias 479c4-5, for instance, Polus is asked whether he can ‘perceive’
(aiobdvn ) what follows from the argument under discussion. The question
is obviously not whether Polus is able to perceive by the senses what
follows from the argument, but whether he is able to figure out or under-
stand what follows from the argument. And that is something Polus can
accomplish by using his intellectual capacities quite independently of the
senses. So aioBdvecBar has a much broader range of meanings than that
of ‘sense perception.’

But what is more, on some occasions having a perception (alofnoic) of
something is to have a particular kind of grasp of that something, as
Socrates’ talk about the alofnoic of temperance at Charmides 159al-3
makes clear.

For if it [temperance] really resides in you, then I think it must
provide you with a sense of it, by means of which you would have
a belief concerning it-that it resides in you and what kind of thing
temperance is;...

dvdykn ydp mov évoloav aivTiv, elmep éveoTw, alobnoiv
Twa Tapéxely, €€ fc 86ka dv Tic coL mepl alvTiic €in 8T
€oTW Kal Omolév TL 1) cwdpocivy ...

Yet again, Socrates cannot have sense perception in mind in talking of the
alobnoic of temperance. Here it seems that having aloénoic endows the
subject with a fairly developed grasp of the thing at issue. Indeed, it even
endows the subject with the ability to spell out what the thing at issue is.
Now it should be noticed that knowing (¢mioTactai)-the thing Socrates
asked Theaetetus to define in the first place-on many occasions amounts
to pretty much the same as alofdvecBar taken in this special sense. For if
we look at everyday uses of émioTacBat, it turns out that knowing is a
matter of having a sense of, of being well versed in a certain art. In fact,
Theaetetus’ first tentative answers to Socrates’ question bring this aspect
out. For it is precisely expertise knowledge such as geometry and cobblery
that Theaetetus comes up with. So these first answers make it clear what
kind of notion of knowledge Theaetetus is thinking of. And since in every-
day occurrences the two notions can be used interchangeably, it seems to
be appropriate to suggest that every instance of émioTrpn is an instance
of alobnolg, and the other way round.

We can now see that Theaetetus’ answer that perception is knowledge
establishes an identity: perceiving and knowing amount to the same thing.
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And as we turn to Socrates’ interpretation of the answer it is important to
keep this character of the answer in mind. For he tries to understand the
details of the rationale behind the answer by making the suggestion that
perception amounts to the same thing as appearing (pavtacia ) and belief
(86€a), thus introducing further identities.

Sense perception and Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis

It is important to see that Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as per-
ception merely serves as a pretext for Socrates; from this point onwards in
the first part of the dialogue Socrates develops the definition for his own
purposes. For as Socrates turns to evaluating Theaetetus’ answer, he puts
a certain interpretation on the definition which is not borne out by
Theactetus himself. To begin with, at Theaetetus 152¢5-6 Socrates lays it
down that unerringness is the crucial distinguishing mark of knowledge.
But in giving the definition Theaetetus showed no commitment to the
principle that knowledge is unerring; rather, he conceived of knowledge in
terms of expertise such as the skill of the craftsman. Furthermore, at 151e8-
152a4 Socrates suggests that Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge and
Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis go together. Yet again, since there is
nothing in Theaetetus’ definition suggesting such a connection, we must
not think that Socrates brings out a hidden assumption on Theaetetus’
part. It is rather that Theaetetus’ definition serves merely as a starting
point for Socrates’ attack on Protagoras. So as Socrates sets out to
consider what the identification of perception and knowledge amounts to,
it is precisely with a view to disclosing the rationale behind Protagoras’
thesis.

The purpose of Socrates’ construal of Theaetetus’ definition is to target
a certain conception of cognition. Socrates shows that on a certain
understanding Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis gives a rationale for
Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as perception. If it can be shown that
man is the measure of whatever he perceives, then perception seems to be
unerring. In other words, ifit it can be shown that the ‘man the measure’
thesis holds for perception, then we seem to have a case for Theaetetus’
definition. So the idea is to put an interpretation on the notion of aiofnotic
which accounts for its being unerring. And as Socrates turns to the task of
construing the notion of perception in such a way as to make it unerring, it
is in terms of sense perception that he understands aiofnoic. So Socrates’
choice to construe the notion of alofnolc in terms of sense perception is
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motivated by the desire to pin down an interpretation of afofnoic which
lays it down as unerring.

The attempt to construe the notion of aioOnoLc in this way affects the
definition of knowledge as perception: the narrowing down of the notion
of perception to sense perception seems to make the definition more vul-
nerable. For in so far as it is claimed that not only all sense perception is
knowledge, but also all knowledge is sense perception, it seems that there
are counterexamples readily available. But although Socrates accounts for
Protagoras’ thesis by construing Theaetetus’ definition in terms of sense
perception, it is not likely that he intends to restrict the thesis to certain
kinds of cases. For at 152a2-3 the thesis is presented as saying that man is
the measure of everything (mdvtwy xpnpdrwv). And the narrowing down
of the notion of perception is but one step in Socrates’ procedure; the
identity between perception and knowledge is not established by just
giving an account of how aiofnoic in terms of sense perception is uner-
ring. The procedure is far more elaborate. And as I shall argue, these fur-
ther elaborations preserve Theaetetus’ equation of perception and knowl-
edge.

Socrates supports the equation of perception and knowledge by spell-
ing out Protagoras’ thesis in more detail at 152a6-8: “as each thing appears
to me, so it is for me, and as each appears to you, so it is for you” (¢ ola
pev €kaocta épol daivetar ToralTa pev €oTw épol, ota 8¢ ool,
ToladTa 8¢ ad ool). This first account of how perception can be knowl-
edge brings in a further notion, namely, appearing (pavracia), and at
152¢1 Socrates makes the move manifest: “Appearing and perception
amount to the same thing” (Pavtacia dpa kal aioOnoic TaidTév). Fur-
thermore, at 152b6-8 Socrates introduces an example, namely the wind’s
appearing warm or cold to someone and, hence, being warm or cold to that
someone, which is not only an instance of someone perceiving, but, more
particularly, of someone perceiving by the senses. So by connecting the
notions of alobnoic and davtacia, and by relating the latter notion to
instances of sense perception, Socrates pins down a particular interpre-
tation of Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as alcbnoic which indeed
connects the definition to alofnoic in terms of sense perception.

The introduction of the notion of appearing does not merely bring
alofnoic in terms of sense perception into focus; the examples restrict the
objects of perception to sensory qualities such as colour and sound.
Whether or not the locution ‘... appears ...to someone’ (daiveTar TL)
was normally used in Greek when apprehension of sensory qualities was
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at issue is not up for investigation. Plato might be operating with such a
use of the locution, but in that case it is likely that he draws on a
characteristically Protagorean use of it. At any rate, it is easy to see the
point of narrowing down aiobnoic to cases of apprehending sensory
qualities. For in so far as the task is to show that alofnoic is unerring,
perception of sensory qualities seems to be well suited as a candidate. At
least there is a case to be made for the claim that we cannot err as to what
sensory qualities we happen to perceive.

However, we must not mistake Socrates’ account of the impossibility of
erring as to what sensory qualities we happen to perceive with the idea
that there are some items, labelled ‘sense data’ or the like, about which we
cannot err. Plato does not operate with the idea of a set of items which
belong to a subjective, mental sphere. For although Socrates presents a
theory according to which the sensory qualities are brought about in the
perceptual encounter, they still belong to the external world.* This tenet is
characteristic of Plato and, I am inclined to believe, of ancient philosophy
generally. So when Socrates turns to accounting for the claim that per-
ception is unerring, he characteristically gives a causal story of how
sensory qualities come about when a sense organ and an object meet, ra-
ther than a story about mental items which the perceiver has privileged
access to.

It should also be noticed that the English locution “it appears” can be
constructed in both an impersonal and a personal way; we can use it either
in constructions like “It appears cold” or in constructions like “The wind
appears cold.” But Plato’s use of the locution daiveTar in the Theaetetus
is restricted to the latter kind of constructions, as 152a6-8 makes clear.
This is important in so far as it might seem that Plato’s point about
appearing is that it amounts to the mere awareness of sensory qualities
and that it does not involve predication. But we can now see that even in
Socrates’ account of Protagoras’ thesis appearings amount to
something’s appearing in one way or another. As we shall see, it is
something of a problem what it is that appears on Socrates’ construal of
Protagoras’ position. At any rate, I willrender the locution dpaiveTar with
‘...appears ...".

The next step in Socrates’ account of Theaetetus’ definition is to devel-
op a theory of sense perception based on a Heraclitean ontology of flux
which shows that sense perception is unerring. It is a matter of argument
whether the theory is of Plato’s own making or whether it was held by
Protagoras.’ Be that as it may, the theory is at any rate not Plato’s own,
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but is introduced as a means of making sense of Theaetetus’ definition of
knowledge as perception, only to be rejected together with the definition.®
The theory put forward at 156a3-157¢3 has it, in short, that the world is an
array of motions and that perception comes about when two motions meet.
In the case of vision, there are two kinds of motions such that they keep
themselves in the same location, although otherwise they are in a state of
total flux. One of these ‘slow’ motions is such that it has the power to be
affected, while the other has the power to affect. When these two kinds of
motions meet, their powers are triggered, and hence the one affects, while
the other is affected. And as a result of the action of the one motion on the
other motion two further motions are generated. These motions, in con-
trast to the former ones, are in locomotion, and are identified with a colour
and a visual perception. As to the object of perception, that is to say,
colour in the case of vision, Socrates is anxious to point out its status as
something neither in the eye nor something belonging to the other slow
motion meeting the eye, but as something occurring in between the slow
motions.

There is a great deal more to be said about the details of the theory, but
let us rest content with stating the crucial point: the objects of perception
are brought about in the perceptual encounter and, thus, are dependent on
it. Here it is important to resist the impression that the theory allows of
underlying perceiver independent objects.” The point is not just that
something’s being cold, say, is up to each perceiver; that would still leave
open the possibility that the attribution of the sensory quality to a body
goes wrong. And as we learn from 156e7-157a4, nothing taken on its own
can be qualified in any way whatsoever; all there is independently of a
perceiver are the motions that allow of no characterisation at all. It should
not be denied that the theory allows talk not only of colours, but even of
coloured things, as we can see from 156d3-7.But the point seems to be
that this talk of coloured things is a manner of speaking and at 182b1-3 it is
suggested that the sensory quality gets attributed to the agent, that is, the
slow motion with the power to affect. In other words, the world appears to
consist of stable objects with sensory qualities, but in reality there is
nothing there save the indeterminate motions. This tenet is important in so
far as it shows that appearings are conceived of as involving predication.
Now however fanciful this theory of sense perception might seem, consid-
ering the purpose of introducing it, that is, to make the claim that sense
perception is unerring, the point about the dependence of the object of
perception on the meeting between the slow motions is obvious enough.
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If all that gets perceived is brought about in the perceptual act, that is, in
the meeting between the slow motions, then there seems to be no room for
an objective world to be mistaken about.

But the equation of alobnoic and davrtacia as a means to equate
alobnoiwc and émiomipun is only a first step. For in addition to davTacia
the notion 86€a is brought into the discussion as a further mediating link
between atobnoic and émoTrun. The connection of davtacia to 8éEa is
based on the cognates daiveTar Twi and Sokel Twi which amount to
pretty much the same, just as the locutions ... appears ... to someone’
and ‘... seems ...to someone’ do. In contrast to the connection between
alobnoic and davracia, the connection is not explicitly made, but is
reflected in Socrates’ terminology; at 158e2-6 Socrates shifts from using
baiveTar Tu to using Sokel TuwL.® It might be wondered what Plato has
in mind in introducing the notion 86€a. For instance, does he reason along
the lines that since at 152a6-8 Protagoras’ thesis gets couched in terms of
a thing’s appearing, he needs to make it likely that in so far as someone is
being appeared to, that someone holds that which appears to him to be the
way it appears? In other words, is the notion of 8¢£a introduced in order
to make the point that perceptions committhe perceiver to certain views
on the world? But if that were the point, then it could be argued that the
step is taken directly from alobnoic to pavrtacia . For I do not think that
daivetar T and davracia are used by Plato in the non-committal way
or that he plays on an ambiguity between a committal and a non-committal
use of the terms-not even at Theaetetus 152a6-8° And at any rate,
Protagoras’ principle that as things appear (paiveTar) to someone, so
they are to that someone suggests that appearing is conceived of as
committal.

The primary purpose of the introduction of the notion of 8¢&a is
presumably to avoid a too restricted construal of Protagoras’ thesis; the
thesis holds not only for perceptual judgements. In particular, the ethical
qual-ities introduced in Protagoras’ self-defence at 166a2-168c2 are hardly
on a par with sensory qualities like colour and sound, at least not as far as
their genesis is concerned. In fact, there is some evidence for the
conjecture that Protagoras distinguished between things that appear (T
dawdpeva) and things that seem (Td Sokofvra).!” Together with the
assumption that Protagoras held something like the theory of perception
sketched above, it is likely that he made a distinction between judgements
about sensible objects and other beliefs. It is tempting to think that
whereas the objects of sense perception are relative to each perceiver,
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ethical qualities are relative to each community: the constitution of Athens

is not objectively just, but just relative to the Athenians. And maybe by
the use of Ta dawvdpeva and Ta Sokolvra Protagoras meant to pick out
these two cases separately. At any rate, it seems that the way Socrates
chooses to interpret Theaetetus’ suggestion that aiofnoic is émioTrun is
by first moving from aloénoic to pavracia, thus pinning down ailobnoic
as sense perception, and then over the smooth transition from ¢pavracia

to 86Ea to the final connection of 86Ea to émoTrhun. Hence, Theaetetus’

equation of alobnolc and émoTipn is elaborated into the equation of
alobnoie, pavracia , 86Ea and émoThun.

The introduction of 86€a, in addition to davractia, helps establish the
principle that all instances of ¢émioTriun are instances of aiofnoic; those
cases which are not a matter of perceiving sensible objects are now picked
out by 86a. Theaetetus’ equation of perception and knowledge, thus, is
preserved: all cases of knowledge are either cases of pavtacia or 86&a,
and all cases of ¢pavtacia and 86Ea are cases of perception. Strictly
speaking, although the locutions datveTar 7w and Sokel Twi seem to
amount to pretty much the same thing, davrtacia and 86Ea are not
equated, but are brought into the discussion in order to allow of a
sufficiently broad construal of aiofnoic. So, to be more precise, there are
two moves: the move from alofnois to pavtacia and 86Ea, and the move
from the two latter notions to émoTrpun.

Now, whereas the rationale behind Protagoras’ thesis in regard to per-
ception of sensible objects is based on the theory of sense perception,
there is no parallel theory which supports the thesis applied to other
cases. In particular, the perception of ethical qualities gets no parallel
treatment. Obviously, the theory of sense perception does not prove that
perception is unerring when other cases than perception of sensible ob-
jects are concerned. This tenet is important in so far as Theaetetus’
equation of perception and knowledge requires that perception is uner-
ring: if the notion of perception gets equated not only with avracia , but
also with 86€a, why should we be convinced that perception is unerring?
Unfortunately, the only remedy to the problem is firsthand knowledge of
Protagoras’ writings. Now we are left with conjectures: perhaps ethical
notions are not in need of a detailed account as to their ontological status,
since they are more obviously dependent on something, namely, a commu-
nity. Or perhaps we are expected to extend the point of the theory of sense
perception to other cases.
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The passive character of cognition

We can now see that Socrates accounts for Theaetetus’ equation of
perception and knowledge by introducing the mediating notions
bavtacia and 86Ea. The introduction of these mediating notions and
their cognates daiveTar 7w and Sokel Tun is suggestive of a certain
conception of cognitive processes which forms an important background
to Plato’s concern with perceptual cognition. For there is a certain aspect
of the locutions daiveTar Tun and Sokel Tun that Plato brings into play
so as to suggest that perceptual cognition is a passive process.'' By and
large both locutions can be used interchangeably, but after the first
introduction of davtacia and daiveTar Tuv at 152a6-c3, the notion 8éEa
and its cognate Sokel T get the main attention; I shall concentrate on
these. '

The connection between the locution Sokel T, and the notion 8¢€a,
apart from their common root, is fairly obvious. If something seems to us
to be in a certain way, then it is fair to say that we take it to be that way,
that is, that we believe it to be that way. Still, Socrates puts a certain
emphasis on the locution T 8okel so as to make a point about the
Protagorean ‘man the measure’ thesis. To begin with, the view Socrates
puts forward on behalf of Theaetetus and Protagoras, namely that when
we perceive something, that something seems to us to be in one way or
other, suggests that perceiving amounts to believing. Hence, on this un-
derstanding of perception we do in fact perceive that something is in a
certain way. And if perceiving amounts to believing, then it is natural to
connect perception to 86&a.

But what is important now, there is an aspect of the locution 8okel Tt
that Plato brings into play. For the locution 8okel T, or more idio-
matically, the locution Sokel (poi), just as the English °... seems ... (to
me)’ signals reservation on the part of the speaker: “Things seem to me to
be that way (but, of course, that’s just what I think).” So in order not to
commit oneself too strongly to a certain view, ‘... seems ... to me’ is in-
serted as a qualifier. But there is a wide range of different nuances that can
be attached to the qualifier. The simplest way to signal the nuance is by
adding an adverb: “Things really seem to be that way” or “Things merely
seem to be that way.” But the nuance can be signalled by intonation as
well: “He seems to be guilty” can be intonated either so as to convey the
message that the speaker thinks that it is almost certain that the person is
guilty or to convey the opposite message that it is highly unlikely that the
person really is guilty.
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Now the way Plato makes use of this tension in the locution Sokel Tt
is by pointing out that on Protagoras’ principle our beliefs are arrived at as
the result of an entirely passive process: there is nothing more to our
beliefs than the way things strike us. This aspect of 86Ea is well captured
by the weakly committal Sokel (joi): our beliefs are just a matter of how
things merely seem to us. So if say that something seems to me to be in
one way or other, I may be suggesting that I have not given much thought
to the issue: this is what it seems to me on first impression. Hence, in this
case there is no effort put into the formation of the belief; I just go on the
appearance. There is a rather funny instance of this way of taking the
locution. At 181b8-c7 Socrates wants Theodorus to join him in consid-
ering a particular question, namely what kinds of motion there are. But his
request at 181c4-6 makes a playful use of the language suggested by
Protagoras’ position: “Let it not seem only to me, but join in you too, so
that we can be affected together by whatever it is” (u©) pévror pévov
¢uol SokelTw, dAAa cuppérexe kal oY, (va kowi mwdoxwper dv T
kal 6¢7). Of course, Socrates urges Theodorus to consider the question,
that is, to make an intellectual effort in order to come to grips with it. But
since Protagoras’ principle seems to deny that there is any such intel-
lectual effort involved in coming to have a view on something, or at least
that there is any point in such effort, this is not the kind of thing Socrates
can ask of Theodorus. On the Protagorean position Socrates cannot really
urge Theodorus to join him in an intellectual venture; instead he is left
with the rather bleak “Let’s get affected together.”

But on the Protagorean view the fact that our beliefs are a matter of how
things strike us does not mean that there is anything questionable about
them. For it is part and parcel of the Protagorean position that as things
seem to each of us, so are they, and that we may rest confident with our
beliefs. So Protagoras’ position in a congenial way manages to encompass
both the strongly and the weakly committal aspect of the locution Sokel
(pov): our beliefs are a matter of how things merely seem to us, but since
there is nothing more to things than the way they seem to us, we may
commit ourselves to things being just the way they seem to us to be. In
fact, on the Protagorean view there is no tension between the weakly and
the strongly committal aspects of the locution Sokei (poi): things just are
the way they strike us.

What we can see, then, is that Socrates develops Theaetetus’ definition
of knowledge as perception by connecting the definition to Protagoras’
‘man the measure’ thesis in such a way as to suggest that perceiving

20



Protagoras’ conflations

amounts to believing, on the one hand, and that beliefs are a matter of how
things strike us, on the other. So although Socrates makes the suggestion
on Theaetetus’ behalf that perceiving comes to something more than
merely having the senses affected, that is, to believing, Socrates also
suggests that on the Protagorean view beliefs are merely a matter of how
we are affected. This squares nicely with the tendency among the early
Greek thinkers to conceive of cognitive processes in terms of how the
body is affected. And it is against the background of this picture of how
perception and belief are conceived of that Socrates’ refutation of
Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as perception is to be seen.

The disentanglement of Protagoras’ conflations

It is of paramount importance to be clear about the nature of the inves-
tigations in the first part of the Theaetetus. Socrates sets out to show how
a certain view of perceptual cognition arises from the conflation of dif-
ferent cognitive phenomena. The first part of the dialogue, therefore, is not
primarily, if indeed at all, concerned with criticising empiricism. Instead,
Plato pins down certain presuppositions behind Protagoras’ ‘man the mea-
sure’ thesis which he takes Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as per-
ception to be suggestive of. It is well known that Socrates puts forward
several arguments against Protagoras’ thesis in the first part of the
dialogue. But underlying these arguments there is a conceptual work: the
fundamental flaw of Protagoras’ position is the conceptual confusion sug-
gested by it. Sense perception, appearing and belief are different phenom-
ena, and the failure to distinguish between them accounts for Protagoras’
commitment to his thesis. And against this background Socrates turns to
refuting Theaetetus® definition and the Protagorean thesis by disentan-
gling this confusion. ' We can thus see that the challenge presented by
Protagoras’ relativistic thesis is the motivation behind Plato’s concern
with perceptual cognition.

As to the sources of Plato’s conception of sense perception, belief and
appearing, a few comments are in order: in the Theaetetus Socrates disen-
tangles belief from sense perception and goes some way towards spelling
out what sense perception and belief are. In fact, the final argument
against Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as perception is based on the
disentanglement of belief from sense perception. But in addition to the
Theaetetus, we must look elsewhere in Plato’s writings for further clues to
these notions. The Timaeus and the Philebus provide important further
clues to the notion of sense perception, the Sophist to the notion of belief,
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What is more, the Sophist is the main source of Plato’s conception of
appearing. So as I turn to considering each of the three notions in the next
three chapters, I shall make use of these dialogues.
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11
The affection of the soul

Plato’s construal of the notion aiofnoic marks a new beginning in the
philosophy of perception. Against the background of the broad notion of
alobnolc comprising a whole range of different cognitive phenomena
Plato not only narrows down the notion to a particular kind of perception,
namely, sense perception, but also goes some way towards spelling out
what sense perception is. The characteristic trait of Plato’s view is the
passive nature of sense perception. He has it that sense perception is
brought about when a sense organ is affected and the affections
(rabripata) are transmitted to the soul. At Timaeus 43b5-c7, accounting
for the condition of the newly incarnated human soul, Timaeus explains
that material objects impinge on the body and that “the motions travelling
through the body to the soul strike against it. Because of this they were
later called what all of them are still called today: sense perceptions.”! In
addition, at Philebus 33d2-34a5 Socrates speaks about the joint shaking
(cetoude) of the body and the soul brought about by the affection of the
sense organ, and he points out that “if you were to call this alteration [of
the body and the soul] sense perception, you would not speak off the
mark.”?

The most important point of the passive character of sense perception
is that the mere affection of the sense organs and the soul does not
amount to believing. For in contrast to sense perception belief requires
activity, and even effort on the part of the soul. So sense perception is a
matter of the soul’s merely being affected, whereas belief requires that the
soul does something on the basis of being affected. Now this character-
isation of sense perception leaves us with the question how much content
Plato ascribes to sense perception. In particular, since he conceives of
sense perception as a passive state different from belief, it seems that he
cannot ascribe too much content to sense perception lest the distinction
between sense perception and belief is obliterated. The question has been
the subject of dispute, in which the main contenders have argued along
the following lines. The one party holds that since Plato introduces a
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particular notion of sense perception with a view to suggesting that sense
perception is a passive state of the soul, he has it that in merely perceiving
through the sense organs the soul is not aware of anything. The other
party, by contrast, has it that there is sufficient evidence in the text to
suggest that in merely perceiving through the sense organs the soul
becomes aware of or takes notice of sensory qualities such as colours,
sounds, smells and so forth. According to this reading the real distinction
Plato is driving at is not that between no awareness at all and beliefs,
however meagre in content, but that between awareness of sensory quali-
ties that belong to the subjective sphere of sensory experiences and be-
liefs about an objective world. And on this reading, in perceiving through
the sense organs the soul makes judgements of sorts, albeit judgements
that do not go beyond the subjective sphere.?

Understanding Plato’s contrast between sense perception and belief is
complicated by the fact that he introduces the contrast for certain pur-
poses and that his notions of sense perception and belief are quite spe-
cific. Hence, extreme care is called for when these notions are considered.
In particular, the contrast does not run parallel to the contrast between
sensation and perception treated of in modern philosophy. * For in so far
as sensation is conceived of as the mere having of the sensory impres-
sions such that the perceiver is not put into contact with the world,
whereas perception is precisely a matter of reaching out to it, Plato’s
distinction between sense perception and belief does not amount to the
same contrast. In addition, just as there is a problem as to what each side
in Plato’s distinction amounts to, so the distinction between sensation
and perception gives rise to the same problem. So we should not expect
the distinction between sensation and perception to be of much help in
the efforts to come to grips with Plato’s distinction between sense per-
ception and belief. What really matters is how Plato spells out the distinc-
tion: it is fair to say that Plato is the first thinker who sets out to
distinguish between the passive and active aspects of perceptual cog-
nition.

The question thus raised is of paramount importance and I shall con-
sider it at some length in this chapter. However, I am not going to opt for
either of the two alternatives suggested: it seems to me that both alter-
natives miss the mark. As far as the latter alternative is concerned, namely
that Plato has in mind a distinction between two different kinds of judge-
ments, I am inclined to agree with those who think that it blurs the dis-
tinction between sense perception and belief. For if perceiving amounts to
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judging, why should we not say that perceiving amounts to believing?
Yet, although I am more sympathetic towards the former alternative, there
is more to be said about the cognitive status of sense perception than that
it is a passive state of the soul. The fact that sense perception, in contrast
to belief, is conceived of as a passive state of the soul does not entail that
anything that goes beyond the striking of the motions against the soul
counts as belief. ‘Passive’ and ‘active’ are relative terms and in so far as
sense perception is characterised as a passive state of the soul, it is
passive in comparison to belief. And as will be shown in chapter 3, Plato is
operating with a specific notion of belief (86Ea); the characterisation of
belief as requiring both activity and effort does not apply to everything
that we would be inclined to label ‘belief.’

Moreover, the two options as to how much content Plato ascribes to
sense perception seem to share one tenet, namely, that in sense percep-
tion the soul does not reach out to the world. For the idea that sense
perception is the mere passive state on the basis of which the soul forms
beliefs suggests that the perceptual act consists of two components—
sense perception playing the passive and belief the active part-and that
sense perception taken on its own does not put the soul into contact with
the world. But now it should be noticed that the latter option amounts to
the same conclusion: even if Plato has it that in merely perceiving through
the sense organs the soul becomes aware of sensory qualities, it is still the
case that sense perception cannot put the soul into contact with the
world. For according to this option in apprehending the mere sensory
qualities the soul does not reach out to the world.

In view of the fact that I think that, according to Plato, sense perception
can amount to cognition, I find both options on the wrong track. Let us
consider Plato’s views on animal cognition in order to see whether he
thinks that sense perception amounts to cognition. For if he thinks that
beasts get along by means of sense perception alone, then he seems to
embrace the view that sense perception brings about cognition.® Plato’s
remarks on the cognitive powers of beasts are scarce and do not provide
us with a clear picture.® But there is a line of thought in the Theaetetus
which suggests that beasts are denied belief and that beasts get along by
sense perception alone. At 186b11-c5 Socrates points out that man and
beast alike are born with the capacity to perceive, whereas only some can
develop the capacity to believe. I will have more to say about this passage
later; let it suffice for now to say that I take the point to be that man alone
can develop the capacity to believe, not that some beasts and some men
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can do it. What is more, the mention at Theaetetus 161¢3-d1 of the pig and
the baboon “as belonging to those which have sense perception”” seems
to be a hint at the fact that beasts in contrast to humans are endowed with
sense perception only. And despite the fact that there is some evidence
for the view that Plato ascribes more than sense perception to beasts, * I
assume that Plato has it that beasts get along by sense perception alone. I
do not pretend that the issue can be proved either way, but I shall try to
show that the evidence squares well with my assumption. At any rate, the
assumption matters a great deal. For if we opt for the view that sense
perception can bring about cognition on its own, the question is: what
kind of cognition does sense perception bring about in view of the fact
that some creatures get along by it alone?

The question whether or not sense perception amounts to cognition is
even more complicated. For even if Plato thinks that beasts get along by
sense perception alone, we may not be granted the same conclusion for
human beings: the design of the cognitive equipments of man and beast
may differ in such a way that sense perception has a different function in
man. In fact, I shall argue that it matters a great deal what kind of cognitive
equipment man and beast are supposed to have.

In defining sense perception as the affection of the body and the soul
Plato is at pains to make the point that sense perception is not brought
about by the mere affection of the body. For, as Socrates puts it at
Philebus 33d2-6,in so far as the affections brought about by material
objects impinging on the body are extinguished before they reach the
soul, sense perception is not brought about. Sense perception is brought
about when, in addition to the affection of the body, there is another
affection—of the soul. It is reasonable to assume that Plato distinguished
between the affection of the body and the affection of the soul so as to
escape the worry over the soul’s interaction with the physical world. Plato
was committed to the view that the soul differs from the body as to its
very nature and he may well have thought that the soul is not susceptible
to the kind of affection that bodies are susceptible to. And since the soul
cannot be affected by material objects, it is dependent on the body in so
far as it is to get in touch with the sensible world. Unfortunately, this
picture leaves us with a problem: it is not clear precisely how Plato would
account for the affection of the soul brought about by the body of the
perceiver. For if the soul cannot be affected by material objects, what is it
about the body of the perceiver—a material object—that makes it capable of
affecting the soul? Indeed, how should the affection of the soul brought

26



The affection of the soul

about by the body of the perceiver be characterised in the first place?
There is little, if any, evidence to decide on the issue, but Plato seems at
least to have in mind some sort of mediating role for the body; even
though the soul cannot be affected by material objects directly, it can be
affected by the motions in the body of the perceiver brought about by
material objects impinging on the sense organs.

The characterisation of aiofnoic as involving both the body and the
soul makes ‘sense perception’ an apt rendering of the key term of this
chapter. The point is that sense perception is a state of the soul which is
dependent on the body: unless the soul had recourse to a body it would
not be capable of sense perception. ‘Sense’ in sense perception, in other
words, signals the involvement of the body. It must be acknowledged that
there is a difficulty as to the rendering of alofdvecbar with ‘perceive’ in
this chapter. I shall occasionally render aicOdvecfar with the soul’s
perceiving this and that in sense perception. The rationale behind this
construction is that it is an open question exactly what objects Plato
thinks that the soul perceives when it merely exercises the sense organs.
And it could be suggested that in so far as the soul is to perceive some
things, it is not through the exercise of the sense organs alone that it
perceives them. But then the English ‘perceive’ is used as a generic term
and not as a rendering of aicBdvecbar . So I hope the qualification ‘in
sense perception’ or the context will make my use of ‘perceive’ as a
rendering of aloBdvecbar unequivocal. .

In view of the fact that Plato conceives of sense perception as in-
volving both the body and the soul, something needs to be said about
each aspect. In section 1 I consider the part played by the body of the
perceiver in sense perception. In particular, I shall sort out how the body
establishes contact with things in the world by being affected by them. In
section 2 I consider the question what the soul comes to perceive once the
affections reach it. In section 3 I turn to the question what kind of
cognitive state the soul is in when affected through the body. In
particular, if sense perception amounts to cognition, the question is how
we should characterise that kind of cognition.

Finally, a few notes on the use of sources. The Timaeus, the Theaetetus
and the Philebus will serve as the primary sources. But the theory of sight
at Theaetetus 156a2-157¢3 will not be taken into consideration. On the face
of it, there are some superficial similarities between that theory and the
account of sight in the Timaeus. But they do not amount to the same
thing.” And as has been shown in chapter 1, the theory of sight in the
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Theaetetus is introduced only to give backing to Theaetetus’ thesis that
knowledge is perception, and is refuted together with the thesis. Hence
the theory of sight in the Theaetetus is not endorsed by Socrates, but
invented by him for certain purposes. Moreover, the assumption of an
earlier dating of the Timeaus than that of the two other main sources
causes some trouble. But to put it briefly, I think the account of sense
perception in the Timaeus goes well together with remarks on the issue in
the later dialogues, and I find no reason, therefore, to discard it. However,
there is one exception to this claim about which I want to be entirely open:
in the Timaeus the soul is conceived of as having parts and these parts are
located in different parts of the body. Still, by and large this difference
does not make the accounts of sense perception in the Timaeus and in the
other sources pull apart. But when they do, I shall say so openly.

1. The sensory mechanism

Since only the body can be affected by material objects, the soul needs
the body as a means of establishing contact with the physical world. In
regard to touch, there is an obvious sense in which the object affects the
perceiver; the object impinges upon the body of the perceiver through
direct contact with the surface of the body. Of course, even here some
qualifications are required if the impingement is to count as touch. For one
thing, in so far as the perceiver is to be aware of the affection of the
impinging object, the pressure of the object on the body of the perceiver
must be sufficiently strong. Nevertheless, there is little room for wonder as
far as the basic outline of the mechanism of touch is concerned. But the
same does not hold for all the senses, and in particular for sight and
hearing. On reflection it might even strike us as somewhat mysterious that
a mountain tens of miles away should affect our eyes. Indeed, what is it
that makes possible this contact between the mountain and the eyes?

The question of the sensory mechanism in general, and of the mecha-
nism of sight in particular, occupied the Pre-Socratics and Plato’s con-
temporaries a great deal.'” There seems to have been a temptation to con-
ceive of the mechanism of sight as analogous to that of touch; just as
touch is brought about by one body acting on another, so sight was
thought to involve bodies acting on other bodies. And in order to accom-
modate this view of sight with observed facts, it was suggested that there
is a transparent stream which flows either from the object to the eyes, or
from the eyes to the object, so as to establish contact between them.'
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And similar stories were suggested for the other senses. However odd this
might sound to a modern ear, these speculations were not put forward
without argument. But the starting points for the speculations on the
sensory mechanism in Plato’s time were very different from what would be
taken for granted today. In particular, many scientific discoveries had not
yet been made, as for instance of light and sound waves, the lense, the
retina, the design of the inner ear, nerves, and so forth. Hence the ancient
accounts of the sensory mechanism may strike us as fairly awkward, or
simply seem to be too off the mark to deserve any closer attention.
However, despite the primitive status of the natural sciences at the time,
the explanations of the sensory mechanisms of the different senses are not
lacking in sophistication. On the contrary, on the basis of the meagre
scientific knowledge available the ancient theorists were impressively
imaginative in trying to come to grips with the phenomenon of sense per-
ception.

According to Theophrastus’ account there was a basic divide between
those who conceived of the process between the object and the sense or-
gan as requiring things of the same kind and those who conceived of it as
requiring things of different kinds.'> Such views provide informative hints
at the lines of reasoning and observations employed by these theorists.
For instance, one argument for the latter alternative, namely that sense
perception comes about only in so far as things of different kinds act on
each other, was based on the observation that things of the same tempe-
rature as the body are less apt to produce sense perception than things
much colder or warmer than the body.'* But in addition to considerations
that were based on such relatively simple observations there were at-
tempts at theoretical explanations. These accounts gave a theoretical
underpinning to the principle that sense perception comes about either as
a process between things of the same kind or as a process between things
of different kinds. For the basic idea seems to have been that sense per-
ception comes about through a mechanical process based on one body’s
action on another. This process, moreover, was believed to make possible
the transmission of pieces of matter between the object and the perceiver.
And it was assumed that the process turns on the kind of body of which
the sense organ and the object consist. So the idea was either that only
bodies of the same kind can act on each other so as to bring about sense
perception, or that only bodies of different kinds can do so.

In order to explain why bodies of a particular kind are well suited to act
on other bodies, theories were developed about the nature of different
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bodies. By and large material objects were believed to consist of one or
several of the four elements. Consequently, the elements played a prom-
inent part in the explanation of the sensory process. And since there were
some speculations as to the nature of each of the four elements, it was
possible to develop theories about their behaviour and, thereby, about the
details of the interaction between the object and the sense organ. Indeed,
much of the debate centred on the part played by each element in the
mechanics of the different sense organs; the material make-up of each
organ was under particular debate.

The account of sense perception in the Timaeus is in line with the
general outlook of theories of sense perception at the time. Here too we
find the idea of a bodily contact between the perceiver and the object, the
insistence on the part played by the elements in the sensory process, and
so forth. In particular, Timaeus’ procedure makes it clear that in so far as
we want to account for sense perception, we need to have a grasp of the
make-up of the physical world including the body of the perceiver. It is
important to see how closely Timaeus connects the account of the make-
up of the sense organs and the account of the effect of things affecting
the sense organ. At 61c8-d2 Timaeus has it: “It happens to be the case
that neither this [the formation of flesh] can be spoken of adequately
without mention of the sensory affections, nor these latter without the
former, and it is hardly possible to speak of both at the same time.”* The
interdependence of these two accounts is not a trivial point: the account
of the make-up of the sense organ is to a great extent motivated by the
desire to explain the receptivity of the sense organs to things in the
physical world.

In regard to the elements of which the sense organs and the material
objects consist, the demiurge is said to fashion regular geometrical bodies
which are used as models for the particular, perishable bodies. At 54al-b3
Timacus points out that the basic geometrical units for putting together
the elements are plane figures, namely half-equilateral and right angled
isosceles triangles. Using these plane figures as building blocks for the
faces of the three-dimensional figures, the demiurge puts together the four
figures corresponding to the elements: at 54d5-55¢6 fire is given the form
of a tetrahedron (a regular pyramid), air that of an octahedron, water that
of an icosahedron, and earth, finally, that of a cube. What is more, at 55d8-
56b2 Timaeus points out that the difference between the shapes of the
primary bodies has a bearing on their behaviour. For instance, fire, that is,
the tetrahedron, is thought to be the most mobile body because of its
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relative smallness, its few faces and its sharp cutting edges. Earth, by
contrast, is the most immobile because each of its faces is a square.
However fanciful this conception of the design of the world might seem, it
provides an important background to the account of the sensory mechan-
ism. For the design of the primary bodies, of which the material object and
the body of the perceiver consist, has an important bearing on how the
object acts on the sense organ. Let us, then, see how this background is
brought to bear on the accounts of sight and hearing.

