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INTRODUCTION

To interprecers, Plato”s Theaetetus and
——=cgtetus

Sophist is a Jigsaw

puzzle, wvhere rhe losse pieces are the many ge

Parate arguments
given in those two works which need to be put together 80 that

they fic. There has been some dify.

lculty, over the years,
getting all che pleces ro fip together righe.

ia

For thig Treason,

ve may think of this puzzle g one of two ¥ays. One vay {s to

suppose that the defect is {n the puzzie: ¢ was poorly made by

Plato in the first place, or, more charitably, the puzzle i{s gow

unworkable aae because {r yag poorly made, bur terely becauge

the rules of puzzle-cons:ruc:ion which Plaeo i

like faghion, to the style of the day). The other way {3 o

Suppose that the defect {g {n us, the int:erpreters, a8 If ye

pPuzzle~workers had distorted s8ight and aumb fingers, so thae f¢

©&Y not be apparent how two Pleces do or 4o oot fie together,

even after much squineing gnd S$training. T have kept to thig
way, despite my oun soon-tovbe~evident lack of sucecess in trying

Lo put these Pleces together.

My own work ar putting together the Theaetetws and
—_=fetetus
is as followg. Firse,

Sophise

in chaptar d9ae, I get out some of the

larger arguments: wiechin the overall framevork of the

1




1ief at
Thenetetus, the five faflures at explaining false belle
Theacte "

here
188-200; within the frame of the Soghis:, the denial of the

43t at
being & plece of language referyiog to what does not ex

- the
237-240 the greatest kiads section of 254~25%, aand

two, L
definition of false speech at 261=-3. Wext, in chapter R

led and
decribe 28 fundamental postulate of spesking and thinking

ius. Lo
suggest that plato 2accepts this postulate in the Cratylu

come LO
chapter three L argue that in the Theaetetus Plato must

im of the
reject this postulate. In chaptet four I examine the 3

stran er in the sOEhi t to {ive & de ai {o £ S eech and
2 S g £ tion © Eal e Sp

P. ¢t Eit
reluctaatly decide that the pleces of the Sophist do no

oug ways
together wirh each other oF the Theaetetus in any obviou >4

of
In chapte¥ five I motivate an embarassingly gudtle readiag

£ ther with {tgelf aud the
the Socphist which will let {c £it toge

e eadin
Theaetetus, and {a chapter aix T defend this gubc=e T 4
Iheaet = :

against some of the more obvious objections.

ONE

Ta this chapter I will set out the pieces of the Theaetetus

and Sophist I am conceruned with, putting them into the overall

framework of those two dialogues. All of the Soghisl: (as well

as the Statesman) and most of the Theaetetus are part of one

story, a long talk im vhich Theaetetus is addressed first by

Socrates and then, on the next day, by a visitor from Elea.

Why the long stoty is told. At the beglaning of the
Theaetetus, Eucleldes meets Terpsion and tells him that he has
just seen Theaetetus belng carried to Athens, barely alive from
a veceant battle. The reports which Eucleides has just heard of
Theaetetus” bravery remind Eucleides of Socrates” prediction
that Theaetetus would become notakle (ZAASyipos), a ﬁtedictiou' :
made when Socrates first celated to Euclefdes his two-day

conversation with Theaetetus.’ Since Eucleides managed to write

down this conversation, he has it read to Terpsion.

The f£irst part of the story: Theaetetus” talk with

Socrates. The story begins with Socrates agking to hear about

a.s ficting (s’:mmxc:a) young men, men worthy of speech lagron

Adycu); he is imtroduced to Theaetetus, whom Socrates persuades

to answer soume questions. They agree that knowledge and wisdom

(&miothpn cal codic) are the same thing; then Socrates ssys he

k] R
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is unable to grasp what knowledge is. The remainder of that day
1s speat 1in attempts to say what knowledge 13, all of which
fail.

First Theaetetus tries to answer the question by listing
various kinds of knowledge (l46c-d); Socrates argues that this
{s no answer to his question (146d-147¢). Next Theaetetus
suggests that knowledge is perception (a'{aenms, 151e).
Socrates argues that this {s also Protagoras” view (152a-155d),
and that this view—that man is the measure of all l:hings—::esfs
upon Heracleiteanism,K the dectrisa thar 211 i5 I flux (to mav
kivnols 2Zotiv, 155e~16la). 1In a lengthy argument, Socrates
rejects ali three of these doctrines together (161a—186e).1

Thereupon Theaetetus remarks, "To say that all belief
(60Ex) 13 knowledge, Iis {mpossivle, since there is false belief;

but t xay that tru ef ow (=3 187 - This
1 be e beli is kn 1ed8 ( b)

fers
1 In examining the doctrine that all is flux, Socrate; re =
hat everything
ine of Parmenides ¢t

to the opposed doctr T e

motionless (180e). Socrates says that they aust take e

with who ever has the truest doctrimeg. This leads Theae:s(z :

discussed (cf.

both doctrines will be
and us to expect that -
181b) But, appavently, Socrates oualy examines the doc )
] - ne

that all is {n flux; when it iz Parmenides” turan to ba exami ,

(Continued next page.)

—

remark troubles Socrates, because he is "not able to 8ay what

this {3, this experience we have, and in whar way Lt comes to

be,” namely, “that someone thinks something false®

(t0 SoEacerv
TWE Gevd, 1874),.2

Socrates amakeg clear what the trouble 1is by setting out
five models of false thinking and arguing that each model fails.

The five models of false belief. My view of the FEive

3ttempts to explain false belief follows. The details of this

view will be argued for fn chapter three. Socrates first

congiders explaining falge belief as thinking one thing {is

(Coutinued from previous page.)

Socrates declines, saying that he is
understand Parmenideg”
thought behind those

afraid they will not
words and will understand even less the
words (183e-184a).

aside from an favestigation of Parmenides, §
reaching an agreement with Theaetetug thae
some things by and through Leself (abth 67 a

things through the bodily faculties—=—takeg
falgse balief.

Apparently turning
ocrateg next-~—after
the soul looks upon
1‘:1:;3) and upoa other

up the question of
My dinterprecation of the falge-~belfef passage

Tates out to hold a position perfectly amenable
to Parmenides”.

2 cg. Theseterus 187e: xqf Tive 1‘};::;\! Sofaleiv :bsué;).




another, for example, as thinking that Socrates ls Theaetetus.
Re rejects this explanation, though, oun the grounds that either
ve kmow both Socrates and Theaetetus, in which case we would
not, knowing them, falsely think that oune 1is another; ot we know
neither, in which case we would not be able to think of them at
all, falsely or truly; or we know one and got the other, which
also seems impossible because of both the problem of thinking
falgely about what one knows and the problem of thinking at all
about what ope does not know (188b=c)-

Secord, he congiders explaining false belief as thinking
what 1s not. This explanation he rules out by an argument from
analogy: 1f one sees at all, oune sees something that ig; Lf omne
hears at all, one hears gomething that £s; If cme touches at
all, ome touches what is; so, then, one who thinks at all must
think what is, and he who thinks what is not is not thinking at
all (188e~18%a).

Third, he counsiders explaiaing false belief not, as i{n the
girst explanation, as mistaking one thing for another but as
mistaking one thought or mental description of a thing for
another. But, as in the first explanation, Socrates claims that
either we are having both thoughts or mental descriptions

together, In which cage we could not falsely think one was the

other; or we are having ouly one of the thoughts, in which casc

Poe_

- this model

we could n
ot have the other thought, much less could we mistak
e

the one for the other (190b-¢).

Fourth
s he coneiders explaining falge belief using tw
0

Cypes l B P P .
» mprints
e. of objects erceptions and 1 T t For instance, we

falsely believe h
that Theaetetus 1
8 Socrates if, seei
ng someone

coming sy WwWe match up this petcepticn 2 which In face Is of

’ otir Temor: imp 14 The - rat
soctates with orYy rin of aetetus But Soc es

re jects
this explanation, too, because, although it geems ¢t
o]

exp].aiu mismatch:l'.ng betueen these two t? pes of ob I cts
e »

percepti
ptions and imprints, 1t will not explain how afsmacchi
ng

cau take pla
place within 2 type. Such within-a=-type mismatchings

do occur, he daims, for e.xample, U{len ve misamatch our nemory

imprint of 745 with that of 11 (196a~b)

Fifth, S
» Sacrates cousiders explaining falge bhelief uging a
o

analo 3 8
gy to a bird cage full of birds. Each bird he 83y
» »

rtepresen, .
P tg a bit of kno“ledge of a thing Here Ealse bElie
r

takes pla
place when we catch one kind of bipd instead of anoth
er;

for 2
example, in trylng to find a mateh for the bird “745~
y We

mistake the bird 11 fox tlle bird 12-. But Socrates dismsses
L] > u dl g 8
too, as absur on the Tound chatl it ve do have a

bit of k
nowledge, thus knowing it, it would be impossible for
to think 1 .
nk that this bit of knowledge 1s something else, which we
»

must d
0 1f we are ever to migtake.one bird for another (1994)




uat. After these five

Rnowledge as true belief plus an 3cco
. hat he does not know what to say.

¢ailures, Theaetetus admits €

g 1 1) that we
replying that this Failure shows (dvbeicvutx )
ocrates
o ' gse belief before we had taken hold

were not right to hunt for fal

ge 1s (200c), asks
t he has aothing to of fer but

Theaetetus to 885 what

of what knowled

xnowledge 1s- Theaetetus 6278 tha
£. Socrates
he said before, that knowledge is true belie
what he

ow v t elf (as being
T (681&5\. ){ its

that t is attempt will 8

3 a8 h

and that trying,

ngwer
: even 1if unsuccessful,

guccesgful or aot),

better than oot doing anything, for just by aoving nro:udc :!:
ee
thing they are jooking for may turn up, under ::uiir o
erhaps as ag obstacle to thelir movement (mx; av imj !
:vzvauevov adto sAverev TO Cnrobpevov, KEVOLAL &% Smhov oDBEV) .

ocrates argues that <-4 ..'elief 311 by itsel is uot
this leads to the 8“8829 tio

knowledge (201a-c), but

s true belief plus an account (

hat an account ig an interweavin:

wetk Adyou). After

knowledge 1 -

t
arguing against the view

+ ascount
~gimples”, 1.e- things for which oc further
names of ~simp ’

4 iuterpret this obstacle “uder theiz feet to be the

- P 154 t v
Pa menides-in B8 ired theo whi ch rules o false belief

described in chapter three.

n that. .

can be given (<& dvépata avtwy supmAakévia AOyov yeyovEvar,
202b), Socrates congiders three different ways to define
knowledge as true belfef plus an account.

Socrates rejects all three ways, but of particular interest
will be his reasons for rejecting the third way. The third way
takes au account of a thiag to be the ability to say what marks
the thing 1in question off from everything else. Socrates
tejects this rthird attempt to explain what amn account is by
arguing that such an account must already be held by anyone who
has a belief about the object in the first place, so that a true
belief plus this sort of account s unothing more than a true
belief all by itself. His argument is that {f we have a belief
about Theaetetus, yet we do not have a hold on the things which
mark Theaetetus off from all others, the:; we must be thinking of
the things which Theaetetus has in common with others, things
which Theaetetus has no more than anyone else. Such a belfef .
he says, "could not be about Theaetetus any more than ahout
anyone else (209a-b).

The result of Theaetetus” talk with Sdcrates. The first day

of conversation ends with the two in agreement that ail these
attempts to say what knowledge i{s have failed; these definitious
of knowledge as perception or as true belief or as true belief

plus an account are uot worth further cousideration (210b). In

any case, Socratesg concludes, Theaetetus will be better off: if
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’ -
a\wv) and
he ever again tries to conceive of other things (

ause of
eds, he will be pregnaat with something better bec
succe ,

the preseu: [es!.llt; and 1€ he remiﬂs without COﬂcePtioﬂS he

siace he
will be less oppressive and gentler to those about him,

3
d (oux
not been understoo
will not suppose that he knows what has

-~ - 5
olopevos eidevar ‘@ pn ola8a).
P : Theaetetus”
arr. of the story:
The second . of

y a visitor from Elea 1is introduced, oue

talk with the

Stranger. The uext da
Strapszse

Wi a bee a 4 n ] parme des. 3 visitovr the
h has eern -3 udent £ a nides This 1 3
Q

S:rangers is Petsuaded to ExPlain what the sophi-S:’ Statesuan,

Stranget
d Philosopher are by questiouing Thesetetug. The
aq

hat
i t ri [ maxe ear hat the So ph st S an ]
firs tries o ak cl W i bt d how © he

r or the
does aot practice the art of either the Philosophe
° .

Statesman.

decide
To begin with, the Stranger and Theaetetus need to

ort of art.
{€ sophists practice somne art, and if so, what 8

ve the power
They come to agree that the art of gsophistry must give p

Et ytll 3 14
to 8:8“3""3b0“t an; lliﬂg aﬂd aver 1118 (2 2Q)o But thﬁy hink

about all
tt is certain that sophists do not have knowledge

these things.

geem to
Because sophists can argue about anything, they

know every thiag, et the. cannot rea 1 know ev thin c

by their
Thus Theaectetus and the Straunger decide that sophists by

art must hYe o le to say wha b cru oy they are able
u b t a t seems to e ey £ h

i e

il

to make others think falsely that they themselves are in all

matters the wisest of men (234c). In this way, by trying to say

what the art of sophistry is, Theaetetus and the Stranger find
themselves forced to say that iliere Is such a thing as false

thought and speech.

This result of ctheilr attempt to say what the art of
sophistry is worries the Stranger. For, he says, it is
hard-—every bit of the way-—(5mws Y&p - . . NAVEINAOLY . - -

XZAENOV) not to put together a contradiction when we say that
false things, whether spoken or thought (¢eu61‘1 AEyewv h
60faLerv) ought really to exist and indeed utter this [that they
real]:y exist]. The problem, he says, is that such a claim

assumes that what—is-not exists, but the Stranger’s teacher,

Parmenides, testified against this assumptifon all his life
(236e~237a).

The Strauger himgelf then examines the claim that what fa

ot exigts In order to make Rarmenides” point clear. He agues

that the words "what %g not™ caenmnot refer to auything, since any
thing is in some way. TPar {instance, any thing is either one,
two, or many. As a result, we can never say what is not; to do

such a thing, we would have to speak of what is not without in

any way attaching any being to it, but any words we chose would

either be plural or singular, Implying that not-being is
(238b~¢).

And, the Stranger soints cut, even to argue that what
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named, tries
t does not exist, or to s8ay that it cannot be N
is no

to at:acll some SoTrC of being to ic. Thus, the Strangert 8ays,

d; we cannot
his own refutations of what Is not are defeated;
even

)'
look to him for correct BPEEC“ about vhat is wot (2393"‘]’

b 4 P P Y Cioﬂal
In this wa, the Sophist has esca ed an ral

defin tion. T r VA:] that the Qph t de his way
£ i The Straunge p:£:3 S ist has made w.

hout entrance €18 QanMopov © 0'0@16 s TOROV
into lace wit (
nt a pla

catabebuxev, 239%c).

Faced “ith this p!ObIEE, and the :elated ptublem of sayiug
ace

a; 19 1d. vin, arch
i age is the Strange’ counsglders gi g up the se: »
what an m. *

put Theaetetus urges him to keep trying:

§: But T think it is high time to consider what
ought to be done about the Sophist; for you
see that the objectious and perplexities
will be obvious, aud that there will be lots
of them, if we place him within the art of
fakemakers and those who howl out enchant-
ments and search through th‘ese ’Efr t:iT'
(tas yap fzvﬂkﬁq:cw‘ cal c’mopuis. ecfv m:tov
615peuv$u;v Ev rii twv pebdoupywy KEl YOUTWY

.
as ‘Be €0 1 roAnals)
ol xal
<EYvY 10€vres, Opgs ‘ws EUROP

T: Vexy true.
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S: Yes, we have gone through only a swmall part

of these objections and perplexitfes, which
are, in a word, unlimited (odowv ‘ws. 'eros
elnety &ﬂsp&vmv).

Tt would, apparently, be impossible to catch
the Sophist, if that is the casge.

Well, then, are we now going to give in [to
the unlimited uumber of perplexities] and
stay away [from searchiang for' him in that
art]? (azoornoopede vuv ueh8ax1g9evtes; )

No, I say; we must not do that if we caa in

any way get the slightest hold of the Fellow
(241b).

After a bit of obscure talk by the Stranger about being
faint-hearted (2642a), but nefther mad (262a) nor a parricide
(241d)," he suggests what their problem is. They have bdeen
perplexed by the term “"what is not” or “not-beiag ~—perhaps,

victhout being aware of {e, all along they have been just as

“ Later in cthis paper I make a guess at what the Stranger {s
hinting, pp.
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mixed-up about the word "being” as they are about "not—being”
(243c).

Thus before they try to solve the problems of "not-being”
they will try to figure out “peing.” To do this, they coasider
those tefore them,who have talked about being.

Apparently,. these were people who tried to suswer the

question “What {s there?” with gomething more than unlimited
1ists of every feeling, sight, sound, noiég, tagte, and scent,
as if there is souwe world or all (<o nev) which stands behind
thega appearances. Some of these people thought that behind the
s{ghts T see, the sounds L hear, aud all the other feelings I
have stands just Hot and Cold; that thege two ~grand~behinds” or
~subgtances” are what ig there, are what the world really is.
Others agreed that there are two gubgtances Or beings, but
thought these were Wet aud Dry or (according to others) some
other two beings. Then there were yet others who thought that
there were gore than two beings, and still others who thought
that there was just one being-.

But, whether they try to 83y that being is two or only one,
the Stranger argues that they will rum into countless
perplexities. Briefly, the perplexity for thogse who believe
that there are exactly two beings (say, Hot and Cold) seems to
be that, asg soon as they say ~Hot and Cold aze,” they (on

certain unstated assumptions shared by the Stranger and

15

rheaete:us) qust imediacely allow that there {s 3130, besides

Hot and Cold, a third substamce, Being. On the other hand, the
t]

erplexi
perp ty for those whc believe that there is only one being 1
: ong is
that (a
(again because of certain unstated, shared agsumptions) &
a
saying " -
g "Being is one"™ they must use two names; besides this
»

they must
34 allow that Belng and its name together are two, not
’

one. In any case, they are dri.:n to a demial of thelr

atteupted monism.

The Stranger coucludes: ’

Countless other problems, each one iavolving
{infipite difficuicies, will confront him who

says that Being 1is, whether it be two or
only one (245d-e).

Ther
e are others who speak of Being——those who say that
that aloune
extgts which can be touched and handled, who say
‘Bein
g and matter are the same thing (246a-b), and against th
ege

there
are yet others who take Being to be immacerial £
orms

percept
ptible to the wmind (246b~c). But the Stranger £ind
8

reaso
ng to deny both of these, which leads him to say th
at

Bein,
g, that is, the whole universe, is both forms and mate
er.

But b
y saying the universe {s these two they are brought back to

the sam
e perplexity they ran into earliar when they said Being
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tess of a
have vuan I{ato mo
admit that they
{s two. They aovw

= hEy h T into 1ier « h Not-bei g
dead end Vit‘l Being as € ad n Int ear e it ngs

W ss
ell then, are we now in any le
’

perplexity about Being?

if
-—-Tt seems to 0&, gtranger, that «e are,

possible, {n even greater.

Iirel.esa oa Iheaetetus behail, tae Strange! now tries to

way he 1is capable of, right

g of both pe:plexicies at once (tov YoUV

force a way, the “best—looking

through the reasonin

-~ 73 ™ T - 3 > - ”» o 3

Y OT!““EP av o010t TE WREV EUTY EeNnegTAT S50 3] ou 144 hS
A0YOV 1 (1} (1 4 UE! [+ 4 Twe $o1V
<311 4% 2513 ’ . That teasouing took for granted that it was

L] y y ae, but the
impossible for one to be many Or wan te be one,
P

hard to make
bjection ig uwot
ilowing that this ¢
Stranger, while a

X forces a ay
Eue Y A 58 AN auTtl TRPOYS 100V, 251b) 1
( us ap avelAd] aﬂ "EVT (>4 Q W

y ShoMifc =°F - U t k we must assune a (e]
past e b ahawing how fn our alk w (ev to\8 fided

e - )
v AOYOS < 2] eV 25 1d exactl one of T al Owing H (1
L Y 1 1owp H ) y

g = 4
hat nothing nixes with any thits e, ( 1) tnat each thin is
ctha hir els i

1 ix “i:kl eUE:ythlﬂz els 1] (i-ii.) that some arce able to
able to o e, of

clusively
with each other, and some are mot. Then they col
nix

he
gt two cholces, wvhich forces a way past t

rule out the £ix

hey take to
be many (or, what t

¢ how ome thing caa
perplexity © .

hing),
an belong to oue t!

lem, how many names [

be the same prob y

T

o

- it e
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for by ruliag out choices (i) and (ii) they are fcrced to cholce

(141) .
The Stranger spells out how cholce ({11) is to be

understood by taking as examples some very great kinds (peyiotx

t;w ‘(ev&\:) , 1ln what is called "the greatest kinds section.”

The aim of this section, the Stranger says, Ls to see If
gsomehow it might be allowable for them to say that what 1is not

really is what i3 not (254c~d). The Straanger argues that there

is an allowable way. First he postulates the Forms or Rinds

Being, Rest, and Motiou. Since each of these is other than the

remaining two and the sgame as itself, he postulates two more
Forms, Same and Other, and argues that each of these i3 also

other than the rest and the same as Ltself (255a-d).

Thua we may say:

(1) Motion is other than Rest; so Motion is not Rest;

yet
Motion ncnetheless 1s, since it mixes with belog (255e¢).

(2) Motion is other than Same; so it 1s not Same; yet it
{8 Same, since all five Forms mix with Same.

We have to admit that Motion i3 and {s not the Same and not put




18

nd is not
up 2 fuss rhe Stranger says, for when we say it is = i
*
H because 1t
Same, We are not speaking in the same way: It is Same 1
»
because
al with Same (V’ith tespect to Ltself); it is oot Same
xXes

-b). deed, he
{t mixes with Other (with respect to Same, 256a-b). In ,

continues,

is not
(3) MHotion is other thHan Being, so Motion really ,
yet i;; also is, since it mixes with Being (2564) .