The mechanism of sight

There are two characteristics that an account of sight should be able to
accommodate. As I have already mentioned, the account needs to give an
explanation of how the object at a distance can be brought into contact
with the eyes. Furthermore, since we do not see in the dark, some thought
should be given to the part played by light in sight. In regard to both of
these characteristics, one of the primary bodies, namely, fire (w0p), plays a
crucial part in Timaeus’ account. To begin with, at 58¢5-d1 Timaeus dis-
tinguishes between different kinds of fire of which two are relevant for the
account of sight: flame (dbA6¢) and that which flows off from the flame (70
amo Tiic dloydc dmidv), the latter being such that it does not burn.
Daylight belongs to the latter kind of fire, as Timaeus points out at 45b4-6.
Considering the fact that light waves were not thought of at the time, it
seems that Timaeus conceives of the phenomenon of light as the outflow
of a certain kind of body, namely fire, and, hence, as itself being a body. '
There is no detailed account of what it is that makes the two kinds of fire
different. But since Timaeus speaks of that which flows off from the flame
as a pure fire (mUp elhikpLréc), it could well be that he thinks that some
kinds of fire, such as the flame which burns and consumes bodies of other
kinds, are contaminated in the sense that they consist in part of primary
bodies other than the tetrahedrons.

In addition, there is a fire within us which is of the same kind as
daylight. At 45¢2-6 Timaeus explains how the daylight and the fire within
us interact.

Hence, when daylight occurs near the stream of sight, then like
issues forth towards like, the stream becoming condensed, and
becoming familiar [with the daylight] it is united into one single
body in a straight course from the eyes; [this happens] wherever
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the stream issuing forth from within stands firm against that of the
things outside with which it meets.
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The reason for the coalescence of daylight with the fire within us is that
daylight is akin (d8e\¢pév) to the latter fire, as Timaeus puts it at 45b6. Here
it seems that Timaeus is committed to a principle such that substances of
the same kind have an intrinsic propensity to unite, whereas substances of
different kinds resist one another. More particularly, the tenet that things
of the same kind have the propensity to unite is presumably based on
considerations on the geometrical shapes of the primary bodies. For
keeping in mind that fire is a primary body with a particular shape, namely
that of a tetrahedron, it might be argued that bodies similarly shaped have
a propensity to unite. And in order for the fire within us and the daylight
to be able to coalesce in the first place, Timaeus presumably has it that
there must be a uniformity of substance; the particles of which the two
bodies consist need to be of the same shape.

The suggestion that the mechanism of sight is based on a coalescence
of daylight and the internal fire seems to come to this. The sense organ is
extended in virtue of the stream of fire issuing forth from the eyes and
reaches out to objects in the world.'® On the assumption that there is such
a stream of fire issuing forth from the eyes, the story about the daylight
seems to accommodate the fact that we cannot see in the dark. For now
the reason for our not seeing when there is no daylight seems to be that
the daylight is needed in order to trigger the internal fire so as to make it
issue forth. So ifthe daylight is needed in order to make the internal fire
reach out to objects in the world, then the story about the internal fire
coalescing with the daylight seems to accommodate both the idea of a
bodily contact between the eyes and the object perceived, on the one
hand, and the fact that we cannot see in the dark, on the other hand.

However, this way of construing the story about how the daylight and
the internal fire interact so as to make a body of fire issue forth from the
eyes runs into problems. The most obvious problem is that we do in fact
see things, if not in total darkness, then at least when the sun has set. The
daylight is hence dispensable in so far as the internal fire is to issue forth
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and to establish contact with objects in the world. So it seems that the
above picture needs to be amended lest we commit Plato to an indefen-
sible theory.

In fact, the story is somewhat more complicated. In addition to the two
fires already mentioned, namely the daylight and the internal fire, there is a
third fire which is necessary if sight is to be brought about. For as the
stream of fire issues forth from the eye the stream is said “to stand firm
against that of the things outside with which it meets.” And at 67c6-7 that
which the stream meets is called “a flame flowing forth from each body”
(dAéya TGV cwpdTev ékdoTwv dmoppéovcar). So the third fire is such
that it is a different kind of fire from the daylight and the internal fire: the
third fire is a flame, not that which flows off from the flame. Still, in the
same lines the flame is said to consist of “parts which are proportioned to
the visual current so as to yield sense perception” (8l oUppeTpa
Wopta éxovoar mpoc aloBnow). This picture gives a fairly good hint as
to how the contact between the eye and the object is established. In virtue
of the stream of fire, the body of the eyes is extended all the way to the
object. Moreover, since the object in part consists of fire, albeit a different
kind of fire from the fire of the stream, a special kind of contact between
the stream and the object is established. The point about the parts of the
flame being proportioned to the stream of fire is that by being so pro-
portioned, the flame affects the visual current in a particular way. And at
45¢7-d3 Timaeus explains what happens to the visual current when af-
fected by the flame.

All [of the stream of fire], because of the homogeneity, becomes
uniformly affected, and whatever it comes in contact with and
whatever other comes in contact with it, the stream passes on the
motions of these things through all of the body all the way to the

soul and brings about this sense perception which we hence call
‘seeing.’
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So the idea is that the stream of fire is designed in such way as to be
sensitive to the fire of the object, and to transmit the motions of the object
to the soul.
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But in regard to the tenet that daylight is required for sight to be
brought about, it might still be wondered whether the story can accom-
modate the fact that we see things even when the sun has set. I think the
worry is best dealt with if we pose the following question: where do the
stream of fire and the flame meet? That is to say, does the stream of fire
travel all the way to the object becoming affected by the flame at the
surface of the object, or does the flameissue forth to meet the stream in
midair? The characterisation of the stream as the result of a coalescence of
the internal fire and daylight makes it clear that the process brings about a
united body which stands “in a straight course from the eye wherever the
stream issuing forth from within stands firm against that of the things
outside with which it meets.” My suggestion is that the point about the
stream’s standing firm is that the coalescence with the daylight makes the
internal fire strong enough to extend all the way to the object and to meet
the flame without being damaged. The talk about making the fire firm
makes sense from the point of view of the make-up of the body of fire: a
greater number of tetrahedrons presumably makes the body firmer and
more resistent. And at any rate it is clear that the stream can be damaged.
For at 67e6-68b1 Timaeus speaks of the dazzling effect some flames give
rise to even in broad daylight; the fire of these flames moves faster and
dilates the stream all the way to the eye. So the point is not that the fire
within us would not issue forth at all unless there were daylight, but,
rather, that only in so far as the internal fire coalesces with the daylight is
the internal fire made firm enough to do its job properly. In short, when the
internal fire coalesces with the daylight, the conditions for sight are
optimal.

By contrast, when there is no daylight, the internal fire issues forth only
to find nothing akin to it with which it can coalesce, as it is put at 45d3-6.
In that case the stream is too weak to extend to objects in the world. But
since some things, such as torches, are self-luminous, the story leaves
room for the possibility that in some cases the flame from the object
reaches all the way to the eye. However, in that case the stream from the
eyes is not strong enough to stand firm against the flame flowing off from
the object. And this tenet could explain why we become blinded by look-
ing at light sources in the night. For it could be suggested that the stream
which consists of the internal fire alone is not strong enough to resist the
flame from the object. So it matters a great deal for sight that the stream of
fire is made firm enough; thence the importance of daylight.

The suggestion is that under ideal conditions the stream is strong
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enough to travel all the way to the object and to be affected by the flame
at the surface of the object. By contrast, under less favourable conditions,
such as in the night, the stream and the flame meet closer to the eye; the
stream is not strong enough to resist the flame from the object and to
travel all the way to the object. Rather, the stream is affected at a longer
distance from the object. Consequently, sight at night is less accurate. In
other words, the daylight enters Timaeus’ theory of sight in such a way as
to account for the fact that we see better in broad daylight. Hence, on the
basis of what Timaeus explicitly says, there is no reason to believe that he
had overlooked the rather trivial fact that we do see in the night too.

Of course, the theory put forward is a mere sketch and a number of
further objections could easily be mounted. For one thing, on the present
account, there is no explanation of the fact that we can see things at night
which are not self-luminous, but lit by artifical lighting. Of course, Plato
must have been familiar with this fact and it might be conjectured that he
held artifical lighting, such as torches, to be an inferior kind of daylight
with which the internal fire can coalesce so as to reach out to objects. '’
What is more, the account cannot cover all kinds of sight, in view of the
fact that sight of other animals works well without the contribution of
daylight. The cat, for instance, does well without daylight. Presumably
Plato could have explained the exampleaway by referring to some ad hoc
principle; perhaps cats have a different kind of internal fire which works
differently. For at any rate, the look of the eyes of a cat is quite different
from that of human eyes: they even shine in the dark. But all in all, the
theory is not presented in sufficient detail to make possible a thorough
assessment. If we judge it by the few details it provides, we run the risk of
committing Plato to implausible mistakes. For instance, if it is assumed that
sight is brought about simply in so far as the stream of fire and the flame
from the object meet, then even in total darkness just pressing a tomato,
say, against the eyes should suffice to bring about sight. For that should
suffice to establish the contact between the flame and the internal fire.

But however sketchy the theory happens to be, there are a few charac-
teristics that need to be stressed. The basic idea is that the body of the
sense organ, that is, the fire of the eyes, is brought into contact with the
object. This body of fire which is extended to the object is such that it can
pass on the motions of the object to the soul. So the idea is that the stream
of fire establishes a channel for passing information from the object to the
soul.
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The mechanism of hearing

As far as hearing is concerned, Timaeus spends but a few lines on the
subject, and gives an even less detailed account than of sight. Still,let us
briefly consider the mechanism of hearing so as to get a firmergrip on the
general features of the sensory mechanism. To begin with, the problem of
how there can be a contact between the sense organ and the object is
somewhat different in the case of hearing. For sounds are hard to locate;
they do not belong to objects in any obvious sense. And even pretheoret-
ically it is not obvious that the perceiver should be brought into contact
with the object emitting a sound. For when someone hears the dog’s
barking, we do not need to assume that the ear is brought into contact
with the dog. And how should we treat cases like the wind’s howling
where the source of the sound is hard to come by in the first place? But at
any rate, it seems obvious that hearing is brought about by an affection of
the sense organ. So an explanation of how hearing is brought about
should not be entirely different from that of how sight is brought about.

The overall picture of how hearing is brought about is fairly clear. The
body involved in the mechanism of hearing is air (dvjp). And at 67b2-5
Timaeus gives an account of how sound is brough about.

Sound in general we should hence lay down as the stroke on both
the brain and the blood caused by the air through the ears passed
on all the way to the soul. And the motion caused by the stroke,
starting off from the head and ending in the region of the liver, is
hearing;...
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Compared to the part played by fire in sight, air plays a much simpler part
in hearing. For sound, we are told, is brought about when air strikes
against the brain and the blood. What Timaeus presumably has in mind is
that when the primary bodies of air, that is, the octahedrons, travel at a
certain speed, they form a body which strikes against the brain and the
blood. The point is that air at rest or air that is not moving at a certain
speed does not cause the stroke. What is more, there is no need for the
body of the sense organ to extend to the body of air. The important thing
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is that the ears are hollow, so that the air can travel through using them as
channels. So the contact between the body causing the affection and the
body of the perceiver is established in a fairly simple way.

But as far as the affection of the body is concerned, the mechanism of
hearing is a complicated matter. The stroke caused by air on the brain and
the blood seems not to work in the same way as the affection of the stream
of fire brought about by the flame from the object. In the first place, there
is no uniformity in substance between the air, on the one hand, and the
brain and the blood, on the other. This, presumably, is the reason why the
affection is called ‘a stroke’ (mAny1). Timaeus does not go into the details
of the conditions for the stroke to come about in the right way so as to
produce sound. But it seems that there must be something about the brain
and the blood that makes them especially sensitive to air travelling at a
certain speed; yet again the geometrical figures of the primary bodies are
likely to explain the finer details of how the air acts on the brain and the
blood.

Moreover, the stroke on the brain and the blood is said to be passed on
to the soul. The parallel to sight is obvious; the stream of fire passes on
the motions of the object to the soul. But what is striking about the
account of hearing is that Timaeus locates a particular part of the body,
namely the liver, as the receiver of the motion brought about by the stroke.
In the first place, it sounds odd that it is the liver which receives the
motion. But it should be kept in mind that the liver plays an important part
in the psychology of the Timaeus; it is the seat of desires (10
¢mbupnTikév), that is, the location of one part of the soul.'* The
suggestion, then, is that the soul is affected when the liver receives the
motion. So I admit that this is a clear deviation from the general stance of
this chapter in so far as the picture suggests that the soul is divided and
that hearing is brought about by an affection of a part of the soul located
in a particular part of the body. Fortunately, I do not think that this
characteristic trait of the psychology of the Timaeus has any deeper con-
sequences for the theory of sense perception put forward; what matters is
that the soul gets affected through the body.

Despite all differences, the mechanism of hearing is in general con-
ceived of along the same lines as the mechanism of sight. That is to say,
there is a body which affects the sense organ and as a result of this
affection motions are generated which are passed on to the soul.
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These outlines of the mechanisms of sight and hearing suffice to show
that Plato conceives of the sensory mechanism as a bodily contact anal-
ogous to that of touch and that the body plays the part of establishing
contact with the physical world. We have also seen the importance of the
primary bodies in bringing about the contact. For it is precisely in virtue of
containing the appropriate kind of primary bodies that things can act on
the sense organs. The accounts of sight and hearing showed fire and air
to be required. And the reason for certain primary objects’ being indispen-
sible is, presumably, that the different mechanisms are dependent on the
particular shape of the primary objects; for each mechanism the shape of
some bodies is appropriate, while the shape of others is not.

Yet, the account of the primary bodies and how they enter into the sen-
sory process does not explain what the soul perceives in sense per-
ception. It was suggested that the material objects pass on motions
(kwrjoelc) to the body and that these motions are transmitted to the soul.
But so far I have only discussed the nature of the material object in so far
as it is to bring about these motions. And as we turn to the question what
the soul perceives once the motions reach it, we must distinguish between
the account of how the primary bodies are in themselves and what their
effects are in the perceptual encounter.

2. The objects of sense perception

It is tempting to interpret Plato as holding that sense perception does
not amount to the perception of anything. For the emphasis on the pas-
sive character of sense perception and the claim that sense perception
does not amount to belief are suggestive of the view that in mere sense
perception the soul just receives the affections brought about by the
material object impinging on the sense organ. On that suggestion the soul
perceives things in the world only if the soul gets involved in further
processes which go beyond sense perception. Alternatively, it could also
be suggested that if the soul can be said to perceive, or perhaps better,
experience anything at all in sense perception, then it perceives or expe-
riences the affections, but not the material objects bringing about the
affections. On either view the suggestion is that although sense percep-
tion establishes bodily contact between the perceiver and the material
object in the world, sense perception on its own does not bring about the
perception of external objects.

Unfortunately, Plato does not address the question head-on and the
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remarks pertaining to it provide us only with hints. But despite the scarce
evidence, the importance of the question whether Plato thinks that sense
perception amounts to the perception of external objects makes an attempt
to extract his view on it indispensible. First, the question is important in
regard to the characterisation of belief: if sense perception amounts to the
perception of external objects, then belief does not contribute to the
processing of the affections so as to make the soul perceive external
objects, but with something else. Second, the question is important also in
regard to the plausibility of the assumption that beasts get along by sense
perception alone: if sense perception does not amount to the perception of
external objects, then it seems less plausible that any animal could get
along by sense perception alone.

Despite some support in Plato’s writings for the view that in sense
perception the mere affections are perceived, there are other conside-
rations which suggest that external objects are perceived. Let us take a
first quick look at some comments on the issue. At Theaetetus 186b11-c2
Socrates has it in the following way:

At any rate, both men and beasts are by nature able to perceive
some things right from birth, namely the affections which reach the
soul through the body;...

Ovkolv  Ta  Wev  €UBUC  yevopévole  TdpeoTL  PUCEL
atobdvecbar  dvBpwmolc  Te kal Onploc, Eoa  Sid  Tol
odpatoc mabipara émi TNV Puxny Teiver...

On the face of it, this is a straightforward statement that the mere
affections are perceived.'” I shall return to this passage towards the end of
this section, but it should be borne in mind that the statement occurs in
the context of an argument to the effect that sense perception is a matter
of perceiving sensory qualities, such as colours and sounds. So Socrates’
saying that the affections are perceived does not rule out that sensory
qualities are perceived. And in the Timaeus Plato gives an account of the
effect material objects have on perceivers in sense perception and at 64b3-
6 we are told that some affections spread around “until they reach the seat
of awareness and report on the property of the agent” (puéxpimep dv éml
TO dpdvipov €NBSvTa é€ayyeilly ToU mouoavToc THv Sdvauw ). The
suggestion is that once the affections reach the soul-and I do not think
that ‘awareness,” or however 70 ¢pdévipor should be rendered, amounts
to anything else than a part of the soul-they inform of the properties of
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the material object bringing about the affection. This remark suggests that
when the affections reach the soul properties of the external object are
perceived.

It should be noticed that the terms for affection, mdfoc and wdOnua, are
equivocal. On some occasions they signify the affection of the perceiver
brought about by an object impinging on the sense organ, on other occa-
sions the sensory quality, such as the colour, which the soul comes to
perceive. By and large it is not difficult to keep these two uses of the terms
apart, but at times it is not easy to determine what use they are put to. The
difficulty is particularly urgent in Timaeus 61c¢3-69a5where Timaeus turns
from investigations into the make-up of the non-perceptible primary bod-
ies to an account of the look that compound bodies have for perceivers. It
is even tempting to see a close connection between the two uses here:
since it is through the affection of the sense organs and the soul that the
perceiver comes to perceive the sensory qualities, it might even be sug-
gested that the sensory qualities are brought about in the perceptual
encounter and that in perceiving sensory qualities the soul perceives
items that are dependent on the perceptual encounter and not properties
of the external object. The suggestion is important in so far as it commits
Plato to the view that the sensory qualities are not properties of the
external object: if the sensory qualities do not belong to the external
object, then perceiving them does not amount to perception of the external
object.

At any rate, Plato does not explicitly claim that the affections, or
motions, reaching the soul themselves are sensory qualities such as
colours and sounds. So he seems to have it that the affections are pro-
cessed in a particular way so as to bring about perception of sensory
qualities. But does that suffice to show that in sense perception the soul
perceives external objects? Or are further processes required? There are
two sides to the issue. On the one hand, there is the question whether
Plato thinks that sensory qualities are properties of external objects and,
consequently, whether perceiving sensory qualities amounts to perceiving
properties of external objects. On the other hand, even if sensory qualities
are properties of external objects, it might be suggested that perceiving
external objects requires something more than that the sensory qualities
are perceived. What I have in mind is that it seems reasonable to say that
perceiving external objects amounts to more than perceiving the sensory
qualities alone; perceiving external objects seems also to involve per-
ceiving other properties such as shape, size and motion. And if that is
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accomplished by mere sense perception, then there is even more to the
soul’s processing of the affections in sense perception than that sensory
qualities come to be perceived.

What we need now is to see whether Plato thinks that sensory qualities
are properties of the external objects and whether he thinks that the
sensory qualities are the only objects of sense perception. In view of the
fact that there is an argument pertaining directly to the latter question, I
discuss this argument first, and turn to the questions whether Plato thinks
that the sensory qualities are properties of the external object and whether
sense perception amounts thereby to perceiving external objects.

The proper sensibles argument

At Theaetetus 184e8-185alSocrates puts forward an argument to the
effect that what is perceived through one sense cannot be perceived
through another sense: “What you perceive by means of one power, it is
impossible to perceive this by means of another” (4 &. ' é&tépac
Suvdpews alobdvy, ddvvatov elvar 8t d\\ne TalT ‘alobéobar). For
instance, what is perceived through sight cannot be perceived through
hearing, and what is perceived through hearing cannot be perceived
through sight. The principle is unobjectionable in so far as it says that
objects proper to only one sense, such as colour to sight and sound to
hearing, cannot be perceived through another sense. But Socrates takes a
further step at 185a4-6:“So if you think anything in regard to both, you
would not perceive it in regard to both either by means of the one sense
organ, or by means of the other, would you?” (E{ T. dpa mepl
dpdoTépwr Biavof), ovk dv 8Sud ye Tod ETépou Spydrou, o8 ‘ad
dta Tol €éTépov mepl dpdoTépwy alobdvor ' dv;). For instance, if we
think concerning colour and sound that they both are, then that item,
namely being, is not perceived through any sense. The question now is
whether the argument says that the objects that are perceived through
only one sense-the proper sensibles—are the only objects perceived in
sense perception and, hence, whether everything that is perceived
through the senses can be perceived through only one sense.

The construal of the argument confronts us with a dilemma.On the one
hand, if we construe the first step of the argument in such a way that it
says that there are some things, such as colours and sounds, which
indeed cannot be perceived through more than one sense, then the prin-
ciple is sound.*® But if we take the first step this way, Socrates’ argument
might seem to be weakened. For if we assume that he is driving at the

41



The affection of the soul

conclusion that those things which are common to objects of more than
one sense cannot be perceived through any sense, then he needs some-
thing stronger: the weak principle leaves the possibility open that some
things which are common to objects of more than one sense indeed are
perceived through more than one sense.*' On the other hand, if we go for
the stronger principle that we cannot perceive through one sense
anything that we perceive through another sense, then the principle
provides Socrates with what he seems to need. But now the principle is
false. For we actually can perceive what we perceive through one sense
through another sense: at Theaetetus 192d3-9 it is made clear that
Theaetetus can be perceived through sight, touch and hearing.

It seems to me that the dilemmaarises only on the assumption that the
contrast between the proper sensibles and those things which are
common to objects of more than one sense (ta koivd) is exhaustive in the
sense that all properties of objects belong to either side of the contrast.
And in addition to being, Socrates adds difference, identity, duality, unity,
dissimilarity and similarity to the list. I shall discuss at length the passage
and the rationale behind the claim that the commons are not perceptible at
all in the next chapter, and leave the details for there. Suffice it for now to
say that Plato’s commons in the Theaetetus must not be mistaken for
those common sensibles (kowva alofnTd) introduced by Aristotle.?? This
negative point is worth pressing in view of the fact that it is tempting to
see a direct parallel between Plato’s commons and Aristotle’s common
sensibles. What is more, since Aristotle thinks that the common sensibles
are perceptible, it is also tempting to think that Aristotle takes exception to
Plato’s view that the commons are not perceptible and that Aristotle gets
the issue right. Indeed, it may well be that this is how Aristotle himself
regarded the matter.

It is fairly clear that Plato’s commons in the Theaefetus do not run
parallel to Aristotle’s common sensibles in the De Anima 2.6. To begin
with, there is just one item occurring in both lists: in Aristotle’s list of
common sensibles, including motion, rest, shape (oxfina) and size, only
number (dplbpdéc) has an equivalent in Plato’s list.?* The divergence
between the lists is no accident. Plato does not introduce the commons
with a view to making the point that in so far as we are to apprehend not
only proper sensibles, but also the underlying body, we need to appre-
hend properties such as shape, size and so forth. I simply do not think that
Plato is concerned with the question how the soul comes to perceive ma-
terial objects and not just sensory qualities. Rather, Plato seeks to
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establish a distinction between what the soul grasps about the object
through sense perception and what it grasps through thinking—quite
regardless of whether proper sensibles or material objects are at issue. In
other words, the point of the discussion at Theaefetus 185a8-e2is not to
show how the soul processes the proper sensibles so as to apprehend
material objects.

As was mentioned, I shall return to the rationale behind the claim that
the commons are not perceptible at all in the next chapter; we must rest
content with these negative points for the time being. But as far as the
dilemmais concerned, it can be avoided in the following way. Since the
commons are not any features that can be attributed to objects of more
than one sense, Socrates does not need a principle such that anything
that can be attributed to objects of more than one sense cannot be per-
ceived through any sense; it suffices that Socrates holds a principle such
that as far as those particular commons that he has in mind are concerned,
they cannot be perceived through any sense. And the principle is not too
weak in leaving the possibility open that some things can be perceived
through more than one sense as long as these particular commons are not
among them. This construal of the argument is based on the assumption
that the contrast between the proper sensibles and the commons is not
exhaustive-there may well be things that are both common to things of
more than one sense and perceptible—and that the contrast is presup-
posed rather than introduced by the argument. Hence it is not a partic-
ularly strict argument that Socrates puts forward, and it should first and
foremost be regarded as a preliminary to the treatment of the commons.
And the point of the argument can be fully grasped only once we under-
stand what the commons amount to.

If the proper sensibles argument is construed in the way suggested, it
does not provide us with a basis for deciding on the question whether
only sensory qualities are perceived in sense perception; it does not say
that anything that is perceived through one sense cannot be perceived
through another sense. Of course, the argument does not show the oppo-
site either. So we need to look elsewhere for clues to Plato’s view. But at
any rate the proper sensibles argument lays down that sensory qualities
such as colour and sound are perceived in sense perception. The next
question is whether they are properties of external objects.
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The ontology of sensory qualities

The best evidence of Plato’s view on the ontological status of sensory
qualities is to be found in Timaeus 61c3-69a5.1t is worth while to give
some thought to the place of this account within the dialogue as a whole.
Timaeus turns to the sensory qualities when the account of the make-up
of the primary bodies and the compound bodies has come to an end. The
question now is how we are to understand the move from the account of
the nature of material objects to the account of the sensory qualities. It is
tempting to think that the move is motivated by the fact that the story so
far has not accounted for the look material objects have for sentient
beings; the account of the primary bodies tells us nothing about the per-
ceptible properties of material objects.

Since at 61¢6 Timaeus urges that in accounting for the sensory qualities
we must assume that there is such a thing as sense perception, he might
even seem to be suggesting that the sensory qualities are dependent on
sense perception and, consequently, on perceivers, and that they are not
perceiver independent properties of material objects.?* Some support for
the view that Timaeus actually thinks that sensory qualities are dependent
on perceivers can be gathered from 61c4-5 where he says: “Next we should
try to make clear the causes through which their [the material objects]
properties have been brought about” (ta 8¢ wabfpata avTdv 8 ' dg
aitlac yéyovev melpatéov épdavifew). The properties referred to, of
course, are the sensory qualities Timaeus is about to investigate. And as
was touched upon earlier, at 61c8-d2 Timaeus points out that the full
account of the sensory qualities requires that we account for the formation
of flesh. That tenet can also be taken to suggest that the sensory qualities
are dependent on perceivers.

However, despite these remarks we must not jump to the conclusion
that Plato thinks that sensory qualities are dependent on perceivers and
belong to the subjective sphere of perceptual experiences rather than
material objects. For when Timaeus speaks of the need to clarify the
causes through which the perceptible properties of material objects are
brought about, the point could just be that since sensory qualities are
perceptible, an account of how the perception of sensory qualities is
brought about is relevant. But the account of how perception of sensory
qualities is brought about must not be mistaken for an account of how the
sensory qualities themselves are brought about. The fact that sensory
qualities are perceptible need not mean that they depend on a perceiver to
be brought about. In addition, even though the sensory qualities exist
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independently of perceivers, in view of the fact that it is in their nature to
be perceptible, the account of them requires that perceivers and percep-
tion are mentioned.

It should be borne in mind that Timaeus may well take different stands
on sensory qualities of different sense modalities. So in order to see
whether or not Plato thinks that sensory qualities are dependent on per-
ceivers, let us look for clues in the accounts of sensory qualities of
particular sense modalities. It is not even pretheoretically appealing to
think that colour and sound have the same sort of ontological status.
Sounds, to begin with, seem not to be properties of material objects,
although material objects may cause sounds. But it is nevertheless temp-
ting to say that sounds exist without perceivers. Timaeus’ account of
sound at 67b2-3, as we have seen, identified it with “the stroke on both the
brain and the blood caused by the air through the ears.” This account
suggests that sound is dependent on the body of the perceiver; unless
there is the appropriate kind of body for the air to strike against sound is
not brought about, and the appropriate kind of body is only to be found in
perceivers.

But even if we assume that Timaeus has it that sound is dependent on a
perceiver—and the evidence for that assumption is not conclusive-we
must not at any rate think that Timaeus takes sensory qualities of all sense
modalities to be dependent on perceivers. The account of colour, for in-
stance, suggests that colours exist independently of perceivers. At 67¢6-7
Timaeus has it that “we call [the fourth kind of sensory quality] colours, a
flame flowing off from each of the bodies, having its parts proportioned to
the visual current so as to yield sense perception” (xpdac ékalécapev,
drOya TAV cwpdTwy ékdoTwy dmoppéouoav, el oUppeTpa WopLa
¢xovoav mpoc alobnow). Here Timaeus identifies colour with the flame
of the object, and since the flame is there at the surface of the material
object regardless of whether any perceivers are around, the definition of
colour suggests that colours are perceiver independent properties of
material objects. The mention of how the primary bodies are proportioned
to the visual current so as to bring about sight does not speak against this
suggestion; it just explains what it is that makes colour visible.

We need not go into the sensory qualities of all sense modalities; it
suffices for my purposes here to establish that Plato holds colour to be a
perceiver independent property of material objects. By and large he seems
to hold that sensory qualities are perceiver independent-sounds and
tastes being the possible exceptions. But he touches upon another charac-
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teristic trait of sensory qualities that is worth mentioning. For in so far as
we are speaking of a variety of a sensory quality of a particular sense
modality, Plato has it that there is a sense in which the different varieties
of that particular sense modality are relative to other things. This is not a
surprising tenet as far as some sensory qualities are concerned. For in-
stance, Timaeus’ account of varieties of touch, namely hardness and
softness, makes clear that things are hard or soft only in relation to other
things. At 62b6-8 Timaeus explains that we call “all the things to which our
flesh yields ‘hard,” and all the things which yield to our flesh ‘soft.” And
they are like that also in relation to one another” (ckAnpov 8¢, 8ooic v
eV M oap Umelky, palakov 8¢, Soa dv TH ocapki wpdc dNAA
1€ olTwe). This yielding is explained with reference to the kind of primary
bodies of which the flesh and the object consist. The primary bodies with
the shape of cubes which have square faces are the most resistant, so that
the more earth something consists of, the more resistant it is to the human
body. And if an object resists our body, then we call it ‘hard.” So this
attribution of hardness to the object turns on the relation between the
make-up of the body of the perceiver and the object. But as the phrase
“they are like that also in relation to one another” makes clear, the
principle holds for the relation between any two bodies. Hence, although
hardness and sofiness are relative qualities, they are not relative only to
perceivers.

But in regard to colour there is a sense in which the specific colour is
relative to perceivers, and to perceivers only. For Timaeus’ account of
different colours has it that what specific colour we happen to perceive is
relative to the meeting between the flame of the object and the visual
current issuing forth from the perceiver; it is the relation of the size of the
particles of the flame to the size of particles of the visual current that
determines what colour the perceiver comes to see, as Timaeus explains at
67d2-¢6. If the particles of the flame are of exactly the same size as the
particles of the visual current, the object is transparent and no colour is
seen. But those particles which are larger than the particles of the visual
current contract it and those which are smaller dilate it; in the former case
we see the colour black and in the latter the colour white. And the rest of
the colour spectrum, as conceived of by Timaeus, is explained by modifi-
cations of this basic scheme.

What is important now, in so far as the account suggests that only per-
ceivers have the right kind of visual current with which the flame can
interact in such a way as to determine what colour willbe seen, it is also
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suggestive of the view that the specific colour is relative to perceivers. Of
course, by appealing to normal conditions for sight, Timaeus could have
accommodated the fact that we speak of objects not only as having colour
independently of perceivers, but also as having a specific colour indepen-
dently of perceivers. And perhaps the visual current has the same make-
up in a normal perceiver. At any rate, the point I want to press is that the
specific colour’s being relative to perceivers does not imply that colour as
genus is dependent on perceivers; the flameis there even though no per-
ceiver is around.

In conclusion, then, Plato does not claim that sensory qualities are
items which do not exist independently of perceivers.”> On the contrary, he
identifies them with different kinds of bodies. We can thus safely assume
that Plato conceives of sensory qualities—the exceptions taken into ac-
count-as properties of external objects and perceiving sensory qualities
as perceiving properties of external objects. It is an open question whether
he thinks that the primary bodies taken one by one have sensory qualities
or whether sensory qualities are macroscopic properties that only suffi-
ciently big compound bodies have. The mention at Timaeus 56b7-c3 of the
tenet that the primary bodies taken one by one cannot be seen is neutral in
this regard. But although we should resist the temptation to read into the
Timaeus a distinction between real properties of things and mind depen-
dent phenomenal qualities, it is fair to say that Plato gives the primary
bodies a privileged theoretical status in relation to the sensory qualities:
the primary bodies are the basic elements of the physical world, and in so
far as we want to account for the perceptible properties of material objects,
we need to refer to the primary bodies and their actions.

Perceiving external objects

The perceiver independent status of sensory qualities does not prove
that in so far as the soul perceives sensory qualities, it perceives material
objects. For it could be claimed that in sense perception only the sensory
qualities are perceived, and that perception of material objects requires
that, in addition to the sensory qualities, the soul perceives bodies with
these qualities. And that seems to require perception of additional prop-
erties such as size and shape. Aristotle is quite explicit about the point
that two kinds of properties are perceived: the proper sensibles and the
common sensibles. And it seems that the inclusion of the common sensi-
bles makes the perceptual content rich enough to accommodate the per-
ception of material objects.?
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The question how Plato conceives of the matter is of great importance:
if Plato thinks that sense perception is restricted to the perception of the
proper sensibles, then it must be the function of some other cognitive
power than sense perception to bring about perception of material ob-
jects.”” Unfortunately, the evidence of Plato’s view on the matter is scarce
and we must rest content with a conjecture. There are two passages that
pertain to the issue.

At Theaetetus 184c5-d5 Socrates distinguishes between the parts
played by the body and the soul in sense perception. The body, or more
particularly, the sense organs are mere tools through which the soul
perceives. And the reason for Socrates’ insistence on the instrumentality
of the sense organ is that otherwise it would seem as ifthe sense organs
were acting on their own without a single point to which they all converge.
But Socrates puts forward the view that there is such a single point, the
soul, which is the agent of sense perception. So the sense organs do not
operate on their own, but are exercised by a single power. This view
suggests that in receiving the reports from the different senses the soul
has a unifying function: the perceptions of the sensory qualities of
different sense modalities are brought together so that the soul can
attribute sensory qualities of different sense modalities to the same body.
Socrates does not explicitly say that this bringing together is a function of
the soul in sense perception, but in view of the remarks at Theaetetus
192d3-9that Theaetetus can be perceived through sight, touch and hear-
ing, the conjecture seems warranted.

Of course, this unifying function does not explain how even the
bringing together of the reports of the different sense organs amounts to
the perception of material objects. For if the perception of material objects
requires that the sensory qualities of different sense modalities are
attributed to an underlying body, how does the soul come to perceive the
underlying body in the first place? And again, let us recall that Plato’s
mention of things that are common to objects of more than one sense is of
no help; the commons are not properties that are perceptible through more
than one sense and are not introduced with a view to explaining how we
come to perceive not only the sensory qualities but bodies with these
qualities. Here we must turn to the second passage.

At Timaeus 56b7-c3 Plato comes close to saying that in sense percep-
tion we actually perceive bodies with sensory qualities. When Timaeus
has assigned the geometrical figures to the primary bodies he points out
that “because of their smallness each kind of body cannot be seen by us
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one by one, but when many are gathered together their bulks can be seen”
(kab 'ev &kaoTov pev TOU yévoug €kdoTou Std OULkpSTNTA 0VSEV
Opipevor U MUEY, ocuvabpolobévTwr 8¢  TOMGY Tovs  dykoug
avT@v oOpdobar ). The key term here is ‘bulk’ or ‘mass’ (8ykoc) which is
used fairly frequently in the Timaeus. As we can see from 54c¢6-d2 and
60c2-7 the primary bodies themselves are said to have bulk. This is not
surprising in view of the fact that the primary bodies are assigned three-
dimensional figures such as cubes and pyramids; the mention of bulk
makes the point that they are solid. And the talk of perceiving the bulk
suggests that more than the proper sensibles are perceived; perceiving the
bulk presumably involves perceiving properties such as size and shape.
Now saying that we can perceive the bulk of the primary bodies when
sufficiently many are gathered together is a pretty straightforward way of
saying that we perceive bodies.

It is noticeable that Timaeus speaks about seeing the bulk rather than
perceiving it. And since he does not specify what kind of primary bodies
the visible compound body consists of, nothing in the context suggests
that it is merely sight of colour that he has in mind. So he seems to think
that in sense perception we actually see material objects, that is, bodies
consisting of the primary bodies. And it need not be by accident that
Timaeus speaks about sight of compound bodies rather than perception in
general. For it is appealing to think that sight has a certain priority in
regard to the perception of bodies: through sight of the bulk and the
colour that spreads over its surface a body is singled out. And on the
basis of seeing the underlying body, properties accessible through other
senses are attributed to it.

These remarks are about all the available evidence as to whether Plato
thinks that material objects are perceived in sense perception. Needless to
say, the evidence is far from conclusive and I have had to fill in some gaps
in order to press the point that he actually thinks that material objects are
perceived in sense perception. But on balance I am inclined to think that it
is more likely that Plato is a direct realist than a phenomenalist concerning
sense perception. At least I do not see how to put forward a convincing
argument for the opposite. Now there remains the worry over Socrates’
statement at Theaetetus 186bl1-c2 that the soul perceives affections.
Socrates makes it clear at Theaetetus 179c2-3 that he distinguishes be-
tween the affection (mdfoc) and the sense perceptions (alo6roeic) arising
from the affection. The point is that apart from the distinction between the
affection of the body and the affection of the soul, we also need to
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distinguish between the stage at which the soul receives the affections
and the stage at which the soul processes these affections in such a way
that it comes to perceive things. So maybe the statement at 186b11-c2that
the affections are perceived is merely a manner of speaking. After all, in so
far as Plato has it that sense perception is a matter of the soul’s receiving
the affections, he might just slip into speaking of the soul’s perceiving the
affections, or perhaps the term aiofdvecfar is used somewhat loosely for
each of the two stages.