And ‘3) ghowe that what is not ig in relation to Motion a
Tl nd

1ikewise is in relation to every other Foru.

o = s oot
To be clear, the Stranger states that this non~belng i
»

7b). They
the opposite of Belung, but only other than Being (257b) .

are not saying that what 1s not (= what ts opposite of Being)

exists; they long 3g0 gave up gspeaking of any opposite of Being.

He only has showm that what is not (= what ig other than) exists

(258e-25%a). o
At the end of the greatest kinds section, the Stra 2

one more thing to say againsgt anyone who still might be tempted

to object that the Stranger has been @ixing up things that must

held apart. He says that {f everythiag wvere geparated Erom
be he .

ryt 0. else all speeﬁh Uo“ld be destroyed- Yor he aay
hi 4 H * »
eve 9

19

it s becaugse the Forms weave together with each other that we

have speech. And, he says, false speech and false belief will

exist only if vhat is not mixes with speech and belfef.

Right after this puzzling section the Stranger and

Theaetetus fivally set out to explain what a false sentence is.

First they say why strings of wowrds such as "walks, runs,

sleeps” and "lion, stag, horse” are not sentences (262a-c).

Then they say why the word string "2 man learns” is a sentence:

When one says “A man learns,” do you agree

thet this is a statement of the simplest and
shortest kiad possible?
-—~Yes.

——Because now it points [something] out
about facts or events in the present or past
or future; it does anot merely name something
but completes something by weaving together

verbg with names. Hence we say it states
something, not merely names something, and
in fact {t is this complex that we mean by

the word "gtatement” (262c¢-d).

Next the Stranger claime that every sentence aust be about
Something; {f it 1is not about something it is {mpoasible for it

_ J - e - .
to ‘be a sentence (AGyov Gvaykglov, OTAVREP §j, TIVOS: elval Adyov,

w88 tivos aSUvatov, 262e). And, after testfug out thelr

¢laims with an example of a true sentence, "Theaetstus sits,”
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"

“pheaetetus flies,” they

and an example of 2 false sentence,

reach a defipition.

What is stated about you, but so that what

i{g different 1s stated as the same OF what
{s not as what Iis—a combination of verbs
and names answering to that deseription

finally gseems to be really and truly 2 false
statement.
Once false sgentences have been explained, false belief 1s

accounted for as a case of someone uttering a falge genteuce

silently to himself.

<Then since speech, as we found, is true and
false, and we saw that thought 1is
- conversatioa of the soul with {rgelf, and
opinion‘ {s the final result of thought, and
<hat we call “it geems” ("daiverar” G D
Aéyopev) is a umixture of sensation and
opinton, it {3 inevitable that, gince these
are all akian to gpeech, some of them must

gometimes be false (z64a-b).

To £inish their talk, the Stranger and Theaetetu
to pin dowm the Sophist”s plac
divisions of the art of fakemaking,

go further trouble.

g need only
e by considering the various

ohich is accomplished with

In this chapter I will describe what I call the Match—-up
Postulate. This is best done by considering Plato”s discussion
in an earlier dialogue, the (Cratylug, of true and false
assignments of portralts to people.’- Cratylus has denied the
possibllity of falsehood, - claiming that false speech 1s not
speech at all, but merely “vain aoises.” Socrates zives an
explanation of how names can be true or false which carries over

to senteunce truth and falsity.

c -
ratylus” position. Cratylus has claimed that there is no

:ay at all to speak false things (¢evdn Afyeiv ©o mopaxay olx
ggtiv). For him, to say false thiongs is to say things that are
not. (5 of toutd Zativ TO beudn Afyelv, 15 PR T& ovia \evervs)
Thus he asks, HBow could sorecne, when he says this thing which
he says, not say what is? (nus &0 &v . .+ ., Afyuv YE T8 TovTo

 AEyet, ph T Ov Afyor; 429d). Evidently, for Cratylus “false

|8

Wolfgang Detel (p.51) and Gail Fine (1977, pp.299f.) have

iv - .

given the same sgort of {aterpretation of this discussion
*»

namely, one which recogunizes that this discussion concerns Ctrue

and falge assignments of names, not true and false names

21
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gpeech” 1s not apeech at all, but=~like a case of calling
someone by the wrong pame—it 1is merely sounds belng uttered
(tt;::ltu ¢6§7§¢00a1). The behavior is mere poise-making (q;o:)e;v);
in vain does the person behave this way, just as 1f his behavior
had been to clang gomething metal (aonep Tav el T xa?uc{ov
w1vigere xpodoes, 430a).

Socrates” reply. Socrates declares that Cratylus” argument
i{s more clever than he, at his young age. But he gets Cratylus
to agree to the following. Names are 1ike paincings in that
both are represeantations (utuﬁp.ata) of objects, though each
represents its object i{n a different way (430b).

Though not o so much detail, Socrates suggests the
following story. Suppose that T visit a fair with two friends,
a man and a woman, and they each have their portrait drawn.
when the acrtist finishes his work, he gives both portraits to me
to haod over (&me5iSovar) to ay friends. It is possible that T
might carry {npocdeperv) the portrait of the man to the man, and
that of the woman to the woman. This distributioca (Guwou;l) is
1i{ke the zac2 of a person giving (&wo5160vx1) the ovame
“Hermogenes” in greeting to HBermogenes. It is tikewigse possible
that in giving (&noél&&vm) the portralts to @y friends L carrty

(npogdepery) them to the oppoaite people; the portrait of the

woman to ihe wan, and that of the man to the woman. This

P L. e

e e

- N

F—“‘;w
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distriburion is Ilike the case of a person giving the name
Hermogenes™ in greeting not to Hermogenes but to Cratylus.
0f course, not both of these distributicas (S1avopal) of
the two paintings are right (3p6ail), but only the ome {n which
give (&no6166val) each painting to the person it has come Fr
and s like (13 mpoomxdv te xai <o Guotov, 430c). - N

This st
story, accepted by Cratylus, is all Socrates needs fo
) T

hisg explanation of true and false nanes. Such a di-"t:ihutiou or

2sgignment (Sizvopfiv), whether with paintings, as when I hand
the painting of the man over to the man, or with names, as when
L give the sound "Hello, Hermogenes™ in greeting to Hermogenes
Socrates callg righe (épeﬁv). And in the case of names, he no;
s
ot:ly ::alls the assigoment (Siavoufiv) right but alse true
(aAndn). But the other sort of diseribution (o.E the rn;::
portralt to the woman or of the name "Hermogemes™ to Cratylus)
vhic!: carries the unlike towards someone and hands it over (1:?1':
Tou avopoiov 83giv te xal Emidopav), Is not right (ovk Sp87v)
and, in the case of names, Sacrates alse calls thig assignmen::

(8ravopfiv) false (geudn, 430d).

Socrates”
es” assumption. We can sum up Socrates” argument {n

three steps:
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1 There are rvight wro t butions 6‘390““\ of
( ) 4 and ag distribu ( )

peintings to people.

S
(2) Names, 1ike paintings, are representation

T
(3) Thus, there are right and wrong agsignments (&iavopal)
?

and £false
of unames to objects, which we may call true

assignments.

rgument:
Plainly there {s an unstated assumption In this argu

the postulate of a tUO"place telation which can exist between

or cot the
epresentations and objects irregardless of whether
T

= “ relatiom, as T
repregentation i3 of the object. This “dianomic” re ’

hall call it exists whether it s l‘.‘ig t g s 1
S 3 ] or wromn that f{s

bject. He nay
vhether or not the representation {s of the obj

write this “postulate of dfauame” as follows.

For any x and y, i{f y 18 a representation,

e a
then there c¢an be an asgigoment (f
“dianome”), whether it g right or wrong, o

——

¥ to x.2

I take Elato with this pOBf:ulace to be cl&in‘.ug tllat Hich

(Continued next page.)
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The dianomic relation holds between a Tepreseatation and an

obfect. Presumably, since it {s a person who hands over the

paintings to hig friends or gives the nage "Hermogeneg” in

greeting to Someone, the dianomfe relation depends upon a giver

or distributer. Thus it ig perhaps implicie {n the pPostulate of

the two-place dianomic relation thar a third party g

involved~~the giver. We can spell this oyt in the “apodonic”

postulate:

For any giver G, and any X and y, {f Yis a
Fepresentation, then S can give or assign

(&no&léaval) J to x, whether or got y {8 a
Tepresentation of x.

(Coutiayed from previous page.)
Tegard to g dianome-g

Indeed ye
night -ay they are opposite each other). Likewigse ar Philebus
12d£, Sacrateg claims chat there fg po incoapa:ibili:y in
holding both that a11 pleasure 1ig pleasure ang that true
pleagure g umlike or opposite falge pleasure, Just ag oge aay
hold both that all color i3 color and that the color black is
the opposite of the color vhite, Oneologlcauy, then, 3ocrateg
{8 here committing himgelf to the kind diancme and the two sup-

kindg right diacome and Wroug dianome.
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How Socrates” assumption establishes true and false szeech.

wich this anti~Cratylus argument, it seems to me that Plato has

developed a theory of falsity which in an obvioue way carries

beyond the agsignment of names over to speech In general. The

carry-over is done by generaliziag the relation of representing

(between painting and objeck or between pame and cbject) to any

or nearly any sort of relation between LWO objects.

Because certain objects represent other objects, we know

that as representations of the other oblects they “~come from” oT

~pelong to” (mpooTike1v) those other obJects. Once he has

established that there i{s this sort of belonging (XPOCTKELV)
Plato can use the dfanomic postulate plausibly to {insist that
the distribution (Stavouﬁ) of an object to where it belongs is

right, but that the distribution of an object to where it does

not belong is not right. And when we put the objects together

in words (that 1is, when we put words together), the right

distribution we may call true, and the wrong distribution false.

Plato”s argument {n the Cratylus requires that certain
objects be representations of other objects.

tarion—of or being—:eptesen:ed-by are two particular ways in

which one object may “telong” (npochkelv) to another. But the

argument does not geem to require that the general relation of

velonging (%3 spocikelv) be the particular relation of

representing oF being represeated by (o ulue:ceut); rather, a#

Being—a—represen=

s
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ve have seen in th
the preceding paragraph, the argument s
eems to

require that the v 1, <0
epregsentiog (<to 1 1
pipgerclar) be belon
ging (

Tpochketv). Thu
8 L1f there {s any sort of belonging between
two

objects
» then there would seem to be righ
ght and
distributi o
ons of these objects. SWhen this distrib el
uting 1s done

in thought or wo
rds, we may call
it true and false
belfef (55&x)

and speech koros - For exam if Iheaecetua belon, 8 to the
( ) a ple» 4 h

Form Sitt{
ug in this ‘way: he partakes of Sirtin
distribution of words g

then the
: Theaetetus gits” s right and tru
gain, 1if N
N Theaetetus does not belong to the F F1
orm ying by

partaking of F
g lying, then the distribution “Theaetetus f£14
ag” ig

oot wight and £
alse- And, to take a more complicated ca
se, we

might infer fro
@ the greatest kinds section that If The.
belongs to th o
e Form Other In that he partakes of Oth
er with

regatd to Elying, then TheaetEtus {s other than y i
a £l iﬂa' 8

Now the infi
erence in the paragraph just before this fro
o

"Ther
e {s some sort of belonging between objects”

tight and wron
g distributions of ¢t
hese objects” is
made by usting

to "There are

2 generalized form o
£ the dianomic
postulate. That
postulate

tequi:ed tha: one of the two
Objects be 4 Tepregentation he
y ¢

B IizEd poa:ulate eg t 4 q b4
enera. IERV out that re ui:eﬂEBc
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for any x and ¥, there can be 2 distribution
or assig:meu: of y to % whether or mot ¥
belongs Lo X.
pelief

ofx oT
1€ the assignment {s made 1in thought, it ig a &0o%
e or false).
(true oT falge); in words, & AoYos or sentence (true
. tesides
Tt is again perhaps {mplicit ja ths postulate that
hes up
hing which mate
is involved, the ¢
xand § 2 third party

gly) x and 7 in words or thought. This

(whether rightly or wron

ate:
third party is explicit in the Match-up Postul

and any ¥ and X, H can
not X and ¥

£

For any matchmaker Y,
pateh up x and ¥ whether or

belong together.

hoge tWo
Conclusion. To give his argument, Socrates e
on .
Cone uf =~

8
distinct types of objects, reptesentation

i that the
r:eprese.utations. The advantage of this chofce
kind of
lation of representing is a par_ticula,tly seriking
Te

belonging. But the same argument coul

« Thus
atrikingly, with any relation of belonging
aot SO

g
ut d pe
Socrates aﬁcount yaes b does not e nd on there bei“ two

cts of
{nct types of objects, representacions and obje
distinc

:ep:esenca:iona. Rather, it dep

~pelongings” hetween objects,

and objects of -

—

L
d be made, though perhapsé

ends oun there being cexrtain

so that when we put things where
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they belong the distribution is right, and when we put things

where they do not belong the dfstribution is wrong. Likewise,

of course, the reason Socrates” account can easily be

generalized to explain all falsity in thought and speech 1s not
that his generalized account postulates two types of objects in

any true or false belief or thought (e.g. the types subject and

predicate or Ryle”s names and 1five vetrbs), but because in

general ‘there are certain belongings between objects: the

particular belonging fn any given case may be representing,
partaking, being the same, being other, being greater, or any

other kind of belounging.?

! Whether or not the mnatch~—ip-postulate account of falgity
actually requires that certain objects in fact do belong to
others will be considered ia chapter four, pp.33f.




THREE

fn this chapter 1T will argue that in the Theaetetus Elato
aust rteject the Match-up Pogtulate. It is commonplace among

1 that in

the Theaetetus Plato takes knowledge

some {pterpreters
1-or-nothing affair;
g at all about it.

oge edther knows everything

to be an al
My argument makes

about an object or nothin
plato out to be even stranger: the consequence for Plato of
rejecting the Match-up postulate 18 that belief 'and speech
pecome all or aothing, t09, {n that one either speaks oTf thinks
much 1ike gor Cratylus, one does mnot

true things OT else,
g at all but produces

in speaking ot thinkin

oaly the

gueceed

gemblance of speech, phony gpeech.

pilato rejects the Match—up postulate.
First T will argue that the fatlure of all

Why My argument will

be in twn steps.
8-200 requires a

false belief at 18

e attempts T explain
Second, I will argue that

fiv

rejection of tne Match—up postulate.
the Match-up postulate (oY rejecting all

Socrates” rejection of

e ———
1 g.g. W. G. Runcimani ¢. E. L. Owen, esp: pp-265, 262-53

and J- MacDowell.
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3l

five atte
mpts to explain false belief) 1is “caaonical”. Th
. at is,

I will argue th
at when Socrates rejects the five explanmats
nationg he

is s

: peaking in his own person; he 13 not merely engaged 1
ucing a positiou to absurd;.ty. Be 1s uot just comi .

:o:clusions which he himself does not hold, counclusions vh:cgh :o
atends to be so unacceptable that the position rath )

::nzl:sions which he inteands to be so unacceptable that t:r
sition entailing it must be rejected Ingtead .

. , I take h
be pointing out how hard it 1s to explain what false beli:: :.o
as a belief, so that his own coanclusion is that false belief:

are not really belfefs at all.

STEP ONE:
WHY 188-200 REJECTS THE MATCH-UP POSTULATE

Firgt-glan
glance evidence that 188+200 accepts th Match’“p
e

Postulate. Certainly the Match—-up Postulate is so wuch a part
common sense that {t i3 reasonable to begin by assumi "
Plato accepted 1t throughout 188-200, even I1f there :g i
er
indications one way or another, and even {f he had not clei :o
accepted it earlier in cthe (Cratylus argument cousidered rii

chapter two.
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{lable at
ddition to common genge, there is evidence ava
In 2

wax-block pmodel of false belief
2

first glance ln the fourth, the

1 icate that ato does GCCQPC the Haﬂch‘up Eostulate-
wh ch iﬂd tes h. P1

n th. m de ocrates oses that the miﬂ i like a block of
T at mo 1 Socr tes Supp 8 d g i

hey were signet
in which we stotre {imprinta of people as 1f they
waX,

rin - He says that, having an 1ﬂ1ptiut Of both Iheaetetus and
ge

t well
eat distance and 0o
{ng both at 3 gr
TheodoTus and see

Th wg with
y ¢ Theaetet:s it
~ teh up the {gprint o

enough, I might WT ngly ma

il the
i3 nismatch we may c¢a
£ Theodorus. Th
the perception ©

& L 3811 Y
fa lse ud ent that T heae tetus is the one ol in who s T

1like 2
his mismatch is Just
1 suggests that t
Theodorus) « Socrates

(
P
case where gomeoune puts his ghoes on the wrong feet WORE ol

something in 2 alrcror
Eurary §nodoupevol) and 1ike the sight of

v ~ 3 -~ - ~
n 18 g ( € t (o]
whe: r ht Cllan es tO left owx v To8 2L TONTPO 18 tNs od:eu)s

T el] & 8 oTEPR ETX QOUGHB)' tbiﬂ seems at first
X ? 551“ el p" P | pp

— e ————

ceepts
d chat Plato not only ineidentally accep
e e et 88-200 but conseiously argues 1a
g jate at 188~
the Match-up PEostu —
£ of the Match-up postulate there as 3 gten.ai:alrz e
vOor i '
\ definition of false speech at Sophist 2 o
5 c

- gis view is implicitly conaidered and reje -

99‘!‘1'51)‘ he argues that the 3enetalizaciou of

what £ollows. Briefly, e " " e

bird-cage nodel upon the wax-block mode
T will disagree- '
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glance to be evideace as strong as that {in the Cratylus that
Socrates accepts some form at least of the Hatch-up Postulate:
there are objects which in some way or other belong to certain
other objects—imprincts and perceptions, feet and shoes, right
and left and its mirror image—and I am postulated as a
matchmaker able to create match-ups between the objects whether

or not they {n fact belong with each other.

Moreover, when Plato eventually does abandon this wax—block
model of false belief,-he does so because this model predicts
that false belief does not exist in the combinacion (2v 1:;}
guvager) of perception with perception, nor in the combination

of thought (8izvole) with thought, but only in the combination

of perception with thought (195¢~d). The failure does not seem

to have anything to Jdo with Socrates” rejfection of the Match—up
Pogstulate; rather, the problem seems to be that the wax-block
model does not assume a form of the Match~up Postulate general
enough to account for all the mismatchings we do make.

Why the first-glance evidence may nmot be conclusive.

Plato”s own theory of false belief 1is different E£from the

wax-block model; after all, he does reject that model. This

explicit rejectifon sets this talk of wax imprints, shoes, and
nirrors apart from the talk in the Cratylus of portraits and

nameg, which 18 not vejected i{n that dialogue.
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I Since Plato is relatinmg with the wax-block model 2 theory 35

|H[ | “

He suppo
Pports this presuppogition with commonplice
events:

o I .
] presuppositions he brings out behind that explaration (by wmeans
I

I:"" b which he himself does not hold, it follows that neither the

Wa

i 11 rath or fire, which you know

lil .1‘ of commonplace events ,with shoes and mirrors) nor the parent an d preserver »
|

1tself the

1s the
of all othep things, ig
offspring of

friceion
that mismatchings cannot take place between two I{wmprines) | (1530) » aud these two are
§ a).

|
I |,Iu congequences he derives Ffrom that explanation (for instance,
mOvement gand

forms of motion
deserve to be taken for granted as part of Plago”s owa

explanation. Sentences of a theory rejected by Plato are
The animal kingdonm 1g sprung from th

ege
sources f{i.e, same

I
I
|
‘[ unreliable. witnesses to Plato”e owa beliefs about a proper
{
|
|
{
|
|
1l
|
I

I

!

1

|
Ul

fron movement

|1! theory. J (153b). and friction]
Ml
;:ﬂ An example might make thisg sort of unreliabilicy more

1

4 clear. Plato shovs throughout the Thegetetus his skill at §

h —_— I8 not the bodily habsr destroyad
!H motivating or giving the thought behind theories he does not and  {dleness and yed by rese
Inj by ’ preserved genera

| himgelf accept. This gkillful motivation makes It seem as If speaking, by gymnagti, ’ ty

it (153b)2 ¢ exercises and motiong

1|1} K4

il: I Plato accepts presuppcsitions or consequences he In fact ]
! nll { rajects. For Ingtaace, at [52df he motivates the doctrine that ,

1 y

[ % all things are in flux. Plato seems to accept thig doctrine’s ? I: mot [the soul] preserveq and nade better

through 1

|=n [ presuppositions (Fowler”s translations follow): & earning and practice, which ar
i } notions, vhere e
ili v a8 through Test, which {
I 'I ’ { of practice and of study, e 1 ® ant
|it. ! The doctrine {s amply proved by this, and forgees whae £t ha 1' €arns nothing
1 8 lea

;i | namely, that motion {3 the cause of that rned (153b-c)?

‘d | which passes for existence, that 1is, of 4 But 1t would be 2 uiseak

il } becoming, whereas rtest 1s the cause of e € to conclude from thege Passages alon

whic e

1 non-existence and destruction (153a). are taken from within the context of g

nakes at 153¢:
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i 1ll
| 'Iﬂlnl;{ul[ll
il

The good, poth for the soul and for the

vody, &8 motion, and rest is the opposite;

or the claim that gotion causes peing and rest agon-being; ©°F

that he has ao better explanation of the origin oOF pteservation

of the commoaplaces fire, animals, body¥, and soul chan aotion

without rest- Therefore, 0 come to @ conclusion about ?lato”s

-

own ptesupposiuona, about his oW explanations of these

copmonplaces, ie is not gafe to coasider the claims he makes iun

tejec:e.d theories. We will need to 100k for claims jnside of

theories vhich Plate does ot eventually reject, aven i{f the

oy

only uutejecl:ed theory we can £4nd amounts o nothing gore than

the agsumptions vehind Socrates” reasons £or rejecting other

rheories.>

Moreover, the fact that ¢lato does not anoounce that he is

a

rejecting che Match-up postulate when he rejects the wax-block

model may 1ot pe a safe reason to deny that one of Plato’s
E

deeper reasons Eor rejecting this model {g in fact 2 denial of

the Match=up postulate. 1€ Pplato does {n the end reject the

Match=up postulate, which 1is the elaim of this chapter, then

—

3 guch an gorejected theorYs {eself used Eof rejecting other
ptet, pp.68-9-

is cousidered later ia chig cha

theories,
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that rejection would be a deeper reasou for vejecting the
w:x-bloclc model. Such a patterz of fnftfally dismissing a
theory for oge reason while later dismissing it for a deeper
:ason occurs eariier in the Theaetetus: both the position that

owledge is ‘percaption and the position that as things appear
to a mas, 5o they teally are for him are disnissed several times
i.a,;: 157e-158a, 16le-162a, 163b-c, 163c~164b, 170e, 17la~c, anod

e-179b) before the uleimate argument against both s
presented as aun argument against the view that all is in flux
2182e-183c)." Thus this chapter will argue that Plato has 2
jeepjar argument agaiast che waxe=block model than its lack of
generality: ao argument that it fails to explain aot only noa-
perceptual cases but also perceptual cases, such as mistaking

Theaetetus to be the oue coming

The importance
— of~ Soerates” rej
- ection of the bird
ot 2= L cage

dodel. Of
course, nothing that has been said yet nakes it L
least bic 11 e
kely that Socrates rejects the Match-up Postulate i
e in

the Theaetetus [+ far T ve only een tryin to e, that the
e : S ha b b1 g argue, €
.