The fact that material objects are perceived in sense perception
suggests that even though sense perception is characterised as a passive
state of the soul there is nevertheless some amount of activity going on in
it. When the affections reach the soul they are processed in such a way
that the soul comes to perceive material objects with sensory qualities.
And if that is accomplished by sense perception alone, then the contri-
bution of belief to perceptual cognition must amount to something else;
the function of belief is neither to unify the reports from the different
senses, nor to make the soul reach out to the world. But if Plato thinks that
sense perception amounts to the perception of material objects in the
world, what kind of cognitive state is sense perception then, and what can
be accomplished in virtue of it alone? I laid it down in the introduction to
this chapter that the crucial characteristic of Plato’s notion of sense
perception is that perceiving through the sense organs does not amount
to believing. So on the present account, even though the soul perceives
material objects in sense perception, it does not have any beliefs about
them. This might sound awkward: if sense perception amounts to percep-
tion of objects in the world, then surely the soul has views on the external
world? And what is more, if beasts get along in virtue of sense perception
alone, then the cognitive content of sense perception cannot be that mea-
gre. So why does not sense perception amount to belief? In order to con-
sider these questions we must first pin down what kind of cognitive state
sense perception is.

3. Perceptual content

In view of the fact that sense perception amounts to the perception of
material objects and that we can be informed of the world through sense
perception, it is fair to say that sense perception has a relatively rich
content. What is more, in so far as beasts even get along by sense percep-
tion alone, sense perception seems to provide them with a sufficient grasp
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of the world so as to count as cognition. This characterisation of sense
perception has an important bearing on Plato’s distinction between sense
perception and belief. For if sense perception amounts to cognition, but
not to belief, then we have an indication that Plato is operating with a
notion of belief such that just being correctly informed of the world and
even acting on the basis of that information need not amount to believing.

Further evidence that Plato conceives of the content of sense percep-
tion as relatively rich can be gathered from a remark at Theaetetus 156b2-7.
Socrates points out that there are all sorts of sense perceptions such as
seeing, hearing, smelling and so forth. But to these sense perceptions that
are tied to the five senses he adds pleasure (1\8ovrj), pain (\0mn), desire
(embupia) and fear (bpéPoc). Although the remark occurs in the course of
spelling out the theory of sight that I have discarded as evidence of
Plato’s own view on sense perception, the inclusion of these mental states
seems not to be required for the point he is driving at in putting forward
the theory. The remark thus gives the impression that he is committed to
the view that they are sense perceptions. And what is important, the
inclusion of desire and fear suggests that sense perception even involves
intentional attitudes; to desire something requires that the perceiver has
something in mind which he or she is not obtaining at the present. So the
account of the content of sense perception should be powerful enough to
accommodate such mental states.

It must be kept in mind that although sense perception amounts to cog-
nition in some creatures, it may have a different role in others. For in-
stance, it could be that as far as some animals are concerned sense percep-
tion only provides a content on the basis of which perceptual cognition
can be accomplished; even though sense perception occurs in infants and
beasts, it could still be the case that in arriving at views on the sensible
world adult humans normally do not rely on sense perception alone, but
are involved in further cognitive processes. And in that case sense per-
ception only provides the soul with material for the further processing. So
what part the content of sense perception plays in perceptual cognition
turns on the design of the cognitive equipment of the perceiver.

There is one characteristic of sense perception which is worth special
attention. At Sophist 263d1-8 the stranger from Elea points out that
thought (Sudvoia ), belief (86€a) and appearing (pavTacia ) have the same
form as a statement (\éyoc), that is, they have the subject-predicate form
of a declarative sentence. And although the stranger refers to sense per-
ception in accounting for appearing, sense perception is most notably not
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listed among these other predicative items. Although the evidence is not
conclusive, this negative point suggests that sense perception does not
have a predicative or, more generally, a propositional content. *®* The sug-
gestion is particularly interesting in view of the fact that desire and fear are
sense perceptions; Plato seems to think that having desire and fear does
not require that the perceiver adopts a propositional attitude. This sug-
gestion will gain in plausibility in so far as it proves to make good sense in
regard to how Plato goes about distinguishing between sense perception,
belief and appearing and in regard to the difference between animal and
human cognition.

If sense perception does not have a propositional content, then the
suggestion that sense perceptions are or involve judgements is ruled out.
But it should be admitted that there is some evidence for the view that
sense perception can amount to some kind of grasp or noticing of the
thing perceived. What I have in mind is a remark at Theaetetus 185¢6-7,
where Socrates suggests that “the soul considers some things on its own,
other things through the powers of the body” (ta pév avTr 8  avTic
N Yuxr €mokomely, Ta 8¢ Sa TGV Tol odpatos Suvdpewv). And a
few lines later, at 186b2-4,Socrates points out that the soul will perceive
(aloBroeTal) the hardness of the hard thing through the sense of touch.
These passages suggest that there is a sense in which sense perception
amounts to the perception of things as being in a particular way; indeed,
they are the main evidence for those who claimthat Plato is driving at the
distinction between judgements about the subjective sensory impressions
and judgements about an objective world. But although I think that this is
the wrong way to understand these remarks, it should not be denied that
they suggest that in sense perception the soul has some kind of grasp of
the thing perceived.

It must be admitted that there is only indirect evidence of Plato’s view
on the status of the content of sense perception; the question is not
addressed in its own right. However, there are two passages that provide
us with clues to his view: Theaetetus 191¢8-195d5 and Philebus 33¢8-35d4.
They have one tenet in common which will be the starting point for my
attempt to spell out how Plato conceives of the content of sense percep-
tion. In both passages memory (uvijpn) plays an important part and is
conceived of as something brought about in sense perception. At
Philebus 34al0-11memory is even defined as the preservation of sense
perception (cwTnpia alobrioews). It should not surprise us that Socrates
defines memory as the preservation of sense perception rather than the
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preservation of the thing perceived. The passage is concerned with plea-
sure and pain and in the case of bodily pleasure or pain there is not a clear
distinction to be drawn between the object of sense perception and the
sense perception itself; if I feel a pain in my leg, then it is fair to say that
the perception of the pain and the pain amount to the same thing. And in
the Theaetetus passage the discussion centres on cases in which a thing
perceived in the past is remembered. So despite the letter of the definition
of memory in the Philebus, there is no reason to think that Plato generally
conceives of memory as the preservation of the perception of a thing ra-
ther than the thing itself.

Plato’s conception of memory is crucial for my purposes here: memory
is said to be brought about as the soul is affected in sense perception and
there is nothing to suggest that the soul needs to be involved in any other
activities than sense perception in order to have the memory. In particular,
it need not form a belief in order to put the thing perceived into the
archives. Now my suggestion is that if we consider what kind of capacity
the memory provides the soul with, we will get a clue to the content of the
sense perception that brought about the memory in the first place. For it
seems reasonable to assume that the capacity that the memory provides
the soul with cannot be richer than the content of the sense perception.
Admittedly, this principle needs to be qualified in so far as the memory is
the result of repeated perceptions of a thing. But even when the memory is
brought about by repeated perceptions the crucial condition is that the
memory is based on mere sense perception and not on any other activities.

Sense perception and recognition

At Theaetetus 191c8-195d5 Socrates introduces a simile in order to deal
with the problem whether false beliefs are possible. The discussion is thus
concerned with believing or judging (Sofdlewv). What is more, the simile
proves impotent as a general account of how false beliefs are possible;
there are cases of false belief that are not accommodated by it. But the
simile manages to accommodate some cases, and it is a fair assumption
that Plato endorses it as far as it goes. And in regard to those cases it
manages to accommodate, sense perception plays a crucial part. For the
simile is that there is a block of wax in the soul such that when we wish to
remember something that we see or hear, or otherwise perceive, we just
hold the wax under the perceptions so that it takes a stamp from the thing
perceived. And as long as the imprint is retained in the wax we remember
the thing previously perceived. So just as the definition of memory at
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Philebus 34a10-11 the simile has it that there are memories that are brought
about in sense perception. Indeed, it is tempting to see the simile as an
account of how the soul receives the motions reaching it through the
body: when the motions strike against the soul the affection results either
in the assigning of an imprint to this perception or in the printing of a new
imprint; the latter is the case when the thing is unknown to the perceiver.

Socrates’ solution to the problem of false belief is to suggest that when
the soul makes a mismatch between an imprint of one thing perceived in
the past and a present perception of another thing, it mistakes one thing
for another. For instance, if Socrates has an imprint of Theodorus whom
he has perceived in the past, and applies this imprintto a present percep-
tion of Theaetetus, then he comes to believe that Theaetetus is Theodorus
and, hence, comes to have a false belief. A great deal could be said about
the merits and shortcomings of this model as an account of misidentifi-
cation, but this is not my concern here. What is important for my purposes
is that the simile suggests that the capacity to identify a thing is provided
by the possession of the imprint, that is, the memory alone. And since the
imprint is brought about by sense perception, the capacity to apply the
imprint seems to be provided by sense perception. Of course, the simile
has it that the very applying of the imprint is a matter of believing or
judging, but the success or failure of the applying is determined by the
condition of the present perception, the content of the perception that
brought about the imprint and the quality of the imprint.

It does not speak against this interpretation that Socrates talks of the
possession of the imprint in terms of knowing (émicTacdar) the thing
perceived in the past. For as Socrates points out at Theaetetus 200c7-d2,
the talk of knowing things does not imply that Socrates takes for granted
what he sets out to consider, namely what knowledge is. It is just that the
point of the simile is to introduce two different ways of being related to an
object, namely to perceive it at present and to have a memory of it, and
that Socrates occasionally uses ¢mioTacBal, as well as other terms such
as yvyvdokely, for the latter way of being related to it. A greater worry
than the talk of knowing things is that the contrast between the two ways
of being related to the object is put in terms of sense perception and
thought. For as Socrates summarises the simile’s solution to the problem
of false belief at Theaetetus 195c¢8-d2 he points out that false belief comes
about “neither in sense perceptions in relation to one another, nor in
thoughts in relation to one another, but in the connection of sense percep-
tion to thought” (olite ¢év Tdic aloBoeoiv ot wpdc dANHhac olT’
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cv Talc Savolaic dAN "év T cuvdier aloBrioews wpoc Sidvoiav).
So here the possession of the imprint is put in terms of having the thing
perceived in the past in one’s thought.

However, the point that the imprints enter into thought is not surpris-
ing: considering the fact that the applying of the imprint amounts to
judging, the soul must frame its experiences propositionally in order to
apply it. But it is not suggested that anything is added to the cognitive
content of the memory when it enters into thought; the capacity for the
application is based on the content of the original sense perception. It is
important to keep this characteristic of the simile in mind. For as we shall
see in the next chapter, thinking can also bring about a richer content than
what sense perception can. But the simile’s point about thinking is that
the soul must frame its experiences propositionally in so far as it is to make
a judgement. So sense perception on its own provides the soul with a
grasp of the thing such that the soul can draw on that grasp in carrying
out these cognitive acts at the level of thought.

Let us start off with a natural, but yet misleading suggestion as to how
the grasp involved in sense perception should be conceived of. The
saying at 191d9-10 that the soul will remember and know the thing
perceived in the past as long as there is an image (¢{8wAov ) of it in the soul
suggests that Socrates conceives of memory in terms of pictorial represen-
tation. Indeed, the simile of the block of wax suggests that the imprints are
pictorial representations; the wax takes on a picture of the thing perceived
and on encountering the thing a second time the soul compares the pic-
ture with the thing perceived at present. But as we can see from 191d6-7,
the simile has it that the wax takes imprints not only from things perceived,
but also from things that the soul has in its thoughts on its own. As far as
those things which the soul has in its thoughts on its own are concerned,
Socrates is presumably thinking of abstract objects such as numbers taken
up again at 195el. Imprints of the latter kind, it seems, cannot be charac-
terised along the lines of pictorial representation. But now that some
imprints fulfil their function without being pictorial representations, we
should not commitPlato to the view that the imprints are pictorial repre-
sentations, even as far as imprints of things perceived are concerned.
What matters as far as memory is concerned, it is pointed out at 192d4, is
that the soul remembers what the thing perceived is like (oldc éoTl).

There are two ways to conceive of how the memory of the thing per-
ceived is activated: it is one thing to be able to recall the thing perceived in
the past without presently perceiving it, but another thing to be able to
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recognise a thing perceived at present as a thing perceived in the past.”
The latter form of memory capacity seems to require less; here the present
perception triggers the recollection of the thing perceived in the past. And
it even seems that the mere recognitional capacity need not presuppose
that the perceiver took any particular notice of the thing on the first
occasion. It suffices that he can recognise it as something he has encoun-
tered before, although he might not be able to recollect the thing unless he
is perceiving it at present.

The simile’s account of how the memory of the thing perceived is activ-
ated accommodates only recollection triggered by a present perception of
the thing. But it should not be denied that the simile leaves room for
recollection of a thing not perceived at present. And even if Plato is
committed to the view that the memory provides the perceiver with the
mere recognitional capacity, this capacity may come in varying degrees.
For at 194¢5-195a9 Socrates explains that the wax may differ in quality so
that the imprints in some souls are clear and distinct, in others less so.
Consequently the quality of the wax will have a bearing on the capacity to
recognise the thing perceived in the past; the better the wax is, the better
the imprints will be and the more successful the soul will be in recognising
the thing of which the imprint is an imprint.

The recognitional capacity provided by sense perception suggests that
the content of sense perception is relatively rich. Yet it is an open
question how the recognitional capacity should be conceived of: is it
restricted to the recognition of individuals, or is the recognition of kinds
included as well? Socrates’ examples of things recognised, namely indi-
viduals such as Theodorus and Theaetetus, suggests that recognition of
individuals is at issue. Here it is worth while to give some thought to the
question whether such a recognitional capacity could account for animal
cognition. Of course, recognition in the simile, that is, the applying of an
imprint to a present perception, is a matter of believing and requires a
capacity to frame the experience propositionally, and if beasts are deprived
of that capacity, then the simile cannot be applied to animal cognition
directly. But in so far as beasts are not deprived of memory, it is fair to
assume that they are equipped with the capacity to recognise the individ-
ual perceived in the past. It is actually attractive to conceive of animal
cognition as a matter of recognising individuals; on encountering a dog
the second time, the cat need not recognise the dog as another thing of
the same kind as the one which attacked it yesterday. For even though the
cat encounters another dog, in order to realise the risk of being attacked it
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suffices that the cat recognises the dog as the same attacking individual;
the cat can get along without universals.

But it must be borne in mind that the simile in the Theaetetus can be
used only indirectly as a clue to Plato’s conception of the content of
sense perception, because recognition in the simile is not thought to be
carried out at the level of sense perception. Hence, the simile does not
even show that sense perception amounts to cognition. Let us now turn to
the Philebus for further clues.

Sense perception and desire

Philebus 33¢8-35d4 contains an interesting discussion of different psy-
chological states which is suggestive of how Plato conceives of the cog-
nitive content of sense perception. The discussion occurs as part of an
extensive argument that pleasures and pains can be true or false. In order
to show that pleasure and pain can be true or false, Socrates singles out a
fairly special kind of pleasure and pain. This kind of pleasure and pain
arises in the soul from expectations of future bodily pleasure and pain.
What Socrates has in mind is that on expecting that a bodily pleasure will
occur in the future, the soul willhave pleasure on its own from the mere
thought of it. And it is these expectation pleasures that Socrates claims to
be true or false; if the state of the body which the soul expected to bring
about pleasure turns out to cause pain, then the pleasure from the expec-
tation was false. Now I shall not evaluate the plausibility of this way of
conceiving pleasure and pain as true or false.’® But it should be noticed
that these expectation pleasures and pains are conceived of as judge-
ments, or, as it is put at 37e10-11,at least as coupled with judgement. So
the question is whether this particular kind of pleasure and pain counts as
sense perception and whether it can be used as a clue to Plato’s concep-
tion of the cognitive content of sense perception.

Socrates’ account makes it clear that the pleasures and pains arising
from expectations of something pleasurable or painful are true or false
derivatively: pleasures are false if they are ill-founded, that is, if they are
founded on expectations that are false, and the other way round for true
ones. But the pleasures and pains are not themselves propositionally
formed and do not amount to judgements. In fact, pleasures and pains are
conceived of as objects of sense perception. Socrates’ talk at Philebus
41d1-3 of sense perceptions of pleasure and pains suggests that pleasures
and pain are, if not identified with sense perceptions, as at Theaetetus
156b3, then at least graspable by sense perception alone. And at Timaeus
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64a2-65b3 pleasure and pain are counted among the different objects of
sense perception.

But even if pleasure and pain are objects of sense perceptions, it is
Socrates’ account of how pleasures and pains arise from expectations that
matters for my purposes here. For in the course of spelling out the con-
ditions for these pleasures and pains to come about, Socrates brings in
sense perception, memory and desire (émiBupia); indeed, as we can see
from 33¢8-11 and 34d1-3, Socrates has it explicitly that we need to sort out
what each of these items is. It is the discussion of these items that gives a
clue to Plato’s conception of the cognitive content of sense perception.
To begin with, in order to be able to expect something pleasurable, the
soul must have had some previous experience of the pleasurable state. For
instance, in order to expect that quenching one’s thirst will be pleasurable,
we must have enjoyed the pleasure from quenching the thirst in the past.
By contrast, if someone has never enjoyed the pleasure of quenching the
thirst, then he will not expect the quenching of the thirst to be pleasurable.
The question now is how sense perception, memory and desire are
brought to bear on the possibility of having pleasures and pains from the
mere expectations.

As we have seen, at 33d2-6 sense perception is defined as the joint af-
fection of the body and the soul, and at 34al10-11memory as the retention
of the sense perception. Socrates then proceeds by distinguishing be-
tween memory and recollection (dvdpvnols) and accounts for the latter at
34b6-8 in the following way.

When the soul by itself without the body recovers as much as
possible what it once underwent together with the body, I think
we say it recollects.

“Otav 4 peta 700 OWparoc émaoyxév wob 7 Yy, TadT '’
dvev 7ol oWpatoc  avtn év  éauvth OTL  pdioTa
dvalappdry, 7éTE dvapipviokecBal mou Aéyouev.

This is a crucial characteristic of Socrates’ account. For he needs to
establish that the soul can recollect the thing perceived in the past even
when it is not present; the very idea of expectation makes no sense if the
soul has no access to the object of the expectation. And in so far as the
retention of the sense perception, that is, the memory, provides the soul
not only with the capacity to recognise the thing perceived in the past
when encountering it a second time, but also with the capacity to recollect
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it when it is not present, the content of the sense perception bringing
about the memory provides the soul with a sufficiently rich grasp of the
thing so as to enable it to recollect the thing when it is not present.

The account of recollection is brought to bear on a particular case of
being related to a thing not present. For the capacity to recollect a thing
not present at the moment explains how the soul comes to desire it. For
instance, having enjoyed the pleasure of quenching the thirst, we may
come to desire the quenching of the thirst when we are thirsty. The point
of introducing desire is twofold: it shows that we can be related to a bodily
pleasure even when it is not obtaining and that it is the soul on its own
which is related to it through memory and recollection. And this is the
scheme Socrates needs in order to establish one of the conditions of
expectation pleasure to come about, namely, that the soul can be related to
a bodily pleasure which is not obtaining.

Of course, this is not the full story of how pleasures and pains arise
from expectations; it just explains the possibility of being related to bodily
pleasures which are not obtaining. But my concern here is not with the full
story, but what the account of desire tells us about the content of sense
perception. As I have mentioned, it is in the first place noticeable that
desire and fear are counted among the sense perceptions at Theaetetus
156a5. This suggests that desire belongs to the same level of cognition as
sense perception and that desire is not a belief. The suggestion can be
supported by a remark at Timaeus 77b3-6 where “the sense perception of
the pleasant and the painful accompanied by desires” (aicOrcewc 8¢
ndelac kal dAlyewfic pera émbupidy) is said to require no belief
(86&a), reasoning (\oyLopdc) or understanding (voiic). And what is more,
the account of desire in the Philebus does not equate desire with expec-
tation. This is important in so far as expectations are a kind of belief and
require the capacity to adopt propositional attitudes. For then it is pos-
sible that Plato conceives of desires and fears as cognitive states below
the level of belief. And I shall work on the assumption that in addition to
the capacities to remember and recollect, sense perception also equips the
soul with a capacity for desire and fear.

In the course of characterising desire Socrates points out that the ob-
ject of the desire is the opposite to the present bodily state and such that
the soul has experienced it in the past. To be more precise, since he
conceives of bodily pleasure as the restoration of the body to its normal
state, it is the very change from the disturbed to the normal state that
gives pleasure. For instance, being thirsty is a matter of the fluid balance
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being disturbed, and pleasure comes with the very quenching of the thirst
rather than the fluid balance being normal. In any case, the idea is that
memory of the opposite state arouses the desire for it. But Socrates is
anxious to point out that the object of desire is the opposite state rather
than the means of obtaining it: thirst is the desire for the filling and not the
drink, as it is put at 35al-2. The remark is interesting since it raises the
question whether the desire for the filling also provides the soul with
knowledge of the means of obtaining it. For if that were the case, we would
be able to explain some actions in virtue of desire alone.

Unfortunately, Socrates does not spell out his view on the issue in
sufficient detail so as to admit of any safe conclusions. But at 35¢3-d4 it is
pointed out that the account of desire has proved desire to be dependent
on memory, and that just as remembering is a state of the soul, so are
desire, impulse (6pp1}) and rule (dpx1}). Now Socrates does not say that the
desire brings about impulse and rule, but in view of the fact that he refers
to animal in general ({¢jov) at 35¢10 and 35d3, it is tempting to think that
the point of bringing in impulse and rule is to provide the basic requisites
for an account of the action not only of men, but also of beasts. In fact,
the mention of {¢jov might even suggest that Socrates has beasts in par-
ticular in mind. That is to say, beasts are moved to action in virtue of the
desire which is based on the memory of a previous sense perception. But
now it seems that in prompting the beast to act, the desire provides it with
knowledge of the means of obtaining the object of desire. And if the im-
pulse and rule do not involve the soul in any higher level of cognition
than sense perception, then it seems that the content of sense perception
is rich enough to provide the beast with knowledge of the means.

The account of desire in the Philebus suggests that the content of
sense perception is sufficiently rich so as to bring about cognition. For
now it seems that the perceptual content even provides the soul with the
capacity to fulfil its desires. So if the simile in the Theaetetus suggests that
the perceptual content is such that the soul can use it as a basis for
cognitive achievements which involve other cognitive processes, such as
thinking, the account of desire here in the Philebus suggests that some
kinds of cognition can be achieved through sense perception alone.

In narrowing down the notion alofnoic Plato’s main purpose is to strip
the notion of connotations that are suggestive of intellectual activity,
such as ‘figuring out’ and ‘understanding.” This is the point of sense
perception’s being a passive state of the soul. But in view of the fact that
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sense perception gives access to the external world and even makes pos-
sible certain achievements such as recognition and the fulfilling of desires,
Plato’s characterisation of sense perception as a passive state of the soul
must be qualified. The impingement of the material object on the sense
organ and the transmission of the affection to the soul is a matter of a
passive receiving, but even in mere sense perception the affections are
processed in such a way as to give the perceiver access to material objects
in the world and to make possible certain cognitive achievements. This
characteristic is important in so far as it suggests that sense perception
amounts to something more than the receiving of the raw data.

But although in mere sense perception the raw data are processed in
such a way as to make possible certain cognitive achievements, it was also
suggested that sense perception has no propositional content. And as I
shall show in the next two chapters, this characteristic is crucial. For it is a
noticeable thing that the content of sense perception amounts to such a
grasp of the thing perceived that it makes possible certain cognitive
achievements although it is not propositional. In view of the fact that
sense perception seems to provide the beast with a recognitional capacity
and, in so far as it provides it with knowledge of the means of fulfilling its
desires, even with an inferencelike capacity, it could be suggested that
Plato conceives of the perceptual content as conceptual. Now ‘concepts’
and ‘conceptual’ are terms of art and there is a tendency to tie the
possession of concepts to the capacity to make predications and to the
capacity to frame one’s experiences propositionally. So on such a con-
strual of the notion of concept, the content of sense perception cannot be
conceptual on Plato’s account. But if the possession of concepts is tied to
cognitive capacities such as the recognitional capacity and the capacity to
take practical decisions, then it seems fair to characterise the content of
sense perception as conceptual.

However, rather than entering into the vexed question how concepts
and concept possession should be conceived of, let it suffice for now to
acknowledge this crucial characteristic of Plato’s notion of sense percep-
tion, namely, that the content of sense perception is not propositional, but
yet makes possible cognitive achievements.®' This characteristic sheds
light on the quarrel over the nature of the content of sense perception. For
it now seems that although sense perception is a passive state of the soul
and such that it does not amount to any kind of judging, not even about
the immediate sensory qualities we happen to perceive, it is still correct to
say that sense perception involves awareness of things. And Plato’s com-
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mitment to the view that sense perception amounts to an awareness of the
world can be supported by comments on how belief is said gradually to
arise from sense perception: at Philebus 38b12-13 Socrates has it that the
capacity for belief arises from sense perception and memory, and at
Theaetetus 186b11-c5 the capacity for sense perception is said to be there
right from birth whereas other capacities develop only gradually. Since
these remarks suggest that the contrast between sense perception and
belief is a matter of degree, it is reasonable to assume that the difference
between them does not turn on the question whether or not they involve
awareness of the world.

Now the suggestion that sense perception has a non-propositional con-
tent, but yet makes possible a wide range of different cognitive achieve-
ments might seem questionable. For what sense can be made of cognition
that is not propositional? The question is difficult, and this is not the place
to enter into it. But is seems to me that although there undoubtedly is a
difficulty as to how non-propositional cognition should be conceived of,
the suggestion that sense perception has a non-propositional content, but
yet makes possible cognitive achievements, makes good sense in so far as
it is assumed that beasts get along by sense perception alone. For al-
though no one would deny cognitive capacities to beasts, ascribing to
them the capacity to frame their experiences propositionally is not so easy
to accept.

But it must be kept firmly in mind that in so far as man is endowed with
the capacity to frame his experiences propositionally, sense perception
may well have a different function in man. That is to say, although beasts
may act with recourse only to sense perception, this is not to say that men
normally act with recourse to sense perception alone. On the contrary, it
will be a crucial point in the following chapters that the capacity to frame
one’s experiences propositionally has a bearing on the nature of human
cognition. So although sense perception in some cases amounts to cogni-
tion on its own, there may well be other cases in which sense perception
only provides a basis for cognition.

The real problem with this construal of the notion of sense perception
as a rather rich cognitive state is that the distinction between sense
perception and belief is at risk of becoming blurred. But as I shall show in
the next chapter, it is crucial that we are clear about this notion of sense
perception; it is only against the background of Plato’s conception of
sense perception as a relatively powerful capacity that his particular
notion of belief (86£a) can be properly understood. Of course, the non-
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propositional character of the content of sense perception is a differen-
tiating mark. But despite that, it might be wondered what the point is of
drawing a distinction between sense perception and belief if sense percep-
tion amounts to awareness of things, and even to cognition. Here it is
important to keep in mind that Plato’s notions of sense perception and
belief are introduced in the particular context of answering the Protagorean
challenge. For on the Protagorean position sense perception is not diffe-
rentiated from belief; to perceive is to believe. What is more, Plato ascribes
to Protagoras the conflation of sense perception and belief with a view to
indicating that Protagoras holds beliefto be a passive state of the soul;
just as sense perception is a matter of being affected, so belief is a passive
state of the soul.

In distinguishing between sense perception and belief Plato takes issue
with Protagoras’ view that believing is a matter of holding things to be the
way they strike us. So Plato does not deny that sense perception amounts
to some kind of cognition; what he takes exception to is the Protagorean
view that beliefs are arrived at in a passive way involving no effort on our
part. This is the key to Plato’s characterisation of sense perception as a
passive state of the soul: although mere sense perception amounts to
some kind of activity on the part of the soul, it is a passive state in
comparison with belief. Plato may thus well agree with Protagoras that
sense perception, although a matter of the soul’s being affected, amounts
to an awareness of the world, and yet deny that sense perception is belief.
So the question that needs to be addressed is what it is about belief that
makes Plato want to distinguish it from sense perception. In particular, in
so far as the distinction turns on the active nature of belief in comparison
to sense perception, what kind of activity does belief require?
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Plato’s characterisation of belief (86Ea) must be seen against the back-
ground of his quarrel with Protagoras. For Plato takes exception to
Protagoras’ suggestion that beliefs are arrived at through a passive pro-
cess on a par with how sense perception comes about through the affec-
tion of the soul. Instead, he commits himself to the view that belief, in
contrast to sense perception, requires an activity on the part of the soul.
At Theaetetus 187a3-8 Socrates points out that it is not in sense per-
ception we should look for knowledge, but in what the soul does “when it
is busy by itself about the things” (STav aiT) «kad aiThy
TpaypaTteinTalr wept Ta Svta), that is, believing (SoEdlewv). And at
189¢6-190a7 in the same dialogue it is suggested that in arriving at belief
the soul is involved in the activity of thinking (Sudvoia ). At Sophist
264b1, moreover, the stranger from Elea gives a definition of belief along
the same lines: “belief is the result of thinking” (86Ea 8¢ Siavolac
ATOTENEVTNOLE).

But although it is clear that Plato commits himself to the view that belief
requires an activity on the part of the soul, it is not immediately clear what
this activity amounts to. In particular, since sense perception involves
some amount of activity too, we need to spell out in what sense belief is
active in comparison to sense perception. There is at least one sense in
which the activity involved in belief is distinguished from the activity
involved in sense perception: belief requires not only activity, but even
effort. At Theaetetus 186¢2-5arriving at a belief is said to be a matter of
toil and pain (pdyic) and to take time (év xpdévy). This is a surprising and,
it seems, unappealing claim. For even if we agree that belief involves some
kind of activity, it does not go without saying that it requires effort;
indeed, it seems that most of our beliefs we just end up with.

The mention of thinking goes some way towards explaining what Plato
has in mind. But the question then is what notion of thinking Plato is
operating with. And since he has it that it is through thinking that efforts
are involved in belief, Plato’s characterisation of belief might still seem
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implausible. However, the tenet that belief requires effort on the part of the
soul suggests that Plato has a particular notion of belief in mind. So before
we dismiss his characterisation of belief, an attempt should be made to pin
down what notion of belief is at issue. The question is complicated by the
fact that Plato puts the term 8¢&a to different uses. And not even in those
dialogues in which the particular notion of belief is introduced and di-
scussed is the term used in an unequivocal way. In particular, the term is
put to both a generic and a specific use; it can mean belief in general or a
particular kind of belief. As we can see from Theaetetus 190a4-6, Sophist
263e10-264a2 and Philebus 38e1-7, belief is a statement (A\éyoc), that is, an
assertion (ddoLc) or denial (dmédaotc ), which the soul expresses silently
to itself. But this is a characterisation of belief in general; it is only in so far
as the specific kind of belief is concerned that effort and thinking are
required. In fact, there is another kind of silent assertion or denial which
requires no thinking and effort. I shall have more to say about this double
employment of the term 86&a and beliefs that require no thinking in the
next chapter; in this chapter I discuss the specific notion of belief.

The best clue to the specific notion of belief is the final refutation of
Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as sense perception at Theaetetus
184b4-187a8 At 186¢7-e12Socrates puts forward a straightforward argu-
ment that sense perception cannot be knowledge and points out that for
anything even to be considered as a candidate for knowledge it must at-
tain (Tvyydvew ) or grasp (dmTeoBai) truth (d\rifera), and in order to
attain truth it must attain being (ovoia) in the first place. But earlier on in
the passage Socrates has introduced the premise that sense perception
cannot attain being. Hence, sense perception cannot attain truth, and as a
consequence cannot be knowledge. But what is important now, Socrates
also distinguishes between sense perception and belief. For belief accom-
plishes something that sense perception fails to do, namely, to attain
being. This is the crucial clue to Plato’s notion of belief. And it should be
noticed that in this context Socrates does not say that belief attains truth,
and even though he will discuss, and dismiss, true belief as a candidate for
knowledge, it is never suggested that attaining truth is a necessary con-
dition of belief. So the grasping of being is the important condition as far
as belief is concerned.

There are thus two properties that differentiate belief from sense per-
ception: belief requires thinking and attains being. In addition, in the last
chapter it was suggested that belief differs from sense perception in virtue
of having a propositional content. These differentiating marks are interest-
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ing in view of the suggestion that sense perception amounts to an aware-
ness of the world and that beasts get along by sense perception alone; in
so far as sense perception amounts to cognition, it may be wondered what
bearing these differentiating marks have on the cognitive character of
sense perception and belief respectively. And in particular, what do these
differentiating marks suggest in regard to the tenet that belief requires
effort? As willbe seen, it is precisely the conditions for grasping being
that gives content to the suggestion that belief requires effort. What is
more, the tenet that beliefs are propositional willbe shown to make good
sense from the point of view of the definition of belief as the result of
thinking. And the propositional form of belief has a crucial bearing on the
question how belief as cognition differs from sense perception as cog-
nition.

The task now is to consider the crucial notions as far as belief is con-
cerned, namely, thinking and being; I shall attempt that in section 2 using
Theaetetus 184b3-187a8 as the starting point. In section 3 I discuss a
further aspect of this particular notion of belief and what part it plays in
Socrates’ refutation of Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis at Theaetetus
178b2-179b9. Butin view of the fact that the term 86Ea is put to so many
different uses both by Plato himselfand his predecessors, in section 11
begin by considering different aspects of the notion of 86Ea in philo-
sophical as well as ordinary Greek.

1. Background to the notion §6¢a

The notion 86&a plays a prominent part in early Greek philosophy. It
enters into the debate over the nature of knowledge and is singled out as
the opinion of the many in contrast to knowledge that only the expert has.!
The point is to show that a mere 86a does not meet the conditions for
knowledge (émiotriun). This notion of 86Ea draws on the cognate ‘seem-
ing’ (Sokelv); a 86&a is a matter of something’s seeming to be in one way
or other. But since there might be a difference between how things seem
and how they are, we are likely to get things wrong if we have a mere 86Ea
of something. Knowledge requires that we come to grips with how things
really are; only then can our views be immune to error. So the notion has a
derogatory flavour, and may be rendered with ‘mere opinion.’

Ad&a as mere opinion is important also in Plato’s philosophy. In the
early and the middle dialogues it is precisely the contrast between mere
opinion and knowledge that is at issue. But the characterisation of 86£a as
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something that involves thinking and requires effort squares badly with
the notion of 86&a as mere opinion. Indeed, there is something of a prob-
lem in Platonic scholarship as to how 86€a as mere opinion is to be recon-
ciled with 86€a as an achievement on the part of the soul.? And it seems
that whereas in the early and the middle dialogues the contrast between
mere opinion and knowledge is emphasised, it is the contrast between
belief and sense perception that is at issue in the later dialogues. Now the
fact that 36€a features in both of these contrasts need not imply that the
term is used in different ways; even if belief comes about through an effort
on the part of the soul, it could still be a mere opinion that the soul
achieves. In fact, since not even the particular notion of belief in the later
dialogues amounts to knowledge, it seems that the two aspects of 86&a
are compatible.

Still, it is fair to say that the particular notion of belief has not yet been
introduced in the early and the middle dialogues, although it is anticipated:
at Republic 10, 602e8-603a9 Socrates suggests that the soul has a rational
and a non-rational part such that each forms beliefs (SoEd{elv) indepen-
dently of the other and such that the rational part calculates and reasons
in arriving at the belief. Nevertheless, in the early and the middle dialogues
it is for the most part the aspect of being a badly thought-out view on
something that attaches to 86€a. What makes 86Ea a badly thought-out
view is that it is based on a grasp of the surface features of the thing, its
appearance, without getting at what it really is, that is, its being. Indeed, in
the early and the middle dialogues Plato’s position bears a resemblance to
the position which he ascribes to Protagoras: belief is based on a grasp of
the mere appearance of things.

But it should be noted that there are uses of the term 86Ea in ordinary
Greek which are neutral as to whether the belief is ill-founded or not and
which bring forth the point that §6£a amounts to a particular kind of grasp
of things. In Thucydides I 5, to begin with, we are told that both the
Greeks and some of the foreigners were, in addition to trading with one
another, in the habit of robbing weakly defended settlements and of dis-
tributing part of the booty to the poorest of their own communities. And
this rather harsh kind of redistribution of resources “was not a shameful
business, but brought a great deal of reputation” (ovk é&yovtéc T
aloxtvmv  ToUToU TOU é&pyou, dépovtec 8¢ TL kal 8Enc pAANov).
Whatever the details were of the ethical considerations behind this kind of
activity, it apparently won the robbers a reputation (86£a), and not an
unfavourable reputation for that matter. In Pindar, moreover, at O. 8, 62-64,
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the victors’ trainer, Melesias, is praised for his skill: “But he could tell of
such things beyond anyone else: what means will advance a man who
wants to gain the most desirable fame from the sacred games” (kelva 8¢
kelvoc dv elmor | é€pya mepaltepov dNwy, Tic Tpdmoc dvdpa
mpopdoel | €€ lepdy déBwy pélhovta mobewvoTdTav 86Eav  dépelv).
So Melesias is praised for helping the victor, Alcimedon, to gain a certain
reputation by wrestling well. But the fame that was to be gained in the
ancient games seems not to have been of a purely athletic kind; success in
the games was, not least according to the impression Pindar gives of the
public perception of the victors, an equally important test of character as a
whole. So the kind of reputation Alcimedon was eager to gain was not just
the reputation of wrestling well, but that of having a good character, of
being a noble man.

These two instances of 86Ea are a matter of someone’s conveying an
impression of himself. More particularly, in gaining honour and fame the
robbers and Alcimedon give clues to their character or nature, that is, they
convey an impression of the kind of people they are. And what is impor-
tant now, in coming to think that they are a particular kind of people, it
seems that we come to have beliefs that go beyond the present appear-
ance of them. For by grasping what kind they are we come to have expec-
tations of them. And interestingly enough, Sokelv and 86Ea on many oc-
casions mean expecting and expectation. In Herodotus I 79, learning that
Croesus has decided to disband his army after the battle at Pteria, Cyrus,
on the expectation (TaiTa €8o&e) that the Lydians would not be able to
assemble their army all of a sudden, seizes the opportunity to attack
Sardis. The point is that it seems to Cyrus that the Lydians are not able to
assemble their army all of a sudden. But since Cyrus is concerned with
warfare, what the enemy seems to be able to do is not a trivial matter.
Instead, Cyrus’ view about what the enemies are able to do or not to do
has some rather critical consequences for what the outcome of the strug-
gle with them is going to be. So how the enemies seem to be to Cyrus com-
mits him to a great deal in terms of further strategic steps and measures.
Cyrus’ decision, furthermore, comes as a total surprise to Croesus; “things
turned out against his expectation” (ol Tmwapd 8Sdkav éEoxe T
mpnypata). Again, it did not seem to Croesus that Cyrus would be so
bold. But this view of his proved to be a disaster for his future fortunes.

But there is more to expectations of something than that they are beliefs
about the future behaviour of that something. In Homer K 324, for in-
stance, Dolon, excited by the prospect of receiving horses and a bronze
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chariot from Hector if he does some spying for him, assures that “Neither
shall I be your spy in vain, nor willl not meet your expectation” (col &’
cyw ovx dAloc okomdc éaoopat ovd ‘dmd 86Enc). It should be no-
ticed that Hectors’ expectation of Dolon is a matter of what he thinks of
him, that is, of how Dolon seems to him. And in this particular context, the
belief Dolon urges Hector to have about him is future directed. Hence, it is
not merely a matter of how Dolon seems to Hector at present; in addition,
how Dolon seems to Hector at present involves expectations on Hector’s
part as to how Dolon is going to behave in the future. But what is impor-
tant now, Hector’s expectation of Dolon is not based on a wild guess as to
how Dolon is going to act. Rather, Hector’s expectation of Dolon is based
on the conception Hector has of Dolon, that is, on what kind of person
Hector thinks that Dolon is. So on many occasions having a 86Ea of
something in the future is not a matter of merely predicting something to
happen, but is based on views about what kind of thing the thing in ques-
tion is.

There obviously is a connection between the question of what kind a
thing is and what we can expect of it. For having an expectation of some-
thing or someone is not just a matter of venturing a guess as to how that
something or someone is going to be. Instead, it is precisely by having an
idea of what kind something is that we come to have certain expectations
of it. So someone’s expectations of something is not a matter of having
views on how that something is going to be like by accident.

This quick survey of uses of 86£a provides an important background to
Plato’s particular notion of belief. Above all, the idea that a thing’s 86Ea
gives a clue to what kind of thing it is has a direct bearing on the question
what notion of being Plato is operating with in his characterisation of
belief. For it willbe argued that grasping the being of a thing amounts to
grasping what kind it is. What is more, the idea that having a 86fa of a
thing commits us to expectations of it plays an important part in Plato’s
treatment of the notion. This is not to say that 86Ea in terms of mere
opinion should not amount to views on the character of things and to ex-
pectations of them. But as far as Plato’s particular notion of 8¢éa is
concerned, he goes to great lengths to show that in going beyond the ap-
pearance and getting at the being of things beliefs are not based on how
things merely seem. For arriving at a 86Ea is a matter of exercising reason
so as to get behind the appearance. So in this case the views on the char-
acter and the expectations of the thing are based on a grasp of the being
of the thing, rather than the mere appearance.
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2. Belief and being

Plato distinguishes between sense perception and belief by claiming
that only the latter attains being (oUoia). So a proper understanding of
what being amounts to in this context is the key to coming to grips with
what it is for the soul to have a belief. What is more, a proper understand-
ing of being willalso shed light on the question what thinking (8tdvoia )
is: for it is through thinking that the soul comes to be in a state such that it
attains the being of things. The view that belief attains being is put
forward in the difficult passage at Theaetetus 184b4-187a8, where Socrates
gives the final argument against Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as
alonoic. The aspect of the argument that matters most for my purposes
here, namely, that belief in contrast to sense perception attains being, has
given rise to a considerable debate.’ However, to my mind no one in the
debate has come up with the correct interpretation as to what Plato is
driving at in this passage. * Let me briefly discuss two options as to the
notion of being before I develop my own reading.

Apart from the stretch of text at 186c7-e12 where the argument that
sense perception cannot be knowledge is put forward, the notion of being
features crucially from 185a8 onwards. Unless it is assumed that Plato is
operating with several notions of being in the passage as a whole, it is
actually the earlier part, and 185a8-b7 in particular, that gives the best clue
to what notion of being Plato has in mind. So on this assumption the
notion of being is established well ahead of the argument. This makes
good sense; Socrates does not develop the notion of being at such length
only to drop it for another notion when the refutation of Theaetetus’
definition is at issue. A unified interpretation of the notion of being at
Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 is preferable.

The notion of being is first introduced as one of the commons (Ta
kolvd ) in contrast to those things that are proper to only one sense, such
as colour and sound; for the first thing the soul thinks about colour and
sound is “that they both are” (67v dudorépw é€oTov). The first option as
to the notion of being is that it amounts to existence. That is to say, Plato
is driving at the point that the soul comes to think that both the colour and
the sound exist; in mere sense perception the soul just has the sensory
experience of colour and sound, but in applying being to them it posits
them as existing.’ It must be admitted that this is a natural way of under-
standing the clause. The problem with this option is that it threatens the
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unity of the notion in the passage. For as we can see from 185c4-7,
Socrates has it that the commons apply to all things, and that, in addition
to being (éoTL), not-being (ovk €oTi) is one of the commons as well. So
the suggestion seems to be that both being and not-being applies to ev-
erything. If these instances of being are rendered with ‘existence,’
Socrates is made to say that the soul thinks about everything that it both
exists and does not exist. A reading which is not hampered by this prob-
lem is preferable to the existential reading.’

The second option is that the being which the soul is said to attain in
regard to things of all senses is the copula which the predicative form of
belief requires; if the soul is to believe anything at all concerning what it
perceives, then it needs to frame its perceptual experience along the ‘... 1is
...” scheme.” Of course, what [ have in mind is the logical, not the gram-
matical form. The point is clearly made by Aristotle at De Interpretatione
21b9-10: “It makes no difference to say that the man walks or that the man
is walking” (008¢v vydp Siadéper elmeiv  dvBpwmov  Badidew A
dvbpwmor Badi¢ovta €lvar). Hence, “Socrates walks” can be rendered
“Socrates is walking,” and the ‘is’ gets displayed. At any rate, this option
is attractive in so far as it makes good sense of the claimthat both being
and not-being attach to everything; for instance, a colour both is a per-
ceptible quality and is not a sound. In other words, there are lots of things
that a thing is and lots of other things that it is not.

Although the second option has more to be said for it than the former
one, in the end I do not think that Plato has the copula in mind either. In
particular, the point of the remark that being must be attained if truth is to
be attained is not that in so far as something is to count as a candidate for
knowledge, it must have a form that makes it possible to ascribe truth
values to it. Attaining being amounts to something other than that. It
should not be denied that beliefs involve predication and that this aspect
has an important bearing on the nature of belief, but in the end I do not
think that framing one’s experiences in a propositional form and giving
one’s assent or dissent to the proposition is a sufficient condition in so far
as Plato’s particular notion of belief goes. As we shall see, it is only in so
far as the assent or dissent to the proposition is arrived at in a particular
way that they count as beliefs in the specific sense.

Being and the proper sensibles

[t is of paramount importance that the contrast between the proper sen-
sibles, such as colour and sound, and those things which are common to
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objects of more than one sense modality, such as being, difference and
identity, is conceived of in the correct way. Above all, it must be noticed
that as far as the latter items are concerned, they are not supposed to be
considered in themselves, but in relation to those things which are acces-
sible through only one of the senses. Indeed, the point is precisely to
differentiate between those things that can be thought about in regard to
both an object of one sense and another object of a different sense, and
those things which are proper to only one of the senses. And when
Socrates has established that it is impossible to perceive sounds through
the eyes or colours through the ears, he moves on at 185a8-9 to ask
whether it is not the case that we can, in fact, think about being “in regard
to [both] sound and colour” (mepi &7 dwviic kal mwepl xpdac). So
instead of a contrast between two different sets of objects which are
unrelated to one another, Socrates spells out a contrast between colour
and sound, and the being, difference, identity, and so forth, of colour and
sound. ?

Note that T use the locutions ‘object of one sense,” ‘object of vision’
and so forth in a particular way: they refer to the proper sensibles such as
colour and sound. In view of the fact that it was argued in the last chapter
that Plato may well admit that more than colours can be seen, it is impor-
tant to be clear about my usage here, which tries to capture Socrates’ way
of speaking about those things that are proper to only one sense regard-
less of whether they are conceived of as properties of material objects. So
the concern here is with the contrast between proper sensibles and fea-
tures that are common to proper sensibles of different sense modalities.

The contrast is complicated by the fact that the common things are
claimed not to be accessible through any sense and, thus, not to be per-
ceptible by the senses at all. This becomes clear at 185a4-6 as Socrates
points out that those things which are common to objects of different
senses could not be perceived through any of the sense organs, and then
rhetorically asks Theaetetus “So if you think anything in regard to both,
you would not perceive it in regard to both either by means of the one
sense organ, or by means of the other, would you?” (E{ 7. dpa mept
dudoTépwr Biavof, otk dv 8id ye Tol €Tépou dpydvou, ovd ’ ad
Sta ToU €T€pou Tepl dupoTépwy aicbdvor  dv;). As I have argued in
chapter 2, Plato does not positively say that anything that is perceived
through one sense cannot be perceived through another sense; the princi-
ple seems to be introduced in regard to the particular commons under di-
scussion. And now it should be noticed that Socrates explicitly says that
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those things which cannot be perceived through any sense organ are
thought about both colour and sound. This is further evidence for the
view that Socrates does not have in mind any feature that is common to
objects of two different senses. For in introducing the contrast between
the proper sensibles and the commons Socrates actually pins down the
commons as things accessible in a particular way, namely, through think-
ing (Siavociv). This suggests that he is not arguing that everything which
is common to objects of more than one sense is not perceptible by any
sense, but that proper sensibles have some features which are perceptible
by the senses and other features which are not perceptible by the senses.

This view is particularly suggestive as far as being is concerned. For it
is now suggested that being is a feature of proper sensibles, such as
colour and sound, which is not perceptible by the senses. The suggestion
is at first glance puzzling: how could colour and sound have features
which are not perceptible by the senses? But as we shall see, this is really
what the passage is all about.

Being and predication

There is a further question which has to be dealt with before we turn to
the account of being. For the idea that there are things that are proper to
objects of only one sense and things that are common to objects of more
than one sense might seem to be suggestive of the following. Perhaps
Plato has in mind a distinction between different kinds of predicates: some
predicates, such as ‘... is black,” apply to things proper only to one
sense—in this case to things proper to sight, while other predicates, such
as ‘... 1is different from ...’, apply to things common to more than one
sense. For instance, it can be said only of a colour or of a thing in respect
to that aspect which is perceptible through sight that it is black, whereas it
can be said both of colour and sound that they are different from some-
thing else. Needless to say, we actually say of objects not seen that they
are black; the point is that the normal way of verifying such a saying is
through sight. At any rate, if this were the contrast Plato had in mind, it
could also be suggested that it is only the application of predicates like ...
is different from ...” that the soul cannot accomplish in mere sense per-
ception, whereas it may well manage to apply predicates like “... is black’
merely by exercising the senses. Of course, the suggestion is flawed in so
far as it amounts to the view that the soul can apply predicates like ‘... is
black’ in mere sense perception: it violates the principle that sense per-
ception does not have a propositional content.
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Although the suggestion is flawed, it is worth while to give some
thought to the fact that a predicate like ‘... is black’ contains an ‘is.” And
despite the fact that I have ruled out the copula as a candidate for the
notion of being at issue, it is illuminating to use this instance of being as a
starting point in spelling out Plato’s notion of being. For on what I will
dub ‘the Platonic analysis’ the ‘is’ here does a great deal more than
connect the subject to the predicate. Indeed, the Platonic analysis pro-
vides a crucial background to the notion of being at Theaetetus 184b4-
187a8.

In the first place it is far from clear how the ‘is’ in a predicate like ¢... is
black’ should be accounted for. It might be tempting to say that it singles
out the subject of the predication as a member of the set of black things.
But this set-theoretic conception of how we are to understand some-
thing’s being predicated of something else does not underlie Plato’s ap-
proach. For in so far as the ascription of a predicate to a sensible particular
is at issue, Plato conceives of the relation between the sensible particular
and the predicate as a matter of the sensible particular’s partaking in or
having a share (petéxewv) of the predicate, or, in Plato’s terms, the form. It
is precisely this conception that gives rise to the characteristic difficulties
addressed in the Parmenides. In particular, at 131a8-b2 the problem is
raised of how many things with separate locations can partake in one form
without threatening the unity of the form. But what is important now, on
this conception an assertion like “X is black” is not to be analysed in set-
theoretic terms, but in terms of the relation between the particular and the
form of which it has a share: X is black in virtue of having a share of the
form blackness.

If we expand a little on the analysis of the assertion “X is black,” then
we can render the predicate ‘... is black’ in terms of the ‘having a share’
relation as ‘... has a share of blackness.” At first glance, then, ‘... is ...’
can be rendered ‘... has a share of ...”. So on this analysis the ‘is’ ex-
presses a relation between the sensible particular and the form in terms of
having a share. However, things are slightly more complicated. For so far
the analysis has established that a sensible particular is this and that in
virtue of having a share of the form. But now it should be noticed that
there is a sense in which it can be said of the form, or the predicate, that it
is this and that. In her remarkable study Constance Meinwald has shown
that Plato distinguishes between two different kinds of predication.® On
the one hand, there are predications the subject of which is a sensible
particular; “Aristides is just” may serve as an example. Here we have an
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instance of the ‘having a share’ relation: Aristides is just in virtue of
having a share of the form justice. In this case the predication expresses a
relation between a sensible particular and a form. On the other hand, a
form itself can be the subject of a predication; “Justice is virtuous” is one
example!® This predication is not concerned with the same kind of relation
as the former one. For whereas the former predication says that this sen-
sible particular, Aristides, has a share of the form justice, the latter tells us
something of the nature of justice: to be just is to be virtuous. Here it is
helpful to think of the genus-species trees familiar from botany and put
forward in dialogues such as the Sophist and the Statesman. The form jus-
tice has its place in such a tree and the predication “Justice is virtuous”
expresses the relation of the form justice to the form virtue. So in this case
the predication expresses a relation between forms. But notice that the
distinction between these two kinds of predications must not be mistaken
for the distinction between essential and accidental properties. For al-
though the assertion “Aristides is human,” in contrast to the assertion
“Aristides is just,” expresses an essential relation, it tells us only some-
thing about a sensible particular’s relation to a form, but nothing about the
form’s internal structure, that is, its relations to other forms.

The distinction between the two kinds of predicates makes it clear that
even forms are this and that in virtue of having their place in a genus-
species tree. So the ‘is’ in “Justice is virtuous™ plays the part of relating
one form to another form in such a tree. And if we render the assertion “X
is black,” where X is a sensible particular, with “X has a share of black-
ness,” we may in the next instance turn our attention to the form, namely
blackness, and ask about its being. For instance, part of what it is to be
black is to be a colour. And on this analysis the assertion “Blackness is a
colour” is a predication informing us about the nature of blackness, rather
than about the instantiation of colour in the sensible world, and belongs,
thus, to the latter form of predication. So there is a sense in which the
predicate has being, namely, in virtue of its relations to other forms.

Now, the distinction between the two different kinds of predication
suggests that there are two kinds of being: the being which relates the
sensible particular to a form and the being that relates a form to other
forms. But although the two kinds of being are distinguishable, there is a
connection between them as well. For in so far as we have a grasp of the
being of a form, that is, the form’s relation to other forms, and relate a
sensible particular to that form, we will also, at least implicitly, relate the
sensible particular to those forms to which the form at issue is related. Let
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us say that X is the colour of a particular wall. Saying that “X is black,”
then, relates X to blackness. But in so far as we have a grasp of the being
of blackness we also relate X to those forms to which blackness is related.
For instance, we relate X not only to blackness, but also to colour. Of
course, the ‘is’s featuring in the assertions “Blackness is a colour” and “X
is a colour” differ as to their function: the former relates a form to another
form and the latter a sensible particular to a form. But the point is that the
latter assertion may be inferred from the assertion “X is black” in virtue of
grasping the internal relations of blackness: since blackness is a colour
and X has a share of blackness, X is a colour.

So the function of ‘is” which enters into the predication scheme °... is
...”is not just a matter of putting together the subject and the predicate
word; it is closely connected to Plato’s metaphysics. Of course, this
analysis of being does not by itself explain what notion of being is at issue
in Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 and why the being of colour and sound is not
perceptible by the senses. But with this analysis of the predication scheme
in place we are better equipped to address these questions.

Considering the commons in regard to colour and sound

The best clue to Plato’s notion of being at Theaetetus 184b4-187a8is
the stretch of text running from 185a8 to 185b7 where the commons (Td
kowd ), that is, being (ovoia), difference (70 érepov), identity (70
Ta¥TOV), duality (8¥0), unity (€v), dissimilarity (dvopoiéTne) and similarity
(6poléTne) are introduced. On the face of it, it might seem that Socrates
simply wants to exemplifythe contrast between the proper sensibles and
the commons. But it is with some care that he introduces the latter items;
instead of just listing them, Socrates introduces them step by step and in a
certain order. So we need to pay due attention to the details of this
elaborate introduction of the features that are common to both colour and
sound.

Socrates starts off at 185a8-9 by asking:

In regard to sound and colour you think in the first place this same
thing in regard to both, namely, that they both are, don’t you?

ITepl &M dwriic kal mept xpdac Tp@dTOY WEV avTd TolTO
mepl dpdoTépwr N Stavofl, 8TL dudoTépw EoTéV;

In view of the fact that I have ruled out the existential reading of the clause
6TL dudpoTépw €éoTév the question arises: what is it that Theaetetus is
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supposed to think that sound and colour are?'' For if the existential read-
ing is ruled out, then it seems that the éotdév is elliptical. Now my
suggestion as to how we are to understand being in this context makes
sense of the ellipsis. For I suggest that we grasp what being amounts to
here by looking ahead to the further commons which Socrates introduces.

At 185al1-12,after Theaetetus’ assent to the first question, Socrates
moves on and asks:

Do you not, therefore, think also that each is different from the
other and the same as itself?

Ovtkollv kal OTL ékdTepov ékatépou pév értepov, €auTd 8¢
TavTOV;

Here it is crucial that we get the force of the adverb ovkoUv right. For the
adverb has an inferential force; it suggests that Theaetetus’ assent to the
former question entails the assent to the latter question.'? So Socrates’
suggestion is that Theaetetus’ thinking that the colour and sound are
entails his thinking that each is different from the other and the same as
itself. Judging by Theaetetus’ answer to the latter question, “Well, what of
it?” (T{ pAv;), he is not entirely clear about the implication of his assent
to the former question. But Theaetetus’ slight hesitation is natural;
Socrates elicits his assent to the first question only to lay bare what he
takes the assent to be suggestive of.

It is also to be noticed that Socrates reverses what might seem to be the
natural order when speaking about identity and difference; if identity and
difference were introduced only to give examples of things that are com-
mon to both sound and colour, then it seems that it would have been more
straightforward to introduce them in precisely that order. And at 186a6-7
once they have been introduced, he speaks about them in the more natural
order. Now I believe that in introducing difference before identity Plato
gives an account of how the soul discerns colour and sound in the first
place: the first thing the soul recognises as it encounters sound and
colour for the first time is that there is a difference. But recognising the
difference does not presuppose that the soul has identified each before-
hand; rather, on the basis of recognising the difference the soul is enabled
to identify each. So from the point of view of how the soul singles out
sound and colour it makes sense to introduce difference before identity.

As was mentioned, Theaetetus does not immediately see the point of

b
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Socrates’ rhetorical question, and at 185b2 Socrates picks up Theaetetus’
demand for further elucidation by posing the following question.

And also that they both [taken together] are two, yet each [taken
by itself] is one?

Kal é7v dpdoTépw 8o, ékdrepor 8¢ Ev;

Theaetetus’ ready assent to the question, “This too” (Kal To¥7T0), indi-
cates that Socrates’ further question goes some way towards satisfying
Theaetetus’ demand for elucidation. And yet again, the order of intro-
ducing unity and duality seems reversed. But now there is a background
for the order in which they are introduced. For once the soul recognises
that colour and sound are different from one another, it also recognises
that they are two things. And when it recognises that they are two things,
it is but a short step for the soul to recognise that each of the things that
makes up the duality is one taken by itself. And what is particularly
important, the recognition of each thing’s being identical to itself amounts
to the recognition of its unity; this seems to be the reason why Socrates
introduces the pair duality/unity as an answer to Theaetetus’ request for
elucidation of the pair difference/identity.
At 185b4-5, finally, Socrates asks:

You can also, therefore, consider whether they are dissimilar or
similar to one another, can’t you?

Ovkoly kal elTe dropolw e€iTe oOpolw dAAloly, Swvatdc €l
emLokEPaohal;

Yet again the adverb ovkoUv signals that Theaetetus’ assents to the
previous questions entail the suggestion of the present question. I take it
that the disjunctive clause €ite ... €{Te does not have an exclusive force;
the soul may well consider in what respect colour and sound are dissimilar
and in what respect they are similar. The recognition of similarities and
dissimilarities between colour and sound is best seen as a more developed
grasp of their unity and difference. For their unity and difference can be
seen in a larger scheme of similarities and dissimilarities. For instance,
colour and sound are similar in virtue of belonging to the same genus, that
is, the genus sensory quality, but dissimilar in virtue of being different
species of that genus. And at the level of genus the unity of colour and
sound amount to the same thing: they are both sensory qualities. But at
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the level of species colour and sound do not make up a unity. So by rec-
ognising the similarities and dissimilarities between colour and sound the
soul grasps more than the fact that they are different unities; it also grasps
the relation between these unities.

There is, then, a rationale for the rather cautious and seemingly rounda-
bout way in which the commons are introduced; they are introduced in the
order in which the soul becomes aware of them. Now in regard to the first
common introduced, namely being, I suggest that it is best explained by
the other commons introduced. This is the point of the ellipsis: colour and
sound are precisely in virtue of being different, identical, a duality, unities,
dissimilar and similar. And unity is the crucial property. For in order for
anything to be, it has to be a unity; and to be a unity crucially involves
being different from other things and identical to itself. This makes sense
of the introduction of not-being as well; for in being different from other
things the unity is not what it is different from. As far as dissimilarity and
similarity are concerned, they help in establishing the appropriate relations
between the unities. For instance, they help in seeing whether two unities
relate to one another as a species to a genus, or as genus to another
genus, or as a species to another species of the same genus. The only
thing that drops out from the picture is duality; but as far as duality is
concerned the awareness of it seems to be required as a step in coming to
recognise each thing of a pair as a unity and the pair itself as a unity.

Discernment, kinds and sense perception

The suggestion that attaining the being of colour and sound amounts
to singling them out as unities does not explain why their being is not
perceptible by the senses. For why not say that the soul perceives colour
as a unity by the senses? In order to consider the question, let us bring in
another aspect of the view that the being of colour and sound is not per-
ceptible by the senses. At 185e1-2,answering Socrates’ question through
what sense organ being is perceived, Theaetetus comes to the conclusion
that the being of colour and sound is not perceived through any sense
organ, but that the soul considers their being through itself: ... it seems
to me that the soul itself through itself considers the commons in regard to
everything” (... avt) 8 'abTfic 1 Yuxn Ta kowd pov dalvetar mepl
Tavtwy €mokomelv). As has been mentioned, the view might seem puz-
zling in so far as it is applied to colour and sound-how could the soul
consider the being of colour and sound through itself without exercising
the senses?
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Perhaps in saying that the soul considers the being of colour and
sound through itself without recourse to the senses Socrates has in mind
a particular kind of perception, namely, intellectual perception. I do not
deny that this is what he is up to. But rather than taking for granted what
intellectual perception, which is a problematic and theory-laden notion,
amounts to, I shall suggest that Socrates actually has in mind an argument
to the effect that the being of colour and sound is not perceptible by the
senses.

Socrates’ treatment of the issue is complicated by the fact that he does
not spell out how the object of belief is to be conceived of. For instance, in
so far as believing is a matter of attaining the being of colour and sound, is
the belief just a matter of picking out a particular instance of colour or
sound in the world, or of laying down something about the nature of
colour and sound? In order to see the difference between these two ways
of conceiving of the object of belief, let us distinguish between beliefs in
which colour and sound occupy the subject position and beliefs in which
they occupy the predicate position. The colour black may serve as an
example:either it has the subject position—‘the colour black is ...,” or the
predicate position—°... is black.” As far as the predicate ‘... is black’ is
concerned, it should be noticed that I leave it open here whether it is
predicated of a sensory quality or a material object of which the sensory
quality is a property; my account applies to both cases.

In view of this distinction, let me repeat what I have said about the
predication scheme. The assertion “X is black” relates the X to the form
blackness and, implicitly, to those forms to which blackness is related. So
even though attaining the being of blackness is a matter of grasping the
relation of blackness to other forms, that grasp has a bearing on the belief
“X is black.” For instance, what grasp the soul has of blackness deter-
mines what it is prepared to conclude from that belief. Now the principles
that the soul attains the being of colour and sound through itself and that
their being is not perceptible by the senses are best understood from the
point of view of beliefs in which colour and sound occupy the subject
position. For I suggest that Plato has it that in attaining the being of
colour and sound the soul is not concerned with the question whether a
sensible particular exhibits colour and sound, but with the question what
colour and sound are. And considering what colour and sound are in-
volves forming beliefs in which the colour and sound occupy the subject
position. In fact, this tenet has been borne out by the account of
Theaetetus 185a8-b7: what the soul thinks in regard to colour is precisely
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“Colour is different from sound,” “Colour is identical to itself” and so
forth.

The present suggestion gains in plausibility if we consider the first
common which is thought in regard to both colour and sound, namely
difference. It hardly requires arguing that the difference between colour
and sound at issue is not a numerical difference between two distinct
objects at two different locations in space. For the examples referred to are
things of different sense modalities, and what is so particular about colour
and sound is that they could be located in the same place; they could be
the colour and sound of the same object. So the very examples introduced,
namely colour and sound, suggest that the soul considers the difference
between two different kinds of things. What is more, the language at 185a8
suggests that Plato has in mind a difference in kind; if the point were that
the soul considers the numerical difference between two distinct objects in
space, then in order to avoid ambiguity ‘sound’ and ‘colour’ in the clause
mepl 8n dwrfic kal mepl xpdac at 185a8 should have been qualified by
demonstrative pronouns or by the indefinite pronoun Tic. But as the
clause stands, it suggests that the soul is concerned with colour and
sound as kinds." The point is that being a kind amounts to being a unity
according to Plato. For in so far as the soul recognises that colour differs
from sound as to what kind of thing it is, it also recognises that colour is
identical to itself in kind and, hence, that it is a unity in virtue of being a
kind.

However, the suggestion that attaining the being of colour and sound
amounts to discerning them as kinds does not by itself account for the
principle that the soul attains the being of colour and sound through itself.
For even though the soul discerns colour and sound as different kinds of
things rather than as numerically different objects, it might still seem that
the soul perceives sensible particulars when it discerns colour and sound
as different kinds of things and, hence, that it exercises the sense organs
in attaining the being of colour and sound. But in that case the principle
that the soul attains the being of colour and sound through itself is
violated.

The problem is best dealt with if we give some thought to what it takes
to recognise the difference between colour and sound. Suppose that the
soul perceives only colour. In that case, it can be argued that it does not
perceive the difference of colour; it makes no sense to say that the soul
perceives the difference of colour if it does not perceive that from which
colour differs. But now it must be noticed that when the soul perceives
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both colour and sound, that is, sees colour and hears sound, and recog-
nises that colour is different from sound, it cannot perceive the difference
by the senses. For there is no sense through which the difference can be
perceived; if the soul is to see the difference, it must see not only colour,
but also sound—which it manifestly cannot. This is the point of Socrates’
repeated question through what sense the commons in regard to colour
and sound are supposed to be perceived. But since there is no sense
through which the difference between sensory qualities of two different
sense modalities can be perceived, the difference cannot be perceived by
the senses at all, but has to be accessed in some other way.

It might be objected that the argument does not work in so far as the
difference between two colours is concerned; since both black and white
can be seen, why not say that the difference between them can be seen?
But I take it that the argument that the difference between colour and
sound cannot be perceived by the senses is sufficient to show that diffe-
rence is a feature which is not perceptible by the senses. So the argument
establishes the general point that difference is not perceptible by the
senses; and the same goes for the other commons. And since the being of
a thing boils down to the other commons introduced, being is not a feature
perceptible by the senses either.

This account of the principle that the soul attains the being of colour
and sound through itself makes clear that the being of colour and sound
actually is a feature which is not perceptible by the senses. It must also be
borne in mind that in characterising believing as a matter of attaining the
being of things Plato is concerned with beliefs in which the examples
considered, namely colour and sound, occupy the subject position. And
beliefs in which colour and sound occupy the subject position are a matter
of establishing how the kinds colour and sound are related to one another
and to other kinds by considering the commons in regard to them. So be-
liefs like “X is black,” where X picks out a sensible particular and where
the sense organs indeed seem to be required, are not at issue in
Theaetetus 184b4-187a8, although, as we shall see, attaining the being of
the colour black has a bearing on such beliefs.

Thinking, effort and being

It should be noticed that if the soul attains the being of colour and
sound, that is, discerns them as different kinds, only in so far as it is
engaged in believing, then in mere sense perception it does not discern
them as different kinds. This might seem surprising: it can hardly be
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denied that the soul is capable of discriminating between colour and
sound through sense perception. In particular, if beasts get along by
sense perception alone, then sense perception must provide them with
that capacity. The conclusion must be that it is one thing to discriminate
between colour and sound, another thing to discern them as different
kinds. This characteristic is important in so far as the distinction between
sense perception and belief is at issue. For if it is assumed that sense
perception makes discrimination between things possible, why not say
that it makes discernment of kinds possible? In addition, the view that
belief involves the discernment of kinds is the key to coming to grips with
Plato’s characterisation of beliefs as involving an effort on the part of the
soul. For it is precisely discerning kinds that involves an effort; Plato takes
exception to Protagoras’ claim that belief is merely a matter of how things
strike us by pointing out that attaining the being of things, that is,
discerning kinds, requires effort.

The soul attains the being of colour and sound through thinking and
not through sense perception; it thinks the commons in regard to colour
and sound. And thinking (8tdvoia ) enters crucially into the definition of
belief, at Sophist 264bl belief is defined as “the result of thinking”
(Savoiac  dmoTerevTNOLC). And thinking, in turn, is at Sophist 264a9-bl
defined as “the soul’s own conversation with itself” (a07fic wpoc Eavtiv
Puxfic dudhoyoc) and at Theaetetus 189e6-7as “a speech which the soul
goes through with itself concerning whatever it is considering” (\éyov &v
avTn) mPOG avuTny 1 Puxn SiefépxeTar mepl v dv okowd). It should
in the first place be noticed that the definition of thinking comes close to
the characterisation of belief as the soul’s silent speech (\éyoc ) at Sophist
264al-2, Theaetetus 190a4-6 and Philebus 38el-4. The similarity is no
accident; belief just is the result of the soul’s silent conversation with
itself. '

At Theaetetus 189¢7-190a4 Socrates expands on the definition of think-
ing and gives a fuller characterisation of what thinking is.

It seems to me that in thinking [the soul] is not doing anything
else than having a conversation, posing questions to itself and
answering them, giving its assent and not giving its assent to
them. And when it reaches something determinate, either slowly or
quickly, and finally affirms the same thing without hesitation, we
lay this down as its belief.

N
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SlaréyeaBal, avTn €auTny €puTdoa kAl dmokplvolévn, Kl
ddokovoa kal o0 ddokovoa. Erav 8 Opicaca, elTe
PpadiTepor €lte kal OEUTepor émdEaca, TO avTO O i
kal un StoTdly, 86Eav TalTny Tibeper avTiic.

This is the best evidence of how Plato conceives of the process which
results in belief. Now I suggest that we see this account of thinking in
close connection to Theaetetus 185a8-b7 where the commons are intro-
duced. For it makes good sense to think that the questions which the soul
asks itself are questions pertaining to the being of the thing under consid-
eration. For instance, the soul asks itself whether colour is different from
sound, whether it is identical to itself, and so forth.

The point can be confirmed if we take a closer look at the details of the
account of thinking; two expressions are worth special attention. First,
Socrates’ talk of the soul’s “reaching something determinate” (6picaca)
suggests that he has the discernment of kinds in mind. For although the
verb 6pilew hardly has the technical meaning ‘to define’ in this context,
the meaning must be close to it; Opi{eiv is a matter of separating things, of
telling things apart, that is, of sorting out things according to their kinds.
The expression makes good sense if we read it together with Theaetetus
185a8-b7; by asking and answering questions the soul arrives at what the
thing in question is, that is, it sorts out what kind it is. Second, the
somewhat curious expression “affirms the same thing” (76 avTd 1) is to
be understood in the same context; reaching something determinate is a
matter of laying down the identity of the thing under consideration—
identity being one of the commons.'*

The difference between discerning kinds and discriminating between
sensible particulars is that in discerning kinds the soul grasps the relation
of the kind to other kinds. The contrast can be seen if we consider a belief
about a sensible particular like “X is black.” As has been mentioned, it is
important to keep in mind that the discernment of kinds has a bearing on
beliefs about sensible particulars. For in order to form the belief that X is
black the soul must attain the being of that aspect of the thing, that is,
grasp its kind. And that is something the soul does by itself through
thinking without recourse to the senses. So forming the belief “X is black,”
where X picks out a sensible particular, presupposes that the soul has
discerned the kind black.

In so far as the soul has a grasp of the kind’s relations to other kinds,
its belief that a sensible particular is of this kind amounts to more than just
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discriminating the sensible particular from other sensible particulars. In
particular, the grasp of the kind’s relations to other kinds makes inferences
possible. To take a simple example, if the soul grasps that the kind black is
related to the kind colour as a species to a genus, then it can infer from
whatever it knows about the kind colour that this holds for the kind black.
For instance, it might know that colour is such that it features on surfaces
and that if a particular colour spreads all over a surface, then that surface
cannot at the same time have another colour. So when the soul forms the
belief ““This wall is black,” it can infer that the wall cannot at the same time
be white.

Socrates seems to have this inferential capacity in mind at Theaetetus
186d2-3, where the mere affections (mabvpara) are contrasted with the
reasoning (cvAloyLopdc ) about them. The point is to make a contrast be-
tween the passive nature of sense perception, and the activity involved in
believing. It is not clear what notion of reasoning is at issue—and
ouNoOYLoWOG is a rare term in Plato. But in view of the fact that the cognate
ovl\oyifeobal on many occasions means inferring,” it is reasonable to
think that the reasoning involves making inferences. This would make
clearer the contrast between sense perception and belief. Although mere
sense perception makes discrimination between sensible particulars possi-
ble, and even provides the soul with a grasp such that it is able to rec-
ognise them in the future, mere sense perception does not provide the
soul with the inferential capacity. For instance, discriminating a black thing
from other things does not provide the soul with the capacity to infer that
the thing cannot be white at the same time.

This way of understanding the contrast between sense perception and
belief makes good sense of the tenet that propositional content is ascribed
to belief, but not to sense perception. For the suggestion that sense
perception does not have a propositional content explains why it cannot
meet the condition for belief. To begin with, without a propositional
content the soul cannot be engaged in asking and answering questions,
that is, in thinking. And unless the soul is engaged in thinking it cannot
attain the being of things. Hence, sense perception does not meet the
condition for belief. In addition, since mere sense perception does not
have a propositional content, it cannot provide the soul with an inferential
capacity.

But despite the fact that belief, in contrast to sense perception, is a
matter of attaining the being of things, why does belief require an effort?
The suggestion that belief requires an effort might not strike us as appeal-
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ing, but here it must be borne in mind that Plato introduces a particular
kind of belief. And he characterises this particular kind of belief as
involving an effort with a view to repudiating Protagoras’ claim that belief
is merely a matter of how things strike us, that is, how we are affected. So
his point is precisely that, against all appearances, arriving at a belief need
not be a matter of how things strike us, but can involve an effort on the
part of the soul. Content can be given to the claim by considering the
account of how the soul is engaged in asking and answering questions,

and considering the commons in regard to things. And although this is
something we might not reflect on, it nevertheless requires effort and takes
some time.

It is appropriate to compare the discernment of kinds to concept forma-
tion. The parallel is that unless the soul possesses the concept black it
cannot employ the term ‘black.” And perhaps it is correct to say that
forming concepts involves an effort. At least this is the case as far as
theoretical concepts are concerned, such as mathematical and philosophi-
cal concepts. Here the parallel to relating a kind to other kinds is striking;
learning a theoretical concept is to some extent a matter of grasping how
the concept is related to other concepts. But what about the concept
black? Even here it seems that it may well take an effort to learn how to
employ the term ‘black;’ it takes some time and some mistakes before the
child learns to master the concept.