( ) pre t thi,
Penner 197, gents his sort of iutetprecation of

Plato’s ar
guments in the Th
eget
geraclicus. etus againet Protagoras and
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first-glance evidence of the wax~block model need aot be
conclusive evidence that he accepts the Match-up postulate. But
{n fact Lt {8 easy to show that Socrates could not have accepted
the Match-up postulate in the wax~block nodel. The proof is by
contradiction: 1f he had accepted the Match—up Postulate in the
wax-block podel, then he would have accepted the bird-cage

d-cage model.
Postulate will gccept
nd Ls like

model. But he rejects the bir

Wwhy anyone who accepts: the Match—up

the bird-cage nodel.

and that the birds we put &

This model supposes that the mi
nto the cage are bits of

a bird-cage,
knowledge. The model makes a distinction between having a bird
at 31_a_n_{, whenever it 1is {n our cage, and having 2 bird in h?s;l_l_d_,
o the cage and geize it. In this way we

whenever we reach int
ave them at hand in our cage,

could “kmow” two birds, that is, h

p wrougly, thus &

but—by the Match-up Eos:ula:e.—-match them u
expl;iining any false pelief. For instance, we could “kmow” the ¥
pird ~745° and the bird 117 but wrongly match them up when we
gay "1 + 5~ 11." In the wax-block model Socrates had used the {
analogy of putting oune”s foot into the wrong shoe as a way of
antablishing the possibi.lity of error in that model. Here in
the bird-cage model-~1f he accepted the Match=-up Postulate——he 1
one red sandal and

the analogy of putting on

ought to have uged
andals a8t hand under the bed,

but

nue blue gandal: we have toth s

the darkness of the room or the gleepiness in our

on acecount of
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eyes we wrongly take i{n hand and match up these sandals o
feet (by the Match-up Postulate) even though they do .
belong together. o
I
188-205) Plato had accepted rthe Match-up Postulate throughout
» making plain use of Lt in the wax-block model and
justifying it there with the foot~in-the-shoe analégy thn
sur ’ )
h ely he would have accepted the bird-cagé model by means ‘:
the Match-up Postulace, justifying it (Lf he had really tho :
it needed any more jJustification after 1its success {a ught
wax~block model) with something like the sandal-u »
. nder-the=~bed
nmi:: may couclude that any {nterpretation which takes the
success of the wax—block model (at apparently
how false belief can arise from the mismatching of ::P :jining
pe:ception) to show that Plato {s committed teo the uacchpupnz to
tu . N
ate must fail to explain why he rejected the bird~cage model

5 e gpots n the bird: BEB model. It might b
Two alleged weak t i t {rd-c e

arguedS cha
t the bird-cage model has weak spots of 1ics
own which

have nothin
g to do with the M
atch-up Pagstulate
, and that it ig

S
E.g. Detel
» PP.60-61, suggests
that b
veak spots are part of the bird-cage madel oth of the followiog




40

thegse peculiat weak gpots which cause Socrates to reject ft. Inm
that case we could asstrt that Plato maintafned the Hatch—up
Postulate throughout. 188-200 aud rejected the bird~cage model
without vrejecting either it or ;:he partial success of the
wax—block model.

Two weak spots have been suggesl:ed.s The first {s that the

bird~cage model does umot allow for any distinctica between the

6 1 suppose that a third weak spot night be suggested: that,
while the wax~block model gets a discinction between the Ewo
candidates for a match-up by the distinction between perceptions
of objects and memories of objects, the bird-cage model allows
no way to distinguish two candidates for a match-up. But cthis

weak spot has already been showa not to be part of the bird-cage

model by the sandal-under—the-bed analogy. Just as we can

distinguigh two candidate sandals~—the red oae which I put ot
one foot and the blue I put on the other-—so ve can distinguish
two candidate birds--the bizd “11” which I seize in one hand and

the bird “7+5° which I sefze in the other.

[
o}

e N~

PR

P

i

§
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objects of the belief and the

) Iepreseutatioas of objects which
According to this syggestion

’

there i{s, for example,

make up a belfaf.
in this madel

uo g
uch object as the aumber twelve apart

from the va
rious birds representing the ounber twelve (th
) ] t
7+57, the bird T127, ete.) o

The gecond S“SSEStEd weak spot (Uhich Peﬂ'aPs is a

congequence of the fir
st) {s that the b:
ird-cage model ¢
oes aot

allow for a
ny distinetion between the match-ups which
we nake

(whether rf
ght or wreng) aud the match—ups which rteally bel
elong

together,

th these weak Spots are not in the

bird-c. g
begin with, ie e

would
ba surprising if Socrates had suggested 4

uodel wh
ich d1d not npake thegse two distinctions, £
y Lor (e {s

agreed by everyone
that these 41
stinctions are
made in the

Uax‘block model. Iiby would Plato of £ r model
e a U
with g ch weak

() ea.
g
Spots aft T uzead, 3°°£din thgse Heaknesses in :he :lier

7
In Fr
eégean terms, it doeg wot distingufgh

(Bedeutung) fron “weaning” (Sinn) refeence




1 will show with an example how these two distipetions 2re
then I will ghow how they are

By making the two

made 1in the wax-block model,

likewise made {n the bird-cage model.
ows itself tanocent of the

digtinctions, the bilrd-cage model sh

¢ was accused of having.
1stinguishes petween the objects of a

of objects which make up that

two weak spots i
The wax-block model d

bpelief and the representations
belief. For {nstance, 2 colmpany of eleven men is distinct from

e eleven 1in wy mental wax block. And the

the imprints of thos
wax~block model distinguishes between the match-ups T oig

(whether right oTr wrong) and the match-ups which ceally belong
rogether. For instance, guppose that I have {n store 3 supply
of wax imprints of the twelve apostles, and that after the Last
r I come and see sthem all 'sil:ting together, except Judas.

perception of eleven apos

gee clearly oF b

Suppe
tles, but, because the

T am given a
ecause of oy

room is too dark for me €O
low-grade wax, T match up my wax imprint of twelve apostles to
oy perception of eleven apostles. 0f course, thig is the wroug
patch-up; OY {mprint of the eleven apostles i3 what in fact
pelongs with oy perception: In this way the ¥

he wmatch-ups we make a

makes 3 distinction between L

natch-ups which belong together.

ht make g
3

ax~block madel j

ad the

ponr)

P PO .Y

5
1

it
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The bird-
cage model just as clearly makes th
distinctions. s
The firgt distinction is between the obj
belief and e
the representations of objects which ke
nwake up that

belief. In i
ntroducing the bird—-cage model, Seocrat
, esg says:

Whate!
ver blt of knowledge (Zmigthunv)
som

eone acquires and shuts up in their cag
we g N
- ay he has learmed or discovered th;

n

ing of‘ :ahich this 1s the knowled 3
Tpaypa 0O fiv cvetn A € n o
. 7 exiagtnun), and that just

owing (to &nl v’ €l

ol lotegfel tout elval,

C
ii.e‘h:ly the object of a belief, for example, the number twel
self, {s here distinguished from the representations of .
object, that is, from the bits of knowledge of twel o
bird “127, the bfrd “7+5°, etc. e
N The second distinction is between the natch-ups I might
b e (whether right or wrong) aud the match-ups which re :1
elong together. For instahce, suppose that T have tak -
hand the bird “7+5”, and that I am hunting for a bi den )
matches up with. Mistaking the bird “1l1“ for the bird ilZ"’:M:I
- ’

match up the bizd 117 with bi say in 7 + - .
P th the rd 7+5 » -4 5
12

Socrates gays:

. - _

e N
i e—_t .

T~ -

S T
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he bit of kmow= }

have t
gible not to
" ast to have the

Ir is

hig thing [il.e. ,
e 1 bit of knowledge i

pird ~127), but some other

en in huating for some bit of

instead, wh
ag the varlous kind

d catches one instead
le he thought
because he caught the

him, ingtead of
ag it

knowledge,
he makes a mistake an

of another; 89 {n one exanp

twelve was eleven,

bird “117, which was within

the bird ~12~-, caught & ringdove,

vere, instead of a pigeon.

» .
g1v TV 2 qigthuny Toutou 010V TEs

3 7 2eeivis, OF
xve’ Exelvus, ApEd
aetopEvay avl
-~ o
tore Gpx ta evéexa

- - A
wn yep €X
o’ ‘étEpcw

- » > - v 61
fgou f0%  EXLOTTIRN

v Onpeluy TLWE
. -
Etepas

- - -
e o ek MBI‘: v %vbexd ETLCTIRAY
susexa wnen elval, v v €vée
Zvti s cwv S@bexa hafuv
pas, 199%b.

-~ 2 ¢ -~ v v
hv &v Egutw O10
gatTay 2wl REPLOTE

Her the G :Ch-u wh Ch re lly "elon Lo et!le! or the birde
P i rea. - 83 4 Y
2 a
d 12 is cle&rl? distinguistlEd from the !natcll-up we
7+S an 'y
wyong § mke when we m kenly come up with € bitd 11 in
1. istal he
. I 3
i 8 £ hun Thus bc:h distit‘ct’-oﬂs are made
thd as a res 1t o Qur 4

-4 P -
the bf.td-'cage model does unot have the alle ed weak 8po

g fly about, b

——

oS

45

It {3 wrong, then, to see Socrates as ceapletely rejecting
the bird-cage model but still seeing part, at least, of the
wax-block model as umrefuted in some way. And after all, when
Socrates does reject the bird-cage model, he plainly does wish
to say that the wax~block model is just as absurd: he says that
3 refuter (eheytixds) will deride hoth the bird cages aud the
wax blocks (neptotspe;ves - - « xhuplvor nk&auata) as ridiculous
(yerolon, 200a—-c). The  weak-spots-in—-the-bird-cage-model
hypothesis, in ¢ontradiction with this passage, should predict
that wh;an Socrates rejects thev bird-cage model he will mnot
equally scorn the wax-block model, for that model, according to
those who put forward this hypothesis, does achieve a measure of

success and i{s not the total failure which the bird-cage model

is.

A pgeneral theory of 188-200. On the other hand, the
interpretation I am arguing for-~that Plato rejects the Match—~up
Pogstulate throughout 188-200-—can account for the complete
failures of both models, while still allowing for the fact that
the wax-block modei 1is inftially dismissed for a more
superficial reason (its lack of generality). As I have said,
the pattern of initially dismissing a theory for one treason
vhile later dismissing it for a deeper reason occurs elgewhere

in the Theaetetus. Indeed, if we suppose that Platc rejects the

Hatch—-up Postulate throughout 188-200, we can explain why he
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re jects all four of che explanacions of false pelief which are

ifa terms of knowing and not knowing (the gecond explanation is

{n terms of belug and not-being)- gach of the four is rejected

because each fails to explain how anyone could ever mistake

anything for another thing and coue up with a false pelief (the

wax-block madel, of course, is not initially rejected for this

reason, but, sharing the common defect, 1Lt ultimai:ely is

rejected for this reasou). Todeed, I claim that Socrates 1{s not

Just ignoring the Match—up postulate ino these failed

explanations OF purposely leaving it out (as if it wexe the reel

solution Gto all or part of the cases of error, 2 golution to

which he was racitly drawing attention), but that he 1s taking

aim agaimst it, making it the principal enemy of his attack

against the four explanations {n terms of xpowing and not

knowing. This clajm can be gupported by @& 1ock at the four

explanations and why Socrates thinks they fatl.

Soerates” :eiec:ion _rgi_ the £irst exglanaciou: aismatched

Now the Match-up postulate asserts that even Lf WO

objects.

objects, 8387 Socrates and Theaetetus, do oot really belong

togather {in this particulaz war of belounging,

the same), T nonetheless can patch them up @ith each othex. 1f

. make this matchwup fn thought, £ will be (falsely) thinking |

that Thesetetus {3 Socrates.

let us 83Y¥: beins{
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Consider Soc -
rates” argument against such an explanation: T
this argument, § L
» Socrates leaves out 1
earning and for
getting and

claims that &
a that case we then either know something d
or do not

know . Oun -
it h
thesge liues, when someone Inakes a Iudgﬁ"nt they
2

aust Jud
Judge efther about a thing they know or do
: not know
of &ourse 3 pn o
" (xat pnv) both to kanow and not know the
" same thin, o
©0) is impossible (&5Uvatov, 188a-b) "
Socrates i
poiants out that (a) it 1s impossible for soa
meone

ne ng S no itgelf (
to think that o thi which he knows bt t se Tauta

. s .
oleTaL OV tauta) but
another thing whi
ch he also kn
1 ows. The

impoésibili
ty 1is that he would know both and not ku
ow both

»
(huod ST - -
upotepa e1bws ayvoer éud:otspa, 188b).

And he 83y b b P
> 8, ( ) ic s impossible for him to think that

one thing whi
g ch he does not know is another thing which h
ch he does

: not” know. Th
e Impossibility in this case {3 that some
meone who

knoWs unel
ther
, say, the man- Socrates uor che man Th
o eaetetus

could take ic into b 1 v v v
4 is ead (313 Siavole lmﬁe‘.l .) that th
™ e

man Socrates {
s the man Theaetetus or that the man Th
eaetetus is

the man .Socrates (188b}.

Again, he says, (c) it fs impossible for him tc.think th
one thing he knows is another thing he does not know, o N
one thing he does not know is another thing he knows (1’88; -
seems that bhoth of the akove impogsibilities apply here: ;t :

{mpogsible that
the man would k
now and not know on
e of the
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and it 1s meoesi.ble

things, like the impossibility of case (3),
that he would cake into his head the thing he did not kmow, 1ike
{v). In aay case, (2), (b), or (),

the {mpossibility of case
to think falsely that oune

it is impossible to fiad a way thing A

1s another.
The point of Socrates” argument seemns to be that Lt is not
o assert that

on of false helief merely U

enough of an explanatl
a way in

we can in thought mismatch Theaetetus and Socrates in
ohich they do got belong-2 For to mismatch the two this way
the men for the other.

eg thalb we aistake coe of

gurely requir
o this, given (a), (b)), and (e)?

The point of the last three e_x_glanations of
the same complaint against Soera

But how could we d

Nearly everyoue makes tes”
gainst 2 aismatched—objects
rather, his

argument 3 explanation.

got overlook rhis complaint;

arguments against explanaciona of false belief in terms of
knowing and not knowing are degigned to take {ato account and
¢inally veject that complaint. Fi{zat I will get out
eg” arguments.

complaint; then T will go ou with Socrat

8 Contrary to ?e.nner'a theory of partial knowledge; see aote

11.

false belief. g

9 gocrates did p

remaining three |

hat )

-
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N
The universal complaint . It i1s clear that {f I knew

everything about an object (it would have to be a ver
object), T could never think falsely about ic. And it j SIZPIe
s
:hal: if T knew nothing about an object, not even a way to i :ar
) g efe
: {it, T could not think falsely about it, either. But therr
ippears to be a giant hole in this argument for )
dmp::sibility of false judgment. It seems obvious that ve uethe
] Vi
i ow everything about an object (for instance. how many ti .
: was discussed in the fifth century B.C.), and {t als: -
- gseem
uit we always know something about an object (at least, that ii
exi:::-—or, to be really sure, that it either exists or does not
N « In other words, for the argument to work, at 188
orc:at:es needs to claim that we efither know something comgle:elaz
not at all, but this fs a "faulty dichotomy;"!? we can

“partially” lm
y ow an object. There i3 a gense in which I d
o know

9
E.g- Cornford
p-113;
PD-196-7. ’ Runciman, pp.29-30; MacDowell
1]

10 -
Fine“s phrase (1979).
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Theaetetus, and a sense in which I do not know the same man, for

we can have a bit of knowledge about something without knowing -
"X

partially iqow Theaetetus™ o "I know and d
0 not know

everything about {t.

Apparent consequences of the universal complaint. I need
to look f{nto this giant hole. It seems to me that, strictly . Theaetetus” to say °1 do know some things (facts, sente
2
speaking, even with the partial knowledge thecries, we still ¥hatever) about Thegetetus, but T do gor know other thinnces, N
must allow that It {s impossible both to know znd not know the | 8% aboue
(Contiaued From previovs page.)

note Penne
T 8ays that our imperfect 8rasp "is sufficient

For to say we have partial kuowledge of Theaetetus,
to allow ug ¢ -

0 refer to” whatever the object 1s, here, The

3 ae~

game thing.

. for {nstance-—according to any theory that I have seenll-~is fn
fact to say that the real object of our knowledge——what we 1 tetus. Yet thy
y 3 2 ! et v o 3 real knovledge of Theaeterys 1s “lacomplece~ 1
teally know—is not Theaetetus but bits about Theastetus, his N 0 @gke nistakes aboye Theaetetus > "
] rhetorically for thig possibility: T Tenmer argues
pame, job, age, and the like, or (depending on the theory) true . V2
i
I
4 . you have only z rartial gramsp on Theaeteatus d |
on"t Im, —=~an
seoumas owhwhat Part of your beliefs about hinm ig [
) €y what part fgn-g——.,
1l save one. Terry Pemner maintains the exceptional theory ; ' and indeed anyone t—and simflarly for Theodorug §
ou
that (a) Theaetetus himself, not bits of some gort about hiam, is might you gor m‘smz meet in the street, then why 1"
1 e ¢
the real object of kmowledge, yet (b) the claim that we elther or think Theaeter . he one coning for rhegeteme’ §
ug {3 ,
know something completely or else mot at all is a faulty R Theodorus . . , 7 i‘
dichotomy. Thus for Pemner we can really somehow have knowledge | Since he gives wo furth ﬁ"
er i
of Theaetetus without having complete kaovledge of him. Penner, ledge can both T explanation of how this sort of tmap- 4
u 8 =T
describes this somchow real, yet incomplete, knowledge of Thege- theory amounts o aoth{ omething yee bpe uistaken, Penper-g I‘;.l
1 o
tetus which makes Socrates” dichotomy faulty as an imperfect of, Socrates” re Jectton o thz n:re than an unelaborated denial of !
- . aismatched~oh i
artial “grasp” of Thedetetus. ‘ s Jects explanac I
P grasp R ) ¥ e 8n unelaborated affirmation of chap £ planation, that |
This incomplete knowledge 13 “somehow real” in that it false belief (an affirmario irge explanation of i‘:
. a
teally succeeds i{n being aboui Theaetetus himgelf: in a private Socrates~ aistake {n rej tiunelaborac"d even by a diagnosis of ¥
1 ecting that '
next page.) Elrae nodel), (Conetnued "Il
)
\
Id
|

(Continued next page.)
i
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Thus T say that, grricily speaking, they agree with
him.” u

cthe saue
Soerates that 1t 1is i{mpossible to know and not know

ching.

W well ask: How do the partial knowledge theories
e may :

explain false belief? some explanation is needed; for why will
got the same argument Socrates applied to kaowledge of
Theaetetus alsc apply to kxaowledge of bits about ‘ﬂ'lea\et:el:us‘!12
Lheas e -

The explanatious which a partial knowledge theotry might

rates

¢£fer seem to be, as T will try to briug out, just what Soc
offer .
in terms
considers in his last three arguments: the explanation

d the
£ mismatched ~thinkings”, thé wax-block model, an
[

tion in
bird-cage model. Each of these, like the Eirst explana

(Continued Erom previous page.)
s inconp.
-3z theory thus is too
. yet it seems vulnerable to
theory which caintaing that
et be

letely stated to ta the

subject of any gpecific criticism,
eneral problem for any
: g) cam both be about something ¥
it cannot be

Socrates”

knowledge (or chinkin
the knowledge does mistake two things,

miastaken: Lif et

about oue of those things any more than the

below.

12 Terry Penner agks this question in geminars.

"

o e S A i

N s

Y
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terng of mismatched objects, will be seen to require the
Match-up Postulate, and it 1s their right to assume any such

postulate which Socrates will deny in each case.

The explanation in terms of mismatched “thiokings”. Perhaps -

an explanation can av;id talking about the obfects of knowledge
at all, but ouly talk about the “thinking” or the judging
itgelf. In that case, we would explain how we can falsely think
or: judge that one thing 1s another by saying that what we match
up in our minds are not the things we are thinking about, but
the thoughts or “thinkings” themselves. Again, it is plain that
anyone who accepts the Mazch—-up Postulats will accept that this
sort. of amismatching {s possible. According to that postulate,
we can wmismatch one “thinking” with another (say, a thinking
about Socrates and a thiaoking about Theaetetus) even though
those two “thinkings” do not really belong together.

Why Socrates rejects the mismatched “thinkings”

expianation. For Socrates, this sort of explanation is
unacceptable, too, and for the same reason why one caannot think
oue object of (complete) knowledge {8 another object of

(;:nmplete) knowledge. Suppose, he says, that thinking 1s saying

words (to oneself silently). Then, according to this
explanation, in the falge belief "Socrates Is Theaetetus™ there

iz a wistake, just as earlier in the first explanation of

aismatched objects, but here we do not mistake one man for
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another but one word for another. what we mistake in our minds

{s not the man Theaetetus £oT the man Socrates; rather, we

mistake a name OT descripticn which belongs to gocrates with a

aame or descriptiom which belongs to Theaetetus. But as soon as
fon requires that

it is clear that 2 pi{smatched-thinking explanat

we mistake one word for amother, it is easy to see that it fails
We saw that that original

for the same reason as the originmal.

a how, if I know

explanation failed because 1t did not explal

both the men whom 1 am thinking of, T might think thst one is

the other. Likewise, this explanation g€ails because tf I konow

both the words which T am thinking with, there is o explanation

cf how I might mistake oae for the other. Socrates says:

thioking {is speaking to
3 saying both, that is,
lays hold of both with
that is, thiok, that
PO Iy

ubels audotepe YE
8 i‘zMow R3]

Therefore, 1f
oneself, no one who i
thinks both, that 18,
his wind, would say,
the one is the other (o

~ - .« 3 .
NEYwv K&l SoEajuwv xail £HARTOPEVD:

- - < ~

xi GoEacerev ws TO eTEQPOV

-~ 3 ~
duxn gAROL @V X
of course, the phrage

¢
txepov Xgtiv). But,
concerning the other

permitted by you [thae 1s,
with me juat because the Greek Iidiom for
reads “"the other is

(<5 ‘evepov) must be
don”t quibble

*rhe one is the other”
for I am sayling the game thing

ould think that the ugly 1s
ort.

the other”].
as this: No ome d
beautiful, oT auything else of that 8

b e e A

oy -_.:t:&_“_

e

PN
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—Well, Socratee, T do permit [that
phrage--that 1s, T won"t quibble with you
becauge of the peculiarity of the Greek
expression “"the other™] (190c8-dl).l3

0f course, it goes without saying that 1f you do not knmow the
words, them you will aot even be able to have them fir mirnd in
the fir‘s: place so as to say them to yourself. Socrates adopts
here a silent-gpeech theory of thinking, but his argument would
seem to work just as well no matter what we take the thinking
process to congist of—words, “palantings” (cf. Philebus 39b)

Enilebus ’

-

meanings,” or whatever.

The uni:
versal complaint again, and the same consequence

There seems to be the game hole in this argument against a
mismatched-"thinkings” explanation as in the earlier argument
against a mismatched-things explanation. What partial knowle:;ge
theorists believe is that we partially know words: we know some
of rhe ctimes they should be used without wnowing other times

when th ’
ey shtould. That {s, what we know are not wordsg, but bit
. 3

13 1+ would aot be satisfactory to read thi
8 ar
t::i“:ingo fchis passage, as dealing with a aistake of g::::;s'
Emkegtu__ rather thaen “thinkingg”, for such a reading would
ugmen: a;ag::::c identical to the original.mismcched-objecta
. ell, pp.203-4, seems to agree.

~md

e

Ry

-

e
——

A s g e
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about words such as facrs, uses, OT whatever. Socrates” last

two arguments consider just these sorts of explanatione in terms

of bits.

The mismal:ched—vax—imp:in: explanation and 1ts first

problem. The wax~block model is an attempt to allow for partial
knowledge of Theaetetus, by making the real objects of knowledge
bits about Theaetetus. In this model, the bits a&re gharply
divided into two quitce different types: jmpriots fn wax and
Eercegzions. Such a model makes no attempt to claim that we can
falsely judge concerning two bits of the same type. The safie

reagon we saw above against, making either the interchange of
things or of words for thicgs the root of falsiry will also
apply here to wax {mprints: 1f we koow Ewo wax i{mprints, we
cannot take one for the other (cf.l92a-c, 195¢c-d)- Rather, this
gort of two-type model only attempts Cto explain false judgment
resulting from ofsmatehing an object of ome type with an objiect
of another type. Agald, 1t is obvious that anyone who accepts
the Match—up Postulate would accept the possibility of this sort
of mismatching.

As Socrates points out, thig two-type model caunot explain
errors within a type. False judguents will arise within the
game type; ve 33_51_1. falsely IJudge that one wax imprint 18

another (196a=b), or that oue perception {3 another.l* To

auccessfully explain galse jJudgment, 2 oany~type medel alone

Lo

Theaetetus
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will not
be enough. Thus the wax~block model forces us to th
e

bird~cage model.

The -
niswmatched: bits-of-knowledge explanatfen and why it

faflg. If
we are 801“8 to make the true ob leCts of knowledge
bits
(fac:s. propositions, or Uhatever), we must explain how we

can make false iudgﬂents with two bits of the sane type. The

bird-c
age model tries to do exactly this. The explanation
, as

we h
. have seen, iIs that we match up two bits which do not bel
elong
togeth
gether, for instance, we mismatch the bird “7+5° with the bird
r
T117. And
, as vwe have seen, the passibility of this sort of

eXPl&ﬂaEiOn will certainly be accepted hy anyoune who accepts the

Match—-up Postulate.

But as
soon as the.partial knowledge theorists give this

explanal::lou, Socrates raises the same old ptobleﬂ. the

~ex -
planation” that we mismatch the bird ~7+5° with the bird “11~°
re
quires that we mistake the bird “il” for the bird “12~
r . But

nowh,

ere has it been explained how if we kuow both birds we could

OuU.

migtake
one for the other-—it is the same old problem because

14 ¥
or a detailed examination of Plato”s denfal 1in th
e

of perceptual incorrigibility, see Penner, ch.5
2 .~y

gsec.8.




58

the mistake of the bird ~11” for the bird ~12“ temains Just as
aysterious here as the earlier mistake of a description (or word
for) Theaetetus for a description (or word for) Socrates, OT the
original mystery of the mistake of the man Theaetetus for the
man Socrates. It uc;uld be cofipletely irx;atioual (moAAR @AoYiE),
when bits are our objects of knowledge, to say we both know and
do uot know those bits (2zigchuns xapayEVOREVNS yvavai pEv TV
Guxnv unbev, Syvonoay &8 mavea, 199d).

The problem for the partiasl knowledge theories. When

Scorates £irst took up this problem of falgse belief, assumed
that Theaetetus can be the object of our knowledge, and claimed
thar we either know him completely or do not know him at all
(and not both}, he seemed silly. "Surely you aust allow that we
can have Eaztial knowledge of Theaetetus,” the partial knowledge
theories said. But the partial knowledge theories did not
really claim that we know and do not know, OT partially koow,
the same thing, Theaetetus, unless the phrase “partial knowledge
of Theaetetus” was explained as knowing soue bits (about
Theaetetus), and Bot knowing other bits (about him). Thosge
theories did not seem to want to say that, concerning those bits
<hich we know ahout Theaetetus, we can ¥now and not know the
game taing. Their solutien geemed to be that we caa speak of

partial knowledge of Theaetetus because the real objects of

knowledge are something else, bits. But that answer gives no
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explanation of how we mistake one bit for another; it merely
3

assume ~
s, a8 the vety first “paive” explanation did, soume sort of

match-
ch—up postulate. Socrates can justifiably say that after our

long d
g discourse we euded up with the same perplexity we had in

the beginniug {l&QKDGV !teplelﬂov:es RAALV EXL TV Kpatnv TapeTpev

) .
anoplav, 200a).

Two last attempts to

justify the Match-up Postulate

‘re .
Jected There are two ways to go from here. The “partial”

kno‘iledge theories can either assert that there are bits of

i
gnorance which we have in our bird-cage along with bits of

k
nowledge, ovr they can declare that they were not reall
y

s
peaking seriously when they said that the real objects of

knowledga~—
ledge~—what we really do know—are bits about Theaetetus

In f
act, they say, (though they are uot really being serious

now
» elther), the real objects of knowledge are other bits about

the first order of bits we talked about.

Th
e first of these two attempts runs into the same old

roblem
p yet again. As long as the objects of knowledge are

these bits, whether bits of knowledge or bits of ignorance
ACe,

eithe
r thegse bits of knowledge and ignorance are known or not

But
» on the one hand, it fs laughable to say that a man who

kn
owe both bdits of knowledge and ignorance (ématﬁ;mv e xat

>
averiatnposuvny) could take on
e for the other, or a
gain, knowing
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neither, take one for the other, or fimally, knowing onme and unot

knowing the other, take one for the other (200b).

Digression: Church”s solution to the perplexity of the

bird-cage model. The second attempt, L said, Ls to declare that

those bits about Theaetetus which we took to be the objects of

knowledge are not, after all, the real objects of knowledge. We

have only partial knowledge of them. Insead, there are bits

about those bits, and these secornd~order bits are what we have
in our bird-cage (200b). This is Church”s solution (1946}. His

original bits were Fregecn concepts. Faced with the problem of

explaining how we could mistake ome comcept for another {(that
is, the problem of explaining how an analysis could be
informative), he said that 4» the same way that there are
concepts of things (such as Theaetetus), there are also concepts
of concepts: “a name which denotes a concept must have, besides
its denmotation, also a senge” (pp.132-3). Church called this

“the Fregean solution,” for it 1s a special case of Frage’s
gsolution to Socrates” problem, thc problem of how we could ever
mistake one thing for another (that {s, the problem of
explaining how a statement of identity could ever be
informative).

Although the problem {8 put in terms of informative

identity statements instead of false judgments, the resemdlance

of Frege”s work to the Theaetatus is remarkable. Frege

consid
€rs explaining the informative identity seaten t
ent "g = 3~

in terms of the
thing named by "a" and "b"; the Theaatetus
=ting —=actetus

be ias by congid
34 ering l“st such an Illtetcllange of things (the

mismatched-
ched-things argument, 137e-~188¢). Frege also tr{
€8s an

expl
¥planation {n termg of the words aloge "a" and “p~

the
tho
ughts theary of the Theaetetus triesg exactly this

(ef. 190c~d).
[ e~d) When thig explanation also fatlls, ¥rege spells

out a th
eorty of bics (Siune), which he accepts as the begt

explanation,

cage model), but rejects b
oth. The only diffe
Tence in argurent

betneen the two deVelopaents is :lla: a Fregean :akES 3&:10381,

the exist
atence of ever higher orderg of bits about bie
s

(“eco -
ncepes of concepts ); Socrates Supposed tﬁac

2
aB_eAeycyicge-—

he Sophist, of
Sophi o ’ .
phise 216b7—gould find that solutfon abgurd (ye&ows)

3
Probably a reference to the Eleatic Stranger of ¢

Frege and
g his followers never questiod that false Senteunces

do exist. 1h -~
e five~step argument of Theaetetus 188-200 seems to

question
that very existence. For if “e, with Socrates, 4
+ d0 not

take
seriously ga theory of aver higher orders of bits ab
about

bies, th
’ en the argumene vill drag ug te the conclusion that

th c8a La
ere c=28 %2 no falge thinking or speaking:




1£ we find no escape from our perplexity, we

ghall, I fancy, become lou--spiti.:ed, 1ike

geasick people, apd shall allow the argument

to trample on us and do to us anything it

pleases (191a2-

Interpreters of the wax block and bird-cage models have

generally fatled to see that Plato there {s abandoning,

know he Is abandouing, any theory of bits. This includes any
Fregean theoTy of sense and ceference. Thus McDowell,

example, takes Plate not to have tejecced a

reference,

gseelng the

but to have come very close but still jusC nissed

truth of such theoties:

Tn the theory of 191a=~195b, plato has
come quite close to a satisfactoTry way of
dealing with the difficulty gaised by the
argument of 187¢-188¢c, without, apparently,
quite grasping the esggential point. The
difficulty can be undermined by the polnt
that a thing can be qualified to figure in
one”s judgment by virtue of one”s having
gome quite tenuous mowledge of it, {n the
sense of knowledge as to what it is. To put
the point with an ¢nteantional crudity, a
thing can flgure {n one”s Jjudgement by
virtue of one”s command of just oue of the
posaible 1{aes on to it. In a true judge~

ment of {dentification, oue commands CWO

theory of sense and
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and must r

Ernw
«oX
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different lines on to what is in fact ouly
one thing. The fact that the two lines are
different, even when the judgment {s true,
leaves open the possibility that, in a case
in which one knows two lines on to what are
in fact two different things, one may
without obvicus absurdity suppose that ome
{s in the other sort of situation, 1.e.
that one”s two lines are lines ou to what is
in fact only one thing.

The above remarks are intended to bring
out how close Plato has come to golviag the
problem posed by the argument...(pp.216=7).

McDowell”s solution involves postulating a higher order of bits
about (“lines ounto") the first lavel of bits, aund seeas to
suggest that Plato (i) came cloge to but (il) missed this
~successful” solution by (i) postulating bits in the first place
but ({4) failing to go on to postulate bits about those bits.
Plato”s dismissal of that very solutios at 200b=c {8 unrecog—

nized (cf. pp.-225-6).

Socrates” rejection of higher order bits. According to

Socrates, we will run {nte the same problem with the gecond~

order bits, Lf they are what we have or do mot have in our cage
(that i{s, %f they are the proper objects of knowledge): the

agsugption (by the Match-up Postulate, of course) that we can

nismatch two of these bit has not explained how we can mistake
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one of these bits for another. In this way we will be drivea to
say that not even these second-order bits are what we have {n
our cage, but there are third, fourth, and ever higher orders of
bits. Yet no order can be said to be {n our cage, without the
same problem as ever: if we do have it in our cage, that Ls,
know Lz, how will we be able to mistake Lt for any other bit? We
are forced to tun without end up through higher and %igher
orders, 'without ever getting anywhere (xal oGt &3
&vcyxaaeﬁaecec els <abro v REPLTPEXELY pUPLEKIS oubEv TAROV

RO\OGV?SS, 200¢).

A summary of Socrates” rejection of the Match-up Postulate
in 188~200. In each attempted explanation of false bélief, the
Match—up Postulate was assumed. Against each mismatching
explanation, Socrates argued that, although it inevitably
required that we mistake one ching for ano:her,LS there {s no
explanation of how this mistake {3 made.

This 1s laid out {n the table.

False Belief Objects Irrational
(traussparently Mismatched Migtake
described)

1. Thegetetus Theaetetug Theaetetus
{3 Soccrates. and Socrates for Socrates

2. Theaetetus

is Socrates.

3. Theaetetus

is Socrates.

4. Twelve 1is

eleven.

15 Notice that even the wax~block medel, fu postulating the
aismatch of a Theaetetus-imprint
requires that we mistake our Theaetetus-imprint for a Soc—

rates-imprint.

wental descrip-

tions of Theage-
tetus and of

Socrates

wax f{mprint of
Theaetetus and
perception of

Socrates

bird “74+57 and
bird “11°

mental descrip—
tion of Theae~
tetus for one

of Socrates

wax imprint of
Theaetetus for
vax lmpriaz of
Socrates

bird ~11° for
bird 127

to a Socrateswperception,

There 1is just as wuch a mistake here as a

migmatching, just as, when T go and look in my tool box for a
aut to fit a certain bolt and falsely thiok thac I have found
one, this mismatching of nut to bolt required that I mistake the
wvrong nut for ome of the right size. The nigtake seems to be
just as much a mistake, and ot merely a mismatching, whether or
not there is a right-gized nut in the box at all,
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5. Twelve i3 knowledge~bird ignoraance-bird
eleveun. 745 and ignor- “117 for kmow—
ance~bird ~I1” ledge~bird ~12°
6. The bird ~7+5° bird of the bird of the
matiches up with bizd “7+3° and bird “~11° for
the bird “11-. bird of the bird of the
bird ~11- bird “12-
7. Some bird of bird of some
the bird “7+5° bird of the
matches up with bird “74+3” and etc.

some bird of
the bird ~11-.

The evident conclusion i3 that no matter what we take to be the
proper objects of knowledge (people, descriptions, bits), an
explanation of a false belief couceruing those objects which
depends on the Match~yp Postulare will fail to explain whar it
presupposes-—that we caa mistake omne ‘of those objects for
another.

This completes the first step of my argument that Placo in
the Theaetetus rejects the Match-up Pogtulate. This first step

was made by showing that the failure of the bird-cage model of

false belief requires a rejection of the Match-up Pestulate; I
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have further argued that at 188-200 Socrates argues agaipst the
Hatch-up Postulate from the very first to the last argument in
terus of knowing and not knowing. His argument was summarized

in the table above.

STEP TWO: WHY THE REJECTTON IS CANONICAL

The second step of my argument that Plato in the Th-oa=situs

relects the Match-up Postulate 1s to argue that Socrates”
rejection of the Match-up Postulate in 188-200 iz “canounical”.
That i3, ¥ w{ll try to show that Socrates himgelf rejects the
Match-up Postulate; that he s aot at 183-200 coming to a
coaclusion which he himself does mot hold. Now there are only
two ways te claim that 188-200 {s non-canonical: One wmight
claim either that cunly 188~200 is non-canonical,l® or that more
than 188-200 {s non-canonical.l?

The claim that only 188-200 is non-canonical undercut. The

point of claiming thet 188-200 is non-camonical is to avoid

attaching to Plato the farfecched view that he rejects the

16 pine (1979) seems to do this, pp.77-8.
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Match-up Postulate. Byt Plato has Socrates sgay Cthings
incompatible with cthe Match-up Postulate after 188-200 (at
209a~c). If we allow that there at 209a-¢ Socrates is speaking
in his own persoa, then he himself cannot hcld the Match-up Fos—
tulate, so there would be no gain fin <¢aking 188-200 to be
uon—-canonical. Thus I will consider 209a-c, where Socrates lays
down a sgtringent rvequirement for anyoae”s thinking about
anything.

209a-c: Socrates” theory of thinking. At 209a-c Socrates

argues that if I am to be thinking of Theaetetus, L must have in
mind the way in which Theaetetus i3 different from everything
else (<§ TV rdviev Swadeper). .

His proof is by contradiction. Suppose, he says, that T
have a belfef about Theaetetus, but do uo‘: have in mind any way
{n which Theaetetus i3 different from everythiog else (oEv
::535::::0\; pt’wov. fz?u‘\o 0" <§ t;:v ‘e Guzéépets, voutwv obScvos
ﬁmamv ‘ti’i 5wavoig). Then, he says, I am thinking of something

common which does uot belcag to yeuo zny aczz thon 52 someone

-~ - > .
else (twv xolvav ©1 @pe §revootpny, fv ovstv Qqu p:znov R s

17 cornford seems to do this, pp.lllf.
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%Anos ’éxet, 209a). Socrates emphasizes the contradiction with

an cath:18

Come on now, by God! Im that case how can 1

be thinking of you rather than anyone else?

- s s s -~ > - .

¢%pe ST mpds Aidse mws moTE EV TW TOOUTW
3, b < -

ot e&ofalov | GAhov Ovtivouv; 209b)

A result of this theory is that if I do mot have in mind the way
in which Theaetetus is different from everything else, then T am
not thinking of Theaetetus at all but of souething common (-c;)v

KOIVWV Tl)e

Why Sccrates” theory of thinking 1s incompatfible with the

Match-up Postulate. According to the Match-up Postulate, I can

aismatch one object with another, even if those two objects do
not in fact belong together. As we have seem, whether this
nismatch 18 of the man Socrates and the man Theaetetus, or of a
perception of Socrates and an {mprint of Theasetetus, or of the

bird ~7+5° and the bird “11°, 4in any case the nigmatch will

18 gocrates” oath, besides emphasizing the coutradiction,
should emphasize that he is here speaking canonically, that is,

in his own person.
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require that I mistake one thing for another (respectively,
Theaetetus for Sacrates, an imprint of Theaetetus for an imprine
of Socrates, and the bird “1l1° for the bird “12°). But {f T am
to mistazke Theaetetus for Socrates, I wust not have ia mind 2z
way io which Thesetetus is different from Socrates; I must be
thinking of something common which does aot beloag to Theaetatus
any wmore than to Socrates. In that cage, Socrates would ask,
how can I be thinking of Theaetetus auwy more than of Socrates or
anyone el.se who shares that common thing? Plainly Socrates would
gay that £{f I—as we might say=-“know” a thing so Little that I
can migtake 1t for another, thén I cannot really be said to know
that thing at all; T cannot evex be thinking about it.

So that there can be no wistaking his point, Socrates glves
an example: he says that he will not be able to think about
Theaetétus until he can tell the difference between Theaetetus”
snubk aose and his own or any other case of gnub nose. and algo
can tell the difference between the other things about Theae—
tetus (thAre Ogtm iz &v el aU, Oexltntos) and those things when
they are about others (209¢).

Regarding the wax-block model, evidently Socrates would not
call a wax imprint an Imprint of Theaetetus unless that imprint
captures the . difference between Theaetetus” snub nose and any
other case' of gnub noge and also captures the difference between

the other things about Thesetetus and thoge things when they are
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about others. Asgume L have such an imprint. How, then, shall
L posgibly mismatch that imprint with a perception of Theodorus?
Shall I do irt, as Socrates glibly suggested bafore in motivating
the wax-block model, because Theodorus is at a great distance
and not seen well enough (51 ua:po; kTl R :KGV;B ég:;v)? This
glib suggestion must hold that my wax imprint does unot tell me

the difference between the shape and color at five hundred yards

at twilfght of Thesetetus and the same of Theodorus. In that
case, plainly Socrates with his theory of thinking would insist
that a thought using such an fnadequate imprint {s not of Theae-
tetus any amore than of Theodorus.

In general, Socrates would take any alleged case of
aisnatching an impriat of X to a perception of Y to show that
the imprint is of X no more than of Y or anything else which
shares the thiog held in common by X and X_- and that therefore
the Laprint is not of X at all.l®

Si{nce the bird~cage model, too, assumes we .can mistake one
thing for another (e.g. the bird “11” for the bird ~127), it is
vulnerable to the game criticism. Socrates by this theory of
thinking would say that the wmismaeching postulated by the
Match=up Postulate of the bird “7+5” and the bird ~11- in fact
shows that we caunot have the bird “11° dn mind at all but ouly
something common, for we cannot tell it apart in this case from

the bird “12-°,
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It should by anow be clear that Socrates” theory of thiaking
rules out any alleged case of wmiswatching, siace, as 188-200
shows, any alleged case of mismatching depends oa a mistake of
one thing for another. In thof thinking fs way hof thicking is
theory of thinking is incompatible with the Match-up Postulate.
Thus this theory, from outside of 188-200, undercuts the claim
that Socrates does not fn his own perscn reject the Match—up
Pogtulate at 188-200. Indeed, this theory of thinking gives us
a better idea how Socrates himself rejects the Match-up Posg-

tulate at 188-200.