However, I have chosen not to speak of the discernment of kinds in
terms of concept formation. For apart from introducing a notion absent in
Plato’s framework, it seems to me that on a certain understanding of what
concepts are it might give the wrong impression of his starting point. First,
discerning kinds is a matter of grasping something which is independent
of the soul; kinds are there to be discerned. Second, Plato is not con-
cerned with language, at least not explicitly; he is not driving at the point
that the soul must discern the kind black ifit is to employ the term ‘black’
in a correct way. But as long as we keep Plato’s starting point in mind, the
comparison is illuminating. In particular, since Socrates emphasises that at
birth the only capacity the child has is to perceive, and that it attains the
being of things only later, the comparison to concept formation is sugges-
tive.

But in order to see the full rationale behind Plato’s claim that a particular
kind of belief requires an effort it should be pointed out that he does admit
that beliefs can be arrived at without an effort. His target is Protagoras’
view that beliefs in general require no effort. I shall discuss the contrast

86



Belief and being

between beliefs that have been arrived at through an effort and beliefs that
have been arrived at without an effort in more detail in chapter 4. But let
me anticipate the discussion by pointing out that beliefs have been arrived
at through an effort in so far as the soul has been engaged in discerning
kinds and everything that goes with it. And although coming to believe
that a sensible particular is black, say, may not require an effort, it is based
on an effort in so far as the soul has discerned the kind black. And having
discerned the kind black, the soul is committed to other beliefs some of
which it can infer from the belief “X is black” and some of which the belief
“X is black” can be inferred from. These further beliefs may play an impor-
tant part as far as the reason for holding the belief “X is black” is con-
cerned; in short, with the grasp of the kind at issue goes the capacity to
draw on that grasp in regard to beliefs about sensible particulars.

Belief and being

We can now see what part the notion of being (ovoia) plays in
Socrates’ final refutation of Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as
alofnolc. For the condition that the soul must attain the being of things is
such that the soul must get at what things are. And in order to get at what
a thing is the soul must discern what kind of thing it is. But sense per-
ception cannot attain the being of the thing and, hence, not discern what
kind of thing it is. Belief, by contrast, meets at least the condition that the
soul must attain the being of things; it discerns kinds and grasps the
relation between kinds.

This notion of being, it seems to me, has a lot to be said for it as far as
Plato is concerned. I refrain from entering into the debate over different
notions of being in Plato, but rest content with a few observations. '* Most
notably, in posing the characteristic “What is ...?” (T{ €oTi;) question
familiarfromthe Socratic dialogues Plato is looking for a definition of the
nature of the thing at issue. Hence, picking out any characteristic of the
thing will not do; what matters are those characteristics which make up the
thing’s nature. So the copula or the predicative being is too broad as a
characterisation of Plato’s notion of being; not any predication will bring
out the nature of the thing. What is more, in so far as to be is to be a kind,
it could be argued that Plato has existence in mind in the sense that the
existence of a thing requires that it is of a certain kind. But in that case we
are dealing with a notion of existence such that a fairly strict condition for
existence is spelled out. So I think on balance that if there is any fit label
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for this notion of being, then the being of essence or real nature is the
most appropriate one.

If the main point about the soul’s coming to believe is that it must
discern kinds such as colour and sound, then it seems that we are dealing
with a notion of belief that differs from what we might have expected from
the start. In so far as Plato tries to pin down what it is to believe, it might
seem odd that he has such special kinds of beliefs in mind. And even
though the account of what it is to attain the being of colour and sound
has a bearing on beliefs about sensible particulars, the suggestion might
seem to be unwanted in regard to the question in what respect sense per-
ception falls short of knowledge. For the distinction between merely per-
ceiving something black and believing that something is black seems to be
what matters as far as knowledge is concerned: the belief that something is
black is the kind of thing that can be true or false. But here it must be kept
in mind that a contingent empirical fact like something’s being black is
unlikely to be the kind of thing which would be of any interest for Plato as
far as knowledge is concerned. For what Plato is keen on as far as knowl-
edge is concerned, is the nature of things. And in regard to the kind black,
the interesting thing is not primarily whether some sensible particular is of
that kind, but that it belongs to the genus colour and the genus percepti-
ble thing, and so forth.

3. Belief and expectation

Plato disentangles belief from sense perception with a view to repudi-
ating Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis. He makes it clear that arriving
at a belief is not a matter of how we are affected, but involves the soul in
an activity such that it discerns what kind of thing the thing at issue is.
However, the disentanglement of belief from sense perception does not by
itself prove Protagoras’ thesis to be wrong. For although an activity, and
even effort, is required for a belief like “X is black” to come about, there is
no obvious reason why man should not be the measure of whether some-
thing is black. At Theaetetus 179c1-d1 Socrates even admits that there is
something to be said for Protagoras’ thesis as far as some beliefs are
concerned, pointing out the following;:

Theodorus, in many other ways could such a point be proved,

namely that not all beliefs of all men are true; but concerning the
affection which is present to each, and out of which becomes
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sense perceptions and beliefs in accordance with these sense
perceptions, it is harder to prove that they are not true. But
perhaps I am talking nonsense; for it may be that they are unas-
sailable, and that those who say that they are clear and that they
are pieces of knowledge perhaps speak the truth, and that
Theactetus here was not speaking off the mark when he laid it
down that perception and knowledge are the same.

IMoMayf, & ©eddwpe, kal &\ dv 76 ye TololTor dloin
un mwdoar wmavtoc dAnofi 86Eav elvair wepl 8& TO Tapov
ékdoTy wdboc, €€ Gv al alobfoeic kal al kartd TavTac
8éEar ylyvovTat, xolemdTepor élelv ¢ ovk dAndeic. {owc
8¢ ovdev AMéyw: dvdhwTou ydp, el &ruxov, elotv, kal ol
ddokovTec aUTAG €vapyelc TE €lval kal EMOTHRAG TdXa
dv dvTa Aéyoiey, kal OealtnToc 8¢ ovk dmd okomol
elpnkey alobnow kal émoThipny TavTov Bépevoc.

The context of the remark is this. At Theaetetus 178b2-179b9 Socrates
argues that Protagoras’ thesis does not hold in so far as beliefs about the
future are at issue: if it seems to someone that he is going to have a fever,
and even if this is so in the Protagorean sense that it is going to seem to
him that he has a fever, then that belief may be false, and false for the
Protagorean too. So Socrates puts forward an argument against
Protagoras by singling out beliefs which are future directed. But in the
remark above Socrates admits that the argument does not rule out the pos-
sibility that beliefs about what we are perceiving at the present are free
fromerror.

Of course, Socrates does not positively say that beliefs about what the
soul perceives at the present actually are free from error; the point is
merely that the argument at Theaetetus 178b2-179b9 has not proved that
such beliefs can be false. And in view of the dialectical context of the first
part of the Theaetetus Socrates’ seeming admittal that these beliefs cannot
be false makes good sense. For the purpose of Socrates’ construal of the
Protagorean ‘man the measure’ thesis, by connecting it to the Heraclitean
theory of sense perception at 156a3-157¢3, is to provide a way of under-
standing the thesis. But since Socrates does not endorse the theory of
sense perception, there is no reason to think that he actually holds that
beliefs about what the soul perceives at the present cannot be false. What
is more, in the last chapter it was shown that Plato is committed to the
view that sensory qualities such as colour and sound are objective prop-
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erties of material objects; he does not hold that they are perceiver depen-
dent items brought about in the perceptual process. So we need not as-
sume that Socrates endorses Protagoras’ thesis even as far as the percep-
tion of sensory qualities goes."”

But the introduction of beliefs that are future directed is nevertheless an
important move; it shows that Protagoras’ thesis does not hold even in so
far as we endorse the Heraclitean theory of sense perception. In particular,
it adds a further distinguishing mark between sense perception and belief,
For in so far as it can be shown that the content of belief need not be tied
to what the soul perceives at the moment, belief differs from sense percep-
tion as conceived of by Protagoras in virtue of allowing a temporally richer
content than sense perception.

Momentary beliefs

Socrates’ refutation of Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis as far as
beliefs about the future are concerned must be seen against the back-
ground of Socrates’ construal of Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as
atoOnoic. For by connecting the definition to Protagoras’ thesis and the
Heraclitean theory of sense perception Socrates points out that on this
account we cannot have knowledge of the past. The point is brought
home in a rather playful manner at 163d1-164el. For Socrates suggests that
if we are to take Theaetetus’ suggestion that knowledge is aiofnoic at
face value, then memories cannot be knowledge. For if we merely remem-
ber something without presently perceiving it, then we do not perceive it,
and, hence, we do not know it either. For instance, if we see something at a
particular moment, and hence know it at that moment, but shut our eyes at
the next moment, we willno longer see it, and, hence, no longer know it.
On the face of it, this sounds like a silly play with words. But it should be
borne in mind that Socrates construes Theaetetus® definition as laying
down an identity: every instance of aiofnoic is an instance of knowledge
and the other way round. So in so far as remembering is not a matter of
exercising the sense, it cannot amount to knowing.

Yet, the main point of the argument that memory cannot be knowledge
is to show that on Socrates’ construal of Protagoras’ position only the
immediate sense perception of a thing counts as knowledge. This tenet is
motivated by the theory of sense perception which was invoked to under-
pin Protagoras’ thesis that things are as they appear to each of us. For the
theory explicitly ruled it out that the object of sense perception has any
existence beyond the moment at which it is perceived. In other words,
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before and after the perceptual process there is nothing there except the
array of indeterminate motions. So according to the theory of sense per-
ception, the objects of knowledge are restricted to those objects which
exist simultaneously with each instance of sense perception. Any memory
we have of an object perceived in the past provides us with no knowledge
about the present; the object remembered willbe long gone out of exist-
ence. And in so far as we think that a memory at least amounts to knowl-
edge of the momentary objects in the past, it is pointed out at Theaetetus
166b2-4 that even if a memory arises from sense perception, the memory
can never be the same kind of experience as the actual sense perception.
Hence, memory is a poor candidate for knowledge on all accounts.

But what is important now, it is not only knowing and perceiving that
get restricted to the momentary objects of sense perception by Socrates’
construal of Protagoras’ position; the same thing holds for believing. This
is not surprising in view of the fact that sense perception, belief, and
knowledge amount to the same thing on the Protagorean view. At 167a7-8
Socrates makes the point explicitly:‘“Neither is it possible to believe what
is not, nor anything beyond the things one happens to be affected by, and
these things are always true” (oUte vydp T& p1 Svra  Suvvatdv
Sofdoal, olte d\\a map’ & dv mdoym, TalTa 8¢ del dAndi).

On Socrates’ construal of Protagoras’ position beliefs cannot commit
the believer to any views about the past and the future. To begin with, the
objects of belief do not point beyond the moment at which they occur.
This follows from Protagoras’ equation of sense perception and belief. For
according to the theory of sense perception the objects perceived are
brought about in the perceptual encounter. Consequently, if a thing is
perceived at one moment, then that thing cannot be perceived at another
moment, simply because there is no stable thing surviving from the one
moment to the next. Furthermore, there is no link between these things
perceived at different moments such that the one, although existing only
momentarily, could point to another thing existing momentarily at another
moment. In short, whatever we perceive, and, hence, believe at one mo-
ment cannot have any bearing on views about the past and the future.

It should be noticed that Socrates’ construal of Protagoras’ position
makes no room for beliefs about the future. For having beliefs about the
future implies having beliefs about states of affairs which are not per-
ceived at the moment. And if we were to admit that beliefs about the future
can be arrived at on the basis of what we perceive at the moment, then we
would have to allow that what we perceive points beyond the moment at
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which it is perceived. But there are good reasons for Protagoras to deny
that what we perceive could point beyond the moment at which it is per-
ceived. For it is a good thing to restrict the content of belief to what is
experienced at the moment for someone who wants to rule out the possi-
bility of mistakes. In particular, the tenet that things are as they appear to
each of us has the best chance of working in so far as the appearing is
restricted to the present; it is important that the tenet says that as things
appear now, so also they are now. By contrast, if the appearing involved a
reference to how things are going to appear, and, hence, how they are
going to be in the future, then the position would seem less secure.

It should not be denied that Protagoras has resources to deal with be-
liefs about the future. For instance, if it were insisted that even Protagoras
has to admit that there are beliefs about what is going to seem, and, hence,
going to be in the future, then Protagoras could claim that such beliefs are
not a threat to the ‘man the measure’ thesis. For he could claim that
whatever the outcome of the future, the belief that it was going to be in a
particular way was still true for whomever then. In particular, at 159¢7-
160c2 Socrates argues that on the Protagorean view not only is the object
of sense perception brought about in the perceptual process, but also the
perceiver. And by undermining the stability not only of the object of
sense perception, but also of the perceiver, Protagoras can show that
beliefs about the future do not speak against the ‘man the measure’ thesis:
the Protagoras who held the particular view about the future in the past is
another Protagoras than the Protagoras to whom things now seem diffe-
rent from what the earlier Protagoras has predicted. So how things seem to
the present Protagoras cannot show that the previous Protagoras was
wrong about how things were going to seem to him in the future.

Still, however resourceful Protagoras might be, Socrates’ argument
against Protagoras’ thesis, as we shall see, is based on the quite simple
observation that Protagoras himself makes assumptions which contradict
the thesis that every man is an equally good measure of how things are
going to be. And the starting point for Socrates’ argument is precisely the
principle that beliefs are momentary in two respects according to
Protagoras. First, beliefs are held only momentarily; if Protagoras enter-
tains a belief, then he can entertain that belief only as long as he is
perceiving whatever it is that he believes. Second, the content of belief
has no bearing beyond the present; if Protagoras entertains a belief, then
that belief does not commit Protagoras to any views about the past or the
present.
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Socrates’ refutation

Socrates’ argument against Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis at
Theaetetus 178a5-1792a9 is prepared well in advance; Socrates develops
Protagoras’ position so as to provide himself with a fuller picture of it.
Socrates first points out that if each of us is the measure of whatever, then
each of us is the measure of wisdom too. How, then, can it be that
Protagoras charges fees from his students? As it is put at 161d7-e3, if each
of us is his own best judge, what could Protagoras have to offer in the
way of instruction? A few pages later, at 166e2-167b4, when Socrates acts
as a stand-in for Protagoras, he amends the Protagorean position by
claiming that although no beliefs are truer than others, it is still the case
that some beliefs are better than others. And just as the medical doctor
can bring it about that a sick person to whom the wine appears bitter
becomes healthy and to whom, subsequently, the wine will appear sweet,
so Protagoras can bring about a change of the state of his students so as
to give them, if not truer, then at least better, beliefs. So Protagoras can
still lay claim to being wiser than the layman in virtue of being able to
bring about better beliefs in his students.

The idea that some beliefs are better than others is developed in terms
of the relative benefit of different beliefs. For instance, according to the
Protagorean view whatever laws a city makes, they are just for that city in
so far as they seem just to it. But although the justice of the laws of a city
boils down to whether they seem just to the city, it is hardly the case that
they are beneficial (dpéAipa) to the city just because they seem beneficial
to the city, as it is put at 177c6-d7. Theodorus, who plays the part of
Protagoras in this passage, readily agrees. So Socrates achieves an agree-
ment over the fact that there are things that are not entirely a matter of
how they seem to each of us or even to a community as a whole. It is easy
to see the further bearings of this remark; it suggests that some beliefs are
better in virtue of being more valuable from a practical point of view. For
instance, even if we assume with Protagoras that the belief that one will be
killedif one jumps from the window on the 90th floor is no truer than the
belief that one will not be killed if one jumps from the window on the 90th
floor, it is tempting to say that the belief that one will be killed if one jumps
from the window on the 90th floor is more beneficial in the sense that it
has more value for our survival.

As Socrates turns to the refutation at 178a5-10,he first remarks that
beneficial things are related to the future; when the city makes the laws, it
is for the time to come that it makes them. Whether or not they are good in
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the sense that they are going to be to the benefit of the city is something
the future willshow. At 178b9-c7 Socrates considers another example of
beliefs about the future: if a layman thinks that he is going to catch a fever,
whereas the medical doctor thinks that the layman is not going to catch a
fever, should we put the same trust in both judgements? Indeed, should
we think that it is going to seem, and be one way to the layman, another
way to the medical doctor, and that, hence, both beliefs are equally accu-
rate? Theodorus admits that the conclusion would be ridiculous. And as
Socrates moves on and introduces further examples which suggest that ex-
perts are better equipped than laymen to make predictions within their own
field of expertise, Theodorus accepts the point. It should be borne in mind
that Theodorus acts as a stand-in for Protagoras. So it is not surprising
that he gives in on Protagoras’ behalf a little too easily and is not partic-
ularly keen on defending him. At this stage of the refutation of Protagoras’
‘man the measure’ thesis Socrates’ point that the expert seems to make
more accurate predictions than the layman, and that, in fact, the layman’s
predictions can be false, need not hit Protagoras severely, although it
makes his position less tenable from a commonsense point of view.

The real blow to Protagoras’ thesis comes from the fact that the diffe-
rence between the layman and the expert applies to Protagoras himself. For
just as the doctor is an expert on what kind of drugs will cure the sick, and
the legislator is an expert on what kind of laws will be to the benefit of the
city, so Protagoras is an expert on what kind of speeches willbe convinc-
ing in the lawcourt. Indeed, it is precisely the skillto produce convincing
speeches in the lawcourt that the students are keen to learn; and as
Protagoras can provide the students with this skill, he can charge fees
from them. But if Protagoras believes that a certain kind of speeches is
going to be convincing in the lawcourt, then that belief commits
Protagoras to views about the future. In particular, the belief is not merely
a matter of a certain kind of speeches seeming to Protagoras to be con-
vincing, but of a certain kind of speeches seeming to Protagoras to be
going to be convincing in the future. So, as Socrates puts it at 178e4-6,
Protagoras is better equipped than the layman to anticipate (mpoSofdleiv)
the effect of the speeches.

Socrates’ strategy so far is obvious: he shows that since Protagoras
entertains a belief without simultaneously perceiving whatever it is that he
believes, not even Protagoras himself acts in accordance with the view
that the content of our beliefs is restricted to what we perceive at the
present. What is more, he also shows that the belief about the effect of the
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speeches commits Protagoras to views which point beyond the present.
Against the background of these commitments we can make Protagoras
contradict the ‘man the measure’ thesis. Imagine the following dialogue:
“So, Protagoras, you claimthat each of us is the measure of everything?
Right. And you also predict the effect of speeches in the lawcourt?
Indeed. But you also lay claimto being better at predicting the effect of
speeches in the lawcourt, don’t you? Very much so. And you even charge
fees because of your expertise? That’s fair enough, isn’t it? So not
everyone can accurately predict the effect of speeches in the lawcourt?
What a silly suggestion. Well, Protagoras, then it seems that each of us is
not the measure of everything, after all.”

It should be acknowledged that this refutation of Protagoras’ thesis is
my own construal of what is at issue at Theaetetus 178a5-179a9; rather
than expressing the contradiction Protagoras performs it, as it were. But it
seems to me that this way of construing the refutation makes Socrates’
case stronger.'® In particular, the argument is not that since it is evident
that beliefs about the future can be false, each of us cannot be the mea-
sure of what is going to be in the future. As I have mentioned, Protagoras
could deny that beliefs about the future can be false by restricting the
truth of the belief about the future to the moment in the past at which it
was formed; if it seemed to Protagoras in the past that it was going to be in
a particular way in the future, then however things will seem to Protagoras
in the future, it was still true for the Protagoras of the past that it was
going to be in that particular way in the future. The problem, in short, is
that if Protagoras admits that his beliefs about the future are more accurate
than the layman’s, then the thesis that things are as they seem to each of
us does not hold. So it seems that there is more to Protagoras’ wisdom
than that he can bring about better beliefs in his student; his wisdom is
based on beliefs which are not a matter of how things merely seem to him.

But the argument at Theaetetus 178b2-179b9 is not only a matter of
proving the ‘man the measure’ thesis to be wrong. Socrates points out
that Protagoras’ conflation of sense perception and belief is suggestive of
the view that beliefs are momentary; just as the content of sense percep-
tion is restricted to the moment at which the senses are affected, so is the
content of belief. This is probably not a faithful characterisation of the
historical Protagoras’ position. But whatever the position of the historical
Protagoras might have been, by construing his position in this particular
way Socrates brings home an important point about belief: the content of
belief goes beyond the present.
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Character and expectation

The principle that beliefs have a bearing beyond the moment at which
they are arrived at is touched upon also in the final argument against
Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as aloOnoiwc at Theaetetus 184b4-
187a8. For having discussed how the soul through itself considers the
commons, namely being, difference, identity, and so forth, in regard to
colour and sound Socrates at 186a9 expands the discussion to the ethical
notions beauty (ka\év ) and goodness (dyafév ). Being beautiful and good
(kaXoc kdyaBdc), as is well known, was a matter of having a virtuous
character, and the two notions are so closely related that it is not easy to
keep them apart."” At any rate, by introducing these notions Socrates pre-
pares the ground for the point that not only beliefs about the future
commit us to views about what will happen, but also present tense beliefs,
such as beliefs about people’s character. The contrast I have in mind is
this. The belief “Theaetetus is going to act bravely” commits the believer
to the view that Theaetetus is going to act bravely in the future in an
explicit way; the future tense shows that the believer has views about the
future. But now the point is that even a belief like “Theaetetus is ka\oc
kdyaBde,” which is in the present tense, commits the believer to views
about the future doings of Theaetetus. For being ka\dc kdyafdc arouses
expectations of how Theaetetus is going to act in the future.

There is a fairly obvious hint at this kind of commitment at Theaetetus
142a6-c5, in the very opening scene of the dialogue. Learning that
Theaetetus lies ill with dysentery Terpsion asks Eucleides how Theaetetus
copes with the state he is in. He is kahoc «kdya66c, Eucleides answers.
What Eucleides has in mind must be that despite his critical condition
Theaetetus acts bravely. But this does not surprise Terpsion, for it was
precisely this kind of thing that Socrates “had prophesied” (povTikdc
elme) about Theaetetus. And the basis for the prophecy is, of course, the
encounter between Socrates and Theaetetus which we are about to wit-
ness. So on the basis of the experience Socrates has had of Theaetetus in
the past, he comes to form a belief about his character, namely that he is
KalOo¢ kdyaBds. And that belief commits him to views about how
Theaetetus is going to act in the future.

At first glance, the introduction of things that are beautiful and good,
together with their opposites, that is, things that are ugly (aioypdv) and
bad (kaxdv), might seem to be a matter of listing further commons in
addition to those already mentioned; the step from 186a6-7to 186a9 sug-
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gests that. But the ethical notions and the commons do not stand on the
same footing. First, the commons are said to be common in virtue of being
considered in regard to everything (mepi wdvTwy), as we can see from
185¢l. The ethical notions, by contrast, are such that only some things
qualify as the right kind of thing to be sorted under them—and it is fair to
say that it must be men in the first place that Socrates has in mind. Second,
it is fair to assume that the commons are considered even in regard to
these ethical notions. For in order to discern the good thing and the bad
thing as kinds, the soul must think the commons in regard to them; just as
the soul attains the being of colour and sound by discerning what kinds
they are, so it attains the being of the good thing and the bad thing by
discerning what kinds they are. So 186a9 actually marks a new beginning
in the discussion.

The similarity between the ethical notions and the commons is merely
that as far as the being of ethical notions is concerned the soul considers
it through itself. But in view of the fact that the soul considers the being,
that is, discerns the kind, of everything through itself, the introduction of
good and bad things does not seem to add anything to Socrates’ account
of what it is to attain the being of things and, hence, to believe. But
Theaetetus’ answer at 186al0-bl to Socrates’ question what we should
think about the beautiful, the ugly, the good, and the bad gives a good
hint at what Socrates is driving at.

It seems to me that the soul considers the being also of these
things [the beautiful, the ugly, the good, and the bad], especially
in relation to one another, calculating by itself past and present in
relation to future instances.

Kal  To0Twr pou Sokel ¢év Tol¢ pdiioTa Tpoc dAAMAa
okometobar TNV ovolav, dvaloywlopévn €év  éauThi Td
yeyovéTa kal Ta mapévTa mpdS TA WEANOVTA.

To begin with, it should be noticed that the sentence is somewhat com-
pressed and allows of different construals. But it seems to me that the
following gives the best sense to Theaetetus’ answer. The phrase ‘espe-
cially’ (v Tolc pdAioTa) qualifies ‘in relation to one another’ (wpdc
dA\n\a), the point being that in regard to the good, the bad, and so forth,
their being is considered in a special way. The clause beginning with
‘calculating’ (dvaloyLlopévn ), in turn, gives an explanation of what this
special way of considering their being amounts to. The explanation is this.
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The question what character a person has is particularly important for the
time to come; if we wonder whether a person is good or bad, it is really the
likely future doings of that person that we want to know about. Sorting
out whether the person is good or bad may well require that we take the
past and present doings of the person into account; nevertheless, our
main concern is with his or her future doings. Now since it matters a great
deal for the time to come whether a person is good or bad, it is particularly
important in these cases to make a comparison between the past and pres-
ent behaviour of the person with the future behaviour, that is, how the
person is likely to act in the future. Let us assume that we are choosing a
leader for the city and that we consider the character of a candidate. By
taking the past and present doings into account we can make a calculation
as to how he will act in the future. This considering of his past and present
doings amounts to sorting out whether he is good or bad. And what ex-
pectation we will have of him turns on whether we come to the conclusion
that he has a good or a bad character. So the significance of being good or
bad becomes particularly clear when the future is taken into account.

Socrates introduces these ethical notions in order to make it clear that
as far as some beliefs are concerned, such as believing a person to be
good or bad, they crucially commit the believer to views about the future;
the content of such beliefs points beyond the present. It should not be
denied that the same point could be made in regard to beliefs about what
colour a thing has. For instance, let us assume that we become accus-
tomed to associating a certain shade of red to a particularly juicy apple. In
that case it seems that on encountering another apple with the same shade
of red we may expect it to taste juicy. However, in this case the particular
shade of red is an arbitrary sign for what the apple will taste like; after all, a
particular shade of blue could have done the work equally well. So the
particular shade of red is not intrinsically suggestive of what the apple will
taste like and the belief that an apple has that particular shade of red does
not commit us to the view that it will taste juicy in virtue of being that
shade of red. For if it turns out that the apple does not taste juicy, there is
no reason to doubt that it really has this particular shade of red. But if we
believe a person to be ka\oc «kdyabdc, then that belief commits us to
views about the future doings of that person precisely in virtue of being
kaloc kdyaBéc. And if the person acts in a way not in line with our
expectations, we willhave to revise our belief; the person turned out not
to be kakoc kdyafdc¢ after all.

From the point of view of Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 considered as a
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whole, 186a2-bl would be rather redundant if the passage did not add
something further to what has been said already about considering the
being of things. So it makes good sense that the ethical notions are
brought into the discussion in order to make the point that the being of
some things is such that considering it involves taking the future into
account and, hence, that the content of some present tense beliefs is such
that it commits the believer to views about the future. In particular, in view
of the fact that at Theaetetus 179c1-d1 Socrates is presumably speaking of
beliefs the content of which is restricted to “the affection which is present
to each of us” (70 mapov ékdoTy mdboc), the rationale for introducing
present tense beliefs the content of which points beyond the present is
obvious enough. And yet again the introduction of such beliefs serves
the purpose of showing that belief has a temporally richer content than
sense perception even as far as present tense beliefs are concerned.?®

Plato’s point against Protagoras is that believing differs from sense
perception in so far as belief is not a matter of how things strike us, but
requires that we get at what the thing is, that is, attain its being. And
attaining the being of the thing requires reasoning. The point is made clear
at Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 by considering sensory qualities such as
colour and sound; beliefs involving sensory qualities have the best
chance of vindicating Protagoras’ claimthat believing is a matter of how
we are affected. For to believe that something is black, it is tempting to
say, does not require that we get involved in reasoning. But now that
Socrates shows that even in regard to sensory qualities like colour and
sound believing requires reasoning, he has a strong case for the claim that
the same holds for other beliefs as well. In fact, Protagoras and Plato seem
to follow opposing strategies. Protagoras, for his part, makes a case for the
claim that a belief like “X is black” is a matter of how the soul is affected,
and he extends the point that this belief is a passive state of the soul to all
beliefs. Plato, by contrast, shows that even a belief like “X is black”
requires that the soul has attained the being of blackness, which, in turn,
requires reasoning.

By showing that beliefs committing us to views about the future can be
false, Plato brings home the point that the effort put into the formation of a
belief can be more or less successful. For instance, let us assume that the
belief that Alcibiades is kaloc kdyabdc turns out to be false because
Alcibiades acts in a way not expected of a person who is ka dc kdyaddc.
It can then be claimed that the belief was not based on a proper grasp of
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what it is to be kalo¢ kdyabdc. In particular, Alcibiades’ family, wealth
and good looks, which might incline us to believe that he is ka\oc
kdyaBdc, are not really relevant in regard to the question whether he is
kahoc kdyabdc. So only by having a grasp of what it is to be kaloc
kdyabdc may we resist the temptation to believe that Alcibiades is kaloc
kdyabdc. And if the expectation of Alcibiades’ future doings is disap-
pointed, then we can come to realise the need to consider once again what
it is to be kalo¢ kdyafdc.

Plato’s characterisation of belief suggests that beliefs are rational, that
is, based on an exercise of reason. But it should be noticed that even
though it is fair to say that Plato holds a belief to be a well thought-out
view on something, it is rational in virtue of being based on a grasp of the
being of the thing, that is, what the thing is. This tenet is worth stressing
in view of the fact that Plato’s concern with what it is that makes a belief
rational is rather different from the concern with the question whether we
can trust that empirical evidence on which the belief is based. For in-
stance, as far as the belief “X is black™ is concerned, Plato’s point is that
we need to exercise reason in order to grasp what it is to be black, not in
order to consider the question whether we can trust our senses.

The real problem with this conception of belief is that it seems to rule
out non-rational beliefs, that is, beliefs not based on an exercise of reason.
And it seems odd indeed that Plato would rule out such beliefs. What is
more, the account at Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 of what it is to attain the
being of things seems implausible as a general account of belief; surely, all
beliefs do not require the effort involved in attaining the being of things.
But as I have mentioned, Plato does make a distinction between beliefs
that are based on an exercise of reason and those that are not. But al-
though the ground is prepared for the distinction in the Theaetetus, it is
not clearly spelled out in the dialogue, which might give the impression
that what Socrates says about believing at 184b4-187a8 and 189¢6-190a6
applies to all beliefs; indeed, the difficulty involved in interpreting
Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 is in part due to the fact that Plato has not made
the distinction explicit. But in the Theaetetus’ sequel the Sophist, as we
shall see, the distinction between rational and non-rational beliefs is
spelled out in a more straightforward way.
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IV
Judging by appearances

In the Theaetetus Plato discloses a conflation of different cognitive
phenomena on Protagoras’ part. He suggests that Protagoras’ ‘man the
measure’ thesis is based on the presupposition that sense perception
(atoBnoLc), appearing (bavtacia ) and belief (86€a) amount to the same
thing. This conflation of different phenomena that ought to be kept apart
becomes the target of Plato’s criticism. The distinction between sense
perception and belief has been dealt with at some length in chapters 2 and
3. As far as appearing is concerned, Plato introduces the notion in the
Theaetetus where it plays an important part in the construal of Protagoras’
position. But in contrast to belief, appearing does not get a separate
treatment in the Theaetetus. And since the locutions from which Plato
derives the notions appearing and belief, namely ‘... appears ... to
someone’ (daiveTar TwL) and ‘... seems ... to someone’ (Sokel TuL),
are well nigh synonymous, Plato might even seem to hold that appearing
(davTacia ) amounts to the same thing as belief (86Ea).

However, my suggestion is that Plato distinguishes also between ap-
pearing and belief. The problem now is that in the Sophist, the main source
for Plato’s notion of appearing, appearing is characterised as a belief. For
at Sophist 264a4-b4 the stranger from Elea defines appearing as a belief
which does “not occur by itself, but through sense perception” (u7 kad
‘avTO dANA 8L aloBoewc mapf Twi), and “... appears ...> (baiveTan) is
characterised as “a blend of sense perception and judgement” (cUppetéic
atofnocwe kal 86Enc). How, then, is appearing to be distinguished from
belief in so far as appearing is characterised as a belief?

The characterisation of appearing as a belief or as involving judgement
as a constituent suggests that there is not a sharp division between ap-
pearing and belief. In'particular, since appearing has a judgement as a
constituent, appearing might seem to be just one kind of belief and the
relation between appearing and belief to be a matter of a narrower and a
broader notion, or species and genus. In other words, the point could be
that all appearings are beliefs, but not all beliefs appearings. And since the
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distinguishing mark for appearing is the connection to sense perception, it
is tempting to think that appearings form one subset of beliefs, namely
those concerned with the proper sensibles: some beliefs, such as “This
tastes sweet,” are appearings, whereas other beliefs, such as “This is
unjust,” are not appearings. On this suggestion the question whether a
belief is an appearing turns on the content of the belief.

But I shall argue that it is a mistake to conceive of the distinction in this
way. Even at first glance, there are statements that speak against the
suggestion. To begin with, at Sophist 263d6-8,as the stranger has shown
that false statements are possible, he prides himself on having shown that
“thought, belief, and appearing” (Sidvold Te kai 86Ea kal davtacia)
can be false as well. And at 263d10-e1 he explains that Theaetetus will be
able to understand this better once he grasps “what they are and in what
way they differ from one another.”' Consequently, a few lines below, at
264al1-6,86Ea and davtacia are accounted for separately. I take these
passages as an indication that 86€a and davTacia are treated as things at
the same generic level. Furthermore, the account of 84fa in the last
chapter suggests that the distinction between 86Ea and davracia does
not turn on the content of the belief. For when Socrates accounts for how
the soul arrives at beliefs concerned with proper sensibles through itself
without recourse to the sense organs, he cannot have davrtacia in mind—
a belief through sense perception. So even when the belief is about proper
sensibles or contains a predicate picking out proper sensibles it need not
be a bavTacia.

Plato’s account of appearing makes it clear that he has in mind a dis-
tinction between two different kinds of judgement. For the point of saying
that appearings have 86£a as a constituent is that appearings commit the
subject to views about the world. The problem, as was mentioned, is that if
appearings have 86fa as a constituent, then appearing is characterised as
a belief (86€a) and the distinction between appearing and belief as two
different things at the same generic level is blurred. But this conclusion
can be avoided if we assume that the term 86Ea is used in two different
ways. On the one hand, we have 86£a as a generic term comprising both
appearing and belief, the point being that both appearing and belief com-
mit the subject to views about the world. When used in this generic sense,
I shall render it ‘judgement.” On the other hand, since there is a distinction
to be made between two different kinds of judgements (86Ea), some are
called appearings (pavtacia ), others beliefs (86£a)—-thus the same term is
used for the genus and for a particular species of that genus. When used
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in the specific sense, I shall render it ‘belief proper.” This might not seem
immediately plausible, but as I hope to make clear in the course of the
chapter, once this twofold employment of the term is realised Plato’s
comments on appearing and belief make better sense.

There are only six occurrences of the term davtacia in the entire
Platonic corpus.? Although the term is frequent in Aristotle and in Hel-
lenistic philosophy, we have no evidence for it before Plato. It is possible
that the term was used before Plato, and in particular by Protagoras. For at
Theaetetus 152b6-c3, where Plato sets the term to work, it is precisely in
connecting Theaetetus’ definition of knowledge as alofnolc to the
Protagorean ‘man the measure’ thesis that Socrates uses the term. But it
could also be that Plato expands on some Protagorean lines of reasoning
and introduces the term so as to bring forth an unarticulated assumption
on Protagoras’ part. On that alternative, the term is first introduced by
Plato with a view to laying bare the background to the ‘man the measure’
thesis, and is then taken over by his successors. But whether or not the
term is introduced by Plato, his particular use of the term does not survive
beyond his work. For starting with Aristotle, the term is put to a different
use from that of Plato’s. So as we approach Plato’s notion of davTacia
we cannot take these later uses of the term as evidence for Plato’s notion.

Pavtacia is a cognate of the verbs dbalvecdal, pavtdlecdar and the
noun ¢dvtacpa, all of which are attested before Plato. It is a matter of
argument from which of these notions ¢avtacia is derived. But at
Theaetetus 152b6-c3 Plato introduces the term as a nominalisation of the
locution ‘... appears ...to someone’ (baiveTrar TwwL). For as Theaetetus
has defined knowledge as alofnoic, Socrates develops the definition by
laying bare what he takes it to be suggestive of.

Socrates: This ‘... appears ...,” then, amounts to perceiving?
Theaetetus: Indeed.

Socrates: Hence, appearing and perception amount to the same
thing...

2. To & vye “daiveTar” alobBdvecbai® éoTwv;
©EAIL "Eotw ydp.
2Q. davtacia dpa kal alobnoiwc TavTov...

If this is the first occurrence of the term davtacia in Greek, Plato makes it
clear that he derives it from the locution ‘... appears ... to someone’
(baiveTar 7). For in the context of Socrates’ interpretation of
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Theaetetus’ definition it is obvious that °... appears ...’ (daiveTar) is an
ellipsis of ‘... appears ... to someone.” So the suggestion is that being
appeared to amounts to perceiving. As we have seen in chapter 1,
Socrates equates sense perception and belief via the notion of appearing.
The reason for this move on Socrates’ part is that the locution daiveTal
Twi connects nicely with the interpretation of alobnoic as sense percep-
tion, on the one hand, and with the locution 8okel 7w and its cognate
86a, on the other. By that move Socrates establishes the important as-
sumption in Protagoras’ theory as conceived by Socrates, namely, that
perceiving through the senses amounts to believing. In other words, since
davTacia connotes both sensory experience and judgement, it is well
suited to connect sense perception and belief.

In section 1 of this chapter I shall proceed by considering one of the
cognates of pavTacia , namely ddvtacpa, which plays an important part
in the Sophist and which I take to be a crucial clue to Plato’s notion of
appearing. In section 2 I turn to the stranger’s account of appearing and
the part it plays in the attempt to define the sophist as a deceiver.
Particular attention willbe paid to the question in what sense appearing
involves or is based on sense perception. Moreover, the account of the
part played by sense perception will shed further light on the tenet that we
considered in chapter 3, namely, that the soul arrives at beliefs about
sensory qualities through itself without recourse to the sense organs. In
section 3, finally, I shall discuss Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s notion of
appearing in De Anima 3.3. In the first place, Aristotle’s criticism sheds
important additional light on Plato’s notion of appearing. What is more, it
will be shown that although Aristotle opts for a different notion of appear-
ing, there are important similarities between the two notions as well. In the
end, it willbe possible to see the rationale behind Plato’s and Aristotle’s
disagreement over the notion.