How Socrates rejects the Match-up Postulate: his

alternative. When Socrates brings up perplexities in explaining

false belief at 188-200, he is not trying to mate a new theory

19 gne reply to Socrates” theory of thinking likely to be
nade today {s that the two imprints are distinet, even I1f we
cannot see that they are, or the ground that they have different
cause.;s: the one imprint has been caused by Thesetetus, the other
by Theodorus. I guess Socrates would clafm that, speaking
precisely, the imprint was caused by various qualities or things
M& Theaetetue, but that, evidently {(since the {mprint {s
confusable), these qualiti{es are all also held by others. So
even the cause of this indistinct print {s Theaetetus no more
than it is those others having those same qualities.
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of false belief together with a standard theory of what a
thought 1is and what a true bellef is. Imagiae what such a
crogs~bred qonster would be: On the ome hand, following Frege,
we would see ourselves ratiomally “entertaining propositions”
about various things (i.e. 4in fact thinking or musing about
Theaetetus, Socrates, etc.). When we stop entertainiag the

thoughts and come to a judgment, say, a true judgment, we are

st1ll thinking gbout the thing in question. But vhen we stop
entertafiniag thoughts about things and make a false judgment,
following Socrates we must say that rationality stops—there is
suddenly no belief at all in our heads, but only a vaian silent
analogy to the noise of hammering oz pots and pass, like the
false spéech described by Cratylus. Such a crogs—bred theory of
course is ridiculous.

The theory Socrates is proposing is not 1imited only to a
revision of what a false belief fs; it is a wholly different
theory of knowledge, too different co judge rvidiculous as easily
ag it was to judge the cross-breed. According tec this theory we
are not thinking at all unless we are thinking about something,
and we cannot think about anything unless we koow 2ll about ic,
including how itd suub nose is different from all other cases of
saub noses. On this view we have uot any of us got real
thoughts at all (until we get complete knowledge), but ouly

phony thought:s.zo phoaies which are no more 1ike a real thought
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than, to use Socrates” metaphor, a wind-egg (;veutc‘{ov) is like
a gewborn child (149a-15le, 157d, 16la, 210b).

The claim that more than merely 188-200 is pon-camonical.

We can avoid aseribing to Plato such a weird theory by saying
that the whole discussion of false belief in the Thegetetus from
188 to the end of the dialogue {s non-canonical. This has been
done by Francis Cornford.

Cornford”s argument that 188-200 is noan-canonfcal. “The

whole discussion,” he clafms, *{s limited by certaio fundamental
premises, which are got Plato”s own” (p.111). Of particular
importance, Cornford holds that in fact Socrates did have an

explanation of false judgment. The reason Socrates breaks off

20 "ya)l," Descartes (and we in his footsteps) will ask, "are
we not then aware at least of these semblances of thoughts? And

is not such awareness Ltself teal thinking?” Plato”s answer is
“No." According to his theory of--semblauces (Sophist 235b-6b), a
gemblance of F is uo more a semblance of F than (& is not a
semblance of F. And he everywhere argues that a thing vhich is

S vo more than it {s not § cannot be § at all (cf. Theaetet s

188e, Republic 479a~b, Euthyphro 6d-8a, etc.). The last word,
then, for Plato, is that since aot even semblances exist for us
to be aware of, even the Cartesian argument that I am thinking
fails.
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the discussfion after the failure of the bird-cage model is
"becau.se he cannot go further without invoking the true objects
of knowledge” (p.l40), which are the Forms. “True knowledge has
for its object things of a different order—mot sensible things,
byt {atelligible Forms and truths about them” (p.1i62}.

.Coruford”s argument rejected. I find Coruford”s reasocuing

implausibie. No macter what we take to be the proper objects of
lmovledge;facca, blcs, people, trees, or even Formg—Socrates”
argumenc is the same. A false belief requires that two of those
objects be mismatched, but Socrates will inevitably point out
that any such mismatching presupposes that we caa mistake oue of
thoez objects for another. But that aistake Is impogsible to
explain, whether we know both the objects, neither, or only oue.
Since it makes no differemce to this argument what the objects
of knowledge are, it will not golve the problem to bring in
Plato”s Forms as the objects of kmowledge. “Tnvoking the true
objects of knowledge” thus will not help Socrates find an
explanation of false belief.

General considerationas. Of course there is no general

proof that ia all or any part of the Theaetetus Socrateg is
speaking in his own perscn, or that, if he were, he would
represent Plato”s own position. But certain considerations make
it geem likely. (1) Any Interpretation which diswisses Soc~

rates” theory of thinking as not earmestly befng held by Soe-
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rates must also dismiss Socrates” everpreseat metaphor of
himself as midwife, since according to that metapghor Socrates is
not separating good (“true”) newborm thoughts from bad (“falge”)
newborn thoughts; he Is separating real infants (thoughts) from
what are oot {n any way Infants, except perhaps in the seeming
pain they cause in coming to be, namely, wind-eggs (c’wemaia)’
Also, (i1) 1f we take this theory of thisking to be 2 jest, we
nust do the same for similar passages in other dialogues (e.g.
Statesman 277e=-278c) or f£ind other interpretations. The most
persuasive argument against such non-canonical interpretations,
of course, is (Liil) to show how the rejection of the MHatch~up
Pogtulate a¢ 1R8%~200 and the theory of thinking at 20%a-c fit
hand~in-glove with Plato”s overall views. Joun Moline has ia
fact gone a long way towards doing Jjust this, arguing that the
ouly way Plato”s overall theory of understanding can explain
falsity is as being phony (see egspecfally his chapters 5 and 6).
Finally, I suppose, this interpretation of Plato could be made
attractive by showing how his theory {s a serious rival to
more~widely~accepted theories. Without here undertaking such a
tagk, I must counclude my argument that Plato in his own person

rejected the Match-up Postulate fa the Theaetetus.

FOUR

In this chapte}' I shall present a problem: in the Sophist
Plato presents a deffnition of what false speech 1s (Aoyos). To
accept such a definition requires accepting the Match-up
Postulate. Unfortunately, novhere does the Stranger argue for
the Match~up Postulate or give any sign of noticing the argument
against the Match—up Postulate in the Theaetetus. Indeed, what
is 'said just prier to l:'he definitioe of false speech seems
incompatible with 'the Match-up Postulate. Thus the problen will
be to fir together the Stranger”s definition of Ealse speech
with the lack of any consideration of Socrates” arguments
againsc che Hatch—up Postulace and even wich .che Scranger s own
remarks which are i{ncompatible with the Match—up Pastulate.

The Interweaving Posgtulate. The Stranger {s a careful man.

Whereas the Socrates of the Cratylus, like most of us, 1is ’

content to assume that some things really do belong to other
things iu various ways (his example: ome thing might be a
reprtesentation of another), the Stranger takes the precsution of
arguing that such beloaging, which he calls interveaving, must
{n fact exist in some cases and not exist In others,(251d-252e;
c€. chapter 1, pp.16~17). I will call his tesult the
Interweaving Postulate. Once the Interweaving Postulate is
eatablished, the greatest kinda section i3 able to give

bicouditionals for true geatences. For exasple,
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(1) “Motion 13" 13 ctrue 1ff the Forms Motion and Being
interwveave.

(2) ™otion s not vest” is true Lff the Form Motion
Lncerweaves with Other with reapect to Rest.

(3) "Motfon {s vrest” 1is rtrue {ff the TForm Mocion
interweaves with Rest (255e-256h).

Since, as we learn from the Timaeus (50~52), Theaetetus {is
nothing but various Forms interweaving in space,! we may also

provide biconditionals for true sentenmces about him:

(4) “Theaetetus sits” is true L1ff one of the Forms for
Theaetetug {s the Form Sitting.

Here, of course, by "Forms for Theaetetus” I refer to all the

various Forms which Theaetetus {s, one of which must be the Form

Sitting for the seantence to be true. TInstead of “one of the
Forms for Theaetetus is the Form Sitting,” T will usually write

“the Form Sitting interweaves with the Forms for Theaetetus.”

! por argumeat, see Moline, chapter 4, who z1lgo cites Praugsg,
pp.54-60.
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How the Interveaving Postulate works for false speech. Here

we may wonder whether there is a way, uveing oaly the Inter—
weaving Postulate, to provide biconditionals for false
sentences, and whether such a Abieondi:ional will serve the
Stranger as a definition of false speech. The answer to the
first question is yes; to the second, no.

Conaidét the following iacomplete attempt at a

bicouditional for a false sentemnce:

"Thegetetus flies”™ is false {ff . . . interweaves
with = = -,

Obviously, £illing in the blanks with “the Form Flying™ and “the
Forms for Theasszctua”™ will mot wosk, becamss wz would ns leager
be able to maintain that "Thegetetus flies” &s false. But there
is a way to f£ill in the blanks using (I should say, mentioning)
cthe Form Other. The Form Other is alway aimed at something or
other (wpds t1), that is, anything that is other is always other
than something, or, {n terms of interweaving, auythinrg tl;a:
{nterveaves with the Form Other alwvays interweaves with it with
respect to something (xpos t1). Thus, when speaking of an
iaterveaving where ome of the parties is the Form Other, we
should for the sake of accuracy f{udicate whaz the Form Other is

aimed at (npdas). See, for {nstance, example (2) above.




Now Lf "Theaetetus flies” is false, then of course Theae~

tetus will be other than flying. We may write:

The Forms for Theaetetus interveave with Other,

or, for the sake of accuracy,

The Forms for Theaetetus interweave with Other with respect
to (®pas) Flying.

Thus we may provide the bicondirfonals for false sentences:

The sentence “Theaetetus flies” {s false iff the Forms for
Theaetatus fInterweave with the Form Other (with resgpect to
Flying).

Why the Interveaving Postulate alone does not give a suit-—

able definizion of false speech, This wmethod of coapleting

bicondfrioncls using the Interweaving Postulate and menkiouning
the Form Other canunot by Ltself serve the Stramnger as a
definition of false speech. If the Stranger only had the Inter—
weaving Postulate, he would be unable to f£find any suitable
definicion; for the Stranger requires that every sentence “point

out something” (e.g. 4t must point out about Theaetetus that he

is sfeeting).

81

Two of the Stranger”s- requirements for speech. Before the

Stranger lays out the “pointing out” requiremeant, he describes
two other requirements by taking two examples of gvoun-gpeech.
Some words, he says, are upon (%x{) things that are done: a
state something mnight be fn or an action something night
perform. He calls these things “doings" (xpaEeis) and the words
that are upon doings “doing-words” (f)ﬁpam, 262a). Other words,
he s2ys, are upon things that do: the thing which {8 in a state
or which performs an action. He calls these things in gemeral
"doers” (t& xpxttovta) and the words which are upon doers
“doer~words” (3\:59@:«, 262a). Now a word string, no matter how
long, which fs only upon doiags, e.g-. “walks ruus sleeps,”
cannot be speech; nor can a word string which 1is only upon
doers, e.g. "lion stag horse.” But as soom as socmeone puts
together doing-words with doer-vordg a sentence (Adyos) comes
{ato being (262b-¢). 1In the same way a gentence needs to be
upont a doing; otherwise "lion stag horse” would be a2 sentence.

The Stranger’s “pointing out’ requirement. But these are

not the only requirements. A string of doer-words Fulfills the
first requirement: it is upon at least one doer. Aand a string
of doing~words fulfills the second requirement: it {s upon at
least one doing. But in wvelther case, says the Stranger, do the

gounds uttered (t& ¢wvn@Evtz) point out (5mo1) a doing; they do

not point out a doing; ia fact, he gays, aot even 2 :wu---doi.ng,2
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in fact, oot even the being of any being or evea of a noa-being?
(ovbeniav yap dite Fotws oGP Exetvun xpafly oub &npai?a\v oust
oUaiay >6v‘:os ouse o] ’évros, 262¢c). Thus this requirement i3 a
third besides the first two: a sentence needs to point out a
doing.

Ag strongly as possible, the Stranger emphasizes that
pointing out a doing 18 not achieved merely by being upon a
doiag: no amount »f being upon doings-——mnot even if someona
uttered every doimg-vord there 18 in a vow (262b)~-will aver
point out a doing, a non—-doing, or even the mere being of any
being cr oon-being. This pointing-ocut requirement seems to
presuppose that words fit together oaly 1in certain ways, so that
he who points ont hes wmanaged to Eir together (%ppoacv, 262c)
the words right; the Stranger says this person makes a

coanection (v1 wepaiver, 262d).

2 Appareatly, in view of the Stranger”s rejection of talk
about what does not exist (237-9) and his break-dowa of “not”
into “other™ in the greatest lduds section (cf. chapter 1,
pp+16-17), a non-doing is scmething other than any of the doings
the doer in question 1s doing. Likewise, a non~being here is
apparently something which {s doing something other than the
doing {n question. '
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Why the Interweaviag Postulate alone camnnot fulfill the

poiating~out requirement. Any attempt to break down the false

gentence “Theaetetus flies™ into a were case of {nterveaving,
even 1f we make mention of the Form Other, will fail to meet
this requirement that sentences make coumnections or poin:t out.
Such attempts nust fail because the Interweaving Postulate alone
will not let us explain what a false sentence points out. For
instance, suppose we tried to say that “Theaetetus flies” poiats
out the fnterweaving of the Forms for Theaetetus with the Form
Other (with respect to Flying). Yo chis case, the (false)
*Theaetetus flies” will poiat out the wvery same thing as the
(true) “Theaetetus is other than £lyimg”™ or "Theaetetus I3 not
flying,” which is ridiculous. Also, of course, we cannot say
that the faise "Theaetetus flieg” points out the interweaving of
the Forms for Theeetetus and thie Ferm Flying, for there is oo
such inceweaving3 (if such an {interveaving existed, the
gentence would be true, not falge, c£.256b). Thus something

more than the Interweaving Postulate and the Form Other will be

3 profegsor Penner has emphasized the truth of this
Parmenidean prohibition.
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needed to fulfill the pointing-out requirement. This additional
necessity, I claim, must be gome kind of match-up postulate.

How the Match~up Postulate fulfills the pointing-out

requirement. According to the pointing-out requirement, a
gentence needs to point out a dofng, apparently by “fitting
together” that doing with a doer, by “making a coanection”
between a doing and doer. If we are to have false as well as
true gpeech, the gentence must be able to “point out” a doing
about a doer whether or got the doing and doer really beicng
together or Iinterweave. But this i3 precisely what the Match-up
Pogtulate providas fov: 1f sentences are wmatchmakers and
pointing out i{s matching up, then by the Match-up Postulate the
sentence will be able to point out one thing . K about another
whether or not there 1is any interweaving of those two things.
Thus I say that Lf the Stranger is to give a definftion of false

speech, he nust accept the Match-up Postulate.™

Problems with commicting the Stranger to the Match-up

% paeel, p.100, first pointed out that the Match-up
Postulate—he calls it the "Bestimmbarkeitspogstulat™—-is needed
for the Stranger’s definfition af false speech. In everyone
else”s {nterpretation, as well ag modern theories of false
speech in general, the Macch—up Pogtulate is tacit.
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Postulate. If we take the Stranger to have given a definition

of false speech, we must take him to be committed to the
Match-up Postulate, whether he knows it or not. Three serious
problems, to my mind, follow from any such interpretation.

1. [The problem of sflence. If the Stranger accepts the

Hatch~up Postulate, he has efther done so without arguing for it
or after giving arguments for it. It will be fairly easy to
show that the Stranger gives no arguments for the Match-up
Postulate, Thus, as ianterpreters, we must try to claim that the
Stranger silently, without argument, accepted it. But this, I
will argue, {s a problem.

The Stracger”’s lack of arguments for the Match-up

Postulate. We could interpret the Stranger to e giving at 261-3

the following sort of proof “by necessity” of the Match-up
Postulate: (1) there are false seantences; ({1) 1f there are
false sentences, then we nust accept the Match~up Postulate;
therefore (iii{) we wmust by necessity accept the WMatch-up
Postulate.5 But such an {nterpretation tears the heart out’ of
the body of the dfalogue. Throughout the body of the Sophist,

the Stranger and Theaetetus are trylag to track down the Sophist

5 ¢i1lbert Ryle, e.g., deems to give this sort of argument.
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and see what he i3, but they are continually put back by the
Sophist”s ever-present insistence that there is no guch thiog as
false speech. The heart of the dfalogue comes at 261-3, where
false speech is at last shown to exist by giviong an adequate
explanation of it, thus emabling the two to capture the Sophist.
Therefore, to tread this passage as a proof by necessity of the
Match-up Postulate which takes for granted that there is false
speech tears apart any connectica between 261=3 and the whole
dialogue. Plato surely would not have writtem such a dialogue;
any arguments he may have the Stranger give Ffor the Match-up
Postulate will surely not presuppose the existence of false
speech.

The only placg in the Sophist where Platc could poesibly be
taken to be arguing for thHe Match-up Fostulate without
presuppesing the existence of falgse speech is just hefore the
greatest kinds section, at 251~2 where he argues that there are
“interweavings” of some things with others. We might try to
take this section to argue not only for the existemce of true
interweavings but also for the existence of matech-ups (which cen
exist between two objects whether or not the objects really
belong together or interwveave).

mﬂiﬂ&’ﬁﬂ%.ﬁ’_"ﬂ‘& Match-up Pogtulate. A look
at the argument of 25l-2, however, ghows that Lt only proves the

existence of real interveavings, not (true or falge) match-ups.

T e

3
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That argugent is a proof by contradiction directed against
“geparatists”. Separatists assert that there is no faterweaving
of any sort; they €forbid us from agserting that some thiongs
interweave with others, that is, from matching up things that do
vot rteally belong toge:het.‘ They do not say that we caanot
(i.e. that we lack the SUvapls to) match up what does not
belong together, but that we ought not to do it (an: eawres).
Evidently, then, since they take the trouble to fcrbid it, they
believe fa it. Thus thefir claim that pndevi unéev pndeplav
S0vaplv léxcw xolvwvias els unSév is a complete denial of the
Taterweaving Postulate, mot of the Match-up Postulate.

Just as we should expect, then, the proof by contradiction
which the Stranger gives against the geparatists depeuds only on
their deanial of the Interweaving Postulate: from the
separatists” denial in general of interveaving the s:rangei ’
{nferas the specific denmlal of interwesving between Motion or
Rest and Being (25le-252e). It is by this specific denial of

interweaving (ﬂn'n:u tﬁ awopokoyicé, 252a) that every position is

- - 3 -, -
6 They are described as ot obéev ebvees xolvwvilg zafnparos
[ - - -
€TEPOU BATEPOV TPOJXYOPEUELV, 252b, e.g. YELPOUSLY OUK e:}wtaa
2yaddv AEyeiv ‘%veporov, 251b.
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overturned, including that of the separatists themselves, which
is the contradicticn. Thus the refutation of separatism
establishes only interweaving, not match-ups. Therefore what is
argued for at 251-2 is nothing more than interveaving, and our
ouly alterunatfve is to take the Stranger te have accepted the
Mateh-up Postulate without argument.

Why the Strauger®s lack of arguments for the Match~up Pos—

tulate Iis a problem. It may pot at first seem distressing that

the Stranger appareantly accepts the Match—-yp Postulate without
argument. After all, 1t may seem that the Match-up Postulate is
8o obviously true that Plato does not need to argue for ic, or
’ that it {3 go fundamental that ft is uot surprising that Plato
negledted to argue for it. The trouble with such a solution is

that Plato does notice the Match-up Postulate in the Theaetetus.

188-200 on the basis of the theory of thinking at 209a~c. Aand
Plato does have the Theaetetus in mind inm the Sophist: he
dramatically 1links the two dialogues as part of the same
conversation related by ‘I'erpsiou to Eucleides (cf. chapter 1,
pe3).

The Thesetetus tried five times to explain falge belfef.
One of the failures, the secoud, was because of the problem of
non-being: how can we say or think what does not exist? In the

Sophist the Stranmger recognizes this problem and ostensibly

As we saw In chapter three, he rejects it as impossible at’
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works around {it, working out a theory of not~being as being
other. The remaining four failures of the Theaetetus are all
the more conspicuously absent, then, from the consideraticn of
the Stranger. Those four failures In the Theaetetus, we have
seeu, laclude a Fregean theory of senge and reference. Thus the
problem the faflures raise, namely, how to justify the Match—up
Pogtulate, 13 at least as deep as Fregean théortes. It Is not
the sort of positfon ome can suddealy dismiss without argument,
except through carelessness. And Plato, we have seen, was
careful in writing the Sophigt: he does not assume even that
some things belong to others i certain vays, or even that false
sentences are really sentences. Both of these were taken For
granted in the Theaetetus (false belfief » though puzzling, 1is
never suggested not to exist there), which ouly refuses to
assume the Match-up Postulate. Why, then, would a dialogue

apparently more basic than the Theaetetus assume what even the

Theaetetus doubts, and not only doubts but rejectg?

2. The problem of the Sophist”s puzzle. Suppose, despite

the problem of silence, that the Stranger does accept the
Match-up Postulate {n the Sophist. 1If so, there would be no
puzzle at all as to what 2 false sentence says. The Sophist”g
puzzle was that a false sentence gsays what {s not (= what is the
opposite of befng, f.e. what does not' exist), aad therefore

says nothing at all. But, for anyone who helfeves fa match-ups,
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it is just not believable to say that a false sentence says what
Is wot: a false sentence says or asserts a natch-up, which
certainly does exist. The puzzle 13 answerad by saying that,
for example, the false sentence “Theaetetus flies” says or
asserts the match-up of the Forms for Theaetetus and the Forms
for Flying. A Stranger who accepts the Match-up Postulate would

surely say words to this effect:

A false sentence does not say what is not,
i.e. mnothing et all; {t says something that
is, namely, a certain match-up between two
objects. By the hypothesis that this
gsentence {8 false, it of course follows chat
there is no interweaving between those two
objects, but this .lack of interweaving has
no effect on what the sentence s:;ys, i.e.

on the .matchﬁup .

Unfortunately, the Stranger in fact is puzzled about what a

false sentence says (Fowler”s tranglation):

We are vreally . . . engaged f{n a very
difficult investigation; for the natter of
appearing and geeming, but not being, and of
saylag things, but not true omes--all this
is now and always has been very perplexing.
You gee, . . . it is extremely difficult to
understand how a man {8 to say or think that
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falsehood really exists and fan saying this
noz be {avolved in contrad!.::tion; v . 0.
This statemeut involves the bold assumption
that not-befng exists, for otherwise
falsehood could not come into existence
(236e-237a).

Perhaps the most important part of the Sophist is to solve this
puzzle, which would not be a puzzle to anyoue who believes in
the HMatch-up Postulate.

The problem of 25%e-260b. The final problem i{s that if the

Stranger does accept the Match-up Postulate, then 259e-260a is

inexplicable. Four passages concern us:

(a) It is because of the interweaving
(ouvundokfv) of Forms with each other that
speech (Rﬁycs) comes to be.

(b) All speech is utterly finished iff there {is
no interweaving of anything with anything.
(tehewtitn n@vtwv Adywv e0Tiv a0aViols TO

& LIRS
Swakbewv Erazotov and wavrwv.)