1. The notion ¢pdvTaoua

In the Sophist Socrates gives an account of ddvTacpa which plays a
crucial part in the attempt to define the sophist. My suggestion is that this
account of ddvracpa has a bearing on how Plato’s notion of appearing is
to be conceived. For as we shall see in section 2 of this chapter, Plato’s
account of dvtacpa gives a clue to the characterisation of appearing as
a judgement occurring through sense perception (8. ’aloffocwc). The
claim is not that the notion of dvTacpa has a bearing on how appearing
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is to be conceived simply because ¢dvtacpa and bavracia are cog-
nates; rather, it is the relevance of the notion for the drift of the dialogue
that matters. So before we turn to the details of Plato’s conception of
appearing, let us prepare the ground by considering the notion ¢dvracpa
in the Sophist. In order to distinguish between davtacia and ¢dvracpa
terminologically I shall render the former as ‘appearing,” the latter as
‘appearance’ and ‘appearance image.’

A quick look at uses of the noun ¢dvracpa, and the verb
davTdlecbal , another cognate of davtacia, provides us with a back-
ground to Plato’s use of the term ddvracpa in the Sophist.* Before Plato,
these terms apply to such things as ghosts, phantoms and things appear-
ing in dreams. Ghosts and phantoms are said to present themselves
(davTdlecBar ) to someone and to be dpavrdoparta . The point of these
uses is to signal that although it might appear that there is something
presenting itself, there actually is nothing there. But the terms ddvTacpa
and davtd{ecbar are also used in contexts where the point is that some-
thing real presents itself in different guises. The verb davtdlecbar is
occasionally used in constructions signifying not only ‘making oneself
visible’ or ‘presenting oneself” in general, but ‘presenting oneself in a
guise.” What is more, the verb can be used when something appears in
different guises, regardless of whether the thing willingly presents itself in
a guise or whether the thing just happens to appear in a guise. These
aspects are evident in Plato’s own use of the verb. At Republic 2, 380d1-2,
for instance, Socrates asks “Do you think, then, that the god is a magician
cunningly presenting himself in different guises on different occasions ...”
(Gpa  yénTa TOV Bedv oler €lvar  kal olov &€ émPouliic
davtdlecobal dAhoTe év dAhaic i8éarc). At Sophist 216¢8-d2, again,
Socrates speaks about philosophers appearing (dpavtdlovrtar) in different
guises: now as statesmen, now as sophists, sometimes even as lunatics.

In addition to cases where a particular thing is said to appear in dif-
ferent guises, Plato uses the verb ¢avTdlecar when the relation between
a form and sensible particulars participating in the form is at issue. At
Republic 5, 476a4-7 Socrates points out that the form of the just and the
form of the good “is each in itself one, but in combination with actions and
bodies and with one another they present themselves everywhere and
each appears many” (w070 pév &v  ékaocTov clval, T 8¢ TAV
mpdewr  kal  owpdTey  kal  dAAMjAwY  kowwviq  TavTaxod
bavtalopueva moAAd dalveobal €kacTov). Presumably, the idea is not
merely that when sensible particulars partake in the form, the form is
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displayed in many different locations at the same time, but also that the
form is displayed in different kinds of contexts and takes on all sorts of
shapes and is consequently displayed in multifarious ways.

The noun $dvracpa is also put to different uses, two of which are
worth special attention. First, reflections of sensible particulars are called
appearances. At Republic 6, 509¢1-510a2,introducing the divided line,
Socrates explains that the lowest part consists of “images: shadows in the
first place, and furthermore appearances in water and on surfaces that
have been made fine in texture, smooth and bright” (trac eikdévac mpdTov
pHev Tac okidg, émelTa T év Tol¢ U8aoclL bavrtdoparta kal év
Tolc 8oa wukvd Te kal Aela kal dava ouvéotnkev). So in this case
the appearance is an image of the sensible particular and in so far as the
image is perceived, the sensible particular is perceived indirectly, that is, in
virtue of the image being perceived.

Second, a sensible particular perceived from a perspective is called an
appearance. At Republic 10, 598a7-10it is made clear that the fact that a
bed looks different from different points of view does not imply that the
bed really differs from itself. But as far as a painting of the bed is
concerned, Socrates wonders at 598b3-4,“is it an imitation of the appear-
ance or the truth?” (davrdopatoc 7 dinbelac oloa pipnois;). And
the answer comes without hesitation: “Of the appearance.” So what is
called an appearance here is neither a reflection of the bed, nor an imitation
of it, a painting, say. It is precisely the bed as it appears from a perspective
that is called an appearance. And since the painting presents the bed from
one perspective, it is more to the point to say that it imitates the bed as it
appears from a perspective rather than as it is in itself. So Plato also uses
the term when a sensible particular is perceived directly.

There are thus three aspects of Plato’s use of davtdlecOar and
ddvTacpa that should be borne in mind: the terms are used in expressions
signifying something’s being presented through a reflection, or from a
particular point of view, or in a guise. It should be noticed that these uses
are not suggestive of the idea that something is unreal in the sense in
which ghosts and phantoms are unreal. And what is important now, Plato
also uses the term when something appears in a deceptive way. To begin
with, the idea that a thing appears in a guise is obviously suggestive of
the possibility that we may come to believe that the thing is something
which it is not. But as I shall argue, under certain circumstances some-
thing’s being perceived through a reflection or from a particular point of
view may also give rise to deception. The idea, in rough outline, is that we

106



The notion pdvracua

may be deceived in so far as there is more to the thing than the appearance
conveys; if a thing is perceived from one perspective or through a reflec-
tion, it is only a limited aspect of the thing that is perceived.

In the Sophist Socrates uses the term ¢dvrTacpa in yet a further sense
by characterising appearance as a particular kind of image (e{8w)\ov), and
exemplifies what he has in mind with works of art such as sculptures and
paintings. This characterisation of appearance is the starting point for the
account of how appearances give rise to deception. But as we shall see,
this account is not exclusively concerned with works of art; it has a
bearing on other cases as well. This is not to say that there is any uniform-
ity in Plato’s use of terms for ‘image;” at least there is not much of a
difference between how the terms eikwv and e{8wlov are employed in the
dialogues. But in the Sophist Plato develops a theory of images and puts
these terms to separate uses. And it is in this context that we find Plato’s
most articulate account of what kind of image a ddvTaopa is.

The art of making appearance images

In the Sophist the stranger from Elea sets out to catch the sophist by
giving a definition of sophistry. In this attempt the stranger uses the
method of division. He first pins down sophistry as an art, and, by a
division of arts into different branches, as a productive art. He then
proceeds by making two further divisions; the relevant productive art is
qualified as an image making productive art (elSwhomoutk?y Téxvn). This
art is divided further into two subbranches: the art of making likenesses
(elkaoTikn Téxvn) and the art of making appearance images (pavTacTik
Texvn). In other words, €i8wlov is used as the generic term for both
likeness (eikcv) and appearance (bdvTacpa ); both likenesses and appear-
ances are images. This first set of divisions, which is carried out at 233d3-
236¢8,is interrupted by a long discussion of problems generated in the
divisions so far. The question whether the sophist is to be sorted under
the art of making likenesses or the art of making appearance images is not
resumed until 264b11.

In characterising the sophist as an image maker the stranger has a rela-
tively loose-knit notion of image in mind. For the stranger makes a con-
nection between the art of image making and the art of imitating (76
piunTLkov ) and gives examples which range over a heterogeneous set of
cases. Not only pictorial representations like sculptures and paintings are
at issue; as we can see from 234¢2-7,speech is sorted under the art of
making imitations. What is more, even mimicryenters into the discussion;
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in conveying the impression that he is a wise man the sophist imitates the
wise man.

It is important to see that in speaking about image and imitation Plato
has in mind the different ways in which a thing may present itself or be
presented by someone. In particular, the images are not to be identified
with mental images; Plato’s point in regard to image making here in the
Sophist is not that there is a thing in the world, on the one hand, and a
representation of the thing in the head, on the other. For instance, when
the painter fools someone into believing that his paintings are the real
things, the images are as external to the perceiver as can be. By the same
token, when the poet pictures something in words, it is not a mental image
that the poet brings about, but an image of that something in the external
medium of language. Of course, it should not be denied that Plato occa-
sionally touches upon something like mental images, but by and large the
term pdvTaopa is not put to such uses.’ And as far as the account of
image making and the notion appearance image in the Sophist are con-
cerned, the gist of the characterisation of the sophist as an image maker is
that he brings about an image which presents the thing in a particular way.

At 235b8-236¢8the stranger sets out to distinguish between the two
different arts of image making: the art of making likenesses and the art of
making appearance images. In view of the fact that the kinds of image
making and imitation are so heterogeneous, we should not expect a gene-
ral account of likenesses and appearance images respectively. For an ac-
count of how paintings or sculptures work as images of a thing does not
explain how speaking about a thing conveys a picture of it. Nevertheless,
even that which is conveyed in speech is called ‘appearance image,” as we
can see from the wording at 234el: T7a €v T0lc Adyolc davrdopata . So
when the stranger expands on examples like sculpting and painting, we
need to consider the general idea behind these examples which can be
brought to bear on other cases as well, such as speech and mimicry.

The contrast between likenesses and appearance images is drawn in the
following way: we have images which are likenesses of something, on the
one hand, and images which merely appear to be likenesses of something,
on the other. The latter, which is the closest Plato comes to defining
appearance image, amounts to the idea that there are images which some-
how purport to be, or appear to be, likenesses of things, but without really
being that. In order to see the contrast between likeness and appearance
image in more detail, let us turn to one side of the contrast. To begin with,
what is it for an image (e{8wlov) to be a likeness (eikév)? At 235d6-¢2,
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answering Theaetetus’ question what kinds of imitation there are, the
stranger explains:

One kind that I see in it [the art of imitating] is the art of making
likenesses. It is at its greatest when someone brings about an
imitation according to the proportions of the original both in
length, width and depth, and giving, in addition, each part its
appropriate colour.

Miav pév v elkaoTikny Op@v év alvti Téxvnr. é€oTi 8’
alTn pdilioTa  oméTav kata TA¢ TOD Tapadelyparog
ouppeTplac TG €év prkel kal TAdTEL kal BdBer, kal Twpos
TOUTOLG €TL XpdpaTa dmodl8olc Td TPoonkovTa €KAoTOLES,
v 1ol pLpipaToc yéveow dmepyddnTal.

The stranger’s answer is what we would expect from imitation: to make
an image which is like the original by imitating its shape, proportions and
other features. And as far as discourse is concerned, the point seems to be
that analogously to making likenesses the speaker tries to give a faithful
picture of the thing. In other words, to be a likeness is a matter of being
like the original. But that is hardly surprising. In order to grasp the essence
of the art of making likenesses, we need to see the contrast that the
stranger has in mind. For as Theaetetus wonders whether not all imitators
go about in the way described, the stranger at 235e5-236a2 retorts:

Not as far as those which make some of the very big sculptures
and paintings are concerned. If they produced the real proportions
of the beautiful things, you know that the upper parts would
appear smaller, the lower bigger than appropriate because the
former would be seen by us from a longer distance, the latter from
a closer distance.

Olkow ool ye TAY peydhwv moU TL TAATTOUCLY éEpywy N
ypddouvow. el yap dmodidolev THY TEV kA @V® dAnbumy
ouppeTplay, olof ’ 8TL oulkpdTeEpa pév Tol SéovToc Td
dvw, pelfw 8¢ Td KkdTw daivort dv 8a TO TA pév
Toppwber, TA 8 'éyylbev Ud Mudv opdoha.

So some image makers produce imitations which are not like the originals.
For an imitation which has the same proportions as the original might
nevertheless appear disproportionate to a perceiver. Therefore, there is an
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art of imitation which takes this phenomenon into account. The way to
deal with it is to make an imitation which in fact has not the same pro-
portions as the original, but which appears perfectly proportionate and,
hence, which appears to be like the original. It is this latter kind of
imitations that are called ‘appearance images.” As the stranger puts it at
236b4-7:

What should we call that which appears to be like the beautiful
thing because it is not seen from an appropriate point of view, but
which, if someone had the power to see objects as big as that in a
satisfactory way, is not like that which it claims to be like? But
since it appears, but is not like, may we not call it ‘appearance
image’?

TO dawvdpevor pev BLd TNV ok €k kaloU Béav éoikéval
TG KaA@, Svvaply 8¢ el Tic AdBol Ta TnAkalTa ikavde
opdv, und ‘elkdoc @ onow ¢Eowkévar, Ti kalolpev; dp “ovk,
emeimep dalveTar pév, éoke 8¢ ol, dbdvraoua;

There are two ways to construe the stranger’s account of appearance
image. On the first alternative, the stranger envisages a case in which not
only the sculpture is of colossal size, but so also is the original; hence, the
imitation and the original are supposed to be of the same size. In that case
the point must be that the appearance image does not look like what the
real beautiful thing would look like. For if we perceived the real beautiful
thing, a god, say, the upper parts of his body would indeed look smaller
than the lower parts. On the second alternative, the stranger is thinking of
the sculpture as an enlarged imitation of the original. In that case the point
must be that although the sculpture appears to have the same proportions
as the original it does not really have the same proportions.

It should be noticed that the two alternatives do not pull apart in regard
to what the sculpture’s appearing amounts to: even on the first alternative
the sculpture appears to have the same beautiful proportions as the orig-
inal; on the second alternative the sculpture appears to be like the original
in the sense that is has the same proportions as it. But the two alternatives
pinpoint different aspects of the sculpture’s appearing: the first alternative
stresses the likeness relation between the imitation and the original-the
imitation appears to be like the original, the second alternative brings forth
the point that the imitation itself appears to be beautiful in virtue of having
the same proportions as the original. Since I cannot see what those orig-
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inals of colossal size are supposed to be that the first alternative would
presuppose, I am inclined to think that the stranger has the second alter-
native in mind.

The contrast between appearance images and likenesses is that an ap-
pearance image appears to be like the original without being that, whereas
a likeness is like the original regardless of how it appears to be. But the
appearance image is crucially dependent on the point of view from which it
is perceived. For it is only in so far as it is seen “not from an appropriate
point of view” (ovk ék kaloU) that the appearance image appears to be
like the beautiful original and, hence, to be beautiful. By contrast, the
likeness, which actually is like the original, appears to be like the original
only in so far as it is perceived from an appropriate point of view.” The
notion of approporiate point of view is important and should not be re-
stricted to perceptual point of view. For instance, when the question is
raised whether something is like the beautiful original or not, there are
good and bad ways to address it; philosophy represents the good way,
sophistry the bad way. So for those who know how to go about deter-
mining whether something is like the beautiful original, the likeness will
appear to be like it, whereas the appearance image will not appear to be like
it.

In so far as a likeness really is like the original whereas the appearance
image merely lays claimto being like the original, it is fair to say that the
appearance image appears not only to be like the original, but also to be a
likeness. This tenet is important in regard to the final characterisation of
sophistry as an art of making appearance images. For at 267e10-268a4 the
stranger draws attention to the fact that the sophist is aware of his own
ignorance. So in so far as the sophist makes images which are not like the
original, it is not because he is not aware of his own ignorance about the
original. If that were the case, then it would have sufficed to characterise
the art of making appearance images as an art of ignorance. But in addition
to being ignorant about the original and making images which are not like
the originals, the sophist is skilful at making images in such a way that it is
tempting to take them to be likenesses and, hence, to really be like the
original. So the art of making appearance images, as it is put at 240d1-4, is
an art of deception (dmaTnTLkn ).

The stranger’s account of imitation suggests that in making appearance
images the sophist is even more successful among the laymen than the
philosopher. Let us assume that a layman was presented with two sculp-
tures of colossal size, the one a likeness of the beautiful thing, the other an

111



Judging by appearances

appearance image of the beautiful thing. Which one of the two would he
be inclined to take to be more like the beautiful thing and, hence, to be
more beautiful? The stranger’s account of the distinction between the two
kinds of sculptures suggests that he would be inclined to take the appear-
ance image to be more like the beautiful thing. And the reason for the
sophist’s success is that he takes the layman’s ignorant point of view into
account; it is tempting for the layman, who does not accommodate the ef-
fect of the size of the sculpture, to take the appearance image to be more
like the beautiful thing. So the distinction between likenesses and appear-
ance images is not only a matter of the former’s being like the original and
the latter’s merely appearing to be like the original, but also of the
appearance image even appearing to be more like the original than the
likeness is.

Likeness and being

The sophist does not only make images that appear to be like the orig-
inal, he also takes a stand on the status of images and image making which
makes it harder to dispute his claimto being a wise man. The background
is the following: at 239¢9-d4 the stranger remarks that if someone was to
sort the sophist under the art of making appearance images and, thus, to
characterise him as an image maker, then the sophist would insist on
asking what an image is in the first place. Theaetetus suggests at 239d7-9
that we just have to mention mirrors and paintings in order to bring home
the point to the sophist. But the stranger remarks that the sophist would
deny any acquaintance with things like mirrors and paintings. The strang-
er’s remark is surprising. However, the point is hardly that the sophist
denies the existence of such things as mirrors and paintings, but rather
that examples willnot do as an answer. Instead, the sophist urges us to
spell out what an image is.

The account at 240a4-c5 of what it is to be an image (ci8w\ov) amounts
to pretty much the same as the account of likeness (eikdv); indeed, at
240b11 Theaetetus speaks about eikdv rather than e{Swlov. The strang-
er’s and Theaetetus’ enquiry makes it clear that an image is another thing
(€7epov) of the same kind (Tolo¥Tov) as the original. And being of the
same kind as the original the image is like (¢owkdc) it. But being another
thing which is like the original is not a matter of really (8vTwc) being the
original. Of course, the point is not that the image is not identical to the
original, which is a rather trivial point, but that the being of the image
differs from the being of the original. For the likeness is not a duplicate of
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the original: the sculpture of a man, say, is not a man, although it is like a
man.

It should be noticed that the sophist makes the request for an account
of what an image is with a view to raising an eristic puzzle. For in giving
the account the stranger and Theaetetus have been forced to admit that
the image both is and is not, as it is pointed out at 240c1-2.But since the
sophist adheres to Parmenides’ principle that not-being is not possible,
the stranger must lay to rest the attempt to sort the sophist under the art
of making images. So the account of image is the starting point and moti-
vation for the stranger’s inquiry into not-being.

But although the sophist’s denial of any acquaintance with things like
mirrors and paintings is an eristic move, the denial is also suggestive of a
certain attitude towards image making. Considering the fact that the
stranger emphasises the ontological difference between the image and the
original, the account seems to be directed against the view that there is no
difference in being between the image and the original® The stranger
seems to target the sophist in so far as he denies that there is any diffe-
rence between the image and the original; the view under attack is that the
image is a perfect copy or duplicate of the original. It makes good sense
that the sophist takes such a stand on images—if not in earnest, then at
least for dialectical purposes. ® For on the assumption that the image is a
duplicate of the original, the sophist can lay claimto providing the whole
truth about the original.

This characterisation of the ontological status of images has an impor-
tant bearing on the distinction between the two different kinds of image
making. The maker of likenesses imitates the original in a faithful way by
giving it the same proportions as the original, and so forth. But the maker
of likenesses does not deny or try to hide one important aspect of what it
is to be an image or imitation. For the maker of likenesses does not deny
that the image is no more than an image and, hence, that it is only like the
original. And the image’s being merely like the original puts limitsto what
we can learn from it about the original. For although the image is like the
original in some respects, it cannot be like the original in all respects.
Think of the sculpture of the beautiful thing again. Even though the sculp-
ture imitates the correct proportions and the correct colours of the real
beautiful thing, it is not like the real beautiful thing, a god, say, in so far as
it is made of marble, is immobile, is not alive in the first place, and so
forth.'® The image can be a perfectly correct imitation as far as the imitated
aspects are concerned, and yet fail to be like the original in regard to other
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aspects, namely, in regard to those aspects that are not imitated. Hence,
the maker of likenesses leaves the audience in no doubt that there is more
to the original than what can be found in the image.

The maker of appearance images, by contrast, denies that there is any
difference in being between the image and the original. The image, accord-
ing to the maker of appearance images, is a duplicate of the original. So
when we know all there is to know about the image, we also know every-
thing there is to know about the original; there is nothing more to the
original than there is to the image. This attitude on the part of the sophist
explains his request for an account of image. For as the stranger and
Theaetetus give the account, the sophist is supposed to attack the claim
that the image has not-being as well as being. And the sophist’s denial
that the image has not-being makes good sense from the point of view of
the assumption that the image is a duplicate of the original; there is no
respect in which the image is not like the original. And in virtue of making
images that appear to convey everything there is to know about the orig-
inal, the sophist can lay claim to being a wise man.

Appearance image and sense perception

The account of appearance images in the Sophist is primarily motivated
by the attempt to pin down the art of image making under which the soph-
ist is to be sorted. Hence, the stranger focuses on the production of man-
made images of things and uses works of art as the paradigmatic example.
But it must be borne in mind that the class of appearance image is not
restricted to works of art such as sculptures and paintings. This is clear
from the fact that the sophist’s art of making appearance images is a matter
of uttering sayings which appear to be true and of presenting himself as if
he were a wise man. So even in the context of giving an account of image
making in the Sophist the term ¢dvracpa has a broad field of application.
But now it should be noticed that the stranger puts the term to still further
uses, thus broadening the field of application even more.

In resuming the division towards the end of the dialogue the stranger
introduces two further distinctions that separate between different kinds
of products of the image making productive art. At 265e3-6 he distin-
guishes between divine and human production, and at 266a8-10 between
the production of originals and the production of images. The point of
introducing divine production is to distinguish between artefacts, such as
buildings, and natural things, such as stones. So divine production boils
down to nature’s production. We hence get four different kinds of produc-
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tion: nature’s production of originals and nature’s production of images,
human production of originals and human production of images. So there
are images both of nature’s making and of human making. It is clear more
or less from the outset that the sophist is to be sorted under the heading
of human production of images. The question we were faced with earlier,
recall, concerned a further division, namely whether the sophist is en-
gaged in the art of making likenesses or the art of making appearance im-
ages. But since the stranger makes use of the term appearance image in his
characterisation of nature’s production of images, it is clear that appear-
ance images do not only comprise man-made images. What, then, are
these images and why do they enter into the discussion?

To begin with, the distinction between natural and human production of
originals is clear: the products of nature’s craftmanship are natural things
such as animals, plants, stones and the elements of which these things
consist, whereas the originals which human craftmanship accomplishes
are artefacts such as buildings. As far as the distinction between nature’s
production of images and human production of images is concerned, it is
important to see that it is not parallel to another Platonic distinction
familiar from Republic 10. There we are introduced to the distinction
between the way in which the sensible particulars are imitations of forms
and the way in which works of art are imitations of sensible particulars,
and, thus, imitations of imitations. But in the Sophist nature’s production
of images is not a matter of imitating forms. For these images are imitations
of sensible particulars. By the same token, nature’s production of originals
stands for the production of sensible particulars, not forms. And as we
know from the Timaeus, the forms are eternal and, thus, not generated or
produced at all. Instead, Timaeus’ demiurge produces sensible particulars
using the forms as paradigms. So there is no reason to think that in the
Sophist the nature’s production of images is a matter of producing sen-
sible particulars.

The introduction of natural images suggests that the stranger has in
mind a parallel between natural images and man-made images. In regard to
nature’s production of images, the stranger points out at 266b7-8: “images,
not the things themselves, attend each of these things [the natural ob-
jects], and also these [the images] have been generated through divine
contrivance” (ToUTwy &€ ye ¢ékdoTwv eldwla dAN ‘olk  a¥Td
TapeTmeTal, Satpovig kal TabTa unxavi yeyovéTa). Now it raises no
difficulties to think of human production of images of natural things,
whether in painting or in discourse. But why should there be images of
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nature’s own making and how is the natural production of images to be
distinguished from the production of sensible particulars? At 266b10-c4
the stranger answers Theaetetus’ question what these images are.

Those images which occur in dreams and natural appearances in
daylight: a shadow when darkness appears in the fire, a duplicate
whenever the internal light and the external light meeting and
coming together on a bright and smooth surface accomplish a form
bringing about a perception which is opposite to the ordinary
direct look.

Td Te €v Tolc Umvoic kal Soa ped ‘Muépav davtdopata
avToduf] AéyeTai, okld pev STav €V T@  Tupl  OkdTOG
cyylyvnron, 8umholv 8¢ ik ‘dv  ddc  olkeldy Te  kal
dAOTpLOV Tepl Ta AAUTPa kal Aela ele &v ouveNdov Tiic
eumpoober  clwbuiac SPewc évavtiav alobnow  wapéxov
€l8o¢ dmepyd{nTal.

So the natural images are reflections of things and are natural (avTodu)
in the sense that they come about as a result of how the world is designed,
rather than as a result of someone’s decision to make them and to use
them for certain purposes. But what is noticeable, the stranger uses the
term ¢dvTacpa in characterising things falling under the class of natural
images. Is this mere coincidence? It is clear that the natural images are not
on a par with the sophist’s appearance images in so far as the sophist
accommodates effects of perspective and produces them with a view to
making people have certain views about the original. So it seems that the
natural images and the sophist’s appearance images are on a par only in
so far as they both are images and that those conditions that hold for
images generically hold for the natural images.

But it should be noticed that the stranger gives rather odd examples of
natural images. In the first place, he even mentions dream images, that is,
things that appear to be real without being that. What is more, he makes
the point that if we perceive a reflection of a thing in a mirrorrather than
the thing directly, then we perceive a reversed image of the thing. He thus
seems to have in mind natural images that present the original in a dis-
torted way. This tenet suggests that in using the term ddvracpa in the
characterisation of natural images the stranger envisages a connection
between natural images and the sophist’s appearance images. For they
both have in common the property that they present the original in a dis-
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ages, as it were.

It is a striking tenet that the stranger conceives of natural images as
appearance images rather than as likenesses or simply images. For in so far
as natural images give indirect access to the thing and provide only a
limited view of it, they just share what likenesses and all images have in
common. But the connection of natural images to appearance images sug-
gests that the stranger conceives of natural images as intrinsically decep-
tive; although natural images provide a distorted and limited view of the
thing, they appear to present the thing in a faithful and exhaustive way.
On the face of it, this is an implausible way to conceive of reflections and
shadows in the sensible world. But the point, as we shall see, is that
although the natural images differ from the sophist’s appearance images in
so far as they are not made with a view to deception, they can give rise to
deception. In fact, the stranger’s characterisation of natural images in
terms of appearance images suggests that an image’s being a likeness
(eikddv) is the exceptional case—which is not implausible in view of the fact
that it takes the philosopher’s skill to make a likeness.

In so far as the natural images are sorted under the heading of appear-
ance images because they provide only a limited view of the original, even
direct perception of a thing should be sorted under the same heading. For
even when a thing is perceived directly and not through an image, it is
only some aspects of the thing that we are presented with. A good exam-
ple of this phenomenon is that sensible particulars are always perceived
from a particular point of view. For instance, when a bed is perceived
directly, there still is a difference between how the bed appears and how it
is in itself; there is more to the bed in itself than is conveyed through its
appearance. And as I have pointed out, although the word ddvraocpa is
not used in this way in the Sophist, there is a clear case of such a use at
Republic 10, 598a7-10. But it seems to me that there is a simple explanation
why the stranger mentions only shadows and reflections, but not things
perceived directly, as he extends the class of appearance images to natural
images. Shadows and reflections are mentioned so as to provide a
straightforward parallel to such man-made images as sculptures and paint-
ings. But since even the sophist’s appearance of being a wise man is a
matter of human making of appearance images, it is easy to see that the
point about natural appearance images can be extended to other cases too,
such as the appearance of things perceived directly. For the crucial point
about appearance images is that they provide only a partial view of the
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original; and the same point goes for the appearance of a thing perceived
directly. In the light of these considerations I am inclined to think that
davTdopaTa are involved in all sense perception.

Still, the characterisation of appearance images and appearances of
things does not yet explain how we come to be deceived by them. Even
when the sophist tries to fool us into believing that he is a wise man, it is
not necessary that we are taken in by the appearance. It is simply evident
that we can resist the appearance and avoid deception. What is more,
even if it is in the nature of the sensible world that sensible particulars are
perceived from a particular point of view, it does not go without saying
that we do not recognise that there is more to the thing than what the
limited perspective conveys. On the contrary, for the most part we do
assume that there is more to the thing. This is a crucial tenet in so far as
we want to understand the formula of appearing (dpavTacia) as a judge-
ment occurring through sense perception (i ’aiotrjcews).

2. Appearing and deception

The notion davracia in the Sophist is best understood against the
background of the attempt to pin down the sophist as a deceiver. The
stranger sets out to sort the sophist under the art of making appearance
images and suggests that it is an art of deception. But deceiving seems to
be a matter of making people have false beliefs, as the stranger points out
at 240d1-4:

When we say that he [the sophist] deceives by means of an
appearance image and that his art is an art of deception of some
kind, shall we say then that our soul believes what is false because
of that man’s art, or what shall we say?

‘Otav mepl 70 ddvtacpa avTOV dmatdv dpev kal  THv
Téxvny elval Twa dmatnTiky adTod, TéTE WoTEpov YseudTi
Sofdlew THv Puxny Nudv drooper Umd  Tiic  ékelvou
TéXVNG, 1N TL moT "époley;

The problem now is that the sophist denies the possibility of false belief
on the grounds that to have a false belief is to believe what is not (ta 1
dvTa ), which he claims to be impossible. So the stranger is forced to give
an account of falsity by laying bare what not-being amounts to. For before
it can be suggested that the sophist is to be sorted under the art of
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deception it must be evident that there is such a thing as false belief.
Otherwise the very notion of deception makes no sense. So the attempt to
define the sophist gets interrupted precisely because the stranger’s ques-
tion proves hard to answer.

The paradoxical claim that false belief is not possible is based on
Parmenides’ contention that it is not possible to express what is not, and
on lines of argument to the effect that neither false statements nor false
beliefs are possible; we get glimpses of these arguments in Plato’s writ-
ings."' We need not go into the assumptions which give rise to the para-
dox,'” but it should be noted that there are two sides of the problem of
falsity; it is one thing to explain how a statement (A\éyoc) can be false,
another thing to explain how it is possible to arrive at a false belief. And it
is precisely against the background of the latter aspect that the stranger’s
account of appearing makes best sense. For the account goes some way
towards explaining how the soul may come to have false beliefs.

The solution to the worry over not-being is to show that there is a
sense in which we can say what is not, namely, by attributing a property
to a thing which is different (é7epov) from the properties it actually has.
And against this background the stranger gives the solution to the prob-
lem how a statement can be false: a statement consists of two parts, a
noun (8vopa) which picks out the subject of the statement, and a verb
(pfja) which picks out the action (mpd&ic) attributed to the subject-and a
statement is false if either part fails to pick out the right thing. The point of
the stranger’s analysis is to show that saying what is not is not a matter of
speaking about something that does not exist. For instance, when we say
“Theaetetus flies,” the subject matter of the statement is not some non-
existent ‘the flying Theaetetus’ fact, but simply Theaetetus. In other
words, there is something, or rather someone, namely Theaetetus, of
whom it is said that he flies. The falsity consists in attributing to
Theaetetus a property which is different from the properties he really has.
So once we realise that a statement is a “putting together of verbs and
nouns” (cUvleolc €k pnpudTwy kal dvopdtwv), as the stranger has it at
263d3, we come to realise that false statements are possible.

Needless to say, the above sketch of Plato’s analysis is not satisfactory
as a general account of falsity. But it is not crucial for my purposes here to
go into the details of Plato’s analysis, let alone to evaluate it. Rather, it
should be noted that the stranger’s account of false statements is based
on the analysis of what not-being amounts to. And what is important now,
as the stranger resumes the sorting of the sophist under the art of image
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making at 264bl1 a connection is envisaged between the solution to the
problem of falsity based on the analysis of the form of statements and the
question concerning the phenomenon of coming to entertain false beliefs.
For the account of not-being has a bearing not only on the possibility of
false statements, but also on the definition of image. And it was suggested
that the sophist could escape the stranger’s attempt to sort him under the
art of making images by taking exception to the stranger’s definition of
image as something that both is and is not. And now that the stranger has
shown that not-being is possible, one of the sophist’s refuges is closed.
As the stranger puts it at 264d4-7:

But now that it has been made evident that there are false
statements and false beliefs, it is also possible that there are
imitations of things and that an art of deception arises from this
condition.

NOv 8¢ vy émedn médbavrar pév \oyoc, médbavtar & oloa
86Ea Peudric, eyxwpel 81 pipfpaTa TEY SvTery €lval  Kal
TEXVNV €k TauTne ylyveobar Tic Siabéoecws dmarnTikiv.

The stranger makes two suggestions. First, by realising the possibility of
falsity a crucial condition of deception is established. The connection
between the possibility of false beliefs and deception is close; the notion
of deception hardly makes sense without the notion of false belief. Indeed,
the condition (Stdfeoic) mentioned must refer to the condition of enter-
taining false beliefs, which is to say that unless we could have false
beliefs, we could not come to be deceived.

Second, the stranger also envisages a step between the possibility of
falsity and the possibility of deception, namely the possibility of imitation.
It is not immediately clear what connection the stranger envisages be-
tween the possibility of falsity and imitation: why should the possibility of
falsity entail that imitation is possible? But considering the sophist’s
attitude towards image making and imitating, the connection between the
possibility of falsity and imitation is likely to be this. The stranger’s
account of not-being has shown that there is a sense in which not-being
can be expressed in discourse, namely, when we ascribe properties to a
thing that are different from those which the thing actually has. And once
the stranger has shown that not-being can be expressed in discourse, he
can make a parallel point about images. For even the image has a share of
not-being in so far as it is different from the original, that is, is not like the
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original. Indeed, without the possibility of not-being it would not make
much sense to distinguish between imitation and original. So by showing
that the image is not in virtue of being different from the original the
stranger targets the sophist’s assumption that there is no difference in
being between the image and the original and, hence, that whatever we
can learn about the original through the image cannot be false.

We can now see that the stranger’s account of not-being and falsity
establishes the conditions for an image’s giving rise to deception and
false beliefs: it is not like the original in every respect and can give a
misleading impression of it. This, as we shall see, is the crucial background
to the notion appearing in the Sophist. It should also be borne in mind that
an image can give rise to deception even though no one has designed it
with a view to deception. Natural images, such as reflections, are cases in
point. And the reason why natural images can give rise to deception is
that they leave out information about the original and, hence, fail to
convey all there is to know about it, or what information they convey is
distorted in some way. So we need to distinguish between images which
convey limited information about the original without anyone’s having
designed them with a view to deception, and images which are incorrect
and designed so as to represent the original in a deceptive way. Since the
stranger sets out to catch the sophist, the latter kind of image gets the
main attention; the sophist’s questioning of the ontological status of
images is primarily to be seen as an attempt to escape the stranger’s move
to sort him under the art of making appearance images, that is, an art of
consciously making deceptive images. But it is easy to see that the point
about the difference between the image and the original applies to other
cases as well. For instance, a reflection of a thing might display the same
colours and even the same shape as the original, but yet leave out a great
deal of the other aspects of it.

What is more, the point about not-being and falsity has an application
even in the case of things perceived directly. For when we perceive an
object, it is perceived from a particular point of view and the appearance of
it is not all there is to it. For instance, if we see a tomato from a certain
distance and it has the appearance of being fresh, we might jump to the
conclusion that it is fresh. But as we come closer and squeeze it we realise
that it was not so fresh after all and that we were deceived by the first
appearance of the tomato. In this case it is fair to say that the mere look of
the tomato leaves out some information about it. But it need not be the
case that there is anyone trying to deceive us; it is rather that if we take
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the limited information conveyed by the first look as evidence for the state
of the tomato, then we might end up with a false belief about it. Yet again,
if not-being and falsity were not possible, then we would have to refrain
from saying that we came to have a false belief about the tomato. And
even here we can see the point of the sophist’s denial that there is any
difference in being between the image and original: if beliefs based on how
the tomato appears cannot be false, then there seems to be a rationale for
holding that there is no difference between how the tomato appears and
how it is.

But although the appearance image presents the original in a guise, or
in a reflection, or from a particular point of view, the soul need not be
taken in by the appearance. The very dialogue under consideration, the
Sophist, stages such a case. For through the stranger’s and Theaetetus’
investigations the sophist, who presents himself as, and to many people
appears to be, a wise man, is discovered to be a cheat and engaged in the
art of deception. Merely presenting oneself through the appearance of
being something that one is not does not guarantee that the attempted
deception is going to be successful. What is more, if a thing is perceived
from a particular point of view, the soul might still be able to accommodate
the effects of the perspective in order not to be deceived by the appear-
ance of the thing. So it is only in so far as the appearance image is taken to
give accurate information about the thing that deception may occur.

The definition of appearing

Let us now turn to the stranger’s account of appearing (dpavTaocia).
Since there are textual problems in regard to the formula of appearing at
Sophist 264a4-6, I give the relevant context as well, starting from 263¢10.

STR: And we are also aware of a thing present in speech.

THT: What thing?

STR: Assertion and denial.

THT: Indeed.

STR: And when this [assertion and denial] occurs silently in the
soul by means of thinking, could you call it anything but ‘belief’?
THT: No.

STR: And what, then, when it [assertion and denial] occurs not by
itself, but through sense perception? What else but ‘appearing’
could we rightly call such a state?

=E. Kal pnv év Néyoic ye autod {opev dv.
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OEAIL To mwolov;

=E. ®dow Te kal dmédaoiy.

OEAL "lopev.