(c) Because we were akle to <force the
separatists to admit that one thing
interweaves with another (Bvepov éﬂ:Epg
plyvvoBal), we were able to establish that
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there is such a thing as speech (<0 <ov

7\‘ [ ~ 2, [ - T
OYOV TULV TWV OVIWY EV T1 YEVWV £€lval).

{(d) We would be robbed of it f{L.e. no one would
ic any wvay be able to speak], Lf we agreed
that there is no interweaving of anything

> . )
vith anything (aénpéénpev & &v [L.e. oUSEV
I~ > - t.-

@v Etu mou Afyewv olot < Buevl, el

quvexwptigagey pnbepiav elval pifiv pndevi
npd8 pndEv) .

The interweaving or denial of interweaving in each of these
passages (in (a), % ocupmhokd; in (b), o SwaAlerv; fn (c), ©o
ulyvuaBar; in (4, ﬁ u:gts) is veal isterweaving, not
matching—up.’

We may simpli{fy these claima as follows. Let "S” gtand for
the gentence "There is speech,” “IP" for “"the Interweaving Pos—

tulate {s true,” "=-" for negation, "+° for implicaeion, and """

7 This follows from the context of 259e. The posgition
claiming 5 Siahlewv Exactov and nEvtwy 1s uhat was argued
against In order to establish the gupmhoxf. The Surdferv is
glainl}: the >'i.:mazrxded result of <5 mav &> nevtes émxmpc‘{v
fmowp:cew GA\Aws te ovx tupelds (259d), where 3 Zmixeipetv
groywpifewv i3 of course the separatist progrui argued against
at 251d.
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for the biconditfonal. Then we may represent the four claims

this way:

(a) IP =+ S
(3) -IF «» -§
(e) IP +S

(d) =-IF » -§

It follows from (b) alone or from (c) and (d) together that
the Stranger believes that the Interweaving Postulate {s
aecesgary and sufffcient for gpeech to be. But if the Straunger
holds the Match-up Postulate, he ought to say that the Inter—
weaving Postulate {3 neither necessary nor sufffcient for speech
to be. In this way, then, 259e-260a becomes imexplirable.

Why the Interweaving Pogtulate {s uot necessary. Even 1f

there vere no real interweaviug at all, we still by the Match-up
Pogtulate would be able to assert any geatence we chose. To be
sure, all speech would in that case be falge, but by the
Match-up Postulate it would be speech nonetheless. Also, {1t
follows that we could not give a8 (true) analysis of false speech
in this case. In both of these ways, speech would be greatly
lipited. But the Stranger with (b} and (d) says as plainly as

possible not that the complete lack of all interweaving leaves

ug with a reduced range of speech ot with unanalyzed speech, but




|

.M |

94

rather that the loss of the Inictweaving Fostulate would utterly
destroy all speech (teleutdtn m@vtwv Adywv @d&vidis); no oume in
any way would be able to speak (m’:&év v ’ETI rOU AEyElv olol <
ﬁnev). Likewise it seems clear that even a partial raoge of
speech should be enough to establish that there is such a thing
as speech (to TOv Adyov Sutv v Bvtuy Bv 1 yevav etva). Thus
(c), along with (a) and (b), seems to be at odds with our

interpretation.

Why the Interveaving Postulate 1s not sufficient. 4s we

have already seen, anyone who believes, as the Stranger does,
that every sent:enée. must point something out in order to be a
sentence must believe in the Match—up Postulate, £ he 4s to be
able to assert that false sentences are speech. WNow anyone who
takes this route and asserts that false speech ig gpeech will be
further iaclined, as it zieems to me. to declare that cthe
Match-up Postulate 1s needed even for true sentences. Such
people will inevitably declare, I think, that it is the Match~up
Postulate, not the Tnterweaving Postulate, which is the esgence
of sentences: what makes a Ctrue sentence Ctrue and a false
sentence falge i{s the Interweaving Postulate, but what makes a
trtue or Ffalge gentence a sgentence at all is the Match-~up
Postulate. For example, what makes the Ctue sentemce “Theae-
tetus sita” true is the interveaving of the Formws for Theaetetus

and Sitting, but what makes “Theaetetus eits™ a sentence at all
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is the match-up it makes between the Forms for Theaetetus and
Sitting, whether or not in fact such an interweaving exists. In
this way, them, [ claim that anyone who believes ia the Match-up
Postulate will {n all likelfhood think that it, uot the Inter-
weaving Postulate, {8 essential for auy sentence, aud hence that
the Interweaving Postulate 1s not sufficient for any speech to
be gpeech.

I am not claiming here, certaiply, that the Intexweaving
Postulate is not emough for any theory of speech, but only that,
roughly, it is not enough for any theoty of speech which says
that false speech is really speech; precisely, that anyone who
believes that false speech is really spzech will most likely not
regard the Interweaving Poetulate as sufficient for any gpeech.

Sumuary of problems., We way sum up our prablems {n the
following setries of queatione: if Plato does accept the Macch-up
Postulate in the Sophist, wvhere daes he consider his previous
rejection of it in the Theaetetus? If he nowhere does ~give
arguments for it, how can he have been so careless 3s to tacitly
assume it, while still':aking the care to argue for and not
werely assume even the Interweaviug Pogtulate and even the
existence of false speech? If the Match=up Postulate fs blithely
assumed, why should the Stranger find the Sophist”s puzzle,
vhich only asks, after all, for what 18 pointed out, the least

bit perplexing? And how can anyone who accepts the Hatch-up



Postulate asgert that it i{s the Interveaving Postulate which s

aecessary and sufficient for gpeech?

FIVE

Four features o fic together. It is time to stop aund

consider how to fit the pleces of the Theaetetus and Sophist

together. To do this, I take note of four striking features fa
the text.

First, the Theaetetus and Sophist are in fact caly two

parts of one underlying stacy, the story which Euclefdes had oune
of his slave boys read to Terpsioa.

Second, one result on the face of the Sophist is that falge
speaking really and truly seems to be a combination of “doer”
words and “doing” @ords which makes out the ot£ar as the same

and what {s oot as what fg:

Something said about you, which says,
however, of what s other that it {3 the
aame, i.e. of what {s not that it ifs=--guch
2 combinatfon coming from doer-words and
doing-words In all 1fkelihood 13 false
gpeech.

- .~ - - - -

nepl 8n gov Acyopeva, Aeyoueva pEvrot 8atepa
- = 2> = 24 -

W6 TE autd xal pA ovtads ‘Bvtx, REVTATEZOLY
- - ¢ .

Eowev § toiwabtn dbvlecis Ex ve pNRETWY

- -~ 3 - do -~ ¢ ~
YLYVOREVN K@l Qvopatwy OVIWE te xal aAnfus
- .
YiyveoBat A3yos ¢eudng, 263d.
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Third, in sharp contrast to cthis definition of false
speech, one result on the face of the Theaetetus is that false
thinking cacnot be thiaking that one thing Is another and not
itself. Whether the thing thought about 1s a man (as 1in the
original mismatched-objects argument), a word or description for
the man spoken by the socul to {eself (the mismatched—thoughts
argument), or anmy bic about the man, this result i{s the same: if
we have both things {n mind, we cannot think one of them is the
other; 1if we have neither thing in mind, we cannot think one is
another; Lf we have only one of them in mind, we cannot think it
.is the (uanthought of) other or that other it.

Finally, {a both the T!{é;setetus and the Sophist, thinking
(vhether true or false) 1s taken to be nothing but speaking
(silently to oneself), Thegetetus 189e-90a, cf. 190c; Sophist
263e. '

Bow the features do not fit. In short, on the surface the
'Eheaetecus. denfes what the Sophist asserts, yet both the

Theaetetus and Sophist are part of the sgame story. How can we

fit all t{tese features together? Can any of them be denied? The
first feature, the unity of the Theactetus and Sophist, seems
undeniable.l And the fourth feature, the equivalence for Plato
of speaking and thinkiag, also seems undeniable. Accepting,
then, the firgt and fourth features, most writers seem to try to

fit the negative result of the Theasetetus with the positive

B!
»7“7
ﬂ
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result of the Sophist by putting the Sophist “on top of” the

Theaetetus. That 13, they take Plato in the Theaetetus to say,

"I have not yet found a solution to the problem of false
thinking or spesking.” Then, from a point of higher
undergtanding in the Sophist, they take him to say, "I did not
have ane before, but now I have faund a solution te the problem
of false thinking and speaking.”

In somewhat more detail, they would describe how the
Sophist is on top of the Theaetetus as follows. The Theaetetus
cousiders five different ways to explain false thinking, but is
satisfied with oone of them. Then in the Sophist Plato does
come up with a satisfactory way~ to explain faise speaking and
thinking. It is coumonplace to suppose that the gixth way of
the Sophist must somehow overcome the problems the five ways of
the Theaetetus could not. .

But my look at the five ways of‘:he Theaetetus seems to
show a problem with this approach. As we have seen, when
Socrates gave up tlogse five ways, he seemed to be denying even
what Cratylus had accepted, that one can mismatch a paianting to

a persou. 3But {n the Sophist the Stranger”s definition of falge

L see Detel, p.l1, n.l, for references.
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speech at 261d takes for granted that oue might be able to take
Flying (in thought or speech) for something elgse, namely, one of
the Forms Theaetetus 1is. Ir short, the Sophist makes an
agsumption which cthe Theaetetus denies can be mnade. The
coumonplace of interpreters, then, seems wrong: the sixth way of
the Sophist does aot overreach the five fafilures of the
Theaetetus. Rather, the dissatisfaction of the Thezetetus
extends to Soghi.st—:ype golutioas.

Now there ia one easy way to match up the Theaetetus”
problems with the Sophist”s solutiom, which does not require the
Sophist to overcome by argument those problems. We only need to
claim that the Theaetetus 18 much too demanding, that 1its
demands indeed are ;:idiculouso Then we can match up the Sophist

with the Theaetetus this way: that Plato pregented a definition

of false speech at Sophist 263d, without ever evem speaking to

the problems of the Themsetetus, is evidence enough to show that

Plato there recognized at last those problems for what they
really are-~quite sf{lly and not worth arguing against.

0f coutse, Socrates” problems and his theory of thinking
might be wrong. But, to my eyes, 1t i3 not a theory that we,
with our Fregean, bird-cage—like sgenses, can dismiss as
laughable vithout need of any arguments. Much less would Plato,
whoe would not tranquilize himself by postulating level upon

level of such mystery objects, who patiently argued agafinet the
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most extreme relativism of the Sophists, which was poles apart
from his own views and hence far easier to laugh off, wuch less
would this realist have dismissed fin this too-easy way a realism
only slightly more extreme than that of the early Socrates of

the Cratylus.
How the pieces fit together. The only choice left, I chiuk,

is to put the Sophist “below”, not “above”, the Theaetetus.
That 1s, our new approach will claim that his real position was
that False beliefs are not bellefs at all, that false sentences
are wnot sentences at all. Now, on the face of it, 1t {s
apparent that the Stranger does really gqive a definition of
false speech. So our puzzle i{s far from being put together.
What is gofimg on in the Sophist? This question must be answered
{f we are to take this wcew approach.

In answering this question, I will need two tools,
Comparison and Guess. With the first tool, I can compare
Plato”s dialogue style of - :ag with the modern, expository
style. The sgecond tool helps .2 figure out ome reasoun Plato
wight have had for usfng his dfalogue style at all. With this
Comparison and Guess, I hope, T will be able to £it together the
Theaetetus and Sophist.

Dialogue compared to Expoeition. One trademark of

exp;sicion 13 writing that begins with a question—for oy needs,

a question of the form "What f{g X?"—eand ends when the answer to
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that question has been reached. By countrast, the dialogue also
sets out a question, then reaches an answer, but then, at least
in the peculiar dialogue style I need to look at, it also goes
an to deny that answer.

I will take some examples of questions and answers and
compare the look exposition has with the look of this peculiar
style. Suppose the question 13 “What £fs courage?” Expository
writing may take this question and follow it with (in short) the
answer “Courage is knovledge of what is to be hoped for and what
is to be feared.” And that Is the end of i{t. By contrast, the
dialogue the Laches takes the same question (190d-e) and reaches
(in short) the same answer (194d-97b, esp.195a). But it goes on
to give up this answer (198af, esp.l99%e).

Next, suppose the quastion 1s "What is virtue?” Expository
writing wmay follow this questioa with (in short) the answer
“¥Yirtue is knowledge.” That {s the end of it. By countrast, the
dialogue the Meno takes the game question (86c) and reaches the
same one-gentence answer (87d-e). But it goes on to give up
this answer (8%¢f).

Suppqse the question is "To what i{s the name “not-~being” to
be applied?” 701 1o totvop’ Erxrdépery touto o ua ovi) Im
expository writing we may find the answer "The expression "not-
being” cannot be applied to anything; it is not even language”

a4 PP P S R V- PR
(Twv Oviwvy €R T1 TO0 §nf OV OUK OlOTEOV. OUSE AEyelv dHatiov, 08
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¥y &y éxtxatpi uh ov $6Eyyeodxi). We would expect that answer to
end that expoeition. By contrast, I look at the lictle dialogue
instde the Sophist from 236d to 239c. It asks the same question
(237c) and gives the same answver (237c=38d). As we might by now
expect, it then goes on to give up this answer (238df, esp.
239b-¢).

Finally, suppose the question is "What 1is false speaking
iot thinking)?” In expository writing, we may find the answer
(at least, {f someome like Cratylus wrote exposition) ““False
speaking” 1s not even language; “false thought” 1s not even
thought.” We would again expect this answer to end that
exposition. By contrast, I now turn to the story, the dialogue
read by Eucleides” slave to Terpsion (which includes the

Theaetetus and Sophist). There the same question 1is asked

(firgt at Theaetetus 187e¢~d). Now suppose that Socrates” theory
of thinking, as I took it from 188a-200¢, 207d-208b, and 209a-c,
was to force the Cratylus~like answer upon us. If this difalogue
i3 in the same peculiar sgtyle as the other examples, we would
expect it to go on and give up this answer later iz the story.
And so it does. The Sophist gives up this auswer when it claims
that €falgse speaking can be wmarked as a kind of speaking

(263b, d), and false thinking as a kind of thinking (264a-b).
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Wizh this much comparing dome, I will pick up my other

tool, Guess.

A guess why Plato used this peculiar style of dialogue.

Ope of the few times we see Plato spell ouc a criticism of other
philosophers for their writing 1s in cthe Sophist (242¢c-43d).
The Stranger thinks that Parmenides (smong others) has used
language too easily (euxOAuws ot Soxer Mappevidns Ruiv
Siewriyfar, 242¢), that 1s, the wrirings of Parmenides and

others do not really help us to understand their positions'..-

They overlooked the most of us way too much;
they had no consideration, For each oane
reagoned out their owa argument without
caring whether we follow them or arve left
behind.

. - A~ .-
3e1 Alav twv moMwv  Tpwv  Imeprbovees
[ - - - - b,
wAlYWpNoaV.e ouSEV  YEZP IpOVTIOEVTES ET
¥ -~ -~ - »
£raxoiuSovuey abtots Agyouov £ite
anohewxduede, epaivoudy 10 odetepov adwwv
Etamox, 243a~b,

Their style, evidently, was to present only the conclusion

of some path of argument. For {nstance:

or

Never shall this be proved, that things that
are not are. But be sure in your gearch
that you hold back your thought from this

way.

ov Y&p ph mote <outo Sapn, ¢noiv, givar pi
ehvtas @AE o <nas” x> Sou SiLfucuos
clpye vonua, 237a.

¢

All is oune (v 3 rav, 264b).
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How in the world are we ever gupposed to understand sayings like

- 3 - & » - 38 0 ‘V 509{1\8 '6 <1
thege? (toutwv, & Scaltnte, Exxosote gU T1 Npos Dew

AEyouaivs

243b).

There must be a better wvay to pregent philosophy (or amy

kind of knowledge) than this aphoristic style.

dfalogue.

Por I say that {t is necessary for us to use
this methed, questioning them directly, as
if they were here in person.

A\Eyw Y3p 5% tabep Seiv moieicfar thv pEdoSov
4uas, otov abtuv Tapdvtwv GvamvvocvouEvaus,
243d.

Plato chose the
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There i3 gz gain in using cthe dialogue ingtead of the
aphorism to present philosophy. The trouble with aphorisms 1g
that by chemselves they show no path of understanding, T eake
it that Plate quite rightly saw no value in teaching someane to
épout some glagan, say, "All ig oue,” if that persou did not
koow the theory that went along with those words. And the aim
of the dialogue style {g to wmake clear the stuff that {13
important-—the theory, the rteagoning beneath the oune-sentence
aoswer. Aphorfsms regult in slogans; dialogue results in naking
clear the thought (or theory or “whole position”) of thoge
speaking the slogan (1" xo0? ot Afyovres az’:tB SqRoav I%Yo;\'t(n.,-
ef. 243d).

Now T am ready to gues;z: Plato used his peculiar style of
dialogue, having the two speakers aunswer a question and then
later give up that auswer, because he afmed only to pregent a
way to understand his whole position. He c;x'.d ot care for one-
sentence answers. fHe did not trouble to amention any such
theory-in-a-nueghell slogans, for he believed thae without 'an
understanding of the whole position the slogan or one-gantence
answer is no help, and vith the understanding the slogan is not
needed,

With this guch 8uessing dome, Y will 8o back to the
dialogues I compared and gsee what T can wake of them. T expect

to get che follcwing sort of pleture of this peculiar geyle of

107

dialogue. In each thers {s a reacher and a studeat. The
student {s brought to a one-gentence augwer mid-way through the
dialogue, then further examined. In what follows, some problem
vith the student”s understanding of the whole posirion beneath
the one-sentence angwer will let that answer be undermined. The
difalogue ends. But L{f the student spots the problem that led to
his rejecting the dnswer, he will again be able to hold that
answer, but with a better understanding of the whole position
beneath it. And 1{f he does not spot the problem, at least he
w11l know more than someone who rests content with & slogan amnd
nothing else {n this way: peither will understand the answer,
but the one i3 at least aware that he does nmot understand, the
other has not even got that far (e£. Apology 23a~b, Theaetetus
210b=c).

Using oy Guess, then, this 13 what I make of the Lacheg,? °
vhere the questicn 1s "Whac is courage?” The student, Nicias,
4aunounces his one-sentence angwer that ¢courage is knowledge of
what 13 to be feared or hoped for (195a). He has a pretty good

undergtanding of the whale positfon that goes along with this

2 My view of all the Socratic dfalogues in wmany wvays comes

from Profeggor Penner,
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answer. He denies that courage is one thing and wisdom another
(195a). EHe {3 able to distinguish between the courageocus
person”s kunowledge of daungers and benefits and each other
scientist”™s kunowledge of dangers 1in their own areas (195b-d),
even the soothsayer”s (190e~96a). He does not call 1lioas,
leopards, or boars courageous, but only fearless, that {s,
devoid of the understanding of danger (196e-97b). But-—2nd here
he starts to slide off the edge-—he takes it that courage isa
only a part, along with many other parts, of virtue (198a).
Following this slip-up, he has to agree that courage {s not oaly
the knowledge of the fearful and hopeful (which lie in the
future), but of good and evil things without reference to time
(199¢, cf. 198df). But in that case, he must also grant that

the courageous person aust lack no part of virtue; courage,

instead of being only a part of virtue, will be all of virtue

(199d-e). This contradiction tells Nicias that he has not
discovered what courage is (199e), that is, he did aot have the
(whole) answer. But the problem {s not in Nicias” one-gentence
answer, rather, it is his understanding of that answer which is
lacking, for he thinks that courage is only a part of virtue.
If he had argued thet courage i3 indeed the whole of virtue, as
is justice, pilety, temperaunce, and wisdom, that {s, that those

five vords stand for a2 single being (ef. Protagorag 349a~b), he

would not have glipped into the trouble which he had.
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This picture of the Laches 1is just what I should have
axpected. The student had the right one~seatence answer, but
that did not matter. His own lack of understanding, his not
seeing the whole position that goes along with hls answer,
forced him to deny the one-sentence answer. But the perplexity
he was left in may make him less sure that courage is ouly omne
part of virtue. When or if he comes to accept the unity of
virtue, he will again be able to agsert his right one-sentence
answer, but——what is important~-with better understanding.

Next I take gy Guess to the Meno, where the question is
muhat is virtue?* Meno rteaches the one-sentence aaswer that
virtue 1s knowledge (88c-~e). But he loses h.f;s hold on this
answer because of his lack of understanding of the whole
position: he cthinks that If anything {8 2 knowledge (or
science), there must be teachers of it (89d). As soon as he
allows this, he must grant that there are ng teachers of virtue,
neither Themistocles (93c-e), nor Aristides (94a), nor Pericles
(94b), vor Thucydides (9c~d), nor any other typical, decent
Athenian citfzen, contrary to the suggestion at 92e. Nor are
there any among the fine characters of Meno”s own homeland
(95a~b), nor even among the sophists (95¢, 96a~b). So he must
give up his one-sentence angver that virtue is knowledge. Meno
{3 left petpiexed at the ead. But L{f he ever comes to question

his assumption that there are at least some competent teachers
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for every knowledge (or science), if he ever decides that
perhaps everyoue is ignorant of the knowledge of virtue (as
Socrates beli'eved, Apology 23a-b), then he may once agaia assert
his right one-sentence answer, but-—and this {3 what matters for
Plato——with better understaunding.

I pick up my Comparison again. TIn both expository writing
and dialogue a question 13 asked. An exposition reaches a one-
sentence angwer, and that ends the matter. The dialogue, at
least one peculiar style of dfalogue, also reacheg a one-sen—
tence answer, but that is not the end. ‘The dialogue also goes
on to give up that answer. To get that answer back, the student
or reader must have a certain amount of understanding. It is
easy to see that a given one~sentence answer 1is part of an
expository writer”s pogition. But I camnot say 1if our dialogue
writer, Plato, accepts a given one-gentence answer unless T also
understand encugh other parts of his position to be able to tell‘
why the teacher does not need to give up that answer aloag with
the student at the end of the dialogue. But, by Compariscn and
Guess, this much T can say: Plato does not make expository
vriting; he makes dialogues. So, when we approach his work, it
i{s aot safe, as it might be for expository writing, to assume
that a given one-gentence answer or lack of it {g part of the
teacher”s or Plato”s position. I guess that uwhen trying Gto
interpret Plato, We need do more than take a given one~gentence

-
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answer and then by inspecting the text decide that the teacher
kolds it here, but does not hold it there, but agaim holds Lt
over there. I guess that, facing a dialogue, we must try to
find an undersetanding of the teacher”s whole position throughout
the dialogue. With that whole position, as well as we can make
it out, we will be able -to decide whether or not the teacher
holds any given one—seutence answer as part of his position.
Hanging on to both tools, I can nov turm Co the Sophist
236d-239c. The question there 1s "To what Is the name “not-

befng” to be applied?”