ZE. "OTtav oty TolTo ¢év Yuxf kata Sidvoiav EyylyvnTai
peTa ouyfic, ANV 86Enc éxelc §TL mpooelimne avTs;

OEAIL. Kal mdc;

=k, TU 8 "8tav pny kab 'abTd dAa 8u aloBfiocwc mwapf
TWwi, TO ToloUTOY ab mdboc dp * oldr Te dpbdc elmelv
€Tepdy TL WAV davTaciav;

I follow the manuscript tradition, and in particular B, D and T, with one
exception: at 264a4 I accept the alternative text preserved in Stobaeus
which has ka6 "a076 instead of ka6 "avTvv.!* But I do not follow Stobaeus
and the Oxford Classical Texts editions at 263e10(Kal pnv ¢v \éyolc
ye ab {opev évov). Assertion and denial are brought into the discussion
in order to make the point that both belief and appearing are judgements.
This point becomes clearer if we keep avTé at 263e¢10 and assume that
together with ToUTo at 264al and ka® *avTé at 264a4 it refers to the same
thing, namely assertion and denial. But we should resist the temptation to
take kab "avTé as referring forward to 70 ToloUTov mdboc. Saying that an
appearing is a certain kind of state or condition misses the more precise
point that an appearing is a judgement, that is, that by having an ap-
pearing we are committed to views about the world. Indeed, we could even
be entirely faithful to the manuscripts. For if we follow the manuscripts
also at 264a4, thus keeping ka® 'adTv, an appearing would be charac-
terised as a judgement which occurs through sense perception. What I
have in mind is that the feminine form could be taken to refer back to
bdoic or dmédaocic . At any rate, this option does not affect the drift of my
reading, for a judgement just is either an assertion or a denial. But the
alternative text in Stobaeus on this point makes the passage neater and the
parallel between the stranger’s accounts of belief and appearing more
straightforward.

The formula of appearing, a judgement occurring not by itself, but
through sense perception, makes it abundantly clear that Plato does not
have the non-committal ‘it appears’ in mind when giving the formula.
What is more, we can now see the point of my suggestion that Plato uses
the term 86€a in two different ways. The stranger is envisaging a contrast
between judgements occurring by means of thinking (katd Sidvoirav)
and judgements occurring through sense perception (8u ’aioBroewc).
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And in characterising appearing as “a blend of sense perception and
judgement” (cUppeilfic alobfioewc kai 86Eng) the stranger must be
using the term 86€a in the generic sense. For if we assume that the term
06€a is used in the same sense throughout the passage, then the conclu-
sion is that an appearing is a judgement occurring in the soul by means of
thinking and through sense perception. But in pointing out that the
bavTacia does not occur by itself the stranger is driving at the point that
one kind of 86&a, namely the davracia, does not occur by means of
thinking, but through sense perception. By contrast, in characterising
80fa as an assertion or denial occurring by means of thinking, the term
36&a is used in the specific sense: it is a belief proper.

The definition of appearing makes evident the relevance of the elabo-
rations on the art of imitation and image making in general, and on the art
of making appearance images in particular. Plato’s idea is that an appear-
ing is a judgement based on what the soul grasps about the thing through
sense perception alone; it is based on the appearance of the thing. And
since an appearing is based on the appearance alone, it is to be character-
ised as a judgement not based on reasoning and, hence, as a non-rational
judgement. But here it must be kept firmly in mind that what matters is the
grasp of the being of the thing at issue. For instance, if we are taken in by
the appearance of the sophist and form the false belief that he is wise, the
deception arises because we have not grasped what it is to be wise. The
point is that we need to exercise reason so as to grasp what it is to be wise
and that we need to go beyond the appearance in order to do that. For if
we judge the sophist to be a wise man simply on the grounds that he ap-
pears to be wise and do not take into account what it is to be wise, then
we have not exercised reason in arriving at the judgement. And as I have
shown in chapter 3, Plato has it that attaining the being requires a great
deal of cognitive activity, and even effort on the part of the soul; that is
why a belief proper is characterised as “the result of thinking” (Siavoiac
AmoTENEUTNOLC) at 264b1.

The definition of appearing as an assertion or denial occurring through
sense perception does not restrict appearings to judgements about proper
sensibles or containing predicates which pick out proper sensibles. For
even though it seems odd that Plato’s notion of sense perception would
comprise perception of traits such as being wise, good, and so forth, the
point is that there are different ways of gaining knowledge of sensible
particulars. So although the judgement “This man is wise” is not a percep-
tual judgement on a par with a judgement like “This wine tastes sweet,”
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the point about judgements based on sense perception holds good. That
is to say, the sophist’s appearing to be wise is to be seen in parallel with
what the soul grasps through sense perception.

This account of appearing has a bearing on perceptual cognition more
generally; it is not only deliberate deception such as the sophist’s pre-
tending to be a wise man that is at issue. For even in the case of ordinary
sense perception the thing perceived is presented from a particular point
of view. So here too it is up to the soul how this appearance of the thing is
dealt with. In particular, it is up to the soul to figure out whether there is
more to the thing than what is conveyed by the appearance. For instance,
if a tomato looks fresh without being that, then it is up to the soul to
exercise reason so as not to be taken in by the tomato’s appearance of
being fresh. This exercise of reason requires that we consider what it takes
for a tomato to be fresh; that the tomato’s look is not all there is to its
being fresh; that we may need to take into account what the tomato feels
like if we squeeze it-and so forth. In short, the distinction between
appearing and belief proper has an applicability even in cases when no
deliberate deception is at issue.

The stranger’s account of appearing makes better sense if it also covers
cases in which no deliberate deception is at issue. For as the stranger
makes clear at 263d6-8, an appearing may be true or false. Now if appearing
comes about only in cases in which deliberate deception is at issue, then it
seems that appearings are always false. For instance, in so far as the soul
is taken in by the sophist’s appearance of being wise, it is bound to form a
false belief in view of the fact that the sophist aims at deception. But in so
far as an appearance which is not made with a view to deception is at
issue, the judgement based on it may be true; even if the judgement that
the tomato is fresh was arrived at merely on the basis of how it looks, it
may still happen to be true. Nevertheless, there is still a distinction to be
made between the appearing that the tomato is fresh and the belief proper
that it is fresh. For it is a belief proper only in so far as the judgement is
based on a proper grasp of what freshness of tomatoes amounts to.

It should also be borne in mind that Plato distinguishes not only be-
tween appearing and belief proper, but also between appearing and sense
perception. So despite the fact that an appearing is based on sense per-
ception, appearing and sense perception do not amount to the same thing.
For although appearing and sense perception share the property that they
do not attain the being of things, appearing still differs from sense
perception in so far as it has a propositional content. I shall have more to
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say about this property in the next section, but it should be borne in mind
that Plato hardly ascribes propositional attitudes to beasts; hence, he
cannot ascribe appearings to beasts. And as we shall see, it matters a
great deal that appearings have a propositional content.

Appearing and proper sensibles

As has been mentioned, Plato’s distinction between appearing and be-
lief proper is applicable even in regard to judgements about proper sen-
sibles or containing predicates picking out proper sensibles. The distin-
ction is crucial in view of the tenet considered in chapter 3, namely, that
the soul arrives at beliefs about proper sensibles through itself, and not
through sense perception. And in so far as a belief like “X is black” is not
arrived at through sense perception, it is a belief proper that Plato has in
mind. It should be admitted that the characterisation of appearing as a
judgement occurring through sense perception seems to be a more natural
way of characterising a judgement like “X is black.” But as I have pointed
out from the outset, I hold that the distinction between appearing and
belief proper does not turn on the content of the judgement. What we
need, rather, is to understand the formula of appearing in such a way that
we can distinguish between appearing and belief proper even as far as a
Judgement about the proper sensibles or containing predicates picking out
proper sensibles is concerned. In short, we need to consider the question
what the having of the davtacia “X is black” amounts to as in contrast to
the belief proper “X is black.”

In order to consider this question, let us return to the discussion of the
relation between images and originals at Sophist 240a4-c6.The image was
characterised as a blend of being and not-being. The idea is that although
the image has being in the sense that it has some features and characteris-
tics in common with the original, in other respects it does not have being,
namely, to the extent that it is not like the original, that is, in regard to
other features and characteristics of the original that are wanting in the
image. The principle is obvious in the case of works of art and objects
perceived from a particular point of view: there is more to the original than
the work of art manages to convey; since the appearance of the object
perceived from a particular point of view presents the thing from a limited
perspective, there is more to the thing than what we attain through sense
perception. In order to get at the other aspects of the thing not given
through sense perception, an exercise of reason which goes beyond sense
perception is required.
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What, then, about a judgement like “X is black”? Here a distinction can
be made between what it is to be black and what we are able to grasp
about blackness through sense perception alone. For getting at what it is
to be black, that is, the being of the colour black, requires thinking on the
part of the soul. It requires that the soul comes to recognise the kind of
thing the colour black is. And in order to achieve that, the soul must
recognise what the colour black is different from, what it is identical to,
what it cannot be like. And on the basis of grasping these aspects of what
it is to be black further aspects can be grasped: being black entails being a
colour and being something perceptible; the colour black is such that it
features on surfaces, and such that if a surface is black all over, then that
surface cannot at the same time have another colour. The claim now is that
these aspects of what it is to be black cannot be grasped through sense
perception; the being of the colour black is not to be found in the sensory
impression of it. Hence, it is only through processes other than sense
perception that the soul can attain the being of the colour black.

But even though the distinction between appearing and belief proper
can be made in regard to the judgement “X is black,” this is not to say that
the judgement “X is black” actually occurs both as an appearing and as a
belief proper. In so far as the belief proper “X is black” requires that we
grasp what it is to be black—that blackness belongs to the genus colour;
that it features on surfaces; that if a surface is black all over, then it cannot
at the same time be white or any other colour—it is fair to say that in most
cases, ifnot in all, the judgement “X is black” is a belief proper. In other
words, as far as some of the most basic kinds such as sensory qualities
like colours are concerned, we actually have a grip on the being of them
which goes beyond what we attain through sense perception. It should be
borne in mind that the lesson of Theaetetus 184b4-187a8 is that even these
judgements which we have arrived at seemingly effortlessly turn out on
closer scrutiny to be such that they require a great deal of reasoning on
the part of the soul. So although it might be that there actually are no
appearings like “X is black,” this fact does not entail that the distinction
between beliefs proper and appearings is not applicable in regard to judge-
ments about the proper sensibles or containing predicates picking out
proper sensibles.

We can now see that in regard to a judgement about the proper sensi-
bles or containing predicates picking out proper sensibles the distinction
between appearing and belief proper turns on how the appearance of the
proper sensible is dealt with. In the one case the judgement is based on
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perception is required. But the latter case is not a matter of paying more
attention to the appearance. Instead, in so far as the soul gets at the being
of the thing, the soul goes beyond the appearance. The appearance simply
does not convey the being of the thing, which can be attained only
through the soul’s own cognitive activities. This is why at Theaetetus
184b4-187a8Plato embraces the seemingly odd view that the soul attains
the being even of sensory qualities like colour and sound through itself
without recourse to the sense organs.

It should be clear by now how false beliefs and deception can be
brought about by appearances in general, and by the art of making appear-
ance images in particular. In putting forward the principle “as things
appear, so also they are” Protagoras fails to recognise, or refrains from
admitting, that there is more to the thing than the appearance conveys and
that the appearance might be totally misleading. So if we judge by appear-
ances, then we run the risk of overlooking aspects of what it is to be a
particular kind of thing that can be grasped through reasoning only.
Hence, we might come to make a false judgement.

What, then, about a judgement like “X is black™? Can it be mistaken?
Plato does not speak up on this point, but if we assume that he is commit-
ted to the view put forward at Theaetetus 161d2-3 and 179c¢1-d1 that some
judgements are unassailable, namely, judgements involving proper sensi-
bles, then the following is what the account of appearings and beliefs
proper suggests. For the sake of argument, let us assume that the view put
forward in the Theaetetus turns on the assumption that we cannot err as to
what sensory quality we happen to perceive. This leaves open the possi-
bility that the grasp of the sensory quality at issue is superficial. For
grasping the being of the colour black involves knowing what it is diffe-
rent from, what it is identical to, that if a surface is black all over, then it
cannot at the same time be white, and so forth. In other words, our grasp
of the predicate ... 1is black’ could, at least in principle, be superficial and
the inferences we are prepared to make from the judgement that something
is black be incorrect. So even if we cannot be mistaken as to what sensory
quality we happen to perceive, the grasp we have of the being of the sen-
sory quality might still be wanting. Hence, quite regardless of the claim, if
indeed this is Plato’s view, that we cannot err as to what sensory quality
we perceive, the distinction between appearing and belief proper is applic-
able even in this case and does not turn on the content of the judgement.
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3. Aristotle’s criticism

In contrast to the rare occurrence of the term appearing (davtacia) in
Plato’s work it is frequent in Aristotle’s, and especially in his psycho-
logical writings. Aristotle’s notion of appearing shares some of the charac-
teristics of Plato’s notion. Aristotle points out at De Anima 3.3,427b14-16
that appearing, although different from sense perception (alofnoic), is
not to be found apart from sense perception. That is to say, appearing
arises from and is closely tied to sense perception. In addition, at 428al8-
24 we are told that appearing differs from belief (86€a) in that it is not
attended by conviction (mioTic). And since conviction requires that we
can be persuaded, and persuasion (melfd ) requires reason (\éyoc), beasts
cannot have beliefs, although many of them have appearings. This distinc-
tion between appearing and belief which turns on the tenet that the former
requires no reason, whereas the latter requires reason, seems to be parallel
to Plato’s distinction between appearing and belief proper. It seems, thus,
that the origin of Aristotle’s notion of appearing is the Platonic notion
considered in the last section.

But in the De Anima 3.3 Aristotle considers Plato’s account of appear-
ing in the Sophist, and takes exception to it. At 428a24-26 Aristotle spells
out his disagreement with Plato over the notion of appearing in the follow-
ing way:

It is evident, then, that appearing is not a belief together with
sense perception, nor through sense perception, nor a
combination of belief and sense perception,...

davepov Tolvuw OTL o¥8¢ 86fa peT ‘alobfocws, ov8E 8L
alobfoewe, ovde oupmlokn 86Enc kal aloBhocwe davtacia
dav ein,...

Plato is obviously the target here. For all of the three formulae of appear-
ing are paraphrases of Plato’s own words. In particular, the two latter
formulae refer to Plato’s account of appearing in the Sophist, and are
paraphrases of pn ka® 'abTd dMa 8 ‘alcbioewc at 264a4, and
olppellle alobjoewe kal 86Enc at264b2.'

Aristotle takes exception to the view that appearings are judgements.
For appearing, as he puts it at De Anima 3.8,432a10-11,%“is different from
assertion and denial” (éoTt & ' 17 davtacia ETepor ddoewe kal
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amoddoewc). Having an appearing, according to Aristotle, does not ne-
cessarily commit us to any views about the world. For although something
appears to us to be in a certain way, we might still believe it to be in an
entirely different way; we are not always taken in by the appearance.

Aristotle provides several arguments against Plato’s account. If appear-
ing is characterised as a belief and belief requires reason, Aristotle argues
at De Anima 3.3,428al17-24,then creatures without reason willhave to be
denied appearings. But Aristotle is not prepared to allow this conclusion,
simply because he thinks that many beasts have appearings. This argu-
ment shows that Aristotle gets basic tenets of Plato’s position wrong.
Aristotle obviously takes Plato’s use of the term 86€a in saying that
appearing is a kind of belief or has a belief as a constituent to suggest that
just as beliefs come about through an exercise of reason, so appearings
do. But at 264a4 and 264b2 in the Sophist 86Ea is used in the generic
sense merely to signal that both things under discussion, namely appear-
ing and belief proper, are judgements and such that they committhe soul
to views about the world. So this use of the term does not entail that
judgements are always arrived at through reasoning and, hence, that
appearings require an exercise of reason.

What is more, if Aristotle’s argument is to hit its target, he must assume
Plato’s agreement that beasts have appearings. But it is unlikely that Plato
would allow that. For since Plato thinks that both appearings and beliefs
proper are propositional, we would have to make the daring assumption
that Plato thinks that beasts adopt propositional attitudes. It is more likely
that in making the distinction between appearing and belief proper Plato is
concerned solely with human cognition. But there is one aspect of the
argument which is developed further so as to form the gist of Aristotle’s
criticism of Plato’s conception of appearing. Aristotle sets out to show
that Plato is mistaken in so far as he characterises appearings as
judgements and as committing the soul to views about the world. And at
428b2-4 Aristotle retorts that we can easily envisage cases where we are
being appeared to in a certain way, but where we are not the least inclined
to be taken in by the appearance. For instance, although the sun may
appear to be the size of a foot, we may, and for the most part do stick to
the view that the sun is larger than the inhabited world. In other words, the
mere appearing that the sun is the size of a foot does not entail the
Judgement that the sun is the size of a foot.
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The argument v . ‘ ,

Aristotle has two unacceptable consequences in mind of Plato’s view
that appearings are judgements. First, as he points out at 428b4-7, if the
sun appears to us to be the size of a foot and this appearing entails that
we believe the sun to be the size of a foot, then we must have abandoned
the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited world although there has
been no change in the object, and we have not forgotten the belief, let
alone been persuaded to give it up. On this account whenever we are ap-
peared to in a way which goes against other beliefs we have, these beliefs
willbe given up for no other reason than the appearance. But since this
consequence seems absurd, Aristotle suggests that we had better amend
our views on appearing in the first instance.

Second, at 428b7-8 Aristotle suggests another way to deal with the
problem which is equally unacceptable. If the appearing that the sun is the
size of a foot does not lead to the abandonment of the belief that the sun
is larger than the inhabited world, then “it is necessary that the same
[belief] is both true and false” (dvdykn THy adTiy d\ndf elvar «kai
Yeudt). Aristotle does not make his point clear here, and there are different
ways of interpreting the claim. One option is that he draws the conclusion
in question from Plato’s definition of appearing as a combination of sense
perception and belief. If the appearing consists of a belief component,
“The sun is larger than the inhabited world,” which is true, and a percep-
tion component, “The sun is the size of a foot,” which is false, then the
appearing, considered as a single belief, is both true and false in so far as
each component contributes its own truth value to the one belief!* There
are obvious difficulties with this option. It should in the first place be
noted that the significance of ‘combination’ in the formula is not clear. On
the interpretation according to which the combination consists of one true
and one false component, it seems that it is a conjunction of two thoughts
that is at issue. But if one of the two components of the appearing contrib-
utes with a falsity, then the conjunction of one true and one false compo-
nent is false. Hence, it would be more to the point to say that the one
belief, namely the appearing, is false, rather than that it is both true and
false. This option is not particularly convincing in so far as we must
assume that the very notion of the same belief’s being true and false at the
same time makes sense to Aristotle, who goes to great length to defend
the law of non-contradiction.

Another option is to think that there are two conflicting standards of
truth involved. On the one hand, truth is determined by how things ac-
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tually are. In this case the truth is that the sun is larger than the inhabited
world. On the other hand, truth is determined by how things appear. If that
standard is employed, then it is true that the sun is the size of a foot. And
if these two standards of truth are in force at the same time, then the belief
that the sun is larger than the inhabited world is true according to the
former standard, but false according to the latter, and hence both true and
false. However, if this is the argument that Aristotle has in mind, we would
have to commithim to the view that there is a standard of truth which is
determined by how things appear. And that seems to be an unlikely hy-
pothesis. '

A third option, finally, is that Aristotle intends to say that if someone is
taken in by the appearance that the sun is the size of a foot, but still holds
on to the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited world, then the
person in question 4olds the same beliefto be both true and false.'” On
this interpretation, the person in question comes to believe that the sun is
the size of a foot and that the sun is larger than the inhabited world, which
is a contradiction. For the belief that the sun is the size of a foot entails
that the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited world is false. So if
we hold the belief that the sun is the size of a foot to be true, then we hold
the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited world to be false. But if
at the same time we also hold the belief that the sun is larger than the
inhabited world to be true, then we hold the same belief, namely, that the
sun is larger than the inhabited world, to be both true and false. And the
same goes for the belief that the sun is the size of a foot. Admittedly, the
problem of this option is that Aristotle does not say that it is the holding
of the same belief to be true and false that is at issue—it takes a fair amount
of conjecturing to arrive at this reading.

The trouble is that Aristotle claims the same belief to become both true
and false when we are being appeared to contrary to what we believe. It
would have been neater to state the case in terms of two beliefs. In other
words, there is one belief, namely the appearing that the sun is the size of
a foot, which is false, and another belief, namely that the sun is larger than
the inhabited world, which is true. On the other hand, if Aristotle sets out
to show that Plato’s position leads to absurdity, then it is not obvious that
the claimthat people come to have contradictory beliefs will do the job.
For it is possible to have contradictory beliefs. But presumably Aristole is
driving at the point that it is a strange thing to have contradictory beliefs;
to believe p and not-p simply is an odd thing to do. But however Aristotle
intended the argument to work in detail, the main contention is that the
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best way to avoid these intolerable consequences is to hold that appear-
ings are not beliefs. It is simply the case that the sun may appear to us to
be the size of a foot without our believing that it is the size of a foot.

Despite the fact that important tenets of Plato’s position in regard to
appearing escape Aristotle, there still seems to be something to the crit-
icism. Indeed, should we not agree with Aristotle that in so far as we are
being appeared to, it is not necessary that we believe it to be the way it
appears? Or is the dispute between Plato and Aristotle merely a matter of
putting the term ‘appearing’ to different uses? For at any rate, Aristotle
overlooks the fact that Plato himself leaves the possibility open that we
may have an appearance contrary to the facts, and still not be the least
inclined to endorse that it is the way it appears. For Plato makes a dis-
tinction between the appearance or appearance image (bdvtacpa ) and the
appearing (¢avtacia ), and an appearance’s being presented to us does
not come to the same thing as appearing. For instance, although the soph-
ist appears to be a wise man, we can still resist the appearance and un-
cover his real nature. In other words, the sophist’s presenting himself to
us as a wise man does not entail that we will believe that he is a wise man.
But if we resist the appearance, Plato is not willingto speak about the
appearance’s being presented to us in terms of appearing any longer. He
reserves the latter term for a particular kind of judgement, namely those
which are not based on reason, but on the appearance alone. So might it
not be that Aristotle needs the term for a different purpose? I think
Aristotle’s procedure in the De Anima 3.3 speaks against the suggestion
that only terminology is at issue. Aristotle goes to great length to repu-
diate Plato’s view, and although the arguments are unclear, they are put
forward with a view to disclosing weaknesses in Plato’s position. Con-
sidering the fact that Aristotle overlooks important aspects of Plato’s
notion of appearing, it may well be that the disagreement between Plato
and Aristotle turns on a misunderstanding on Aristotle’s part. But even if
we assume that Aristotle’s criticism fails to hit its target and that he has
not managed to come to grips with Plato’s position in the first place, the
reason for Aristotle’s misunderstanding might still be a symptom of a
disagreement which goes deeper. So we shall not rest content only with
acknowledging the fact that the term is put to different uses by Plato and
Aristotle respectively; in addition, we shall give some thought to the
possible motives behind the diverging uses of the term.
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Aristotle’s mistake

There is one line of reasoning in the De Anima 3.3 which is suggestive
of the origin of Aristotle’s misunderstanding of Plato’s position. Aristotle
seems to think that the reference to sense perception in the formulae of
appearing amounts to Plato’s holding appearings to be beliefs about prop-
er sensibles such as colour and sound. He also seems to think that these
beliefs or, perhaps better, ‘graspings’ of the proper sensibles do not
amount to predications. For at 428a27-28 Aristotle points out that on
Plato’s account of appearing “it is also clear that the belief is about
nothing else but the object of the sense perception” (kai 8filov 671 ovk
dMov  Twoe éoTw 1) 86&a dM\ T ékelvov éoTly ol kal 1
alobnoic).'® Aristotle’s example of an object of sense perception, namely
white, shows that in this context he has in mind the perception of sensory
qualities which are proper to each sense.'” As a consequence, at 428b1-2
Aristotle expands Plato’s account to the view that “to be appeared to is to
believe what one perceives, and non-incidentally so” (16 odv daivecbat
¢otar TO Sofdlew O8mep aloBdveTar, W1 kaTtd ouppePnkdc). So
Aristotle commits Plato to the view that appearings amount to beliefs
about or the grasping of the sensory qualities one happens to perceive;
the belief is not about anything that is incidental to the sense perception.

The fact that Aristotle speaks about beliefs which amount to the grasp-
ing of single objects should not surprise us in view of the fact that at De
Anima 3.6, 430b29-30 a connection is envisaged between the perception of
single objects such as the proper sensibles and thought’s apprehension
of undivided objects (dSiaipeTa). In perceiving proper sensibles the soul
is not engaged in predication, just as thought’s (voic) apprehension of a
thing’s essential nature (16 7i 7v €lval) is not a matter of asserting
“something of something” (1. kard Twog). This tenet explains
Aristotle’s emphasis at 428b2 that there actually are false appearings, such
as the sun’s appearing to be the size of a foot. For this remark makes best
sense if we keep in mind that Aristotle holds the apprehension of single
objects to be always true and on the assumption that he commits Plato to
the view that appearings are always true in virtue of being an apprehen-
sion of a single object and not involving predication.

Aristotle’s line of reasoning is peculiar. Plato goes to great length in the
Sophist to show that in virtue of being predicative appearings—just as
statements, thoughts and beliefs—can be true or false. Why has this tenet
escaped Aristotle? And why does Aristotle think that Plato conceives of
appearing as the apprehension of proper sensibles only? I think
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Aristotle’s mistake can be tied to a misunderstanding of the Theaetetus.
At Theaetetus 156a2-157c3 Socrates constructs a theory according to
which reality is in a state of flux. And this Heraclitean ontology is brought
to bear on the suggestion that sense perception is knowledge. The ratio-
nale behind the theory has been considered in chapter 1. To recapitulate it
briefly, on the basis of this ontology Socrates suggests that the objects of
sense perception are dependent on the perceptual encounter for their ex-
istence. And since the object of sense perception is so dependent, there is
no objective standard of truth. Hence, we cannot be mistaken as to what
object we happen to perceive. Now if Socrates commits Protagoras to the
view that sense perception and appearing amount to the same thing and it
can be shown that sense perception is unerring, then he must hold that
appearing is unerring. So on the assumption that he endorses the
Heraclitean theory of sense perception and equates sense perception and
appearing, Protagoras seems to have a rationale for his ‘man the measure’
thesis. In other words, the Heraclitean theory of sense perception in the
Theaetetus is developed in such a way as to rule out error and to make
sense of Protagoras’ thesis that as things appear, so also are they.
Aristotle’s mistake is that he commits Plato himself to this view of appear-
ing.

The point can be confirmed if we turn to Metaphysics 4.5.1In this chap-
ter Aristotle considers the background to Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’
thesis, and it is clear that the account is heavily indebted to the first part
of the Theaetetus, there are references to Theaetetus 152c and 171e at
1010b1-3 and 1010b11-14.And at 1010al-3 Aristotle suggests that the
background to the ‘man the measure’ thesis is that Protagoras and the
thinkers on which his idea is based “assumed that the only things there
are are the sensibles” (ta 8 'dvta UmélaBov €lvar Ta aloOnTd
pévov). It is clear from the context that the sensibles Aristotle has in mind
here are the proper sensibles. He seems to think that Plato’s criticism of
Protagoras is directed at the assumption that every object of knowledge is
a proper sensible, and that the task is to show that there is more to reality
than the proper sensibles. As he puts it at 1010a33-35, we must convince
Protagoras and his allies that there is a stable nature behind the sensory
qualities. For if we can convince them of that, then it will be easier to refute
the ‘man the measure’ thesis. This construal of Plato’s criticism leaves the
possibility open that in regard to appearing Plato agrees with Protagoras
that appearings amount to the grasping of proper sensibles and that they
are always true. But this way of reading Plato’s criticism misses the drift of
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the investigations in the Theaetetus. There is no reason to assume that
Plato endorses the theory of sense perception which he puts forward only
to lay bare the assumptions behind Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ thesis.
In particular, there is no reason to assume that Plato endorses the tenets
that appearings amount to the grasping of proper sensibles and that they
are always true. The fact of the matter is that Aristotle mistakes Plato’s
position for the position Plato develops in the Theaetetus on behalf of
Protagoras.

Presumably Aristotle had some difficulty in accommodating Plato’s
claim that appearings are committal with what seemed to him to be obvious
counterexamples. So he came to the conclusion that Plato conceived of
appearing in terms of the perception of the proper sensibles. And since he
himself holds that the perception of proper sensibles is unerring, he
assumed that Plato conceived of appearings as committal.?® For in so far as
what we perceive is always true, there is no reason not to believe it.
Consequently, Aristotle concludes that if only Plato had realised that
there are more things than the proper sensibles that can appear, then he
would most likely not have jumped to the conclusion that appearings are
always true. And if Plato had realised that, then he would not have come
to the conclusion that appearings are always committal. But as we have
seen, Aristotle is mistaken in taking Plato’s formulae of appearing to
suggest that appearing is a matter of merely grasping proper sensibles.
Even on Plato’s view appearings have a propositional content—there is
something which appears to be in one way or another-and do not amount
to the grasping of single objects.

Propositionality, reason and openness to persuasion

The disagreement between Plato and Aristotle over appearing is not
just a matter of Aristotle’s getting Plato’s notion of appearing wrong. It
runs deeper. Just to complicate the picture a little, it should be noticed that
on Aristotle’s account in De 4nima 3.10 even mere appearings can be
committal. For a mere appearing can prompt beasts, and under some cir-
cumstances even people, to action. What is more, at De Anima 3.10,
433al0 Aristotle even characterises appearing “as a thought of sorts” (&¢
vénoiv  Twa). Of course, since Aristotle does not allow thought to
beasts, the point is not that appearing is a species of thought, but that it is
something like thought and that there is something about appearing which
makes it have a cognitive function of the same kind as thought. In partic-
ular, even creatures without reason or creatures not presently exercising
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reason may, merely in virtue of the appearing, be inclined to act in a
particular way so as to fulfil their desires. Strictly speaking, it is the desire
(8pekic) that moves to action in every case. But desire can move to action
either in accordance with reason or against reason. Cases when the crea-
ture is moved to action by desire without reason are to be characterised as
non-rational; in these cases the creatures are triggered by the desire and
the appearance alone. So however adamant Aristotle is that appearing
should be distinguished from belief, he still conceives of appearing as
being committal in some cases. It begins to look as though Aristotle’s
conception of appearing and belief comes close to Plato’s distinction
between appearing and belief proper; both appearing and belief are judge-
ments, but whereas the former judgement is based on the mere appear-
ance, the latter is based on reasoning.

In order to see the contrast between Plato and Aristotle more clearly, we
must not think that Aristotle criticises Plato’s notion of appearing on the
grounds that appearings cannot be committal. Aristotle merely tries to
show that we can be appeared to without believing it to be the way it
appears. In other words, Aristotle’s argument against Plato is not a matter
of showing that appearings cannot be committal; it suffices that it shows
that they need not be. And what is important now, in order for us not to
believe that things are the way they appear, there need to be other lines of
thought which persuade us that things are not the way they appear. But
only in so far as we are endowed with reason are we open to these other
lines of thought. By contrast, for beasts, which are not endowed with
reason, appearings are always committal; they cannot reject the appear-
ance through the exercise of reason. Hence, Aristotle is not contradicting
himself when he makes the claim that appearings need not be committal
and puts forward a theory of animal locomotion according to which ap-
pearings are committal.

Aristotle’s quarrel with Plato over appearing seems to boil down to a
wavering over how the commitment involved in appearing should be con-
ceived of. To begin with, it could be objected that the fact that an appear-
ance of something together with the desire for something good moves a
creature to action does not show that the creature is thereby committed to
any particular views about the world. It is also possible that the triggering
is a causal process; no commitments whatever need be involved. But al-
though it is fair to say that Aristotle characterises alofnoic in causal
terms, in introducing davtacia into his account of animal locomotion he
seems precisely to have in mind the point that appearing is a matter of
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interpreting the deliverances of the senses in such a way that the creature
comes to perceive things as being in this way or that.?! So he seems to
conceive of the appearing as committing the creature to views about the
world. The question now is what kind of commitmentis at issue when the
creature is moved to action in a non-rational way. For even if Aristotle
thinks that appearings are committal in these cases, it could still be that he
differs from Plato as to the nature of the commitment involved in appear-
ing.

In view of my suggestion that Plato does not admit appearings to
beasts, because appearings are propositional and he does not admit prop-
ositional attitudes to beasts, I am inclined to think that the fact that
appearings are propositional leads him to the conclusion that the commit-
ment involved in appearings can be questioned. That is to say, since ap-
pearings are propositional, it takes a certain kind of capacity to have them.
And with that capacity goes the ability to reason about whatever view the
appearing commits us to. For instance, the capacity to frame one’s expe-
rience propositionally entails the ability to consider what consequences
follow from a particular view and to question whether that view is consis-
tent with other views we have. In short, the capacity to frame one’s expe-
rience propositionally entails the ability to reason, and since man is
endowed with that ability, it is possible for him to question his commit-
ments.

Aristotle is basically in agreement with the view that if a creature
endowed with the ability to reason is committed to a certain view, then
that creature can question that view; a creature with such an ability is
open to persuasion. For instance, even though a man is committed to a
particular course of action being in his own best interest, he can be made
to realise that he is mistaken and that he had better avoid that particular
course of action. In fact, he may come to realise this all by himself by
exercise of reason.?” By contrast, a beast cannot be talked into taking a
different course of action, let alone exercise reason so as to refrain from
performing the action. Instead, we must keep it from taking that course of
action by brute force. And the reason why we cannot convince the beast
is that it is not endowed with the ability to reason in the first place; beasts
are not open to persuasion.”” So when a man has an appearing, he can, in
virtue of his ability to reason, counteract the appearing and avoid being
committed to things being the way they appear, whereas a beast does not
have the resources to counteract it.2*

Although Plato and Aristotle are in agreement on the view that in so far
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as appearings are committal, they committhe subject to views about the
world in a non-rational way, their views diverge as far as the human con-
dition is concerned. The root of the disagreement is likely to be this.
Aristotle thinks that by and large appearings do not commit rational be-
ings to views about the world, although they do commit non-rational be-
ings to such views. In particular, according to Aristotle man is normally
not inclined to entertain beliefs in a non-rational way. Aristotle is con-
cerned with describing certain cognitive phenomena, and appearing is an
important cognitive phenomenon which may explain many aspects of ani-
mal behaviour. Hence, the distinction between appearing and belief plays
an explanatory part in Aristotle’s biological enquiries. When an animal,
either a beast or a man, is taken in by an appearance and is committed to a
mistaken view about something, Aristotle is not keen to point out that it
could have resisted the appearance and arrived at the correct view instead.
Rather, the fact that animals sometimes go about in a way not to their own
benefit needs explaining. As far as beasts are concerned, it is not partic-
ularly surprising that they are taken in by appearances; they simply lack
the resources to go about it differently. But as far as human beings are
concerned, it is symptomatic that Aristotle has rather special cases in mind
in which they are taken in by appearances. For as he puts it at De Anima
3.3,429a7-8,a human being is inclined to be taken in by the appearance
“because the thought is sometimes obscured by passion or disease or
sleep.”? In other words, he thinks of man’s being taken in by appearances
as the exception, and embraces the optimistic view that in virue of being
endowed with reason, by and large men are not taken in by appearances.
Plato, for his part, has a more austere view of man’s condition. Insuf-
ficient exercise of reason is widespread and not the exception. We are
taken in by appearances although there is nothing to prevent us from exer-
cising reason. But the exercise of reason requires an effort on our part. It is
symptomatic of Plato’s treatment of appearing that he never considers
animal cognition in general. As I have mentioned, since he conceives of
appearings as propositional, the thought that there may be other ways of
being appeared to presumably never crossed his mind. And his account
has little applicability beyond human cognition. Indeed, in contrast to
Aristotle, he does not shed much light on the cognitive processes of other
animals, and of the three cognitive phenomena considered in this book,
Plato ascribes only sense perception to beasts. But if Plato allows mere
sense perception a content which is not propositional but yet entails a
recognitional capacity, as I have suggested in chapter 2, section 3, it is
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conceivable that he thought of the cognitive capacity of beasts in terms of
such a recognitional capacity. This goes some way towards explaining
why he did not feel the need to expand appearing to non-propositional
modes of cognition.

The above discussion suggests that the disagreement between Plato
and Aristotle as to the nature of appearing has its origin in their respective
views on how we should conceive of the commitmentinvolved in appear-
ing. Aristotle has it that the difference between the commitment involved
in appearing and the commitment involved in belief turns on the latter’s
being open to persuasion. And since those appearings that are committal
according to Aristotle are to be found primarily in beasts, it is reasonable
to assume that he conceives of them as non-propositional. And the non-
propositional nature of these appearings explains why they are not open
to persuasion: since beasts lack the ability to reason, we cannot talk a
beast into adopting a different view, nor can the beast reason about its
commitments by itself. Plato, for his part, is concerned with human cog-
nition specifically and is keen to draw a moral. Appearings are not only
committal, but also propositional and, hence, open to reasoning. And he
does not rest content with merely acknowledging the fact that appearings
are judgements not based on reason. On the contrary, since appearings
commitus to views in a non-rational way, on the one hand, and we are
able to arrive at views rationally, on the other, we have the responsibility
to question the appearing. So Plato and Aristotle may be in agreement on
the fact that unless we are open to other lines of thought, we willbe taken
in by the appearance. But whereas Aristotle thinks that being endowed
with reason and being in a proper frame of mind suffices in order not be
taken in by appearances, Plato emphasises that reason is a power which
must be put to work.

The notion of appearing (pavracia) in the Sophist has an important
bearing on how we understand Plato’s conception of perceptual cognition
in the later dialogues. For now that it has been shown that Plato operates
with a particular notion of judgements which are arrived at in a non-
rational way and which are closely tied to sense perception, it becomes all
the more clear that a 86€a in the specific sense, that is, a belief proper, is
not a matter of judging by mere appearances. But since the distinguishing
mark for a belief proper turns on the way in which the judgement was
arrived at rather than the content of the judgement, beliefs proper can be
concerned with the sensible world. And since beliefs proper are based on
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an exercise of reason, judgements concerning the sensible world need not
be confused or ill-founded. Consequently, reason can play a part even in
the realm of the sensible world, and perceptual cognition can be rational.

In order to see that the distinction between appearing and belief proper
as two different kinds of judgements did not dawn on Plato all of a sud-
den, let me show that there is a background to the distinction between
appearing and belief proper in Plato’s earlier writings. In the Republic, to
begin with, Plato operates with the idea that different parts of the soul can
pass judgements on their own, independently of the other parts. In book
10, at 602¢10-603a9, Socrates argues in the following way: if there is a
straight stick which appears bent when immersed halfway into water, we
may come to entertain two contradictory beliefs. For going by the appear-
ance we believe that the stick is bent, whereas measuring the stick we
come to the conclusion that it is not bent. In order to explain how two
contradictory beliefs come about, Plato suggests that there are different,
independent parts of the soul which come to different conclusions. The
distinguishing mark of the part which uses measurements in order to come
to a decision is that it is rational (10 Aoy.oTikév), whereas the part which
judges by appearances is led by desire (0 ¢émBuunTikdy) and is deprived
of reason. So the scheme here in the Republic is a predecessor to the
distinction between appearing and belief proper in the Sophist. But there
is a shift of emphasis in Plato’s conception in so far as he seems to
operate with a more unified notion of the soul in the later dialogues. For
one thing, the idea of contradictory beliefs does not feature in the discus-
sion in the later dialogues. The main point about appearings is that they
are non-rational judgements, not that they are judgements of a non-
rational part of the soul. There is one thing, the soul, which has the power
of reason, but which is not always exercising that power.

If we move on to the Timaeus, which I take to be later than the
Republic, but earlier than the Sophist, we can see that the idea of a
divided soul still looms in the foreground. But now Plato is not prepared to
allow belief to the non-rational part at all. For as Timaeus points out at
77b3-6,the part of the soul which is situated between the midriffand the
navel does not have a share of belief (86£a), reasoning (\oyLoudéc), and
understanding (voic) at all. Still, this part, although deaf to reason, may
take on cognitive attitudes. But in that case, it is not a 86Ea that it comes
to entertain, it is just led by appearances (pavrdopara), as Timaeus puts
it at 71a5-7. These remarks strongly suggest that in the Timaeus 86Ea is
used in a narrow sense: without reasoning, no 8é£a. davracia is still not
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introduced as a technical term for what it is to be led by appearances, that
is, to believe in a non-rational way, but a first step towards introducing it
and narrowing down the notion 86£a is taken. So it is not at all surprising
that in the end Plato comes to the conclusion that there are two different
kinds of beliefs, or judgements, of which one is based on reason, while the
other is not.

Finally, the question whether or not Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s
account of appearing hits its target cannot be answered straightforwardly.
In so far as Aristotle shows that we can be appeared to without believing
things to be the way they appear, it is not evident that he has produced a
counterexample to Plato’s construal of the notion of appearing. For Plato
might just agree with Aristotle, and yet refuse to admit that having an
appearance in a non-committal way amounts to what he intends by the
term pavTacia . So there clearly is a disagreement over terminology. But
the dispute over terminology is suggestive of a disagreement which goes
deeper. Aristotle takes his task to be to pin down different cognitive
phenomena and finds it practicable to distinguish between appearing and
belief in such a way as to leave the possibility open that we may have an
appearing and a belief at the same time even though the appearing goes
against the belief. Plato has another point in mind. There are two different
ways of being committed to views about the world and it is up to us which
one we end up following.
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Bruno Snell once suggested that the emergence of verbs in the impera-
tive mood urging someone to make an effort of thought marks a new kind
of awareness in Greek mentality; from this point onwards the idea that man
is endowed with a power of reason the exercise of which requires an effort
on the part of the subject becomes part of the conception of what it is to
be a human being.' However, it is doubtful that linguistic usage alone
suffices to establish Snell’s point; at least it seems that the notion of
intellectual effort must be of older origin. The phenomenon of intellectual
effort just seems to be such a basic characteristic of human life that the
notion of such effort must have been with us time out of mind.

But although the notion of intellectual effort is of distant origin, it may
well be that reflection on man’s intellectual capacities is of relative late
date. And it is likely that reflection on the nature of man’s intellectual
capacities has had an impact on the very notion of reason. In particular,
reflection on man’s intellectual capacities may well have given rise to the
question what reason amounts to, and what kind of operation of thought
is to count as an exercise of reason in the first place. This attempt to spell
out the notion of reason must have had some rather critical consequences
for the notion of reason in so far as it turned an everyday notion into a
problematic and debatable notion.?

Seen from a modern point of view the importance of these early reflec-
tions on man’s intellectual capacities can hardly be overestimated. For as a
result of these reflections, the notion of reason tended to get tied down to
a fairly special kind of activity. What I have in mind is the tendency to
make inferential reasoning the paradigm of what it is to exercise reason.
This tendency can be seen in Aristotle’s syllogistics and in the develop-
ment of the axiomatic treatment of particular sciences. Indeed, even as far
as practical reasoning is concerned, it was typically conceived of as a
matter of moving from premisses to a conclusion. This notion of reason
has become so influential that reasoning and inferential reasoning seem to
amount to pretty much the same thing: to reason is to make valid moves
from premisses to conclusions. It is fair to say that reason conceived of as
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inferential thinking has had a profound impact on the notion of what it is
to be rational and of man as a rational animal; the effects are still de-
tectable in modern philosophy of language and mind. But it must be borne
in mind that although we are at home with this notion of reason, it presu-
mably emerged as the result of philosophical reflection.

As far as the ancient notion of reason is concerned, things are more
complicated. For in addition to inferential reasoning some of the ancients—
Plato and Aristotle in particular—were operating with yet another notion of
reason. However Plato’s and Aristotle’s notions of voiic and vénoic, that
is, intuitive thought, are to be conceived, they are contrasted with infer-
ential, or discursive, reasoning. And in view of the fact that this kind of
reason was held in higher esteem than discursive reason it is misleading to
say that the ancients conceived of reason primarily, let alone exclusively in
terms of inferential thinking. But although Plato’s and Aristotle’s notion of
intuitive thought is contrasted with discursive thought, itis important to
keep in mind that there is a close relation between the two. The paradigm
case of intuitive thought, the grasping of forms in Plato and the grasping
of real essences in Aristotle, may well be dependent on discursive reason-
ing; the grasping of forms or real essences requires a dialectical procedure
which is discursive through and through.® What is more, the aim of such
activity is to get a grasp of concepts in virtue of which we can make safe
inferences. For instance, Aristotle does not rest content with laying down
the rules of valid inferences; if such formal rules are to contribute to
knowledge, then the employment of them must be coupled with a grasp of
the concepts involved.

Plato’s account of perceptual cognition is important in so far as it gives
reason a fairly broad field to operate within. For comparison, think of
Parmenides’ insistence on the choice between the two ways, the way of
opinion or the way of truth*, or, for that matter, Plato’s own emphasis on
the distinction between the two realms of reality in the middle dialogues.
In these contexts reason seems to be confined to a narrow field: reason is,
or at least should be, concerned with the eternal truths which reside in the
intelligible realm. But as I have mentioned in the Introduction and else-
where, despite strong Eleatic repercussions in the middle dialogues, Plato
leaves room for reason in cognition of the sensible world, and in the later
dialogues he spells out this idea in more detail.

However, this broadening of the field of application does not necessar-
ily broaden the notion of reason. On the contrary, the consequence of the
broadening of the field of application is not only that reason can play a
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part in ordinary perceptual cognition, but also that the conception of what
perceptual cognition can be is coloured by a particular notion of reason.

To begin with, it should be borne in mind that two aspects of inferential
reasoning play a part in Plato’s account of perceptual cognition. First, in
virtue of being propositional, beliefs about the sensible world make infer-
ences possible; having the belief that the strawberry is red the soul may
infer that the strawberry is sweet. Second, what is characteristic about

Plato’s view of what part reason can play in perceptual cognition is that in
order to have a rational belief about the sensible world, the soul must
attain the being of the thing perceived. And attaining the being amounts

to establishing conceptual relations, to seeing how the thing in question

hangs together with other things, to realising the valid inferential relations

between different concepts. And what makes a belief rational is not that

the soul can infer other beliefs from it. For even if the belief is an
appearing, the soul may make inferences. For instance, having the appear-

ing that a certain sophist is a wise man the soul may infer that he would
make a good statesman. But making such inferences is not a mark of ra-
tionality. For it is only in so far as the belief is based on the grasp of what
it is to be wise that the belief is rational. This is the background to Plato’s

distinction between two different kinds of beliefs, namely appearings and

beliefs proper. Both beliefs make inferences possible, but only the latter in
a rational way. This characteristic is important in so far as it pinpoints a
particular condition of rationality: it is the grasp of the concepts that are
involved in the inferences that is decisive, not the making of valid infer-
ences.

It should be noted that this distinction between two different kinds of
belief has a bearing not only on the notion of reason, but also on the
notion of the soul. For the above view of how reason can play a part in
perceptual cognition is in sharp contrast to the Protagorean view of cog-
nition, at least as conceived of by Plato. In particular, on the Protagorean
view no responsibility goes with forming beliefs about the world; our
beliefs are just a matter of how things happen to strike us. I suggested that
Plato’s and Aristotle’s concern with cognition is best seen against the
background of the mechanistic view of cognition detectable among their
predecessors. If cognition is conceived of merely in causal terms as
brought about by corporeal processes, then no room seems to be left for
reason. And if sense is to be made of the idea that we are responsible for
the beliefs we have, then freedom of reason seems to be required. But the
notion of responsibility, in turn, requires a particular notion of the soul in
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terms of personhood or the self. So the implications of the freedom of
reason gives rise to a new kind of awareness of what it is to be a morally
responsible agent: it is up to each of us to form rational beliefs about the
world and to act in accordance with them.

The characterisation of belief proper as the result of thinking and as
requiring a grasp of being has an important bearing on Plato’s conception
of knowledge (émioTqiun). It was suggested that in the first part of the
Theaetetus Plato sets out to show how Protagoras’ ‘man the measure’ the-
sis is based on the conflation of sense perception, appearing, belief and
knowledge. I have pinned down the difference between sense perception,
appearing and belief. What, then, about knowledge? The requirement that
a rational belief'is based on the grasp of the being of things might even
seem to suggest that a belief proper amounts to knowledge. But this is not
my suggestion. In fact, I have refrained from attempting to spell out what
Plato’s notion of knowledge amounts to, because I do not think that it is
relevant as far as Plato’s views on perceptual cognition are concerned.
Even though this is not the place to enter into this issue at length, a few
remarks are called for.

If belief proper does not amount to knowledge, then there must be some
further requirements that belief proper does not meet. The crucial diffe-
rence between belief proper and knowledge is that knowledge requires a
different kind of foundation. That is to say, in order to have knowledge we
need to tie down the piece of knowledge to an unhypothetical starting
point. This is the famous condition of knowledge put forward in the
Republic.’ To put it briefly, in particular branches of knowledge, such as
mathematics, the starting points are hypotheses that are not justified. But
if we are to turn this kind of ‘knowledge’ into real knowledge, then these
hypotheses need to be justified in dialectic. Such justification consists in a
backwards procedure the aim of which is to reach an unhypothetical start-
ing point from which the hypotheses can be derived. And once the start-
ing point is established, and the inferential relations are realised, the
hypotheses, and everything that can be derived from them, cease to be
hypotheses, but become pieces of knowledge. The unhypothetical start-
ing point, as is well known, is the form of the good.

A lot of effort has gone into spelling out Plato’s idea in more detail. But
rather than entering into that debate, I shall rest content with the above
differentiating mark between belief proper and knowledge. The point is
that Plato takes a foundationalist view of knowledge; if we are to obtain
knowledge, then we must grasp the unhypothetical starting point so as to
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get rid of all hypotheses. ® This condition of knowledge may seem to be
too strong, and to give rise to skepticism, but my concern here is not with
defending Plato’s position. Rather, what matters is that my account of
belief proper does not cover this condition of knowledge. For although a
belief proper requires that we have a grasp of how different concepts are
interrelated, it does not require that we are in possession of the unhypo-
thetical starting point.

This differentiating mark goes well together with a further difference
between belief proper and knowledge, namely unerringness. For although
beliefs proper are well thought-out views, they are not unerring. And
presumably, the reason why beliefs proper are not unerring is precisely the
fact that they are not based on an unhypothetical starting point.

Finally, let me say a few words about why I do not think that Plato’s
notion of knowledge is relevant as far as perceptual cognition is con-
cerned. To begin with, it is fair to say that in spelling out what it is to
attain the being of things in arriving at a belief proper Plato seems to have
it that it is the grasp of forms that is required. In particular, since the being
of the thing perceived is attained without recourse to the sense, but
through thinking, it seems that he has the grasp of forms in mind. And if
that is the case, why not say that knowledge, which also amounts to a
grasp of forms, has a bearing on perceptual cognition? Here it must be
borne in mind that Plato’s view of the relation between forms and sensible
particulars is hampered by problems of which he himself is perfectly aware.
Although I think it is correct to say that attaining the being of the thing
perceived amounts to a grasp of forms, I still think that a distinction can be
made between the grasp of forms in belief proper and the grasp of forms in
knowledge. Sensible particulars, it should be kept in mind, are what they
are in virtue of having a share of the form, whereas forms are what they are
in virtue of themselves. Now attaining the being of a sensible particular is
a matter of grasping the form, or forms, in virtue of which the sensible
particular is what it is. But I take it that there is a certain difference
between the grasping of forms directly and the grasping of them in their
presence in sensible particulars. This at least seems to be the point of the
remark at Republic 6, 511b3-c2 that once the unhypothetical starting point
is reached, reason (Aéyoc) does not use sensible particulars at all in
moving downwards from the unhypothetical starting point.
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7 Whether beliefs can be about anythmg other than the sensible world is an open question. Gail
Fine, for instance, suggests that this is the case; see “Knowledge and belief in Republic V-VIL,” p.
102. However, the question is not important for my purposes here; I do not aim at covering every
instance of the term 86€a in the corpus. What is important is the particular notion of 86&a put
forward in the Theaetetus and the Sophist.

8 Cooper (“Plato on Sense-Perception and Knowledge (Theaetetus 184-186),” p. 145) and
Burnyeat (“Plato on the Grammar of Perceiving,” pp. 34 f) speak about Plato’s view in the middle
dialogues in terms of the senses reaching verdicts on their own. It is not clear to me whether they
take this tenet to suggest that it is the sense organs or the body without the soul that reach the
verdict. In any case, both Cooper and Burnyeat think that there is a decisive shift in the later
dialogues in that the sense organs are conceived of as mere tools, rather than as agents of sorts. I
agree that the sense organs are conceived of as mere tools in the later dialogues, but despite the
wording at Republic 7, 524al-4 to the effect that the senses (aiofrioelc)inform the soul of this
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and that, I am not convinced that Plato took another view in the middle dialogues. I thus agree
w1th Ostenfeld, Ancient Greek Psychology, p. 76, note 58.

® It should be borne in mind that the three-partition of the soul at Republic 4, 439d4-e5 is
introduced with a view to sorting out different sources of motivation. As far as the rational part
(0 NoyioTikov) is concerned, it is mentioned also at Republic 10, 602el. But the identification
of the desiderative part (6 émbupunTikdv) in Republic 4 with the part which does not judge by
measurement in Republic 10 does not go without saying; indeed, we are not even unambiguously
told that the desiderative part makes any judgements. In any case, suffice it to say that in Republic
10 Plato makes a distinction between one part of the soul which judges with recourse to reason
and another part which judges without recourse to reason.

% See the famous debate between Owen, “The Place of the Timaeus in Plato’s Dialogues” and
Chemlss “The Relation of the Timaeus to Plato’s Later Dialogues.”

" For the evidence, see Brandwood, “Stylometry and chronology.”

Chapter 1

See also Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato, pp. 10 f.
For arecent survey of early Greek usage of the terms, see Schirren, Aisthesis vor Platon.

? See Frede, “Observations on Perception in Plato's Later Dialogues,” pp. 3 f and Schirren,
Azstheszs vor Platon, pp. xv ff.

* 1 thus agree with Denyer, Language, thought and falsehood in ancient Greek philosophy, pp.
86 f.
> In the Outlines of Pyrrhonism (1, 217-18) Sextus Empiricus claims that Protagoras adhered to
something like the theory of perception presented in the Theaetetus. Of course, we do not know
whether Sextus was drawing on Protagoras’ writings or Plato’s and Aristotle’s testimonies of
Protagoras.
8 There seems to be overwhelming agreement on this point nowadays, much due to lectures held
by Bernard Williams in the 60’s (Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato, p. xiii). For the details of
this reading, see Burnyeat, “Idealism and Greek Philosophy,” pp. 6 f, note 2, and Burnyeat, The
Theaetetus of Plato, pp. 7-10. See also Fine, “Plato on Perception: A Reply to Professor
Turnbull, ‘Becoming and Intelligibility,”” pp. 18 20 and Day, “The Theory of Perception in the
Theaetetus 152-183.” But Williams was by no means first to advance such an interpretation. See
Geyser, “Das Verhiltnis von alofnoic und 86Ea in dem Abschnitt 151e-187a von Platons
Thealtet ” pp- 9 f.

7 For this view, see Matthen, “Perception, Relativism, and Truth: Reflections on Plato’s
Theaetetus 152-160.”
® For further uses of Sokel Tuw and 8oka see 161¢2-3, 162¢8-9, 170a3-171c3, 177¢6-d2, 178b9-
179d5

F or the contrary view, see Bamnes, The Presocratic Philosophers, volume 2, pp. 240 f.

% See Aristotle, Metaphysics 4. 5, 1009a7-8 and Sextus Empiricus, Against the Mathematicians
7 60. See also Gomperz, Sophtstzk und Rhetorik, pp. 205 f.

Compare Frede, “Observations on Perception in Plato's Later Dialogues,” p. 5 and “An
emplrlclst view of knowledge: memorism,” pp. 236 f.

2 There is a further aspect of daiveTar worth mentioning. ®aiveTar enters into two dlfferent
constructions: either with an infinitive or with a participle. In the first construction it means ¢
appears to ...’, in the second ‘... obviously is ...”. In fact, Plato makes fairly frequent use of the
second construction in answers: the one word reply “®aiveTal” is often equivalent to “Obviously
s0.” So what I have to say about Sokel Tivu applies only to daiverar in the former construction.
From what I can figure out, Plato is not making use of this ambiguity of ¢paiveTar in the present
context But perhaps we are expected to have a sense of it.

> See Frede, “Observations on Perception in Plato's Later Dialogues,” p. 5.

Chapter 2

Timaeus 43¢4-7, ..8a Tob odpartoc al kwnhoels éml -rnv LLJUXT]V depdpLevar
mpoomimToley: dl Sn kal émelTa Sua TalTa €kMfnodv Te kal viv €Tl alofroelc
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owdmacar kékAnvtat. Plato is probably alluding to dicoew (to dart) for the etymology of
alobnoic. See Taylor, 4 Commentary to Plato’s Timaeus, p. 269.
> Philebus 34a4-5, LoTadTy 8 Cad Ty kivnow dvopdlwv  alobnow ovk  dmd  Tpdmou
GOEyyoL ' dv.
* The question whether the soul becomes aware of sensory qualities as sensory qualities by merely
perceiving through the sense organs was raised, and answered positively by Cooper in his “Plato
on Sense-Perception and Knowledge (Theaetetus 184-186).” In an unpublished paper presented at
the Princeton Colloquium in 1973, a condensed version of which is now published as
“Observations on Perception in Plato’s Later Dialogues,” Frede repudiated Cooper’s suggestion.
Modrak in “Perception and Judgement in the Theaetetus” and Kanayama in “Perceiving,
Considering, and Attaining Being (Theaetetus 184-186),” in their respective ways, defended and
developed Cooper’s account. Burnyeat in “Plato on the Grammar of Perceiving” (pp. 42 f) and The
Theaetetus of Plato (pp. 62-64), and D. Frede in “The soul’s silent dialogue” (pp. 21 f) take a
more cautious stand on the issue.
* For a treatment of the distinction see Hamlyn, Sensation and Perception; particularly chapter 11,

p. 186-197.

Compare Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato, p. 63.

Compare Sorabji, Animal Minds and Human Morals, pp. 9-12 and Dierauer, “Raison ou
instinct?”, pp. 9 f.
" Theaetetus 161c6, ... TGV €xSvrwr alobnou, ...
¥ See Sorabji, Animal Minds and Human Morals, pp. 9-12.
® The most important differences between the two accounts of vision are as follows: (i) the story
in the Theaetetus does not mention daylight which is crucial in the account of vision in the
Timaeus; (ii) the background ontologies in the two accounts of vision are different—the motions
introduced in the Theaetetus allow of no further characterisation than that they are motions,
whereas in the Timaeus the sensible world is characterisedin terms of the four primary bodies
with their respective geometrical shapes; (iii) the sensory qualities are assumed to feature in-
between the slow motions in the Theaetetus, whereas there is no suggestion in the Timaeus that
the visual current takes on colour; (iv) the very point of the story in the Theaetetus is to rule out
the possibility of mistakes, whereas the story in the Timaeus is not even committed to the view
that sense perception amounts to believing; (v) finally, there is no mention of the part played by
the soul in the account of vision in the Theaetetus, whereas in the Timaeus it is pointed out that
the affection of the sense organ is passed on to the soul.
10" See Theophrastus, “Fragmentum de sensibus” and Beare, Greek Theories of Elementary
Cognition.
" Theophrastus, “Fragmentum de sensibus,” p. 500, lines 12-13.
12 Theophrastus, “Fragmentum de sensibus,” p. 499, lines 1-2.
B3 Theophrastus, “Fragmentum de sensibus,” p. 499, lines 7-10.

Timaeus 61c8-d2, Tuyxdver 8¢ olTe Taita xwplc TAv mepl Ta wabfpata Soa
aiobnTika olt 'ékelva dvev ToUTwy Buvatd ikav@dc AexBfvair, To 8¢ dpa oxeddv ov
SuvaTdv.

15 See Taylor, A Commentary to Plato’s Timaeus, pp. 410 f.

' See Taylor, 4 Commentary to Plato’s Timaeus, pp. 277 f.

71 owe this suggestion to Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson.

'8 See further Timaeus 70d7-72b5 and Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, pp. 505-514.
' I do not think that McDowell’s suggestion that Telvev is transitive, §oa the subject and
madpara the object is correct, although McDowell’s rendering “all the things which direct the
affections to the soul through the body” is interesting in so far as it makes Socrates say that it is
the objects causing the affections that are perceived rather than the affections themselves (Plato:
Theaetetus, p. 111). But that would be to press the language too far. So I agree with Burnyeat,
“Plato on the Grammar of Perceiving,” pp. 42 f and Bostock, Plato’s Theaetetus, pp. 116-118.

20 Compare Burnyeat, The Theaetetus of Plato, pp. 56-58.

21 Compare Bostock, Plato’s Theaetetus, p. 112.

22 De Anima 2.6, 418al7-18; 3.1, 425a14-20; De Sensu 1, 43728-9.

2> See Theaetetus 185¢10-d1.

2% This is Cornford’s view, Plato’s Cosmology, p. 259. Typically enough, Comnford supports his
point by referring to Theaetetus 156a2-157¢3. But as I have mentioned, the account of vision in
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the Theaetetus and the account of sense perception in the Timaeus do not amount to the same
thing.

2 1 thus agree with Beare, Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition, p. 54, Taylor, A
Commentary to Plato’s Timaeus, p. 430 and Fine, “Plato on Perception: A Reply to Professor
Turnbull, ‘Becoming and Intelligibility,”” p. 21.

2 For Aristotle’s distinction between the proper sensibles ({8ia alcbntd) and the common
sensibles (kowa alofnTd), see De Anima 2.6, 418a8-20. I do not claim that even Aristotle was
concerned with the question how material objects come to be perceived. But his account of the
different objects of perception seems to give a fairly good explanation of how perception of
material objects comes about.

*7 For this view see Cooper, “Plato on Sense-Perception and Knowledge (Theaetetus 184-186),” p.
127.

*% There is no basis for deciding whether Plato had in mind other propositional forms than
predications, such as conditionals, but it seems to me not to be necessary to narrow down the kind
of items at issue to predications. So I characterise these items as propositional rather than
gredicative, although Plato’s analysis of statements lays down only that they are predicative.

? The distinction between recall memory and recognition memory is discussed in Evans, The
Varieties of Reference, pp. 285-287.

3% For a balanced discussion of the issue, see D. Frede, Platon Philebos, pp. 242-260.

3! There is a parallel to this content in the modern debate on concepts: in addition to the
conceptual level of thought another, non-conceptual level of thought is introduced to explain the
fact that the application of perceptual concepts seems to require a basis in the perceptual experience
which cannot itself be conceptual lest the account of concept possession becomes circular. Yet
again, the debate on the non-conceptual content bears witness of a certain wavering over what the
possession of concepts requires. For instance, McDowell characterises the minimal condition on
concept possession in terms of a recognitional capacity (Mind and World, pp. 56-60), and opposes
Evans who conceived of non-conceptual recognitional capacities (The Varieties of Reference, pp.
267-277). In addition, it is curious to notice that in his commentary on the Theaetetus, McDowell
touches upon the possibility of conceiving of the possession of an imprint in the simile of the
block of wax as the possession of a concept, although he is not preparedto suggest this as an
overall interpretation of the simile (Plato: Theaetetus, pp. 214 f). Recognition, it should be borne
in mind, was one capacity provided by the imprint. For the question of non-conceptual content,
see Evans, The Varieties of Reference, pp. 122-129, 227, and elsewhere; Peacocke, A4 Study of
Concepts, pp. 74-90; McDowell, Mind and World, lecture 3.

Chapter 3

! For references see Sprute, “Der Begriff der DOXA in der platonischen Philosophie,” pp. 9-13.

2 Compare Sprute, “Der Begriff der DOXA in der platonischen Philosophie,” pp. 16-33.

> For an account of the debate, see Bostock, Plato’s Theaetetus, pp. 128-145.

‘1t might be argued that my interpretation has forerunnersin Xenakis’ “Essence, Being and Fact
in Plato” and in McDowell’s Plato: Theaetetus, pp. 187-193. But these treatments of the issue
leave a lot to be desired. So I think my account of the issue makes a contribution to the debate.

’ Cooper, “Plato on Sense-Perception and Knowledge,” p. 124 and elsewhere.

8 This point is well put by Burnyeat, “Plato on the Grammar of Perceiving,” pp. 44-45. However,
185¢4-7 hardly proves that the existential reading is impossible; Socrates might be driving at the
point that existence and non-existence are applicable to everything, not that we can apply both of
them to each thing at the same time.

” The idea that the being under discussion amounts to the ‘is’ involved in all predications is put
forward in slightly different ways. To give one example, Burnyeat suggests that “The inability of
perception to grasp being stems from an inability to frame even the simplest proposition of the
form ‘x is F*. That knowledge presupposes a true judgement involving predication, and with it an
explicit or implicit use of the verb ‘to be’, is obvious enough not to need separate defence, and, as
we have noticed, it has in any case been a guiding principle of the discussion all along.” (“Plato
on the Grammar of Perceiving,” p. 45).

¥ The interpretation turns on whether the mep(-clause is to be supplied in mind at 185c7-8, 185d2-
3 and 185e6-7. For a convincing treatment as far as the two former passages are concerned, see
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Cooper, Plato’s Theaetetus, pp. 128-130. Notice that in these passages Socrates works by anal-
ogy; Socrates asks through what sense organ the soul would perceive those things which apply to
things of different senses. But obviously, this is just a manner of speaking. For the soul does not
perceive these things at all. Besides, 185e6-7 seems to be the crucial passage as far as the question
is concerned whether we are to understand the common things (ta kowd) as things applied to
proper sensibles. However, Cooper does not say whether the mep{-clause is to be supplied in mind
also in this passage. See also Cooper, “Plato on Sense-Perception and Knowledge,” pp. 135-137.

? Meinwald, Plato’s Parmenides, particularly chapter 3.

Py might be objected that ‘Justice is virtuous’ is an ungrammatical sentence, but Plato in fact
makes such use of language; see for instance Protagoras 330c2-e2.

H Compare McDowell, Plato: Theaetetus, p. 187.

12 See Denniston, The Greek Particles, p. 434. It is also worth while to quote Kiihner & Gerth, 2,
§ 507, 5., e, a, p. 163: “Olkolv wird zuerst und urspriinglich in der Frage gebraucht und
bedeutet nonne igitur, nonne ergo. In einer solchen Frage liegt das ganze Gewicht des Gedankens
auf dem syllogistischen olv; aus der Folge selbst ergiebt es sich schon an sich, dass der fragweise
ausgesprochene Gedanke zu bejahen sei; die Negation ist bloss deshalb hinzugefiigt, damit die
bejahende Antwort des anderen unzweifelhaft gesetzt und als von selbst folgend bezeichnet werde.”
13 See also McDowell, Plato: Theaetetus, p 187.

' For the same point, see D. Frede, “The soul’s silent dialogue,” p. 28.

15 See Gorgias 479¢5; Gorgias 498¢10; Republic 2, 365a8; Republic 7, 516b9; Philebus 41c9.

' For an excellent summary of the debate, and references, see Brown, “Being in the Sophist: A
Syntactical Enquiry.” What is more, I find Brown’s own suggestion that Plato is operating with a
syntactically complete use of ‘being’ without committing him to the existential reading interesting
and in the right direction.

71 thus agree with Kanayama, “Perceiving, Considering, and Attaining Being,” pp. 54-57.

'8 T know of no satsifactory account of the argument at Theaetetus 178b2-179d9; for some in-
teresting remarks, see Burnyeat, 7he Theaetetus of Plato, pp. 39-42.

' See for instance Meno 77b2-7.

2% Of course, in view of the characterisation of the content of sense perception in 2.3 Plato himself
conceives of the perceptual content as temporally richer than what the Heraclitean theory of sense
perception allows. But here in the Theaetetus Plato targets the Protagorean-Heraclitean conception
of belief; hence it suffices that he shows that belief does not have the same temporal characteras
sense perception as conceived of by Protagoras.

Chapter 4
: Sophist 263d10-e1, adTd Ti moT éoTw kal T{ Sradépovow EkacTa dANHAWY.

2 Republic 2, 382¢10; Theaetetus 152c1, 161e8; Sophist 260c9, 260e4, 263d6. It should be noted
that the only occurrence of avracia before the Theaetetus and the Sophist, namely at Republic 2,
382el10, is lacking in some of the manuscripts. Hence, it may well be that the occurrence of
$avTacia at Theaetetus 152cl is the first one in the Platonic corpus; and it would make good
sense if Plato actually coined the term in this context. At Timaeus 72b3 the rare cognate pdvraocte
occurs, but its meaning is close to ddvraopa.

3 1 thus follow the MS tradition; it should be noticed that the new OCT edition has aloOdveTal
following Ast’s conjecture confirmed by the Berlin papyrus. It would give the translation “This
‘... appears ...,” then, amounts to ‘he perceives...”.” However, nothing in my account turns on the
choice between these two versions.

* This ground is also covered by Bundy in The Theory of Imagination in Classical and
Mediaeval Thought, pp. 20-33 and Schofield in “Aristotle on Imagination,” pp. 116 f.

> Here some qualifications are called for. Philebus 40a9 is a clear exception to the principle.
Moreover, at Theaetetus 155a2 there is a mention of Tadta Td ddopata év fHuilv and at
Cratylus 386e3 we hear of our davtdopara dragging things here and there. But this is not
enough to call into question the view that the term ¢dvTaopa is by and large not used by Plato to
pick out mental items, and particularly not in the Sophist. See also Schofield, “Aristotle on
Imagination,” pp. 116 f.

5 1 here follow the MS tradition. Badham emended TAv kwAdv for Tdv kaldv, and his
emendation is followed in the new OCT edition. But the emendation seems to me not to be
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needed; Plato’s point is well put by speaking of the proportion of beautiful things. If a sculpture
gives the impression of some parts of the body being out of proportion with the rest of the body,
it would be deemed ugly on a classical conception of beauty.

7 See Notomi, The Unity of Plato’s ‘Sophist,’ p. 149.

¥ See Cherniss, “The Relation of the Timaeus to Plato’s Later Dialogues,” p. 263, for the idea that
there were arguments to the effect that images do not differ from the originals.

? In fact, I do not think that the eristic nature of the sophist’s denial of the possibility of falsehood
need entail that Plato does not take seriously the question concerning the ontological status of
images. I thus agree with Notomi’s contention in his recent study, The Unity of Plato’s ‘Sophist,’

. 156, 189-192 and elsewhere.

Compare Cratylus 432a8-d3.

"' See Euthydemus 283¢7-284c6, Cratylus 385b2-c17, 429c6-430a5 and elsewhere, Theaetetus
187d1-189b9.

"2 For these assumptions, see Denyer, Language, Thought and Falsehood in Ancient Greek
Philosophy.

* See loannis Stobaei Anthologium (ed. Wachsmut), book 1, p. 498. Note that Wachsmut has
altered the version given in F and P, and actually gives at74v in the edition.

' The first formula, 86€a et 'alobrioewc, is a paraphrase of Timaeus 52a7. But it should be
kept in mind that there is no mention of davracia in the Timaeus. Aristotle apparently takes
Timaeus’ account of what it is to apprehend the sensible world to amount to the same thing as the
stranger’s account of appearing. But the conjecture is not warranted.

15 This interpretation was put forward by Simplicius (213, 5-9), and has been followed by Ross
(dristotle De Anima, pp. 287 f) and Lycos (“Aristotle and Plato on ‘appearing,’ pp. 501 f).

'S This option is of my own making. According to Hamlyn (Aristotle’s De Anima, pp. 132-134)
Aristotle finds unacceptable the consequence that we are taken in by the appearancethat the sun is
the size of a foot, but still hold on to the view that the sun is larger than the inhabited world,
“because on that view the belief will be true and false - true because of the facts and false ex
hypothesi as the belief involved in the appearance, i.e. p and —p will be the same, hence both true
and false.” (p. 133) I take it that, according to Hamlyn, the belief which is true because of the facts
is the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited world. But what, then, is the point of saying
that the same belief is false as the belief involved in the appearance?And how can we even make
sense of the claim that p and —p will be the same? I do not claim that Hamlyn’s option comes to
the same as the one I have put forward; it escapes me what Hamlyn’s option amounts to.

'7 1 am indebted to Dugald Murdoch for this option.

'8 1 thus agree with Hicks in keeping 8fj\ov &7 and following E, L and U in omitting elmep.

¥ 1 might be objected that 70 \ewkév (or 6 Aevkdc) at 428a29 and 428b1 refers to an object
which is white and that, therefore, Aristotle is not thinking of an apprehension of the sensory
quality white, but of the belief that something is white. But as my argument in this section will
show, it makes good sense to assume that he has in mind the apprehension of proper sensibles. In
particular, Aristotle’s insistence that appearings can be false is best explained on the assumption
that he commits Plato to the view that appearings are true in virtue of being apprehensions of
proper sensibles. For Aristotle himself holds that apprehension of proper sensibles admits the least
g)oossible amount of falsehood.

Aristotle’s view that we cannot err as to what sensory qualities we perceive should not be
confused with the view that we cannot err as to what mental items, sense-data or immediate
objects of sense perception, we happen to be acquainted with. Rather, the view is based on a
certain conception of the causal process through which the senses are affected. I cannot enter into
the details of this conception here, but it should be noted that Aristotle is not making a modal
claim. For as he makes clear at De Anima 3.3, 428b18-29, perception of proper sensibles is true
Jor the most part, that is, admits the least possible amount of falsehood. See also Everson,
Aristotle on Perception, pp. 17-30 and elsewhere.

2! See Nussbaum, Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium, pp. 255-261.

22 Thus T agree with Sorabji (Animal Minds and Human Morals, 36 f) that the point about
persuasion is not a requirement of the ability to communicate. The discursive ability is also
exercised in the soul’s discourse with itself.

23 For the view that beasts cannot take on propositional attitudes, see D. Frede, “The Cognitive
Role of Phantasia in Aristotle,” p. 283.
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2 Aristotle’s view as to the difference between the cognitive processes of man and beast is a
complicated and much debated issue indeed. As Aristotle points out at De Motu Animalium 7,
701a17-33, a beast is never involved in questioning or reflexion, but arrives at the decision to act
through the desire alone. If the beast has a desire for drink, say, and a perception of drink, then it
will be moved to action. By contrast, man has the ability to arrive at his decision to act through
reasoning. For instance, he first sees that he must do something that is good for him, then sees
that building a house, say, is good for him, and only then arrives at the decision to build a house.
Part of what differentiates between the human and the animal case is that man arrives at his
decision to act in a discursive way. I do not find Sorabji’s suggestion (4dnimal Minds and Human
Morals, p. 20) convincing that even beasts according to Aristotle take on propositional attitudes.
It is fair to say that although the beast is committed to certain views about the world, it arrives at
the decision to act more or less mechanically and has no ability to reason about its actions.
Consequently, the beast is not open to persuasion. See Labarriére, “Imagination humain et
imagination animale chez Aristote,” pp. 26-34.

De Anima, 3.3, 429a7-8, 8.4 70 émkalimTeoBar TOv volv évioTe wdBeL §i véoolc 1
i,

Conclusion

See for instance Snell, ““Verstehe, was ich dir sage’ (Pindar fr. 105).”

2 For a sketch of how the notion of reason was conceptualised in philosophy in antiquity, see
Frede, “Introduction.”

3 See Berti, “The Intellection of Indivisibles According to Aristotle, De Anima III 6.”
B 1, 28-38.
See Republic 6, 511b3-c2 and Republic 7, 533¢7-€2.

ST thus disagree with Fine’s suggestion that Plato is committed to coherentism only; see
“Knowledge and belief in Republic V-VIL,” pp. 109 ff.
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