- PN
~“ . b - ..
KOL YPN TOUVOR~ EWUHEPELV TOUto TG UM OV;)

Right away, the student, Theaetetus, gets a one—sentence ansver
he can agree with: “Not-being” caunmot be applied to anything:
ton ByvTwy Bm TU Td ph ov ovk olotéov. Wilth this passage, the
Stranger has mentioned the words (or uttered the noige) “not-
beiﬁg," but he denies that "not—being”™ has aay use.

Now, by two arguments, the Stranger shows a part of his own
understanding of :t;e one sentence answer which he just gave

Theaetetus.
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We cannot even concede that such a person
(the one saying “nothing™) speaks--even if
we fasist that he says wothing. Rather, we
Bust assert that he who tries to utter “not—
being is mot even ageaking. (zg’ ovv 0P8
touto SUYTYWPMTEOY, 5 ToV ToloUtov AEyerv
HEV, Ae'(cw uav-:ot unﬁev, aa’? ovbE AEyeiv

¢aciov, &s Y av emxetpn Bl Bv $0Eyyeotar;
237e,)

It s impossible tightly to utter or to
epeak or to have in mind “not~being™ all by
itgelf; it g unthinkable, inexpresaible,
unutterable, ungpeakable, (m)woms ouv ms
oute oesysaaecn Suvatdv 399«» out cmew
ovte éwvonenvat W Ui 'dv autd me au-co.
&’ oy abravantdv <e xal appn-:ov xai
aoee-p:-cov (311 akoyov' 238¢.)

The first argumene, that oue who says noe~being is not even

speaking, 237e-d, looks like Socrates” argument of the

Theaetetus (189a=-b) that ome who thinks not~being fs unot even

thinking. It {8 no surprige that parallel arguments are made,

since Plato holds that thinking is tothing but speaking (to

ouneself silently). I line both up below.

The “thinking “rothing™ {s not thinking” argument:

B BN 55 Bty 3 .
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(T1) He who thinks thinks at leaat ome thing. (5 S50E&Luwv
v Ye T\ Sofaler, ¢£. Theaatetus 189a).

(T2) He who thinks what {3 oot thinks no ome thing. (¢
apa uf Bv S0ETZwv ovdev ScEaler.)

(T3) But he who thinks no one thing does not think at all;
it is impossible to think what is uot, either about what i3 or
all by itself. Az p.ﬁv & ve undiv boBdCwv o nepIRAV ouée
:Soa&t:u. . v« oUxk Epa otov t€ to pf ov §cEatewv, ovte nepl mv
ovwv atre qutd ka8’ e:m'o. a=b).

And the “speaking "nothing” {s uot speaking” argument:

(S1) He who says sonething says at least one ching. G
Aéywv Ev YE Tt AEyeiv, cf. Sophist 237d.)

(S2) He who says "nothing” gays not one thing at all. (o
Bl TL Afywv ravtinaal unSev Afyeiv.)

(S3) We should not even concede that he who speaks nothing
is gpeaking. That is, we should never say "It i3 true that he
is speaking, hovever, he (s saying nothing.” Instead, whenever
anyone trieg to utter "what {s got,” we should fna{st that he is
not even speaking. (&p° olv obéE <outo qUYLWPNITEOY, TO tov
zotoutov Adyetv B€v, AEyewv pfvror unbdv, AN’ ods AEYELY
$atEov, 08 Y~ av meewf:; uf Bv 90Eyyeadar; 237e.)

To be sure, there are some differences between the two
arguments. For instance, the sub-argument for (Tl) is di{fferent

than the one for (S1).
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(for Tl) Thinking 1s parallel to seeing, hearing, and
touching (Theaetetus 188e-9a).

(for S1) It 1s {impossible ¢to say the expression
“something”™ all by {tself, stripped and discounected from
everything (Sophist 237d.)

Likewise the sub-arguments for (T2) and (S2) are different.

(for T2) To see, hear, or touch what is not is to see,

hear, ot touch no one thing.

(for 52) “"Something”™ or "some” is the sign for either one,

two, or wmany.

But it {s clear that (T3) and (S3) are equivalent. Given
the equivalence of speaking and thinking, both Socrates and the
Stramger would say that the event commonly described as “saying
(or thinking) what s not” is not gpeaking (or thinking) at all.
In other words, what pre-amalytically 1s called "saying (or
thinking) what i3 not,™ after analysis 13 not called speaking
(or thinking) at all.

The second arguhenc glven by the Stranger comes to the sgame

result.

(1) When a thing exists, something else that exiscs may be

attached (mposylyvegtar) to Lt (238a).

s

(2) But it is not possible for anything that exists to be

attached to what is not.
(3} But numbers exist.
(4) So we cannot attach any number to what {s not.

(5) But (suppose for a minute that we can say ot think
what is not) to say either "a thing which s not” or "things

or any other way of talking ot thinking zbout

which are not”
t {s wnot

what is not requires attaching sowe number to wha

(238b-¢c).

(6) But (4) rules out the requirement of (5) that numbers

be attached to what is not.

(7) Therefore what we supposed In (5) is Iimpossible; we

cannot gay or think what {s not all by itself ‘without aay

strings attached”; 1t Is unthinkable, inexpressible, un~

utterable, unspeakable.
After hearing these two arguments, Theaetetus might seem to
be able to answer the question "To what is the expression anc

18 not"” to be applied?” He seems O have a hold oa the oge—sen-

tence answer:

——
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"What is not” cannot be applied to eanything;
it 1{s not a part of lanmguage, i.e. of the
things that can be said.

An over-hasty teacher, an expository writer, might end the
lesson there. But a cauticus teacher, a dialogue writer, will
test the student”s understanding by putting up some problems.
The test seems justified; Theaetetus” hold on his one—~gentence
answer {s not secure.

The first problem that the Stranger tests Theaetetus with
is as Follows. They have supposed that what fs not hag nothing
to do with any number, ome or more. But that supposition—by
uging the expression "what 1s uot” (as oppoged to "things which

are not")--itgelf attaches the number one to what {s not by

. speaking of it in the singular (238e).

The second test: the Stranger himself had said that ft was
ungpeakable. But in so doing he tried to attach being (by means
of the verb "to be") to not being, a contradicticn (238e-239a).

Third: in atetaching that verb to it, the Stranger had
addressed it in the singular, Just as he had dome with the
ad jective "unspeakable.”

Fourth: even in atating thege problems, the Stranger had

called it “ie,” which iz not speaking vightly, for even this
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manner of referring to it gives it the form of the singular, and
so tries to attach the cumber one to it.

Theaetetus finds these problems overwhelming, both for him
and the Stranger (239¢). But he has lost somehow the Stranger”s
conclusion (S3) that we should not even coucede that he who
speaks “not-being”™ is speaking. For each problem depends on
this concession being made {n the case of some sentence or
other. The first problem coucedes this to be a sentence: “What
is not has nothing to do with any number.” This problem
presupposeg that, ian the cagse of this gsentence at least, we can
speak of what is not; that, {n this case, the noise "what is
aot”™ {38 a part of language.

Likewise for the second test, wheu someone says "The thing
that does not exist cannot be spoken of," ‘they mus;: hold that,
in .the cagse of this sentence at least, one can speak of what ig -
not.

And {t {8 easy to find the bogus seateaces of the chird and
fourth tests, too, if we .hang on to the claim that he who tries
to utter “what fs not" 1s not speaking at all. Should
Theaetetus come to see this, he will also be able to see his way
clear of the four tests the Stranger  has put up. His better
understanding will let him again hold the one-~sentence ansgwer
that "vhat {s not” cannot be applied to anything; it is a noisge,

not a plece of language.
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This passage from the Sophist, them, looks as {f it too is
of Plato”s peculfar dialogue form. But where has all this
comparing and guessing taken me? By looking at the ome story

underlying both the Theaetetus and Sophist, namely, the long

story Eucleides had his slave read to Terpsion, I can set out my
sew position. Near the middle of that one underlying story was

this one—gentence answer:

(~F) There 1s 0o such thing as false thinking (or
speaking), ¢f. Theaetetus 188c, 18%b, 190e, 196b-c, 200a.

And later {n the story its dehdal:

(F) There truly is such a thing as false speaking and
thinking, cf. Sophist 2634.

The old position, we saw, fit these two claimg together by
taking the real high claim of the story to be (F). It took the
claim at the story’s widdle, (-F), to be below the story”s later
point, (F). Thus, looked at from the angle of my Comparison,
the old approach takes the story to be of the expository forc,
the form that puts the “right” ome-sentence answer at the end

for all to gee.
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The vew approach takes the real high point of the story to
be (-F). It taked¢ this point, properly mderstood, to be far
above the story”s later point (F). Thus, according to nmy
Comparison, the new positiou sees the story to be of Plato”sa
peculiar dialogue fz;m, the form that buries the “right” oune-
sentence answer in the middle, to be dug out only by those who
get a2 good enough hold of Plato”s whole positfon.

But to claim the Theaetetus fits together with the Sophist
in this way {s not even to begin 2 proper commentary of the
text, but caly to lay down some guesswork for such a commentary
to build from. Im the remaining chapter, I will not be able to
provide such a complete commentary. Instead, puttinog down more
groundwork, I will consider two big problems for this new

approach, which I will try to answer.
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Two problems. The advantage Bf our new position is that we
do not aeed to try to solve—-to Socrates” satfsfaction—the
problem of false speech. But there are two big problems Ffor
this new position which need to be solved.

One problem is to find an interpretation of Sophist 261-
263, where the Stranger and Theaetetus gseem to fiad a way to say
that false sentences do im fact exist. Sinece I take the Sophist
to be written in Plate”s peculiar dialogue form, I will expect
that the Stranger”s understanding, but not Theaetetus”, will
undermine the final result, just as fn the Taches Socrates”
understanding enabled him to undermine the ostensible f{inal
result that courage is mot the knowledge of what Is to be hoped
for and feared, and as in the Meno Socrates” understanding
undermines the ostensible result that virtue {s not imowledge,
and as in the Sophist the Stranger”s understanding undermines
the ostensible problems with the position that “what fs not”
cannct be applied to anything.

The other problem is how to interpret the overall program
of the Sophist, tracking down the Sophist, which sgeems to
require showing that falsity doeg exist. Over and over the
Stranger reminds us that we can locate the art of the Sophist
only be showing that falsgity does exist in thought and gpeech.

No i{nterpretation can {gnore the fact that the whole purpose of
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the Sophist is to.put. the Sophist in his place—~but where is the
Sophist”s place, Lf there is no such thing as falsity? This is

the problem I will try to solve first.

THE FIRST PROBLEM: THE SOPHIST”S PLACE

What 13 the art of the Sophist? Judgiog from the Gorgias,
we should expect that, liké the rhetorictan (Sﬁtmp), the Sophist
has me art at all (462b). Judging from the Phaedrus, we should
expect that, like the rhetorician, the Sophist”s art eifther
gives him knowledge in every area or else in no area (260ef.,
esp. 262c). 1In the Sophist, the Stranger and Theaetetus find
it sbsurd to say that the Sophist has knowledge in every area
(233a). So, in line with the Gorgias and Phaedrus, we should
expect that in the Sophist the Stranger means to deny that there
18 an art of sophisgtry.

0f course, this expectation cannot’: be fulfilled by the old
position. For according to that longstanding tradition, the
Stranger does think there are such things as false seatences, so
the Stranger must think that the Sophist does have an art, the
art of deception, that {3, the art of producing falgse thinking
(ef. 240d). Thus the old position had to maintain that ia the
Sophist Plato reverses his opinlon of the Gorgfas and the

Phaedrus that there {8 no art of sophistry.
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But, according to the new position, Plato does not change
his mind. With this new position we can maiotain that in the
Sophist, tco, Just as everywhere else, Plato means to deny that
there 13 an art of sophistry. This position can argue that
Plato makes this denial by reducing to absurdity the Sophist’s
claim to practice an art. Plato reaches the absurdity in two
steps: (1) if there is an art of sophistry, it must be an art of
decaption, but (2) there can be no such thing as an art of

deception.

1. Why the Sophiat”s art must be deception. Thig first

step of Plato”s argument takes place between 218b and 241b.
There the Stranger has claimed that the Sophist is a di:ffe:ent
gort of thing {yEvos) than the Statesman or Philosopher (217a-b)
and undertakes to mark off clearly with Theaetetus what the
Sophist i{s (5uioploxafern sades ti mot’ Earivd.

To begin with, the Stranger says, the only ching he and
Theaetetus have in common concerning the Sophist {3 %is name
(toltou mEpt :a‘t’:vom povav ‘Exopav xowt:'p, 218c). The very first
question (o Lntmpa sp&fov) ig whether or not the Sophist i35 a
man with no professionmal knowledge or a man who has an are
(xBtepov 1861ty % tiva téqvnv Exovea, 221c). The Straunger asks
this question in a clever wvay, making a pun, for the word
"sophist” could be taken ian two different ways. The word could

be taken to refer to a profegsor of chetoric, or it could rzefer
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to any sort of scientist, anyoune who practiced am "art ot
sclence. Thus the Stranger asks 1f a professor of rhetoric has
a science by wondering: with a pun if the gophist is really—
without a doubt—a sophist (18Gtnv 6fcoucv, 3 ecaienre, W
rEVIERACY ©8 &Me&a gosrotiv; 22le=d). Theaetetus takes it
that the Scphist by no means caa be a man without art (oz’:ﬁau&s

>
S

S1deny), bur his grounds dubioug, according

v}, wnda £
to what the Stranger has said. Theaetetus” veagoa 13 that
everyone with the name “gophist™ (that is, “gcientist™) must be
that sort of thing (chat is, a scientist): TEVTos ser toto;'cos
civar 6 ye Bvopx touto Exwv,! 221d. Evidently this Is
carelessnesa on Theaetetus” part. He ia comiag to 3 ecaclusion
from the nagme alone, without considering the thing. About the
only advice the Stranger has given him so far is that such
conclugions are dubfous. Instead, the Stranger has recommended

always coming to couciusions aboulg the thing itself by argument

cather thaa from the name aloue, without any argument: Set 58

! winckelmann“s emendation, I would render “xaviwe Set
:oto;‘toa" Bor " nIvTus ée.{ totoutov” T as “the one haviaog this
name must by ali means be such (that s, a gscientist).
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Zel navtds fEPL TO NPTYHX XUTO pEAAov §1& Adywv T Tobvopa povov
cuvopoAoyfoaofal ywpls Adyou, 218c.

How is one supposed to argue. about the thing itself? The
Stranger gives two such argments, each oce reducing to
absurdity the claim that the thing itself, sophistry, is an art,
unless it 18 an art of deception. The first argument 1is that if
sophistry 13 one art, (£ {g at leaat aix arts (221d=23le), which
geems absurd. The second argument is that Lf the Sophist”s art
1’3 in gay field, it {s in every field (232b=-d), which also geenms
a;surd. The only possible escapé from these pérplexicies is to
¢laim that L{f the Saphist has an art, it must be the art of
waking deceptive appearacces (233d-235a). But the Stranger
shows that this escape depends on there being false speech
(240b=241b). Thus the Stranger will be able to complete his
réduction to absurdity of there being a Sophist”s art by arguing
that false gpeech is Impcssidble and hence that there can be no
art of deception. Before gofing on to this second step, I will
take a cloder look at the twin arguments of the first step.

The "1 = 6 argument. On the assumption that the Sophist
has some one gort of art (221d), the Stranger shows that the
Sophist appears to be so many things that Theaetetus says he is
quite perplexed (&xop& &€ ‘Eywye 76n 61& 5 noAAE ned@véar, 231be

¢). The Sophist appears to bte:

A
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1. a paid hunter of the young and wealthy, 23ld,

2. a vwvholesaler (’E;mopos) of bics of learning for the
soul,

3. a retailer (x@mnios) of the same,

4. a seller of his own productions (aUvowinAns) of bits of
learning,

5. an athelete in coutests of words,

6. a purger of the soul, 23le.

The Stranger says that the vesult—when someone appears to
have knowledge in many areas, but is called by the oame of a
single art (emiotiuwv tis xoMwv daivitar, plas S8 texvns
dvépat1 wmpogayopelinta1)—that this appearance {3 unot scund (td
d&vraoua Touto ws ovk B08’ Uyids, 232a). He claims that anyome
who gets tuls impression (9 nZoywv avvé) Is unable to see that
one thing of the art at which all the results aiam (ob Slvazal
cariber1y freivo avtnd c18 '3 p& ntr Tk padfuata tauta PAExer).
Plainly this sultiple account of what is supposed to be one art
{8 unacceptable for the Stranger: uf Toivuv ?ms:.s ve adtd . . .

xaZaywuev. - Thus they aeed to try again.
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The "knowledge of anything = knovledge of everything” argu-

pent. To begin the second argument of the pair, the Stranger
recalls one thing especially distinctive of the Sophist (Ev vap
TU . « « pE\lOTC kaTeddvn autov)——they had said that he was a
disputer (&vnkoytn&v), and taught this same thing to others

~ P - -
{xel twv @A\Awv cutov tobtou S18Zakaiov ylyveoSai).

[
n

rhe Sonhizt“e art 18 an art of disputation (-:;xs

&v‘t\koy‘lx;}s tExvns, ¢£.232), the Strauger and Theaetetus can
figure out what the Sophist is by considering the area in which
he ig able to dispute: axom:mcv &%, xepl tivos @px xal ¢aoiv of
10103191 nots;v &kaaymoﬁa. 232b. But Sophists seem able to
argue about everything (nxgpl =wavtwv, 232¢-e). If they are
really able to dispute about everything, they must have
knowledge of everything (mivea enigvaddai). But that is
impossible (2334;).

The frce of this argument {2 that if the Sophist”s art {is
of anychia.g in particular--whether of things divine (232c), or-
of earth and gky, ot of being and becoming, or of laws and
affairs of state, or even of wrestiifsg-—it must equally be said
to be of everything else, which i3 absurd.

The new position takes the Stranger”s coucluasion to be that
the Sophiast has no knowledge in any area, and, being f{gnorant
(&vemiothpuv), he cannot even speak soundly to dispute (‘57\58 111

AEywv gv-:nnc;v, 233a), that {3, he does not rightly dispute

Ao
S
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(avtizéyelv bpBws), but ocaly seems to (daivoviai). Thus the
sophists appear to be wise in all things: navetx ’&pa godol « .
dxivovtar [sa. Ema‘:qusvws ,Exaw], but really are uot (ook
"vres ye).

2. Fhy there can be no such thing as an art of deception.
The Sophist has the knack of deceiving people by giving the
imgzcasien of knowledge without really baving knowledge. The
only thing left that could be the Sophist”s art, therefore, 1is
deception of some sort; he has the art of creating fallacious
appearances with words, semblances (¢&Ivtaopa), as opposed to
accurate likenesses cixova), cf.234c-d. The Stranger says that
guch an art of deception I3 3lgso perplexing (’&nqpoa, ef.
236d~e, 239c), that {1t seems to rvequire absurdity ('c':-:omv,
240c). The Stranger finally asks 1f there ig any way at all to
cousistently define the Sophist”s art: <hv tExvny abrov Tive
adopioavies Suiv adtols gupbwverv olot te foducda;

The Stranger suggests that, when we say that the Sophist”s
art is an art of deception, we may say that his art caugses our
mind to think falsely (¢eudn SofiZeiv thv uyiiv v efcopev rd
s 2xeivou téxvns, 240d). But the Stranger doubts wvhether
false speech can be consistently. spoken of (240e-2641b). The
Stranger gays Theaetetus speaks rightly (Spe;n) to vemind him
that the only way in which false speech can come to be (8t nus

- - - -~ — , -
Y&p '&v EAAwC TOlOUTOS YEVOLTO;=———Z: oxe5av oUSapws) forces us
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over and over to attacih being to what 1s not, which they have
jugt agreed .(236d=239c, cf. pp.ll1f above) 1is the most
impossible thing ia the world: ﬂZs‘ Y& pd Gver 5 v mpogamtELy
fuas moMdxis dvayx&CegBal, Siohoynoapdvos vuv 6% wou touto
etvar navtav kbuvathrtatov.

Thus, 1f the Stranger does in what follows in fact argue
that false gentences are impossible (as our new rosition wmust
claim, coatrary to the appeafance of 261~3), he will have
succeeded In showing that there i3 no art of sophistry. 3y
denying that there ig an art of scplisicy, che Strarger will
have gsucceeded {n separating the Sophist from the Philosopher
and Statesman, on the assumption that each of these has an art.
And he will have found the Sophist”s “place”: outside the arts
along with, presumably, “rules of thumb”’, “old wives” tales”,
and other {rrational “knacks”s Our first wmain prqbl.en of
fnterpretation, then, can be sclved, if we can show thac the
Stranger denies the exiastence of false speech throughout the
Sophist. Thig will depend on f£inding such an Interpretation of

261=3, where false speech is ostergibly defined.

THE SECOND PROBLEM: THE DEFINITION OF FALSE SPEECH
The Stranger will seem to find a way to define false
sentences and beliefs. Thus the new position claiming that the

Theaetetus and Sophist are written in Plato”s peculiar dialogue

3
: '?.

129

atyle and claiming that the Stranger denies the pogsibility of
false speech must somehow devalue the apparent reversal later in
this dialogue, just as the apparent reversals at the end of the
Laches, Memo, and Sophist 236d-239¢ are devalued by a
satigfactory grasp of the teacher”s whole position.

In fact, the Stranger gives quite a few hints that his own
understanding v:lil devalue the later reversal. He says that the
later reversal appears to attack (’emtieeoem) the theory of his
ovn father, Permenides (t3vy tov xatpos Happevidov Adyov,
cf.2414, 242a). But the Stranger has a pressing request for
Theaetetus: that he will not think that the Stranger {s turning
fato a sort of parricide (ufi pe otov wavparolay énoh'xﬁgs
Yilyvea8ael <wve, 261d). Also, the Stranger says that he has
always been too ff:gntheuted (ém:tpnmﬁs) to tefute this theory
and still 13 now, 242a. He is afraid that he will gseem to be
mad (pxvikos), reveraing his own pasition (=apx noda petaferav
Epautdv Rve xal kGtw). And he s undertaking the refutation for
Theaetetus” sake (ofiv yZp 67 x&plv eAéyrewv tov  Adyav
::xxéndépsea, 242a=~b), 90 it would seem that he i3 not
undertaking it on his own behalf.

Oyr new position camn unravel all these hinta. The Stranger
declates that he might seem to Theaetetus to be doing something
crazy (ef.216d: toté 67 Eaviv ols REPICYOLVEO Iv da ravedmany

N -
tYovtes pavikus). Bue 4n fact he 1is adt about to refute
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Parmenides” theory (he i3 too “fainthearted” for that; we should
Aot take him for a parricide). Ingtead, it {8 Theaetetus and
his belfefs, not the Stranger”s, which need consideration and
refutacion by the Stramger (ef. Socrates” description of the
Stranger at 216b: $adlous fuzs Gvras v Tols Adyors &modpclsc
e kel EkE7xwv, 9ede Qv T8 ékaynttzﬁs)._

Of course, this {nterpretation depends on our f£inding a way
to uaderstand 262-3. This is what I will aow try to provide.

I will try to show how Sophist 261c-~263d argues for the
Stranger”s position that

(1T) A string of words is a sentence Lff 1t is true,

against The;etetua’ position that

(1T or F) A string of words is a seantence 1ff £t i3 trye
or false.

There are actuslly two parts to this argument. The £first
part, 261d-262e, ghaws that Theaetetus” support for his view (LT
or F) will in.fact be support for the Stranger”e claim (1T).
This argument unfolds in peculiar dialogue style. Certain
claimg are made, which geem to support (1T or F). But -thege
claims themselves need support, which can only come from certain
deeper claims. And those deeper claims, L{f they are support for
anything, are support for (1T). The Stranger will point out to

Theaetetus how (1iT or ¥) pregupposes the firgt level of claims,

bt ————t
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and how those claims depend ou the deeper claims. In line with
wy Guess, this Ingtructor supplies the understandfng, that {is,
most of the pleces of the argument which devalues (1T or'F), but
leaves unsaid the final one-sentence conclusion, namely, that
the deeper claims are support for (1T) before (1T or F).

The secoud part, 262e~263c, parallels Socrates” result in
the Thegetetus that a thought camnot both be about something and
be false. In this part, which 1s alsec in the dialogue style,
all of Socrates” srgument about thought is recast for qen:e;ces,
except the one-gseutence conclusion that a sentence cannot bath
be about something and be false.

Part ome: 261d~262e. Pirst, I will take a clogser look at

the first part, 261d-262e. The Stranger gets Theaetetus” assent
that gome words fit together (Suvappdtter) and some do not
(261d), where they both are taking “fit together” to say "make
up a sentence.” And it i{s clear that Thesetetus” assent could he

understood either as the Stranger”s claim:

(2T) Ouly a string of words that will point out an
interveaving in the world will fit together. [Call cthis
“fitting togethery”],

or as Theactetus” claim:
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(2T ot F) Whether or not a string of words will point ocut
an interveaving {n the world, some words will, some will not,
fit together. {[Call this “fitting togethery .. F."]

Next the Stranger gets out the distinction Theaetetus had in
mnind for determining whether or not words fit togethery .. p-
" We will see that this distinction will establish (2T) before it
egtablishes (2T or F).

Ficeing togethery .. p 1s distinguished by marking off

different kinds of words. That is, Theaetetus will agree that

(claim 1) A statement never congists of doer-words
gspoken together, nor of doing-words apart
from doer-words, spcker together.

> - y . < - -

oukouv €  OVORETWY WEV pOVWYV  cUVEXWS
- > + - - - ot

AeyopEvav OUK ECT1 TOTE Aoyos, ovd” au

. s . .

pHuETwy yYwpls ovopdTwv AexOevwwv, (262a).

For example, (a) “walks runs sleeps” is not a sentence, and no
other string of doing-words, no matter how long, will wmake up a
sentence (262b)., And (p) neither i{s "lion stag horse,” or any
string of only doer-words, a seatence (262b-c). But the
Stranger’; without saying that this {s what he will do, in fact
undercuts this argument for fitting cogechert or F by careying

it one step further. He points out to Thesetetua the deeper
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claim, the reason why "lion etag horse” or “walks runs sleeps™
are mot sentences.

The Stranger says that in neither of these examples do the
gounds uttered (<& $wvn@Eévtz) point out (snko:) any doing or
aon~doing or being of anything that is or is not (262¢). On’
Theaetetus” level, thia firnal reasoa for (2T or F) may seem to
cloge the case in favor of (1T or F). But, on the Stranger”s
level, this final reason undercuts (2T or F), supporting inatead
@nm.

I ¢can redo the Stranger’s argumeat with this drawing.

Take a and b to be doers, ¥ and G to be doings. In the pleture
I show that a doer x doeg same doing y by drawing a line between
X and ¥.

*  Suppose that the Stranger holds that

(2T) Only a string of words that will poist out an inter~
wveaving in the world will fit together,

which in this picture amcunts to the claim that only “Fa,” "Fb,”
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"Gb,” and “Gota"™ are sentences, wvhere “Gota” says "a is other

than g."z Suppose he is arguing against Theaetetus, who holds

(2T or P) Whether or not a string of words will point out
an interweaviug {n the world, some words will, souwe will not,
£iv together,

which amounts to the claim that all of "Fa,” "Fb,” "Ga,” "Gb,”

"Fota,” "Fotb,” “Gota,”™ and “Gotb~ are sentences, some of them

being false. Theaetetus can support his (2T or F) by claim 1,

a statement never consists of doer-words
spoken {n succession, nor of doing-words,
apart from doer-words, spoken together,

which rests on examples such as (1) “ab” 1s not a semtence, aand.

(11) "F¥G" is not a gentence. But here the Stranger points out
that the underlying réasou why neither "ab” nor "FG" form a sen~
tence can only be that neither points out anything, any

interweaving, {n the picture. But (the Stranger leaves ungaid)

2 7o keep things simple, I will not meation “sotb” and
“GotF,” though [ think it {s clear that the Stranger must take
them to be sentences, teco.
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this reason surely supports (2T) instead of (2T or F). Iun the
pi'ctu're, ueither "Ga” nor “Foth" points out anything. So, by
Theaetetus” own deeper reason, he should also deay that "Ga" or
"Fotb™ are sentences.

In the text, the Stranger applies this argument to the
example sentence "a man learns.” Theaetetus says that this is a
gentence (Z: A\dyov civcv. oﬁs S L -] ’Eyom:. 262c~d), because
whoever gays it points out something about what is or becoues or
has become or will become (3mot vap bR mov tdte mepl twv Bveav
3 yiyvopdvav h yeyovdtwy "% peAASvTwy, 262d). Whoever says this
does not merely prouounce words (as {n the examples of oon~
gentences) but connects gomething Codr ovopELeL pdvav, Mg T
xepaiver, 262d). He weaves together the doing-words with the
doar—vords (qupmiixwy t& Stuara <ois dvopaot, 262d).

In oy model, we might restate the Stranger”s argument this
vay, with the example sentenge “Gb.” This is a sentence because
there is something behind it in the model, t.txia:

b

G.
The Stranger would say that “Gb® points, out (6nko;) somethiag,
mel}, the interweaving of b and G. In his view, the

{nterveaving beh{nd the words i3 what lets one make a connection

(nepaiver ), what lets one weave togethex (oupmAgxer) the

words.
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In the text, the Straonger coacludes cthis part of the
argument by saying that “according to how things do or do not

fit together, words do or do not fit together.”

(A - . . . -

oltw &7 kefarep <& ®XpaYRATE® T& PEV IAARAOLS
R . NS - =

Gopotte, t& 6° oV, xa1 Répl TX TME dwvns av

T S T S . em &

ampera t& pEv ovx GppatIEl, T &€ appotTovia

3~ - 2 -

qutwv A3YOV axcipyxsoato, 262d-e. "

Looking at my model, éhe Stranger might put it this way. In the
model, the things F and a fit together, so the words “E” and "a”
f4t together; they form a sentence, “Fa.” But the things G and b
do zct fic together, so the words "G" and "B~ do not it
together; “Gb™ i{s not a seutence. The pleces of lauguage fit
together when and only when the corresponding pileces of the
uot;ld fit' together. If we offer a distinction of types of words
alone, whether {t {s between doer— and doing=words or names and
1ive verbs, or anything else, and try to define being a sentence
with that distinction alone, then the Stranger will claim that
the ouly evidence we caa bring out for our word-based
distinction is f{n fact evidence for (2T), not (2T or F).
Theasetetus views this first part of the argument from a
different level, of courss. He somehow still cakes the fitting

together of words to be f£itting togethery . p» geizing che
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examples of @gentences and noun-sentences (262b~c) without

grasplag the reason for their belng or not being senteaces.

Part two: 262e~263c. The second part of the Stranger”s
argument,262e-263c, beging with the Stranger 1aying down the
~aboutness® requirement: a sentence—if it i3 to be a sentence-—
must be about something. For a sentence not to be about
something is impossible (Adyov éwtryxa:ov. ‘Btmmcp E;, Tvas elvat
ASyov, pl 68 Tives a6uvatov, 262e, cf. Theseretus 189a,
189d-e).

Vaguely, he also says that every septence must “have some
quality” (xowdv siva). Again we see two different levels of
undergtanding here. On one level, Theaetetus takes this to say
that every gentence must have the quality of being efther true
or false. On another level, the Stranger takes this to be the
quality of being true. The Stranger %ill aow go ,on to use the
aboutness ‘requirement to reduce Theaetetus”s position to
agbgurdity, although he will neglect to say the £inal cme sen~
tence of the reductio, namely, the sentence “Therefore, false
gentences are impossible.”

In the text, the Stranger deals with an example of a true
gentence f£irst, “Theaetetus airs.” This seatence ig about
something—Theaetetus himgelf (263a). Likevise, in ny drawing,
the Stranger would say that the true sentence “Gb" 4s about

something, too, b.

A d
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Next, i{in the text, the Stranger asks Theaetetus what this
ig about: “Theaetetus flies.” Theaetetus claims that no ome

could deny that this {s about nothiang but himself,

. " ‘o T | ~ 3
k@l toutov oud Tv €18 cAlus £ixol WANV EUdV

e xzl REPL cpov, 263a),

that 1s, everyoue would agree that this 1s about Theaetetus.
Looking at oy drawing, Theaetetus would likewise claim that “Ga”

could only be about a. The Stranger makes this reply:

But we agree that every sentence must have
some quality. . . . What quality must one
aay each of these sentences has? (263a-~b).

Theaetetus, of course, says that ome is false, the other true.
To reduce Theaetetus” positfion to asbsurdity, the Stranger
geeds oue more claim—to be about a thing, a gentence must say
or point m:tt: something about that thing. TFor {natance, the true
sentence "Gb" points out G about b. In the Stranger”s words,
“the true sentence says the things that ata; as they are, about
Theaetetus” (AEyer &€ abtov o udv ZAneis T3 dvte us Eatu wepl

aou) «
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The trouble with Theaetetus” position is saying what the

false “"Ga" says or points out about a. If he had the Match—up

Postulate, he could say that "‘Gg;‘ points out G about a,

irregardless of the fact that G {s not about a. - In our model we

had:

F G
Here G is uot about 2, ouly F is. The falgse, therefore, says
what {s other (ti'xat: is, G) than what is about a (that {s, B.
It says what {s “not”(that is, what is other than) as if it is.
In the Stracger”s words, § st &7 peushs "etepa <oy oVTWY - o+ e
<& ph ovt” Zpa 8 vtz AEyer, (263b).

Just as 3o the first part of the argument, 2614-262e,
Theaetetus geizes this much of the explanation and does not see
any trouble. But Theaetetus does not see what this purported
solut{on rests on. In Theaetetus” eyes, the Stranger seems to
be saying that, although G is not about a, nevertheless G can be
aaid about a. For G %s not cootrary to being, and thus
anutterable (as was shown at 236d-239¢). It 1s mot in that it
is other than gomething, here a.

The Stranger”s theory of “not™ as other than certainly does
let him say what is not, that is, what is-other than. In this

way Theaetetus s righe. But the whole greatest kinds section

does not enable him to say what is other than 3 about a; this 4s
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the point Theaetetus has amissed. We can say what 1s “not” or
what {s other than, “for we said that about each thiug there 1is
much that 18, and much that £s uot.” (xoAA& pev ycp ’Eccusv Svea
repl Exaotov clval v, WoAAX 6 obx Gvte.) Rithout the Match—up
Postulate. this reagon shows at most that only true sentences
can exist.

According to the Stranger”s theory of "mot,” in my model we
are allowed to say that F is, with reference to or about 2 and
b, and that G is with reference to or about b, but is “mot” or
other than with reference to s, c¢f. 257b, above pp. 18f.

This theory of “"not” offers no support for the claim Theae-
tatus needs, that a false sentence says (about a thing) things
that are, other than what really is about that thing (cf.263b:
Gvtwy &8 e Svia tﬁtapc xept aoa). To take a case from the
wodel, this theory of “not”™ offers no support for the claim that
“Ga~ says G about a. Really, G is not about 3. And this can be
said: Gota. Really, ¥ 1s about a. And this can be said: Fa.

This 18 as far as the Stranger”s theoty of “not”™ will carry us.

3 Not to mention that 8 is other than with reference to b,
and ¥ i3 other than with refercoce to &.
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All in all, the requirements which the Stranger puts om
sentences might be written this way. Let S be a word striag, X
& doer, gud & a doing or a non-doing (that is, a doing that is

other than some doer”s doings).

(). § is a seatence (that is, S fits 'togetherz) if and
only if there is aun x such that S is about x (262e, 263c).

(14) S £3 about x if and ouly 4f there is a @ such that §
- gays @ about x (cf. 263b).

(411) S says @ about x 1f and only i€, firse. S contains
words (tX tns dwvns amperx) for x and & and, second, Ix.

The result, of course, is that there are ao false
gsentcnces. Theaetetus, forgetting or never ncticing thac the
Harch=up Pogtulate was rejected, does not gee where the argument
has led. The Stramger, a lesson in self-crestraint in tesching,
does not blurt out this oune—sentence aunswer. Instead, oue last

time, he reminda Theaetetus of the main premises:

1. If "Theaetetuys flies” {3 not about Theametetus, it is
} e e e - ? "
not about anything (e1 &€ un 'ccu aes, ol @AAOU YE obé‘cvos,
263¢c).

2. 1If “Theaetetus flies™ {s not about anything, it is not
- - 3 - - g -
a sentence at all (unSecvos S¢ v oub” &v \oyos s??.n <0 WAPINIVe
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y - -~ C» -~ b] P b - % ~ £ 3
ercdnvapevy ydp oTt twv abuvdtwv nv Adyov ovta pndevos eival
Adyov, 263c).

Theaetetus, unot grasping the Stranger”s whole pogitionm,
tacitly supplies the premise that “Theaetetus flies” is about
Theaetetus. Thus his conclusion {s that “Thegetetus flies” is a
gentence. But it is part of the Stranger”s whole position that
“Theaetetus flies” 1is not about Theaetetus, since it does not
say anything about Theaetetus (for Flying is not ab?u: Theae~
tetus) any more than “walks ruos sleeps” says Runnisg about
Walking or “lion ‘stag horse" says Stag aebout Lion. Thus the
Stranger”s tacit conclusion is that “Thesetetus £lfes” is o
gentence. !

F{nally, the Stranger gets out a descripuon-‘of a falsa
gentence which, to him, makes it plain that there are no false
sentences, but which, to Theaetetus, appears to zhow that there

can be false sentences:

Something said about you, whichk says,
however, about what is other that it {s the
game, i.e, about what s not that it Iis=-
such a combinatfon of docer— and doing=words
appears to be really and truly a false gen-

rtence.

(epl 60 aov  Aeydpevae, Aeydueva uEvsor
- ¢ 2 - - t
ditepe w8 T autd xul A ez ws Jovta,
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- Y ¢ - - n
AEVTETESIY EOLKEV 1) TOlZUTY deeec\B Ex t&
0y .« 3 . N
SNUATWY YlYVOREVD K&l OVORXRTWY OVIWa TE KXl
s A . -

ZAndus® ylyveddar Adyos ¢evéns, 263d.)

The Strauger trealizes that such a combination of deer-and doing-
words {8 never a gentence because of the “aboutness”
objection: If “Theaetetus flies™ does not say what 1s about
Thegsetetus, then it is vot about Thegetetus (mor is Lt about

anything else) so {t {s not a sentence after all.

% The phrase "’a’vm te xxi ’czhnefoa' {s probably meant to

tecall Theaetetus” too-early claim about an unguccessful model
of false thinking: tote &e kAnfus SoEager yeusn, Theaetetus
189¢c. Socrates says such an answer ghows contempt, not respect,
for bim (189c). Evidently, such an answer gust hold him {n low
regard because it supposes he will not question an “obvious
problem, the probleme of the truly false (tov zAnus' belbous,
189¢~d). How could someonme slowly think quickly? How {s {1t
posaible fdr scmecme to heavily fall lightly? 1f these thinga
cannot be done, then how can gomecue truly think falaely (ef.
189d)? This argument from the Impossibility of  opposites is
never addressed later, uneither in the Thesetetus nor the
Sephigt, Jjust as the argument in the Thegetetus £rom the
impossibility of knowing and not knowing the ‘same thing.

Thus “Sviws te xal ?xknst:n' {s probably meant to be a
reminder that, even {f a2 way has somehow beea found to say what
i1s not, there still remain unsolved problema. (Continued unext
page.)
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Thesetetus missed the aboutness objection. He thinks one
a3y justly call (Sweaiws &v ralozto. ¢f. Theaetetus 189¢) such
a combinatfon of words a false sentence. He used to have the
same hopes for false thinking. After Socrates showed that false
thinking casnot be thinking what is not (L.e. the coatrary of
being) at 188d-189b, he congidered the view that false thinking

is thinking what is, but thinking one thing instead of another

(Continued from previous page.)

I nmote that moat writers have thought that the argument
from the impossibility of oppasites i{s a silly argument, and
uost have then inferred that, eince they think it {s a silly
argument, Plato must have thought it was ailly, too, and gever
meant it to be taken seriously. The text will not permit such a
teading. This can be seen 28 soon as we pick out just what in
.the argumeat has made 1t seem silly. The argument does seem
vight for some kinds of actions, such as running or falling.
What hes seemed silly is td put this type of action on a par
vith the action of thinking. But Plato in all sericusness does
put thinking on a par with falling~ and running=type actions,
such as touching (surely one cgmnot heavily touch ‘lightly),
hearing, and seeing; he does this, quite sericusly, only a few
lineg before he makes this argument. However silly it may geenm
to usg, Plato took this parallel sericusly. Any satisfactory
interpretation, then, should either show where and how he gives
up this parallel, or elae describe how he solves the problem of
false sentences without giving up this parallel.

S

145

Cov pev ael SoExger, (Etepov 58 ave” §r§pou. 188¢), as if a
thought could be mistaken about what it 1s about (c‘mapt&vmv od
z:mcénet), that {3, as {f {t could be about something other than

what it is about. Theaetetug soon found out that this attempe

to describe false thinking "also failed; there 1s no way ome
could think such a thing, whether we gay the .thcughl: is about
both things or only oue or the other (ef. 189d-e).

Socrates” argument in the Theaatetus about thinking works
the same way as the Stranger”s argument about gentences.
Socrateg argues that if the thought is about ouly one or the
other of the things, it cannot be the thought that the one is
the other, for it would be forced to think about what it {8 not
thinking about (&vayr&Cotto vap %&v o&rtedtar ral ob un SoZagLer,
190d). ULikewise, 't {s obvious that a gentence about$ anly
Theaetetus or only flying could not say that Thesetetus is
flying. But, Socrates argues, if cthe cthought is about both

chings; there 1{s no way that ome could think that the ome {3 the

5 Clearly, the word “about™ s being uged differeatly with
rtegpect to a thought in the Theaatetus than it {s with reapect
to & sentence in the Sophist 262e, vhere the "X" 1in “about X°
refers only to the doer, not the doing. In the Theaeteatus, the
"X" in "about X" can refer to both the doer and the ﬁoiug-
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other: ouSeis ;poé‘tspc YE « ¢« + GoBELwv .+ .« . GoEzgE1reV s ]
cé-:spov 'E‘:spav e’:m:w, 190c. Likewlse, the Stranger would say
that if two things are other, one may not say they are the same.
The words simply would not fit together to make up a seantence.
If the two things do not weave together, it is impossible to say
that they do (cf. 259e: <tehewt®tn mEvTwy Adywv E£0TivV XOEVIGLS
3 SraATerv Bxaatov axd ndviwve Sia Yap tiv DATAwv Tov c1bav
ouprAokfv 3 AGyod yEyovev fux‘{v). Words fit together to make up
sentences according .to the way things fit together in the world
(cf.262d-e: oGt 5% xafamep t& wpaypata T& piv AAARO1S FpuotTe,
<& 67 oY, xat mepi Tk tne dwvés ab ompete T pdv ol &ppdtTer,
<& &8 Sppdrrovta avrwy AdYov arelpydoato.) Speech is impossible
Lf Forms do not blemd (§1& v@p Thv SAATAwv twv 16wy qupriokny g

AByoo yEyovev (ﬁu.:'v) R

° Conclusion. Our new position tequires that we be able to
separate two levels of understanding, t:he_ level understanding
the vhole position and the level of incomplete understanding,
aud that the whole position can plaugibly be seen in the text to

devalue the ogstensible conclugfon. This I have tried to do. It

seems to me tha?: (1) the Stranger ghoved how the doer word/doing

vord distianction rests ou the principle that a sentence should
point out something about something, and (ii) he showed that

this aboutness requiremenz cannot be aet by false gentences

b

e

.
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(Theaetetus” “understanding” of the situation notwithstanding).
If this iz right we can at last fit together the parts of the
atory told to Terpsion: Socrates” theory of thinking (209a-c)
fits together with the Stranger”s theory of sentences; Socrates”
view of falasity complementa, not countradicts, the Stranger”s.
No more need we say that in the Sophist Plato gave a quick
gsolution to cune of the problems of falsity, 'that of being alid
not~being, and forgot to explain the problem of knowing and not

knowing, left uusolved at Theaetetus 188~200.
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